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PREFACE

OLUME VII ended ata moment of suspense. East of the

Adriatic the three great Hellenistic monarchies, Macedon,
Syria and Egypt, had attained the appearance of a balance of
power. The lesser states of Greece and the East lay beneath their
shadow, though there was independent political vigour in the
Greek Leagues, Rhodes, and Pergamum. Meanwhile the old
Great Power Carthage and the new Great Power Rome were on
the eve of a struggle which finally decided the mastery of the
West. Before eighty years had passed no state remained in the
Mediterranean world strong enough to cross the will of Rome.
The political and military triumph of Rome went far to maim
the spiritual, social, and economic life of the Hellenistic world,
which for more than a century had been sorely tried by the
wars of Macedonia, Syria and Egypt; but here too there is
much achievement to record. Rome herself gained much from
Hellenism and, later, passed on to the West what she herself
had gained.

The victory of the new power cannot, in the last decades of the
third century, have scemed as inevitable as it seems to us or as it
seemed to Polybius. The successes of Hannibal marked him out as
a greater Pyrrhus, and Carthaginian statecraft must have hoped
to cramp Roman expansion by a coalition with Macedon and
Syracuse. But man-power, a political system based on goodwill,
and patient strategy prevailed: the unnatural alliance of Car-
thaginian and Greek came to little; Scipio Africanus drove victory
home; and Carthage became definitely a second-rate power. Her
defeat set free the Western Mediterranean for trade, and made
possible the rise of a native North African kingdom, that of
Numidia, which spread civilization and brought stability except
to weakened Carthage. Rome succeeded to the Punic empire in
Spain, and, at her leisure, confirmed’the security of Italy against
the Gauls and Ligurians. The Roman people were weary and
exhausted, but the Senate, made nervous by the complications
which the Hannibalic War had caused, was induced to fear a new
danger in the co-operation of the great monarchies of Syria and
Macedon, Serving other interests than her own, but at the same
time without clear disinterestedness, Rome defeated Philip V of
Macedon and then Antiochus of Syria and his Actolian allies, At
the peace of Apamea Pergamum and Rhodes received ample
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payment for their example and their exertions in resisting both
monarchies.

At this point again Rome might hope for a pause. She had not
yielded to the temptation of permanent aggrandizement in Greece.
She had nothing to fear from Syria and little from Macedon, but
the display of her power made her the arbiter of questions for
which she cared little. 'T'he Senate, composed of administrators
with a taste for legalism and an instinct for order, could not refuse
to sit in judgment, and Greek envoys, who hoped always for more
than justice, were alike eager for its judgments and readily dis-
satisfied with them. Perseus, Philip’s successor, could not forget
that Macedon had enjoyed the primacy among the Hellenistic
monarchies, and the Scnate, too, could not forget it. "The Third
Macedonian War eliminated the monarchy, but left Rome faced
with the problem of giving republican institutions to 2 monarchical
people. The half-hearted conduct of the war had caused Pergamum
and Rhodes to waver, so that the Senate, impatient of what seemed
disloyalty, showed Rome’s effective displeasure. The weakening
of these two powers was to produce a vacuum in Asia Minor into
which Rome was perforce drawn. Macedonia was in the end
made a province, and the unwillingness of the Achaean League to
be at once a free power and the client of Rome brought about a
crisis which led to the destruction of the one remaining unit of
Hellenic force in Greece. The year that witnessed the fall of
Corinth saw the destruction of Carthage. Nothing now remained
in the Mediterranean to remind Rome that she had not always
been invincible,

This isolation of greatness did not mean an isolation of culture.
Hellenism had long had a footing in Italy: Campanian towns such
as Pompeii looked Greek; in Rome itsclf admiration for 1ellenic
literature was raised to a fashion, although the native vigour of
Latin saved it from becoming a language of the uncultivated and
leaving all literature to be written in Greek. Roman religion had
imported elements from kinsmen, from Etruscans and from
Greeks, and now in the second century Greek philosophy,
especially in the form of Stoicism which could he best adapted to
the better mind of the Romans, made its entry. The progress of
Greek ideas at Rome can only here and there be traced, as by
reference to the almost motionless figure of the clder Cato, but
the effect of the period is clear. Rome entered the charmed circle
of Hellenic ideas and the Rome of the second century is inter-
grcted to us better by the Greek Polybius than the Roman Livy.,

ut the interpretation is fragmentary, and for the generation that



PREFACE vii

preceded the Gracchi we are ill-informed. The springs of Roman
policy in these years lic beyond our tracing, and we know far less
of Rome in the third century B.c. than of Athens in the fifth. Time
has given us the comedies of Plautus and Terence—Romanized
Hellenism, but not—apart from the de agri cultura of Cato and a
few rugged passages of Ennius—the writings that would have
shown us the native mind and manners of Rome.

Despite the overwhelming political strength of Rome it would
be false to sce in her the one State of flesh and blood in a world of
ghosts. Carthage had perished and the kingdom of Macedonia,
but in Syria the tenacity of the Seleucids had not wholly relaxed.
Again and again Scleucid princes sought to make good their power
and uphold hellenization against nationalistic movements from
within and encroachments from without, above all from the new
power of Parthia. In Asia Minor the sccond century witnessed
the rise and decline of the model of a Hellenistic monarchy in the
compact State of Pergamum.

In the north-east we see, both in Thrace and in the Bosporan
Kingdom, states which formed a link between the Mediterrancan
and the outer world of northern and eastern Europe. In the Kast
there were already signs of the beginning of a great reaction of
the Ilast upon the West, a reaction of ideas even more than of
political forces. Yet the aspect of the Mediterrancan was still
predominantly Hellenistic. For two centuries there had flourished
an art which from Asia Minor and Egypt to Italy and even beyond
was the direct inheritor of the art of classical Greece. Greek States
continued to send their envoys to and fro and to assist each other
to scttle their differences by arbitration. More significant than
this diplomatic activity is the life of commerce as attested by
Delos and by Rhodes, Despite the occasional dislocation due to
the intrusions of Rome, the Mediterranean world was becoming
thoroughly international. Rome might misgovern or hinder good
government, her influence might help to thwart half-understood
movements of social revolt or reform, her inertness might leave
the seas to piratess but during this period there was growing up
the idea that the countries of the Mediterranean must find in one
State their common protector. Reluctant or not, Rome could
not escape the charge little as her domestic instincts and insti-
tutions were suited to it. During the next century, indeed, the
Republican government of Rome broke down, and the manner of
its breaking down conditioned the form of the principate, but it is
the history of the period deseribed in this volume which made
inevitable a Roman Empire.
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In the present volume Mr Glover writes on Polybius (Chapter 1),
Mr Hallward on the Second and Third Punic Wars (Chapters 1,
111, 1v and xv); in Chapter xv also Mr Cll:\!‘h‘swot'fh rvgicws in an
epilogue the historical significance of Carthage. In Chapters v,
vi and vit M. Holleaux continues the history of Rome’s relations
with Greek powers down to the Peace of Apamea. Mr Benecke
then describes the fall of Macedonia and the later Hellenistic
policy of Rome in the remainder of the period (Chapters v and
1x). Professor Schulten, who wrote on Carthaginian Spain n
Volume vi, now describes the making of Roman  Spain
(Chapter x). There remain Italy and Rome itself. In two Chapters
(x1 and x11) Professor Tenney Irank, after describing the securing
of the northern borders of Roman Italy, treats of the political,
economic, and social progress of [taly and Rome. The heginnings
and carly period of literature form the subject of Chapter xin by
Professor Wight Duff; Mr Cyril Bailey in Chapter xiv desoribes
the religion of the early and middle Republic and the wivent at
Rome of Greek philosophy. After the chapter on the tall of
Carthage follows the history of the last active Hellenistic monardhy,
that of Syria, in the period of the Jowish national movement of the
Maccabees. ‘This chapter (xvi) is by Dr Fidwyn Bevan, The survey
of the Hellenistic world is completed by a chapter (xvi) on Fhrace
by Professor Kazarow and three chapters (xvinn, xix and sx) by
Professor Rostovtzetl, who writes on the political and ceonomic
character of the Bosporan Kingdom, Pergumum, Rhodes and
Delos, and reviews lHellenistic commerce in general. These
chapters, which go buck beyond the period covered by the
volume, are to be read in connection with those on Macedon,
Ptolemaic Egypt and Syrin in Volume v, Finally, Professor
Ashmole in Chapter xx1 treats of the art and architccture of the
Hellenistic Age. 'The notes at the end of the volume which concern
the Second Punic War are written by Mr Hallward, those on the
Maccabees and the son of Scleucus IV by Dr Bevan, Table 1 is
prepared by Mr Hallward, and is based upon the tubles in the
Storia dei Romani of Professor De Sanctis, who has guenerously
allowed their use.

The editors are indebted to those scholars whom they have
consulted, not in vain, on points of detail, in particular to
Professor Minns, who has advised them on the spelling of
modern geographical names in Chapter xvir. They further desire
to thank the contributors for their ready co-operation and for
their willingness to adapt the scope of their chapters to the general
plan of the volume. Mr Benecke has permitted the insertion in
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the second of his chapters of a few paragraphs which go beyond
the limit of his main theme and for which the editors are
responsible. Mr Hallward has to acknowledge the courtesy of
Mr Scullard in allowing him to see the proofs of Scipio Africanus
during the revision of his chapters. M. Holleaux desires to thank
for information and suggestions Professors Hiller von Gaertringen,
Kirchner, Miinzer, W. Otto, Stiheliny, Mr Tarn and M. F.
Thureau-Dangin. Mr Bailey wishes to acknowledge valuable
criticism and suggestions from Mr H. M. ILast, Dr Bevan the
assistance of Sir George Macdonald on the coinage of Antiochus
IV. Professor Rostovtzeff desires to thank M. Holleaux for the
use of unpublished inscriptions from Delphi, and Professor
Hiller von Gaertringen for placing at his disposal his forthcoming
article on Rhodos in Pauly-Wissowa. Professor Ashmole desires
to make his grateful acknowledgments to Professor J. D. Beazley,
Dr G. F. Hill, Professor D. S. Robertson and Mr Tarn. Professor
Tenney Frank thanks Messrs Putnam for permission to quote
from the T.oeb Library Edition of Polybius a passage on p. 381.
The volume is indebted to contributors for the preparation of
bibliographies to their chapters and for their share in the pre-
paration of maps, to Mr Hallward for Maps 1 to 6, to M. Holleaux
and Mr Benecke for Map 9. Mr Charlesworth is responsible for
Map 12; Professor Adcock for Map 7 in consultation with
Mr Tarn, and for Map 13 with Professor Rostovtzeft, for Map
11 with Professor Schulten and for Map 8 with Dr Bevan. For
the geographical detail of Map 3 (taken from De Sanctis,
Storia dei Romani, 111, 2) we are indebted to the publishers, the
Fratelli Bocea of Turin, Map 10 is taken by permission of the
publishers (I*. Bruckmann A.-(:.) from Professor Schulten’s
Numantia, as is also the Sheet of Plans 1. ' We have to thank Mr
Seltman for his assistance with this as with the remaining plans
and for his co-operation in connection with the illustration of the
volume in the third Volume of Plates, which he has prepared,
and which is published at the same time as this volume. For
Plan 111 and nos 1, 2 and 5 on Sheet of Plans 11 acknowledgments
are duc to Messrs Walter de Gruyter, for no. 3 to Verlag Carl
Gerold’s Sohn, for nos 4 and 6 to Messrs E. de Boccard.
Professor Adcock, in consultation with Professor Rostovtzeff,
has drawn up the Genealogical Table of the Spartocid Dynasty;
the Tables of the Ptolemies, Seleucids and Attalids, taken with
slight modifications from Voelume vir, were prepared by Mr
Tarn. We owe the translation of M. Holleaux’ chapters to Miss
Harrison and Miss Shaw, and that of Professor Schulten’s chapter
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on Roman Spain and Professer Kazarow’s chapter on Thrace to
Mr W. Montgomery. The General Index and Index of passages
referred to are the work of Mr B. Benham, o whose care we
are once more indebted. Finally, we have to express our gratitude
to the Staff of the University Press for the skill and the ready
helpfulness which they have shown during the preparation of this
volume as of its predecessors.

We have chosen for the cover of the volinme, which has tor 1ts
main theme the impersonal effectivencess ot Republican Rome, the
familiar emblem of the fasces.

September, 1930
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CHAPTER I
POLYBIUS
I. THE YOUTH AND EDUCATION OF POLYBIUS

HE traveller Pausanias tells us that about A.p. 180 there was

in the market-place of Megalopolis a likencss of Polybius son

of Lycortas, wrought in relicf on a monument; and an clegiac
inscription set forth that he wandered over every land and sea,
that he was an ally of the Romans, and that he appeased their
anger against the Greeks. This Polybius, he continues, wrote a
history of Rome; and he adds, with the later story of Greece in
his mind, that ‘whatever the Romans did by the advice of Poly-
bius turned out well; but it is said that whenever they did not
listen to his instruction they went wrong. All the Greek states that
belonged to the Achaean League obtained from the Romans leave
that Polybius should frame constitutions and drawup laws for them.’
It is a very fair summary of the man’s career and his significance.
Polybius is a son of the Hellenistic age, bone of its bone, and a
child of its mind!. Born about 200 s.c., he lived precisely when
that Hellenistic world met the Roman, when ‘the clouds gathering
in the West’ broke, and there was need for men who understood
both the western and the castern halves of the Mediterranean, and
could interpret Iast to West and West to Fast on the basis of
real affection and admiration for both. Were the Romans bar-
barians? Was there still value and life itf Greck institutions, in
Greek genius? What of the leagues and dynasties, and the upstart
kingdoms that replaced the great traditions of Solon and Cyrus?
And again was there meaning in the strange quick movement of
modern history, in the re-modelling and re~grouping of everything
the world had known? Not everybody recognized that the whole
aspect of the world was for ever changed: to the very end the
democrats and the princes would not belicve that the age of
Antigonus Gonatas had passed, that the age of Flamininus and
the philhellenes was passing only too quickly, and that they must
make peace and sccure the future whi}e they could. It is one of
History’s most painful lessons that the minds of practical poli-
ticians are but ill-adapted for the discovery of a new situation or of
new factors, and seldom move as quickly as the events; and in this

1 *I'his chapter treats of Polybius in his own age, For the use made of his
work by later writers see the notes prefixed to chapters 11, v, vi, vizrand xv.

CuAH, VI 4



2 POLYBIUS [Criar,

instance they were overtaken by the deluge that swept away all
their landmarks and opened a wholly new age. Yet men had to
live on, and to do this they had to adjust themselves at once to
new conditions, which they found terribly hard to de, and to new
outlooks and new conceptions, which is always harder. What did
it mean, or did it mean anything, this tidal wave of chanpe? The
philosophers and the phrase-mongers were playving with {hr two
ideas of Fate and Chance; neither of them served to explain what
had happened; was there reason in it 7 There wits 4 place for the
bridge-builder, who should help men to pass from the old to the
new, a man with a gift for reconciliation, who could bring men of
different races and outlooks to understand one another, and to
understand the appalling movement of history that they had
witnessed. Iivery age is an age of transition, but there are times
when the transits are horribly rapid; and Greeks anmd Romans
were happy in having a man of the build of Polybius, Greek in
race and training, Roman too in sympathy, with an cye st not for
everything that was real in his world at Teast tor mont of i, 4 man
who may be described in Lucan’s striking phrace as "oapadious
of the world” (mundi capacior).

In a curious way everything in his career helpad to mould him
for his task. Tle was neither by birth nor by adoption, like so
many Greek men of letters, an Atheninn, I he ever cven visited
Athens, we have no record of it, His criticism of Demosthenes s
significant—"measuring everything by the interests of his own
city, thinking thut all the Grecks should keep their eyes on
Athens, and, it they did not, calling them traitors, he seems to
me ignorant and very wide of the truth, especially since what
actually befel the Greeks then bears witness that he was not good
at foresceing the future’; and he sugpests caustically that Athens
owed more to Philip’s magnanimity and love of plory than to the
policy of Demosthenes (xvit, 14)1, This was Houting the preat
Hellenic past with a vengeance; and contemporary Athens im-
pressed him still less with its renuncintion of Greeee, its obsequious
and indecent adulation of kings. He had himself horne a part in
Greek political life, life on a larger seale than Athens offerad, and,
he would have said, a nobler. lLike Herodotus, Thucydides and
Xenophon, he had the advantages of exile. Fxile, like war in the
old phrase, is ‘a violent teacher,’ hut the great historians learn
much from its dreadful lessons. Polybius in exile gained the
detachment that helped to make his predecessors great; he

* T'he references throughout this chapter are ta the text of Buttner-Waobst
followed by the Locb edition.



I, 1] THE AGE OF POLYBIUS 3

acquired new knowledge of royal statecraft and personality; he
made friendships that brought him acquainted with the face of
the world and with the men who were shaping its destinics, and
gave him a range and frecdom uncqualled by any Greek save
Herodotus.

Arcady is a name of invincibly poetic associations from Theo-
critus and Virgil. It is strange that its one great writer should
have written in prose, and the worst prose perhaps that ever a
Greek of anything like his power employed. He can be readable
in any language. but his own. Yet he was Arcadian and he had
the Arcadian training. He implies that he learnt the Arcadian
music, by his criticism of the Cynacthans who forwent it; ‘it is
only in Arcadia that by law from their earliest childhood boys are
trained to sing hymns and pacans in which they celebrate after
the ancestral fashion the heroes and gods of their native place;
later on they learn the airs of Philoxenus and ‘L'imotheus and
dance every year with great rivalry to the music of pipers in the
theatres at the Dionysia, boys in boys’ contests, and youths in the
men’s’ (1v, 20). Unlike other Greeks, when they feast, they do
not hire musicians but they do their own singing; they march to
music and take great pains with national dances. This is not
English, but it is still Greek, and Polybius is evidently describing
with zest what he had enjoyed. He also alludes to the Arcadian
folk belief in the lup-geron (vi1, 13, %7) which lingered long after
his day. 1t is in the Peloponnese that men are most naturally
inclined to “‘the quict and human sort of life.’

Arcadia was a rough harsh land, a land of mountains, of forests
of oak and pine, haunted by bear and boar and by great tortoises;
and hunting was a national pastime. Polybius loved it; he kept it
up in exile; he hunted with prince Demetrius, the Seleucid; he
emphasizes his friend Scipio’s passion for it; and from time to
time he lets fall traces of his close observation of wild lifel, and
once he pauses to criticize the painters who paint from the stuffed
animal (x11, 25 h). Greece was still devoted to athletics, of which
Polybius perhaps did not think so highly, though he had some
sympathy with boxing. His hero, Philopoemen, gave up the
career of an athlete to serve his country,

Megalopolis wus his home; he was the son of [.ycortas, 2 man
of good family, of sense, of substance, a friend of Philopoemen,
and a contemporary of Iydiades. Lydiades isoncoftheinteresting
types of the period; he was somehow tyrant of the city, but he

Loxi, 3, §3 XV, 21; XVI, 24, §.
-2
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made a treaty with his citizens, abdicated, took Megalopolis into
the Achaean lL.eague and became one of the Feague’s chief figures
till his death in 227 B.c. (vol.viL, pp. 746 sgg.). Tt was characteristic
of Megalopolis, and of one other city alone, that Cleomencs, the
socialist king of Sparta, could never buy a partican among ite
citizens. In prosperity and in exile there was a nobility about the
men of Megalopolis, which their fellow-citizen 1s not reluctant to
record; for his tale, like that of Herodotus, ‘sought digressions,’
and not in vain. 1lis pride in his city must not be overlooked it
we arc to understand the man. Born in it and remembering its
story, he could not be an admirer of the new Sparta with its faked
legends of Iycurgus, its reckless dealing with property, and its
essential betrayal of the Peloponnese. Perhaps the old tear of the
Gauls is a reminiscence of childhood (11, 35, 9). Nor is it without
influence on his whole work that he grew up a statesman’s son
and was carly initiated into politics in that League, and perhaps
that city, where the greatest wdeals of ancient Hellas had owered
into a new and vigorous life; that the old watchwords of equality,
free speech, and democracy were endeared to him trom boyhood;
and that he not merely learnt them as Plutarch must have, but that
he watched them in their practical application to the condudct of
affairs. If he is not, as onc of his critics urges, lvric, if he never
quite rhapsodizes like some of the Tater historians, but yot holds
fast to great ideals, something perhaps is owed to Lycortas; and,
on the other side, perhaps the too political atmosphere cont him
the childhood that made Herodotus.

Polybius shared the education of his day, and as he counted it
vital for the reader of Philopoemen’s life to know his carly training
and his boyhood’s ambitions, we may linger alittle over his own it
will reveal the man and the age. We forget, he says, ‘the lesaons in
geometry we learnt as children” and judge cities and Gounpe. by
their circumferences and their slopes (1x, 26 @), He stresaes the
value of astronomy; he notices the negative critivism of Strito
“the physicist’ (vol. vi1, p. 297); he is interested in medicine and
questions of diet and surgery, and has a quick glance at the poor
class of physician who prefers the initial payment to the final fee
and the patient who tires of medical treatment and turns to quacks
and charms. It is remarkable how little on the whole he citen the
authors who wrote before Alexander, yet now and then echoes
may be caught of Thucydides!,and at least onevery striking phrase
of Herodotus is three times borrowed or reproduced® s

: Qf'. ut, 31, 2 and 125111, 63, 12, 133 AN, 125 SXIX, §.
"oapxy kagar, Xvi, 39, 13 XX, 18, 15 Xxav, 10, 8.
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references to Plato do not suggest great sympathy; buta historian’s
preference for an actual constitution to a mere ideal may be
forgiven; yet he is interested in the theory of the natural trans-
formation of governments. Homer, of course, he studied, though
it might be with more thought of geography than most men of
letters; yet his excuse surely touches a general principle of some
import, ‘mere invention carries no conviction and is not Homeric’
(xxx1v, 4). He countsita fine feature in a hero and leader of men
that Odysseus can use his knowledge of the stats not only at sea
but in land operations. He gibbets Timaeus for a piece of silly
criticism to the effect that poets and historians show their own
natures in what they linger over: Homer, says Timaeus, must
have been a bit of a glutton at that rate. Once he quotes Homer
very happily, when he speaks of the many tongues of the Cartha-
ginian mercenariesl. Other poets he quotes incidentally—
Simonides (‘it is hard to be good’), Pindar, ISuripides, Epi-~
charmus—and it has been suggested, perhaps not unjustly, that
his treatment of them all is on the whole prosaic rather than
inspired. He knew something, but thought little, of the schools
of rhetoric; but Timaeus surely valued them more highly—‘no
child in such a school busy with a eulogy of Thersites or a censure
of Penelope could eclipse him,” so childish, scholastic and un-
veracious s he (x11, 26 b, 5). T'o his studies of the other historians
we must return at a later point.

II. POLYBIUS AND THE ART OF WAR

That as an Achaean citizen Polybius must have taken his share
in military training and in war, is obvious; that it interested him
intensely, is evident from his frequent comments. Greek war had
long ceased to be the simple matter that moved the ridicule of
Mardonius; it was full of intellectual interest, not least for a man
trained on the field and wcll read in military history. The wars of
the Grecks, says Polybius, were generally decided in one battle,
or more rarcly in two; but campaigns that involved half the
Mediterrancan had meant great changes in the art of war. The
immense varicty of scene in which men fought, the diversity of
tactics required, the evolution of new types of arm and armour
and of new tactics, meant a new strategy, a new attention to a
hundred things never thought of in the old days. Iphicrates and
Alexander represented epochs; Demetrius the Besieger marks
another; and the achievements of Hannibal, and those of Polybius’

t xv, 123 liad, 1v, 437.
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friend Scipio Aemilianus, which he had himself witnessed, made
the art and the history more absorbing. Not to go outside his
friend’s family, Aemilius Paullus said that “the one amusement
of some people, in their social gatherings and as they strolled, was
to manage the war in Macedonia, while they sat in Rome, some-
times blaming what the commanders did, and sometimes ex-
pounding their omissions’ (xx1x, 1). History was written in the
same way, Polybius tells us, and he quotes the dreadful confession
of Timacus—-*I lived away from home in Athens for fifty years
without a break, and I have, 1 confess, no expericnce of active
service in war or personal knowledge of the localities” (xir, 25 h, 1).
No, a man with no expcrience of warlike operations cannot
possibly tell us what actually happens in war, and a man must
sec the places he describes.

Polybius wrote a work upon Tactics (1x, 20) which is lost, but
his History shows abundantly how much the science of war was
in his mind. He is convinced that the chief asset in an army is
the commander—there is an immense difference between him and
the man in the ranks, and ‘what is the use of a general who does
not understand that he must as far as possible keep out of minor
risks, when the fortune of the campaign is not involved ? or it he
does not know that many men must be sacrificed before the come-
mander is endangered ? As the proverb says, “ Chance it with the
Carian”’ (%, 32, 9~11; cf. X, 24, 3). A commander must know
that a decisive engagement must not be undertaken on a chance
pretext or without a settled design; he must know when he is
beaten or when he is victorious; he will do well 1o know the mind
and temper of the commander opposced to him. He should study
military records; he will find astronomy in general useful—witness
the failure of Nicias; he should be careful as to climatic offects
(v, 21) and atmospheric conditions; above all he neads detailed
local knowledge, as to roads, the height of the walls he is to
assault and the length of the ladders he is to use, for, if all this is
methodically studicd, things can be done well enouph, while other-
wise the futile cost in life, at the expense of his hest men, may he
heavy. Philopoemen made a point of clean accoutrements; hright
armour inspired dismay in the enemy. There is danger in the
fraternizing of troops besieging and besieged; it is often forgotten
how frequently it has happened.

So much for general principles, and he is always alert for detail
of interest. He discusses the strength and the weakness of the
Macedonian phalanx, unassailable in frontal attack, but very
dependent on level and clear ground, vulnerable in the Hank,
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helpless if broken. He notes improvements in ballistics and siege
engines and dilates on fire-signals, in which department he records
devices of his own. One of the most famous (and longest) sections
of his History he devotes to the Roman army (v1, 19—42). If it be
maintained, as a modern scholar has recently urged?, that Polybius
seems in military matters to compare badly with the fragmentary
Hicronymus, the fact remains that military science was definitely
one of the many interests that engaged the historian of the
Mecditerranean; and we can hardly be wrong in believing that his
experience lay behind his interest. Whether the office was more
definitely military or political, he was elected Hipparch in the
Achacan League (xxviii, 6).

III. POLYBIUS AT ROME

The story of the League and of its downfall is told elsewhere
(see vol. vii, chaps. vi, xx111, and below, chaps. v—vir and 1x).
It will suffice here to note that Polybius, as became the son of
Liycortas, took his part in public aftairs. He records his speech on
the honours of Eumenes 1n 169 B.c. (xxvii1, %), and his attitude
next year on the question of assisting the Fgyptian kings (p. 301).
‘People were alarmed lest they should be thought to fail the
Romans in any way,” but Iycortas and his son were for standing
by treaty engagements, They were outmanccuvred by a sub-
servient politician, who later on incurred an unpopularity very
thoroughly manifested. IMen insisted on firesh water, if Callicrates
had been in the baths, and school children called him traitor on
the street. Political spirit was far from dead among the Achacans.
But we need not here deal further with it; it will be enough to
have noted that Polybius did not belong to the thorough-going
pro-Roman party, but that, on the contrary, he was denounced by
them to Rome and sent among the thousand to Italy. This
manccuvre, unheard of in Greek or Macedonian annals, is re-
corded by Pausanias (vi1, 10, 7—12); there is a gap in the narrative
of Polybius, but a signal chapter records the disgraceful plan
adopted by the Scnate, who neither wished to pronounce judgment
nor to let the men go, and solved the matter (and other problems
with it) in the curt sentence, *We do not think it in the interest
cither of Rome or of your “communities ™’ (demof) that these men
should return home’ (xxx, 32, 9). The plural demoi gave an un-
mistakeable warning to the League that its days were numbered;
for Polybius the short sentence meant sixteen years of exile.

1 W. W. Tarn, Hellenistic Csvilisation, Ed. 2, p. 252.
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It began with ‘utter loss of spirit and paralysis of mind” (xxx,
32, 10), as we can understand; but (one gue§scs)‘ at a fairly carly
point came the intimacy with the circle of Scipio (see helow,
PP- 3993 459 s¢.). The younger Scipio was the son of Aemilius
Paullus, conqueror of Perscus, and the story of the beginnings of
his long and intimate friendship with Polybius has been aptly
called ‘one of the most delightful passages in all ancient litera-
turel.” The acquaintance began with the loan of hooks and with
conversation about themj and then, when the detained Achacans
were being assigned to Italian or Etrurian townships, the sons of
Aemilius urgently begged the practor to allow Polybius to remain
in Rome. Their plea was granted; and the intercourse grew closer.
One day Scipio, in a quiet and gentle voice, asked Polybius why
he so constantly addressed himself to his brother and ignored him;
did Polybius share the common opinion that he was too quict and
indolent a person? That was nonsense, rejoined Polybiusy he
would be delighted to help him in every way. Scipio ciught him
by the hand and begged him to join lives with him. It pleased
Polybius, naturally, but he was embarrassed, he says, when he
reflected on the high position of the family and its wealth (xxxi,
23, 24). But from then onward they were inseparable. Bonks and
hunting and every kind of interest drew them together; and years
later Polybius was at Scipio’s side at the great moment of his life,
when he watched the burning of Carthage and confided to his
friend his strange foreboding that another great city might find a
similar end?

Eooeral Juap Stav wor dAmAiy “IAios {pay.
A day will come when holy "I'roy shall fall.

(xxxvig, 21, 22.)

Few storics of the intercourse of Greek and Roman are so
pleasant; and few such friendships were ever so profitable tor the
men themselves or for posterity. For what proved the special
function of Polybius in life and in literature——the interpretation of
the two races to cach other, nothing could have been happicer,
He had known the best of eontemporary Greeees here he came to
know, perhaps even more intimately, the best of Rome. He had
understood from childhood the movements of Greck politics,
republican and monarchical, here he stood in the inner circle of

1 Warde Fowler, The Religious Experience of the Roman People, p. 363.
2 We may recall the reflections of Pausanias (vin, 33) on the ruins of
Megalopolis, the home of Polybius, ‘brought to naught by the hand of God.'
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Roman government, discreet, helpful and intelligent; and its
character was given to his book.

That he was already writing the book or at least preparing for
it in the years of detention, is an easy guess; they were years, at
any rate, of preparation. Of episode we hear little or nothing,
beyond the story of Scipio’s friendship and the strange occasion
when Polybius gave a king to Syria. For a hostage prince,
Demetrius, was like himself held in Italy, though heir by now to
the throne at Antioch. In spite of his carnest address to them for
release, the Senate resolved ‘to keep Demetrius in Rome and to
help to establish on the throne the child left (by king Antiochus).
This they did, I think, because they mistrusted the manhood of
Demetrius and judged that the youth and helplessness of the child
on the throne would suit them better’ (xxxi, 2). But they reckoned
without Polybius, who urged the young prince to be his own
deliverer, and whose tablets, with some very apt quotations in verse
but no signature, were delivered at the critical moment. It is a
bright story, well told, and one to be weighed in any estimate of
the historian (xxx11, 11—I%).

"The Achaeans had never forgotten their fellow citizens in Italy
and had repeatedly sent embassies on their behalf. Decliverance
came from an unexpected quarter. For it was Cato who suddenly
intervened, with a sentence of kindlier thought than might seem
to go with the rough phrase and ‘horse sense’ which the old man
affected. Had the Senate, he asked, nothing better to do than sit
all day disputing whether some old Greek fellows should be
carried to their graves by Roman pall-bearers or Achacan? The
argument was sufficient, and release was voted. But a few days
later, when Polybius was thinking of approaching the Senate again
to plead for the restitution of their former honours at home, and
consulted Cato, Cato smiled and said that Polybius, like another
Odysseus, was wanting to re-enter the cave of the Cyclops, because
he had forgotten his cap and his belt (xxxv, 6). The story suggests
a friendliness, perhaps an intimacy, which we might not have
guessed; and acquaintance with that great character was one way
of knowing Rome.

IV. THE TTRAVELS OF POLYBIUS
So, after sixtcen years, Polybius was free to leave Italy. Of

course he went back to Greece, but he did not stay there. His
historical principles (111, §9), his friendships, his interest in the
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world, called him elsewhere; he was not ambitious to be a Timacus
and do his research on a sofa. *To look through old records is of
service for knowledge of the views of the ancients and the im-
pressions they had about conditions, nations, ;wq]irics and events '
but it is also part of a historian’s task himsclf “to see the cities,
places, rivers, lakes, and in gencral the peculiar features of land
and sea and to know the distances” (x11, 28 ¢). So Polvbius
travelled, and with a freedom which must prove the possession of
reasonable wealth s and he half hints as much (xig, 27, 65 28 4, .1).
The dates of his lifc are in some cases fixed by the public events
at which he was present—such as the sack of Carthage and the
fall of Corinth, both in 146 B.c., and the sicge of Numantia,
134—133 B.C., where again he was with Scipio. Pliny tells us
(N. H. v, 9—10) that Scipio, while in charge in Africa, gave
Polybius the historian the commission to explore with a fleet the
Atlantic coast of Africa. This was indeed a chance to put a theory
of his into practice; in old days, the perils of land and sea stood
in the way of real knowledge of the ends of the carth, und many
mistakes were made; but, since the conquests of Alexander and
the Romans, nearly all regions were approachable, and, as war and
politics offer so much less scope to active brains, there ought to
be progress in our knowledge of the world.

He visited Alexandria in the reign of Ptolemy Physoon (145~
116 B.c.) and retained a disgust tor the place and its mongrel
people. Ptolemy Philadelphus had adorned the city with many
statues of a girl called Cleino clad only in her ediron, he tells us,
a fit Athena Parthenos for a people of * Fuayptian dissoluteness and
indolence.” Those who take on trust the historian’s dryness (he
pleads guilty to a ‘hint of austerity’), who leave him unread
because Dionysius of Halicarnassus groups him with ‘the writers
whom nobody can finish” (de compositivne verburum, &), will tind
his story of the Alexandrine massacres more vivid than they might
expect. It is no mere digression into idle horror and pathos such
as he reprobates in historians like Phylarchus wha attect the
moving accidents it is a living picture of Hellenistic civilization a
its worst, a native savagery breaking through the vencer of Muace -
donian culture, with hideous outrage to court ladies, ‘the SOUes,
the roofs, the steps, full of people, hubbub and clamour, women
and children jostling with men; for in Carthage and Alexandria
the little children (raddpia) play no less part in such tumults
than the men’ (xv, 27-30). Let us turn westward.

Into the old controversy of Hannibal’s pass it is not necessary
here to cnter. It begins always with the inquiries made by
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Polybius among men present when Hannibal crossed the Alps,
which the shistorian followed up by crossing himself ‘to know and
to see’—a Herodotean touch. Roads and distances, as we have
seen, always interest him; he notes Roman milestones already in
Transalpine Gaul and the sea-going traffic of the Rhone. Strabo
(11, 104 59¢.) says he is wrong in some of his estimates. Again, like
Herodotus, he is apt to reflect upon climate and its effects; to note
commedities, mines, and fauna. He lingers to tell us of the pros-
perity, the flowers, the prices of Lusitania—a fat pig 4 obols, a
lamb 3 obols, a sheep 2 obols, a hare 1 obol; he describes vividly
the placer-mining at Aquilcia, and the nuggets of gold the size of
a bean or lupine, and the effect upon the price of gold elsewhere,
the Roman silver-mining near New Carthage with 40,000
labourers and the dreadful human equivalent of the stamp
(xxx1v, 9, 8). Africais not arid and desolate, as Timaeus supposed
in Athens; it has in places a rich soil and abounds in animal life;
Numidia indeed was counted barren, till the energy of Masinissa
showed how fruitful it could be (see below, pp. 472 sgg.). He
pauses to describe how men catch the swordfish off Sicily. The
Ocean ‘or Atlantic sea as some call it’ he had personally sailed.
But perhaps the most memorable and enjoyable of his descriptions
;)f lracc and region arc the pages given to the Celts of North
taly.

Their country’s fertility is not easy to describe; its wheat is so
abundantastoscll at four obols the Sicilian medimnus (ten gallons),
and barley at half that price. The onk forests on the plains of the
P'o nourish enormous herds of swine, to which he returns at a later
point (x11, 4) to describe the swineherd and his horn, and to tell
us that one sow may in time produce 1000 young. Food is so
cheap that travellers do not haggle over items with inn-keepers
but simply ask how much they must pay per déem, and generally ‘it
is half an «s, that is a quarter-obol.” Asfor the Celts, ‘ their numbers,
their stature and the beauty of their persons, yes and their spirit
in war, you may learn from the very cvents of their history’ (11,
15); and Hannibal was safe in counting on their hatred of Rome.
‘The rest of Italy feared them with reasony they had invaded the
Etruscans and about the time of the King’s Peace, 387/6 s.c.(scevol.
vii, p. 321), they had taken Rome itself and held it seven months.
They were natural warriors, ‘with 2 mania for war’ (Aewucxry
rwa moléuov Srdleaw 11, 20, 7), and their habit, long kept by
Celts, was to fight naked. *The fine order of the Celtic host, and
the dreadful din of innumerable trumpeters and horn blowers’
impressed the enemy; ‘very terrifying, too, were the appearance
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and gestures of the naked warriors, all in the prime of lifeand finely
built men, and all in the leading companices richly adorned with
gold chains and armlets’ (11, 29). To the Greek generally and to
the Roman they secemed savages, a Zusus Nazwrae disturbing the
order of the universe; for long the Romans never felt safe in their
own country with such neighbours. But ‘the Gallic shicld docs
not cover the whole body; so that their nakedness was a dis-
advantage, and the bigger they were, the hetter chance the missiles
had of going home’ (11, 30, 3); and their war-swords were only
good for a cut not a thrust, and would bend and then had to be
straightened with foot and hand. 1t was a more serious defect, the
military critic thought, that, for all their courage, they never
planned a campaign properly, nor even a battle, but would Hing
into both ‘more by nstinct than calculation.” There is plainly
sympathy in his admiration, and the picturesque description halts
the reader and makes him realize the cffect of these splendid
savages upon the civilized mind——and that effect was a0 serious
factor in Mediterranean history, as the story of Pergamum shows,
The digressions of a great historian are apt to be centripetal,

The Gauls were not the only uncivilized tribe of the Medi-
terranean, and from time to time the historian glances at the
others. Not all savages who sacrifice a horse on the eve of hattle
are of Trojan descent, he caustically explains, with 'Fimacus betore
him. The Celtiberians of Spain, unlike the Greeks, were never
content with onc battle or twos they fought ‘uninterruptedly,’
except that in winter they did less. Iven when more or less
beaten, the envoys of the Aravacae (of Spain), while taking a proper
and subdued attitude before the Senate, made it plain that at
heart they scarcely admitted defeat; luck was against them, they
owned, but they left the impression that all the same they had
fought more brilliantly than the Romans.

So he goes through the world, taking pains to learn and to note
the shape and nature of this and that region or towwn . ~Spurta,
Capua, Sinope, Agrigentum-—the currents d the economic
advantages of Byzantium-—the physical geography of the Black
Sea—the country life and general weulth of Flis—the craters of
the Liparacan islands. No man could be less like Hermidotus, as
any page will show; yet he has the same instinets, the same in-
terests, and much (if you except historians) of the same tolerance.,
He was not infallible; his account of New Carthige is adversely
cri.tici'zed ; but a man cannot sece everything, and at least hiv
principle was to see as much as he could for himaelf,

‘The epitaph already quoted from Pausanias and his comment
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tells all we need here of his later years. He turned his friendship
with the Romans to account for his fellow countrymen, and earned
gratitude. Onc characteristic episode must be noted. When all
was over and the Achaean ILeague wrecked and dissolved for ever,
Polybius was offered with Roman tactlessness some of the pro-
perty of his old adversary Diaeus, but like Virgil under closely
parallel circumstances nox sustinuit accipere*. Lucian writing three
hundred years later tells us, and it is not inconsistent with a youth
of hunting and a middle age of travel, that Polybius dicd when he
was eighty years old, of a fall from his horse.

V. THE THEME OF POLYBIUS

The personal story of Polybius is in itself significant. Like
Herodotus, he is a man of his age; in cach case the age is reflected
in the man, and the personality interprets it; for the life’s work is
not to be separated from the life; the experience makes the History.
We have not the whole of the pragmatein—the treatise—of Poly-
bius. Of its forty books, five times the length of Herodotus and
of all the work of Thucydides, six are practically complete; for the
rest we depend on long sclections or the references of critics, geo-
graphers, essayists, and makers of compendiums. Where others
make our selections, we are dependent on their interests, which
may be more misleading than the accidents of quotation and
transcription. Perhaps, it we had the forty books intact, Timaeus
might have less place in the memory; and that of itself might
modify our judgment of Polybius. Much has been conjectured as
to how historians from Herodotus and Thucydides to I.ord
Clarendon wrote the books they did write rather than those they
designed, how soon they achieved the ultimate plan and what
traces they left of former plans, how much revision was needed
and how much given. Polybius has not escaped. What was his
first plan, and where does the second become effective? A fresh
start scems evident carly in book 1. Matters, so small as his
wavering between the phrases ‘according to the proverb’ and ‘as
the saying goes,” have been noted, and he has been supplied (by
conjecturcl) at a certain stage with a volume of proverbs, proved
by his preference of the former phrase. Do his various utterances
on T'yche imply progressive change in his conception of the part
slayed by Fortune in human affairs, and, if so, can you group them
into periods and roughly date the passages? It is not wholly idle,
for his outlock in his captivity cannot have been that of twenty or

1 xXxXIX, 4; Suetonius, vita Fergsli, 12.
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thirty years later, when so much had altered the face of the world,
when he himself had secen so much of land and sea, borne his part
in great actions and shouldered high responsibilitics. There is
evidence of changing opinion between the parts of the work. He
implies as early as book 111 that he has achieved his forty hooks;
book xxxix (in the Loch text; book x1 according to others) ends
with the statement that he has reached the end of his pragmareia.
It may be merely a forecast that some will think his work *difhicult
to acquire and difficult to read” because of its length (1, 32).
Probably, lingering like other authors, and with the example of
Zeno the Rhodian before him who published and could net
correct (xvI, 20, 6), he delayed publication and revised his work
as new reflections occurred to him; and in a manuscript of such
length and complexity it is hardly surprising it he forgot state-
ments or allusions here and there itnconsistent with some new
change. Perhaps some of his repeated explanations of his design,
some of his theories as to History, might have been fused or
omitted, some of his references to Timacus abridged or cancelled,
if he had not kept writing and adding and revising till he was
eighty. The work thus suffers in three ways: it is fragmentary
(apart from the first six books) and dependent on the tribe of
smaller men who excerpt and condense; it gives the impresiion of
sorely needing the last hand of the author; and, finadly, & book,
like a child, may sufler from too prolonged parental care.

Like Herodotus and "T'hucydides, Polybius begrins by expliining
how he came to write his History. He had lived through times that
must make any man think; he had scen the culmination of a great
world-wide march of events, of a great and permmanent change in
all political relations. T'hat unity of the world, which seems to have
inspired Alexander and fitfully stirred his successors, which had
meanwhile been altering all the thoughts of men, Polybius had
scen turned from dream to reality.  In international relations,
precisians may distinguish between conquest and contraly Mace-
donia was 1 Roman province for a century or more, before Fgypt
saw its last queen die; but the realists are generally more correct
than the precisians, and from the day when Popillius Lacnas drew
with his stick the circle in the sand round the feet of Antiochus
Epiphanes; there was no doubt who ruled the Mediterrancan,
‘Fortune had so directed the matter of Perscus and Macedonia
that, when the position of Alexandrin and the whole of Fgypt
was almost desperate, all was again set right simply because the
fate of Perseus was decided; for had this not been so and had he
not been certain of it, I do not think these orders would have
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been obeyed by Antiochus’ (xx1x, 2%). The small touch of style
that ends the sentence with Antiochus in the nominative is sig-
nificant. Greek opinion counted the action of Popillius abrupt and
rude; but a Seleucid king, and that king Antiochus, stepped out
of the circle to go home as he was told.

‘The very clement of unexpectedness (mapddofor) in the events
I have chosen as my theme is enough to challenge and incite
every man, old or young, to the study of my treatise. For who
among men is so worthless or spiritless as not to wish to know by
what means, and under what kind of polity, the Romans in less
than fifty-three years have succeeded in subjecting nearly the
whole inhabited world to their sole government—a thing un-
exampled in history?’ (1, 1, 4, §). So he puts his theme; and the
form of it is in itsclf challenging. Later in his book he reveals
in a quotation whence he drew the suggestion for this form; and
the reader will notice at once a parallel and a marked difference.
‘For if you consider not boundless time nor many generations,
but fifty years only, these fifty years immediately before our own
day, you will read in them the cruclty of Fortune (Tycke). For
fifty years ago do you think that cither the Persians or the king
of the Persians, either the Macedonians or the king of the Mace-
donians, if some god had foretold them the future, would ever have
believed that to-day the very name of the Persians would have
utterly perished—the Persians who were lords of almost the
whole carth, and that the Muacedonians should be masters of it,
whose very name was unknown? Yet this Iortune, who makes
no treaty with our life, who will baffle all our reckoning by some
novel stroke, who displays her own power by her surprises, even
now, as I think, makes it clear to all men, now that she brought
the Macedonians into the happiness of the Persians, that she has
but lent them all these blessings—until she changes her mind
about them’ (xx1x, 21). Polybius has much to say of T'ycke, and
not all of it is easy to reconcile with the resty but while he takes a
hint from Demetrius of Phalerum here, his moral is not the
fickleness of Fortune, but the value and the fascination of the
study of real causes. Later on (1, 63, 9) he looks back, noting a
confirmation of what he said at the outset, ‘that the progress of
the Romans was not due to Tyche, as some Grecks suppose, nor
was it automatic, but it was entirely reasonable (kal AMav elxdros)
that, after they schooled themselves in affairs of such character
and such greatness, they not only struck boldly for universal
supremacy of dominion, but achieved their project.” ‘To talk of
Tyche,’ he says again elsewhere, ‘is not proper; it is vulgar’ (i1,
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38, 5). “What we all want to know is not what happened, but
howit happened’ (v, 21, 6).  What chiefly charms (70 ruyaywyoir)
and profits students is the clear view of causes and the consequent
power of choosing the better in each contingency as it comes’
(v1, 2, 8).

He has thus a real theme, and a real problem, an amazing, o
‘paradoxical” story—the values of which, as we shall sce, he does
not miss—and a genuine picce of investigation. “ Tyvo/e’ (here he
slips a little nearer to Demetrius) “having guided almost all the
affairs of the world in one direction and having forced them all
toward one and the same goal’ (Zhvele like God evidently ‘geo-
metrizes’), ‘the historian should bring before his readers under
one synoptical view the management by which Tye/e has accom-
plished the whole” (1, 4, 1); and a little lower, though with a touch
or two of the Demetrian style again, he pronounces thisascendancy
of Rome ‘the most beautiful and the most beneficent device
(émurgdevpa) of Tyckhe' (1, 4, 4). A strange judument tor a
Greek, an Achaean, and the victim of a cruel picce of Roman
dishonesty—but he means what he says; the Roman supremacy
was a blessing to the world (cf. xxxviir, 18, 8) and it was perfectly
intelligible. There were indeed Greeks who, like St Cyprian, put
down the rise and fall of nations to Chance; but (in the great
sentence of Gibbon!) ‘a wiser Greek, who has composed, in a
philosophic spirit, the memorable history of his own times, de-
prived his countrymen of this vain and delusive comforty by
opening to their view the deep foundations of the greatness of
Rome.’

A problem—and without the full range of facts that bear upon
it, how can a problem be solved at all 7 Or if the facts are mis-
represented? Or what profit is there for life and statesmanship-—-
for Polybius is always thinking of the practical value of historical
enquiry—if the parallel cases are not parallel? Neither for in-
tellectual discipline, nor moral profit, nor political exumple, can
History serve, if any other aim be pursued but that of Truth; and
where the destiny of the whole world is concerned, where the
keynote of the whole thing is the unity of mankind, the whole
‘T'ruth about the whole world is imperative. All the arts, he says,
are becoming sciences, and very highly methodized ; and there too
lies a point for the historian; History must be properly written,
with the exactitude of a science, if it is to be pml{mbk' (%, 47, 12).

Y Decline and Fall, ch. xxxvitn (ohservations),
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been obeyed by Antiochus’ (xx1x, 2%). The small touch of style
that ends the sentence with Antiochus in the nominative is sig-
nificant. Greek opinion counted the action of Popillius abrupt and
rude; but a Seleucid king, and that king Antiochus, stepped out
of the circle to go home as he was told.

‘The very clement of unexpectedness (mapddofor) in the events
I have chosen as my theme is enough to challenge and incite
every man, old or young, to the study of my treatise. For who
among men is so worthless or spiritless as not to wish to know by
what means, and under what kind of polity, the Romans in less
than fifty-three years have succeeded in subjecting nearly the
whole inhabited world to their sole government—a thing un-
exampled in history?’ (1, 1, 4, §). So he puts his theme; and the
form of it is in itsclf challenging. Later in his book he reveals
in a quotation whence he drew the suggestion for this form; and
the reader will notice at once a parallel and a marked difference.
‘For if you consider not boundless time nor many generations,
but fifty years only, these fifty years immediately before our own
day, you will read in them the cruclty of Fortune (Tycke). For
fifty years ago do you think that cither the Persians or the king
of the Persians, either the Macedonians or the king of the Mace-
donians, if some god had foretold them the future, would ever have
believed that to-day the very name of the Persians would have
utterly perished—the Persians who were lords of almost the
whole carth, and that the Muacedonians should be masters of it,
whose very name was unknown? Yet this Iortune, who makes
no treaty with our life, who will baffle all our reckoning by some
novel stroke, who displays her own power by her surprises, even
now, as I think, makes it clear to all men, now that she brought
the Macedonians into the happiness of the Persians, that she has
but lent them all these blessings—until she changes her mind
about them’ (xx1x, 21). Polybius has much to say of T'ycke, and
not all of it is easy to reconcile with the resty but while he takes a
hint from Demetrius of Phalerum here, his moral is not the
fickleness of Fortune, but the value and the fascination of the
study of real causes. Later on (1, 63, 9) he looks back, noting a
confirmation of what he said at the outset, ‘that the progress of
the Romans was not due to Tyche, as some Grecks suppose, nor
was it automatic, but it was entirely reasonable (kal AMav elxdros)
that, after they schooled themselves in affairs of such character
and such greatness, they not only struck boldly for universal
supremacy of dominion, but achieved their project.” ‘To talk of
Tyche,’ he says again elsewhere, ‘is not proper; it is vulgar’ (i1,
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composed speeches for situations and he cut all his material
ruthlessly into annual sections. Too many historians followed him
in the first of these points, hardly enough in the second ; Polybius
reversed the tradition, he is careful of dates and chary of speeches.
Isocrates devised the character sketch which perhaps began as
anegyric and might always too easily become panegyric; and
enophon copied him and eclipsed him. Xenophon made but a
poor sequel to the book of Thucydides; he was a careless annalist;
but the man who wrote the Anabasis and inspired Arrian, served
History and made a new pattern well. The dramatists, and the
writers upon politics, and, following Isocrates, the school rhe-
toricians, all had their influence ; all suggested matters for thought
and methods of treatment. Every fresh movement in literature
affected the writing of History. Whether the historian realized it
or not, all the traditions played upon him;—character-drawing,
scene-painting, tragic effects, marvels, self-revelation, general
essay-writing, temptation beset him on every hand. One man
cannot get Hannibal over the Alps without the personal inter-
vention of the gods; Polybius crossed them, as we saw, without
such aid, and evidently trusted Hannibal to do the same. Philinus
wrote of the Carthaginians like a lover; they could do no wrong;
and Fabius was as loyal to the Romans. Theopompus must tell
the silly tale of men without a shadow—in Arcadia, too! (xvi,
12, 77) where it survived to be recorded by Pausanias (vi11, 38, 6).
Phylarchus in an ungentlemanly and womanish way overdocs the
emotional, and seems not to understand that Tragedy and History
are two things. There were ‘universal historians’ who knocked off
Carthaginian or Roman history in three or four pages.

Polybius aims at Truth, as he says, and his affinities are with
the three great predecessors. He sees a whole world with the
first; he is as exactingly precise as the second; and he reveals
himself even more than the third. Thucydides set his conceptions
of History in a preface; Polybius keeps returning to his views and
developing them. With Truth as his object, exact but in all its
breadth, the historian needs several qualifications. First we may
set, though he rather characteristically sets it third, knowledge of
the sources, with which, following others of his statements, we may
group verbal information. Next may come his first point—secing
things for yourself; and, after that, political experience, and
military experience. Research in libraries is not enough, though
it helps a man to understand the past, and the movements that
make the present. He offers a most significant caution as to the
share of the enquirer in shaping the information he receives from
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the men who actually took part in the battle or the siege as it may
be—a suggestion which implies a further stage of psychology than
the complaint of Thucydides about the carelessness of enquirers
and the partial knowledge of informants. We have already noted
his emphasis on seeing for oneself as the avowed purpose of his
travels, and he recurs to this, quoting Heracleitus’ sentence that
‘the eyes are more accurate witnesses than the earsl.” More
significant, more modern in tone, is his emphasis on personal
experience (adromdfeia) as the key to historical intelligence and
to life in narrative (x11, 25 h, 43 251, 7). Adromdfea is a word
of the later Greek sort, polysyllabic and abstract, but it was not
yet in antiquity a commonplace that to understand you must first
experience. Polybius adapts Plato’s epigram that for an ideal
society philosophers must be kings or kings philosophers; if men
of action would write history, not as they do now as a mere side-
issue (mrapépyws) but in the conviction that it is ‘one of the most
needful and noble things’ they can do, or if would-be authors
would count a training in affairs a pre-requisite, we might hope
for real history (x11, 28, 4.). Plutarch is still the most charming of
biographers, but he never handles a political issue without showing
that he has not (in Polybius’ phrase, x11, 25 h, 5) ‘taken a hand in
politics and had experience of what happens on that side of life.”
It may be difficult to secure that in everything the historian ‘has
done the thing himself, as a man of action?,’ but in the chief things
it is necessary. Nothing perhaps need be added as to his sense of
the value of actual military experience. The realism with which
he handles policy, the cool analysis of motive, the rather hard
rationalism of his outlooks, surely speak of his experience of
politicians, Greek and Roman, and, quite apart from his con-
clusions, illumine the age.

VII. A HISTORY FOR THE WORLD

The question has been raised whether he wrote primarily for
Greeks or for Romans—a question he neither asks nor answers.
A man, whose mind is set upon the history of the whole Medi-
terranean world as a unity, is obviously writing for everybody;and
by his day everybody of any consequence read Greek. One Roman
historian, Aulus Postumius, thought it necessary to write in
Greek, which, in spite of immoderate Greek studies, he felt he
could not do very well, and incurred Cato’s shrewd criticism—the

1 xi, 27, 1; cf. X%, 12, 8 é§ dxofis opposed to adrdrTys.
2 x11, 25 h, 6 adrovpyor kal SpdoTyv.
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Amphictyonic council had not ordered him to write in a language
he knew imperfectly. That Polybius wrote in Greek was natural.
It may be noted that he makes a long digression to describe Roman
institutions!, and that he is constantly remarking upon Roman
character, while, in what is left of his work, we have no such
Greek detail, even of the Achaean League. Some things, as we
saw, can be omitted in a universal history, especially if they have
been done before. But the Greeks have so far hardly taken Rome
seriously; they are full of admiration for the great wars of Anti-
gonus and Demetrius, the Persian or the Peloponnesian War, but
the first Punic War ‘lasted without a break for twenty-four years
and is of all wars known to us the longest, the most unintermittent,
and the greatest’ (1, 63). Yet it was not till 217 B.c. that Greek
statesmen thought of ‘looking westward’ (v, 10§, 7), and Agelaus
made his famous speech about ‘the clouds in the west’ and ex-
pressed his fear that the truces and wars they were all playing at
might be brought to so abrupt an end that they would be praying
the gods to give them back the power to fight as they liked (see
vol. vi1, p. 768).

‘Writing, then, for all the world Polybius obviously tries to hold
the balance true between Greek and Roman. A good man should
love his friends and his country and share their loves and hates;
but a historian has another duty, he must ignore his feclings and,
if need be, speak good of the enemy and give him the highest
praise, and be quite unreserved in reproach of his closest friends,
if that is just; if History be stripped of Truth what is left is a
profitless tale (1, 14, 5, 6). Later on, he concedes that historians
may have a leaning (Somas 3t8dvar) for their country but must
not make statements at variance with fact. That Polybius had a
patriot’s passion for the Achaean League, and its heroes Aratus
and Philopoemen, is evident enough from his book and from his
practical services after the conquest. Yet the blunders of the
League are not concealed. He is accused of having damned the
Aetolians with posterity; but it is arguable that he does not do
them substantial injustice—they first invited Roman interference;
yet the manly speech of Agelaus belonged to them. As to the
Greeks in general, good Hellene as he is, like the good Hellenes
who wrote history before him and were blamed by Plutarch and
Dionysius for their revelations, Polybius makes no secret of Greek
weaknesses. The Greek world about 200 B.c., he says, was
infested with bribery, and he contrasts Roman honesty, though

1 Book vi. For a discussion of these see further below, pp. 357 s¢g.



I, vir] THE CHARACTER OF HANNIBAL 21

even that had fallen away from earlier times. Demagogy ran to
outrageous lengths; “the natural passion for novelty’ swept Greeks
into all sorts of change; the Cynaethans, though Arcadians, are
shocking people with never-ending szasis, exiles and murders;
treachery was too prevalent; and it would be tedious to try to
count the embassies and counter-embassies he records as sent to
Rome. He cannot be accused of flattering his countrymen; yet
he will write that a thing is ‘neither just nor Greek’—happy
synonyms !

He has been reproached with becoming Roman in sentiment,
which might have been called magnanimity in view of all he bore
and all he knew. But he is as unsparing of Roman policy in the
second century as of Greek. In Roman character, in its greatness
(xxvir, 8, 8) and its meanness (xxx1, 26, 9; with 1x, 10, 8), he is
deeply interested. Rome had looked for the moment and the
pretext to destroy Carthage; she let the Greeks see how she would
welcome defections from the Achaean League; was it to find a
loophole for intervention that the Roman consul urged the
Rhodians to reconcile Antiochus and Ptolemy? The affair of the
quarrelling Ptolemies prompts the remark that ‘many decisions
of the Romans are now cf this kind; they avail themselves with
profound policy of the mistakes of others to augment and
strengthen their own empire, under the guise of granting favours
and benecfiting those who commit the errors’ (xxx1, 10, 7).
A change for the worse came over Rome when Macedon fell and
universal dominion was secure. Perhaps the account which he
gives of Greek comment on the destruction of Carthage and the
progress of the false Philip (xxxv1, 9) shows his balance as well as
any. Let his judgment on Hannibal, foe of the Romans as the
Phoenician had for centuries been of the Greek, serve to show his
spirit; and if it be contrasted with the words and the mind of Livy,
the greatness of Polybius will be more evident. -

‘Who could withhold admiration for Hannibal’s strategic skill,
his courage and ability, who looks to the length of this period, who
reflects on the pitched battles, the skirmishes, the sieges, the
revolutions and counter-revolutions of states, the vicissitudes of
events (katpdv), at the whole scope of his design and its execu-
tion? For sixteen years he maintained ceaseless war with the
Romans throughout Italy without once releasing his army from
service in the field but kept those great numbers under his control,
like a good pilot, without disaffection to himself or one another,
though he had troops in his service not only of different tribes but
of different races. He had Libyans, Iberians, Ligurians, Celts,
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Phoenicians, Italians, Greeks, who had neither law, nor custom,
nor speech, nor anything else in nature common to them. None
the less the skill of the commander was such, that differences so
manifold and so wide did not disturb obedience to one word of
command and one single will. And this he achieved not under
simple conditions, but most varied, the gale of fortune blowing
now fair, now foul. So one may admire the commander’s power
in all this, and say with confidence that, if he had begun with
other parts of the world and attacked the Romans last, not one of
his projects would have eluded him’ (x1, 19).

The passage is a noble one; but let any one turn to the Greek
of it, and he will realize the feet of iron and clay mixed, beneath
the head of gold. The grammar is intricate, though not here so
involved as it often is; there are for the classical taste too many
abstract nouns, many of which the great Attic writers would
neither have wished nor needed to use—mwepioracis twice, pera-
Bo\, weproyr], émBolt, and of course the inevitable rovro 70 uépos,
which may be found three times on a page. Add the recurrent
6hooyepds and & wpoepnpévos, wpoaipeais and wohvrparypoveir,
and perhaps the cruel judgment of Dionysius, the professed cxpert
in style, will be understood. Nor will the plea be quite sufficient
that he uses the jargon of the politicians and treaty-makers of
his day. His sentences straggle and draggle beyond belief; he
masses short syllables (yéyove xardpovos 6 wdlepos, xx1, 2, 6);
and then he astonishes the reader by sedulous avoidance of hiatus.
There is ‘something austere’ in his style, as he owns, a uniformity,
likely only to please one class of reader (1x, 1). He admits, while
he criticizes Zeno for over-niceness (and some vanity) in the matter
of elegance of style, that we should indeed bestow care and concern
on the proper manner of reporting events, for it contributes much
to History; but reasonable people ought not to count it the first
and master interest; no, no, there are nobler aspects of History,
on which rather a man of practical experience in politics might
plume himself (xvi, 17).

And so indeed there are; and for all his lumbering sentences, in
spite of the soundness of his morals, his readiness to pause to
point a lesson for statesman, soldier or citizen, his conscientious
digressions to guard the reader against Timaeus and other sinful
men, tragic, stylistic, erroneous—it is impossible to spend months
with the great historian of the Hellenistic world and not like and
admire him. He did know his world, and he is so large and sane
and truthful; where he is our guide the path is so plain and the
view so broad and clear to the horizon, that you regret more and
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more that the ancients did not preserve every page of his History
and his Life of Philopoemen too. Dionysius and others have
greatly overdone his dullness. In his deliberate way he can give
you the great scene, the moving episode. That escape of Deme-
trius, hinted at above, ‘stands out,’ says a modern historianl, ‘in
ancient literature for its vividness and authenticity’; and it is by
no means alone. Recall the miser Alexander and his captivity, the
mutiny of the mercenaries at Carthage, Hannibal’s oath to his
father, the crossing of the Rhone and the elephants with their
Indian mahouts, the end of Cleomenes, the wild riots in which
Agathocles is killed in Alexandria, the scene of the negotiations
between Philip, Flamininus and the rest, and the last awful picture
of the confusion and despair of Greece before the conquest brought
peace and release; and it will be hard to maintain that this man
missed the great moments or failed to give them again to the
reader. ‘He could draw fine pictures when he chose.’

The great personality did not escape him. The friend of Scipio,
the writer of that judgment upon Hannibal, knew a great man
when he met him, and he comes strangely near Carlyle’s doctrine
of the Hero. Syracuse is to be besieged; the Romans have all in
readiness, penthouses, missiles, siege material; and in five days,
they hope, they are sure, their works will be much more advanced
than those of the Syracusans; ‘but in this they did not reckon with
the power of Archimedes nor foresee that in some cases one soul
(nloe Yvyr) is more effective than many hands’ (wolvyeipia,
v, 3, 3). Eight months, and the city is not yet taken—"‘such a
great and marvellous thing may be one man and one soul fittingly
framed’ (vim, 7, 7). A similar comment is made on Xanthippus,
restorer of the fortunes of Carthage—one man and one man’s
judgment did it (1, 35, 5). The men are many who stand out as
the story advances—the elder Scipio, with his force of character;
Cleomenes, socialist, king and general; Attalus, conqueror of the
Gauls, no mean enemies, as we have seen; Flamininus, the phil-
hellene with his great proclamation and his laughing diplomacy;
Perseus, not great but a character; Antiochus Epiphanes, and—
one cannot resist it—the disappointing Philip himself. And yet
the historian of Hellenistic civilization may be right when he says
that the hero of Polybius is Rome.

Other men have drawn great scenes and given us the characters
of great men, and many have done it with greater grace of speech,
but we may end as we began. The Hellenistic age grows pro-
gressively in interest and significance; it is so modern, so near us,

1 E, R. Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 11, p. 193.
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and it is at the same time so near the great days of Alexander, of
‘Leuctra and the most brilliant period of Greek history’ (vim, 11, 3).
If it has not the amazing brilliance of the century of Themistocles,
it yet is creative. Rome and our modern world are unintelligible
without it. Polybius is its great interpreter; and at the same time
he is the first true historian of Rome, the writer of a book ‘like
the sun in the field of Roman history!.” And on every page you
feel that you are dealing with a man who loves truth and sees
things in perspective, who understands what he sees, and treats
you as an equal.

1 Mommsen, Roman History, vol. ¥v, p. 24.7.



CHAPTER II
HANNIBAL’S INVASION OF ITALY

I. THE OUTBREAK OF THE WAR
THE Second Punic War has rightly been regarded by ancient

and modern writers alike as the greatest in the history of
Rome. The deep insight of Polybius, who lived to see Rome un-
disputed mistress of the Mediterranean, has noted and recorded
how the issue of the struggle inaugurated a new era in Europe.
A unity of ancient history begins, with Rome as the focus, which
ends only when the Roman Empire split into two halves. The
military history of the war down to Cannae and the outstanding
personality of Hannibal are illuminated by the concise and

orderly account of the Greek historian and by the literary skill of
Livy.

Note, For detailed criticism of the sources see the works cited in the Biblio-
graphy, B. 1. The narrative of the three chapters on the Second Punic War
1s based upon the following general view of the sources.

For the events down to Cannae including the causes of the war Polybius,
Book 111, though not above criticism in detail, is by far the most trustworthy
source. He was writing the history of the gencration which immediately
preceded his own and he was able to converse with contemporaries of the
events he described. Further, he used on the Roman side the account of
Fabius Pictor, a senator who took an active part during the war and headed
a mission to Delphi in 216 B.c.; and he may have used amongst other Roman
sources, though he never mentions them, the Orsgines (Books 1v and v) of
Cato, who fought at Tarentum, at the Metaurus and at Zama. To balance
these he had before him the works of (2) Sosylus, a Greek who accompanied
Hannibal and wrote his life in seven books (Diod. xxv, frag. 6) (one frag-
ment has been discovered describing a sea-battle off Spain, see Wilcken,
Hermes, x11, 1900, pp. 103 sgg.: it is clear and vivid and one suspects that
Polybius’ strictures of his account as being merely “the gossip of the barber’s
shop’ are unfair), (4) Chaereas, about whom Polybius is equally contemp-
tuous, 11, 20, (¢) Silenus, another Greek who was with Hannibal on his
campaigns; he wrote Sicelica and Historiae. Cicero, de div. 1, 24, 49, says
of him “diligentissime res Hannibalis persecutus est.” In what presumably
comes from these Greeks, however, no signs of inner knowledge of Cartha-
ginian designs and policy can be traced. Lastly, Polybiushad access to Roman
archives and the records of private families, and he travelled widely to in~
vestigate geography and read inscriptions, e.g. at Lacinium.

For events after Cannae we have only fragments of Polybius, .. viz, 9.
the treaty between Philip V and Hannibal; vix, 3—9, 37 Sardinia-and.the
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It is true that Livy’s patriotic bias, moral purpose and rhetorical
colour, added to a lack of any real understanding of how wars are
waged and battles fought, are immediately perceptible where the
crystal stream of Polybius can be used for comparison. Conse-
quently, when Polybius is lacking and Livy becomes almost the
only source, extreme caution is needed if we would endeavour to
reproduce a narrative of what happened rather than a mirror of
the garbled Roman tradition. But Polybius and Livy alike reflect
the grandeur of the theme which so captured the imagination of
the Romans that even under the Empire ‘Should Hannibal have
crossed the Alps?’ or ‘Should Hannibal have marched on Rome
after Cannae?” were debated by boys in the schools and by mature
rhetoricians. And lastly, apart from the intrinsic military interest
of the battles and sieges, apart from the dramatic vividness of the
personalities of Hannibal and Scipio Africanus, the war reveals
siege of Syracuse, 26—36 the Siege of Tarentum; 1x, 3—7 the siege of
Capua and the march on Rome, 22-6 the character of Hannibal (cf. x1, 19);
X, 1-20, 34—40 Tarentum and Scipio Africanus in Spain, 32 death of
Marcellus; x1, 1—3 Metaurus, 20—33 the conquest of Spain; x1v, 1—10
Scipio in Africa; xv, 1~19 Breach of the Armistice, Zama, Pcace.

Livy’s narrative of the war is contained in Books xxr—xxx. "I’he problem
of his sources is extremely complex. It scems probable to the present writer
that to a certain extent he used Polybius direct in Books xxr, xxi1, just as
there is no question that he used him in the later books of the decade. It is
possible that'at times he follows Polybius’ own sources Fabius, Silenus and
Sosylus, though more likely only at sccond-hand through using Codlius
(see below). But the good tradition represented by these sources is frequently
contaminated or supplanted by passages from rhetorical and untrustworthy
Roman. annalists such as Cincius Alimentus, Coclius Antipater, Valerius
Antias, Claudius Quadrigarius and others. Of these Coclius (second century
B.C.) was the best; he made some attempt to use Fabius, Cato and Silenus,
but he was rhetorically minded and no Polybius. In fact, for the warin Italy
after Cannae and for much of the narrative of Spain and Africa it is clear
that Coelius was Livy’s principal source. On the other hand, for Sicily Livy
uses Polybius. Lastly, Livy had access to the Roman archives and his lists
of legions, gencrals and prodigies scem to be of unimpeachable authority.
See the table of legions and commanders facing p. 104..

Appian’s lberica, Hannibalica, Libyca; and the fragments of Dio Cassius
with the abridgement of Zonaras are still less trustworthy than Livy, They
depend almost entirely upon the tradition represented by the post-Fabian
Roman annalists. The fragments of Diodorus xxv-xxvir add very little,
though they show some traces of the use of Polybius in addition to the
annalists. Plutarch’s Lives of Fabius and Marcellus reproduce very nearly
the same tradition as Livy, partly through use of Livy himself and partly
through the use of Coelius. Almost nothing of va{ue can be found in
Cornelius Nepos’ Hannibal, Florus, Orosius, Eutropius, or the Bellum
Punicum of Silius Italicus.
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the Roman character and the Roman constitution tested in the
supreme ordeal by fire.

Though the course of the war testifies to the high qualities of
the Romans, its causes and occasions are part of a different picture.
The differences extend to the sources: even Polybius was domi-
nated by the Roman literature of justification, and at Carthage a
défaitiste government towards the close of the war sought not so
much to justify the action of Carthage as to shift the responsibility
wholly on to the broad shoulders of Hannibal. It is, therefore, no
wonder that the meagre and distorted tradition or confusion of
traditions about the antecedents of the war has left historians in
perplexity about both the events and their true interpretation. The
general course of Roman policy in the two decades that followed
the close of the First Punic War has been described elsewhere
(vol. vi1, chap. xxv). Itremains to examine more closely the causes
of the war, and the manner in which it came about!.

In 237 B.c. the Romans, with no shadow of right, had forced
Carthage to surrender Sardinia and to pay an additional indemnity
of 1200 talents. Six years later, when the successes of Hamilcar
were extending Punic power in Spain, Roman envoys, probably
sent at the instance of Massilia to protest, accepted his assurances
that he was seeking the means to pay the indemnity imposed by
Rome. Two years later, Hasdrubal succeeded Hamilcar and by
diplomacy as much as by arms continued the Carthaginian ad-
vance, until, in 226 or 2235, the Romans, faced by a war with the
Gauls of the Po valley, wished to set some limits to the Cartha-
ginian Empire in Spain. Accordingly, Roman envoys came to an
agreement with Hasdrubal which pledged the Carthaginians not
to carry their arms north of the Ebro. We may assume that the
Ebro instead of the Pyrenees was made the dividing line in order
to give protection to the Massiliote colonies of Emporium-and
Rhode and greater protection to Massilia itself, the ally of Rome.’
It is to be presumed that Hasdrubal, as Hannibal after him, had
with him assessors from the home government?, and that the
agreement was as binding as that made by Hannibal and his
assessors later with Philip of Macedon (p. 119), that it was, in fact,
a valid treaty3. As the Romans were not in a position to impose
this limit on Hasdrubal by their simple fizr4, it must be assumed

1 On the paragraphs that follow see the works cited in the Bibliography,
especially those of De Sanctis, Ed. Meyer, T4ubler, Drachmann and Groag,

2 Polybius 11, 20, 8.

3 As Polybius describes it, 111, 30, 3-

4 Jb. 11, 13, 5.



28 HANNIBAL’S INVASION OF ITALY [cuar.

further that they undertook in return not to carry their arms south
of the Ebro, or to interfere in the Carthaginian dominion.
Saguntum, however, a smallish Iberian town of slight strategical
and no great commercial importance a hundred miles south of
the river, was already under Roman protection?, probably brought
under it through the agency of Massilia, with which city Saguntum,
as her coinage testifies, had close trade relations®. It is even
possible that Rome had made something like an alliance with
Saguntum as early as 231 (vol. vi1, p. 809). This alliance was not
invalidated by the Ebro treaty, which, however, carried with it
the implied obligation on Rome not to use the town as an instru-
ment to hinder Carthaginian expansion within the sphere recog-
nized as open to her.

So long as the war with the Gauls hung in the balance, Rome
was careful to respect the treaty and its implications. Itisadmitted
that Carthage in turn had done nothing to injure Saguntum, and,
if this was of deliberate policy, it points to the fact that the alliance
of the town with Rome was taken account of both after and before
the treaty. By 221 B.c. the Romans had proved victorious against
the Gauls, and they now intervened at Saguntum to bring into
power, not without bloodshed, a party hostile to Carthage and to
promote friction with the neighbouring tribe of the ‘Torboletae,
who were subjects of the Carthaginians. In fact, after enjoying
the benefits of the Ebro treaty, Rome began to use Saguntum as
a tool to undermine Punic power south of the river and to loosen
the hold of Carthage on the enviable wealth of Spain.

This does not mean that the Senate contemplated bringing
about an immediate war. For with the threat of Gallic invasion
removed, it probably reckoned on repeating, if nced be, in Spain
the successful bullying by which Rome had secured Sardinia.
And so, late in 220 B.C., envoys were sent to warn Hannibal, who
had succeeded Hasdrubal as governor of Carthaginian Spain, not
to attack Saguntum, because the town was under the protection
of Rome. But neither from Hannibal nor at Carthage, whither

1 Polybius 1, 30, 1, says that it was admitted that Saguntum had placed
herself under Roman protection m\eloow &recw %8y mwpbrepoy Tdv Kar
AvviBav fca;pcﬁv, and appears to regard this as definitely carlier than the
Roman interference in Saguntine affairs, which (writing of late in 220) he
sets pukpols Eumpoabev ypdvoss (i.e. about 221). The interval between the
two events must at least include the years 2252, during which Rome could
do nothing which might be pleaded as contravening the Ebro treaty, and it
would be poor diplomacy to make an alliance with Saguntum at the moment
(in 226-5) when Rome was seeking to make the treaty with Hasdrybal.

2 See A. Schulten in Phél. Woch. 1927, col. 1582.
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they then went, did they receive the submissive assurances which
they probably expected. Finally, in the spring of 219 when
Saguntum, relying on Rome, remained intransigent, Hannibal
attacked the town, which he took after an eight months’ siege.
All this time the Romans sent no force to assist the defenders.
Both consuls were engaged in Illyria, and the Senate was probably
undecided how far their protection of Saguntum should go!. When
about November 219 news came that the town had fallen, the
patres took long to decide whether or not to regard it as a casus
belli. Saguntum was unimportant and distant, and the material

“interests of Rome, and of Massilia, were protected by the Ebro
treaty, which Hannibal showed no sign of violating. Many
senators, no doubt, were opposed to embarking on a serious war
in the West, particularly at a time when Rome might find herself
involved in a conflict with Macedon. On the other hand, Roman
prestige was concerned, above all in Spain, and, if Rome took no
action, she would find it difficult afterwards to hinder the consoli-
dation of Carthaginian power south of the Ebro.

Finally the plea of prestige, which really meant the claim to
interfere effectively in Carthaginian Spain, prevailed, and late in
March 218 envoys were sent to Carthage to demand the surrender
of Hannibal and of his Carthaginian assessors who had concurred
in the attack on Saguntum. The demand was the rerum repetitio
which, if not complied with, led to formal declaration of war,
and the Roman envoys were no doubt authorized to state definitely
what would be the result of refusal. The Carthaginian Senate
denied—and with justice—that they were under any formal obli-
gation not to attack Saguntum, which was not in the list of Roman
allies whom Carthage had pledged herself to respect in the peace
of 241 B.c. Since that date Carthage had made no engagement
with Rome which could affect her dealings with Saguntum. The
purely juridical case was irrefutable. Indeed, Roman apologists
were later driven to the expedient of declaring that Saguntum was
expressly safeguarded by the Ebro treaty, or even that it lay north
of the river. This latter fiction seems to find an echo even in
Polybius, and both were served by the assertion that the Cartha-
ginian Senate denied the validity of the Ebrotreaty2. Thisassertion
is probably the perversion of what may be true, that the Cartha-
ginians limited the discussion to the precise legal point at issue.
Carthage then refused the Roman demand, and the Roman envoys

1 Tt is not impossible that the argument was used that armed intervention
to protect Saguntum would be a breach of the Ebro treaty.

p oag , Y

2 Polybius 111, 21.
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declared that Carthage was choosing war. Strong as was the legal
and indeed moral case for Carthage, because Rome was using
Saguntum to undermine her power in Spain, the fact remained
that Hannibal had attacked and taken—with the approval of his
' government—a town which Rome had declared to be under her
protection. This is the core of truth in the Roman tradition which
sought to convince the legally-minded citizens that the cause of
Rome was the cause of justice.

It cannot be said that the war which followed was from the
beginning inevitable. The first conflict between Rome and Car-
thage had not entailed the destruction or subjection of either. The
two states could continue to exist side by side in the Western
Mediterranean, but only if each was willing to respect the other’s
sphere of influence. The treaty of 241 B.c. might have formed the
basis of some such balance of power as Hellenistic statecraft had
reached east of the Adriatic. The foreign policy of Carthage in
the previous three centuries is evidence of the paramount im-
portance in her counsels of commercial interests and motives, and
it is extremely probable that she would have wished to keep the
peace in order to exploit the immense resources of her ncwly
re-acquired and extended province in Spain. Rome, in effective
possession of Sicily, might well be content to leave to her the
Eldorado of the Spanish mines and Spanish markets. Indeed,
had the Roman Senate’s policy been sincerely pacific, there is
small reason to think that the nobles of the house of Burca, great
as was their influence due to the services of Hamilcar in crushing
the Mercenaries’ revolt and to the political adroitness of Huas-
drubal, would have been able to lead her into a war of revenge
against Rome. The picture of the Barcids as viceroys in Spain
independent of the home government is itself false. Neither
Hamilcar, Hasdrubal nor Hannibal was a Wallenstein. They
knew themselves to be the generals of a Republic, and their
policy had to take account of the views of the Carthaginian ring
of aristocrats whose hand was upon the machine of government.
Many of these nobles doubtless cared more for their estates in
Africa than for the old tradition of commercial and naval supre-~
macy in the Western Mediterranean. In fact, the Carthaginian
navy had been allowed to decline, partly, it may be, to avoid the
semblance of a challenge to Rome, her successful rival by sea.
Yet the home government, which knew well thatit was the Spanish
mines that had made easy the punctual payment of the indemnity
and that opened to Carthage a new hope of commercial prosperity,
were not likely to risk Spain for the sake of a war, though they
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might be ready to risk war for the sake of Spain. Finally, had it
been the set purpose of the house of Barca to attack Rome,
Hasdrubal would not have made the Ebro treaty, but would have
urged Carthage to seize at once an opportunity more favourable
than any which was likely to offer itself later.

The ‘wrath of the house of Barca’ and ‘therevenge of Hannibal’
belong mainly to a2 Roman tradition which obscures, and was
meant to obscure, the extent to which the Roman seizure of
Sardinia and her interference in Spain drove Carthage to war.
Nor does the tradition sufficiently emphasize the effect of Mas-
siliote diplomacy in urging Rome to challenge the eastward ex-
pansion of Carthage in Spain which, it is true, menaced the trade,
if not the security, of Massilia. The Roman claim to forbid
Hannibal to attack Saguntum showed that the Senate had no
intention of binding itself by the implications of the Ebro treaty,
and Carthage might well feel that Roman aggression which had
advanced by way of Sardinia might pass by way of Saguntum to
Nova Carthago and even to Africa itself. The process might be
slow. Rome’s policy at this time was not consistently imperial-
istic: it was often vacillating, timid, inert, but her malignity, in
which now fear, now jealousy, now arrogant self-confidence, now
greed of wealth and power was dominant, must have seemed
beyond question. It is true that it was Hannibal’s attack on
Saguntum, undertaken in full knowledge of the almost inevitable
consequences, that precipitated the war, but the historian must
decide that, so far as attack and defence have a meaning in the
clash between states, the balance of aggression must incline
against Rome.

The legend that the war sprang from the ambition or revenge-
fulness of Hannibal is one with the legend that Carthage was not
behind him when in 220/19 he refused to be turned aside by the
menaces of the Senate. Fabius Pictor declared that none of the
substantial citizens of Carthage approved of Hannibal’s action at
Saguntum?, but this is contradicted by the whole course of events
and must be regarded as the self-deception of a Roman at war,
turned to the purposes of propaganda. That at Carthage, despite
a just resentment of Rome’s actions, there were nobles jealous of
the house of Barca, or men who believed that Carthage should
seek to placate where she could not perhaps hope to conquer, is
doubtless true. But Hannibal had acted with the full knowledge

1 See on these points in particular E. Groag, Hannibal als Politiker, -

PP- 42 sgg.
.2 dp. Polybius mur, 8, 7.
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and approval of the home government, he was the chosen general
of the finest army and the governor of the richest province of
Carthage, and to disown him and his assessors was to divide the
State in the face of an enemy whose forbearance could not be
trusted. Hannibal himself could not be lightly surrendered to
Roman vengeance, even though the full measure of his greatness
in the field had ‘not as yet revealed itself to Carthage, much less
to Rome. At the age of twenty-six he had succeeded his kinsman
Hasdrubal in Spain (221 B.c.). To the diplomatic skill of his pre-
decessor he added his father Hamilcar’s unbending spirit and a
double portion of his father’s energy and generalship. Schooled
in arms from boyhood, he had behind him the fruits of long
experience in the handling of the mercenaries and levies that made
up the mass of the Carthaginian armies. The siege of Saguntum
showed him a worthy namesake of the conqueror of Selinus and
Himera, and two lightning campaigns in Eastern Spain had con-
firmed his innate consciousness of a genius for command. We may
well believe that the Carthaginian government had alrcady recog-
nized that this was the moment and the man. If Carthage was to
remain secure and untroubled in the enjoyment of her commerce
and of Spain she must defend herself resolutely, and to Hannibal
the best defence was attack.

Herein lay the responsibility of Hannibal, not for the fact that
the war happened—granted that Rome would one day set before
Carthage the choice of war or the steady undermining of its
power—but for the moment of its happening. Rome’s intrigues
from Saguntum could be permitted for a time without serious
loss; Hannibal decided to force the issue at once, and this he did
on the basis of a military calculation which was probably his alone,
for the essence of it was secrecy. It was enough that the Cartha-
ginian Senate should be convinced of the need of an immediate
defensive war and assured that its young general could make it
not entirely hopeless.

The Roman Senate, in its turn, must have rcalized that the
demands which its envoys took to Carthage in 218 were certain
to be refused, and it prepared for the conflict with a leisurely
confidence that was the legacy of victory and of the proved su-
periority of her legionaries in the First Punic War. Inthe previous
year the consuls had disposed of Demetrius of Pharos and so
secured the protectorate in Illyria (vol. vi1, p. 848), and the Senate
might hope that the war with Carthage would be over before
Philip V of Macedon, now entangled in war with the Aetolians
and Sparta, would be free to translate his unconcealed hostility
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into action. In Northern Italy the Gauls had been defeated, and
before midsummer 218! two Latin colonies, Placentia and Cre-
mona, were settled to watch the Boii and Insubres (vol. vir, p. 815%),
in addition to which there were also garrisoned posts such as
Clastidium and Tannetum. The situation seemed secure, though
in reality Hannibal’s agents must already have been at work
among the tribesmen assuring them of an ally and deliverer from
beyond the Alps. And so, when early in 218 the returning envoys
brought information of the existence of Carthaginian intrigues in
North Italy, the Senate saw in that no more than an attempt to
embarrass their plans by a Gallic movement; a single legion was
deemed sufficient to make all safe, while the consuls of the year
opened campaigns in Spain and in Africa.

II. THE RIVAL WAR-PLANS

The consuls for 218 B.c., P. Cornelius Scipio and Ti. Sem-
pronius Longus, were provided with the customary consular
armies of two legions each. Scipio’s army was made up of 8ooo
Roman legionaries and 60o Roman cavalry with 14,000 allied
infantry and 16c0 allied cavalry and a fleet of 6o ships. Sem-
pronius’ army received an additional 2000 allied infantry and 200
allied cavalry, and to him was allotted the major portion of the
fleet, 160 quinqueremes. From the size and disposition of these
forces it is possible to make a fairly certain estimate of the Senate’s
intended plan of campaign against Hannibal. Scipio’s army was to
sail to Massilia; from this secure base, ensuring good communica-
tion with Italy, the invasion of Spain north of the Ebro must have
seemed to promise good hopes of success. Caution and concerted
but carefully prepared advance are the keynotes of this strategy.
The other army under Sempronius was dispatched to Sicily and
was designed to invade Africa. Records of Agathocles’ invasion
(vol. v, pp. 624 sg¢.) and the initial success of Regulus (75.
p. 682 s¢.) would have left the Roman senators with no doubt
about the vulnerability of Carthage in Africa, and the Roman
naval supremacy, which had been maintained by steady building
since the First Punic War, enabled Rome to choose her own time
for the invasion. Butan army of two legions was not large enough
to reduce Carthage without the help of allies in Africa and it is
possible that the first year was to see a base secured, and that a
serious invasion with a larger army would follow in 217 B.Cc. The
Roman prospects seemed very fair indeed and in complacent

1 Asconius, p. 3. Clark, adopting Madvig’s emendation Ka/. lun. for
Kal. Ian.

C.A.H. VIII 3
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confidence the Roman Republic mobilized only five legions out of
the vast resources of man-power latent in Italy.

It remains to be seen how strategy dictated by methodical care
and experience fared against the rapidity and daring of a great
general. Hannibal’s strategy was at once political and military.
The past afforded no clear refutation of the hope that the Roman
political system in Italy might be broken up by the presence of a
victorious enemy in the peninsula. Pyrrhus had won two battles,
and then Rome had gone near to making peace with him (vol. vi1,
p- 648). A Carthaginian might well suppose that it was only
Carthaginian promises of help that had prevented the Republic
from yielding. Some of Rome’s allies at that time had deserted
her, and a greater Pyrrhus might succeed where he had failed.
In the generations that followed Pyrrhus the Italians had been
bled white in Rome’s quarrels, so that a Carthaginian might well
fail to recognize that Rome had by now proved herself to her
allies by leadership and fair dealing and had roused a national
Italian spirit in the repulse of the barbarian Gauls. In the First
Punic War Carthage had never been able to strike home, for she
could not find a secure base in Italy nor feel confidence that her
armies would win victory in the field. But if these two conditions
were fulfilled, it must have seemed a reasonable calculation that
Rome might be brought to make a peace which would undo the
effects of the First Punic War. Of the.two conditions the first
might be fulfilled in the adhesion of the Gauls, who were hostile
to Rome but not yet completely crushed. To wait two or threc
years might allow Rome to be entangled in a war with Macedon,
but by then the certainty of Gaulish help might be far smaller.
Politically, this was the moment to strike if the second eondition,
a high probability of victory in the open field, was fulfilled. The
military problem was threefold, to concentrate a strong and
faithful army, to bring it into Italy, and to discover tactics which
would counterbalance the Roman superiority in numbers.

By the spring of 218 the first part of the military problem had
been solved. After the fall of Saguntum Hannibal had spent the
winter in final preparations at Nova Carthago and by granting
special furlough nursed the loyalty of his army. Commanded by
Carthaginian nobles, thearmy which re-assembled in March 2188.c.
was a veteran army and not, like many earlier Carthaginian armies,
a haphazard collection of mercenaries engaged at short notice for
a particular campaign. The African subjects and allies of Carthage
provided the unequalled light Numidian cavalry and also the
heavy infantry which bore the brunt of Hannibal’s battles. The
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Spanish mercenaries and levies were good fighting stock, inured
to hardships and peculiarly adapted by character and experience
to ruses, ambushes and stratagems. Lastly, the whole army was
hardened by the discipline and inspired by the loyalty of long
service. Such an instrument had been bequeathed to Hannibal as
to Alexander, and it lay ready to his hand to direct against the
enemy which, it was evident, was bent on the destruction of his
country.

The quality of the army is beyond question; its size it is more
difficult to estimate. Rome had the command of the sea and that
meant that both Spain and Africa must be held in sufficient
strength to prevent any rapid Roman successes in either region.
Forces amounting to 20,000 men were detailed for Africa; in
Spain Hannibal’s brother Hasdrubal was given 12,000 infantry,
3000 cavalry and 21 elephants?, and later Hanno was stationed
with 11,000 men north of the Ebro. Polybius (111, 35, 1) says
that the forces with which Hannibal set out from Nova Carthago
amounted to 90,000 infantry and 12,000 cavalry, and that he left
Spain itself with 50,000 foot and 9ooo horse. Neither of these
statements is free from exaggeration2 What Hannibal expected
the march to Italy to cost him we cannot tell, but he probably
reckoned on being stronger in the field than Pyrrhus had been,
and on being able to recruit Gauls in Italy to make up losses
incurred on the way. On the other hand, he knew he had to face
the greatest difficulties of commissariat and it is probable that
the army with which he left Spain did not number more than
40,000 men.

The Carthaginian navy of rather more than a hundred sail (of
which fifty quinqueremes, two quadriremes and five triremes were
left with Hasdrubal) was no match for the Roman; it was needed
to help the defence of Spain and Africa and to keep open com-
munications between the two; the battle of the Aegates islands
had taught an unforgettable lesson of the danger of transporting

1 These figures Polybius (111, 33) derived from the record left by Hannibal
at the Lacinian promontory. Detailed items are given, presumably to prove
beyond doubt that Hannibal did not sacrifice the defence of Spain and Africa
to the invasion of Italy. From the same source is derived the number of
troops with which he entered Italy (p. 38).

2 He is represented as losing 33,000 out of 59,000 between the Pyrenees
and Italy: these figures have not apparently the authority of the Lacinian
inscription behind them and may be regarded as reached by adding computed
losses to the well-attested 26,000 men with whom Hannibal entered Italy.
The losses and therefore the original numbers of the army are exaggerated
by Polybius or his source.

32
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a large army by sea, and there was no safe landing-place in Italy.
Military and political reasons combined to compel him to invade
Italy by land and to appear among the Gauls whom Rome had
made her enemies. Finally, as will be seen, Hannibal, who had
no doubt deeply studied the military history of Alexander and
his successors, together with the reports of the tactics of the
Romans, had devised methods by which his superiority in cavalry
and the capacity for manceuvre which his veterans had lc:u'nc.:d,
could be used to make victory in a pitched battle almost certain.

To Polybius, with his statistics of Roman man-power?, his
consciousness of the strength of the Roman political system and
most of all, his knowledge of the event, Hannibal’s invasion of
Italy was a desperate though splendid adventure. Butas a political
and military calculation on such evidence as Hannibal can well
have had, it contained no more hazardous factors than any other
course open to him. Nor was its least advantage the fact that it
was a wholly effective defence against the Roman plan of attack
which he foresaw. As will be seen, the Roman project of a simul-
taneous invasion of Africa and Spain had to be abandoned;
Carthage was given time to raise a coalition against Rome and
even though the coalition failed to achicve its cnds, final defeat
was postponed for sixteen years.

III. HANNIBAL’S MARCH 'T'O I'T'ALY

In the spring of 218, not earlier than the beginning of Muy,
Hannibal set out from Nova Carthago. His start was late, not
because he need wait for war to be declared before marching to
the Ebro, but probably in order to allow the spring flooding of
the Spanish rivers to subside so that he could ford them casily
instead of having to bridge them. Once he had moved he must
march at speed. It was, however, to take him five months to reach
the valley of the Po—a longer time than he presumably expected.
The task of forcing the passes of the Eastern Pyrences and
brushing aside the resistance of the Gallic tribes who were allied
with Massilia cost him dearly in casualties and deserters, and he
did not reach the Rhone until towards the end of August. Here
he might have found himself already faced by a Roman army,
had not a rising in the spring of the Boii and Insubres in North
Italy, which began with the ambush of the legion set to guard the
newly founded colonies, caused the Senate to dispatch thither
Scipio’s two legions under a praetor, leaving Scipio to raise a new

1 1, 24. 700,000 foot and 70,000 horse (Romans and allies) in 225 B.c.
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consular army for his expedition to Spain. We may fairly assume
that the rising was timed by Hannibal’s agents. Even so, the
consul reached Massilia while the Carthaginian army was still
just west of the Rhone. There seems to be no doubt that Scipio
did not realize Hannibal’s purpose; possibly he believed that it
was to gain allies among the barbarians for an attack on Massilia
which, if successful, would rob the Romans of their half-way
house to Spain. He, accordingly, remained near the cityand merely
sent a force of cavalry with some Celtic mercenaries in the service
of Massilia to observe the enemy’s movements.

Hannibal arrived at the Rhone at a point four days’ march from
the sea and found the opposite bank of the river soon thronged
by large numbers of hostile tribes prepared to oppose his passage.
Though well provided with wherries by friendly tribes he yet
judged after two days’ halt that to force a crossing in view of the
numbers of the enemy would be a hazardous undertaking attended
by severe losses. Accordingly on the next day he sent Hanno
with local guides and a force of cavalry twenty-five miles up
stream. Building rough rafts they crossed where the river was
divided by an islet and rested. Then on the fifth day they rode
down the far bank of the stream. Hannibal meanwhile had com-
pleted his preparations and had constructed special rafts to carry
over his elephants. When in the afternoon a column of smoke
arising in the distance on the far shore announced that his
manceuvre was complete he gave orders for the army to cross.
The barbarians who lined the river seeing their encampments
fired in their rear by a detachment of Hanno’s force broke in
flight and Hannibal completed the crossing without loss. Imme-
diately after this Scipio’s scouting force fell in with a Numidian
rearguard. They won a slight success in a skirmish but it was
small consolation for the sight of Hannibal’s deserted camp and
the knowledge that he had safely crossed the Rhone. By a narrow
margin Hannibal missed a pitched battle with the Roman army.
Scipio marched north to investigate and arrived at Hannibal’s
camp three days after he had left for the Alps.

Hannibal’s crossing of the Alps has stirred the imagination
and provoked the discussion of succeeding ages—

I demens et saevas curre per Alpes

ut pueris placeas et declamatio f{)as
It is impossible to determine with any approach to certainty which
pass he chosel. The accounts of Livy and Polybius conflict and

1 Tt is generally agreed that the limits within which the pass must lie are
the Little St Bernard and the Mt Genévre.
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are vague, making the identification of topographical features
impossible. Both contain much rhetorical colouring such as the
absurd story of the view of the plains of Italy from the top of the
passt. The problem, intriguing as it is, is not to be solved améu-
lando, and even if it were solved, we have not the nccessary da_ta
to relate Hannibal’s choice to his strategy or to estimate its
wisdom. ]

The feat of crossing the Alps was in itself nothing remarkable,
as Napoleon noted—"les éléphants seuls ont pu lui donner de
Lembarras®.” Indeed, whole tribes of Celts with their women-
folk and children had crossed in the summer by the passes farther
east into the north of Italy (see vol. vi1, pp. 61 sg¢.). Hannibal’s
difficulties were in the first place military, owing to the hostility
of the Allobroges—difficulties which beset armies marching in
column in narrow defiles—but more important was the fact that
it was now past the first week of September,and a heavy fall of
new snow made the descent on the southern side particularly
hazardous for the transport and the elephants. Polybius’ pic-
turesque description of the difficulty of crossing hard avalanche
snow covered by this new melting layer is vivid, and bears the
stamp of painful experience perhaps recorded by Silenus. But it
seems certain that a month earlier the pass could have heen crossed
without these added risks and dangers, and one is left to surmise
that Hannibal had been too long delayed by the resistance offered
north of the Ebro till August, or was misled by false information
about the Alpine passes. His losses in the Alps werc such that
he arrived in Italy with no more than 20,000 foot and 6000 horse.

IV. THE TICINUS AND TREBIA

About a month had passed since Hannibal crossed the Rhone,
and now he marched on the chief town of the Taurini (the modern
Turin), who were hostile to the Insubres and so to the Cartha-
ginians. The weak fortifications of a Gallic town in the plains
were taken after three days, and the massacre of the fighting men
in the garrison conveniently proved Hannibal to be a bad enemy
to those who would not accept him as a friend. But more im-
portant for the purpose of winning over the Gauls was to defeat
the Romans in the field, and Hannibal advanced to seck an oppor-
tunity. He probably knew that he had to meet the two legions
which the Senate had sent to North Italy, and the Gauls soon
informed him that the Roman forces were marching west from

1 Polybius 111, 54; Livy xx1,35. * Commentaries, vi,p. 163 (Ed. Paris, 1867).
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Placentia. He was, however, surprised to find that Publius Scipio
was in command, having travelled nearly 1000 miles by land and
sea in little more than a month.

His presence was possible because he had come alone. Faced
by the fact that Hannibal’s objective was Italy, he had taken the
momentous decision to send his army and part of the fleet with
his brother Gnaeus to invade Spain, while he himself returned to
Italy to take command of the troops which would face Hannibal
as he came down from the Alps. His action has been interpreted
as being no more than a reasonable carrying out of his instructions
from the Senate, combined with the wish to be at the disposal of
the State for any service which the changed strategical position
demanded. He could not be condemned by the Senate for carrying
out their instructions so far as his army was concerned, nor for
getting into touch with them for new instructions which could be
sent to him in northern Etruria as he traversed it on his way to
North Italy. It is no doubt true that the Senate did approve his
action, and the desire for the Senate’s approval may have been
his dominating motive. But the energy of his movements and the
strategic skill which he displayed now and later suggest that he
returned to guide the Senate’s policy rather than to be guided by
it, and that the decision to go forward with the expedition to
Spain was truly his own and dictated by a far-sighted appreciation
of what the interests of Rome demanded.

The decision has been impeached by those who, regarding the
Italian front as all-important, urge that he should have brought
his army with him in order that he and his colleague might con-
front the invader with a superior force. If Hannibal were defeated,
Spain would fall of itself. The first answer to this criticism is that
Scipio might hope to engage Hannibal before his troops were
rested and reinforced by Gauls, if he himself did not sacrifice the
time needed to move his army from the Rhone to the Po. His
calculation was refuted by the speed with which, though at a
great cost, Hannibal crossed the Alps, but that fact does not prove
that the calculation was not the best possible. The second and
more decisive answer was that a Roman army north of the Ebro
would weaken Hannibal in Italy by denying to him reinforce-
ments from Spain. There was no fear that Hannibal would be
south of the Apennines before the year ended, and neither Scipio
nor the Senate had any reason to doubt that in the spring of 217
Rome would have enough troops to deal with any situation in
Italy which they could imagine. But a footing in Spain must be
secured without delay. S
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By this time Sempronius had concentrated. his 26,400 men at
Lilybaeum with the fleet to cover their crossing. In that region
operations had so far been by sea, for the Carthaginians sought to
take advantage of the slow mobilization of the Roman main force.
While Sempronius was still in Italy they sent 20 ships to raid
Southern Italy, while 35 more were to attempt to surprisc Lily-
baeum, then held by the praector Aemilius with a squadron of
perhaps as many ships. Three of the 20 ships were captured off
Messana owing to a storm, the remainder carried out a raid on
Vibo and then escaped home. Warned by their prisoners the
Romans informed Aemilius, who beat off the Carthaginian attack,
capturing seven ships. These minor operations attested the naval
superiority of the Romans and, incidentally, the loyalty of Hiero
the king of Syracuse who though ninety years of age was un-
resting 1n the support of Rome. Sempronius himself, as a counter-
stroke, sailed to the island of Malta and captured it with its
Carthaginian garrisonl. As he prepared to set out for Africa
with enough ships to brush aside the remnant of the Carthaginian
navy, he may well have thought that it was simply the First Punic
Woar again in miniature. But then came from Rome a message of
recall.

News had reached Rome from Scipio that Hannibal had crossed
the Rhone and was marching to the Alps and that the consul’s
army was being sent on to Spain. Word was at once sent to
inform Sempronius so that he might transfer his army to North
Italy. The Senate was well aware that the troops already in the
Po valley were no more than enough to make head against the
Gauls alone. The Senate’s despatch must have reached Sem-
pronius about the time that Hannibal was entering Italy2. 'The
consul acted forthwith. Aemilius with so ships at Lilybaeum was
left to cover Sicily while Sext. Pomponius with 2 § protected Vibo
and Southern Italy. The army was moved, perhaps by sea, from
Lilybacum to the Straits of IMessina and thence marched in less
than two months the seven hundred miles to Ariminum®, whither

1 Livy xx1, 49-51. These operations are not mentioned by Polybius, but
are not 1nconsistent with his account, and they seem entirely credible.

% Polybius 1x, 61, 9 states that the Senate’s despatch informed Sem-
pronius of the presence of the enemy. There is, however, no good reason
why the Senate should wait till Hannibal had entered Italy. No doubt the
letter ran ‘has crossed the Rhone and will by now be in Italy,” as Liv
XXI, 51,5 Sde transitu in Italiam Hannibalis. See {)e Sanctis, Storia dei Romant,
ur, 2, p. 85.

2 Polbeius w1, 61, which implies that the army marched in small detach-
ments. Itsrapid concentration at Ariminum attests the discipline and stamina
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the consul transferred his headquarters. Towards the end of
November he was able to march on to join his colleague. The
two consuls might then either fight a battle, if victory seemed
probable, or hold their hand, knowing that winter would protect
Central Italy from immediate invasion.

Scipio, meanwhile, with forces amounting to about 20,000
infantry and 2000 cavalry set himself to his task of limiting as
far as possible the enemy’s progress. Crossing the Po at Placentia,
he advanced along the north bank to the Ticinus across which he
threw a bridge of boats. Leaving his legions in a camp made on
the west of the river he pushed forward with his cavalry and some
light-armed troops to reconnoitre as far, perhaps, as the modern
Lomello, but he did not cross the Sesia. Here in the country, still
to this day screened by light scrub and trees, a cloud of dust gave
the first indication of the enemy’s presence. It was the cavalry
covering Hannibal’s advance. Scipio cannot have wished to com-
mit himself to a conflict against odds, but the superior speed of
the enemy’s horse forced an engagement in which nightfall alone
saved him. Scipio himself was wounded, and he only escaped
death or capture through the bravery of his son, who thus
dramatically enters the stage of the war?.

Retreating under cover of night, Scipio moved his army across
the bridge, breaking it down after him only just in time, for the
Carthaginian cavalry came up at once and captured the detach-
ment left to cover the work of destruction. He had done well to
withdraw his army without greater losses, but he realized that he
must now escape from the open country north of the Po and wait
for his colleague’s arrival. Yet he did not wish to leave to
Hannibal all the Celts west of Placentia. Accordingly he crossed
the Po by the Placentia bridge and pushed forward to the strategic
position of the Stradella?, which gave him security against the
enemy’s cavalry and covered his communications with Placentia
some twenty miles away.

Hannibal, divining his opponent’s intention, crossed to the
south bank near the modern Tortona after marching two days up
of the Roman troops. Livy (xx1, 51, 6) sends it by sea direct. The account
of Polybius, apart from his forty days, is inherently more probable in view
of the hazards of the Adriatic in November. The part of the Roman fleet no .
longer needed, and the transports, were presumably dismissed. -

1 This was, at least, the family tradition of the Scipios (Polybius x, 3).
Livy (xx1, 46, 10) cites Coelius for a rival version in which the credit is
given to a Ligurian slave.

2 Itsstrategic value was noted by Napoleon. This position appears to be the,
most probable despite mepl mwéAir TIhakerriav in Polybius 111, 66, 9.
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stream to make sure of an unchallenged or easier crossing. He
then turned eastwards again and on reaching Scipio’s new position
encamped and offered battle. Scipio refused it, and his refusal con-
vinced the Gauls in his army that it was time to abandon the losing
side. In the night, after killing their Roman officers, thc:y went
over to the Carthaginians. This blow forced Scipio to withdraw
behind the Trebia, the stream which joins the Po from the south
just west of Placentia. The withdrawal was skilfully conducted,
but its success owed something to the avidity with which the
Numidian cavalry turned aside to plunder the deserted Roman
camp. The Gallic tribes hastened to take the Carthaginian side,
and to bring in supplies, which were presently augmented by the
betrayal to Hannibal of the Roman store depét at Clastidium,
26 miles west of Placentia. Scipio’s ncw position on the "L'rcbia
was well chosen for defence and here he was able to nurse his
wound and restore the morale of his troops. Hannibal meanwhile
advanced and encamped on the opposite western bank of the
Trebia, and, probably by design, made no attempt to hinder the
arrival of Sempronius’ army.

Sempronius arrived, and a success in a skirmish emboldened
him to accept the battle which his adversary desired. After laying
a skilful ambush, Hannibal sent his Numidians across the stream
to harry the Roman camp. Contrary to the judgment of his colleague
Sempronius led the four legions, some Gallic auxiliaries and about
4000 cavalry, against Hannibal’sarmy, which now numbered about
38,000 of whom some 10,000 were cavalry. On a December
morning! breakfastless the legionaries waded waist-high across
the icy stream to fight with their backs to the river on ground
chosen by the enemy. Hannibal’s few elephants and cavalry drove
back the Roman wings, while his brother and Mago fell upon the
rear of the centre from the ambush. All happened as Hannibal
had planned, except that the Celts who formed the centre of the
Carthaginian line were not strong enough to prevent 10,000
Romans from breaking through and reaching Placentia by re-
crossing a bridge over the Trebia ncar the town®. The rest of the
Roman army was driven into the river.

! The election of Flaminius for 217 presumably followed the hattle,
which therefore cannot be later than December.,

2 Polybius, it is true, makes no mention of this crossing under the walls
of Placentia and under cover of its garrison as being perhaps too obvious.
Mommsen’s account (see Bibliography) is still the best statement of the case.

J_l:liV}lr;s triecto itinere (xx1, 56, 3) 1s only true of his own reversed account of
“the battle.
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It was a disaster, for all that Sempronius described it as a battle
in which the weather had robbed the Romans of victoryl. The
combined armies of the two consuls had been defeated with the
loss of at least two-thirds of their strength. Hannibal’s casualties
were almost entirely Gauls, and were more than compensated by
the accession of those Celts who had so far followed the fortunes of
Rome. At the same time Placentia afforded a safe shelter for the
remnants of the Roman army, and it was represented at Rome
that the legionaries of the centre had once more proved their
superiority by cutting their way through the enemy’s line. The
Senate rewarded the services of Scipio, to whom no blame attached
for the battle of the Trebia, by prolonging his imperium and
sending him to Spain. Meanwhile winter protected Central Italy
from attack.

V. TRASIMENE

The Roman people, though their confidence in the legions was
unshaken, had too good an instinct for war to be content with
the campaign of 218, and at the consular elections they chose,
together with Cn. Servilius Geminus, their favourite, C. Flaminius.
Six years before, he had returned victorious over the Insubres,
and the people, despite the Senate’s opposition, had voted him a
triumph, ignoring or refusing to credit hostile rumours that the
valour of the legions and the skill of the military tribunes had
alone covered his military incompetence (vol. vir, p. 814). Since
that day, his reputation and popularity had increased rapidly. His
censorship in 220 had been marked by a new census and the
beginning of the great road to Ariminum. Further, he had been
the only senator to support a Lex Claudia (c. 218 B.c.) restricting
senators from maritime trade. This action enrolled in his support
the increasing body of middle-class merchants. But it was a
moment fraught with danger to the Roman state and commoner
in Greece than in Rome when, at a crisis, a general was elected
by a popular majority on the grounds of his political acumen and
devotion to the interests of a class rather than for his proved
military experience and ability. ‘

According to the hostile tradition which Livy has preserved, he
neglected to observe the customary religious ceremonies. If the
account is not falsified, as is certainly the case with the story of
his entering on his consulship at Ariminum?, it is beyond doubt

1 Polybius nr, 75, 1. ) L
2 Livy xx1, 63 (a chapter from annalistic sources hostile to Flaminius)

conflicts with Polybius’ plain statement in 111, 77, I.
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that senatorial opposition was so bitter that even if he had not
acted thus, the pasres would have used cvery obstruction derived
from the religious machinery to prevent him from exercising
his command, as they had sought to do in 223 ».c. (vol. v,
p. 813 s¢.). Political dissension was accompanied by a scvere
outbreak of popular superstition. Livy’s list of prodigics copied
from the pontifical records, including a phantom navy scen in
the sky and an ox which climbed to the third storey of a house,
is an interesting document of war fever and an indication of the
crass superstition of the populace. )

For the campaign of 217 Rome disposed of eleven legions?, at
least 100,000 men including the allicd contingents. Two of these
legions were in Spain, four werc to mect Hannibal in the ficld,
while two were in reserve at Rome, two in Sicily and one in
Sardinia. The defeated army of the Po strengthened to two legions
was taken over at Ariminum, to which it had retired, by the new
consul Cn. Servilius, while Flaminius with two ncewly-raised
legions marched to Arretium in Etruria. ‘The Senate had decided
not to meet Hannibal in the plains of the Po, where his cavalry
could move freely and where the Gauls were an added danger®,
The colonies of Cremona and Placentia were left to their own
resources, since Hannibal had not the sicge-train for an assault
or the time for a protracted blockade. The Roman plan of cam-
paign was to defend Central Italy, supported by loyal allies and
with assured supplies. The details of the plan were conditioned
by the mountain barrier which sweeps in a semicircle from
Liguria to the backbone of Central Italy. Hannibal might clect
to choose the normal route into Italy skirting the north side of
this barrier by the Po wvalley to Ravenna, and then along the

1 See De Sanctis, gp. czt. 111, 2, p. 116 and Kahrstedt, Gesch. der Karthager,
1, p. 405. That Flaminius had only two legions follows from the topograph
of T'rasimene; Polybius 111, 86, 3 assigns to Servilius 4000 cavalry, whicg
suggests four legions rather than two. But other considerations make it
more probable that he had only two (sec De Sanctis, ad Joc.), and we must
assume that Servilius’ cavalry was strengthened perhaps from the Cenomani,
who remained faithful, and the Veneti. The error of Polybius may be
attributed to an equivocal use of orparémedor in his Greek source.” See
P. Cantalupi in Stud: di Storia Antica, 1, pp. 10, 69.

# The operations of the winter described in Livy xx1, 57-9 are to be
regarded as fictitious. Sce O. Sceck in Hermes, vi1, pp. 152 s¢q. His cavalry
battle at Victumulae is an obvious doublet of Tlicinus; Hannibal’s attempt
to cross the Apennines in mid-winter is fantastic; the drawn battle before
Placentia probably goes back to Sempronius’ account of the ‘1'rebia which
an annalist may be forgiven for failing to recognize,
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Adriatic as far as Ariminum, where first there is an easy break-
through by the Furlo pass and the route of the Via Flaminia. It
was to guard against this possibility that Servilius was sent to
Ariminum.

On the other hand, there were several though more difficult
passes direct from the Po valley into Etruria, and Flaminius was
sent to Arretium to block the most southerly of these. The Roman
division of forces has been severely criticized, and at first sight it
is difficult to see why Ariminum should be held, if the Po valley
were abandoned. But the Metaurus campaign later will show
how suited this area is for crushing an invading army where the
mountains come close down to the Adriatic and the lateral valleys
have no exits. It was also traditional Roman policy to operate
with small armies commanded by independent consuls and the
application of this policy had recently proved successful against
Gallic armies invading from the north (vol. vii, p. 812 sg.).
Finally, popular sentiment was too strong to allow any further
abandonment of territory. Thus the plan of defence was to block
both sides of the Apennines at the risk of leaving the two armies,
with no communication and liable to be defeated in detail. But
it was possible that, if all went well, Hannibal might end by being
caught between the two, as the Gauls had been at Telamon.

Hannibal intended to invade Central Italy once he had raised
in revolt the Po valley. In the winter he had moved to Bolognaj
this left it hard for the Romans to decide whether he would march
down the Po valley or cut through the Apennines. So soon as he
got news that the passes were clear of snowl, he crossed the
Apennines, probably on the route Bologna-Porretta-Pistoia by the
pass of Collina (3040 feet)?, in order to surprise Flaminius at
Arretium. Between Pistoia and Florence very great difficulties
were experienced owing to marshes formed by the melting snows
and flooded Arno. Polybius (111, 79) describes from a Cartha-
ginian source the horrors of four days and three sleepless nights;
Hannibal himself, mounted on the one elephant that had survived
the winter, pushed on despite a severe inflammation which de-
stroyed the sight of one of his eyes. But his iron frame and

1 On the chronology see De Sanctis, op. ¢it. 11, 2, pp. 119 sgg. Ovid,
Fasti, vi, 765-8 (reading quintus) gives June 21st as the date of Trasimene,
which is approximately correct. The news reached Greece in July (vol. vi,

- 854).
P For the topography see Kromayer, 4ntike Schlachtfelder, ux, pp. 110 sqq.
De Sanctis, gp. cit. 111, 2, pp. 104 sgg. It must be assumed that there were
then marshes between Pistoia and Florence.
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unyielding spirit enabled him almost at once to take the
field.

The campaign which Hannibal now conducted exhibits in the
highest degree his audacity of conception and masterly co-ordina-
tion of accurate topographical appreciation with insight into his
adversary’s character. It is probable that he had intelligence that
one Roman army had been sent to Ariminum before he crossed
the Apennines. Now, when his troops had been rested after the
crossing of the marshes he sought to exploit the headstrong nature
of Flaminius, his immediate opponent. He first endeavoured to
entice him into a battle in the plain by marching past Arrctium,
exposing his flank and ravaging far and wide the luxuriant Roman
allied territory. When this lure failed—a fact which proves that
Flaminius was not the utterly incompetent and rash general which
Livy’s hostile sources make him out to be—Hannibal set a far
subtler trap. For from the information of his cavalry scouts and
perhaps of Etruscan peasants who knew the district, he must have
formed a remarkably accurate estimation of the terrain. He knew
that Servilius would be hastening south in response to urgent
messages from his colleague. Consequently with consummate
audacity he deliberately placed his own army between the two
Roman armies, making it almost certain that Flaminius would
follow him. Instead of marching on Romel, he turncd due cast,
disappearing in front of Flaminius by a narrow defile (Borghetto)
along the north shore of Lake Trasimene.

Inside this defile? the mountains lie back from the lake leaving
a small enclosed plain five miles long until they come down again
at Montigeto. Nature never designed a better theatre for a battle,
and Hannibal proceeded before nightfall to prepare the stage.
He placed his light cavalry and Gallic troops along the foothills
back from Borghetto to enclose the Roman column when it had
entered. His light-armed Balearic troops were to occupy the steep
hill where it approached the lake at the other end of the plain.
He himself with his African and Spanish troops held the central
hills. Meanwhile Flaminius had halted long enough to lose touch
with Hannibal and, without reconnoitring the route, he followed
him through the narrow pass of Borghetto into the enclosed plain
early in the morning while a heavy mist effectually screened the
hills from view. His whole army marched in column into the
small plain before Hannibal gave the signal for attack. The sur-

* Polybius 11, 82, 9 merely illustrates that writer's weak geographical
orientation.
Z See map 3 and note 2, p. 709.
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>rise was complete, and the battle was decided before a blow was
itruck. Hannibal had achieved one of the most remarkable coups
n the history of warfare. :

The valour of the Roman legionaries prolonged the fighting
‘or two or three hours and Flaminius fell, fighting bravely, by the
1and of a Gaul. A body of 6000 men in the van cut through the
Carthaginian troops near Montigeto and pushed on to the rising
yround behind Passignano, but they were later surrounded and
‘orced to surrender. Hannibal’s losses were small and fell mainly
>n the Gauls. Whatever the exact number of the killed and
srisonersl, Hannibal had put out of action a complete Roman
wrmy of two legions. The Roman allies were ostentatiously given
‘heir freedom, being told that Hannibal’s quarrel was with Rome
one. When the news reached Rome it was impossible to deceive
‘he people and concoct a victory, as had been done after Trebia.
The praetor assembled the people and announced with Roman
sluntness ‘we have been defeated in a great battle.’

Meanwhile Hannibal by brilliant reconnaissance was con-
inually informed of the movements of Servilius’ army. He
earned that Servilius’ cavalry 4000 strong had been sent on ahead
ander C, Centenius. Detaching from his own cavalry a sufficient
‘orce under Maharbal, he sent him beyond Perugia perhaps into
‘he valley of the Topino near Assisi. Centenius was surprised,
1alf his force was destroyed, and the remainder surrendered?.

The route lay open for Hannibal to march on Rome. But he
1ad never deceived himself by hopes of capturing the city. His
olan of war was to force the proud city to make peace, by con-
ronting her with a victorious enemy marching at will through
aer lands, supported by the general revolt of her allies and subject
sities. He had good precedents for the success of such strategy
n Carthaginian history. He would be a new Agathocles in Italy.
Consequently he immediately crossed the Apennines to Picenum
and arrived ten days later? at the Adriatic coast, where in the rich

1 Polybius (111, 84, 7 and 85, 2) gives 15,000 killed, 15,000 prisoners.
Livy (xx1, 7, 2) 15,000 dead, 10,000 escaped and 6000 taken prisoners
xxi1, 6, 8). The Roman army cannot well have numbered more than
25,000 men, of whom few can have escaped death or capture.

2 Polybius 111, 86, Livy xxir, 8 agreeing substantially. Appian, Hann.
9, 11 is a confusion of this battle of C. Centenius with that of M. Centenius
n Lucania in 212 B.c. (Livy xxv, 19), L. Pareti, Riv. Fil. X1, p. 413, 1. 4.
Precisely where the engagement happened must remain pure conjecture.

3 Polybius 111, 86, 8 suggests Silenus as the source. This leaves no time
for an attack on Spoletium (Livy xxu1, 9, 1) about which Polybius is silent.
Pareti, Kromayer and Kahrstedt rightly reject it. To deviate south to
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well-watered land his army could plunder at will and rest amid
plenty after the strenuous spring campaign. From Picenum he
moved south into Apulia traversing all the richest territory on the
east of the Apennines. Although he met with no resistance, it is
clear that there was no revolt in Hannibal’s favour, and walled
cities such as Luceria and Arpi closed their gates to him. For the
first time Hannibal must have learned the strength of Rome’s
Italic confederation, and perhaps havedoubted his ultimate success.

VI. FABIUS CUNCTATOR

In the crisis following the disaster, the Romans had recourse
to the traditional measure of appointing a dictator. No dictator
with full imperium had been created since A. Atilius Calatinus in
249 B.c. Now one consul was dead and the other cut off from the
city by Hannibal’s army. The usual constitutional practice of
nomination by a consul was thus impossible, and the Senate wisely
decided that the election should be by the centuriate assembly.
Q. Fabius Maximus was elected dictator, a patrician of tried
experience (he had been consul in 233 B.c. and 228 s.c. and
dictator size imperio in 221 B.C.)L. At the same time, instead of
following constitutional practice and allowing the dictator to
nominate his Magister Equirum,the people elected M. Minucius
Rufus, also 2 man of experience, who had seen service as consul
in 221 B.C. (vol. vi1, p. 81%). This separate election of the second-
in-command, due to the hampering distrust of the popular party
desirous of having a partisan in power, curtailed in an important
way the absolute powers of the dictator. Lor, instead of being a
pure subordinate nominated by the dictator to carry out his wishes,
Minucius Rufus held an independent, if inferior, position. It
was a compromise between dual and sole command which con-
tained the weaknesses of both.

Fabius enrolled two new legions? at Tibur and marching along
the Via Flaminia met Servilius near Ocriculum3® and took over his

Spoletium, where there is no easy road through the mountains to the coast,
would be folly, and so soon after T'rasimene, a surprise would be out of the
question.

1 F. Minzer in P,W#., s.v. Fabius, col. 1816.

2 Livyxxi, 11,3. But Polybius 1, 88,7 says that Fabius raised four new
legions, which conflicts with 111, 107; it is unlikely that the Romans after
raising two new legions before T'rasimene should be able to raise four more
new legions for the field army immediately afterwards.

® Livy xxir, 11, 5. Polybius 1ur, 88, 8 reading Napriar for Aavviav.
O. Seeck, Hermes, x11, p. 509, L. Pareti, Riv. Fil. xr, p. §46.
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two legions. He then turned south with four legions into Apulia
and, finding Hannibal at Vibinum, camped five miles away at
Aecae. When the Carthaginians offered battle Fabius refused it;
whereupon Hannibal decided to move into Samnium and Cam-
pania in order to force a pitched battle or demonstrate to the Allies
the weakness of Rome. He crossed the Apennines into Samnium,
ravaged the lands of Beneventum, and marched down the Vol-
turnus valley, followed by Fabius. Descending by Allifae, Caiatial
and Cales into the heart of Campania, he began to spread destruc-
tion in the Ager Falernus and Campus Stellas.

All this he did without energetic interference from the dic-
tator’s army, and it is easy to imagine how opposition grew in the
army, in the country round, and at Rome, to Fabius’ strategy of
inaction. It was as though the Roman troops occupying the hills
sat in the seats of a vast theatre watching the destruction of the
fairest region of Italy, the Phlegraean plains for which even gods
had contended in rivalry2 Egqually it is difficult not to admire
the Roman tenacity of Fabius in holding to the strategy which
alone, he thought, could save Rome. He earned opprobrious
sobriquets such as ‘Hannibal’s lacquey’ and ‘Cunctator,” which
was only later converted by a poet biased by family ties into a
term of praise,

cunctando restituit rem.

Fabius was clearly right in avoiding a battle in the plains with
an army very little larger than Hannibal’s and fatally weak in
cavalry. But the real justification of Fabian tactics would have
been to outmarch and outmanceuvre Hannibal so as to force a
battle where the Punic cavalry could not operate and the
sturdiness of the Roman legionary in close fighting might assert
itself. For a policy of pure inaction must be highly damaging to
the Roman prestige in her Confederation. However, finally, it
seemed as if Fabius’ patience was to be rewarded, and Hannibal
would be forced to an engagement in one of the passes which
provide exits from Campania.

As autumn approached, Hannibal wished to return to Apulia
for winter quarters, since he possessed no secured base in Campania,
which, furthermore, bristled with hostile walled cities into which
corn and provisions could be safely gathered and stored from the
countryside. And his army had already collected all the cattle and

1 Reading Caiatinum in Livy xx11, 13, 6. The story of the guide (Livy
xx11, 13) who led Hannibal to Casilinum instead of Casinum is to be
rejected. De Sanctis, op. ¢iz. p. 125.

2 Polybius 111, 91.

C.A.H. VIII
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portable booty from this area which had not been withdrawn into
safety. It was too dangerous to cross the Volturnus in the face of
the enemy, for Fabius could march on intcrior lines, and to move
this heavy-laden army back to Apulia without being forced to
battle in one of the passes of north Campania taxed the genius of
Hannibal to produce a strange and brilliant manceuvre.  Iabius
had sent Minucius to occupy the northernmost pass, that of the
Via Latina, and he had placed sufficient troops to bar the very
narrow exit of the Volturnus itself, while he himself camped on
the foothills to watch the pass between Teanum and Cales by
which Hannibal had entered Campanial. Hannibal’s audacious
plan was deliberately to force this pass in face of Fabius by a night
march. Two thousand bullocks with lighted faggots tied to their
horns were driven by pioneers and light-armed troops as a decoy
up towards Fabius’ camp on to the higher ground on the north
of the pass. In the confusion the Roman pickets on the pass
abandoned their positions and made to stem what they supposed
to be the attack, while Fabius, ever cautious, disliking a night
engagement, kept to his camp. Mecanwhile Hannibal led the
whole of his army with the booty unopposed direct through the
pass by Cales (now Taverna Torricella). Crossing the Apennines,
he marched to near I.uccria in Apulia and captured the small
town of Gerunium, which he made into a supply depdt = Fabius
was recalled to Rome on the pretext of holding religrious sacrifices;
the Senate clearly wished to confer with the dictator in conse-
quence of the rising popular opposition to their policy.

‘While Fabius went to Rome, Minucius marched after Hannibal
into Apulia and encamped on the heights of Calena in the territory
of Larinum close enough to Gerunium to be able to harass the
Carthaginian foraging partics as they gathered in the harvest. To
protect these Hannibal moved his camp forward two miles from
Gerunium, occupying a low hill facing the Roman camp, and a
small force of 2000 was sent still farther forward by night as an
outpost to seize a point of vantage between the two camps.
Minucius next day attacked this force and, capturing the hill,
occupied it himself. Although the armics were now very close
to one another, Hannibal was unwilling to desist from completing
his foraging operations for the winter. This gave Minucius an

! In topography this account follows Nissen, ltalische Landeshunde, 11,
2, 681, whfch gives by far the casiest and most natural solution,

? Gerunium was 2§ miles from Luceria; it must have lain on the right
bank of the Fortore; but it may have been anywhere between Castel
Dragonara and Castelnuovo Monterotara, Sce 1e Sanctis, op. cif. p. 129.
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opportunity of making an attack which cut off and caused con-
siderable losses to the Carthaginian foragers, whereupon Hannibal
retreated to Gerunium. When the news of this slight success
arrived at Rome it was magnified into an important Roman
victory and the popular dissatisfaction with Fabian tactics and
the Senate’s direction of operations came to a head.

Fabius’ attempt to allay the excitement by having an aged
senator IM. Atilius Regulus elected consul in place of Flaminius
had no effect. The Senate had temporarily lost political control,
and the people proceeded to the extraordinary and unconstitu-
tional course of electing Minucius Rufus co-dictator with Fabius
with equal powers!. In this way the whole value of dictatorship
was stultified, and one of the oldest institutions of the Roman
constitution, which had saved Rome so often in her struggle for
supremacy in Italy, received a blow from which it never recovered
(p- 110). Fabius joined Minucius at Calena, and the Roman army
was split into two halves and even into two camps a mile and a
half apart.

Hannibal, fully informed of the dissension in the Roman army
and the over-confidence of Minucius, saw a favourable oppor-
tunity to force an engagement. The ground between his camp
and that of Minucius twas very broken and unsuitable for cavalry,
which made him all the more certain that IMinucius would risk a
battle. During the night Hannibal occupied with light troops a
small eminence and disposed considerable bodies of troops in
hollows and ravines on the flanks. Minucius expecting to repeat
his previous success fell into the trap and attacked the eminence
in full force. His legions were at once assailed on three sides and
a disaster was only avoided by the prompt appearance of Fabius
in support. We may well believe, with the Roman annalists, that
Fabius forgave his colleague for having proved him right, and
that Minucius drew the correct deductions from his narrow escape.
The engagement is interesting since it illustrates again Hannibal’s
tactical skill in enticing his adversary to fight on ground he has
chosen and prepared. But the scales were unevenly balanced
when a master of strategy who had commanded armies since he
was a stripling found such inexperience pitted against him. The
six months imperium of Fabius was now at an end, and the two
consuls, Servilius and Atilius Regulus, took over the command
at Gerunium. )

1 Polybius 11, 103, 4 is explicit about Minucius’ position, which is
probably confirmed by the inscription Dessaz, 11. As in the account of
Minucius’ appointment (xxi1, 31) so here (xxi1, 25) Livy is misled by a
juristically-minded annalist. '

4-2
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VII. CANNAE

Although the Senate deliberately delayed the clections—ULivy
notes the interregnum-—they were unable to make headway
against the tide of popular feeling, and by the side of L. Aemilius
Paullus, a noble who had been brilliantly successful in Illyria
three years before (vol. vi1, p. 849 s¢.), was elected C. Terentius
Varro, the son of a rich merchant. A hostile tradition represents
him as a vulgar braggart. Yet he cannot have gained the consul-
ship in face of aristocratic opposition without real capacity. But
the qualities which enabled him, as they had enabled Flaminius,
to rise to party leadership were ill suited for the conduct of a
campaign against Hannibal. In Polybius’ account much has to
be discounted, since the bias in favour of Aemilius the grand-
father of his friend Scipio is very patent, so that Varro is made
responsible for all the decisions which in the campaign led directly
to the disaster which ensued. That such an ill-assorted pair of
consuls worked harmoniously together is unlikely, and there is
no reason to doubt the friction upon which the sources lay great
stress, but the blame for the disaster must be apportioned more
equally between them or rather must be charged against this
Roman system of dual command where neither general held pre-
cedence over the other except by the primitive arrangement of
‘maius imperium’ on alternate days.

The Roman army of four legions at Gerunium had been com-
manded through the winter and early spring by Servilius and
Regulus. Suddenly they informed the Senate that Hannibal had
moved away south towards the coast and had captured a Roman
supply depdt, Cannae, on the Aufidus. Hannibal no doubt knew
from his spies that the Romans had decided to fight a pitched
battle, and he was choosing in the plains by the Adriatic the
battlefield he desired for his cavalry. The Senate sent the two new
consuls to take over the command at Gerunium, and Regulus
was permitted to retire from the active service for which his age
unfitted him. Part of the Roman army was composed of veteran
troops which had cut through Hannibal’s centre at Trebia; the
two newer legions had been trained by the summer campaign of
217 B.C. under Fabius and seasoned by the skirmishes at Geru-
nium. All four legions were augmented to a special strength of
perhaps 12,000 each, including allies, by a draft which the consuls
brought from Rome?.

 Polybius (rxr, 107) states that the Roman armf1 at Cannae consisted
of eight legions, and the account of the losses in him and in the other
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A larger army could without doubt have been put into the field,
but tradition dictated the size of a Roman consular army as two
legions and no army larger than two consular armies combined
had ever operated as a unit. The Senate, composed mainly of men
with military experience, may have foreseen in any larger com-
bination than four legions practical difficulties of commissariat
and of tactical control which might easily outweigh any advan-
tages to be gained by adding legion to legion. Confidence in the
valour and fighting qualities of the Roman legionary was un-
shaken, since both at Trebia and at Trasimene a Roman force
had cut their way through the enemy, and they attributed the
defeats to the incompetence of the commanders or to ill-fortune.
In a fair fight the Romans were still confident that success was
assured, the success of superior heavy-armed troops. For with
four legions of this augmented strength, 48,000 men, they would
considerably outnumber Hannibal’s infantry—a3 5,000, his veteran
nucleus now reduced to perhaps 19,000 infantry, the remainder
unstable Celts whom the Romans knew well and had begun to
despise. Cavalry was the weak spot. Even if the Roman horse
amounted to 6000, as Polybius’ source asserted,.it was definitely
inferior in numbers and quality to Hannibal’s 10,000. But the
Romans had ever believed that battles are won by infantry, and
only late in the war did the insight of Scipio Africanus appreciate
to the full this defect in the Roman military system.

The Roman army marched from Gerunium along the road
through Arpi to Salapia, where supplies had been collected. The
flat bare plain surrounding the town suggested to Aemilius
Paullus the need of moving next day to a more protected position
in the rolling hills of the Aufidus valley between Cannae and
Canusium. On the march there was a skirmish and Hannibal’s
Numidian cavalry was beaten off. The Romans then crossed the
river and with secure communications to Canusium made their
camp on the right bank about three miles or less above Hannibal’s
camp which was opposite to Cannae on the left bank!. A smaller
authorities agrees with this, though the losses, being reached by subtracting
the survivors, are not complementary evidence. The complete encirclement
and destruction of an army of 90,000 by the forces at Hannibal’s disposal
would be'little less than a miracle. Livy xxir, 36, 2 refers to a tradition
which only added 10,000 men to the existing four legions, and that tradition
is here followed for the reasons stated above. Polybius’ Greek source may
have been misled by Greek nomenclature into doubling the legions (p. 44 n. 1);
also the Romans were prone to exaggerate their disasters as a foil to their
successes. T he greater the defeat of Varro at Cannae, the greater the triumph
of Scipio.at Zama. 1 On the topography of these events see note 3, p. 7I0.
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Roman outpost was encamped lower down the river on the left
bank to protect the Roman foraging parties and to threaten those
of Hannibal. At this Hannibal moved his main camp over to the
right bank to forestall any possible attempt upon Cannae. Further
by this move he calculated that the Romans would be more likely
to be enticed into battle in the plain betwcen Salapia and the
Aufidus if they were persuaded that they would not be fighting,
as at Trebia, upon ground prepared by him. Both armics were
now eager for battle; for Hannibal had brought the Romans to
terrain he had himself chosen and the Roman generals had not
the skill or confidence to attempt to outmanceuvre him.

At daybreak on a summer morning carly in August the main
armies both crossed the river and were drawn up for battle. The
Roman right flank rested on the river, and here was stationed the
small force of Roman citizen cavalry; the major part of the cavalry
including all the allies was placed on the left flank which lay
exposed in the plain, the infantry were massed in deeper files than
usual, since all the Roman hopes centred upon break-through
tactics, a victorious Trebia. Hannibal drew up his infantry in a
crescent formation with an advanced centre of Gauls stiffened by
his Spanish veterans; his African troops werc stationcd on cither
side of the centre, but held well back; and the flanks were ex-
tended by cavalry, Spanish and Gallic next to the river and
Numidians in the plain. Polybius’ Greek source describes the
effect made by the alternate companies of half-naked Celts and
Spaniards, with their short linen tunics bordered with purple
stripes, and he notes that the African troops were now entirely
armed in Roman fashion from spoils taken in previous battles.

The battle opened with the attack of the Roman infantry upon
Hannibal’s forward centre. As the Romans had hoped, the weight
of the maniples was too much for the Gauls and they were pressed
steadily back until the convex line of Hannibal’s formation
became concave. If it broke, the day was lost, and here in the
centre Hannibal had posted himself and his young brother Mago.
The result of this movement, which Hannibal had decliberately
calculated, was to narrow still further the Roman front as they
crowded into the pocket left by his receding Gauls, and at the
same time his African infantry came into action with their full
weight on the flanks of the Roman infantry. Meanwhile the
Spanish and Gallic cavalry annihilated the weak Roman horse
between the river and their infantry, and began to encircle the
Roman rear, while part was detached to the other flank to assist
the Numidians and to put to flight the Roman allied horse. The
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double victory of Hannibal’s cavalry completed the outflanking
tactics of the infantry battle. Only by breaking through the centre
could the Roman army be partially saved. But this they were not
able to effect, both owing to the diversion caused by the attack
on their flanks and because Hannibal’s heavy Spanish and African
infantry displayed magnificent fighting qualities, while his Gauls,
on whom fell the heaviest losses, did not fail their alien com-
mander. The Roman legions were held until encirclement brought
about the inevitable disaster. Aemilius fell, Varro rode away: of
the whole army perhaps 10,000 men escaped. The battle is the
supreme achievement of Hannibal, exhibiting in its perfection of
timing and in its co-ordination of cavalry and infantry tactics an
example of military art unsurpassed in ancient warfare.

The Carthaginians had lost no more than 6700 men, 4000 of
whom were Gauls—a low price for the victory. Hannibal was
urged by his officers headed by Maharbal to march immediately
on Rome or at least to send forward a strong cavalry force: ‘in
five days we shall dine in the Capitol.” But his deep strategic
insight recognized at once the futility of such an empty demon-
stration before the walls of Rome, which would have lessened the
moral effect of his victory and would have abandoned the oppor-
tunity of obtaining more important gains. Instead, he made a
leisurely and triumphant progress through Samnium into Cam-
pania to raise the Roman allies in revolt, while his brother Mago

“was sent with a small force into Lucania and Bruttium.

The Roman confederation in Italy was profoundly shaken and
one tithe of Hannibal’s hopes was fulfilled. Arpi, in Apulia,
one of the most important cities of Central Italy, and Salapia came
over to him, and the strongholds of Aecae, Herdonea and Compsa
followed suit with most of the tribes of the Samnite mountain
regions including the Hirpini, Pentri and Caudini. They were
the toughest stock of Italy with strong feelings of independent
nationalism which had resisted vigorously the spread of Roman
power and had never borne with resignation the Roman domina-
tion. In Lucania and Bruttium, with the exception of the Greek
cities, the revolt was universal; only Petelia maintained a desperate
defence during eleven months’ siege by Mago, and Consentia
submitted after the fall of Petelia. But the most important of all

the successes of Hannibal after Cannae, significant of real danger
of disruption in the Roman confederation, was the revolt of Capua ™

in the autumn, the second city in Italy. ) .-
The causes of revolt were numerous. Capua was the industrial
centre of Italy, far surpassing Rome itself at this time in wealth,

-
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and the Roman market had depended largely on the products of
Campanian artisans. The numerous democratic party in the city
saw their opportunity to overthrow an aristocracy whose power
had been strengthened by intermarriage with the leading familics
of Rome. The demands of Roman conscription in a century of
continual wars had been peculiarly irksome to the luxury-loving
burghers. And the measure of sclf-government which the city
enjoyed under its two meddices had been seriously curtailed by
the jurisdiction of a Roman praefectus, in whose election the Cam-
panians had no say. The burden of the civitas sine suffragio seemed
greater than its privileges, and the desire for immediate and selfish
advantages was strong enough to drown the national Italian
patriotism which Rome had been so successful in fostering in the
Confederation. Hannibal wisely agreed to liberal conditions—
no conscription for his army, complete autonomy, and the present
of three hundred Roman prisoners to be exchanged against the
Capuan cavalry serving with the Romans in Sicily.

The example of Capua was followed by smaller Campanian
towns—Atella, Calatia, Nuceria and Acerrae. But there the move-
ment ended. The solid core of Roman strength, Latium, Umbria
and Etruria stood firm. In Sicily the aged king Hicro, whose
unwavering loyalty to Rome had brought to Syracuse fifty ycars
of unparalleled peace and prosperity, hastened to demonstrate it,
as he had done after Trebia and Trasimene. The Roman fleet off
Sicily, strengthened to seventy-five quinqueremes, held the scas.”
And finally, as will be seen later, the Scipios had won a great
victory in Spain. The skies were dark, but it was not the hour to
despair of the Republic.



CHAPTER III

THE ROMAN DEFENSIVE

I. THE INVASION OF SPAIN 218 B.c.—215 B.C.

HE successful invasion of Hannibal’s military base by the

two Scipios is of very great importance in the war. Only
the barest outline of the events stands clear in the evidence, but the
greatness of the achievement of the Roman generals in difficult
hostile country is unmistakeable. For the battles fought in Spain
were no skirmishes and the forces engaged, if smaller than those
of the war in Italy, yet were far from negligible. Livy with
unerring artistic and historical insight notes how the Roman
successes in Spain formed a balance to the disasters in Italy.
Indeed if the real objective of war and particularly Hannibal’s
objective in this war was ‘the subjection of the enemy will,” these
successes must be given their full value in accounting for the
defeat of Hannibal’s strategy. The Roman invasion was accom-
plished by two legions only of Roman troops, commanded by
cautious, efficient, but never brilliant generals. The Carthaginians
had larger forces at their command and a vast area from which to
recruit, but these advantages were largely offset by the necessity
of dividing their forces and of posting them immense distances
apart in order to hold the newly conquered lands. It is clear that
the defence of Spain was a difficult task, and the Carthaginian
generals were not equal to it.

When Publius Scipio decided at the Rhone that the Roman
offensive against Spain should be carried out as planned (p. 39),
he sent his brother Gnaeus with part of the fleet and two legions
to land at Emporium, as it was then called, the chief trade-mart in
North Spain of the powerful Roman ally Massilia. Massiliote
trade had, no doubt, been seriously damaged by the spread of the
Carthaginian empire in Spain to the Ebro, and she could be relied
upon for vigorous co-operation in providing money and supplies
for the invasion. Consequently, Gnaeus’ plan of campaign in
September 218 B.c. was to make full use of the fleet, bases, and
local knowledge of the Greeks in Northern Spain in order to
secure a sure footing before the winter. At once he marched south,
and near Cissa a few miles inland from Tarraco (Tarragona) he
met Hanno who had collected in this fortress the baggage-train
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which Hannibal had left behind on his march. Two Roman
legions faced the 11,000 troops of Hanno augmented by a few
local tribesmen. The Roman victory was complete; Hanno and
Andobales, the tribal chief, were captured with all the stores and
military equipment. The Carthaginians in Spain had been taken
entirely by surprise owing to the rapidity of the Roman action.
When Hasdrubal arrived, marching with all speed from Nova
Carthago, he was too late to do anything except capture some
scattered detachments of sailors on the coast. In less than two
months the Carthaginians had been driven out of Spain north of
the Ebro, and the Romans were free to create a secure base at
Tarracot.

In the early summer of the next year (217 B.c.) Hasdrubal,
mustering all his forces, decided to carry out a combined attack
by sea and land upon the Roman position at Tarraco which the
lateness of the season had prevented in the previous year. Crossing
the Ebro, he encamped near its mouth with his fleet of forty ships
in the excellent bay formed by the river delta. Scipio, although
his fleet reinforced by the Massiliote vessels only numbered
thirty-five ships, decided to attack the Carthaginian fleet from the
sea. This rather surprising decision was perhaps duec in part to
the urgency of the Greeks, who were eager to protect their
Spanish trade by destroying at once the Carthaginian navy. The
Romans, too, were anxious to answer the challenge to the naval
supremacy which they had won in the First Punic War and
Hasdrubal’s land forces by now perhaps held sufficient numerical
superiority to make Scipio unwilling to hazard an open engagement
on land, which if disastrous would mean abandoning Spain.

Gnaeus sailed swiftly to the mouth of the Ebro to attack the
Carthaginian sailors who, either surprised, or as Polybius thinks
ordered by Hasdrubal to fight close inshore under cover of their
infantry, offered little resistance, and the Romans sailing right
inshore were able to destroy six and capture twenty-five ships.
An interesting fragment of the Greek historian Sosylus? ascribes
the Roman victory in a large measure to the daring and naval
skill of the Massiliote sailors. The naval victory had far-reaching
effects upon Carthaginian strategy. It deepened the profound
distrust in the Punic marine as a fighting force which all the Punic
admirals in the war seem to have shared, and for the rest of the
war the operations of Punic fleets are limited to rapid raids of

L Cf. Pliny, N.H. 1, 21, ‘Tarracon Scipionum opus.’

2 See U. Wilcken in Hermes, xL1, 1906, pp. 102 $99.3 XLI. 1007,
PP- 516 s¢gq.
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negligible value owing to the fear of their commanders of being
brought to an engagement by a Roman fleet. Later in this same
year after the Ebro defeat, Livy narrates a half-hearted attempt
made by the Carthaginian government to dispute the Roman
command of the seas. A fleet of 70 ships sailed from Carthage to
Sardinia and then to Pisa hoping to establish contact with Hannibal,
news of whose march through Etruria and victory at Trasimene
had just arrived. But when a Roman fleet of 120 sail under
Servilius the consul, who had been transferred to naval operations,
put to sea, the Carthaginians fled precipitately home. The sole
achievement of the raid was the destruction of a Roman convoy
bound for Spain, and the seas were left clear for the Romans to
send Publius Scipio with twenty more warships, 80oo men and
supplies to reinforce his brother in Spain.

Hasdrubal had retreated to Nova Carthago after the naval
disaster at the Ebro river, and in the autumn of 217 B.c. the two
Roman generals with their combined forces were emboldened to
cross the Ebro for the first time and make a military demonstra- .
tion as far as Saguntum to win over the Spanish tribes. But they
were neither strong enough nor daring enough to attempt the
capture of the Carthaginian fortresses, and the following year
216 B.C. saw a continuation of Roman penetration without any
serious threat to the Carthaginian hold on Spain. On his side,
Hasdrubal was engaged in reducing a rebellion of the Turdetani
on the Baetis river in the south. Thus the war had come almost
to a standstill in Spain, neither side feeling strong enough to
attack the other. But the advantages which the Romans had won
in the first three campaigns were immense. They had taken and
kept the offensive, north-east Spain was securely occupied, and
the loyalty to Carthage of many of the Spanish tribes south of the
Ebro had been undermined.

In the next year 214 B.c. the Carthaginians decided upon a
fresh offensive against the Scipios. The time seemed ripe for an
attempt to crush the Roman army in Spain. Hasdrubal received
reinforcements, 4000 infantry, and 1000 cavalry, and another
army was sent over to Spain under Himilco to safeguard the area
of the recent revolts in the south in order that Hasdrubal might
be set free to move against the Romans. The Scipios were laying
siege to a city on the north bank of the Ebro, Dertosal, when in
midsummer news of Hasdrubal’s advance arrived. The armies
were probably fairly equally matched, about 2 5,000 on each side!

1 Later refounded as a Roman colony Hibera Iulia Ilercavonia Dertosa.
See P.7¥. s.v. Dertosa. Hence Livy xxux, 28~9, calls it Hibera.
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Hasdrubal drew up his army with his Spanish levies in the centre
extended in a thin line; on his right wing were the best African
troops, the Libyphoenicians, with Numidian horse in frontof them,
while on the left were posted the rest of the African levies also
preceded by a cavalry wing. The Romans adopted the usual close
formation of three succeeding waves of infantry with the cavalry
on the wings. Itis clear that Hasdrubal was attempting the tactics
. by which Hannibal had destroyed the Roman armies at Trebia
and Cannae, using a weak extended centre to enable the wings to
outflank and if possible surround the Roman army. But the key to
success was the resistance of the centre. At the Trebia 10,000
Romans had cut through. In this battle the Spanish levies were
too weak to resist the massed attack of the Roman legionaries and
the Carthaginian army was cut in two before the cavalry could
perform any encircling movement. The defeat of Hasdrubal was
complete, and the losses suffered by his best African troops were
very heavy.

The results of the battle were far-reaching. A Roman defeat
would have probably meant withdrawal from Spain, and the
Carthaginians would then have been free to send one Spanish
army to Italy!. The Roman victory was a real challenge to the
Carthaginian empire in Spain. At Rome it restored the confidence
in the citizen troops, and throughout Italy the news coming in
the darkest period after Cannae must have done much tostrengthen
the loyalty of the Roman allies.

II. THE NEW CARTHAGINIAN STRATEGY

When Hannibal’s brother Mago announced the victory of
Cannae in the Carthaginian Senate before a heap of golden rings
taken from Roman eguires killed in the battle, the Carthaginians
realized that the decisive period of the struggle had arrived.
Hannibal himself was able by now to gauge the real strength of
the Roman confederation, and his despatches can have held out

1 The tradition which Livy follows, xx11x, 27, that Hasdrubal had been
ordered to march to Italy at the beginning of 215 ®.c. is an anticipation of
the later campaign in 208 B.c, and is clearly false. If Hannibal needed re-
inforcements, there was an army available which was sent to Sardinia in this
year. Repulse of the Roman invasion of Spain at this time was a primary
object of Carthaginian strategy. If, however, Hasdrubal had destroyed the
Roman armg in this_ battle, _it may well be that he would have marched to
Italy. See De Sanctis, op. cit. p. 244 n. 68 following J. Frantz, Die Kriege
der Scipionen in Spanien, 1883, pp. 25 s¢q.
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no prospects of the immediate collapse of Rome in Italy. The
sending of a large army to Italy by sea at the risk of another
Aegates Islands disaster was neither requested by Hannibal nor
refused by the home government, as later tradition asserted.
Ultimate victory would not be assured by doubling in Italy the
forces which had won Cannae. These were the calculations of
Hannibal. Instead, he conceived a new strategy which held out
greater hopes of success. The whole strength of Carthage was
to be employed in extending the war to new areas to produce the
encirclement of Italy. His own task would be to prosecute
vigorously the war in Italy, detaching such cities as he could until
the Roman Senate was willing to accept a settlement which re-
versed the verdict of the First Punic War and left Carthage
mistress in Spain. It was the task of the home government to
prepare the way for it by pushing the Romans out of Spain, by
regaining Sardinia and above all by re-establishing themselves in
Sicily. The Gauls of the Po valley mattered less, and it is not im-
possible that Carthage would let them go in the end. What mattered
was to regain control of the Western Mediterraneanand force Rome
to become once more an Italian power and that alone. To that end
they could look across the Adriatic for an ally in the king of Mace-
don, who had already shown how bitterly he resented the Roman
protectorate in Illyria (p. 117 s¢.). . If he could be encouraged to
drive out the Romans thence, it would be in his interest to stand
by Carthage in maintaining the hoped-for settlement. Finally, with
Macedon the ally of Carthage, the Greeks of South Italyand of Sicily
would find no new Pyrrhus to help them toreal independence. Such,
it seems probable, was the Carthaginian strategy—subtle and far-
sighted, yet tempting to hesitation and to indecisive action and
to opportunism which might lag behind opportunity. In seeking
to win the peace, Carthage failed to win the war; but her sacrifices
and her achievements are not to be despised. Eleven years were
to pass before the over-mastering strength of Rome brokethrough
the meshes that Carthage wove around her.

It was not until the year 214 that the first effects of the Car-
thaginian strategy were felt. In Italy Hannibal needed some re-
inforcements to keep his army at full strength and to garrison
cities which came over to him and needed such support or control.
It was at first proposed to send with Mago 12,000 infantry, 1§00
cavalry and 20 elephants, but events in Spain diverted these
(p. 70), and, as Italy could wait, the Carthaginians contented
themselves with landing what was presumably a small force at
Locri, escorted there by the admiral Bomilcar, who succeeded in
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evading the Roman fleet off Sicily (summer, 215). In the same
year, while Mago was dispatched to Spain, another fair-sized
army was sent under Hasdrubal the ‘Bald’ to Sardinia, where the
Romans had only one legion. The Sardinians had already learnt
to loathe the harsh rule of the Republic, the governor Q. Mucius
was sick and the opportunity of supporting a native rising seemed
too good to miss. But the enterprise miscarried. A storm drove
the Carthaginian fleet out of its course to the Balearic islands and
there was considerable delay before it could proceed. Meanwhile,
the Romans had superseded Mucius by T. Manlius Torquatus
who brought another legion. He knew the island and pcople well,
having campaigned there when consul twenty years before. With
prompt energy he attacked and scattered the insurgents before
the Carthaginian force arrived. Hasdrubadl, however, succeeded
in landing and rallied the rebellious Sardinians to his standard.
Torquatus with two legions considerably out-numbered Has-
drubal and forcing him to an engagement won a decisive
victory. Hasdrubal himself and other Carthaginian nobles were
captured. The remains of the Carthaginian expedition as it sailed
home crossed the path of the praetor Otacilius who had been
raiding North Africa. Seven ships were lost, the remainder
scattered in flight. The Sardinians, whose leader Hampsicoras
had taken his own life, were forced to submit and pay for their
daring. Hostages were surrendered and Manlius returned to
Italy with his troops announcing, with reason, that the island was
mastered. In Spain, equally, Carthaginian hopes were disappointed
in consequence of events in Africa, where the Numidian chief
Syphax revolted and compelled the hasty recall to Africa of
Hasdrubal and part of the army of Spain (see below, p. 70).

The diplomatic offensive, on the other hand, was far more
successful. As is described elsewhere, Philip V of Macedon, in the
early summer of 215, decided that the time had come, and sent
envoys to Hannibal (p. 119). Presumably he had grounds for sup-
posing that his envoys would be welcome. An alliance was made,
the text of which has been preserved in Polybius. Macedon was
to make war on Rome, and the Carthaginians pledged themselves
to make Philip’s possession of the Illyrian coast, Corcyra and
Pharos, a condition of peace with Rome. Incase of need each of the
allies was to reinforce the other® in such way as they might agree

% In the text of Polybius (vir, 9, 11) the pledge of assistance is only
binding upon Philip, but each power was committed to war with the other’s
enemies (zb. 8~9), and it may further be assumed that Philip exacted 2 like
pledge from Hannibal before confirming the alliance.
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upon. This clause implied a limited liability natural for stateswhich
were seeking each their own ends though both at the expense of
Rome. From the Carthaginian point of view, Philip’s activities
would distract the energies of her enemy and so hasten her success.
Of perhaps greater importance were the clauses in which the two
powers pledged themselves to a defensive alliance after the war
was over. Roughly speaking, each power was to make its own
gains and then help the other to retain them. The fact of the
alliance was soon known to the Senate, for Philip’s envoys were
caught on their way from Italy and there was delay while a new
set of envoys were sent to complete the negotiations. The extent
of the distraction of Rome proved a disappointment to Carthage
and Philip failed to receive the naval help which, above all, was
what he needed. But for the moment the Roman Senate had to
face a new danger, and the alliance with Carthage of the king of
Macedon had its repercussions in Greek sentiment. It may,
indeed, have assisted the carrying-through of the next part of the
Carthaginian plan, the promotion of an anti-Roman movement
among the Greeks of Sicily.

III. THE WAR IN SICILY

In the early summer of 215 B.c. King Hiero died. There was
not wanting in Syracuse a party which, despite the prosperity
enjoyed for a generation in alliance with Rome, were strongly
in sympathy with Carthage. The news of the Roman disaster
at Cannae and the revolt of Roman allies in Italy no doubt
encouraged them in their belief that the war would end in
Rome’s defeat. Furthermore, Hiero’s son, Gelo, who till then had
studiously supported his father’s policy, now began a secret under-
standing with them. But death removed him a few months before
his father, a stroke of fortune which was fraught with fatal con-
sequences to the royal dynasty. For the heir to the throne was
Hiero’s grandson Hieronymus, a boy of only fifteen years of age,
and Hiero had appointed by his will a regency cabinet of fifteen
members, including his sons-in-law Adranodorus and Zoippus.
The cabinet was short-lived. Adranodorus on the plea that
Hieronymus, who was indeed of presumptuous and head-strong
nature, was already fit to rule, resigned himself and forced the
resignation of the others. After this astute move the regency was
reconstructed in the persons of three men, Adranodorus, Zoippu&
and a certain Thraso, who alone had access to the king in the o
palace. Finally Thraso was falsely implicated in a plot to mufder
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the young prince and judicially put to death. He had been stron,
in his loyalty to Rome, and by his removal the way was clear fo
the regency of the sons-in-law to open negotiations with Hannibal
Hannibal sent at once two sharp-witted agents, Hippocrates an
Epicydes, of mixed Carthaginian and Greek blood, who stayed i
Syracuse and arranged an alliance with their master. Whe
Roman envoys arrived to renew the old-standing Roman alliance
they were unceremoniously rebuffed, and a treaty was ratified a
Carthage on the basis of the agreement reached with Hannibal
It seems that Hieronymus in the first draft demanded as the pric
of the alliance one half of Sicily, as far as the river Himeras. Late
he opened his mouth wider and demanded the whole of Sicily
‘since Carthage could have Italy.” Again Carthage acquiesced
the immediate acquisition of Syracuse was of immense value to he
for the war, whereas the terms of the bargain could not be kept i
Carthage lost, and probably need not be kept if Carthage won.
Thus events had moved very rapidly in Sicily since Hiero™
death. Syracuse was already opening hostilities by sending ar
expedition to attempt the capture of various Sicilian cities helc
by Roman garrisons, when suddenly in the summer of 214 B.C
at the dependent city of Leontini Hieronymus was assassinated ir
the midst of his army. It was a heaven-sent chance for the Romans
to regain the ground they had lost in Syracuse, for with the city
in the throes of revolution foreign policy might be deflected
The Roman army of occupation in Sicily at the time consisted of
the two disgraced Cannae legions, whose combined strength was
probably not more than 12,000 men. On the urgent representa-
tions of the practor Appius Claudius the Senate, now more confi
dent in Italy (p. 777), sent in the autumn of 214 B.C. the victorious
consul M. Marcellus with one legion to take charge of Sicily
Meanwhile the fleet under Appius Claudius was raised to one
hundred ships. The political strife at Syracuse had also for the
moment taken a turn in favour of Rome. The regicides, uniting
in their support those who had hated Hieronymus with those whe
favoured Rome, had gained the upper hand and murdered firs
Adranodorus and then all the women-folk of the royal house
Envoyswere sent to discuss the renewal of the old treaty with Rome
This complexion of affairs however endured for a very shor
time, and the Romans missed their opportunity for intervention
The savage murder of the royal house soon produced a revulsior
of feeling. When at the elections the new republic proceeded t
elect its officers, the two Carthaginian agents, Hippocrates anc
Epicydes, who had stood aloof from the bloodshed, were un
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expectedly nominated and elected Generals. Appius Claudius
made a demonstration with the Roman fleet off Syracuse, but he
came too late, and his appearance only served to fan the flames of
nationalism, the desire for independence and hostility to Rome.
At the same time, the news that a Punic fleet was off Cape
Pachynus gave the Carthaginian party in the city confidence. And
then there arrived from Leontini envoys asking for armed pro-
tection against a feared Roman attack. The Syracusans sent
Hippocrates with 4000 men, drawn from those who were most
active against the interests of Rome. The Roman and Greek lines
were now almost contiguous in front of Leontini, and, as constantly
happens in such circumstances when feeling is embittered, a small
event precipitated war. Small raids across the border of the Roman
province ended in the massacre of an outpost by Hippocrates.
Marcellus at once informed the Syracusans that the peace had been
broken and demanded that Hippocrates and Epicydes should be
sent away from Sicily. Epicydes, seeing that even now he might
not be able to win over the Syracusans to open war, escaped to join
his brother in Leontini, where they declared the city independent
of Syracuse whatever the Syracusans might decide. Upon the
refusal of his demands, Marcellus in the spring of 21 3 B.c. marched
on Leontini, ordering Appius Claudius to attack from the op-
posite side. The legionaries, incensed at the recent massacre of
their companions, carried the town at the first assault. The city
was sacked with the ferocity which was habitual with the Romans
when a city was taken by assault. And, later, 2000 Carthaginian
sympathizers were scourged and beheaded.

Meanwhile the Syracusan army, 8000 strong, had marched out
to succour Leontini. They were immediately confronted with the
news of the fall of the city and with exaggerated tales of Roman
severity. Hippocrates and Epicydes, who had cleverly escaped
during the assault, appeared opportunely and were received by
the soldiers with enthusiasm. With the passions of the army in-
flamed by the fate of Leontini, it was an easy task for the Car-
thaginian agents to persuade the troops to return to Syracuse and
to satisfy their vengeance by a massacre of the Roman party in the
town. All wavering was now at an end. The population was
unanimous in its determination to defy the Romans, and elected
once again Hippocrates and Epicydes as their Generals to make
preparations to defend the city. Thus, finally, the brilliant and
indefatigable machinations of these two Carthaginian agents had
their reward. Syracuse, the capital of western Hellenism, had
abandoned the cause of Rome for Carthage.

C.A.H. VIII 5
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The Romans were now as quick to act as they had before been
slow to intrigue. Five days were given up to preparations for an
assault by land and sea. Appius then brought up his pent-houses
and scaling-ladders and attempted the wall at Hexapylon oppo-
site the Trogilus harbour where the cliffs are not steep, while
Marcellus with sixty ships, carrying siege-engines, attacked the
lowest part of the wall of Achradina where it descends to the shore.
However, the assault upon the impregnable walls of Dionysius
could only hope to succeed by surprise or through treachery
amongst the defenders. But these defenders were desperate men,
some of them deserters from the Roman armics, who expcected no
quarter in defeat; they were ably led and the walls bristled with
engines and siege devices designed by the greatest practical
mathematician and enginecr of the ancient world, Archimedes.
Polybius describes how great beams swung out from the battle-
ments and released weights of many hundredwecight to destroy
the Roman hide-covered scaling-ladders or sambucae, which,
each mounted on two ships lashed together, were brought into
position for mounting the walls. The assault having failed, the
Romans settled down to a regular sicge, part of their army
encamped near the Olympieum with the fleet in the Great
Harbour and the other part at Leon on the north-west, thus
commanding the main roads from Syracuse along both coasts.

At Carthage the news of the revolt of Syracuse and the repulse
of the Roman attack, backed by an urgent despatch from Hanni-
bal, roused the citizens to desperate energy. Nothing could
appeal more directly to their merchant patriotism than the vision
of Sicily reconquered. An army of 2 5,000 infantry, 3000 cavalry
and 12 elephants under Himilco succeeded in landing at Heraclea
Minoa, which fell, closely followed by the second city of the island,
Agrigentum. Marcellus, meanwhile, unable to detach any con-
siderable force from the siege of Syracuse, could do little. With
one-third of the army he had reduced to Roman servitude the
dependent cities of Hiero’s ancient kingdom, Heclorus, Her-
bessus and Megara Hyblaea, but he arrived too late to strengthen
the garrison in Agrigentum. However, he succeeded on his return
march in cutting to pieces at Acrillae near Acrae a considerable
Syracusan force under Hippocrates which had slipped out of
Syracuse to join Himilco.

This success checked further revolts, but the Romans had been
badly surprised by the energy of the Carthaginian home govern-
ment, and the presence of a large Carthaginian army placed
the Roman prospects of recovering Sicily in serious jeopardy.
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Reinforcements of another legion were quickly sent from Italy,
making the Roman forces in Sicily four legions. Meanwhile
Himilco, joined by Hippocrates, had encamped on the Anapus
eight miles from Syracuse and hoped to surprise this Roman
legion, which had been landed at Panormus, as it came across the
centre of the island. But a warning was sent in time so that the
legion took the coast route round the north of the island to
Syracuse. Thus the summer of 213 B.c. ended in stalemate. The
Carthaginian army was not strong enough to assault the entrenched
positions of the Romans north and south of Syracuse and could
do little to hinder the siege. But a significant incident shows how
strong was the hatred of Rome in many of the cities of the interior
of the island held by Roman garrisons. At Enna the Roman
commander discovered that the city was to be betrayed and his
garrison cut to pieces. Repaying treachery with treachery, he
launched his troops on the people met unarmed in the market-
place and perpetrated a ferocious massacre, which was later ap-
proved by Marcellus. By such acts of deliberate terrorism the cities
were taught the quality of Roman vengeance. One only, Mur-
gantia, which contained large quantities of Roman stores, betrayed
its garrison and was occupied by Himilco and used as winter
quarters. IMeanwhile the Carthaginian fleet of fifty ships under
Bomilcar, finding itself outnumbered two to one, had retired to
Carthage, abandoning any attempt this summer to relieve Syracuse.
The next year 212 B.c. was the decisive year in the siege. In
the early spring by a brilliant stroke Marcellus got possession of
parts of Epipolae. Taking advantage of the drunkenness which
accompanied the festival of Artemis in the city he sent in the
night a scaling party over a low portion of wall on the north
circuit, which succeeded in opening the Hexapylon gate so that
the whole of the northern Roman army was introduced before
Epicydes was fully awake to the danger. T'wo important suburbs
of the town, Neapolis and Tycha, were plundered by the
Roman troops. For a time their position was precarious, since
Achradina was strongly held and divided off from Epipolae
by a defensive wall, and on the other flank lay Euryalus, the
impregnable fort built by Dionysius I. Suddenly, however, the
Greek governor of this fort lost his head and surrendered the
position to the Romans so that Marcellus was made secure from
any attack in the rear. To relieve the position the Syracusans
within the city made a sortie from Achradina while Himilco’s -
army attacked the Roman camp on the Great Harbour, but both
attacks were unsuccessful. Carthage, also, to encourage the-

5-2
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defenders had sent in the spring Bomilcar with a fleet of ninety
ships; favoured by a strong wind he sailed into the Great Harbour
and anchored at Ortygia before the Romans could put out to
oppose him. Equally successfully he slipped back again later,
leaving fifty-five ships to help the city!. As the summer wore on,
the pestilential marshes of the Anapus which had so often saved
Syracuse from her enemies now proved fatal to her allics. An
epidemic of terrible virulence spread swiftly and swept away the
entire Carthaginian army with the generals Himilco and Hippo-
crates. The Roman troops did not escape, but on the hc':llthie.r
higher ground and with better discipline and understanding of
military sanitation their losses were not fatal. .

By this intervention of Apollo the whole situation in Sicily was
changed. The plague is the turning point in the Roman recovery
of Sicily. While the large Carthaginian army was intact, though
the Romans were steadily closing the siege of Syracuse, yet the
inconstant fortune of war made a surprise and defeat always
possible. But now the reduction of Syracusc and of the rest of
Sicily was certain before the overwhelming Roman forees,
However in the next spring, 211 B.c., Carthage made a final
effort to help the city. Bomilcar with a flect of 1 30 ships protecting
a large convoy arrived off Cape Pachynus where he was held by
contrary winds so that the Roman fleet of 100 ships sailed from
Syracuse to meet him. Much might have resulted from a great
Carthaginian victory. But the actual issue was prophetic of the
dominant race. For the First Punic War had undermined the
morale of the Punic navy. Bomilcar suddenly crowded on all sail,
ordered his transports to return to Africa and with his fighting
ships made off for Tarentum, leaving Syracuse to its fate. 'I"hus
the Carthaginian fleet had proved itself singularly ineffective in
co-operating with the revolt in Sicily, and at the same time Philip
of Macedon looked in vain for the naval assistance which might
have altered the complexion of affairs in Greece (sce p. 126).
Epicydes, who had slipped out from Syracuse to meet Bomilcar,
was unable or unwilling to return and retired to Agrigentum to
help organize yet another relief army from troops which the
Carthaginians had sent over under Hanno, while Hannibal had
dispatched from Italy his best cavalry officer Muttines., But mean-
while discipline was broken in Syracuse, new generals were
clected and assassinated, and a Spanish commander of mercenary

1 A second intervention by Bomilcar (Livy xxv, 25, 133 27, 2) in the

same year (212) is to be rejected as due to a repetition of the incident from
another source.
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troops was persuaded to open one of the gates on Ortygia. Thus
Syracuse fell after a siege of two and a half years. Marcellus,
according to the Roman custom, after securing the royal treasure
abandoned the city to the plunder and rapine of his troops.
Archimedes was killed by a common soldier as he sat absorbed in
geometrical problems drawn in the sand. Treasures and works of
art collected during three centuries of high culture were mutilated
or carried off according to the ignorant caprice of peasant soldiery.
Much was transported to Italy as soldiers’ loot, to be eagerly
sought after in later years as the profound change in Roman taste
developed. The dedications of Marcellus in shrines near the Porta
Capena became one of the Museums of Rome.

Marcellus was eager to finish the war and hold the triumph he
had so well deserved by his masterly conduct of the siege of
Syracuse. Moving to the river Himeras he encountered the small
Carthaginian army. The Numidian horse mutinied, and the battle
was a rout, but Agrigentum received the beaten troops, and the
season was too late to begin a siege. Marcellus returned to
Rome and held a spectacular ovazio adorned by the spoils of
Syracuse. In his stead a praetor M. Cornelius Cethegus was sent,
who during the winter successfully reduced some small towns of
the interior which gave trouble. Then, finally, late in the summer
of 210 B.c. one of the consuls, M. Valerius Laevinus, arriving with
fresh forces secured the betrayal of Agrigentum by taking advan-
tage of the quarrels between Muttines, the commander of the
Numidians, and Hanno. All resistance was speedily stamped out
in Sicily. The re-settlement of the island as a Roman province was
taken in hand (p. 114).

Nothing shows the vigour of the Senate’s direction of the war
better than the successful reconquest of Sicily. But it must be
said that fortune favoured Rome in many ways in addition to the
plague. The revolt of Syracuse hung in the balance for a long
time and only came to a head three years after Cannae, when the
position in Italy had been retrieved. Nor is the effort of the
Carthaginian government in the sending of armies and fleets
to be minimized. But the effort was wasted through the death
of Himilco, the incompetence of Hanno and the pusillanimity of
Bomilcar, so that the spread of revolt was speedily checked and,
most important of all, the great sea fortresses in the west, Lily-
bacum and Panormus, which had once been Carthaginian, were
never in serious danger of attack.
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IV. THE ADVANCE AND DEFEAT OF THE SCIPIOS

Success in Sicily was soon counterbalanced by defeat in Spain.
After the great victory over Hasdrubal at the Ebro in 215 B.c,,
the Romans for a time reaped the fruits of their eatlicr cautious
penetration. Many of the Celtiberian tribes changed sides, so that
Carthage lost a recruiting area which had provided some of the
finest troops in Hannibal’s army. T'o prevent a further landslide
the Carthaginians had to dispatch at once to Spain under Mago,
a brother of Hannibal, who had shown good lecadership at the
Trebia and Cannae, another army of 12,000 infuntry, 1,500
cavalry and 20 elephants with a fleet of 6o ships which had been
expressly recruited for Hannibal and was on the point of sailing
to Italy. But at this point Carthage was seriously embarrassed.
Syphax, king of the powerful Numidian tribes of the Masaesyli
in Africa had thrown off his allegiance to Carthage! and Hasdrubal
was recalled from Spain with an army to deal with the revolt.
Consequently during the next three yecars (214—212 B.c.) the
Scipios were able to carry the Roman arms into the heart of
the Carthaginian empire in Spain?. Saguntum was recaptured
in 212 B.c. and amongst many others the important city of
Castulo in the Upper Baetis valley opened its gates to their army?®,
When the exaggerations of the annalist narrative have been dis-
counted it remains clear that by the successes of these campaigns
the two Scipios earned a just memory as ‘the two thunderbolts of
war.” For the greatness of the achievement in planning and
executing the victorious offensive in Spain cannot be gainsaid.
‘While valuable parts of Italy and Sicily had been lost to Rome, the
Scipios had won from Carthage one-third of her empire in Spain.

By the end of 212 B.c. the war in Africa was over. Syphax had
been defeated by Hasdrubal and driven from his kingdom. But
aided by forces from a king of the Mauri in Morocco he had re-
established himself, and the Carthaginians made peace with himé4
in order to turn their attention to Spain. Three armics were sent
over. Hasdrubal returned in the autumn of 212 n.c. from Africa,
Mago brought over another army, in which Masinissa a young
Numidian chief twenty-six years of age commanded a picked force
. * In2158.c., Appian, Iker. 15; cf. Livy xx1v, 48, who wrongly places
it shortly before 213 B.c.

2 See Livy xxIm, 49; xX1v, 41, 42, though the details are entirely un-
trustworthy and the battles and victories large%_y fictitious.
2 Appian, Iber. 16; part of the Roman army wintered at Castulo 212/211 B.C.
* Appian, Tber. 15~17; Livy xx1v, 48, 49.
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of Numidian cavalry, and the third army was led by Hasdrubal
son of Gisgo. The Scipios meanwhile had steadily augmented
their army by very large drafts of Celtiberian troops. Livy
(xxv, 32), no doubt exaggerating, says that 20,000 had been en-
listed. Relying on these new levies the Roman army had been
split into two halves and had very probably operated as two units
in the campaign of 212 B.C., for Publius wintered at Castulo in
the Upper Baetis valley, and Gnaeus at Urso. The division of
forces had made possible greater range of action and ease of
commissariat, while Spain was almost denuded of Carthaginian
troops; but it was now to prove fatal.

For at the opening of the campaign of 211 B.c.! in the Upper
Baetis valley? the Celtiberian troops with Spanish fickleness
deserted en masse from the two Roman armies. Cut off from
one another between the three Carthaginian armies and greatly
outnumbered, the Scipios suffered complete disaster. Publius
Scipio, leaving Tiberius Fonteius in his camp with a small force,
made a night march to intercept and surprise the native chief
Indibilis, who was marching with %7 500 Suessitani to join Mago.
It was a desperate venture and failed. During the encounter next
day the Numidian cavalry arrived and enclosed his wings while
still later in the day the Carthaginian heavy infantry came on the
scene to block his rear. He fell, and his army was destroyed. The
fate of Gnaeus soon afterwards was the same. The swift Numidian
horse forced a halt in their attempted retreat, and the three Car-
thaginian armies stormed an improvised barricade of pack-saddles,
lumber, and kit to massacre the defenders. The small force under
Fonteius, joined by fugitives from the two battles, made good its
retreat away to the Ebro and under the command of a Roman
knight, L. Marcius Septimus, elected commander by the soldiery,
succeeded in preventing further defections of tribes north of the
Ebro. But the disaster lost the Romans all Spain south of the
Ebro and left them desperately weak in North Spain. There was
real danger that everything which the victorious offensive in
Spain had won would be lost.

1 For the chronology see De Sanctis, op. cif. p. 446 n. 4. Livy xxv,
32 s¢g. wrongly narrates the catastrophe under the year 212 B.C., probably
misunderstanding Polybius’ use of Olympiad 142, I, covering 212/11 B.C.
July to July. In xxv, 36, 14 ‘octavo anno’ is correct.

2 For the topography see De Sanctis, 0p. cit. p. 446 n. 3; p. 448 n. 8.
Livy xxv, 32, 5, gives no clue except the unknown town Amtorgis. Appian,
Iber. 16, places the disaster in the Baetis watershed. Pliny, N.H. mr, 9, con-
firms this: ¢ Baetis... Tugiensi exoriens saltu...Ilorci refugit Scipionis rogum.’
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V. THE ROMAN RESISTANCE IN ITALY AFTER
CANNAE

Thus by the year 211 B.c. the Carthaginian attempts to recover
Sardinia and to re-establish their influence in Sicily had failed.
During the same period the alliance with Macedon had not
involved Rome in any great naval or military effort. As will be seen
elsewhere (pp. 122 s¢g.), Philip had failed to win the Greek sea-
ports of Lower Illyria; a Roman flect of some fifty quinqueremes
and an army which may be set at less than one full legion had
assisted the clients of Rome to limit his successes and in 212 B.C.
an alliance with the Aetolians enabled the Senatc to do even less
and at the same time to see Philip kept in check. In Spuin on the
other hand, after various vicissitudes, the two Scipios had met
with disaster and there was a real danger that Hasdrubal would
appear in Northern Italy bringing an army to rally to himself
the Celts of the Po valley and then to join his brother. T'o prevent
this and to regain the slowly won Roman ascendancy on that front .
the Senate had to find a new commander and another army besides
the troops which were sent in haste to hold the Ebro line. This
they were able to do. The failure of the Carthaginians clscwhere
and above all the state of things in Italy itself made it possible. In
Italy, despite Hannibal’s genius, the balance of the war had reached
equilibrium or had even begun to incline against the Cartha-
ginians. It remains to describe the slow and laborious process
by which this was achieved.

Never does the national character of the Roman people appear
finer or stronger than in the months that followed the greatest
disaster in her history since the day of the Allia. With just pride
Livy records how the Senate assumed control and took measures
to allay the terrors of the populace, sending Q. Fabius Pictor on
a special mission to the oracle at Delphi. The democratic party
abandoned its opposition to the Senate and ceased to support
political agitators for the command of armies. The pasres with
wise conciliation, and perhaps with a touch of irony which the
later annalists did not appreciate, thanked the returning Varro for
not despairing of the Republic and even continued him in com-
mand of a legion in Picenum for three years. The two wcak
legions which he brought back with him from the survivors,
having no motive of political exigency to save them, were dis-
graced and were sent next year to serve in Sicily without winter
furlough for the remainder of the war,
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The next concern of the Senate was to organize resistance to
Hannibal. T'wo legions were in Spain, one in Sardinia, two in
Sicily, two in the valley of the Po, while recruits were training
for two legiones urbanae at Rome which were not yet ready to take
the field. Of these legions none could be simply withdrawn from
their several stations without very serious risk. For the follow-
ing year 215 B.c. the Sicilian legions were recalled to Apulia to
be replaced, as has been said, by the legions formed from the
survivors of Cannae. The supply of allied troops from Apulia,
Samnium, and South Italy was now cut off. Yet the need for
more troops was urgent to prevent further revolts to Hannibal,
and time must elapse before the reserves could be called up from
Umbria, the Sabine country, Picenum and Etruria. In this
desperate situation the unprecedented step was taken of pur-
chasing the freedom of slaves ready to volunteer as soldiers to
increase the force in Campania and to provide garrisons in the
Roman fortresses. A Dictator M. Junius Pera with Ti. Sempro-
nius Gracchus as his magister equitum was entrusted with the
supervision of these operations.

The calmness of the Senate in the crisis is enhanced by a
significant notice which shows the suppressed excitement of the
populace, which demanded human sacrifice to appease its super-
stitions; a Gaulish man and woman and a Greek man and woman
were buried alive under the Forum Boarium. Indulgence was the
best temporary medicine for such superstition, but for the sake of
discipline and the exchequer the severe decision was published
that prisoners of war would no longer be ransomed, and Hanni-
bal’s offer to exchange his prisoners for a price was curtly refused.
Such was the temper of Romans at bay. Thenin November, almost
before the elections for 215 B.c. were finished, news came of a
fresh disaster. L. Postumius?, the commander of the two legions
in Cisalpine Gaul, had hardly been declared consul in his absence
before it was known that he had been surprised by the revolted
tribesmen and his force cut to pieces. It was not until 214 B.c.
that the Senate was able to send fresh legions there.

Yet there is another side to this picture of the desperate plight
of Rome. No Latin city had revolted, no city of Umbria, Picenum
or Etruria. In the midst of Samnium stood the impregnable

1 Polybius 11, 118, places the disaster ‘a few days after Cannae,’ 7.e.
summer 216 B.c. This is clearly a telescoping of the events. Livy xxim, 24
makes Postumius “ consul designatus’ for 21 5 B.c. confirmed by his appearance
in the Fasti, ‘L. Postumius A. f. A. n. Albinus III (215 B.C.) in praetura
in Gall. occis. est.” For another view see De Sanctis, ¢p. c#t. pp. 327 579
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fortresses of Beneventum and Venusia. Among the Greek cities
Rhegium and Tarentum were strongly held. In Apulia, Luceria
and Canusium threatened Arpi which had revolted (p. 55); while
in Campania a ring of walled cities, Cumae, Neapolis, Nq]a, Sati-
cula, Cales and Teanum, connected by Roman roads, provided the
points dappui for the strategy which was to foil Hannibal in Italy.
The war of battles now became a war of sicges. The new Roman
strategy of Fabius, which was pursued faithfully to the very end
of the war in Italy, avoided all pitched battles, admitting without
further challenge the absolute tactical mastery of the Carthaginian
general. But small armies using Roman roads and fortresses could
operate simultaneously in many different parts of Central and
South Italy, besieging and reducing the revolted citics when
Hannibal was engaged elsewhere. Embarrassed by the necessity
of defending his newly won alliecs, Hannibal would be con-
strained to abandon his offensive and conform to the tactics of his
opponents. His army would stcadily dwindle in size, since the
fine fighting stocks of Samnium and Apulia, although many of
them had welcomed the opportunity to throw off the yoke of
Rome, yet were unwilling to fight for interests which ceased to
concern them; meanwhile the Romans, drawing upon the vast
reserves of central Italy, steadily increased their strength, until
in 212 twenty-five legions or about 200,000 men were in the field.
In Italy alone by then there were two legions on the Po, two at
Rome, two in Etruria, six in Campania, two in Apulia and two
in Lucania.

Once the skill of Hannibal had been discounted, numerical
superiority must prove decisive in the end. Yet no time limit
could be set for success in such defensive strategy and only the
tenacity of the Roman character and the solidity and fidelity of
her older allics made it possible. And the cost to Italy was
prodigious; the fairest and most fertile regions of the land had
to be abandoned according as the caprice of the invader or his
requirements for provisioning dictated. Very prophetic indeed
was the dream which Hannibal is said to have drcamed at his
halt in 218 B.c. on the Ebro river, when he looked back and saw
behind him ‘the dragon of the destruction of Italy.’ ILastly the
plan depended upon the Roman command of the seas. 'I'o main-
tain a fleet of between 150 and 200 ships of the line the financial
resources of the people were also drained. In 215 B.c. and
successive years the tributum or war-tax was doubled, in 214 B.c.
a special loan for the fleet was raised in addition, inflation was
practised by debasing the currency, and every financial expedient
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was adopted. It is indeed true that owing to the lesson of the
First Punic War and to the maintenance of the Roman armament
at full strength, Carthage never challenged this supremacy of
Rome at sea in the war. She knew that Rome could and would
outbuild her as she had done in the previous war. The Romans,
in turn, realized that only by maintaining this dominance would
they be able to conquer Spain and to prevent Carthage from
sending frequent or considerable reinforcements to Hannibal.

At the elections for 215 B.c. Ti. Sempronius Gracchus gained
the consulship, having proved his skill in command of cavalry. And
in place of Postumius killed in Gaul M. Claudius Marcellus was
nominated. But when the Senate made strenuous opposition to the
principle of two plebeian consuls and pointed to the disasters for
which plebeian consuls had in the last two years been responsible,
Marcellus with patriotic wisdom withdrew, whereupon Q. Fabius
Maximus was elected consul to carry out the strategy which he
had inaugurated.

Hannibal wintered at Capua. The ridiculous annalistic fable
that the luxurious quarters undermined the discipline of his army
so that ‘Capua was Hannibal’s Cannae’ comes from the pen of
a rhetorician ignorant of military affairs and willing, for the sake
of his moral, to ignore the testimony of Polybius that Hannibal
was never beaten before Zama. In Campania, Atella and Calatia,
two small towns, had joined Hannibal when Capua changed
sides. Now, in the spring, Hannibal hoped to gain the rest of
Campania. However, despite diplomacy and intrigue, none of the
ports, Cumae, Neapolis, or Puteoli, were willing to abandon the
Roman confederation. To lay siege to them was futile so long as
they could be provisioned from the sea. Nola gave some hopes of
success since here as in Capua a democratic party was ready to
use any means to gain its ends. Hannibal marched to the gates
of the city, but Marcellus had foreseen the danger and had brought
a small army to reinforce the pro-Roman government. After
a slight skirmish, which appears as a serious battle in the Livian
aristeia of Marcellus, Hannibal retreated after winning over two
more small towns, Acerrae and Nuceria. And at the same time the
very important fortress Casilinum?, which commanded the narrow
pass of the Volturnus into Samnium, surrendered to him after a
siege lasting through the winter of 216—5.

This was the limit of Hannibal’s successes in Campania now
that he was opposed by three Roman armies, each of two legions.

1 The details in Livy xxmz, 17-19 are not to be trusted. The kernel of
truth is attested by the monument set up for the defence of Casilinum.
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At the south end of the plain Marcellus had chosen a position of
immense strength (the modern Cancello) on the foothills above
Suessula, almost equidistant from Capua and Nola, which he
fortified and called the Castra Claudiana. The Via Latina was
defended by Fabius at Teanum and Cales, and Gracchus watched
the Via Appia and the coast towns from Sinuessa. Hannibal
himself formed an immense fortified camp on the triangular
plateau of Mt Tifata behind Casilinum. The strategic position
was ideal, threatening Campania yet with securc communications
through Samnium into Apulia or southwards to L.ucania; and the
fertile upland plain provided excellent grass for his cavalry.
Checked in Campania, he remained inactive except for raids to
Nola and Cumael for the rest of the campaigning scason of
215§ B.C., since he had depleted his own army to reinforce Hanno
strongly in Lucania and Bruttium. In this arca great successes
were recorded. The reduction of Petelia and Consentia had ended
the resistance in the interior, and the inhabitants of the Greek
coastal cities whose fortifications had been allowed to decay were
not made of the stuff to resist unassisted the Carthaginian forces
aided by Bruttians eager for plunder. Croton, Locri and Caulonia
submitted, leaving Rhegium alone in the extreme South in Roman
hands.

The elections for 214 B.c. reflected the confidence of the people
in the Senate’s conduct of the war. Fabius was re-elected consul
with M. Claudius Marcellus as his colleague. For the coming
campaign the number of the legions was raised from fourteen to
twenty. Two were sent once again to Gaul to prevent Hannibal
from recruiting in that arca and two /Jegiomes urbanae of raw
recruits were again enrolled and kept at Rome according to
the usual practice which had been interrupted in the difficulties
of the previous year. This year too I.aevinus was reinforced at
Brundisium until the troops with his flect were counted as a Jegio
classica. With these in the summer he crossed the Adriatic to defend
the Illyrian coast against Philip (p. 122). A legion was also
stationed in Picenum under Terentius Varro.

Hannibal moved from his winter quarters in Apulia to Mt
Tifata and decided upon a concentrated effort to break the Roman
position in Campania. Hanno was recalled from South Italy to
Join the main army which again made vain attempts to surprise
Puteoli and Nola. While he was traversing the territory of the

! The narrative of Roman successes in Livy xxtv, 14-20, 36 s¢g.,

41 sgg. is so exceptionally unreliable that any attempt to reconstruct the
events is historically valucless.
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Hirpini, Tiberius Gracchus, issuing from Beneventum, blocked
his route and succeeded in inflicting upon his army, composed
largely of Bruttians and Lucanians, a sharp defeat. The reverse
made Hannibal suddenly change his plans and attempt by a rapid
march to surprise Heraclea and Tarentum. But the Roman fleet
from Brundisium was able to reinforce the garrisons and save
both towns, whereupon Hannibal again retreated to Apulia for the
winter. However, Marcellus in the meantime, taking advantage
of the withdrawal of Hannibal from Campania, laid siege to Casili-
num, which surrendered at the beginning of the winter. In other
regions the Romans were equally successful in 214 B.c.; Compsa
the chief city of the Hirpini was recovered after the battle of
Beneventum, and Aecae in Apulia early in the season while
Hannibal was in Campania. Hannibal in this year had not only
been held, but had lost ground.

Consequently for 213 B.c. the people in high hopes elected the
son of Q. Fabius consul to accompany his father in command of
one army and Ti. Sempronius Gracchus for the second time to
command the other. Massing four legions round Arpi, based on
the ring of fortresses Salapia, Herdonea, Canusium, Aecae and
Luceria, Fabius was able to negotiate with success for the be-
trayal of Arpi, entering the city by night in sufficient force to
overpower the garrison. But this solitary gain was offset by very
considerable losses. For Hannibal, perhaps deliberately leaving
Arpi as a decoy for the Roman armies, again marched on Taren-
tum. This time he found the city in an uproar because the Romans
had thrown from the Tarpeian rock some Tarentine hostages who
had attempted to escape, and traitors were ready to open the gates,
so that he entered by night and gained possession of the town!.
Metapontum, Thurii and Heraclea joined in the revolt which
was part of a general alienation from Rome of Greek sentiment in
Magna Graecia, following the lead of Syracuse. Carthaginian
propaganda and the Greek passion for political freedom had
combined to make the cities forgetful of the solid advantages of
the pax Romana. 'The negligence both of the garrisons and of the
Roman legionary commanders supplied with overwhelming
superiority of force in Italy was culpable. The citadel of Taren-
tum, a rock fortress of great strength, remained in the hands of
the Romans and by its position nullified a great part of Hanni-
bal’s success. For it commanded the narrow entry to the harbour

1 Livy xxv, 11, 20 places the defection of Tarentum in 212 B.c. but says
other authorities put it in 213 B.c. The latter is the correct date as is seen
from xxvi1, 5 and Appian, Hanzn. 35. See De Sanctis, gp. cit. pp. 334 sgg.
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and threatened the town. Hannibal thereupon built a wall and
ditch to defend the town against incursions from the citadel and
freed the ships in the harbour by transporting them on rollers
across the isthmus. However the year 213 5.c. had retarded the
progress of Rome towards winning the war. Laevinus in Illyria
had held Apollonia and Dyrrhachium, but Philip had taken Lissus
and won successes at the expense of Rome’s clients in the interior
of the country (p. 123 s¢.). The revolt of Syracuse in the spring,
followed by Agrigentum and the landing in Sicily of a large
Carthaginian army, caused the greatest anxiety. By the autumn
two legions and Marcellus had been transferred for the sicge of
Syracuse. In Italy the removal of the energy and dash of Marcellus
was soon apparent, the commanders accomplished nothing except
the recovery of Arpi, the siege of Capua was not begun, and all
the Greek cities of Italy except Rhegium were now in the hands
of the Carthaginians.

VI. THE TAKING OF CAPUA

The dissatisfaction of the people was scen in the clections for
the year 212 B.c. Neither Fabius, father or son, was continued
in command. There was a cry for new men and greater energy
in the conduct of the war. The two new consuls were Q.
Fulvius Flaccus who had been consul twice before in 237 B.C.
and 224 B.c. and Appius Claudius Pulcher who as practor and
propractor had been commanding since 215§ 8.c. in Sicily. All
the commands in Italy were changed except one; Ti. Sempronius
Gracchus remained in Lucania with his two legions. In Picenum
there were now two legions under a ncw praetor C. Claudius
Nero, in Apulia Cn. Fulvius Flaccus a brother of the consul took
over the command, and the two consuls commanded in Campania.
The total of legions in this year reached its highest number of
the war, twenty-five. The Romans intended to begin the siege of
Capua, and the inhabitants had been prevented from sowing or
harvesting their crops in the previous year. Hannibal conse-
quently ordered Hanno to march to Campania from Bruttium
collecting on the way convoys of supplies in Samnium. The
campaigning season had not yet opened, but the Roman consuls,
encamped at Bovianum, when they learned of Hanno’s approach,
arranged that Q. Fulvius Flaccus should secretly enter Bene-
ventum and that Gracchus should march into Campanial. While

! The whole narrative of these minor engagements in Livy is so con-
taminated with inventions and falsifications that only a bare outline of the
events can be tentatively reconstructed. The story of M, Centenius (Livy
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Hanno was engaged in a foraging expedition Flaccus surprised the
strongly entrenched Carthaginian camp and captured immense
supplies. All provisioning of Capua was effectively stopped.
‘The Romans, however, were not able to prevent Hannibal himself
from marching into Campania to raise the siege of Capua. But
the decisive factor now as in the two previous campaigns was that
Hannibal could no longer feed his army for more than a few days
in Campania. The plain had been continually scoured by three
Roman armies and all provisions withdrawn into the fortresses.
Hannibal’s presence only depleted the reserves of Capua. Con-
sequently once again he retreated into South Italy, and the Romans
completed the fosse and rampart closing the lines round Capua.
Meanwhile Ti. Sempronius Gracchus was surprised and killed
by Numidian cavalry, some said by treachery in Lucania, others
while bathing near Beneventum. He had shown energy and
resolution in the darkest days of the war and deserved well of the
Republic. His two legions of slaves enrolled after Cannae, the
volones, now leaderless, were disbanded.

Through the winter and the succeeding year the consuls were
continued in command of the siege operations of Capua with
C. Claudius Nero. The consuls of 211 B.c. were Cn. Fulvius
Centumalus and P. Sulpicius Galba, and the total of twenty-five
legions was maintained, the Jegiones urbanae of the preceding year
taking the place of the disbanded wolones, while two fresh legions
of recruits were enrolled at Rome. The Sicilian fleet was kept at
a hundred, and the fleet under Laevinus in Greek waters reduced
to twenty-five. In Italy alone in 211 B.c. Rome had sixteen
legions, two on the Po, two in Etruria, two at Rome, four in Apulia
and six in Campania. At last the effect of this overwhelming force
was beginning to outweigh the strategic genius of Hannibal.

The Romans had recovered most of the revolted cities in
Samnium and Apulia, and Capua was reduced to- dire straits by
the siege. Hannibal saw himself more and more confined to
South Italy by a solid central Italy defended by large forces. Yet
he determined to make one further effort to relieve Capua and
perhaps force an engagement. Leaving behind his baggage train,
he marched rapidly with a picked force to Mt Tifata and suddenly
descended into Campania and attacked the besieging Roman
armies. The Roman entrenchments had been designed for such
an event, and without siege-engines and a large force nothing
could be accomplished. Having failed in his attempt at surprise;
xxv, 19) is extremely suspicious and may well be a doublet of the deféat of
C. Centenius in 217 B.c. See Kahrstedt, op. cit. pp. 265 sgg..
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Hannibal determined upon a bold move to draw off by a feint the
Roman armies and entice them to battle. He withdrew from
Campania into Samnium as suddenly as he had come, and
marching by the upper reaches of the Volturnus to disguise his in-
tentions?, arrived near Venafrum. Here he changed his direction
and joining the Via Latina near Casinum advanced unopposed
across the Anio until he encamped within three miles of the walls of
Rome. With his cavalry he rode up to the Colline Gate. The bold-
ness of the demonstration—for no forcign enemy had been at the
gates of Rome since the battle of the Allia—muay have caused some
consternation in the city. Polybius records that the superstitious
women-folk swept the pavements of the temples with their hair
to invoke the assistance of the gods. But the walls of Rome were
of immense strength, and there happened to be in the city, in
addition to the two legions of newly-enrolled recruits, two of last
year’s legions, which had not yet been sent to Apulia. Fabius pre-
vented any panic resolution to recall the armies from Campania,
and Hannibal, disappointed of his hopes, after a small skirmish
with the consul Sulpicius Galba returned to Bruttium, abandoning
Capua to its fate. The march of Hannibal on Rome is 2 dramatic
event which left a lasting impression upon the memory of the
Romans. Its strategic ineffectiveness is the measure of the vast
superiority of defence over attack in ancient warfare.

The Capuans when they knew that Hannibal could not help
them surrendered at discretion. As a preliminary to wholesale con-
fiscations of land to the Roman State the surviving scnators and
thirty notable citizens were executed or allowed a more lingering
death in prison. Some few others were sold into slavery, hut the
remainder of the population retained its liberty, and Capua,
deprived of all self-government, was administered as a dependent
community by a praefectus elected yearly at Rome. The fall of
Capua was of immense significance for the war in Italy, signalizing
the triumph of the Roman strategy of defence. In the same year
the fall of Syracuse had assured the collapse of the revolt in Sicily,
so that when the news came of the terrible disaster of the Scipios
in Spain (p. 71) the Senate could send a fresh army to Spain
without jeopardizing the ultimate success of the campaign against
Hannibal,

The rebellion of Sicily was at an end and in the Kast an ad-
vantageous alliance had been concluded with the Aetolian League
in the late autumn of 212 B.c. against Philip of Macedon

 Polybius 1x, 5, 8, 8& s ZavviTidos; Livy xxvi, 8 makes Hannibal
follow the Via Latina the whole way.
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(p- 124). The two men responsible for these successes were
elected consuls for 210 B.c., M. Claudius Marcellus and M.
Valerius Laevinus. Laevinus’ election seems to have been de-
signed both as a reward for his services and as an opportunity for
sending a fresh commander to Greece, the consul Sulpicius Galba.
Laevinus had not as yet shown any marked military ability, and
his administrative gifts were to be employed for the next four
years as governor of Sicily. The recent disaster in Spain caused
a division of opinion in the Senate as to the policy to be pursued.
Should the Romans content themselves with holding the territory
north of the Ebro? None of the experienced commanders came
forward eager and confident of succeeding where the Scipios had
failed. Consequently a praetor C. Claudius Nero who had com-
manded an army in the siege of Capua was sent out with two
legions to drive the Carthaginians from Spain north of the Ebro.
Meanwhile for the first time in the war the forces in the field were
reduced after the exhausting effort required for the siege of Capua
and the reduction of Sicily. In two vital areas of the war the
Romans could now breathe more freely and the twenty-five
legions were reduced to twenty-one; the number in Italy alone
being reduced from sixteen to a total of eleven, including the two
in Etruria and the Jegiones urbanae at Rome. This reduction en-
abled weak legions to be disbanded and others strengthened so
that the almost complete loss of two full legions in Spain could
be partly met by two new legions sent there this year and still
further met in the following year.

. With only four legions between them the consul Marcellus and
Cn. Fulvius Centumalus, the consul of the preceding year, con-
tented themselves with a cautious policy, slowly attempting to
recover more towns from Hannibal. Salapia, south-east of Arpi,
and two small fortresses in the Samnite highlands amongst the
Hirpini were taken. But Cn. Fulvius was quite inexperienced in
military command and, allowing himself to be trapped by Hannibal
into battle near Herdonea® in Apulia, was killed himself with many
of his officers and several thousand troops. Marcellus acted with
more circumspection, and in a skirmish with Hannibal near
Venusia held his ground. Meanwhile, the Roman garrison in
Tarentum was for a short time reduced to severe straits, since the
Tarentine fleet succeeded in sinking a convoy from Sicily despite

1 Livy xxvix, 1; the death of Centumalus, which would not have been
invented, shows that this is the event which Livy narrates twice, anticipating
itin 212 B.C. XXV, 21, where Cn. Fulvius Flaccus is confused with Cn. Ful-
vius Centumalus. See De Sanctis, 0p. cit. p. 459 n. 28.

C.A.H. VIII 6
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the overwhelming Roman command of the sea. It was a year of
minor operations, the vigorous offensive being temporarily aban-
doned. This slackening of effort had a serious indirect result in
the autumn when the new recruits were called for from the allies
for the Jegiones urbanae. T'welve out of the thirty Latin colonies
refused to send their contingents; they were Ardea, Nepete,
Sutrium, Alba, Carsioli, Cora, Suessa, Circeii, Setia, Cales, Narnia
and Interamna. Fortunately the disaffection spread no further,
but it was a most disquieting indication that the exhaustion pro-
duced by the protracted conduct of the war was endangering
Rome’s vital arteries of man-power.

In the nextyear, however, 209 B.C., the cautious Roman strategy
which seemed to be weakening the loyalty of her allies in the
North was rewarded in the South by a success of some moral
value. Hannibal opened the campaign by marching into Apulia
where his manceuvres were countered by Marcellus. At the same
time Q. Fulvius Flaccus, one of the consuls marching from Rome
through the Hirpini into Lucania, was able to win back a number
of hill tribes and small towns, including Vulci in Lucania, which
Hannibal’s movement across the Apennines left exposed. But the
Romans had in view a more striking enterprise which was en?
trusted to the other consul Fabius himself. Collecting at Brun-
disium two legions sent from Sicily, where the pacification was
complete, he moved upon Tarentum, capturing Manduria on his
march. With the help of thirty quinqueremes sent by Laevinus
he was able to press the siege by sea and land. Hannibal had
returned to Bruttium to defend his base threatened by this large
concentration of Roman forces. He set out to relieve Tarentum,
but before he could arrive the treachery of the Bruttian garrison
commander had done its work, and T'arentum was once more in
the hands of Rome. Embittered and exasperated by the long war
Fabius permitted his soldiers to sack the city, although it had not
been taken by assault, and sold the 30,000 inhabitants into slavery.
Despite this blow to Hannibal’s security and prestige, the war in
Italy seemed to be reaching a deadlock, and many must have
wondered whether the war could be won or whether some approach
must be made to a peace with Carthage by mutual concessions.
But at this very moment there had arisen the one man of genius
on the Roman side, whose brilliant campaigns and leadership were
to bring victory, complete, decisive and irrevocable.



CHAPTER IV

SCIPIO AND VICTORY

I. NOVA CARTHAGO

FTER the terrible disaster of the two Roman armies in
211 B.C. the Romans lost their hold upon Spain south of

the Ebro except for the fortified cities of Castulo and Saguntum?.
The Carthaginians were able to cross the Ebro and succeeded in
detaching from the Romans the fickle prince Indibilis, chief of
the powerful tribe of the Ilergeti®. But an able knight L.. Marcius
collected a small force from the survivors of the recent battle and
the garrison troops of Emporium and Tarraco, and prevented the
Carthaginians through the rest of the summer from further ex-
ploiting their victory by forming a base north of the Ebro®. In
the autumn the Romans sent fresh forces to Spain, one full legion
and the nucleus of a second to be formed by the addition of the
troops of Marciust. The new commander was C. Claudius Nero,
who had commanded an army in Italy for two years in Picenum
and at the siege of Capua. He had been well schooled in Fabian
tactics, and through 210 B.c. he maintained a strict defensive®.
Nor do we hear that Hasdrubal attempted or achieved any opera-
tion of importance against the strong Roman position on the coast,
since without the command of the seas the Carthaginians could not
hope to reduce Emporium or Tarraco. Yet the Senate must have
been aware that the Carthaginians were steadily recruiting fresh
troops amongst the Celtiberians and that a purely defensive policy
would end by failing to prevent a second Carthaginian army
from marching from Spain in 209 or 208 B.c. to invade Italy.
The situation, in fact, was one which called for a commander

1 Livy xxvI, 20, 6 may suggest that both were still in Roman hands,
unless Saguntum is a mistake for Segontia (see A. Schulten, Numantia,
1, p. 320 n. 6). Livy’s placing of the Carthaginian armies conflicts with
Polybius X, 7, 5, and may be, as Frantz, op. cit. p. 64, suggests, really their
position in the year before the taking of Nova Carthago.

2 ‘This ma {e deduced from Polybius 1x, 11, 3.

3 The expf:)its in Livy xxv, 37—39 are plainly fictions to offset the defeat
of the Scipios. 4 Appian, Iber. 17; Livy xxv1, 17, I.

5 ‘The story of the trapping of Hasdrubal (Livy xxvi, 17) is indefensible,
even when the geographical setting is removed or emended.

6-2
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of genius, since nonc of the expericnced commanders in Italy were
anxious to attempt the reconquest of Spain. ‘The Senate acted with
a boldness and independence which must excitc the highest ad-
miration. Recognizing the outstanding personal qualities of the
younger P. Scipio, though he was only 25 years of age and had
hitherto only held the curule aedileship (213 B.C.), the Senate,
waiving constitutional precedent, supported his clection to pro-
consular command in Spain amid scenes of popular enthusiasm.
The appointment was the more notable in view of the influence
of the Claudian family, which is attested by the commands held
by members of that grim housel. For Scipio’s appointment was
a criticism of Claudius Nero. We nced not, however, suppose
that the Senatorial policy was the plaything of noble cliques,
whose very existence is far from proved. M. Junius Silanus was
appointed as colleague with imperium minus, and a force of 10,000
infantry and 1000 cavalry was allotted to them, so that Scipio
would have at his disposal in Spain an army of four weak legions?,

Scipio landed at Emporium towards the end of 210 5.c.? and
made preparations for an exploit of no less daring than the capture
of the chief Carthaginian fortress in Spain, Nova Carthago. His
magnetic personality rapidly raised the morale of the Spanish
legions and began to mould them into an invincible army. For,
in the first place, his boundless self-confidence was part of a
genuinely religious and mystic nature which the rationalism of
Polybius has quite failed to understand ; long vigils in prayer gave
his utterances the true quality of inspired fanaticism; Poseidon
himself, he declared, when launching the attack on Nova Car-
thago, had appeared to him in his sleep and suggested the plan of
the assault, so that on every soldier’s lips was the battle-cry
‘Neptunus dux itineris.” The fervour of the troops was fanned
by the burning enthusiasm of their gencral, an enthusiasm which
later the cold scepticism of the hellenized circle of Scipio Aemi-
lianus could only misinterpret as assumed deliberately by his
great ancestor. At the same time Polybius is right in pointing out

1 W, Schur, Scipio dfricanus, pp. 69 sqq.

2 De Sanctis, op. cit. p. 455 n. 21. Livy xxviI, 36, 1o shows that there
were four legions in Spain in 207 B.c. and Cantalupi, ap. ¢it. p. 19, shows
that Livy’s total of legions in 209 and 208 must include four in Spain.

2 Onthe chronolog¥ see De Sanctis, 6p. cit. p. 454 n. 18 and p. 468 n. 38.
Livy xxvi, 18 wrongly ]guts it in 211 B.C., allowing Claudius Nero only
two months’ command. But in xxvi1, 7, 5 he mentions the other view. The
origin of the error lics in a false equation of Polybius’ Olympian year

Ol 142, 3 (July—-July) with the Roman consular year 210-9 for the taking
of Nova Carthago.
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that the chief factor in the success of this exploit was the carefully
premeditated plan of operations, evidence for which he quotes
from an actual letter of Scipio to Philip of Macedon!. For the
strategic conception of the campaign was masterly. The three
Carthaginian armies had taken up winter quarters at great dis-
tances from each other; Hasdrubal, the son of Gisgo, near the
mouth of the Tagus, Mago ‘the Samnite’ near the pillars of
Hercules and Hasdrubal Barca in central Spain amongst the
Carpetani more than ten days’ march from Nova Carthago?. The
way lay open for a swift descent on the city before the enemy
armies could be recalled to its defence. In addition, accurate topo-
graphical information gleaned from fishermen on the coast en-
abled Scipio to plan a tactical surprise which promised great hopes
of success.

The natural position of Nova Carthago was one of immense
strength. In the middle of a stretch of coastline which faces almost
due south a long bottle-shaped inlet ran northward into the land
from a neck of little more than half a mile wide. The inlet was
divided into two halves by the fortress, which lay at the end of an
isthmus jutting out from the eastern side to form a partition. The
inner half was a shallow lagoon joined to the outer half by a narrow
tidal canal crossed by a bridge. The walls of the city followed the
steep rocky slopes of five distinct hills protected on all sides,
except for the narrow isthmus, by water; the lagoon on the north,
the canal on the west and the gulf on the south. Scipio appeared
suddenly in the early spring of 209 B.c. by forced marches from
Tarraco®. He built a fortified camp across the end of the isthmus
and blocked the neck of the gulf with his fleet under his friend
Laelius. Next day, after a sortie had been driven in and severe
losses inflicted, Scipio launched about noon an attack with scaling
ladders from the isthmus. The attack was renewed in the after-
noon, and when the defence was fully engaged on this side he sent
picked troops to wade across the shallow water of the lagoon?

1 Polybius x, 9. 2 Polybius x, 7, 5; see above p. 83 n. 1.

3 Scipio’s march to Saguntum from his base (or from the Ebro) must have
been continuous. A preliminary concentration, e.g. at Saguntum, would
have set the Carthaginians moving. The six days (Polybius x, 9, 7; Livy
XXVI, 42), if they are accepted, must be regarded as the last part of his march
and be reckoned from some point such as Saguntum (E. Meyer) or the Sucro
(De Sanctis). “

4 “There are no tides in Cartagena harbour but with winds from south
to south-west the level rises from one to one and a half feet and north to
north-east winds have a contrary effect’ (The Mediterranean Pilot, 1, 61:h ed.
p- 69). A land or north wind might be expected to spring up towards sunset.
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according to the fishermen’s information; and2 crossing with
speed and safety, this new force was able to surprise a weaker un-
defended portion of the northern walls. Taken in ‘thc rear the
defenders were rapidly swept off the walls, and the isthmus gate
was opened to the main attack. In a moment the key fortress of
the Carthaginian domination in south-castern Spain and their best
base for communications with Africa was in the hands of the
Romans. Immense quantitics of military stores and war treasure
were captured, as well as hostages who had gum:antced to Car-
thage the loyalty of many of the Spanish tribes. The moral effect
was no less great among the natives than in the Roman army and
at one blow most of the ill effects of the disaster of two years
previously were repaired. .

The defences reconstructed and the affairs of Nova Carthago
settled, Scipio dispatched Laclius with the news and the chief
prisoners to Rome and himself returned to Tarraco. The rest of
the summer of 209 B.c. he spent in training his troops in the use
of the gladius hispaniensist, the finely tempered cut-and-thrust
sword, which in future became the standard cquipment of the
legionary, replacing the shorter stabbing sword. At the same time
he endeavoured by diplomacy and the effect of his winning per-
sonality to detach from the Carthaginians the warlike Spanish
tribes, a potential reservoir of troops for either side. North ofthe
Ebro the two kings of the Ilergeti, Mandonius and Indibilis,
once again came over to Rome, and between the Ebro and the
Sucro Edesco king of the Edetani followed suit. Mcanwhile the
Carthaginian generals pursued a policy of inaction, too jealous of
each other to combine, and content, while they protected the
mineral and agricultural wealth of the Tagus, Anas, and Baetis
valleys, to abandon the eastern littoral to the Romans, None of
them had shown any constructive or organizing ability in de-
veloping the empire which the three great chiefs of the Barcid
family had created. No improvements or benefits compensated
for their unabashed exploiting of the country’s resources, and the
tribes of the interior only submitted so long as large armies were
in their vicinity. Except in these three river valleys the Punic
domination of Spain was as flimsy as a house of cards. Finally,
there can be little doubt that Hasdrubal was by now devoting
himself to recruiting the Celtiberians in the central plateau for the
project he had already formed of marching to Italy. But at this
stage of the war, though perhaps he could not realize it, the
defence of Spain was of greater importance to Carthage than the
sending of a new army to Italy.

1 See P. Couissin, Les Armes Romaines, pp. 22 5qq.
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II. BAECULA, ILIPA, THE CONQUEST OF SPAIN

Scipio’s spies must have brought him information which en-
abled him to guess Hasdrubal’s intentions. For in the very early
spring of 208 B.c. Scipio marched rapidly south in order to force
a decisive battle. From Polybius® account it seems clear that
Hasdrubal was surprised in the upper Baetis valley near Castulo
and retreated to a very strong position at Baeculal, where he
intended to await the coming of the second army from Gades.
Scipio, at first daunted by the strength of Hasdrubal’s position,
but then spurred on by the danger of the arrival of the other
Carthaginian armies, took the initiative. His light-armed troops,
supported by some picked legionaries, attacked on a wide front to
fix the attention of Hasdrubal while the main force, divided into
two, scaled the hill on either flank. Scipio’s army cannot have
numbered less than 35,000 since the accession of Indibilis and a
force of the Ilergeti, whereas Hasdrubal’s army perhaps amounted
to little more than 25,000. Outnumbered by troops definitely
superior in quality to his own, Hasdrubal abandoned his strong
position directly he saw the flank attacks succeeding and, aided
by the lie of the ground to the north, safely withdrew the main
portion of his army with his treasure and baggage?.

The battle itself was a brilliant tactical success for Scipio, but
it was not decisive because Hasdrubal had secured his retreat.
Nor could Scipio follow in the wake of the retreating army to-
wards the Tagus valley through hostile territory without grave
difficulty of commissariat, the certainty of facing two Cartha-
ginian armies and the possibility of being surrounded by three.
Yet the escape of Hasdrubal has been, both in ancient and modern
times, the subject of censorious judgments upon Scipio’s action.
The censure ignores the lesson of all campaigning in Spain. One.
army might follow another along one of the rich river valleys
where provisions were plentiful, but across the two plateaux
which separate the three great rivers of south-western Spain this
meant privations for the léeader and starvation for the follower.
From the Tagus?®, with drafts from the other armies, Hasdrubal
set forth for Italy, doubtless marching up the Douro valley to the
northern tributaries and then slipping through the Pyrenees along

1 The exact position of the battlefield is uncertain, but it is probable that
the village of Bailén represents the ancient Baecula. See W. Brewitz, Scipso
Africanus Major, p. 60, and Kromayer-Veith, Schlachten-Atlas, p. 162 b.

2 Polybius (x, 40, I) gives 12,000 prisoners, Livy (xxvir, 18) adds 8ooo
killed: both figures are beyond doubt too high. .

3 Livy (xxviI, 20) stages a meeting of the three Carthaginian generals.



88 SCIPIO AND VICTORY [chaPp.

the Atlantic seaboardl, thus avoiding the eastern passes which
Scipio sought to block by detaching troops from the Roman
strongholds north of the Ebro. Hasdrubal’s escape from Spain
was finely executed, but it had always been a possibility by this
route, and it is difficult to see how Scipio could prevent it once he
had left the upper Ebro valley to campaign in southern Spain.

One Carthaginian army had lcft Spain for Italy, and it was
certain that the next year 207 B.c. would witness a dccisive effort
on the part of Scipio to destroy the basc of Carthaginian power in
Baetica. Fully alive to the danger, the Carthaginian home govern-
ment sent at the beginning of 207 B.c. a fresh army under Hanno.
This army marched into central Spain to join Mago, who was,
according to the usual plan, endeavouring to recruit Celtiberians,
Scipio detached Silanus with 10,000 foot and 500 horse, and he
succeeded in surprising the camp where Hanno was training the
native troops, but though he captured Hanno he could not prevent
Mago and the main army from getting away to join Fasdrubal
Gisgo near Gades. However, the operation was of considerable
importance in deciding the loyalty of the wavering tribes of central
Spain, and Scipio gave gencrous praise to his second-in-command
for the exploit.

Meanwhile? Scipio himself concentrating his forces near
Castulo and Baecula® marched down the Bactis and encamped
opposite Hasdrubal Gisgo and Mago near Ilipat. 'The Cartha-
ginians had collected all their own troops in the peninsula and
their Spanish levies for a decisive battle and may have numbered
50,000 infantry and 4500 cavalry, as Livy says®. Scipio’s army
was probably somewhat smaller, perhaps 40,000, of whom little
more than 2 §,000 were Roman troops. While the Romans were
building their usual fortified camp with ditch and palisade, Mago

1 Appian, Iber. 28 supplements Livy xxvir, 19; see C. Jullian, Hisz. de
la Gaule, 1, p. 51.

2 For the chronology see De Sanctis, op. cit. p. 496 n. 84. Livy places
the battle of Ilipa in 206 B.c. (xxvi, 16, 14), leaving the year 207 .c.
almost devoid of operations and crowding all the events of chapters 12-37
into 206 B.c. Ilipa is to be placed in 207 B.c.

3 Hence Livy (xxvum, 13) misunderstanding Polybius places the battle
‘ad Baeculam urbem.’

4 Probably identified 2s Alcala del Rio near Seville. Ed, Meyer, Kleine
Schriften, 11, pp. 406 sq., has shown that the Latin Silpia in Livy xxvurx, 12,
15 is Polybius’ ’I\{mas, a certain correction of the MSSY "HAlyyas,
Polybius x1, 20, 1.

5 Livy xxv, 12, possibly going back to Silenus through using Coclius.
Polybius x1, 20, 2 using an inferior source gives 74,000 as the total, pre-
sumably @d maiorem gloriam Scipionis. .
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made a cavalry attack upon the lines, but the foresight of Scipio
had stationed a body of cavalry in concealment on the flank, and
the attack was repulsed with considerable loss. For several days
the opposing armies were content to make a demonstration in
battle order in the evening when no engagement could follow.
Scipio deliberately drew up his own army with his Roman
legionaries in the centre opposite the African troops and elephants
of Hasdrubal, and his Spaniards on both wings. At last Scipio
ordered his troops to take their morning meal before sunrise and,
leading them into the plain as the sun rose, drew the army up in
a new battle order with the Spaniards in the centre and the legions
on either flank. Hasdrubal was surprised by the attacks of the
Roman cavalry and light-armed troops on his outposts and was
compelled hastily to throw his armyinto their usual battle formation
before they could breakfast. After the outpost action had con-
tinued for some time indecisively, Scipio advanced wheeling his
flanks outwards and well in frontof histhinned centre. The Roman
legionaries fell with overwhelming force upon the Spanish levies
of Hasdrubal’s wings and decided the battle almost before the
centres were engaged, for Hasdrubal made no attempt to cut
through the weak Roman centre which was held back!. Scipio,
at the risk of disaster, had successfully adapted Hannibal’s battle
tactics and won a striking victory, though, without a considerable
force of cavalry, he could only outflank and could not surround
and annihilate the Carthaginian army. The battle decided the fate
of the Carthaginian empire in Spain. The Spaniards in the Punic
army, after resisting stoutly despite their hunger and the heat,
now broke up in flight and dispersed. Hasdrubal and his African
troops attempted to make a stand at his camp, but then retreated,
closely pursued, to the sea. He himself and Mago escaped on
shipboard, but most of the army was cut off and surrendered. The
battle and the close pursuit alike exhibit the brilliance of Scipio’s
generalship.

After the battle Scipio sent his brother Lucius to capture an
important town, Orongis, probably in the mining regions of
Castulo, with orders to proceed thence to Rome to announce the
tidings of his victorious campaign. No Carthaginian army re-
mained in the field to dispute the Roman advance in Spain but
there were many towns with strong defences and desperate
defenders. The reduction of these strongholds was the task of the

1 Polybius’ account of the battle presents unsolved, perhaps insoluble,
difficulties, chief among them the apparent inaction of the Carthaginian
cavalry.
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final year’s campaign (206 8.c.). In the Segura valley Ilurgia and
Castax! were taken, the latter by treachery, the former after a
prolonged defence punished by a massacre; and farther west
Astapa surrendered, but only after the warriors had immolated
their wives and children and rushing out in a sortie had themselves
been killed to a man. An attempt was immediately made to get
into touch with Roman sympathizers inside the city of Gades and
a Roman fleet under Laelius sailed towards the straits to co-
operate. But while Mago was in command of thc garrison the
movement in the city had no success, and Laclius retired to Nova
Carthago. For there was serious news from the Roman Dbase,
North of the Ebro the two powerful chicftains Indibilis and
Mandonius were once more in revolt, Scipio was reported ill, and
a mutiny had broken out amongst the garrison troops stationed
on the Sucro. Scipio, recovering quickly from his indisposition,
removed the grievance by distributing arrears of pay, and by
astute management and the effect of his sudden appearance in the
Sucro camp, isolated the ringleaders and with exemplary severity
had them executed. A rapid campaign followed north of the Fbro
which ended, for the time being, in the defeat and surrender of
the recalcitrant tribes.

In the meantime the Carthaginians still held one pointof vantage
at Gades. Butit was clear that the siege of the town by the Romans
was imminent. Consequently, while Scipio was engaged north of
the Ebro, Mago, embarking his best troops on transports, sailed
through the straits to make a sudden landing and surprise attack
on Nova Carthago. It was the last Carthaginian attempt to avert
the inevitable in Spain. The attack, however, was easily repulsed
by the watchful garrison and on his return Mago was shut out
from Gades and sailed off to the Balearic islands, where the
capital of Minorca (IMahon) still bears his name. This was the end
of the Carthaginian domination in Spain. Gades surrendered to
the Romans the more readily because Mago had by an act of
treachery put to death their chief citizens when they went out to
treat with him. In return, the Romans when making their settle-
ment of Spain gave Gades the position of a free city. And Strabo
(111, 168) attests the great prosperity enjoyed by Gaditane
merchants in succeeding centuries. Meanwhile Masinissa, the

1 Appian, Iber. 32. Ilurgia = Ilorci, the scene of Cn. Scipio’s defeat (see
Meyer, op. cit. p. 444 n. 1), but the site is not certain. Sce also De Sanctis,
gp. cit. p. 501 n. 903 Brewitz, op. cit. p. 213 H. H. Scullard, Scipio Africanus
in the Second Punic War, p. 142 n. 2. Livy xxvix, 20, not knowing the
names, transforms them into the familiar Iliturgis and Castulo.
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Numidian whose genius was to mould the destines of North
Africa for the next sixty years, was given an opportunity to meet
Scipio. By his accession to the Roman side an ally was gained
of supreme importance for the final stage of the warl.

‘Thus by the autumn of 206 B.c. the conquest of Spain was
complete. In four years of campaigning Scipio had wrested from
Carthage her real military base for the war and had won for Rome
a region of immense potential wealth. For the remainder of the
war the transference from Carthage to Rome of the mineral
wealth of Spain was as decisive in the realm of financial resources
as the loss of Spanish tribal alliances was fatal to Carthaginian
armies. Polybius tells us that in his own day the mines of Nova
Carthago produced 1500 talents a year; and there was a tradition
about a mine called Baebelo started by Hannibal which produced
1350 talents yearly. The inadequacy of our evidence leaves the
military events of these four years veiled in partial obscurity. But
though it seems evident that the Carthaginian generalship was
much to blame in the loss of Spain, nothing can dim the grandeur
of Scipio’s achievement. After founding the first Roman colony
in Spain, Italica®, and leaving a garrison army under Marcius
and Silanus, he returned to Rome to stand for the consulship of
205 B.C.

III. THE METAURUS

In the previous chapter the narrative of the war in Italy has
been carried down to the recapture of Tarentum in 209 B.c.
Grave signs of disaffection or at least war-weariness had ap-
peared, when twelve Latin colonies refused their annual con-
tingents. In Etruria particularly there was serious unrest, and the
two legions which were stationed there were reinforced by a third.
The people clamoured for a more vigorous offensive in order to
end the war in Italy. Consequently, Marcellus was once more
elected consul for 208, since he at least was not content with sieges
and had dared to cross swords with Hannibal. His colleague was
T. Quinctius Crispinus, who had served under him at the siege of
Syracuse and had lately been commanding in Campania. Cris-
pinus marched south to assist in the siege of Locri which had been
recently undertaken; but he soon moved back into Apulia to join
Marcellus near Venusia, since Hannibal had encamped close by
and was offering battle. It may well be that with the double

1 ‘The diplomatic attempts to win over Syphax are narrated later {p. 99).
2 North-west of Seville, the modern Santiponce on the right bank ofthe.
Guadalquivir, Appian, Tber. 38. ’
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consular army of four legions Marcellus thought of risking a
battle, if by manceuvring he could gain an advantageous position.
But while both consuls were reconnoitring with a small force they
were cut off by the Carthaginians, Crispinus was severcly
wounded and Marcellus was killed. So ended in a skirmish a
soldier, whose vigour and bravery had played a large part in
leading the Roman resistance after Cannae. Not inappositely did
Posidonius name Marcellus ‘the sword’ of Rome beside ‘her
shield” Fabius. His conduct of the siege of Syracuse was masterly;
only when matched against Hannibal was his genius rebuked.
Indeed, the fact that the annalist historians attributed to him the
majority of their legendary victories against Hannibal in Italy
suggests that he stood far above the average level of Roman
commanders. A strong tradition affirms that Hannibal with the
magnanimity which recognized a courageous adversary buried his
body with full funeral honours. For the rest of the year the re-
newed fear of Hannibal’s invincible skill prevented any further
offensive. Other reverses, too, were suffered. The commander of
the garrison at Tarentum, Q. Claudius, was surprised ncar
Petelia when marching along the coast with a small army towards
Locri and suffered severe losses in a disorderly retreat. Finally,
after failing to take Salapia, Hannibal himsclf marched south,
and, surprising the Roman besiegers of Locri, drove them to their
ships and relieved the city. There scemed no hope or prospect of
defeating Hannibal and expelling him from Italy.

The war in Greece, despite the intervention of Attalus of
Pergamum with his fleet, had on the whole gone in favour
of Philip, but the Carthaginians had not been daring ¢nough to
risk their ships to help him, and, though the Actolians had cause
enough for anxiety, Rome had, for the moment, little to fear in
the East (pp. 126 sg¢.). From other quarters, however, came
better news. In a raid on Africa M. Valerius Laevinus with 100
quinqueremes met the Punic navy 83 strong and won a victory,
capturing 18 ships (summer 208)%. It was the most imi)ortant
naval engagement in the war, and it enabled the Romans later to
land in Africa unopposed at sea, and keep open their communica-
tions with Italy. In Spain the brilliant capture of Nova Carthago
was followed by the victory at Baecula, and once again the
Erospects of the conquest of Carthaginian Spain were promising.

ut suddenly a new danger threatened Italy. In the autumn

.1 Livy xxvm, 29, 7—8 (repeated as in 207 B.C., XXVIII, 4., 5=7). The
historicity of the battle is confirmed by the failure of the Carthaginians to
Qppose at sea Scipio’s crossing to Africa in 205 B.c. See De Sanctis, op. ¢i?.
P.'476 n. 52, pp. 642 sq.; Holleaux, Rome, La Grice, efc. p. 244 n. 2.
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news came from Massilia that Hasdrubal had left Spain with an
army which perhaps numbered 20,000 men and that he was
wintering in Gaul.

At Rome the winter of 208—7 B.c. must have been one of great
anxiety in anticipation of the invasion of another Carthaginian
army. At the elections experienced commanders were chosen as
consuls, C. Claudius Nero, who had commanded an army before
Capua and in Spain; and M. Livius Salinator, who, though for ten
years he had been out of favour, had commanded with Aemilius
Paullus in the brilliant Illyrian campaign of 219 B.c. (vol. vii,
Pp- 848 sg99.). His support by the Senate at this critical moment
was an act of wise policy, since his ability had been proved and
the campaigns of the coming year needed more adventurous
handling than either Fabius or Q. Fulvius Flaccus would be likely
to show. Once again the number of the legions was raised to
twenty-three: outside Italy there were four in Spain, two in
Sardinia and two in Sicily; in the south of Italy there was one
legion at Capua and two in garrison at Tarentum, two taken over
as a fleld-army by the new consul Claudius Nero and two by
Fulvius Flaccus to operate against Hannibal. Meanwhile, the
remaining eight legions were assigned to the defence of North
Italy against the invading army: besides two legiones urbanae at
Rome and two watching Etruria under Terentius Varro, the
praector L. Porcius Licinus advanced to Ariminum with two
legions, and Livius with his regular consular army took up
a position near Narnia, ready to march into Etruria or Picenum
according to the route which the invader took. The Roman plan
of defence was the same as in the spring of 217 B.c. but improved
by this linking army; and the total array of fifteen legions serving
in Italy represented the greatest exertions to meet the crisis of the
Italian campaign.

Hasdrubal crossed the Alps in the early spring, directly the
snows had melted, probably by the same pass which Hannibal
had taken eleven years before!. His march was attended with no
difficulties owing to the Carthaginian alliance with the Celtic
tribes on both sides of the Alps?. Arrived in the Po valley, he
proceeded to recruit Gauls for his army, perhaps raising his total
force by a third to 30,000%, and at the same time he made an

1 Livy xxvi, 39, 7; Appian, Hann. 52. But Varro (ap. Serv. den. x, 13)
denies this.

2 Polybius x1, 15 Livy xxv, 39, 6. .

8 Appian, Hann. 52 gives 56,0003 Livy xxviI, 49, 6 gives the same figure
as the number of killed at the Metaurus. The real number of Hasdrubal’s
army can only be deduced from his actions; see De Sanctis, op. czt. p. 571.
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unsuccessful attempt to capture Placentia. Then he pushed on
cautiously till he arrived near Fanum at the Apennine exit of the
Via Flaminia and brushed against the outposts of the combined
armies of the praetor Porcius, and the cons‘ul ]':,1v1us now en-
camped in front of Sena Gallica. Meanwhile, in South Italy
Hannibal moved late from his winter quarters 1n Bruttlurp since
he knew that Hasdrubal could not be in Italy before April. His
intention no doubt was to effect a junction with Hasdrubal in
Central Italy, keeping a watch all the time to prevent anattack on
his last remaining bases in Bruttium and especially Locri. Near
Grumentum he was lightly engaged with the combined armies of
Claudius Nero and Q. Fulvius Flaccus, and then, moving again
south to Venusia, he fought another small action in which the
Romans as usual claimed the victory. Indeed they were operating
with vigour and determination and constantly threatened to attack
Locri with a force from Tarentum. Consequently Hannibal did
not find it possible to move farther from his southern base than
Canusium, where he awaited news from Hasdrubal.

The news had overshot the mark. Four Gauls and two
Numidians had ridden in safety to the south of Italy, but then as
they turned north again on the track of Hannibal they fell into
the hands of Q. Claudius. The consul Nero was swiftly informed
that Hasdrubal proposed to cross the Apennines and meet his
brother in Umbria. Nero made an instant decision of great bold-
ness and strategic insight. The interception of the message gave
him ‘the opportunity to move while Hannibal waited still un-
certain. With 6000 picked infantry and 1000 cavalry he hastened
by forced marches up the Adriatic coast to join I.ivius and Porcius,
at the same time suggesting to the Senate that the legion at Capua
should be withdrawn for the garrison at Rome and the Jegiones
urbanae sent forward to Narnia. In this way large forces were
concentrated in the northern area, and after the arrival of Claudius
Nero the army at Sena Gallica numbered 40,000 men.

The position of the Roman army made it impossible for Has-
drubal to march down the coast to join Hannibal without fighting
a pitched engagement. Whether or not Hasdrubal was on the
point of making this decision, the sudden discovery from the
duplicated bugle-calls of the arrival of the second Roman consul
caused him to alter his plans. Avoiding battle against a force
so superior to his own, he attempted to slip away by the Via
Flaminia. It was a very hazardous move, due in part perhaps to
defective information about the natural difficulties of the route,
and his army fell into the trap prepared by the Roman strategy.
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As Hasdrubal moved up the Metaurus valley by night the Roman
army started in pursuit, crossing to the left bank where the road
lay. Next morning Hasdrubal was compelled, owing to the dis-
orderliness of his Gallic contingent and the attacks of the Roman
vanguard of cavalry, to arrest his march and prepare for battlel.
He chose a position where a steep ridge lying back from the river
protected his left, and here he placed the Gauls. He deliberately
massed African and Spanish troops into a close formation, hoping
to break through the Roman left wing. The battle hung in the
balance so long as the whole of the right wing of the Roman army
was out of action owing to the steep intervening hill. But Nero
succeeded in detaching part of these troops and leading them
behind the Roman centre to pass up the river bed on the left flank
and so take the Carthaginian phalanx in the rear. The elephants
very quickly got out of hand and becoming more dangerous to
the Carthaginians than to their adversaries were felled by the
mahout’s blow of mallet on chisel behind the ear. When
Hasdrubal saw his army surrounded he rode into the thick of
the battle and as Livy describes it ‘fell fighting—a death worthy
of Hamilcar’s son and Hannibal’s brother.’

It was the most decisive victory hitherto won by the Romans in
the war. When the news arrived at Rome the relief was accom-
panied by scenes of extravagant joy, and a three days’ thanksgiving
was decreed ‘because the consuls, M. Livius and C. Claudius,
had preserved their own armies in safety and destroyed the army
of the enemy and its commander.’ :

Hannibal learnt the news of the disaster when Nero marched
south to rejoin the rest of his own consular army. He retired to
Bruttium, his proud spirit for a time daunted by disappointment.
For the disaster had ended the last desperate hope of breaking
the Roman hold on Italy. Confidence in the qualities of the
Roman troops was restored, and the loyalty of Rome’s allies
henceforward was assured. Four legions were disbanded so
that in 206 B.c. the number was reduced to twenty. Even so
there were still thirteen legions in Italy, but the new consuls for
206 B.C., L. Veturius Philo and Q. Caecilius Metellus, did not
dare either to attack Hannibal in Bruttium or to lay siege to Locri
and Croton, so great was the fear which he still inspired. The
Romans were content to await the return of the victorious Scipio
from Spain to lead them to final victory, and that not against
Hannibal in Italy but against Carthage.

1 The evidence does not permit any reasonably certain identification of
the precise site of the battlefield. :
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IV. SCIPIO’S PREPARATIONS FOR THE INVASION OF
AFRICA

The return of the conqueror of Spain happened towards the
close of a year in which the war in South Italy had been pursued
with a notable lack of energy and success. No attempt had been
made to attack the remaining strongholds of Hannibal, Locri and
Croton. At the elections for 20§ the admiration and gratitude of
the people were shown in the unanimous support of Scipio for
the consulship, since he had held no office which entitled him to
celebrate a triumph for his victories. As his colleague P. Licinius
Crassus was chosen, who by reason of his office of Pontifex
Maximus could not leave Italy, so as to ensure for Scipio un-
hampered sole command. For he made public that he proposed,
notwithstanding the presence of Hannibal in Italy, to invade
Africa. His ambition and confidence had grown with his victories, |
and he had learnt the weakness of the Carthaginian armies and
imperial system. The enterprise itself was favoured by every
chance of success and could alone bring to Rome decisive and
complete victory. Furthermore, it was a revers@o.n to the strategy
with which Rome had begun the war. The spirits of the people,
long mesmerized by the genius of Hannibal, soared in the hopes
inspired by this new leader. Yet in the Senate it is clear that there
was strenuous opposition to Scipio’s policy on the part of Q.
Fabius and Q. Fulvius Flaccus, though the tradition which Livy
followed has probably exaggerated it in order to glorify Scipio.
‘Let there be peace in Italy before there is war in Africa.” But
Scipio saw clearly how difficult it might be to persuade the
Romans, weary of the unending war, to launch an attack on
Africa once Hannibal had been expelled from Italy. In his
speeches he took care to rouse a passionate desire for revenge, a
desire to inflict upon the citizens of Carthage in Africa a portion
of what Italy had suffered from the army of Hannibal.

The result was that the opposition was so far overcome that
Scipio was allotted the province of Sicily with leave to cross over
to Africa if he saw fit. But he was given no more than the
command of the two legions in Sicily and had to augment his
armament by volunteers. The Sicilian legions of the survivors of
Cannae had already been brought up to full strength by drafts
from Marcellus’ veteran army. Eager to wipe out their disgrace
and inured to long years of iron discipline in Sicily, they were
ideal troops to form the backbone of the army of invasion. The
cities of Etruria and Umbria were foremost in providing timber
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and equipment for a fleet of thirty ships to be built, and in forging
weapons and accoutrements for the 7000 volunteers who enlisted.
Scipio crossed to Sicily to train his new army in the tactics which
he had devised in Spain.

During the summer of 2035 B.c. Scipio suddenly saw a chance
of recovering Locri. A plot had been secretly hatched between
exiled Locrian nobles at Rhegium and some Locrian artisans who
had been made prisoners by the Romans and had then returned
to their city under ransom. One of the two rocky citadels of the
town was to be betrayed and Scipio promised to send a force to
assist, although it was beyond the limits of his sphere of command
in Sicily. The plan was completely successful, and the town now
lay between two citadels, one held by the Romans and the other
by the Carthaginians. On hearing the news Hannibal moved to
the town hoping to catch the Romans off their guard. But instead
he found the population hostile and encountered determined re-
sistance from a considerable force which Scipio had just landed
from his fleet. The chance of surprise was gone, and the danger of
being taken in the rear by the four legions of the Roman army
in Bruttium under Metellus and Crassus remained. Unwillingly
Hannibal was forced to abandon the town and the Carthaginian
citadel quickly surrendered. It was a final indication of the
desperate weakness of his position in Italy.

Until the Senate should decide upon the fate of Locri Scipio
left as governor the propraetor Q. Pleminius, who had com-
manded the attack. Scipio was in urgent need of money for his
African war-chest and may very well have instigated his lieutenant
to fleece these renegade Greeks, for whom he can have felt no
pity. He certainly upheld Pleminius in a quarrel which broke
out over the partition of booty and condoned the plundering of
the treasure of the temple of Persephone, which Hannibal himself
had spared. But the oppression of Pleminius was carried to such
lengths that a Locrian embassy of suppliants went to Rome. The
superstitions of the populace were excited by the story of the
desecration of the temple, and Fabius gladly saw an opportunity
for attacking Scipio in the Senate. After a heated discussion a
commission was appointed of ten senators headed by a praetor
with an aedile and two tribunes to investigate the whole matter.
The commission made the expiatory sacrifices due to the goddess
and condemned Pleminius, but wisely contented themselves with
accompanying Scipio in a review of his army. Such seems to
be the bare outline of these strange events, but it is extremely
improbable that, as our evidence suggests, the Romans took this

C.A.H, VIII 7
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drastic action from an outraged sense of justice. The utmost
severity to revolted allies was such a _r}ormal !:hmg with the
Romans that one can only guess that political fact1pn was thf: real
cause for which Pleminius seems to have been sacrificed. Scipio’s
own position, however, remained unassailable by such methods.

In Spain L. Cornelius Lentulus and L. Manlius Acidinus with
proconsular power commanded an army of occupation reduced
to two legions. They were faced in the summer of 205 B.c. by a
renewed rebellion of the tribes north of the Ebro, incompletely
" subdued the year before owing to Scipio’s haste to return to
Rome. The rebellion was completely crushed, and Mandonius
was put to death. In the same summer Hannibal’s brother Mago
made a bold descent on Liguria from the Balearic isles with a fleet
of thirty warships and an army of 14,000 men. He captured
Genoa by surprise and opened communication with the tribes of
the Po valley. It was a desperate attempt to prolong the war in
Italy and to divert the Romans from the invasion of Africa. The
Romans were content, however, with measures for the defence
of central Italy. M. Valerius Laevinus commanded two legions
at Arretium and M. Livius Salinator added his two legions to
two others under a praetor at Ariminum. Meanwhile Mago was
reinforced from Carthage by twenty-five ships, 6000 infantry and
800 cavalry and seven elephants and money. But even with this
addition to his forces he did not feel strong enough for the next
two years to invade Italy, for he was unable to gain any consider-
able accession of troops from the Gauls, who had not forgotten the
terrible losses they had suffered at the Metaurus. Thus the ex-
pedition failed to have any effect upon the Roman plans for the
invasion of Africa. Equally ineffective was the Carthaginian
attempt to send supplies and money to Hannibal in Bruttium
whence the smallness of his forces prevented him from moving.
For the fleet of one hundred transports was caught in a storm and
driven off Sardinia where the Roman praetor Cn. Octavius had no
difficulty in capturing sixty and sinking twenty (summer 205)%.
Finally, as is described elsewhere (pp. 132 s¢q.), operations in
Greece, which the Romans since the winter of 208—47 had found
it convenient to neglect, ended in the Peace of Phoenice2, which
at the price of concessions to Macedon freed Rome from this
pre-occupation. By timidity at sea Carthage had forfeited what-
ever chance she had of keeping Philip in the field, and now with
no allies outside Africa except a few Gauls she had herself to
face a Roman invasion.

1 Livy xxvi, 46, 14; Appian, Hann, 54. 2 Autumn 2035.
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V. THE INVASION OF AFRICA

By the end of 204 B.c. preparations for the invasion were com-
plete. Laelius had been sent in the summer with a fleet to prepare
the way by diplomacy. His report of the tribes of north Africa
gave considerable hopes for the coming expedition. The only
unfavourable information concerned Syphax, who ruled over a
large kingdom of the Masaesyli in Numidia between the Ampsaga
and the Muluchat rivers with his capitals at Cirta and Siga. His
rising against Carthage in the year after the battle of Cannae
had greatly assisted the advance of the Scipios in Spain (p. 70).
Tradition, indeed, affirms that a Roman centurion Statorius was
sent over from Spain to introduce Roman military discipline into
his army. Although defeated by Hasdrubal Gisgo and driven
from his kingdom, he had contrived to return with the help of
the Mauri, so that in 212 B.c. the Carthaginians were compelled
once again to recognize his sovereignty. In the following years
Carthaginian and Roman diplomacy competed for his alliance;
in fact a story of doubtful value stages a meeting between Has-
drubal and Scipio at his court!. The issue was decided by his mar-
riage with Hasdrubal’s beautiful daughter Sophonisba, and, when
Laelius sent envoys to him in 205 B.C., he declared his intention
of opposing the Romans in Africa with all his forces. But Syphax
was not the only prince to be reckoned with. Between his borders
and the domains of Carthage lay a smaller kingdom of the Massyli,
who were perpetually at war with the Masaesyli. This had been
weakened by dynastic factions following upon the death of its
king Gaias, until at last his younger son, Masinissa, leaving Spain
in 206 B.c., had obtained help from Mauretania, defeated the
rival faction, and won for himself his father’s throne. His reign
was short indeed, since in the following year Laelius found him
once more on his travels. Yet Masinissa even in exile was a very
valuable ally for the Romans. His ancestral kingdom might easily
be regained and would then be a sharp thorn in the side of Car-
thage. His tribesmen would provide the cavalry which hitherto
all the Roman armies had lacked. Lastly, the young prince was
a fine leader, who had gained experience in Spain, and was ideally
fitted for the delicate task of winning the African tribes from their
allegiance to Carthage. Laelius showed his proverbial wisdom by
making a firm alliance which was destined to have results ex-
tending far beyond its immediate scope and aim.

1 Polybius x1, 24 a, 43 Livy xxvirr, 17—-18; Appian, lber. 29.
7~2
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In the spring of 204 B.c. Scipio set sail from Lilybacum with
a squadron of forty quinqueremes to cover the transports which
carried his army, probably amounting to about 25,000 men.
The Carthaginian naval strength had sunk so low since their
defeat in 208 B.c. that there was little danger pf any llxnfiranpc to
the Roman invasion or to the army’s communications with Sicily.
A landing was effected at Cape Farina near Utica, which was the
first objective of attack?!, and it was easy for Masm.lssa with a band
of cavalry to join the Romans. Scipio advanced his camp close to
the town on the hills to the south. Meanwhile, Syphax was
marching with a large Numidian army to join forces with Hasdru-
bal Gisgo near Carthage. However, an advance-guard of cavalry
under Hasdrubal’s son Hanno ventured near the Roman army
and was cleverly lured by Masinissa into an ambush and de-
stroyed?. After this initial success Scipio at once pressed on the
siege of Utica by land and sea. But the city withstood thc Roman
assaults until the approach of Hasdrubal and Syphax compelled
Scipio to give up the siege and retreat to a rocky peninsula
jutting out into the sea some two miles east of the city, where he
formed a fortified ‘Castra Cornelia’ for the winter.

So ended the first campaign in Africa. Apart from the success-
ful landing it could hardly seem otherwise than a failure. The
position of an army on this sea-girt tongue of land was precarious
enough, dependent as it was upon provisions brought from over-
seas and unable to move a step inland without confronting the
powerful forces of Hasdrubal and Syphax encamped six miles
away. It was perhaps fortunate that by sending to Rome the
booty captured in the cavalry engagement, accompanied by ex-
aggerated accounts of the success, Scipio was able to disguise
from the Senate the desperate state of affairs. Nor did his
enemies fully realize his plight. During the winter Syphax took
upon himself the réle of mediator and brought an oftfcr of peace
terms of which no doubt Hasdrubal had approved. They were
that after the evacuation of Italy by Hannibal and Africa by
Scipio both powers should agree to a treaty on the szarus quo. 'To
Scipio the offer was welcome not as a road to peace without
victory but as a screen for treachery. He deliberately prolonged
the negotiations, gaining accurate and detailed information as to
the dispositions of the enemy camps through the constant inter-
change of envoys whose function was more truly that of spies.

t Livy’s rhetorical narrative (xx1x, 25—7, probably from Coclius) of
calms and fogs and good and bad omens is full of obvious falsifications.
Sc;plo must from the first have intended to land as near Utica as possible.

"The engagement in Livy xxrx, 29, 1 is a doublet of that in xxI%, 34.
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Officers of experience were sent to accompany them, disguised as
slaves, so that those in command of the units of the Roman army
became thoroughly familiar with the lie of the ground. And this
knowledge the Roman commander did not propose to waste.

At length the spring of 203 B.c. opened and Scipio prepared
his siege-engines and launched his ships as though to force a
quicker agreement by threatening to renew his assault on Utica.
A force was sent to occupy the hills on the east of the town from
which he had attacked in the previous year, while, at the same time,
he encouraged the enemy’s false security by suggesting that his
consilium was on the point of agreeing to the conditions. Finally,
according to Polybius (x1v, 2, 11), to absolve himself from the
charge of treachery, he sent word that his consilium would not
accept the peace though he himself favoured it. When the
message reached the enemy orders had already been given for a
night attack. Laelius and Masinissa with half the army were sent
to fire the camp of Syphax, whose soldiers’ hutments were built
of thatched reed and osiers without the use of earth or solid
timber, while Scipio himself stood ready to attack the Cartha-
ginians. The plan succeeded completely. Those who escaped from
the conflagration were cut down by IMasinissa’s Numidians;
Syphax himself barely escaped from the destruction of his army.
Heavy losses were also inflicted upon the Carthaginian army 1n
the panic retreat, and Hasdrubal, after attempting to stand his
ground at the town of Anda, was forced to retreat farther, leaving
Scipio undisputed master of the country round Utica. It was a
great disaster for Carthage which, perhaps, did more than any-
thing else to decide the last stage of the war. Indeed Scipio’s
admirers, incurious of Romana fides in their allegations against
Punica fides, regarded this victory as his most brilliant exploit.

Not wholly daunted, the Carthaginians took energetic measures
to form a new army to save Utica, which Scipio proceeded to
besiege. Four thousand brave and well-armed Celtiberian mer-
cenaries had landed in Africa and marched direct to join Hasdrubal
and Syphax who were busy reorganizing their shaken forces in
the Great Plains on the Bagradas river seventy-five miles south of
Utica. Scipio realized that he must strike before the effect of their
defeat wore off and before Syphax could be reinforced. Taking
perhaps one legion in light marching order and all his cavalry,
he made a forced march of four days and offered battle. Trusting
to the Spaniards and perhaps fearing the moral effect of further
retreat, Hasdrubal stood his ground. The Carthaginians faced
Laelius and the Italian cavalry, Syphax faced Masinissa, and the
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Celtiberian mercenaries were opposed to the Roman legionaries of
the centre. The battle was won, for the first time in Roman history,
by a victorious charge of cayalry on both wings. It was ;nz:td,e
more decisive by tactics which r.ev§al ’ghe_ maturity of Scipio’s
skill. Having a numerical superiority in 1nfan.tr}f, he held ‘thﬁa
Spaniards in play with his Aastaii, Wh1l§: the principes and wriarii
were deployed outwards and, as at Ilipa, 'fcll on the expos.cd
flanks of the enemy’s footl. The vahm:xt.Spamfxrds fought and died
where they stood. Laelius and Masinissa with all the cavalry of
the Roman army and some infantry were sent to pursuc Syphax
and to reconquer Masinissa’s ancestral domzuqs, where the Massyli
hastened to acclaim him as their ruler. Finally, Syphax was
brought to battle on the borders of his kingdom and taken
prisoner. The victorious army was able to push on and occupy
his eastern capital Cirta. Thus in a single campaign Numidia
with its immense resources had been lost to Carthage, and for-
midable accessions to the strength of the Roman army would be
drawn in the future from the kingdom of Masinissa.

The situation of Carthage was indeed desperate. For Scipio
had marched unopposed to within fifteen miles of Carthage and
captured Tunes. Men hurried to repair the walls of the capital
as if the siege were about to begin. At the same time it was
decided to recall Hannibal from Italy, and to consider the offer
of fresh proposals for peace. However, in thc midst of these
resolutions of despair one enterprise stands out. A surprise attack
was planned by the small Carthaginian fleet upon Scipio’s ships
which were still engaged in the siege of Utica. But his vigilance
detected the fleet leaving the harbour of Carthage and by a forced
march he arrived before Utica in time to form a barricade of
transports to protect his own warships, which, burdened with the
heavy siege-engines, were quite unprepared to fight at sca. These
defences saved the fleet from the loss of more than a few trans-
ports, so that the Carthaginian ships returned without having
broken through the blockade of the town.

In Italy, too, Carthage could record no successes in the cam-
paigns of 204 B.c. and 203 B.c. When in the latter year Mago
finally crossed the Apennines from Liguria and invaded the Po
valley, the Roman armies abandoned their cautious defence and
marched to meet him. No fewer than seven legions were in the
field against him. He had been compelled for greater security to
move his base to Savona, and the Romans had thrown one legion
into Genoa under Sp. Lucretius. Once he had passed the
Apennines, two legions under C. Servilius also crossed from

1 Scullard, op. cit. p. 212.
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Etruria and prevented the Boii from joining him. Meanwhile,
the main army of four legions under M. Cornelius Cethegus and
P. Quintilius Varus advanced from Ariminum. Mago could not
avoid battle even if he would, but his army which may have
numbered 30,000 men contained a formidable nucleus of African
and Spanish veteran troops. In the engagement which followed
the Roman legionaries worsted his infantry, but the elephants and
cavalry routed the Roman wings, so that the whole Carthaginian
army was able to retreat in good order to the Ligurian coast.
Here Mago found orders to return to Africa and on the voyage
he died of a wound which he had received in the battle. So ended
the last threat of invasion from the north, which had succeeded
only in so far as large Roman forces, which might have been
sent to Africa, were kept busy in North Italy for two years.
Against Hannibal himself in the course of these years four
legions under the consul P. Sempronius Tuditanus and P. Licinius
Crassus recovered Pandosia, Consentia and other small towns in
Bruttium. Our record contains the notice of a success in a
skirmish with Hannibal near Croton, for which a temple was
dedicated in 194 B.c. to Fortuna Primigenia. But it is clear that
neither army wished to fight a pitched battle. Since Metaurus
Hannibal with dwindling forces had been at bay in South Italy,
outnumbered three to one and forced to lose gradually the towns
whose inhabitants were alienated from him, as they found neither
profit nor safety in the Carthaginian alliance. He must long since
have despaired of breaking the Roman power in Italy. Before the
loss of Spain, he had still hoped to force Rome to peace through
the exhaustion of her efforts. But for the last two years he had
maintained a stubborn defence in the heel of Italy, only in the
hope of preventing the Romans from sending large forces to
Africa and to give his home government an asset in bargaining
for peace. Now, at the end of 203 B.cC., he received a message of
recall to defend Carthage reduced to desperate straits by a small
Roman army through the incompetence of her generals. In
bitter disappointment at the failure of his magnificent enterprise
he had set up a memorial of what he had achieved. The bilingual
inscription written in Phoenician and Greek letters on an altar
near the temple of Juno on the promontory of Lacinium recorded
in detail how he had led an army from Nova Carthago across the
Pyrenees and the Alps to Italy. The monumentsurvived the malice
of Rome to be read by Polybius: but no monument was needed
beyond the simple fact that for fifteen years he had maintained
himself in the enemy’s country, unbeaten, at the head of his
troops—Africans, Spaniards, Gauls—whose loyalty never wavered.
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In the autumn of 203 B.c. the Carthaginians had made a fresh
attempt to conclude peace. The peace party of merc}}ant§ had
obtained the upper hand, and an armistice was made w_1th Scipio
at the price of a donative to his troops. The fo}lqwmg terms
offered by Scipio were accepted by the Carthaginian Senatel.
Carthage was to retain her status as an independent power in
Africa, keeping intact her own territory. But she was to recognize
Masinissa as king of the Massyli, and he would be left free to
extend his kingdom westward into. Numidia. On the south-east,
while keeping her ancient colonies as far as Leptis Magna,
Carthage was to respect the autonomy of the native tribes of
Libya and Cyrenaica. She was to renounce all interference in
Italy, Gaul and Spain, pay a war indemnity of 5000 talents and
surrender all her ships except twenty. The terms were severe,
for Carthage would cease to be a great power and she had no
security from the growing power of Masinissa. A Carthaginian
embassy sailed to Rome where the Senate and the people ratified
the peace?. _

Hannibal transported his army to Africa while the peace terms
were being ratified at Rome, and, landing at Leptis, marched to
Hadrumetum. The army may have numbered 1 5,000 men, but
he no longer had any cavalry and the corps of veterans probably
did not amount to more than 8oco after fifteen years of war in
Italy3. But the loyalty of long service made it of far greater worth
than numbers alone can express; and a general who had never
suffered defeat was not likely to accept tamely such degrading
conditions for Carthage. Then, when Mago’s army from Italy
also arrived in Africa, there was a revulsion of feeling at Carthage;
the peace party was overthrown, and it was clear that a final
struggle must decide the future of Carthage. The actual breaking
of the armistice followed from a chance event. A convoy of 200
Roman ships sailing with provisions from Sicily was driven by a
storm into the Gulf of Tunes. The people of Carthage, no doubt
already suffering considerable privations due to the presence of
the Roman army in Africa, fell upon the ships and appropriated
their cargoes. Envoys sent by Scipio to demand redress were re-
buffed, and their ship was treacherously attacked on its return
journey. And so the war broke out anew.

1 Livy xxx, 16; Appian, Lib. 32; Polybius xv, 8, 7.

2 This is clear from Polybius xv, 4, 8 and 8, 9. ]Zivy’s account of the
rejection of the embassy (xxx, 21—3) must be annalistic invention. See
De Sanctis, ap. cit. p. 544 n. 154.

8 See the computation of Groag, sp. cit. p. 100 n. 3.
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VI. ZAMA?

Masinissa was meanwhile engaged upon a campaign against
Vermina the son of Syphax, conquering the most westerly regions
of Numidia, where it borders on Mauretania. Scipio sent urgent
messages to him in the spring of 202 B.c. to recall him for the
coming campaign against Hannibal. Then he marched up the
valley of the Bagradas river ravaging the countryside. Hannibal
seems to have waited at Hadrumetum through the early summer
hoping for cavalry reinforcements, above all the Numidian horse-
men of Vermina. At last another Numidian prince Tychaeus did
join him with 2000 cavalry. In the early autumn, when the heat
of the African summer had abated, Hannibal suddenly broke
camp and moved to Zama, five days’ march from Carthage be-
tween Scipio and the coast. He was too late to prevent Scipio’s
junction with Masinissa and his long-awaited Numidian cavalry.
For Scipio moved farther inland to Naraggara and there joined
Masinissa, who brought 4oo0o0 Numidian cavalry and 6000
infantry. Hannibal followed, and the two armies at last faced
each other in the battle which was to decide the war.

Each army numbered about 40,000 men, but Hannibal for
the first time was greatly inferior in cavalry. His dispositions
aimed at the converse of Cannae: for he must win in the centre
if at all. First stood the elephants, more than eighty in number,
then the front line formed of the experienced mercenaries of
Mago’s army, troops recruited from Mauretania, Liguria, Gaul
and the Balearic isles, with a nucleus of Libyans. The weak
Carthaginian citizen troops and Africans, upon whom he could
place no reliance, were stationed behind them, and some distance
in the rear he held his own veteran army in reserve. This reserve
he intended to keep disengaged in the opening stages of the
battle ready either to oppose a break-through or to repulse any
enveloping of his wings. Scipio disposed-the maniples of his
legions in three lines, but the third line, the #zriarii, were held back
without being deployed as in the battle of the Great Plains, ready
to be thrown in on the flanks. At the same time a more open order
was adopted for the Aastati and principes, the maniples of the second
line being placed behind those of the first and not in échelon, the
spaces between being loosely occupied by the welizes. Thus when
the battle started there were lanes through the Roman lines to
lessen the damage done by the charge of elephants. Laelius was
on the left wing with the Italian cavalry and Masinissa on the
right, opposing the Carthaginians and their Numidian cavalry.

1 Zama, though less accurate than Naraggara, is kept as more familiar.
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In the beginning of the battle the clephants rapidly became
unmanageable; a few charged through the Roman lines, but most
were driven off to the flanks and some of them fell back upon their
own wings, frightening the horses and making the task of Laelius
and Masinissa all the easier. The Carthaginian and allied cavalry
were swept from the field. The struggle of the infantry was
more evenly balanced, until, as the mercenaries began to give
ground before the legionaries, the sccond line broke in panic and
could not be forced to fight even when the veterans in their rear
killed those who tried to fly. The mercenaries believing themselves
deserted at last scattered in flight. Scipio’s victorious legionaries
were suddenly confronted by Hannibal’s veteran army in perfect
order. With the instinct of sound generalship Scipio, assisted by
the fine discipline of the Roman army, halted and re-formed his
legions. This act frustrated the last hope of Hannibal that the
charge of his reserve might catch the Roman army in disorder and
turn defeat into victory. He was soon surrounded by the cavalry
of Masinissa and Laelius, and, though he himsclf cscaped to
Hadrumetum, his army was entirely destroyed. In the final battle
of the war Hannibal had met a general who, if not his equal in
tactical skill, yet by experience and cool judgment used his
superior resources so wisely that the issue of the battle was never
in doubt. Polybius is moved to admiration of the skill of }Hannibal
in his last battle and concludes that everything which a great
general could do he did. It was the end of a struggle in which the
greater strength and resources of Rome had at length prevailed.
But the duration and equality of the contest had been duc to the
genius of Hannibal.

To antiquity Hannibal ranked above Scipio Africanus as a
general, and there is no reason to reverse a verdict formed after
the claims of the Roman had received full weightl. "I'he tactical
skill of Scipio was in the main derived from the study of Hanni-
bal’s tactical triumphs. It is true that Africanus towers above the
Roman generals of the day—in boldness surpassing Fabius, in
subtlety surpassing Marcellus. His diplomatic address and free-
dom from the trammcls of Roman military tradition deserve the
praise of Polybius, who added to the picture features which belong
rather to a Hellenistic statecraft than to the nature of a Roman
aristocrat. A generous magnanimity did not preclude occasional
barbarity or the treachery which made possible his first victory
over Syphax and Hasdrubal. Even if he pressed through his pro-

1 . . . s
! The one exception is Lucian, Dialogus Mortuorum 12, with its casy
criterion of success.
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jects of invading Africa in despite of a powerful section of the
Senate, he had behind him the overmastering material forces of
Rome. His figure is lit up by the dawn of Rome’s imperial great-
ness, but yet more brilliant is the figure of his opponent which
by the fire of genius lit the darkness that was settling upon
Carthage.

As a general Hannibal raised to a higher power the tactical
conceptions of Alexander. He was deeply versed in the history of
Hellenistic warfare and had a Hellenistic appreciation of the value
of cavalry. To this he added the power of coordinating the action
of infantry,and alove of ambushes which well suited an African who
had fought in Spain. At Cannae he took the extremest risk to make
possible the most decisive victory: at Zama he all but succeeded
in thwarting a general who could add the tactics of Cannae to
superiority both in foot and horse. Not less notable than his
tactical virtuosity was the patient resource with which he delayed
for so long the attrition of his army in Italy. Indeed, the great
qualities of Hannibal as a consummate strategist and tactician,
gifted with a power of leadership which held firm the loyalty of
a mercenary army through the years in which victory was dimmed
into defeat, are not disputed, and are little diminished by the
degree of truth which may attach to the charges of avarice and
cruelty which were levelled at him by the Roman tradition. Had
perfidy, cruelty and avarice governed his nature, he could not
have achieved what he did. That he hated Rome may well be true:
what is certain is that his hatred did not rise above his throat.
For neither can it be said that he dragged Carthage into a hopeless
struggle from study of revenge nor that he was deluded by
fantastic hopes. If we are right in crediting him with the wider
sweep of policy which followed Cannae, he cannot be denied the
title of a statesman, and the years in which he served Carthage
after Zama show him to be more than a great general only.
Yet it may be doubted whether a Carthaginian victory which
forced Rome back on herself could have been lasting, and still
more whether even Hannibal desired or could have brought about
the union of the chief power of the West with the Hellenistic
world in which lay, as by destiny, the future of Mediterranean
civilization. In the fictitious interview with Scipio at Ephesus
he is made to give the answer that had he overcome at Zama
he would have surpassed Alexander, Pyrrhus and all the com-
manders of the world. The dexterous subtlety reveals only half a
truth: what we cannot say is whether he possessed the greatness
which would have made him the equal of Alexander as well as
the superior of Pyrrhus.
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VII. PEACE: THE EFFECTS OF THE WAR ON ROME

After sacking the Carthaginian camp, Scipio marched down to
the coast. He found that a new fleet of fifty ships had arrived under
P. Cornelius Lentulus with a convoy of provisions. Without
delay he ordered the fleet and legions to move to the investment
of Carthage. But the Carthaginians were not willing to stand a
siege, and Hannibal used all his influence to persuade them to
accept the best terms they could obtain. Nothing could be gained
by prolonging the war in Africa, since no fresh troops could be
raised from the African tribes. News had come that his last ally,
Vermina, arriving too late for the battle, had been overwhelmed
by Scipio. His hopes were possibly already centred upon the
great Hellenistic kingdoms of Syria and Macedon and he saw
the prospect of a conflict between Rome and the powers of the
eastern Mediterranean. Consequently he voted for the acceptance
of any terms, however severe, which would not involve the
destruction of Carthage itself.

An armistice was made for three months, while negotiations
were pursued on condition that Carthage paid in full at once the
value of the damage done to the shipwrecked convoy in the
previous winter, and in addition supplied the whole of the
Roman army with provisions and probably double pay for the
three months. The conditions finally concluded left Carthage in
possession of her own territory in Africa. But the Libyan tribes
of her protectorate beyond the ¢Phoenician Bounds’ on the
south-east were to become independent in alliance with Rome.
On the west she was to restore to Masinissa ‘all the cities and
territory which he or his ancestors had possessed.” All her
elephants and the whole of the fleet except ten ships were to be
surrendered. A hundred hostages chosen by the Romans were
to be sent to Rome and an indemnity of 10,000 talents paid
in fifty years. Finally, she was to be a clicnt state of Rome
promising to wage no war outside Africa and only within Africa
by the consent of Rome. Herein lay the chief burden added
to the terms which Rome was willing to accept before Zama.
"The peace put an end to the career of Carthage as one of the
great powers of the Mediterranean. But worse still, the terms
gave her no security for the future against the aggression of her
neighbours (see below, p. 473).

‘The war was won. The struggle for supremacy in the Mediter-
ranean was over, and no rival would henceforward contest on
equal terms the victorious progress of Rome to world-wide
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dominion. Scipio, now Africanus, was the hero of the hour and
the Cornelii for nearly two decades were to hold a preponderating
influence at Rome. He had dealt the coup de grice, but it was not
he that had made victory possible. The conquest of Spain and the
successful conclusion of the war in Africa were military feats
which Romans would have appreciated at their true value. But
Sicily had been recovered and Hannibal checkmated in Italy by
the wise direction of the Senate and the tenacity of the Roman
people. While the colossal genius of Hannibal seemed almost to
personify Carthage in the war and certainly accounted both for
the equality and the duration of the struggle, on the Roman side
victory had been achieved by the stubborn resistance of Romans
and Central Italians fighting shoulder to shoulder with unshaken
trust in themselves, in each other and in their political system.
And so though Scipio emerged from the war with great glory, an
omnipotent Senate held and continued to hold the reins of
government.

The temper of the Roman people has been felt in the narrative
of the successive stages of the war as an undercurrent of vital
force. Polybius pauses after Cannae to note with the natural
wonder and admiration of a Greek that the Romans were more
dangerous in defeat than in victory, and to Livy the Second Punic
War marked the moment when Roman virzus reached its peak
before the long decline began. It is indeed a spectacle full of
grandeur—the triumph of the Roman character in this supreme
ordeal, and inevitably the mind turns to contrast with it the tragic
picture drawn by Thucydides of the progressive demoralization
of the Athenian character in the stress of war and of the utter
failure of the Athenian democracy to direct the war which it had
provoked. Many considerations may weaken the force of the
comparison and invalidate conclusions based upon it, yet one in-
disputable and decisive superiority the Romans had in the
soundness of their constitution for the direction of the wars which
imperialism invites. It remains, therefore, to investigate how the
Roman constitution was moulded in the war to suit the exigencies
of the situation.

In 287 B.c. the Lex Hortensia had asserted, in theory at least,
the sovereignty of the people so strongly that the possibility of
the development of the Roman constitution into a modified form
of democracy cannot have seemed very remote. Progress in this
direction was for a time arrested by the war against Pyrrhus and
the First Punic War, since wars need instantaneous decisions,
which a popular assembly is particularly unfitted to make, and
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in the Senate composed of ex-magistrates with military experience
an ideal body was ready at hand to take control. Butin the period
between the two Punic Wars Flaminius, a popular leader of great
political ability, had so ably champiorfe_d the cause of the pcople
against the Senate and the great families, that in 232 B.c. a re-
distribution of the Ager Picex}qs had been mad’e viritim to the
poorer citizens in direct opposition to the Senatc’s will and some
fourteen years later the Lex Claudia forbade senators to engage in
maritime commerce. The carrying through of these measures
re-affirmed the unfettered sovereignty of the people in legisla-
tion.

In the first three years of the Second Punic War the popular
movement provided strong opposition to the direction of the war
by the Senate and after the failures at Ticinus and Trebia secured
the election of Flaminius to the consulship of 217 n.c. although
his military record in the Gallic War had been none too good. In
the same year in which Fabius was made dictator his magister
equitum, whose appointment according to precedent had been in
the hands of the dictator himself, was elected by popular vote.
The election of Minucius Rufus, like an cphor to watch the
Spartan king, stultified the whole conception of the absolute
powers of temporary dictatorship in a crisis. The co-dictatorship
which followed as a logical result sealed by its absurdity the fate
of this magistracy. The last dictator cum imperio belongs to the
months after Cannae. The office continued to be used in the war
sine imperio for special work of a censorial character, but after
202 B.C. the magistracy ceased to exist even in this shadowy
form. An office of such unlimited powers, which had only been
tolerated in times of great danger, had become so repugnant to
the Roman spirit that other methods were found to respond to the
cry for efficiency (see below, p. 360). However, the popular
movement did not end with the co-dictatorship. In the election
of the consuls for 216 B.c. the people pushed forward Terentius
Varro the son of a butcher—/oco non humili solum sed etiam sordido
ortum. But the disaster which followed shattered the people’s
faith in novi homines, and for the rest of the war the popular will
expressed at elections is no longer a criticism but a steady support
of the Senate, intervening only to elevate the young Scipio to
command. In the 100 years from 233 B.c. to 133 B.C. out of 200
consulships (omitting supplementary elections) 159 were held by
twenty-six noble families and one half by ten families. Thus the
Roman constitution became an oligarchy based on popular
election and on the immense prestige which the Senate won in
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the Second Punic War. The sovereignty of the Roman people
both as an electorate and in legislation became in practice sub-
ordinated to the will of the Senate.

But most of all war magnifies the executive power. The meet-
ings of popular assemblies were too infrequent and clumsy for
the passing of urgent war measures. It was the Senate which had
directed the diplomacy of Rome to a point at which the decision
of the people to go to war became almost the recognition of a
Sait accompli. In the war the continuity of the Senate as a supreme
war council removed the need for legislation by the popular
assembly. Apart from the Lex Claudia, we only hear of three new
laws: the Lex Minucia of 216 B.c., a financial measure, the Lex
Oppia of 215 B.C., a sumptuary enactment, and the Lex Cincia of
204 B.C., a judicial statute forbidding patrons to receive presents
from their clients. In military matters armies were decreed,
supplies were granted, and commanders allocated to their duties
and spheres of action by the Senate. Police regulations such as the
restriction of public mourning after Cannae and the delicate but
firm treatment of the Roman allies in Italy were left to the pazres.
The senatus consultum became a war ordinance which needed no
further ratification.

Important changes also occurred in the powers of the executive
magistracies. The censorship and the tribunate, impressive or
effective offices in a time of peace, suffered eclipse during the war.
The praetors were often taken from legal business to command
armies. But five praetors (since 227 B.c.) and two consuls were
not enough to fill the commands in the many areas of the war.
In 212 B.C. there were no less than fifteen Roman commanders.
Efficiency also necessitated the continuance of tried generals in
their commands. Traditional constitutional practice which en-
forced intervals between different offices and before re-election
to the same office, later formulated in the Lex Villia Annalis
(p. 367), was broken down. Q. Fabius Maximus was consul in
215, 214 and 209, M. Claudius Marcellus in 215, 214, 210 and
208. Secondly, the commands of consuls and praetors were con-
tinued as proconsuls and propractors: thus the Scipios, Publius
and Gnaeus, commanded continuously from 218 B.c. to 212 B.C.;
Marcellus was in Sicily for the four years 214—211 B.C. without
a break, and then after a short interval in Italy till his death in 208.
P. Scipio Africanus was practically in command for ten years,
210—201. Still more contrary to constitutional practice was the
appointment by a popular vote of privari cum imperio, although
the candidate had previously held no curule magistracy, as was
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the case when Publius Scipio was sent to Spain in 210 B.c. or
when T. Quinctius Flamininus was appointed propraetor exira
ordinem to command the garrison at Tarentum in 205 and 204
in recognition of distinguished sex:vices at the age of twenty as a
military tribune under Marcellus in 208 B.C. ) )

In general the effect of the war upon the magistracies was to
free them from the hampering control of a colleague’s vote. War
commands were often in distant provinces where instant decisions
had to be taken on the individual responsibility of the magistrate.
He was frequently drawn into close personal relations with allies
and subject peoples. Scipio in Spain is the forerunner of the

reat commanders with long tenures of office of the last century
of the Republic. But throughout this war the Senate contrived
to maintain a strong measure of control over the magistrates even
in Spain and presents the spectacle of a supreme war council
directing all the operations of the war. )

It was not alonc in the general direction of strategy that the
Senate discharged a heavy responsibility. The war, conducted
largely in an Italy which suffered from the active presence of an
invader, strained to the breaking point the financial resources of
the state. It was the Senate’s duty to mobilize these and it was
the duty of its members to set an example of self-sacrifice. Final
victory in the First Punic War had been achieved by the raising
of a loan (vol. vi1, p. 691); in this sterner struggle scnators took
the lead in subscribing to loans and in supplying at their own
charges rowers for the fleet. In 215 and succeeding years the
property tax (tribusum) was doubled. To secure a supply of
currency, especially at a time when bronze was a munition of war
as well as a raw material of coinage, the as was reduced by a
half to one ounce, while about the same time there was a slight
reduction in the standard silver coinage, which involved a certain
degree of inflation. The punishment of the twelve colonies which
had withheld their contingents in 209 included the imposition of
direct taxation, which the Roman allies in general were spared.
Despitethesesigns of financial stress the Senatesucceeded in main-
taining the credit of the state. In 204 B.c., even before the war
was over, one-third of the loan raised six years before was repaid,
and a second repayment was made in 200 B.c. by the assignment
of public land in the neighbourhood of Rome (p. 159)-

"To raise money was one task: to convert it into supplies was
another. Assistance in kind came from abroad. Sardinia and
Sicily had corn to spare to provision the armies; the legions in
Spain doubtless were in part supported by the local chiefs and
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possibly by the wealth of Massilia. The relatively few troops in
Illyria cost less than they earned by their ruthless warfare, and
could draw upon allies and clients of the Republic. But apart
from their pay, the mere equipment and military supplies of the
numerous legions must have taxed the productive resources of the
state, especially during the years in which the industrial region of
Campania was disputed ground. Rome had no great arsenals and,
in any event, her military effort far surpassed what could have
been provided for in normal times. Of necessity, therefore, the
government had to resort to the private enterprise of contractors
and with their syndicates or sociezates the Senate had to make the
best bargains that it could. After Cannae it succeeded in per-
suading the sociezates to agree to deferred payment in return for
exemptions from military service and for insurance against losses
by storms or enemies at sea. The state was well served, for it may
reasonably be assumed that the famous scandal caused by frauds
perpetrated under the insurance-clause was the exception which
proves the rule. Granted the relative simplicity of Roman war-
tare, the military efforts put forth by Rome could hardly have
been possible without good and plentiful supplies, and we may
assume that the Senate strove not to bear too hardly on the Allies
by requisitions to augment the burden of military service.

The contractors who share with the Senate, the generals and
the soldiers, the credit for victory were not themselves senators.
Immediately before the war the Lex Claudia had forbidden
senators to engage in large commerce; thus the duty of under-
taking the contracts fell chiefly on the next social stratum, that
of the equites. When the depleted ranks of the Senate were filled
up after Cannae the choice of the censors fell upon those who had
distinguished themselves in fighting, and it is not impossible that
wealthy eguites were left to serve the state in their own way. A pro-
posal to recruit senators from the gentry of the Latin towns was
rejected, and the rejection reflected a hardening of Roman state-
consciousness as well as Roman self-reliance. But among the
local aristocracies there were doubtless men who undertook for
the Republic and repaid the confidence which it always placed in
them. Even when account is taken of these, it remains true that
the war promoted the rise to influence at Rome of a self-conscious
group of eguites, which in later times was to become a political -
factor and seek to affect the policy of the state which it served.
The Senate itself by contrast became more and more aristocratic
in tradition, more immersed in the tasks of war and diplomacy
and gradually less vigilant about economic problems.

C.A.H. VIII 8



114 SCIPIO AND VICTORY [cHaP.

Of common interest to the Senate and the equites were the
provinces. Even before the war was ended, the organization of
Roman Spain was taken in hand (p. 306), and the re-organization
of Sicily had been completed. A new settlement of the island
was drawn up by a senatorial commission after the fall of Syracuse.
Special privileges were conferred upon certain cities in recogni-
tion of their service and loyalty in the war. A pre-eminent
status of independence, autonomy and immunity from taxation
was accorded to three cities! and ratified in permanent foederal.
To five others a second grade of privilege was allotted and ratified
by a senatus consultum, which gave them immunity and a certain
measure of freedom (civitates sine foedere liberae et immunes)®. 'The
rest of the island was reduced to a condition which Cicero de-
scribed later as being praedia populi Romani. The area of ager
censorius available for distribution in the form of estates to Roman
citizens was much enlarged by punitive confiscations for dis-
loyalty in the old province and by considerable expropriation in
Hiero’s newly conquered kingdom. All the rest of the island be-
came civitates decumanae, compelled to pay a tax in kind of 10 per
cent. of their produce3. The tax was the same as had been enforced
in Hiero’s kingdom and probably less than what the Carthaginians
had exacted. In fact, the seeds of oppression did not lic in this
10 per cent. tax but elsewhere in the multiplication of adminis-
trative impositions and benevolences and the opportunities for
private gain. In these gains senatorial governors and equestrian
financiers had their share, but the days of Verres were still distant.

Finally, Livy has preserved from the pontifical records a con-
siderable amount of valuable evidence which throws light upon
the effect of the war upon the populace at Rome. The progress of
the Roman religion towards stereotyped formalism on the one
hand and rationalism on the other was arrested in the violent
emotions of hope and fear produced by the war. It is impossible
to decide how far the senators and magistrates still believed in the
efficacy of the rites which were prescribed, and how far they were
content to use any means they could find to allay the increasing
fears of the common people. 'If some of the nobles wavered be-
tween rationalism and the old religion, it is clear that the masses
—moti  in  religionem—received a powerful impulse towards
every kind of religious observance in the desperate desire to

S 1 Messana, Tauromenium, Neetum: Cicero, Verr. 1ur, 6, 133 v, 22, 56,
1, 133.
: Segesta, Halicyae, Panormus, Halaesa, Centuripa.
On the taxation of Sicily see above, vol. v, PP- 792 5g4.
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obtain that pax deorum which the succession of disasters showed
had been somehow violated. The streets of the poorer quarters,
and particularly the forum boarium and forum olitorium, were full of
tales of prodigies—an ox which climbed to the third storey of a
house, wolves which ran away with sentinels’ swords, a cock and
hen which interchanged sexes—while in one month simultaneous
marvels were reported from Praeneste, Arpi, Capena, Caere,
Antium, and Falerii. Later, the death of Marcellus was connected
with the nibbling by mice of the gilding of an image. The vague
sense of terror, of sin and of duties omitted impelled the
magistrates to seek new methods of pacifying the gods since the
customary rites seemed of none avail. As is described later
(chap. x1v), recourse was had to the gods of Greece and, finally,
the ‘Black stone’ from Pessinus which was the symbol of the
Asiatic Magna Mater was brought in state to Rome.

At last the long strain was over. Yet the war was to have
more significance than the repulse and defeat of a rival on the
Western Mediterranean. In Italy the continued active presence
of an invader, and the distraction of the peasantry from their
farms to the camp, had lasting economic effects (see chap. xi).
Carthaginian Spain was too rich a prize for Rome to forgo
(chap. x); and its occupation led the Republic to become a
power by land beyond the Alps, until finally, to hold the way to
Spain, Rome made that Provincia in Southern France whence
Caesar was to conquer Gaul and reach the Rhine and the shores
of Britain. Finally, as will be seen in the following chapter, the
alliance of Carthage and Macedon compelled the Senate for the
first time to pay attention to Greece, and, though in itself the
war beyond the Adriatic was no more than an accidental episode
without lasting political results, none the less, the pasres could
not banish from their minds the fact that a coalition outside Italy
had been conjured up against them, so that the caution natural
to experience was complicated by recurring fears of the half-
known (chap. vi—vir). Rome had been driven to think outside
Italy and Sicily: Scipio, who had conquered Carthaginian Spain
and invaded Carthaginian Africa, was, ten years later, to lead the
legions through Greece and devise victory on the plains of
Asia Minor.



CHAPTER V

ROME AND MACEDON: PHILIP AGAINST
THE ROMANS

1. PHILIP THE ALLY OF HANNIBAL

r " \HE Hannibalic War raged not only in Italy, Spain, Sicily

and Northern Africa: while fighting Carthage and her Italian,
Spanish and Sicilian allies, Rome, as has already been shown, had
further to defend herself against Philip V of Macedon, who also
had made common cause with the Carthaginians. The war, con-
sequently, extended into Lower Illyria and continental and insular
Greece, and its repercussions were even felt in part of Asia Minor:
it is this side of the great conflict which forms the subject of the
present chapter.

It has been told elsewhere how, in order to be free to deal with
Rome, Philip, on hearing the result of the battle of Trasimene,
patched up a peace with the Aetolians at Naupactus (Sept. 21%)
(vol. vi1, pp. 768, 854). Many have blamed him, but unjustly,

Note. The chief source for the narrative of this chapter is—or rather
was—Polybius, for apart from the close of Book v, his account has survived
only in very scanty fragments, very uncqual in scope and importance, of
Books vir—x1. Where Polybius fails us, Livy, who has largely borrowed from
him in Books xxvi—xx1x, becomes, for good or ill, our main source. But
it must be borne in mind that this part of his narrative very imperfectly
reproduces Polybius—being incomplete, marred by mistakes chronological
and otherwise, and sometimes ‘contaminated’ with Roman annalistic
material (e.g. xx1x, 12). The annalistic parts of Livy which treat of Mace-
donian and Greek affairs contain several manifest false statements, and must
only be used with extreme caution. Hardly anything can be derived from
the jejune fragments of Appian (Maced. 1~3), from Justin's fecble abstract
of "L'rogus, or from the narrative of Dio Cassius as we have it over-abridged
by Zonaras. Appian appears to draw upon a tradition other than the Polybian
and seriously falsified; Dio, who too has many errors, seems to follow, not
Polybius, but both Coelius Antipater and Livy; Trogus may derive in-
directly from Polybius. Plutarch in his Life of Aratus (49~54., following
Polybius) and aboye all in his Life of Philopoemen (mainly derived from
Polybius’ biography of him) affords some uscful information for the history
of Achaea. Pausanias (vmr, 49—51, on Philopoemen) is almost negligible.
Inscriptions are few and of secondary interest, apart from the second decree
of Larissa which contains the second letter of Philip to the city (Dirs.3
543, 1v). For further information, see the Bibliography.
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for his slowness both in decision and in action after this peace.
Having chastised the Illyrian Scerdilaidas, Philip returned home
fully determined to profit from Hannibal’s victorious invasion of
Italy by wresting Lower Illyria from the Romans, and spent the
winter of 217—6 in preparations for carrying out his purpose.
Circumstances were favourable. Wholly occupied with the
Carthaginians, the Senate, forgetful of Illyria, had, strangely
enough, sent no force thither, even after the defeat of Scerdilaidas.
Moreover, Philip saw no cause for uneasiness in the Hellenic
world. In Greece his resounding successes had established his
authority: he was, for the moment, the ‘darling’ of his Allies,
whom he had just defended so well; and the Aetolians, guided by
the wise Agelaus and schooled by their failures, seemed resigned
to remain quiet. In the East, where the peace of Antioch inter-
rupted the secular duel between Syria and Egypt, Antiochus III,
after his defeat at Raphia, had the hard task of crushing the usurper
Achaeus, and held aloof from western affairs; besides, he had no
conceivable reason for hostility towards Philip. Victory won, the
imbellis Ptolemy Philopator was resuming the indolent life of a
mystic, pleasure-loving dilettante, which was shortly to be dis-
turbed by a first rebellion, already brewing, of the Egyptians who
had been imprudently enlisted (vol. vir, p. 728 s¢.). His all-
powerful vizier, Sosibius, engrossed in secretly supporting Achaeus,
wished no ill to Macedonia: on the contrary, distrusting Antiochus
even though vanquished, and fearing his possible revenge, he de-
sired to engage the goodwill of Philip, to which he had a strong
claim by the destruction of Cleomenes. The Egyptian mediation
in 2177 between Macedon and Aetolia had shown his friendliness.
Amicable relations existed between Alexandria and Pella; in
Boeotia, a country of especially Macedonian sympathies, Philo-
pator and Sosibius made themselves popular by their munificence?;
in Crete, where Philip’s influence was now predominant (vol. vii,
p- 768), Egypt was left in undisturbed possession of Itanus.
Even before the negotiations at Naupactus were ended, Philip
had subdued Zacynthus,a valuable basein the Ionian Sea2. He had,
in fact, decided to attack by sea the Illyrian coast towns. To this end,
it is said, he must first create a great navy; but money was lacking,
and the enterprise would have taken time and been noised abroad:
now he desired to act swiftly, unknown to the Romans, whom he
considered almost invincible at sea. And, indeed, it seemed

1 See Rew. Et. gr. x, 1897, pp. 26 s¢q., 47 sgg-3 O.G.1.8. 81 (cf. Rew. Et.
gr. vui, 1895, p. 190 s¢.); 0.G.1.S. 80; L.G. Vn’, 3166.
2 Polybius v, 102, 10.
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obvious that with an improvised fleet he had no chance of de-
feating them; a naval victory off the Ebro had justshown once more
their maritime superiority (p. 58). Advised by Demetrius of thtros,
he merely built a hundred of the light Zeméi dear to the Illyrians;
if the sea remained clear of Roman ships this flotilla carrying about
6—7000 men, joined by forces sent overland, might well take by
surprise, in Illyrian fashion, Apollonia and Dyrrhachium. But we
may presume that Philip aimed at higher game. The vision of
Italy, we are told, pursued him even in his sleep: Demetrius ever
pointed to it as his necessary objective; there, in fact, would be
ultimately settled the fate of Illyria. For to conquer it was not
enough; the Romans must be prevented from returning, coerced
indeed into resigning it definitely: this was only possible after a
decisive defeat of Rome by Carthage in which Philip had played
a part. This consideration doubtless decided his conduct: once
master of those indispensable bases, the Illyrian seaports, he
would sail to Southern Italy with his flotilla increased by the Zenzdi
captured in Illyria with fresh troops on board, then intervene in
the Italian war now reaching its critical stage, co-operate with
Hannibal, who could not reject his help, and share in his victory.
Possibly, too, haunted by the memory of Pyrrhus, he had hopcs of
overseas conquests, saw himself greeted as deliverer by the Hellenes
of Italy who viewed Rome and Carthage with impartial hatred,
and securing for himself at least a large part of Magna Graecia.

However that may be, in the early summer of 216 he passed
Cape Malea with 100 Jembi, his Macedonians themselves acting as
rowers, and turned northward. At every port of call, at Cephal-
lenia, at Leucas, he inquired anxiously about the Roman fleet
lying in Sicilian waters. Hearing that it had not moved from
Lilybaeum, he pursued his course towards Apollonia, reached the
bay of Aulon, some 14 miles from the mouths of the Aotis, and
anchored there. His goal was in sight. Unfortunately, Scerdi-
laidas had got wind of his purpose and warned the Romans,
hitherto so indifferent. At his appeal, ten quinqueremes left
Lilybaeum for Apollonia. Learning suddenly of their approach and
not knowing their numbers, the Macedonians and Philip himself
thought that the whole Roman fleet was coming to destroy them:
there was a panic, excusable enough despite Polybius, and Philip
gave the signal for a retreat, a disorderly flight which only ended at
Cephallenia. Thesurprise had failedand could notbe repeated ; after
a halt at Cephallenia, Philip returned to Macedonia (¢. July 216).

Cephallenia was a dependency of the Aetolians, who heard
immediately of Philip’s misfortune and, we may be sure, rejoiced
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over it. The tide was turning in Aetolia, where Agelaus had lost
his political ascendancy. The people were tired of a ruinous peace
which closed all Greece to the profitable pillaging expeditions in
which they delighted, and the anti-Macedonians were gaining
ground. Philip could not view this with indifference; Aetolian
hostility might seriously interfere with his new projects, and the
desire to be forearmed against it partly explains his designs upon
Messene of which we shall speak presently.

No sooner had Philip failed at Apollonia than Hannibal
triumphed at Cannae. Philip should, it is said, have straightway
concluded an alliance with him; but was there still time? Would
not Philip make himself ridiculous by flying, too late, to the
succour of the conqueror? Was not Rome, acknowledging defeat,
about to come to terms? Uncertainty imposed caution. But
by the spring of 2145 the situation was clearer: Rome, whom
everyone had thought broken, fought doggedly on, and, despite
his miraculous success, a hard task lay before Hannibal. The
moment had come for Philip to offer his assistance.

His envoys, headed by the Athenian Xenophanes, came to
Hannibal’s camp during the summer. In other circumstances,
Hannibal would probably not have welcomed a partner as
powerful as the King of Macedon; but, at the moment, faced
by unforeseen difficulties, he was bound to take account of the
possible advantage to be secured by Philip’s aid. The mere
existence of this new enemy might at once embarrass Rome by
compelling her to divert to the East a part of her forces. A
treaty of alliance was concluded of which we know the terms;
Polybius has preserved the ‘oath’ sworn to Xenophanes in the
name of Carthage by Hannibal, the Carthaginian ‘gerousiasts’
who accompanied him and all the Carthaginians serving in his
armyl. The treaty, in its cautious drafting, reflects the situation
created by the Punic victories, and recognized the primacy which
Hannibal derived from them. Philip, abandoning his dreams of
conquest overseas, left him to deal with Italy and confined himself
to the rdle of a second; but his services were to be repaid by
valuable advantages.

The alliance was to be permanent, offensive while the war
lasted, then defensive. Philip was to act with Carthage against
Rome until victory was won. He was to reinforce Hannibal’s
army if Hannibal requested it, according to conditions to be
agreed upon in concert. Victory won, Carthage, in treating with

1 The sham alliance fabricated by the annalists and paraphrased by Liv
xx111, 33, 10~12 (cf. Appian, Méced. 1, Zonaras, IX, 4, 2) may be disregard
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Rome, was to include Philip and demand that Rome should
undertake never to fight against him, to abandon Corcyra, Pharos
and all her possessions on the Illyrian mainland?, and, moreover,
to return to Demetrius his ‘households’ detained in Italy since
219 (vol. vi, p. 851). The defensive alliance guaranteed the
contracting parties generally against all aggression, but was aimed
primarily and expressly against Rome: if, breaking the peace, she
attacked Carthage or Macedonia, the two allies were to help one
another. Thus, at the price of co-operation for apparently a short
time—the Romans seeming at least half-defeated—Maccdonia
would be freed from their hateful proximity and, strong in the
permanent support of Carthage, need not fear a revanche. Philip
and his faithful Demetrius would reign undisturbed along the
Adriatic. ) .

Hardly had Philip allied himself with Hannibal than his re-
lations with the Achaeans became strained. He had made the
alliance not only in his own name and in the name of the Mace-
donians, but also in that of his Greek allies; he hoped therefore
for help from them, especially from the Achaeans—a legitimate
hope after all he had done for them. But the Achaeans, i.e.
Aratus, were egotism itself. That the Macedonian king, their
unfortunately indispensable protector, should spend himself in
their service was well: they owed him no return. Despite Agelaus’
warnings neither Rome nor Carthage meant anything to them;
moreover, they were unwilling to strengthen Philip by contri-
buting to his military successes. The king came into the Pelo-
ponnese and found Aratus hostile to his designs.

Then to set them further at variance, occurred the obscure affair
of Messene.” The class-war was raging there as in so many other
cities: called in as arbitrator, Philip is said to have secretly incited
the populace, who massacred the magistrates and 200 op#imates.
The victors were willing, it seems, for him to occupy Ithome—
ambition apart, a golden opportunity. Aetolia, indeed, as we have
seen, caused Philip anxiety. During his possible absence in Italy—
for if Hannibal asked him for troops, he naturally had it in mind
to command in person—might not the Aetolians invade the
Peloponnese and take revenge upon the Achaeans ? By occupying
Ithome, he would anticipate this danger, hold in check Elis and
Sparta, Aetolia’s friends, and thereby paralyse Aetolia itself.
Meanwhile Aratus and his son had hastened to Messene on the
heels of Philip, intending to counter the democratic victory. In

! Polybius vi1, 9, 13 enumerates Corcyra, Apollonia, Epidamnus (Dyr~
rhac}.uum), Phar_os, Dxmale,. the Parthinians, Atintania. Itis not clear why
Issa is not mentioned; possibly it is a mercly accidental omission.



V, 1] PHILIP AND THE ACHAEANS 121

their eyes the city, always coveted by Achaea, as good as belonged
to her; to see Philip intriguing, playing the demagogue, apparently
seeking to establish himself in Messene, filled them with anger:
he was already too powerful in the Peloponnese. The younger
Aratus overwhelmed him with reproaches. Then came the famous
scene at Ithome. Having gone there to offer sacrifice with Aratus
and Demetrius of Pharos, Philip put to them the momentous
question : was he to keep the fortress ? Demetrius encouraged him
by the celebrated metaphor: to possess Ithome, while already
holding Acrocorinth, would be to ‘hold the bull—the Pelopon-
nese—by both horns.” Aratus countered with a vehement homily.
Philip yielded, but henceforth the two men hated one another.
Sulky and peevish, Aratus left the king and next year refused
point blank to accompany him into Illyria.

From this moment dates Philip’s ‘change of heart’ (mezabole)
so branded by Polybius—his transformation from an exemplary,
amiable, beloved prince, into a hateful tyrant. No doubt, irritated
by opposition, Philip gave rein to his temper; the wild, Epirote
side of his nature showed itself—the passionate lack of self-control
which increased with years; and Demetrius, succeeding to Aratus’
lost influence, urged him to violent courses. But to the Achaeans
his unforgivable sin was to be himself, and no longer merely the
champion of their League. The ‘modest stripling!,” whom Aratus
thought he held in leading-strings, dared to show himself king
of Macedonia, with a will and policy of his own: this was his
unpardonable ‘change.” However violent and even cruel he might
be, he would still have pleased the Achaeans had he used his
violence and cruelty in their service.

Philip and Hannibal hoped to keep their treaty secret; the
Romans suspected nothing and had even recalled from Apollonia
the ten quinqueremes sent thither from Lilybaeum. But the gods
watched over Rome. Xenophanes, his companions, and the
Carthaginians commissioned to receive Philip’s oath were cap-
tured as they left Italy. In consequence, Philip had to send a
second embassy to Hannibal, which caused a vexatious delay; and
the Senate, at long last discovering the new danger which
threatened Rome, strove to avert it. The praetor M. Valerius
Laevinus, commanding the army at Tarentum, was ordered to
keep watch upon Philip with some §o warships carrying troops?;
if Philip became too threatening, he was to cross to Illyria.

1 uetpdrcov adppov, Plutarch, Aratus, 51. .

2 The annalistic tradition (Livy xx1v, 11, 35 44, 55 XXVI, I, 12) gives
Laevinus one legion (legio classica), {utneither the number nor the importance
of his operations makes this credible.
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Most probably (though direct proof is lacking) the agreement
about Macedonian co-operation in Italy, which the treaty had
envisaged, was made by the second Macedonian embassy
(? winter 215—4): for Hannibal, having for a year been reduced
to comparative inactivity, had serious need of reinforcements.
The agreement would of necessity fix the number and character
of the troops which Philip was to send and, equally of necessity,
guarantee him the help of the Carthaginian navy, without which
it was from now onwards practically impossible to cross to Italy.
But, without waiting for a Punic fleet, Philip, so often accused
of indecision, showed in the summer of 2 14 astonishing enterprise.
In his haste to secure the base needed for his overseas expedition,
although the Roman quinqueremes were within striking distance,
he boldly repeated with 120 Jembi his venture of 216, reached
again the bay of Aulon, seized Oricus, sailed up the Aoflis and
prepared to besiege Apollonia—a fortunate beginning which did
not last. Laevinus, called on for help, hurried to Illyria, re-took
Oricus, blockaded the mouths of the Aoiis, and threw into
Apollonia reinforcements which, with the citizens, surprised and
sacked the Macedonian camp. The affair was certainly less serious
than the Roman annalists make out (Livy xx1v, 40), but Philip’s
situation was becoming none the less critical; cut off from the sca,
not knowing the strength of the Roman forces, threatened by the
Illyrian clients of Rome whom Laevinus called to arms against
bim, he had to retire overland to Macedonia after burning his
lembi. The worst was that Laevinus established himself per-
manently in the Illyrian seaports, holding the coast. To dislodge
him Philip needed the Punic fleet; till it arrived he could only
act vigorously in the interior of Illyria against the Romans and
their local allies, and this he did.

II. THE ROMANS IN ALLIANCE WITH AETOLIA

But, first, determined to strengthen his position in the Pclo-
ponnese, the king tried to repeat with better success, probably in
the autumn of 214, his attempt on Messene. Again he failed.
Little is known of this adventure, but two facts are certain.
Demetrius of Pharos was sent against the city, repulsed, and
killed, and Philip in futile anger ravaged Messenian territory.
‘The consequences of this brutal attack upon an allied state
were deplorable; it roused general indignation in Greece, threw
into the arms of Aetolia the Messenians who, rich and poor
alike, seceded from the Hellenic League, and completed the
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rupture between Aratus and his party, and Philip. Shortly after-
wards (213) Aratus died, melancholy, consumed with bitterness,
believing that Philip had poisoned him. The real poison which
caused his death was his cruel disillusionment together with the
discovery of the king’s intrigue with his daughter-in-law, Poly-
crateia of Argos, who soon followed her lover to Macedon and was
probably the mother of Perseus.

Philip had blundered in the Peloponnese; in Illyria, whither he
returned in 213, he acted with skill and energy. Apollonia and
Dyrrhachium, strongly held by Laevinus and open to relief by
sea, were beyond his reach; but he invaded Roman territory,
subdued the Atintanes and the Parthini, and took Dimale and
other towns: the Romans held no more than the extreme fringe of
Illyria. Farther north he did even better, drove back Scerdilaidas,
wrested from him part of his subjects, finally captured Lissus and
its citadel, reputed impregnable (Pautumn 213). By this great
stroke, which dismayed the Illyrians, he regained access to the
sea; henceforth the Carthaginian admirals would know where to
join hands with him.

During the year 212, indeed, Carthage was making a great
naval effort: a powerful fleet, constantly reinforced, was at-
tempting to save Syracuse, hard pressed by the Romans (p. 67 5¢.).
Whether successful or not, it might, unless defeated by Marcellus’
fleet, reach Lissus, join Philip, help him to wrest Apollonia and
Dyrrhachium from ILaevinus, destroy or scatter the Roman
squadron and, finally, bring Philip to Tarentum, which Hannibal
had recently captured (p. 77). Faced by this danger, prudence
urged the Romans to practise the Hellenic, anti-Macedonian
policy, till then wholly neglected, which was the logical con-
sequence of their Illyrian expeditions (vol. viI, p. 841 s¢.), and
stir up against Philip a war in Greece which would keep him at
home. Laevinus, though somewhat late, came to realize this; in
212 he conferred secretly with some Aetolian leaders, offered
them an offensive alliance against Philip and the help of 2 Roman
squadron, and found them ready to listen.

Dorimachus and Scopas of Trichonium, authors of the War of
the Allies, dominated the League at the moment; they burned
for revenge on Philip and his allies, and judged the time pro-
pitious. The war between Philip and Rome, Aratus’ death and
the madness of his son, which left Achaea leaderless, the recent
alliance of Messene and Aetolia, as a result of which the whole
non-Achaean Peloponnese was now on the Aetolian side, all com-
bined to make the opportunity favourable. Moreover, hopeful
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news came from Asia. Great things had happened there, Achaeus’
revolt was acrushed. In 216/5 Antiochus, allied with Attalus of
Pergamum, had blockaded the usurper in Sardes; in 214 he had
surprised the town, which the Aetolian mercenaries, surrep-
titiously sent by Sosibius, had been unable to relieve'; Achaeus,
who had taken refuge in the unscalable acropolis, had been
betrayed by a Cretan, an agent of Sosibius, charged to arrange his
escape. Antiochus, merciless to rebels, had ordered him to be
mutilated, beheaded, and crucified in an ass’s skin; shortly after-
wards his last companions and his wife, Laodi_cc, surr_cndcrcd. In
213 Asia Minor was pacified : Antiochus, leaving behind as satrap
of Lydia Zeuxis, one of his most trustworthy servants, was about
to depart for Armenia (p. 140); so Attalus was free to leave his
kingdom and cross into Europe. This meant much to the
Aetolians, since for some ten years he had been their friend and
even their hoped-for future ally against Philip (vol. vi1, p. 758).

After the collapse of his short-lived Asiatic empire (vol. vii,
p- 723), Attalus, as anxious as ever to extend his dominions, had,
indeed, turned his ambitions westward. He aspired, it seems, to
dominate the Aegean, then masterless, and to found a maritime
empire stretching along the Islands, including Euboea, to Greece
itself. To this end he had created a small but fine navy. But
this design would bring him into conflict with Macedonia: hence
his understanding with the Aetolians. Even if he had not already
concluded a formal alliance with them, they might certainly
count on him if they again went to war with Philip. And now, in
addition, they would have the help of the Roman navy: they could
hesitate no longer. They attributed, and not without some reason,
Philip’s successes in the previous war to his command of the sea;
this time, the sea would belong to the combined Roman and
Pergamene fleets. Kept busy repelling their landings, Philip
would be forced to leave the Aetolians and their Greek allies a free
field on land; his defeat was therefore certain: so reasoned the
war party in Aetolia, carried away by an overweening optimism
and followed by almost the whole nation.

About the end of September 2122, Laevinus visited Aetolia
with his fleet—the first Roman fleet seen in the harbours of
Greece—and in a federal assembly fired Aetolian enthusiasm,

1 On this see the present writer, Rev E.4. xvim, 1916, pp. 233 $¢q.

2 The date of the conclusion of the alliance betwcgen ’Rpc?mc 3a3ndqqthe
Aetolians is a vexed question. Several scholars, basing their view on Livy
XXV1, 24, I-2, put it at the end of the summer of 211. See the Bibliography.
The present writer has adopted the conclusion of Niese, which appears to
him far the most probable.
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making abundant promises guaranteed by Dorimachus and
Scopas, the latter just elected General. An agreement was drawn
up, Greek rather than Roman in form?!, wherein the contracting
parties divided the labours and the profits of the war. The
Aetolians, who were to take the field immediately, were to operate
by land; the Romans at sea with at least 2 5 quinqueremes. To the
former would fall towns and territory conquered in all directions
from the Aetolian frontiers, as far north as Corcyra; to the latter
the booty, men and goods: they would leave nothing but the bare
‘ground, roofs and walls.” In particular the Romans were to aid
the Aetolians to conquer Acarnania. Neither party were to make
a separate peace with Philip; further, Rome would forbid him
ever to attack the Aetolians and their allies, thus taking them under
her permanent protection. Elis, Messene, Sparta and Attalus were
free to join the alliance on the Aetolian side, Scerdilaidas and his
son and co-regent Pleuratus on the Roman.

Such was the first alliance—shameful enough for both parties—
which Rome formed with a Greek people. Laevinus was its
author and, in arranging it, showed his grasp of the situation. It
was, indeed, a very good stroke of business; its effect was not
merely to immobilize Philip in Greece but also to allow Rome to
recall to Italy half the ships sent to Illyria in 214, and to lay upon
her new allies a large share of the burden of war against IMacedon,
ensuring for herself abundant booty in return for limited naval
co-operation. Nevertheless, it is significant that the Senate took
two years to ratify it: apparently Roman intervention in Greece
was opposed by many senators who disliked the idea of com-
mitting Rome to an Eastern policy. But as the agreement came
into effect immediately, operations were not thereby delayed. In
fact, they were to be directed less against Macedonia itself, which
could not easily be attacked, than against her Greek allies: it was
indeed at their expense, beginning with the Acarnanians, that
Aetolia intended to enlarge her dominions, and they it was whom
she cynically exposed to the fierce rapacity of Rome. Thus the
Macedonicum bellum became a Roman-Greek war: Rome, through
her compact with Aetolia, was to treat mercilessly, as enemies,
Greeks whom she could charge with no hostile act, and whose
only crime was to be allies, and, till then, ineffective allies, of Philip.

To his lasting honour Philip shouldered the heavy task of
defending them; he resolved to show that he was protector of
Hellas as well as king of Macedon. Foreseeing constant, un-
avoidable absences from his kingdom, he first strengthened

1 E. Téubler, Imperium Romanum, 1, pp- 4.36—2.
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himself against the neighbouring barbarians. With the amazing
swiftness of movement which he had already shown during the
War of the Allies, after making a demonstration against Oricus
and Apollonia, he ravaged the Illyrian borders, took Sintia from
the Dardanians, thus closing the gateway into Macedonia, and
their capital, lamphorynna, from the Thracian Maedi, who were
especially formidable (autumn 212)'. Knowing he was far away,
Scopas set out against the Acarnanians, who sent their non-
combatants, old men, women and children into safety in Epirus,
and swore an heroic oath to conquer or die. But, at Philip’s
approach, the Aetolians retreated hastily. However, Laevinus,
before returning to Corcyra, had served their cause; he had taken
Oeniadae and Nasus from the Acarnanians, Zacynthus (except
the acropolis) from Philip, and he handed these over to Aetolia.
At the very outset three things were clear: Philip’s zeal in
succouring his allies, his superiority on land, his impotence at sea.

III. THE ROMANS IN GREECE

For this impotence there was seemingly an obvious remedy—
Carthaginian intervention. Bomilcar’s huge fleet, 130 sail
strong, having refused Marcellus’ challenge off Cape Pachynus
(see p. 68) was intact; it might well detach a squadron for
Greece. This was Philip’s ever-recurring but ever-disappointed
hope: disappointed first in 211 and 210. The Carthaginians did
not appear in either year; yet they would only have had to deal
with the 25 Roman quinqueremes. Indeed, although Attalus, as
appears certain, immediately joined the anti-IMacedonian coalition
and promptly sent to the Aetolians auxiliarics whom they used
sometimes to garrison their towns?2, yet, for whatever reasons, he
and his fleet tarried in Asia, so that only the Roman commanders
operated by sea. But the troops on board their modest squadron
were few®, and they were perhaps disinclined to risk them for love
of Aetolia; hence the war at sea was prosecuted with little energy;

1 The chronology of these events is much debated. As G. De Sanctis
(Storia de: Romani, 111, 2, p. 441) has seen, the word hibernanti in Livy
XXV1,25, 1 (Philippo detolorum defectio Pellae hibernanti allata est) is probably
not to be taken literally. It is likely that Philip took the field and ravaged
Roman Illyria (25, 2—3) as soon as Ke got wind of the agreement between
the Aetolians and Laevinus and knew that the latter had set out to Aetolia,
i.e. in September 212. His subsequent operations would thus fall in the first
half of the autumn. 2 See below, p. 594.-

8 The annalistic tradition itself implies that the supposed Jegio classica of
Laevinus (see above, p. 121 n. 2) had been recalled in 210 after Laevinus’
return to Italy (Livy xxvi, 28, g, cf. 28, 2). For the smallness of the Roman
forces used in Greece see Ed. Meyer, Kleine Schriften, 11, p. 418.
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it presumably consisted mainly in predatory raids on the Greek
coasts which profited the Romansalone. Ourinformation isindeed
regrettably scanty; Polybius for the most part fails us, and Livy
replaces him to a very inadequate degree, but his exceeding brevity
as to Roman operations implies that they were not important.
The propraetor Laevinus, who had hastened to take Oeniadae in
order to arouse among the Aetolians enthusiasm for the war, did
not trouble to conquer the rest of Acarnania for them; in all
probability the sole conquest of the coalition in 211 was Anticyra
in Phocis!, which Laevinus with the Aetolian General Scopas
captured in a few days and handed over to Aetolia after enslaving
the inhabitants—a conquest which, seemingly, wassoonlost. In the
late summer the consul P. Sulpicius Galba succeeded Laevinus?;
but the naval warfare went little better. In spring 210 it did not
prevent Philip from taking the initiative in the land operations
and vigorously attacking the Aetolians. Resuming the task begun
in 217 with the taking of Thebes, he endeavoured to expel them
from Phthiotic Achaea so as to re-open the roads into Central
Greece. His chief operation was the excellently conducted siege
of Echinus, which the General Dorimachus, Scopas’ successor,
and Sulpicius attempted to relieve. Sulpicius could not, strange
to say, prevent the provisioning of the besiegers by sea; this first
expedition of the Roman navy to the Aegean was a pitiful failure.
Echinus capitulated; in the same campaign, the Aetolians also
lost in Phthiotic Achaea Pteleum and Larissa Cremaste.

The war upon which they had embarked with such high hopes
brought them painful disappointment; they considered that the
Romans gave them little aid, and they seem to have addressed
reproaches to them on this subject®. Yet they had in other
directions grounds for satisfaction. The coalition was growing.
Elis and Messene* had joined it at once; Sparta, at first hesitating,
followed them in 210 despite-the efforts of the Acarnanians who,
on Philip’s behalf, urged them to remain neutral. A successful
soldier whose antecedents are unknown to us, the ‘tyrant’
Machanidas, supported by a strong body of mercenaries, was then
governing Sparta, as guardian of Pelops, son of Lycurgus who

~¥ It is generally admitted—and is highly probable—that iz Locride in
Livy xxvi, 26, 2 is a mistake for 7z Phocide (cf. however, 28, 1), but see
the ‘explanation proposed by Oldfather in P.2#. s.v. Lokris (1), col. 1226.

2 According to Livy xxvr, 22, 1.

3 Such reproaches are perhaps to be found in the fragment of Polybius 1x,
40, 2—3. Cf. x, 25, 1—5 (from a speech by a Macedonian envoy).

4 Delphian inscriptions (D:tt.3 555—6, cf. Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 4, nos.
21—4) attest the presence of a Messenian garrison at Delphi during the war.
On the date of these inscriptions see G. Klaffenbach, K/, xx, 1926, p. 82.
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had died at some prior, but uncertain, date. Naturally it was
against the Achaeans, already at war with Elis and Messene, that
this dangerous opponent would act; their army was fceble and
their generals were incompetent; resistance was impossible. Thus
a serious problem faced Philip, who would have the burden of
protecting them, yet could not act by sea. Moreover, Attalus’
arrival was now certain. Sulpicius, returning from Echinus, had
taken Aegina! and handed it over to the Aetolians; but as they
had no fleet they did not know what to do with the island,
so Attalus bought it from them for the trifling sum of 30
talents, thus acquiring in the heart of the Greek waters an in-
comparable naval base. He obviously added to the 3o talents
a promise of immediate maritime co-operation; the Aetolians,
with his consent, voted him the honorific title of strazegos auto-
krator for the year 209 (end of September 210).

Philip naturally counted upon the Carthaginians to oppose the
Pergamene fleet; he also sought help from Prusias of Bithynia?,
the old rival of Attalus, who promised him ships. With the entry
of new combatants—Machanidas, Attalus, Prusias—this de-
testable war which had opened Greece to western barbarians,
threatened far-reaching developments. The Hellenic East was
widely and deeply stirred. The Romans showed all the in-
humanity which the Greeks of Magna Graecia and Sicily already
knew so well: the slavery they imposed upon conquered popu-
lations, the sack of the illustrious Acgina, where Sulpicius had at
first not allowed the citizens to ransom themselves,—all excited
indignation. Some neutrals, moved also, truth to say, by self-
interest, endeavoured to break the Roman-Aetolian alliance by
reconciling Aetolia with Philip: they were (as in 21%) Rhodes,
whose commerce was disturbed by any war, Chios, accustomed to
act in concert with Rhodes, and finally Egypt. For sixty years she
had maintained friendly intercourse with Rome, which had lately
become still closer since Philopator had authorized the Romans,
who were in great straits for supplies, to come to Egypt for corn
(? 210); but this by no means restrained Sosibius. He had reasons
for furthering Philip’s interests : fearing Antiochus more since the
destruction of Achaeus, he was planning 2 Macedonian alliance

1 In conformity with the current view, the taking of Aegina is here put
after Sulpicius’ attempt to relieve Echinus. But it may have preceded it, for
the order of the fragments in Polybius 1x, 42, 1—4 and 5-8 is uncertain.

2 Polybius (xv, 22, 1) says that Prusias was «ndecrss of Philip. The
precise significance of the word here cannot be determined; cf. A. Wilhelm,
Jahreshefte, x1, 1908, pp. 79 sqq.



V, 1] EFFORTS AT MEDIATION 129
against him—a bold novelty in Egyptian policy; and he had also

another motive for seeking to bring the war in Greece to an end,
namely that it prevented the Egyptian government from raising
there the mercenaries which it might require either against the
natives who were in revolt or against Antiochus. In the spring
of 209 Alexandrian, Rhodian and Chian envoys arrived in Greece;
for years they were to labour to reconcile Philip and Aetolia,
thereby definitely opposing Roman policy. The Athenians,
Ptolemy’s protégés, peace-loving on principle and by necessity,
followed their example. This conduct on the part of Egypt,
Rhodes and Athens is deserving of notice, since it is usual wrongly
to represent these three states as having been from the earliest
times the devoted, if not subservient, friends of Rome.

That spring, Philip received a not unexpected appeal from the
Achaeans, whose position, caught between Machanidas and the
Aetolians, who were crossing the strait at Rhium in large numbers,
was becoming untenable. He hastened to their defence. The
Aetolian army, increased by Roman and Pergamene auxiliaries,
attempted to bar his way; but after suffering two defeats, it was
driven back into Lamia with the loss of 1000 men. At this point
a faint hope of peace appeared. Neutral ambassadors came to
Philip at Phalara, the port of Lamial; with them was Amynander,
king of the Athamanians, whom the Aetolians, discouraged by their
double defeat, had deputed to act as peace-maker. An armistice
was concluded; negotiations were to be opened at Aegium, where
Philip was going to preside over the Achaean assembly. But,
meanwhile, Sulpicius, tardily enough, arrived at Naupactus, and,
more important still, Attalus, bringing 35 warships, landed at
Aegina. The Aetolians took heart again; at Aegium, prompted by
Sulpicius, they submitted impossible conditions; Philip had to
break off negotiations, calling his allies to witness that the rupture
was forced upon him (¢. June 209). The peace he desired eluded
him. He had another disappointment: a Punic squadron came
from Tarentum to Corcyra, but dared advance no farther, and the
ships of Bithynia also apparently failed to arrive.

In Achaea, at least, where his presence brought security, Philip
scored a political success: having quarrelled with the upper classes
he courted and won popular sympathy. At Argos, the legendary
cradle of the Macedonian monarchy, after the Nemean Games,
at which he had wished to preside, he openly put off his royal
trappings, mingling with the crowd as one of themselves. The
‘moderate men’ detested him the more and thought he was playing

1 See F. Stihlin, Das hellenische Thessalten, p. 217 5q-
C.A.H. VIIT 9
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the tyrant; they were also, and not without reason, indignant at
the unbridled effrontery of his gallantries which were bringing dis-
honour upon the noblest families, but he conquered the hearts of
the people. A slight reverse inflicted upon the Romans, who had
landed near Sicyon, an expedition against Elis in conjunction
with the Achaean army, also endeared him to them. Though he
failed to take Elis and nearly met his death being surprised by
the Romans who had disembarked secretly, yet he gathered in
the country round an immense booty which his allics enjoyed,
and this, too, made him beloved. But his destiny condemned him
to perpetual motion; the threat of a Dardanian invasion, rendered
easy by the treachery of the governor of Lychnidus who had
betrayed to a rebel that border stronghold, recalled him to
Macedonia. Leaving troops to defend Achaea, he hurried in ten
marches across Boeotia and Euboea from Dyme to Demetrias.
The Dardanians, emboldened by a false rumour of his death,
were already raiding Orestis.

Sulpicius wintered (209—8) at Aegina to discuss concerted
action with Attalus. Their arrangement about war-gains closely
resembled Laevinus’ compact with Aetolia: the Romans took the
booty (in which, however, Attalus might share), the king, the
conquered cities. Since Attalus was planning conquests on the
east coast of Greece and among the Islands, the maritime war,
waged till then by the Romans chiefly in the Ionian Sea and the
Corinthian Gulf, would be transferred to the Aegean.

The junction of the Roman and Pergamene fleets roused the
fighting spirit of all Philip’s enemies; the campaign of 208, which
marked the crucial moment of the war, promised badly for him
and his allies. The Aetolians had fortified Thermopylae to prevent
his progress farther south; the Illyrians and the Maedi were pre-
paring, it was said, an invasion of Macedonia, Machanidas an
attack on Argos. In the early summer Attalus and Sulpicius,
having joined forces, sailed east with 60 warships; terror reigned
along the Greek coasts. In this crisis Philip, with high courage,

romised help to his distracted allies, whose envoys hastened to
implore it5.sent assistance to those in greatest peril, the Euboeans,
Boeotians; Phocians; concentrated his army in ‘Thessaly whence it
threate,negj. Aetolia, and remained himself at Demetrias, prepared
for anything, while a system of beacons on Mt Tisaeus signalled
the operations of the hostile fleets. They achieved little. After an
unsuccessful attack on Lemnos which Attalus coveted, the Allies
turned and devastated Peparethus (but without taking the town);
then, after conferring with the Aetolians assembled at FHeraclea in
Trachis, attacked Euboea. Oreus was betrayed by its governor,
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Chalcis held out. They then took Opusin Locris, where Attalus had
a narrow escape: he was levying contributions from the wealthy
men when Philip appeared, coming from Demetrias at full speed,
after forcing the pass of Thermopylae and thrusting aside the
Aetolians. Attalus had to flee hurriedly to his ships, and weighed
anchor in great confusion. This was his inglorious farewell to
Greece: Prusias, no doubt at Philip’s instigation, was invading
his kingdom; he returned to Asia, abandoning Opus and Oreus
(¢. June 208). Sulpicius retired to Aegina and stayed there.

Resuming the land offensive, Philip then captured from the
Aectolians Thronium in Locris, Tithronium and Drymaea in
Phocis, but, as usual, had to break off to succour the Achaeans.
He was at Elatea, conferring with neutrals arrived from Aectolia
in pursuance of their pacific task, when he was called again to
fight Machanidas (July 208)!. He returned therefore to the
Peloponnese; and Machanidas retreated at his approach. At
Aegium, addressing the Achaeans, Philip could truly say that
his enemies were as prompt to flee as he to march against them,
and that they thus snatched victory from his grasp; his swift
arrival, his sanguine spirit, his burning words strengthened his
popularity. Yet, fearing the hostility of the ruling class, he
promised the Achaeans to cede to them Heraea, bequeathed to
him by Doson, and Triphylia and Alipheira conquered by himself
in the War of the Allies. After a profitable descent on the Aetolian
coast carried out with their co-operation, he proudly regained
Demetrias by sea, Sulpicius not attempting to bar his way.

This fourth campaign, which had seemed so full of danger,
ended in his favour: he had suffered no serious loss and gained
cities from the Aetolians; but it might have ended in a decisive
success. The Carthaginians had again cruised in Greek waters,
and even touched at Aegium. Attalus’ departure presented to
them a fine chance of winning a victory over Sulpicius which
wquld probably have decided the Aetolians to treat for peace;
but without waiting for Philip, who had appointed a rendezvous
at Aegium and even sent some ships, they had almost immediately
retreated towards Acarnania. Despairing of Carthaginian help,
Philip ordered the construction of 100 warships at Cassandreia—
an undertaking which was to be indefinitely postponed owing, no
doubt, to lack of money. Then, again as usual, he went to fight
the Dardanians.

1 Livy (xxvi, 7, 14) writes: nuntius adfertur Machanidam Olympioram
sollemne ludicrum parantis Fleos adgredi statuisse. As the Eleans were allies
of the Aetolians and, therefore, of the Spartans, probably Livy has made

some mistake in adapting Polybius,
9-2
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IV. THE PEACE OF PHOENICE. CONCLUSION

The Romans, to make up for Attalus’ withdrawal, should surely
have redoubled their activities, but they did exactly the opposite,
and for two years (207—6), Livy admits that ‘Greek affairs were
neglected.” Still, it may have been in the spring of 207 that Sulpicius
seized Dyme, sacked it, and carried off the inhabitants; if so, it
was his last exploit. He continued to guard the Illyrian coast with
some vessels, but took no further part in the war: apparently,
nearly all his soldiers had been recalled to Italy. Hasdrubal’s
invasion, it is said, made this necessary, but we may doubt whether,
even in this emergency, Rome could not spare these few men and,
besides, the explanation would not hold good for 206. Much
more probably, convinced at last that the Carthaginians would do
nothing for Philip, especially since their defeat at sea in 208
(p- 92), the Senate, who had only adopted half-heartedly Laevinus’
policy, lost all interest in the fighting in Greece, in spite of their
agreement with Aetolia. If Philip succeeded in equipping a fleet,
they would take steps to oppose himj in the meantime the
Aectolians could be left to deal with him alone. Thus, by Rome’s
selfish, disloyal, and, moreover, unwise inaction, the war under-
went a third transformation: from Roman-Macedonian, then
Roman-Hellenic, it became merely Hellenic and Macedonian—
a second ‘War of the Allies.’

Henceforth Philip might count on victory, especially if he had
not to succour the Achaeans. And suddenly Achaea put off her
feebleness and stood forth a military power. This miracle was due
to one man, Philopoemen, son of Craugis, an eminent citizen of
Megalopolis. Born about 253 B.c. he was soon left an orphan,
and was first brought up by Cleander, an exile from Mantinea, and
then became the pupil of his townsmen, the academic philosophers,
Ecdemus and Demophanes (vol. vir, p. 222). Their teaching
failed to broaden and elevate his narrowly definite mind or to
SOf-ten the harshness of his character : he remained over-imperious,
quick to anger and brutality, with a pride and egotism which might
lead him to sacrifice even his patriotism to his personal hatreds.
He may, however, have learnt from these devoted republicans some
of that proud spirit of independence, which, added to contempt
for gain and simple austerity of life, was his highest quality and
steeled him to present an unyielding front, first to Cleomenes
(vol. vi1, p. 760), and later to the Romans. In all else he was his
own teacher: he owed his career to his own burning and steady
energy directed to a single purpose and guided by a truly re-
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markable practical realism. A born soldier, the passion for fame
in arms filled his soul. Slightly endowed with the abilities of a
statesman, in which he fell short of his model Epaminondas, he
set himself to be an accomplished master of warfare and quickly
attained his ambition. He brought to the task great physical en-
durance, trained and developed above all by the chase and rustic
labour, a diligent apprenticeship in every branch of the soldier’s
craft, a precocious experience acquired in border-raids on Sparta,
and the study of tactical treatises which he corrected and supple-
mented by practical observation of field-manceuvres and their
setting. In early days, at Sellasia, Antigonus had divined in him
the promise of high generalship, but his independent spirit was
deaf to the king’s offers of employment, and for the next ten years,
with untiring zeal, he perfected his military skill as a condottiere
in Crete. He returned a famous captain, to be raised by the
Achaeans to their chief military posts, and from that moment,
resenting the sight of Achaea reduced to beg for Macedonian help
against Sparta, he determined to enable his country to defend
herself with her own forces. With lightning speed he reformed
and improved the federal army, first, as Hipparch, the cavalry
(210/09), then, when General (208/7), the infantry in the short
space of eight months; he introduced Macedonian tactics and
armament, drilled and trained his men, and showed what a real
leader could do with them.

After taking Tegea (date unknown), Machanidas was marching
to besiege Mantinea. Philopoemen, protected by a wide ditch,
waited for him south of the town, where the plain narrowed
between the last spurs of Maenalus on the south-east and the
lowest slopes of Alesion to the north-west. The two armies were
of almost equal strength, the Spartans having some 1 §,000, the
Achaeans 1§—20,000 men. Machanidas with his mercenaries
broke the mercenaries and light-armed troops on the Achaean
left and pursued them to Mantinea, but Philopoemen reformed
and extended his line to cut off the tyrant’s retreat, and hurled
back with his phalanx the Spartan phalanx as it crossed the ditch
to attack him. Thus he gained the day or, better still, regained
it after all seemed lost, and when Machanidas returned to aid his
men, he killed him with his own hand, thus proving himself the
worthy pupil of the tyrannicide philosophers. The Spartan army,
completely routed, lost 4000 dead and still more prisoners; the
Achaeans immediately re-took Tegea and invaded and ravaged
Laconia unhindered?. )

1 The details of the battle of Mantinea are far from being established
with certainty. See the Bibliography.
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This battle of Mantinea is memorable for several reasons. The
historian of military science notes that, at the outset of the action,
Machanidas shot down the Achaean phalanx with the catapults
destined for the siege of Mantinea: we may call it a first (and the
only) employment by the Greeks of field-artillery in a pitched battle
on land.” Moreover, Mantinea was the last great action in Greek
history between Hellenic armies. Finally, while making the fame
of Philopoemen, it covered Achaea with a ‘paradoxical’ glory—
she had beaten Sparta. True, this brilliant success was to have no
important or lasting consequences; but, for the moment, Achaea
could do without Philip.

Philip, therefore, concentrated all his efforts against the
Aetolians; fearing renewed Roman intervention, he was anxious
to force them to lay down their arms without delay. Yet the hope
of further help from Rome prolonged their resistance. The
neutrals, now joined by Byzantium and Mitylene, preached peace
to them in vain; vainly Thrasycrates of Rhodes, in a moving
speech rewritten, not invented by Polybius, reproached them with
their disgraceful treaty with the ‘Barbarians,” and pointed to
Rome as the real enemy that threatened Greece. Trusting in their
great ally, they continued the struggle; but Rome did nothing,
and they were overwhelmed by disasters. Driven from Thessaly,
they saw their own land invaded. Philip, to whom the Romans
now left freedom of action even by sea, reconquering Zacynthus,
handed it to Amynander in return for free passage through
Athamania, thus entered Aetolia from the north and, as in 218,
sacked Thermum (summer 207). In 206 the Aetolians, brought
to bay, yielded at last to the exhortations of peace-makers.and
resigned themselves to making a separate treatyl—a ‘defection’

"which-Rome never forgave though she had made it inevitable.

It w4s a costly peace for them. Though they retained Oeniadae,
they lost Hestiaeotis and Thessaliotis, Dolopia, Epicnemidian
Locris, and at least the greater number of their Phocian towns.
It seems, indeed, that Philip, foreseeing that the Romans would
do their utmost to make them break the treaty and thinking it
would be useful to show himself conciliatory, promised (without,
howevet, any intention of keeping his engagement) to return
Pharsalus to them, and if notall, at least much of his conquests in

1 The view has been held, based on the Thermum inscription Ds#2.2 554,
that Agelaus of Naupactus became once more General of the Aetolians in
207/6, which would imply the preponderance of the peace party at this
date. But the ‘second’ strategia of Agelaus, there mentioned, may be that of
217/16. See Beloch, Griech. Gesch2 1v, 2, p. 417, Pomtow, ad Ditt.2 554.
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Phthiotic Achaea: Echinus, Larissa Cremaste, and even Thebest.
But, even so, the Aetolians had to face a serious diminution of
their federal territory. It was a rude awakening after their dream
of establishing with Roman help their supremacy over Greece:
Macedonia was taking  a crushing revenge. The peace obviously
included their Peloponnesian allies?, Elis, Messene and Sparta,
where Nabis, a Eurypontid, now replaced Machanidas as Pelops’
guardian. The Hellenic war was ended.

This peace, for which she was responsible, roused Rome from
her lethargy. Philip, his hands free, could turn against Roman
Illyria and threaten Apollonia and Dyrrhachium. The Senate
considered it necessary to protect them and, by an imposing
display of strength, attempt to”put heart into the Aetolians, so
unwisely left in the lurch. -In the spring of 205, the proconsul
P. Sempronius Tuditanus, Sulpicius’ successor; brought to
Dyrrhachium 35 warships with 10,000 men and 1ooo horse;
and while he undertook some operations in Illyria and besieged
Dimale, his lieutenant, Laetorius, sailed to Aetolia with 15 ships
to add force to his arguments, and urged the Aetolians to take up-
arms again. But, disgusted with Roman ways, they refused to
listen: Laetorius had to go back empty-handed. As nine years
before, Rome found "herself face to face with Philip.- o

Sheé immediately renounced the prosecution of the war. Not,
indeed, that it was impossible, for Sempronius’ forces sufficed for
a defensive until peace with Carthage~——which might soon be
expected—should allow a powerful offensive; but the Senate had
no thought of involving Rome in a -great war with Philip. To
draw him fromIllyria, they would again have willingly set up the
Aetolians against-him, giving them, at need, some assistance; but
since Aetolia refused to fight, they ‘were ready to come to terms,
and had given Sempronius instructions to this_effect. The pro-
consul refused Philip’s challenge to battle before Apollonia, then,
the Epirote magistrates haviirg offered themselves as mediators, he
parleyed at Phoenice with Philip, who was equally. anxious to
extricate himself from the war. An agreement was -quickly
reached at the price of mutual concessions (autumn 205%): Philip
restored Parthinian territory, Dimale and other places; the

1 This assumption is required to explain the form taken by the complaints
of the Aetalians in 198 and 196 about Pharsalus, Thebes, Echinus and
Larissa Cremaste (Polybius xvirm, 3, 12; 38, 3). See the Bibliqgraphy,
especially the article of F. Stihlin there cited. C

2 On this see the present writer, in Rome, la Gréce et -ies monarches
hellénistigues, etc. pp. 258 5¢q., and E. Tiubler, ap. cit. 1, pp. 214.5¢2
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Romans left him Atintania. The peace, being general, included
on the Macedonian side Philip’s Greek allies and Prusias; on the
Roman side, Pleuratus—we may assume that Scerdilaidas was .
dead—and Attalus, who had remained faithful to the Roman
alliance even after the Aetolian desertion®. Attalus kept Aegina,
Philip most of his conquests from Pleuratus; the terms of agree-
ment between Attalus and Prusias are unknown. The Senate and
the Roman people, the latter by a unanimous vote of all the tribes,
ratified the treaty at the end of 205 or the beginning of 204;
Sempronius became consul, a proof of the satisfaction felt in
Rome at the settlement of Macedonian affairs.

So ended the desultory, intermittent, wholly inglorious war,
which first brought the Romans into prolonged contact with
Greece—a war which they had neither wished nor even foreseen,
which was imposed on them by the enemy, and to which they
only made up their minds late, when compelled by the necessity
of defending themselves; a war which was, on the whole, nothing
more than a tiresome by-product of their great contest with
Carthage. The results were scarcely gratifying to them. They
had, indeed, gained a distant and unexpected friend—Attalus,
with whom they had formed ties which became closer immediately
after the peace, when an embassy headed by Laevinus went to
Pergamum to seek the famous ‘Black stone’ (p. 115); but they
could not foresee the extraordinary importance which this new
friendship was shortly to assume. On the other hand, they had
no longer any hold over Greece; they had lost their allies, who
cursed them for their faithlessness as Philip’s allies did for their
atrocities; and in Greece the Hellenic spirit of solidarity, at length
awakened, now rose against them. Finally, Philip came out of the
conflict strengthened, aggrandized at the expense of the Illyrians,
clients or allies of Rome, as well as of the Aetolians.

Certainly, if the Romans, as many have supposed, had intended
to undermine the Macedonian power, and by forming a per-
manent, friendly Hellenic group opposed to Philip, to stir up
lasting trouble for him in Greece, their disappointment would have
been bitter. But they had no such far-reaching aims; otherwise,
far from treatin% Aetolia so cavalierly, they would have carefully
cultivated her alliance, which, being perpetual, gave them constant
opportunities of interfering in Hellenic affairs. In fact, they had
as yet no real Hellenic policy; they had entered Greece and sought

1 The annalists erroneously add the Ilians, Spartans, Eleans, Messenians
and Athenians. See the works cited above, p. 135 n. 2.
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allies there, only accidentally, under pressure of circumstances,
and solely to avert an imminent danger. The danger had vanished
—thanks above all, it is true, to Carthaginian inaction—and they
were satisfied.

They were the more content in that they had not to fear a
renewal of it. At close quarters Philip had seemed less formidable
than they had imagined. His troops, though excellent, were few;
his fleet, not yet in being, had not left the shipyards of Cassandreia;
his Greek allies were, on the whole, an embarrassment, and his
barbarian neighbours constantly threatened him. Without a
powerful ally he could not be dangerous, and where could he find
one—a second Hannibal? It mattered little, therefore, that he
had enlarged his dominions and even retained the valuable
district of Atintania: alone, he could attempt nothing against
Rome, and she might allow him to remain as the peace of Phoenice
had left him. There is no reason to suppose that, in Roman eyes,
this peace without victory was merely a truce.

There are those who blame Philip for concluding it, and
maintain that, although it was too late for him to help Hannibal
in Italy, the prolongation of hostilities in Illyria would have made
easier the last resistance of the Carthaginians, to his and their ad-
vantage. But Philip could not have harboured the fantastic notion
that the maintenance of a legion or so in Illyria would seriously
weaken the Roman effort against Carthage and effectively improve
the military situation of Hannibal and his country. Besides, as
Carthage had done nothing for him, Philip was justified in consider-
ing only his own immediate interests. If she made a successful
resistance and so secured a settlement by understanding with
Rome, it was very doubtful whether, despite the terms of her
alliance with Philip, she could include him within its scope.
His greatest danger was to be left exposed alone to Roman
vengeance: prudence accordingly impelled him to make peace
before Carthage, when the Romans offered honourable terms.
Doubtless it was hard for him to recognize by treaty their sove-
reignty over that Illyrian seaboard (even with the exception of
Atintania) which he had hoped to wrest from them, and to leave
in their hands the all-important bridge-heads of Dyrrhachium and
Apollonia: still he had escaped lightly from his dangerous ad-
venture. Moreover, he had new and urgent reasons for freeing
himself from the Roman conflict: the East now occupied his
thoughts more than the West. Events of great moment had
happened; others were about to happen, of which he did not intend
to remain a mere spectator—Antiochus claimed his attention.






cuar. VI, 1] THE PURPOSE OF ANTIOCHUS 139

him for this, saying that he ought to have made common cause
with Macedon and Carthage, divining the danger which Rome’s
victory threatened to the Greek world. But this foreknowledge was
not vouchsafed to him any more than to the Romans themselves,
who, at the moment, were far from realizing the domination which
they were destined to achieve. As he had no relations with Rome
and could imagine no possible cause of quarrel between himself
and the Republic; as he had, moreover, no direct interests in the
‘West, even in Greece, it is no wonder that Antiochus cared little
about the great struggle so far away. He considered that he had
a task of supreme importance in Asia: it was natural that he should
have given himself to it unreservedly; perhaps, too, he was not
ill-pleased to see Philip involved in a war which absorbed his
whole activity and diverted his energies from the East.

As early as 219/8, the negotiations concerning Southern Syria
(vol. vi1, p. 729) had shown how tenaciously Antiochus held to his
hereditary rights (Polybius v, 677, 8): he had no intention of ruling
over a mutilated kingdom. Itwas his high purpose to re-constitute,
to the limit of what was practicable, the Seleucid Empire, and re-
assert his authority over all countries, which, though rightfully
dependencies of his house, had broken away from their allegiance.
Achaeus out of the way, he set to work and began with Armenia.
the parts of Pausanias (viII, 50—51) concerning him, see above, p. 116. Itis
to be observed that while Livy has relied on Polybius for the history of the
Macedonian and Syrian Wars, he has usually if not always drawn on the
annalists for his account of those political and diplomatic events, connected
with these wars, which happened at Rome; so that in his narrative are
two strands, the one Polybian, the other annalistic, which are neither
coherent nor even reconcilable each with the other (as H. Nissen has con-
vincingly shown); and of which the second is generally quite untrustworthy.
Parts of his narrative, e.g. of the course of events which led to the Mace-
donian War (xxxi, 1, 6—5, 9), may even be classed with the worst products
of the annalists. This is not surprising since the authority chiefly followed
by Livy seems to be Valerius Antias (see vol. vir, p. 317). There are also
numerous inscriptions of which some (about a dozen) are of high historical
interest.

A very vexed chronological question of capital importance is the relation
of the Roman calendar to the reformed (Julian) calendar since the closing
years of the third century. On this the writer has not accepted the system
which Beloch proposed in 1918 and 1922, but for all essentials has adopted
the results of De Sanctis (see the Bibliography). As space does not permit
more than a very brief account of military operations, the reader is in general
(when no indication to the contrary is given) referred for all details to the
Antike Schlachifelder, vol. 11, of J. Kromayer and the Schlachten-Atias of
J- Kromayer and G. Veith (see the particular references given ‘ih the
Bibliography).
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The local dynasty no longer paid tribute. In 212, Antiochus
marched on the capital, Arsamosata, and prepared to lay siege to
it; the young king Xerxes (probably son of Arsame_s, the fprmer
ally of Hierax), who had at first fled, submitted almost immediately,
Wisely magnanimous, Antiochus only exacted as arrears of tribute
300 talents with 2000 horses and mules, and betrothed Xerxes to
his sister Antiochis, thus inaugurating the policy of dynastic
marriages which he always favoured?.

This settled, he turned to the Far East. Since the interrupted
campaign of Seleucus II (vol. vi1, p. 722) everything had gone
wrong there. Arsaces II Tiridates (vol. vii, p. 720) had conquered
(after 217) Western Hyrcania2 and in Eastern Media Comisene
and Choarene; the Graeco-Bactrians, under a new king, Euthy-
demus of Magnesia, who had overthrown the Diodotids (vol. vir,
p- 719), now occupied Areia; Antiochus must strike now before
secession spread farther. In the winter of 211—0, coming pre-
sumably from Antiocheia, he sailed down the Euphrates; late in
210 he was in Media preparing the vast expedition which brought
him fame. To finance the war he despoiled the temple of Anaitisat
Ecbatana3, obtaining, we are told, nearly 4000 talents—an easy
but dangerous way of raising money to which he had recourse
later to his cost (p. 242). Next year, having taken the precaution of
proclaiming his eldest son, Antiochus, a boy of eleven, joint-king,
he left Ecbatana with a powerful army#* to fight Arsaces III (or
Artabanus I), successor to Tiridates, who had died, ¢. 210. Like
Alexander he naturally followed the great road which led to Heca-
tompylos (?Sharud) by Rhagae and the Caspian Gates®; once
through the Gates he was in enemy country and had soon after

1 Itis true that the marriage turned out ill, for Antiochis brought about
her husband’s death (Johannes Antioch. frag. 53; F.H.G. 1v, p. §57).
According to the confused account given by that writer, Antiochus himself
instigated the murder, but we may take leave to be sceptical. In consequence,
at an unknown date Antiochus divided Armenia between two native princes,
Zariadres and Artaxias, cach of whom held the rank of a royal governor
(strategos), Strabo x1, 528, 531.

2 See Kiessling in P.#. s.vv. Hekatompylos (col. 2791), Hyrkania (col. 501).

# Some historians are of the opinion that Ecbatana had been conquered
by Arsaces IT or III; that is not impossible, but the present writer cannot
regard it as proved. :

* The figures, however, given by Justin (xr1, 5, 7)—100,000 foot,
20,000 horse—plainly belong to legend.

8 For this part of Antiochus’ expedition, to his arrival in Bactria, es-
pecially for the identification of places, see Kiessling in P./W. s.vv. Heka-
tompylos (cols. 2795—6), Hyrkania (cols. 501—2).
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to cross the salt steppe which separates Simnan from Damghan.
Arsaces intended to block the wells of fresh water as he retired, but
Antiochus, throwing forward 1000 cavalry, forestalled him and
reached Hecatompylos unhindered. Arsaces had fled to Hyrcania,
whither Antiochus, still in the footsteps of Alexander, pressed the
pursuit. To cross the Elburz mountains held by the brave Tapu-
rians, who, too, had risen against the Seleucids and were pre-
sumably allies of Arsaces, was no easy task: starting from Tagae
(?Taq near Damghan), he fought his way through 1n eight days,
forced the pass of Labus (Lamavu) ; then, descending into the plain,
occupied the open town of Tambrax, and reduced after a difficult
siege the strong Sirynca (? Tarunga), though he could not save its
Greek population which was massacred by the barbarians. After
these glorious beginnings we lose sight of him, but Arsaces was
finally constrained to sue for terms, withdrawing apparently from
Comisene and Hyrcania as well as Choarene, and became his
subordinate ally (? winter 209—8).

Next came Bactria; Antiochus, coming from Parthyene,
marched against it in 208. Euthydemus, resting upon the fortress
of Gourianal, awaited him behind the river Arius (Here Rud),
his western frontier; 10,000 horsemen challenged his crossing.
But these withdrew during the night, and Antiochus, with his
leading troops, took advantage of their unwariness, and, after a
hot action in which he fought gallantly, had a horse killed under
him and was wounded, made good his footing on the eastern
bank. Euthydemus retired on Zariaspa Bactra, but did not
abandon the struggle, which lasted two years, a stubborn war of
which the history has perished: all that has come down to us is
a vague memory of the siege of Bactra, which remained famous
among the Greeks. In 206, weary of fighting, the two kings began
negotiations; Euthydemus represented that more fighting would
lay open the country to the ‘Nomads’ who would ‘barbarize’ it.
Antiochus felt the force of this argument: the Bactrian state was
the outpost of Hellenic civilization against barbarism. He, there-

1 Kiessling in P.W. s.v. Guriane identifies ta TIovpiava (Polybius
X, 49, 1: adopting Gutschmid’s correction of the MSS reading Taryovpiar)
with Ghurian on the Here Rud, west of Herat. But it is unlikely that
Antiochus, coming from Parthyene and about to invade Bactria, should have
gone so far south; more probably he was following the usual route to Bactra,
which crossed the Jozwer Arius, and Euthydemus, who was covering his
capital, would await him at the crossing. Now Ptolemy (v, 10, 4) gives ¢
Guriane ‘in Margiana® (Gutschmid); this seems to be 7é T'ovpiava, which
should have been on the route to Bactra, some distance east of the Arius
(communicated to the writer by Mr W. W. Tarn).
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fore, only exacted the surrender of Euthydemus’ elephants in
sign of allegiance, but left him his royal title, concluded with him
a perpetual alliance, and promised one of his daughters to his son
Demetrius. ) '

Reprovisioned by Euthydemus, Antiochus crossed the Hindu-
Kush and pushed on to ‘India’—which means no more than
that he penetrated the Cabul valley. There he renewed with the
Hindoo prince called in Greek Sophagasenos—some rajah become
independent at the break-up of the Mauryan empire!—the
‘friendship’ formed by Seleucus with Chandragupta, and received
from him elephants and treasure.

So ended his ‘Anabasis’; he had made Seleucid power felt by
peoples who had forgotten it. On the return march he passed
through the south of his empire—Arachosia, Drangiana, Car-
mania, where he wintered (206—5), and Persia where, at Antio-
cheia (probably Bushire, east of the Persian Gulf), he received the
Magnesian envoys requesting him to recognize the festival of
Artemis Leucophryene. Coming to the Persian Gulf, more fortu-
nate than Alexander, he embarked for Arabia, paid a peaceful visit
to the Gerrhaeans, confirmed their freedom in rcturn for rich
présents, and sighted the island of Tylos (Bahrein). Itwas probably
at Seleuceia, which he re-entered in triumph after six years (205/4.),
bringing 150 elephantsand fabulous booty, that he assumed the
Achaemenid title of ‘Great King’ which the Greeks turned into
¢ Antiochus the Great’—a name deserved by his kingly virtues, his
greatness of purpose, untiring energy, martial courage, and gene-
rosity towards the vanquished. The tale of his distant exploits, em-
broidered and magnified by his mercenaries, notably the Aetolians,
filled the Hellenic world, until at the end of the third century,
Antiochus enjoyed, as no one else, the admiration of the Greeks.

They admired him—and with good grounds—but they did not
understand him. They, and after them the Romans, saw in him
a second Alexander, a conqueror of inordinate ambitions; and
deemirig him worthy of world-empire, they believed he aimed
at it. The conqueror was, in fact, a prudent statesman, whose
head was not turned by success. He had notassayed the dangerous
adventure of destroying the Armenian, Parthian, or Bactrian
kingdoms, but had been content with including them again in his
empire as vassal states. Master of himself, unseduced by fantastic
hopes, shrewdly calculating what the moment and his power
allowed, he aimed only at the possible.

_ One thing surely was possible: with the resources of Asia to
his hand, he might recover from the Ptolemies the countries they

Y Cambridge History of India, 1, p. 442.
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had stolen from his ancestors. While his reign had raised Syria
from weakness to strength, Egypt was declining and, under her
sluggish monarch, despite the energetic Sosibius, had fallen on
evil days. A son had indeed at length been born to Philopator
(9 October 210 or 209), who almost immediately proclaimed him
joint-ruler; and thus the future of the dynasty seemed assured.
But, about 207/6 (if not before), while Philopator, definitely
forsaking the noble Arsinoe, was ruled entirely by an odious trio,
his favourite Agathocles, his mistress Agathocleia, Agathocles’
sister, and their mother Oenanthe, the native rising became
steadily more dangerous (p. 129). At first apparently confined to
the Delta, it spread to Upper Egypt, where Thebais seceded; a
usurper, Harmachis, presumably a Nubian, founded a kingdom
which was to last over twenty years. Meanwhile the Ethiopian
prince Ergamenes, formerly Philopator’s friend and vassal, seized
Philae. The internal calamities of the realm were reflected abroad.:
Lysimacheia, too difficult to hold against the Thracians, was
abandoned; while in most of the towns of Asia Minor dependent
upon Ptolemy, his authority had become purely nominal.

- Egypt’s difficulties were Antiochus’ opportunity. He purposed
to attack and defeat her, avenge Raphia, and regain what she had
usurped in Syria, Asia and Thrace. But could he carry out his
purpose unhampered? He could have done so, had the war in
Greece continued; but it had ended most inconveniently, at the
very moment of his return from the Upper Satrapies. Philip was
clear of Rome, and Antiochus now had him to reckon with.

I1. BEFORE THE EASTERN CRISIS

Doubtless Philip had been jealously watching eastern events.
He and Antiochus were the same age, had ascended their thrones
together, and were naturally rivals for power and fame. But while
he was making no headway in his. contest with Rome, Antiachus
now was playing Alexander in Asia—a most painful contrast. And
the Seleucid, insatiable, was intending to make the Egyptian
empire his prey: this Philip could not allow; Egypt might fall,
but not for Antiochus’ profit. He had made peace at Phoenice
partly to prevent this. Hitherto circumstances had imposed upon
him 4 western policy, not unlike that of Pyrrhus, but now, deter-
mined to make up for his failure, he was looking East, returning to
the tradition of his great ancestors Demetrius I and Antigonus II.

The Aegean, where only a few islands, such as Andros, were
Macedonian and where Ptolemy retained little but Thera; had
been for twenty years without a master (vol. vii, pp. 718, 752);
the Rhodians alone, who cleared it of pirates, exercised a peaceful
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control. Thus it was a first natural object for Philip’s ambition, who
had, moreover, always kept an eye upon it: Like hi_s predecessors,
he was a protector of Delos, where, at his accession, the Mace-
donian League had erected his statue (vol. vi1, p. 751); in 216 he
had founded the Philippeia, then, like Gonatas, builtaportico, whose
mighty ruins still exist and which hid the portico built by Attalus.
In Crete, although his protectorate (vol. vir, p. 768) was no longer
recognized everywhere, many towns remam_egl h_ls allies. To
dominate the Aegean and the Straits, thus realizing in the reverse
direction the daring dream of Attalus, to establish himself on the
" Asiatic and Thracian shore, such was—for the moment—his new
purpose. ) )

To attain this end he was to apply his rare powers and in-
domitable energy, but also, unfortunately, give rein to his worst
instincts. To be sure, his enemies have defamed him; he was not
as hateful as the Messenian Alcaeus paints him in his epigrams
or the Achaean Polybius in his history. Several of the crimes
which are imputed to him are probably imaginary—the attempted
assassination of Philopoemen, the poisoning of the Athenian
statesmen Eurycleides and Micion. Nevertheless, too many in-
controvertible facts prove the increasing savagery of his temper.
He had had much to embitter him: the failure of his western pro-
ject owing to lack of Carthaginian co-operation; the ineradicable
enmity of the Aetolians and their unnatural alliance with Rome;
the hostility, still less pardonable as it was entirely unprovoked,
of the Pergamene princeling; the labours of an exhausting war
which he had waged almost alone for nine years; the treason of
subordinatesl; theinertia of most of his allies, active only to implore
his help; the ingratitude and hatred which he perceived among
the Greek optimares, who forgot his services and could pardon
neither his imperious control nor his personal policy which had
brought the Romans into Greece. By now he despised all men
except the Romans, adversaries worthy of him, and openly showed
his contempt. Brooking no obstacle to his ambitions, grasping at
any means to attain his ends, careless of any scandal he caused, he
was to startle the Greek world both by his brutality and his
trickery, wantonly provoking fear, anger and distrust.

In Macedonia he rejected Doson’s ‘constitutional’ arrange-
ments (vol. vii, p. 751): the formula ‘King Philip and the
Macedonians’ was replaced by ‘Philip King of the Macedonians.’
He did not scruple to place his image on his coins?, as no one
of his ancestors had done, except Demetrius I. He became the

1 See, for example, Livy xxvi1, 32, 9; xxvi, 6, I sgq.
2 See Vol. of Plates iii, 10, . ’ ’ “
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They were mostly quadriremes and quinqueremes, especially
equipped for boarding, but also, following Ant1gon1d tra41tlons,
some very large ships, a ‘dekeres,” ‘ennereis, octereis, heprereis’ and
‘hexereis’; he added to them (and this was a novelty) many Zembi.
During the building of his new fleet, he led a punitive expedition
against the Dardanians—a usual precaution when he contem-
plated leaving his kingdom; in one battle he is said to have slain
over 10,000; he certainly struck hard, for the Dardanians re-
mained quiet for four years2.

Reassured in this direction, Philip felt no uneasiness about the
Greeks and treated them cavalierly. Exhausted by war, rent by
internal quarrels, Aetolia seemed definitively crippled. Despising
her weakness, he broke his engagement to restore to her Pharsalus,
Echinus, Larissa Cremaste and Phthiotic Thebes (p. 134). Nordid
he give up Heraea, Alipheira and Triphylia, promised in 208 to
Achaea (p. 131). The Achaean leaders, elated beyond reason by
their victory at Mantinea, affected an independent attitude which
exasperated Philip; the antagonism between him and the former
party of Aratus, whose present hero was Philopoemen, was now
acute. Pursuing his new policy, Philip courted the favour of the
masses. He redeemed at his own charges the Dymaeans sold by
Sulpicius, a most popular gesture. His treatment of his subject-
allies—Thessalians, Euboeans, Phocians, Locrians—while in-
creasingly despotic, displayed demagogic tendencies; he gave
orders as master to the cities3, reduced their autonomy to nothing,
imposed his nominees as magistrates4, but tolerated or encouraged,
especially in Thessaly, social disorders, hateful to the well-to-do
and agreeable to the mob. In Boeotia, where his influence was
dominant, these long-standing disorders were reaching a climax.
Thus his popularity increased, and so did the number of his oppo-
nents among the propertied classes. He was now the opposite of
Doson, who had been the bulwark of the conservatives against social
revolution and with whom they reproachfully contrasted him.

But another monarch satisfied more amply the ideals of the
‘have-r}ots’; this was Machanidas’ strange and formidable suc-
eessor in Sparta, which State the Achaeans tooreadily believed they

had added to his own (p. 153). The unintelligible phrase in Appian,
Maced. 4, 1, DiNvrmos pév 7@y Smnrbov Tois éml Gardoaons [] oTéhov
émraqyyeilas, may be disregarded.

L See W. W. Tarn, Hellenistic Civilisation, Ed. 2, p. 55 5q.

# In the same period Philip seems to have made an expedition into
Thrace, but we have no precise information about it.

8 See e.g. his letter to Chalcis, mentioned in Di#t.3 561.

4 Cf., for a later period, Livy xxx1v, 48, 2; XxXIX, 27, 8.
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had crippled. Of royal blood, descended from the king Dema-
ratus, related through his wife Apia to the ancient Argive tyrants,
Nabis, going much further than Cleomenes, was the very type
of a revolutionary prince. Under him the social revolution,
smouldering everywhere, triumphed in Sparta. Having formed
a Red Guard of Cretans and mercenaries recruited from among
the adventurers of all Greece, he removed his ward Pelops, seized
the crown, and applied the extremist programme in its entirety—
spoliation, proscription, systematic destruction of the upper
classes, confiscation of private fortunes (ostensibly for the State).
Moreover, he enfranchised many Helots, who were made citizens,
assigned land to these same Helots and to the poor, and distri-
buted among mob-leaders and mercenaries the goods and even
the wives and daughters of the proscribed. At the same time,
being as keen a nationalist as a communist, he strove successfully
to revive Spartan military power, fortified Sparta, increased the
army by enrolling the enfranchised Helots and many Perioeci,
created from the ships of the maritime towns a fleet which, with
the Cretans, harried the seas, restored Gytheum as a great arsenal,
and acquired places of refuge in Crete. A fervent Lacedae-
monian, and therefore an uncompromising enemy of Achaea and
especially of Megalopolis, he cherished Cleomenes’ designs of
conquest (vol. vii, pp. 752 s¢g.).

Had he revealed these immediately, Philip would presumably
have been stirred to action: the renewal of Spartan power was a
direct challenge to Doson’s successor. But it was not till 201,
when Philip was far away, that Nabis struck hard and surprised
Messene, whence, however, he was driven by Philopoemen, who,
in a private capacity, had hastened to the rescue with his Mega-
lopolitans. Open war then began again between Sparta and
Achaea—a war in which the latter often fared badly, for her one
trust was in Philopoemen, and her army without him relapsed
into its normal incompetence. But in 204 and 203 Nabis confined
himself to border-raids in the territory of Megalopolis, and Philip
was possibly not displeased to see the Megalopolitans, so arrogant
since Mantinea, harassed by a troublesome neighbour.

What also gave him satisfaction was the disappearance of
an old adversary. Aetolia was profoundly disturbed by troubles
between debtors and creditors; Scopas and Dorimachus, scenting
an opportunity to regain power, had themselves elected ‘lamz-
givers’ (romographoi) (vol. vii, p. 208), and Scopas, to please:tize.
populace, proposed radical measures, possibly the total cancellation
of debts—a certain method, he thought, of being re-elected
General. But, a leader of the capitalist party, Alexander Isios,

10—-2
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‘the richest man in Greece’ according to Polybius (he possessed
200 talents), defeated his proposals. Disappointed in his ambitions
and deep in debt, Scopas then left Aetolia with a band of followers
and went to restore his fortunes by service in Egypt (204.).

Scopas was sure of a welcome in Alexandria. To repress the
natives and be ready for Antiochus, whose attitude was considered
threatening, the Egyptian government, s.e. Sosibius, was re-
organizing the army regardless of expense. Good officers were
badly needed, and Scopas, a famous soldier, was made generalis-
simo of the field-army with the enormous daily pay of 10 minae;
his companions with lesser commands received a mina each.
While thus arming Egypt, Sosibius was busy with diplomatic
manceuvres against Antiochus. As has been seen, he had long
counted upon using Philip to counter him. He therefore made
overtures to the latter regarding an alliance to be sealed later by
the betrothal of the young Ptolemy with one of his daughtersl.
This could not but please Philip whose one fear, obviously, was
that terror of Antiochus might drive Egypt to purchase peace
with Syria at the price of any concessions that the Scleucid king
demanded. Already, in proof of friendship, Philip had offered
Philopator help against the natives; this offer had, indeed, been
refused, since it seemed too dangerous to open Egypt to the
Macedonians. But, without bearing Sosibius any grudge for this
refusal, Philip welcomed his advances, without, however, con-
tracting any immediate engagement.

Sosibius’ precautions against Antiochus were soon seen to be
justified. He, too, with an impudent assumption of the role of
friend, had proposed to assist Philopator against the rebels; when
this offer was declined, he came, in 203, to Asia Minor and
showed himself aggressive. Accompanied by the Lydian governor
Zeuxis (p. 124), he stayed in Caria with considerable forces and
compelled some towns ‘in alliance with Ptolemy,” notably
Amyzon, to surrender to him (May-June)2. Philip, who also had
designs on Caria, must have watched his enterprise ill-content.

Thus ended the year 203 in gathering storm. Antiochus openly
threatened Egypt; Philip had not yet declared himself, and was
a cause. of uneasiness to .Antiochus, of hope to the Alexandrians.
The two kings were eying one another askance when, about
December, they heard the astounding news that Philopator and
Arsinoe were dead: the Egyptian empire was vested in a child
of six or seven years surrounded by an unworthy camarilla.

* This follows from Polybius xv, 25, 13 (see below, p. 150), in which
passage there is no reason to change ériyauia into émripayia.
2 See A. Wilhelm, #ien Anz. 57, 1920, XVII-XXVII, Pp. 51 54q.
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I11. THE EASTERN CRISIS

The true date of Philopator’s death remains a mysteryl.
Incredible as it appears, Sosibius and Agathocles seem to have
concealed it for a long time. They made arrangements for seizing
the government, had Arsinoe secretly murdered, and forged a will
of Philopator appointing them guardians of his son. Then,
28 November 2032, Agathocles (Sosibius having died in the mean-
time®) summoned the ‘hypaspists,” household troops and military
leaders, announced the death of the King and Queen, proclaimed
the ‘child’ king, read the forged will, administered to the troops
an oath of allegiance, and assumed the regency, which could not
have fallen into baser hands. With him ruled Oenanthe and
Agathocleia—to whom was entrusted- the young Ptolemy—and
their creatures, but, universally hated, their rule was precarious;
Agathocles was to meet a formidable opponent in the young
governor of Pelusium, Tlepolemus, supported by army and
people, whom the murder of Arsinoe had enraged.

The regency secured, Agathocles, says Polybius, returned to
his debauches. He endeavoured, however, to guard against the
danger which threatened Egypt from without. While Scopas,
abundantly supplied with funds, was sent to raise mercenaries in
Greece, an Egyptian envoy went to invite Antiochus to respect
existing treaties; another, Ptolemy of Megalopolis, set out for
Rome, obviously to announce the new king’s accession and beg
for senatorial mediation with Antiochus; but since the Egyptian
interference in the Macedonian War must certainly have dis-
pleased the Senate, Agathocles hoped little from this proceeding.
Indeed, he is said to have sent the Megalopolitan to Rome mainly

1 See the Bibliography. The present writer has not accepted the solution
of this problem recently proposed by Ernst Meyer. The Canon of the Kings
puts the death of Philopator in the 18th year of his reign, z.e. between the
13th Oct. 205 and the 12th Oct. 204 (Egyptian year). But even if the
event Is put as near as possible to the latter date, more than a year would
have elapsed before it was officially made known (28 Nov. 203), and this is
highly improbable.

_ 2 The day and month are given by the so-called Rosetta decree (17
Phaophi = 28 Nov.). The year is to be deduced from the fact that the
accession of Ptolemy V is narrated by Polybius in Book xv which covers the
year 203/2 B.c. It appears, moreover, that for some reason hitherto un-~
explained, the first regnal year of Ptolemy V was, at a later period, reckoned
as his second year, for the comparison of the Rosetta decree with Polybius
xv, 53—-55 shows that his gth year corresponded to 196/5. .

3 See Niese, 0p. cit. 11, p. 573, n. 2, 3, whose view is here adopted.
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with the idea of getting rid of him. The important embassy was
that of Sosibius’ son Ptolemy, dispatched to Philip to conclude
the agreement contracting his daughter to Ptolemy V and request
his armed help against Antiochus, no doubt promising in return
ample subsidies and, perhaps, even the cession of territory.
Agathocles thus continued Sosibius’ Macedonian policy, and saw
in Philip the chief hope of Egypt.

About the same time, Antiochus also approached the Mace-
donian king!. He desired to profit by Egypt’s new internal
troubles, but was afraid of Philip. Fearing him as an adversary,
he resigned himself to accepting him as a partner, and proposed
to divide with him the empire of the Ptolemies. The negotiations
were secret, so the exact conditions of the partition compact are
unknown. What is certain is that Egypt, which could not well be
divided, was excluded from it; and that Antiochus took Southern
Syria and left Philip, if not all, at least most, of the Egyptian
dependencies along the Aegean coast. It seems obvious, too, that
he would take Cyprus and the Cilician and Lycian towns subject
to Ptolemy, while Philip received the few Cyclades which still
belonged to Egypt, and the Ptolemaic possessions in Thrace as
Maronea, Aenus, and Cypsela; finally, perhaps, Cyrenaica, which
it was not easy either to conquer or to hold, might go to Philip.

Clearly, such an arrangement could not be really acceptable to
either of the high contracting powers. By opening Asia to Philip,
ceding him Asiatic and Thracian districts which he regarded as
rightfully belonging to Seleucids, Antiochus was doing violence
to his own feelings: he was not sincere, and Philip knew it. On
his side, Philip would dread any fresh increase of Seleucid power,
which had again become so formidable, and fear that, after
Southern Syria, Antiochus would seize Egypt. Rather than make
a bargain with him and risk being duped, his interests urged him
to join the Alexandrians in protecting the child-king’s dominions,
so that he might later be their sole master. But he did not intend
to involve himself at the moment in war against Antiochus,
wishing above all to preserve complete freedom of action. He
agreed therefore to the Syrian proposals and accepted the partition
treaty, but at the same time welcomed Sosibius’ son, who stayed
for about a year at his court, most honourably treated. Apparently,
playing a double game, Philip promised alliance to both Agathocles

1 The study of the situation at the time makes it clear that Antiochus
initiated the negotiations which led to the partition treaty (see A. Wilhelm,
Wien Anz. 57, 1920, p. 54), although Polybius in his moral reflections on
the matter (xv, 20, 2) makes the two kings each invite the other..
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and Antiochus, thus assuring himself of freedom during
the struggle between them to make what conquests he might
consider immediately necessary. For the time being he deceived
both parties; but everything leads one to believe that, having
strengthened himself at leisure, he counted on turning against
Antiochus in the end, and revealing himself as the interested
defender of Ptolemy—his future son-in-law.

It was probably late in the winter of 203—2 that Antiochus
and Philip, apparently reviving the time-honoured coalition of
Syria and Macedonia against Egypt, concluded the disgraceful
agreement which roused Polybius’ honest indignation—in fact,
a lying compact which neither intended to keep. Then, in the
spring, they got to work, without any pretence of justifying their
aggressions. Antiochus invaded Southern Syria, but his opera-
tions are unknown and he seems to have achieved little. Philip,
careless of the provisions of the partition treaty, sought to subdue,
not towns subject to Egypt, but free cities; he wished to establish
himself both on the Straits from the Hellespont to the Bosporus
and in Caria, where he coveted lasus, an excellent naval base.

He brought against Iasus Olympichus, probably a Carian
dynast (vol. vii, pp. 184, 720), his ally, who began to harry it.
He himself directed operations on the Straits. There Lysimacheia,
formerly Egyptian, in the Chersonese; Chalcedon, on the
Bosporus; Cius, on the Propontis, were—since some unknown
date—dependent allies of the Aetolian League. Philip imposed
his alliance, Z.e. his authority, upon Lysimacheia, expelled its
Aetolian governor, and garrisoned it; he also occupied Chalcedon,
and Perinthus, a Byzantine dependency lying between the two;
then, acting as ally of Prusias, who had a quarrel with Cius, he
besieged and took that town, but, before handing it over, sacked
it and sold the population. Itsneighbour Myrleiasuffered the same
fate. Returning to Macedonia, Philip seized Thasos by treachery,
so it is said, and, perhaps for some reason unknown to us, en-
slaved part of its inhabitants. It is noteworthy that he respected
the Egyptian dependencies on the coast of Thrace.

This attack launched against inoffensive communities in pro-
found peace raised a storm of indignation: the Greek world was
outraged by the fate of Cius and Thasos. It also, beyond doubt,
annoyed Antiochus, who was irritated by his ally’s cool high-
handedness, his co-operation with Prusias, a natural opponent of
the Seleucids, and above all his occupation of Lysimacheia to
which he himself had claims. Moreover, Philip’s expedition
naturally embroiled him with Aetolia, already angered by his



152 THE ROMANS AGAINST PHILIP [craPp.

non-observance of the treaty of 206, and Byzantium, and, more
serious still, it made the Rhodians his declared enemies. His
indirect attack upon Iasus, their friend, had moved them to
protest, and they believed that his establishment upon the Straits
endangered their trade; Philip added the last straw by making
mock of them, promising, at their intercession, to spare Cius and
then sacking it beneath the eyes of their envoys. Exasperated, and
incited to action by an energetic citizen, Theophiliscus, whom they
elected mavarch, the Rhodians, peace-loving though they were,
decided to fight Philip, bringing in also their allies, Byzantium,
Cyzicus, Chios, Cos and the rest (end of summer 202).

Philip was unwise enough to despise Rhodes, but he feared the
Romans, whose victory at Zama, during his maritime campaign,
had freed them to intervene in the East. His spies at Rome kept
him informed of their intentions; he soon had proof that these
were not alarming. The Aetolians, furious but not daring to
challenge him unaided, had attempted to renew friendly rela-
tions with the Senate and interest it in their cause (probably
autumn 202 B.c.'); but, harshly reminding their envoys of their
‘defection’ in 206, the parres rejected their appeal. This rebuff
implied that Rome had, at the moment, no mind to take action
again in Greece against Macedonia; so Philip thought that he
could safely pursue his eastern enterprises. He was, however, to
meet adversaries whom he had rashly underrated.

In the spring of 201 the two kings resumed operations.
Antiochus continued the conquest of Southern Syria, favoured by
persistent disorders in Egypt. Agathocles, Agathocleia and their
clique had indeed vanished, massacred in a military and popular
rising, fomented by Tlepolemus, of which Polybius gives a vivid
and pathetic picture (xv, 26 2 sgg.). But, as soon as he became
regent, Tlepolemus, able soldier as he was, proved a feeble ad-
ministrator, indolent, careless, wasteful of public funds, and by
his misgovernment roused a strong opposition. Meanwhile the
native revolt still raged from Nubia to the Delta, where Lycopolis
was its main centre, and, doubtless, many mercenaries, chiefly

* Appian (Maced. 4, 2) puts the Aetolian embassy to Rome after that
of Attalus and the Rhodians, i.e. in 201—0 B.c. This clearly reverses the
true chronological order. In 201-0 the Senate would have received the
Aetolians with open arms. Their démarche at Rome must have followed
closely on Philip’s operations against Lysimacheia, Chalcedon and Cius; on
the other hand, it is probable that it did not happen until after Rome’s

d;cisive victory over Carthage. Thus the most probable date is the autumn
of 202 B.C.
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Aetolians, brought from Greece by Scopas, were used in sup-
pressing it. Under these circumstances, Antiochus was able to
reach Gaza; but, faithful to its heroic traditions and firmly loyal to
Ptolemy, the town defended itself stoutly and enabled Scopas to
gather an army to face the invader (autumn 201).

On his side, Philip crossed the Aegean, probably subdued the
numerous independent islands (including perhaps Cythnos and
Paros), but left Thera to the Egyptians. Coming to Samos, a
Ptolemaic dependency where lay an Egyptian squadron, he
apparently expected to be received with open arms, but met with
a resistance explained by the uneasiness he inspired: possibly the
inhabitants feared the fate of Thasos. It seems that, in order to
reduce the town, he was forced to blockade it and storm the forts
on the surrounding heightsl. At last the city fell, and Philip
incorporated some, though not all, of the Egyptian vessels in his
fleet: for the Ptolemaic squadron was not fitted out for war
(Polybius xv1, 2, 9), a fact which is sufficient evidence that Philip
had not, at this time, acted as the enemy of Egypt. Thus he found
himself in possession of §3 cataphracts besides some light ships
and 150 Jembi, and with these he could defy the Rhodians and
their allies. But he became involved with a new enemy. The
common danger brought together Attalus and Rhodes hitherto
unfriendly. In each new progress of the Macedonian eastward,
Attalus saw a menace to himself, for Philip had a heavy score
to settle with him. Theophiliscus came to Pergamum and per-
suaded him to abandon his hesitations and to unite his fleet with
that of the Rhodians, whereupon Philip found himself threatened
by 65 cataphracts and 12 ‘undecked’ vessels.

As before, he proceeded against non-Ptolemaic cities. Leaving
Samos, he coasted along Ionia, imposed his protectorate upon
Teos?, and was besieging Chios®, when Theophiliscus and Attalus,
bearing down upon him from the north, caused him to raise the
siege and brought him to action in the south of the Chian channel.

1 If, that is, the decree of the Samians recently published by G. Klaffen-
bach (Ath. Mitt. L1, 1926, p. 28) belongs to this time.

2 T'eos was a subject-ally of Attalus in 218 (Polybius v, 77, 5~6) and
so possibly in 201, like the two Colophons of which Philip must also have
gained control.

3 On the order of the two battles Chios and Lade see the present writer
in Rev. E.A. 1920, pp. 244 s¢g. An additional argument for placing Chios
before Lade is that if Philip still had his fleet {of 53 cataphracts) intact at
the time of Lade, the Rhodians, who single-handed had at most about 30
cataphracts, would certainly not have risked a battle.
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The battle which followed, the last great engagement fought by
the Macedonian navy, was worthy of the.great days of Qos and
Andros and, although indecisive, did Philip much credit. His
Macedonians showed, as usual, unequalled valour in boarding;
and his Zembi, skilfully handled, seriously impqded the movements
of the enemy ships. The Rhodians, by superior seamanship, but
not without hard fighting, defeated the Macedonian left, but on
the right, Philip, attacked by Attalus, proved victorious, drove
Attalus ashore, compelled him to flee by land, captured his royal
flagship, and forced the Pergamenes to break off the action. But
his partial victory, which he emphasized by dedicating his spoils
at Delos, cost him dear. Polybius, copying patriotic Rhodian
historians, must have exaggerated his loss in men—about 12,000
including over 3000 Macedonians—but he lost 28 cataphracts,
among them six of his largest vessels, and 72 /Jembi, while his
opponents suffered only slightly, save for the death of the brave
Theophiliscus, who was mortally wounded. This meantthat Philip’s
enemies, united, would have in future a crushing superiority at
sea.
For the present they separated. Attalus returned home to put
his kingdom into a state of defence; the Rhodians took up their
station at Lade, covering the Milesian coast. Seizing this oppor-
tunity, Philip attacked and defeated them, but without inflicting
on them serious losses, and compelled them to retreat southwards.
He should perhaps have pressed the pursuit and completed their
destruction, but his rage against Attalus turned him aside. Aftera
triumphal welcome from the Milesians, Ptolemy’s nominal allies,
he left his fleet to operate against the Sporades, allies or subjects
of Rhodes, and hurried with some light-armed troops to Per-
gamum, hoping to surprise it and capture Attalus—which,
it is true, would in all likelihood have finished the war. But
Pergamum was well defended; he could only plunder the sanc-
tuaries outside the city, especially the Nicephorium, and as
Attalus had laid waste the countryside, he traversed it in all
directions without finding provisions for his menZ.

After this abortive raid, Philip returned through Hicra Come
and Maeandrian Magnesia to the district near Latmus, probably
seizing on his way Pedasa and Euromus; then, aided by his fleet,
which had unsuccessfully attacked Cos and Calymna, but taken
Nisyrus from the Rhodians, he invaded Southern Caria. He
failed to capture Cnidus, a free city, but, pushing eastward along

! From this point onwards the reconstruction of Philip’s operations is

bound to be conjectural; see the articles of the present writer (Rev. E. 4.
1920, 1921, 1923) cited in the Bibliography.
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the Triopian Chersonese, he conquered the Rhodian Peraea; then,
turning northward, he occupied Panamara where, for reasons of
policy, he honoured Zeus Carios, the great deity of the region,
and Stratoniceia, perhaps Rhodian, more probably an independent
town. Finally, regaining the Aegean coast, and co-operating with
his fleet, he reduced Iasus and Bargylia. The conquered districts,
where he appointed a general (szrazegos) commanding forces of
occupation, and some epistazai, were to remain for four years a
Macedonian province. So far as we know they included no
Ptolemaic dependencies; Philip left the Egyptians Caunus which
adjoined Rhodian territory, and apparently made no attempt on
Myndus and Halicarnassus; he had seemingly evacuated Samos!.

‘When autumn (201) came, Philip was anxious to cross to
Macedonia again, but met with an obstacle which he should have
foreseen. To besiege Iasus and Bargylia in their remote inlet,
he had rashly left free the open sea. Attalus and the Rhodians
joined forces; then, barring the entrance to the harbour of
Bargylia, blockaded his fleet, which was too weak to risk a battle,
and his army, which was almost starving. The dubious ally of
Antiochus was now repaid in his own coin. A demonstration
against Pergamum by the Lydian governor Zeuxis would have
drawn off Attalus, but Zeuxis made no move. He had besides,
during the whole campaign, purposely neglected, contrary to the
terms of the partition treaty, to re-victual the Macedonians. His
master set him an example of bad faith: Antiochus had recently
reconciled with Rhodes the Cretan cities friendly to Philip,
thereby depriving the latter of valuable auxiliaries2.

Accordingly the winter of 201—0 found Philip in a critical
situation. Forced to lead the ‘life of a2 wolf,’ to extort provisions
from neighbouring towns by prayers or threats, feeding his troops
on figs for lack of corn, he was cut off from his kingdom, although
he knew that his presence in IMacedonia was indispensable in
order to face dangers nearer home.

IV. ATTALUS AND THE RHODIANS APPEAL TO ROME

It was the obvious interest of Philip’s enemies to raise up
adversaries to him in the West. Attalus, who had remained the
ally of the Aetolians after 206, had tried to move them, but in
vain; their bad reception by the Senate (p. 152) had daunted
them. He also thought not unnaturally of appealing to the

1 Cf. Livy xxx111, 20, 11~12, where Samos appears among the czuzrares
sociae Prolemaei (in 197 B.C.).

2 See Klio, X111, 1913, pp. 137 sgg- The treaty of allianice between
Rhodes and Hierapytna (Ds#£.3 581) may be dated to this time.
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Romans. It is true that, formally, he was neither their ally nor
perhaps even their ‘friend’ (amicus populi Romani), but they had
included him in the peace of Phoenice and his relations with thqm
were extremely cordial. On the other hand, the Rhodians, as we
have seen, had been constantly opposed to Rome and were largely
responsible for the defection of the Aetolians. But their fear of
Philip led them to reverse their policy; it had made them ally
themselves with Attalus, and now it decided them to appeal, like
him, to Rome for help. In the late summer of 201 Pergamene
and Rhodian envoys appeared before the Senate.

Careful of their dignity, the pasres deferred giving any promise,
but their decision was taken at once. About November Sulpicius
Galba was re-elected consul; this meant that he would be com-
mander in a new Macedonian war. ‘Macedonia’ was indeed one
of the consular provinces and fell to him.

This decision of the Senate, on the morrow of the struggle
against Carthage, with people and army war-weary and longing
for peace, the treasury empty, the state-creditors restive, is most
astonishing—the more so since Rome had certainly no grievance
against Philip. The force he is said to have sent to Hannibal before
Zama, and his aggressions against certain unnamed ‘Greck
allies of Rome,” are merely clumsy fabrications of later times?,
invented to justify the hostile behaviour of the Roman government.
In reality, fearing Rome greatly, Philip kept peace with her most
correctly. As for his conflict with Attalus and Rhodes, that
obviously could not justify the armed intervention of the Romans.
Rhodes had naturally no title to their assistance ; Attalus, included
in the recent peace, might claim it in principle, but, in fact, he—
like the Rhodians—in attacking Philip had been the aggressor.
This war, decided upon so quickly, was thus without legitimate
cause; it was simply willed by the Senate. A year earlier, they
had apparently no thought of it: otherwise they would have
forgotten for the moment their grievances against Aetolia (as later

! Livy xxx, 26, 2—4; 42, 1-11 (cf. xxx1, 1, 9) following the annalists.
The sociae urbes ex Graecia, socii populi Romani, mentioned in these
passages, are imaginary. They have been placed in Illyria—no other position
indeed can be found for them—in reliance on Polybius xvim, 1, 14, but
wrongly. In the passage of Polybius the words of xara Thv 'InAuvpida
Témos...dv wyéyove (Pihimrmos) rilpios perd Tds év "Hretpp Siardoess
mean simply the parts of Illyria that had fallen into the power of Philip
after, and in virtue of, the peace of Phoenice, and not any territories which
Philip may have conquered later in violation of this peace. The alleged
sending of Laevinus, in 201, to ‘Macedonia’ with a squadron (Livy xxxi,
3, 2—6) is only a mistaken reminiscence of the first war with Philip.
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in 200), and would have listened to her complaints against Philip.
Thus their conversion to a warlike policy was sudden indeed.

The reason for this change—evidently a strong one—is not
directly known, for the explanations given by our sources are quite
untrustworthy; it can only be inferred from an examination of
the circumstances. The present writer would therefore indicate
what seems to him the most probable.

Attalus, a warm friend of Rome, the Rhodians, serious, sensible,
trusted and esteemed, inspired confidence in the Senate. Knowing
little of eastern affairs, the pasres must have listened attentively to
their representatives; doubtless their arguments greatly influenced
the Roman decision, and we can conjecture, with some prob-
ability, what they were. Apparently the envoys laid little stress on
the grievances of Attalus and Rhodes against Philip, since these
were unlikely to move the Senate, which would care little about
the seizure by Philip of some Hellespontine or Asiatic towns
whose very name was unknown in Rome. Wishing to persuade
them to fight Philip immediately, they must have reviewed the
matter from the standpoint of Roman interests, showing how
dangerous inaction would be to Rome, and how easy it was to
act at once. Rhodes and Attalus had got wind of the compact
between Antiochus and Philip; they had good reasons for
doubting its stability, but their envoys could use it to frighten
the Senate. According to them, Anfiochus was a conqueror from
whom anything might be feared; his understanding with Philip
constituted a certain danger for Rome. At the moment, the two
kings aspired to make Egypt their prey, but, once strengthened
by its spoils, what might they not do? Would not Philip, ever
the enemy of Rome, bring in Antiochus against her? She must
break this threatening alliance by crushing the ally within reach.
Antiochus was just then occupied in Syria, Philip, much weakened,
blockaded in Caria—it was a fine opportunity to invade Macedonia.
If Philip succeeded in returning home, his defeat would never-
theless be swiftly achieved. Rome would have with her, besides
the Pergamene and Rhodian fleets, the Aetolians thirsting for ven-
geance, Amynander who had recently quarrelled with Philip, and,
of course, the barbarian enemies of Macedonia. Moreover, Philip’s
Greek allies now hated himj his crimes at Cius and Thasos aroused
their common horror; all Greece, doubtless, would join Rome.

The ambassadors could not fail to move the senators by talking
of Antiochus. Rome had no relations with him, but his resoundifig
fame had long made them uneasy. Laevinus and Sulpicigs:had
many times in Greece heard first the Aetolians, then -Awmius,
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relate his exploits; Laevinus was in Pergamum when Antiochus
returned from the Far East; and the Alexandrians had recently
asked for protection against him. The Romans were very ready
to see an enemy in every monarch, and Antiochus, so powerful,
fortunate, and undoubtedly of unbounded ambitions, seemed es-
pecially disquieting. They pictured him lord of the fabulous
treasures, the unnumbered hosts of Asia; he reminded them at
once of Xerxes and of Alexander; above all, he was for them the
unknown that is terrible. When they heard that he was secretly
in league with Philip, his hostility to them seemed beyond doubt.
Conqueror of the East, he would assuredly dispute the West with
Rome, thus helping Philip to his revenge.

Therefore it was necessary to take prompt measures to counter-
act this danger, profit by Antiochus’ momentary absence to act
against Philip—not to destroy him (a too difficult and lengthy
undertaking), but cripple him and, further, drive him from Greece.
Greece which had hitherto meant little to the Senate, since they
did not fear Philip alone, suddenly assumed peculiar importance:
it was the natural point of concentration for the two kings, their
common base against Italy. They must, accordingly, be prevented
from using it, and it must at the same time be brought under
Roman control. Not that there was any question of subjugating
it—that would have been to provide Philip and Antiochus with
the profitable réle of ‘liberator.” This réle Rome would assume
herself; she would restore Greek freedom, destroyed or restricted
by Philip, thereby securing the enthusiastic gratitude of the
Greeks, and then constitute herself their permanent protectress.
Liberated and shielded by Rome, Greece would be closed to the
kings, Rome’s enemies, closed to Antiochus if, after Philip’s defeat,
he should pursue alone the aggressive designs concerted with him.

Such, it seems, were the fears and calculations which gave rise
to the warlike policy of the Senate, hitherto so little inclined
to entangle itself in Eastern affairs. Apparently aggressive, but
really preventive, its object was to checkmate the dangerous
purposes attributed to Antiochus and Philip, and, with this aim,
make Greece the outwork of Italy’s defences to the East. Itis, how-
ever, quite possible that these leading motives were reinforced by
subsidiary considerations of sentiment: the longing to cancel an
inglorious peace and punish Philip for his alliance with Carthage,
a proud desire in some Romans to conquer the unconquerable
Maced.onians, and also accomplish something spectacular in
extending Roman primacy over the illustrious peoples of Greece.
Of an over-romantic ardent sympathy for the Greeks, Philip’s
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in 200), and would have listened to her complaints against Philip.
Thus their conversion to a warlike policy was sudden indeed.

The reason for this change—evidently a strong one—is not
directly known, for the explanations given by our sources are quite
untrustworthy; it can only be inferred from an examination of
the circumstances. The present writer would therefore indicate
what seems to him the most probable.

Attalus, a warm friend of Rome, the Rhodians, serious, sensible,
trusted and esteemed, inspired confidence in the Senate. Knowing
little of eastern affairs, the pasres must have listened attentively to
their representatives; doubtless their arguments greatly influenced
the Roman decision, and we can conjecture, with some prob-
ability, what they were. Apparently the envoys laid little stress on
the grievances of Attalus and Rhodes against Philip, since these
were unlikely to move the Senate, which would care little about
the seizure by Philip of some Hellespontine or Asiatic towns
whose very name was unknown in Rome. Wishing to persuade
them to fight Philip immediately, they must have reviewed the
matter from the standpoint of Roman interests, showing how
dangerous inaction would be to Rome, and how easy it was to
act at once. Rhodes and Attalus had got wind of the compact
between Antiochus and Philip; they had good reasons for
doubting its stability, but their envoys could use it to frighten
the Senate. According to them, Anfiochus was a conqueror from
whom anything might be feared; his understanding with Philip
constituted a certain danger for Rome. At the moment, the two
kings aspired to make Egypt their prey, but, once strengthened
by its spoils, what might they not do? Would not Philip, ever
the enemy of Rome, bring in Antiochus against her? She must
break this threatening alliance by crushing the ally within reach.
Antiochus was just then occupied in Syria, Philip, much weakened,
blockaded in Caria—it was a fine opportunity to invade Macedonia.
If Philip succeeded in returning home, his defeat would never-
theless be swiftly achieved. Rome would have with her, besides
the Pergamene and Rhodian fleets, the Aetolians thirsting for ven-
geance, Amynander who had recently quarrelled with Philip, and,
of course, the barbarian enemies of Macedonia. Moareover, Philip’s
Greek allies now hated him his crimes at Cius and Thasos aroused
their common horror; all Greece, doubtless, would join Rome. - -

The ambassadors could not fail to move the senators by talking
of Antiochus. Rome had no relations with him, but his resoundifig
fame had long made them uneasy. Laevinus and. Sulpicigs: had
many times in Greece heard first the Aetolians, then -Attalus,
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manceuvred so that Philip and the Roman citizens were driven
into a war which neither desired. It had only to present to Philip,
without previous negotiation, an offensive ultimatum based on an
imaginary casus belliy then use his refusal to comply with it to
secure the people’s vote for war. )

According to the zus fetiale, Philip—although, in fact, he had
committed no offence—must be confronted with a ‘demand for
satisfaction’ (rerum repetirio). This demand was drawn up by the
Senate, who contrived to turn it into an intolerable provocation.
It is summarized thus by Polybius: ‘Philip was to grant to
Attalus, for injuries caused to him, reparations to be fixed by
arbitrators; if he complied, he might consider himself at peace
with Rome, but if he refused, the consequences would be the
reverse.” It can be seen how insulting was the form of this
demand: without giving him any opportunity of justifying him-
self, Rome exacted from Philip, under threat of war, immediate
submission. But the substance was even worse; in plain contra-
diction to the facts, Philip was represented as the aggressor; the
Roman ultimatum really amounted to this: the Pergamene fleet,
together with the Rhodian, had attacked the Macedonian fleet at
Chios, therefore the successor of Alexander must humiliate himself
before the parvenu kinglet of Pergamum.

But the Senate went still further : its 7erum repetitio was preceded
by the injunction that ‘Philip should make war henceforth upon
no Greek state.” This was outrageous from the standpoint of
international law. In the first place, by what right did the Romans
concern themselves with Greek interests? They had now no
Greek allies. Secondly, in 204, they had recognized Philip’s
full sovereignty and implicitly admitted his authority over many
Greeks. Now, without urging any reasons, they claimed, contrary
to treaty, to reverse this state of affairs. In denying Philip the
right to make war upon Greeks, they impaired his sovereignty,
and virtually destroyed the authority which he exercised in Greece,
for it became a mere illusion if he might not uphold it by force;
and, finally, by implication they declared unjustified all former
wars waged by himself or his predecessors against Greeks, and
thus denied validity to results of their victories. The destruction
of all that Macedon had achieved in Greece since Philip II was in
fact what the Senate demanded. It demanded the impossible, but
in this it showed its skill, for it drove Philip to extremes and also,
by declaring the Greeks immune from attack, won them over (at
least so it hoped) to the side of Rome, and stated a principle which
it could, at need, apply later to Antiochus.
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In the spring of 200 the Senate sent three Jegazi to deliver its
ultimatum to Philipl. They were at the same time to foment in
Greece an agitation favourable to Rome, guarantee Roman sup-
port to Attalus and Rhodes, and, lastly, visit the Syrian and
Egyptian courts. This last proceeding had as pretext Agathocles’
request for the Senate’s mediation on behalf of Ptolemy V3 in
reality the Roman government, which was very uneasy about
Antiochus, wished to discover his intentions, to find out if he was
now inclined to support Philip and, in that case, to try to dis-
suade him from doing so.

V. ROMAN INTERVENTION IN GREECE AND THE EAST

Blockaded at Bargylia, Philip had against his will wintered in
Caria; but, about March-April 200, forcing the blockade by a
stratagem, he returned to Macedonia, closely followed by Attalus
and the Rhodians, who posted themselves at Aegina. Immediately
after his return he entered indirectly into a conflict with Athens.
The Athenians, with stupid fanaticism, had put to death two
young Acarnanians who, though uninitiated, had rashly found
their way into the Eleusinian Mysteries (September 201). As
they could not obtain redress, the Acarnanians begged Philip for
troops to join their own in invading Attica. Philip granted them
themen: the Acarnanians werehis staunchestallies; their vengeance
was just, the outrage they had suffered moved him; perhaps, too,
he had grievances against Athens of which we know nothing.
Attica was devastated, and the Athenians, powerless to resist,
implored help on every hand, from Attalus and the Rhodians,
from Aetolia, perhaps also from Egypt and some Cretan towns,
but, despite annalistic tradition, not from Rome; they had as yet
no ties with the Republic (vol. vii, p. 842); the Senate received
no embassy from them?2. It was they, on the contrary, who were
visited by the senatorial Jegazi.

1 According to the annalists (Livy xxxi1, 2, 3—4; cf. 18, 1), the /egati set
out in the summer of 201 B.c. and went only to Egypt, «# nuntiarent victum
Hannibalem Poenosque et gratias agerent regi, etc. It is to be observed that
Hannibal’s defeat happened a year before. o

2 The late annalists have imagined, as a deciding cause of the Second
Macedonian War, an appeal of the Athenians to the Senate—an appeal
provoked by an invasion of Attica or even a siege of Athens directed by Philip
in person. The somewhat frigid reception of the Roman envoys by the
Athenians, the reserve of these same envoys, and the text of the Roman
ultimatum, in which there is no mention of reparations due to the Athenians
(Polybius xvi, 25—26; 27, 2), disprove beyond all doubt the reality of any
such appeal. See the present writer in Rew. E. 4. Xx11, 1920, pp. I'13 5¢q.

C.A.H. VIII Iz
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The latter, C. Claudius Nero, victor at the Metau.rus, P. Sem-
pronius ‘Tuditanus, author of the peace of Phoenice, and the
young M. Aemilius Lepidus, arrived in Greece shortly after
Philip’s return. They halted at many places—in Epirus, in
Athamania at Amynander’s court, in Aetolia and Achaea, visiting
indiscriminately Macedonia’s allies and adversaries, publishing
the ultimatum which they bore, dilating upon it, and making it
clear that Rome was determined to protect against Philip all
Greeks without distinction: these strange ambassadors thus stirred
up war wherever they passed, and endeavoured to gain allies for
the Republic. But, though welcomed by Amynander, they were
coldly received by Epirotes, Aetolians, and Achaeans. The
Epirotes were a timid people and feared to commit themselves;
the Aetolians could hardly forget their desertion by Rome in 2076,
and the affront to their envoys in 202: they adopted a waitin
attitude; as for the Achaeans, who at that time were busy fighting
Nabis (against whom Philopoemen, then General, won a brilliant
victory near Mt Scotitas in Laconia), they remembered with
horror the recent Roman war. The anti-Macedonians, though
powerful in Achaea, made no move at first. In the Hellenic
League generally the idea of a Roman return to Greece aroused
nothing but alarm; and, indeed, how could Philip’s allies, still
smarting from Roman blows, believe in this sudden transformation
of Rome into a champion of Hellenism ?

From Achaea the Jegasi proceeded to the Piraecus; the anger
of the Athenians against Philip, the helper of the Acarnanian
invasion, gave them an opportunity; they must add fuel to the
flames. At the Piraeus they met Attalus who had hastened from
Aegina to join them, informed him, to his great joy, of the
Senate’s warlike resolutions and, on the morrow, accompanied him
to Athens where he was welcomed as a saviour hero. The object of
this visit was to bring the Athenians to the point of declaring war
upon Philip. They were hesitating, for fear of his vengeance, yet,
upon the warm persuasions first of Attalus, who sent them a
written message, and then of the Rhodians, the Assembly en-
thusiastically passed the desired decree (c. May 200). It is note-
worthy that the Roman envoys remained in the background; they
had authorized Attalus to guarantee publicly to the Athenians the
‘armed assistance of Rome but kept silence themselves; they

That is why Livy, after following the annalistic tradition in his account of

the causes of the war (xxx1, 1, 105 5, 5—9), has purposely omitted all reference
to the presence of the /gati at Athens in his adaptation of Polybius’ narrative
(XXXI1, 14, 12—15, 7).
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apparently knew that they had little influence in Athens, hence
their reserved attitude. The Athenians loaded Attalus with almost
divine honours, resolved to create a tribe 4szalist, and conferred
isopoliteia upon the Rhodians, but bestowed no special distinction
upon the Roman people: Rome was still out of favour. But the
legari soon had an opportunity to be of use. Nicanor, the com-
mander of the Macedonian auxiliaries sent to the Acarnanians,
had remained to observe Athens; learning of the decree against
Philip, he ravaged the suburbs up to the Academy; the Romans
then intervened and communicated to him the senatorial ulti-
matum for transmission to Philip. Nicanor retired; Attica was
freed frem the invader. It is characteristic of Roman methods of
action that they forbade Philip ‘to make war upon any Greek
people’ at the very moment when Athens, instigated at least
indirectly by them, had just declared war upon him.

To have Athens, powerless as she was, on their side was a great
moral success; yet the deau geste of the Athenians found no
imitators. The Aetolians remained deaf to Attalus’ appeals; the
Achaeans showed their sentiments some months later by electing
as General Cycliadas who was well-disposed to Philip, and by
attempting to reconcile Philip and the Rhodians (autumn 200).

From Athens, on their voyage to Syria and Egypt, the Roman
envoys reached Rhodes, where they made a considerable stay,
devising plans with the Rhodians and watching Philip, whose new
enterprise called for their full attention. Apprised of the Roman
demands by Nicanor, Philip naturally scorned to reply, but
immediately took steps to face the coming war. Obviously too
weak to dispute with the Romans the command of the open sea,
he wished to maintain communications by way of Thrace and
the Hellespont with Asia, where he had left troops to guard his
conquests—at Iasus, Bargylia, Euromus, Pedasa, Stratoniceia and
in the Rhodian Peraea; besides, since Macedonia was especially
vulnerable on the east, he must prevent a possible hostile landing
in Thrace: so, for both reasons, Philip decided to seize the
Thracian coast, which still belonged to Egypt, and also the eastern
shore of the Dardanelles. Answering the Athenian decree by
sending Philocles, governor of Euboea, to ravage Attica, he
marched with 2000 light-armed troops and 200 cavalry against
Maronea, where his fleet awaited him under Heracleides, stormed
the town, took Cypsela, Aenus, which was finally betrayed by its
Egyptian governor, and the Chersonese (where he already held Lysi-

1 In the place of one of the two ‘Macedonian® tribes, Antigonis and

Demetrias, which, seemingly, had just been abolished.
I1—2
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macheia) ; then, crossing the Straits, he besieged the free city of
Abydos, which defended itself desperately. With strange lack of
energy, Attalus and the Rhodians did nothing to hinder him, and
only sent very inadequate assistance to Abydos. Ever intent upon
their maritime interests, the Rhodians had, on their return from
Athens, hastened to bring into alliance with themselves the
Cyclades, except for Cythnos, Andros and Paros which were held
by Macedonian garrisons, but they considered the saving of
Abydos too laborious an undertaking. The siege was nearing its
end, when Philip received, probably late in September, a new
communication from the Senate.

At Rome events had moved quickly. The Scnate had learnt
from its envoys of Philocles’ invasion of Attica and of Philip’s
entry into Thrace: Philip was not only opposing an insulting
silence to their commands, but was showing by his warlike acts
that he cared nothing for them—which was what the pasres had
anticipated and desired. War thus became inevitable, the honour
of Rome was at stake. The consul Sulpicius presented the Jex de
bello indicendo to the centuries, on the ground that Philip ‘had
attacked the allies of the Roman people,’ an allegation which was,
as we know, an audacious lie, since Attalus (besides not being,
strictly speaking, the ally of Rome) had been the aggressor in the
contest with Philip. According to the Roman annalists, the
proposal was at first rejected almost unanimously, which would
be naturally explained by the war-weariness of the people after the
nightmare of the Punic War; but, returning to the charge at the
Senate’s orders, Sulpicius secured an affirmative vote (¢c. July?),
then prepared at once to cross the sea. It remained, according
to the practice of the fe#iales, to communicate to the enemy, if
possible to Philip in person, the indictio belli. Charged with this
formality, the Jegasi sent Aemilius Lepidus, the youngest of them,
from Rhodes to Abydos2. As the indictio belli usually took the
form of a final rerum repetitio, the Senate had taken advantage of
it to increase their demands, a sure method of depriving Philip

1 Mommsen (Rém. Geschichte', 1, p. 700, Engl. transl. vol. 11, p. 419) had
already seen that the voting of the war at Rome happened in ¢ the summer of
2007; cf. Niese, Grundriss der rém. Geschichted, p. 131, n. 2, who, however,
wrongly places it after the interview at Abydos. The annalists have mis~
takex’l_}_y assigned the vote to the beginning of the consular ycar (a.v.c, 554).

2 The démarche of Aemilius, which coincides in time with the crossing
of Sulpicius to Illyria, 7.e. with the opening of hostilities, and is therefore
subsequent to the voting of the war, was not, as has often been thought, in
order to convey to Philip the Senate’s ultimatum; that had been done by
Nicanor. Itsonly object must have been to notify the king of the indictio belli.
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of any possible retreat; they forbade him to touch Egyptian
dependencies, and commanded him to make reparations not only
to Attalus but to Rhodes. Aemilius notified him of this, and a
stormy altercation followed; Philip objected that the Rhodians
had attacked him, whereupon Aemilius interrupted him violently.
With ironic courtesy, Philip excused him ‘because he was young
and inexperienced, the handsomest man of his day (‘as was indeed
true,’ says Polybius), and, above all, a Roman.” He added: ‘if it
please the Romans to violate the treaty between us, we will defend
ourselves with the help of the gods,’ thus proclaiming the manifest
unrighteousness of the war. Upon Aemilius’ departure, Philip
took Abydos, whose inhabitants killed themselves in a paroxysm
of heroic frenzy, garrisoned it, and returned home in haste; he
learnt on the way of the Romanarrivalin Illyria. Sulpicius, with two
legions—about 25,000 men—consisting partly of veterans en-
listed as volunteers, was encamped between Apollonia and Dyr-
rhachium (c. early October).

The Jegazi had still to carry out the most delicate part of their
mission, visit Antiochus and, if possible, persuade him to declare
himself neutral in the contest between Philip and Rome. Extreme
prudence was necessary. For the first time the Romans came into
contact with the dreaded king of Asia; they must be careful not
to estrange a conqueror who had just won fresh laurels. After
taking Gaza (p. 153), Antiochus had suffered a momentary reverse;
resuming the offensive in the winter of 201 /o, Scopas reconquered
Palestine up to the sources of the Jordan; but at the battle of
Panion, Antiochus avenged Raphia. Decisively defeated, Scopas,
with the 10,000 men that remained of his army, was forced to
take refuge in Sidon, which Antiochus besieged by land and sea
(summer 200). It was a few months later that the Jegaz came from
Rhodes to visit him. What passed between them is not known
directly, but can be inferred from subsequent events. Certainly, the
Romans so arrogant towards Philip showed themselves blandness
itself towards Antiochus. Their ostensible instructions were to
‘reconcile him with Ptolemy’; their real instructions were quite
different. Apartfrom the fact that indiscreet mediation might have
itritated Antiochus, his war against Egypt was valuable to Rome:
it turned him from Philip. The Jegasi assured him of the Senate’s
goodwill, giving him to understand that, whatever the displeasure
of the paires at the sight of danger to Ptolemy, a friend of Rome,
they would not hamper his conqueror. Antiochus was lavish in
demonstrations of friendship: he rejoiced to enter into relations
with the Republic, and proposed to send an embassy to Rome. He
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made much of the Roman envoys, but that was all. In return for
their complaisance they hoped for a promise of neutrality; they
obtained none. The uneasiness which Antiochus inspired at Rome
guaranteed him, better than all their words, full liberty of action
in the East, and he was wise enough not to dispel this useful
uneasiness. The Jegazi left him, mistrustful and uncertain of his
intentions, never suspecting his satisfaction at being rid, thanks to
Rome, of a dangerous ally. The fear that he might come to
Philip’s help was left to haunt the Senate.

The Roman embassy, returning from Syria, necessarily touched
at Alexandria, where the results of the supposed mediation were
anxiously awaited. The Jegas probably got over the difficulty by
telling the Egyptians that their efforts had failed before Antiochus’
obstinacy; they then returned to Rome. Later, a legend arose in
the Aemilian family, which was illustrated by a coinl, that M.
Aemilius had stayed in Alexandria as guardian of the child
Ptolemy in the name of the Roman Senate. The truth is that the
Romans abandoned Egypt to its fate. They ordered Philip to
respect Egyptian possessions, but allowed Antiochus to have his
way with them. While the Seleucid king was conquering in the
distant East, they hoped to make an end of the Antigonid.

VI. THE FIRST TWO YEARS OF THE MACEDONIAN WAR

No sooner had he landed than Sulpicius made use of the days of
fine weather that remained, and sent his lieutenant, L.. Apustius,
to ravage the Macedonian borders. Apustius took and destroyed,
among other towns, the important Antipatreia (vol. vi1, p. 836).
Meanwhile a squadron dispatched to the Piraeus to protect
Athens succeeded in surprising Chalcis, one of Philip’s places
d’armes, where the Romans did enormous damage, though they
had not men enough to hold the town. Hastening thither too
late, Philip vented his rage upon Athens. He attacked the city
twice, but failed to take it, failed also against Eleusis and the
Piraeus; but twice he spread havoc through ill-fated Attica which
thus within a few months suffered five invasions, It is said that
the king was not content with destroying buildings, but had the
very stones broken to prevent their reconstruction. This insane
violence merely made him more detested.

Between his two attempts on Athens he visited the Achaeans in
the hope of securing military aid. But the thought of a war with
Rome terrified them, and their own affairs were going badly:

1 See Vol. of Plates iii, 10, 4.
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since the end of Philopoemen’s term as General in October 200,
Nabis was again becoming aggressive. Philip’s requests were
met by evasions, and Achaea remained his ally only in name. He
could expect no official help from her or from his ‘independent
allies’ in general; all he got from them was some volunteers,
chiefly Acarnanians and Boeotians. His one field-army—he pos-
sessed no reserves—amounting to about 20,000 foot and 2000
horse, consisted almost entirely of Macedonians (including Thes-
salians) reinforced by Thracians, Illyrians, and mercenaries.

His isolation and weakness condemned Philip to a defensive
limited by the need to spare his troops as much as possible.
Sulpicius, on the other hand, received offers of co-operation from
Bato, the Dardanian king, Pleuratus and Amynander. These were
useful allies, but barbarians or semi-barbarians, and the Romans,
who had proclaimed themselves the defenders of the Greeks,
aspired higher. However, apart from Athens, the Greek peoples
fought shy of allying themselves with Rome and remained passive.
The presence of Sulpicius, whose previous sojourn in Greece had
left bitter memories, did not make them any less reluctant. Even
the Aetolians played a waiting game, and although Sulpicius sent
an envoy and mobilized the eloquence of their friends the
Athenians (end of March 199), all was in vain. Before they
moved, they wished to see which way the war would go.

Impatient for results, Sulpicius proposed to end the war at
once by a combined offensive. He was to invade Macedonia from
the west, Pleuratus and Bato from the north, Amynander from
the south; the fleets of Rome, Pergamum and Rhodes, amounting
together to some 100 sail, were to master Cassandreia and
Chalcidice. While his barbarian allies were getting into motion,
the consul, following what was to become the viz Egnaria, boldly
advanced into Lyncestis, where he encountered Philip, who from
the centre of his kingdom had kept watch on his various oppo-
nents, and inflicted a slight reverse upon him at Ottolobus near
the middle waters of the Erigon. Here the Roman successes
ended. Philip pursued a skilful defensive, harassing and wearing
down the enemy without ever risking a pitched battle. After
fruitless operations in Lyncestis, Sulpicius at last contrived to
force the pass of Banitza, the key to Lower Macedonia. But the
season was advanced, he was far from his base and found it hard
to feed his army. He, therefore, decided to retire and, after laying
waste Fordaea and Elimiotis, he regained Illyria by way of
Orestis, where he captured Celetrum. Thus after five months he
was back again at his starting point (October). His retreat saved
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Philip. To check the Roman advance he had been compelled to
recall the troops, under the nominal command of his youthful
son Perseus, that held the Axius passes, so that the Dardanians
had entered Paeonia unhindered. Moreover, after Ottolobus, the
Aetolians had spontaneously taken the field once more, and with
the Athamanians were overrunning Thessaly, pushing on as far
as Perrhaebia. But, freed from the Romans, Philip made short
work of them, and the Dardanians returned home with the Mace-
donian general Athenagoras at their heels. On land, through
lack of concert, the coalition effected nothing. More fortunate by
sea, where the Macedonian fleet dared not appear, Apustius and
Attalus began by taking Andros and ended by conquering Oreus,
but, though helped by the Rhodians, their attack upon Cassandreia
was a complete failure; they had to content themselves with the
capture and sack of the Chalcidian town of Acanthus.

‘This campaign, barren though it was of military results, made
a deep impression in Greece. Philip had allowed Macedonia to be
invaded and had abandoned the sea to the enemy: his defeat
seemed probable. This explains the revived ardour of Actolia and,
in Achaea, the election as General, against Philopoemen himself,
of Aristaenus (or Aristaenetus) of Dyme, an anti-Macedonian
leader (end of September 199). To parry the blow, Philip went
beyond his promises of 208, and handed over to the Achaeans
all his Peloponnesian possessions. He realized, too, that, if he
would regain his prestige, he must modify his defensive strategy,
and not shut himself in his kingdom, but stand and fight on his
western frontier, and deny the Romans access to Greece. On the
sound assumption that, in order to join the Aetolians, they would
now advance on Macedonia through Epirus and Thessaly, he took
up and fortified a position near Antigoneia commanding the gorges
of the Aoiis?, thus closing both the Drynus valley towards Epirus
and the Aotis valley towards Thessaly (spring 198). Sulpicius’
successor, the consul P. Villius Tappulus, after having checked by
conciliation a serious mutiny among his so-called volunteers,
came to seek him there. But he was almost at once replaced by
his own successor, the consul for 198, T. Quinctius Flamininus,
a young man not yet thirty (p. 112), who reached Greece earlier
in the year than any previous commander, bringing important
reinforcements of 8ooo foot and 800 horse.

Sulpicius, a grim soldier, could not be the man to carry out the
new Hellenic policy of the Senate. But this policy was well suited

1 See vol. vir, p. 830. Philip’s position is certainly that indicated by
De Sanctis, gp. ciz. 1v, 1, p. 60, n. 117.
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to the temper and aims of the new consul. At heart Flamininus
was masterful, and determined to set up firmly a Roman pro-
tectorate in Greece. But he was also vanity itself, thirsting for
honour and glory, and above all for the praises of the Greeks which
his fervent admiration for Hellenism caused him to set above
everything. He was haunted by the vision of Greece, freed by his
efforts from the yoke of Macedon, lauding him as her liberator,
accepting Roman protection as a boon bestowed by him, and
abiding in lasting gratitude and loyalty to the Republic—an
achievement to be hisand his alone. His first object was to detach
from Philip as many of his allies as he could and bring them
definitely over to the side of Rome. To this end he proposed to
employ a method, natural enough but hitherto too rarely tried,
for which he was peculiarly fitted by his profound and skilfully
paraded Hellenic culture and his un-Roman qualities of supple-
ness and tact. The method was to give a warm welcome to any
Greeks who approached him, to win their confidence, and per-
suade them that Rome’s one purpose in fighting Philip was to
bring to them freedom. Philhellene or not at heart, he knew well
how to appear so. It was his special gift to display to the Greeks
such a Roman consul as hitherto they had never seen nor hoped
to see: a Roman consul who delighted to speak their language,
who knew their customs, was like them, and—strangest of all—
desired to please them. His graciousness won over a number of
well-to-do Greeks, hostile to Philip, who entered into close
relations with him and became useful helpers. But the triumphs
of his diplomacy have been overrated; they were not substantial
and were due far less to his finesse than to the presence in every
Greek city of a strongly anti-Macedonian upper class, ready or at
least resigned to treat with Philip’s enemies, and to an even more
potent factor, the terror inspired by the Roman arms. And in
the end his great design was not achieved: he did not bring to
pass the close and lasting union of the Greeks with Rome of
which he dreamed.

Shortly after his arrival, the Epirote magistrates arranged a
meeting between him and the king on the banks of the Aois.
This gave him the opportunity for a resounding declaration. He
proclaimed as an indispensable condition of peace the abandon-
ment by Philip of all his Hellenic dependencies, even those which
he had inherited, beginning with Thessaly. Now the Greeks
knew beyond all doubt what was the Senate’s purpose—the ex-
pulsion from Greece of the Macedonians. It was to the Greeks,
no less than to Philip, that Flamininus spoke.
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Indignant at being treated as vanquished, Philip broke off the
conference. His defences, impregnable from the front, could not
be stormed, but were turned by 4300 Romans who were furnished
with a guide by a prominent Epirote, Charops (probably 24 June
198). Threatened with envelopment, Philip extricated himself
with the loss of 2000 men and all his baggage, marched hurriedly
up the Aotis into Thessaly, where he left no region unvisited,
wasting the open country but leaving garrisons in the fortresses,
and took up position at Tempe. Behind him Thessaly was
invaded from three sides: from the south by the Aectolians, who
overran Dolopia and the borders of Thessaliotis and Phthiotic
Achaea, from the west by Amynander, who crossing the Pindus
seized the important town of Gomphi, finally from the north by
Flamininus. Coming from Epirus, he descended the Zygos-pass
into the valley of the Peneus, but found his advance checked by
the Thessalian strongholds, which were stoutly defended by the
inhabitants as well as the Macedonian garrisons. Though after
great efforts he took Phaloria, Atrax withstood all his attacks.
He then turned southward and pushed on towards the Corinthian
Gulf, intending to winter at Anticyra where he could regain touch
with supplies from Italy, and reduced on his way numerous
Phocian towns. While he was besieging Elatea, which had refused
to open its gates, the allied fleets, which had just captured Eretria
and Carystus in Euboea, arrived at Cenchreae thus threatening
Corinth (September).

Their presence had a political purpose. Up till then the Greeks
had disappointed Flamininus’ hopes; despite his declaration at the
Aotis meeting, none of Philip’s allies, not even the Epirotes,
whose lands he had purposely spared, had yet come over to the
Romans®. Flamininus, in secret understanding with Aristaenus,
wished to secure the adhesion of Achaea. Accordingly, his brother,
L. Quinctius, commanding the Roman fleet, Attalus, and the
Rhodian admiral sent envoys to Sicyon to invite the League to
joint action, offering in return to help them to recover Corinth.
There could be no doubt about the answer. Powerless even against
Nabis, perforce unaided by Philip—and abandoned by Philo-
poemen, who had withdrawn in disgust to be again a condottiere
in Crete—the Achaeans had to choose between Rome as ally or
as enemy: the knife was at their throat. Refusal meant immediate
attack by the three fleets. Yet, despite their peril, despite the lure

1 It follows from Livy xxx11, 14, 5—6 that the formal adhesion of the
Epirotes to Flamininus did not follow immediately on the victory at the
Aoiis but later, probably in the autumn.
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of Corinth, the passionate exhortations of an Athenian envoy, and
the pressure exerted by Aristaenus and his party, they only voted
the decree of alliance after three days of anguish, amid furious
dissensions, and thanks to the tardy transference of one suffrage
in the council of damiourgoi, perhaps also because many recalci-
trants, the Dymaeans, the Megalopolitans, some Argives, were
intimidated into withdrawal before the final vote. So strong
remained the ties which bound Achaea to Macedon, while
stronger still was the popular aversion towards the foreigner.
The sequel was equally significant. In accordance with their
promise, L. Quinctius and Attalus, along with the Achaean
army, attacked Corinth. The hope that the inhabitants would rise
against the Macedonian garrison proved vain. Corinthians and
Macedonians fought shoulder to shoulder; help came from
Philocles in Chalcis, and the besiegers ended by retreating.
Shortly afterwards, Argos, firmly loyal to the Macedonian
alliance, welcomed Philocles within its walls and seceded from
Achaea. Thus Philip kept Corinth and gained Argos.
Nevertheless, after this second campaign, his case was desperate.
His retreat in haste and disorder had looked like flight and the
confession of defeat. Western Thessaly was lost, all Euboea but
Chalcis, most of Locris and Phocis, including Elatea which had
at last fallen to Flamininus. The defection of the Achaeans was
a political disaster; the Hellenic League was breaking up from
fear of Rome. Besides he was short of men and supplies; he had
had to recall several distant garrisons, evacuate in particular
Lysimacheia, which was then destroyed by the Thracians. Reason
bade him negotiate even at great sacrifice, in the hope of saving
what might yet be saved. About November a conference at his re-
quest was opened at Nicaea in Locris. Flamininus demanded that
he should cede to Romeall his Illyrian possessions, restore the towns
taken from Ptolemy?l, and, as before, evacuate Greece. He then
let his allies speak2 Attalus’ representative required reparations
for damages committed near Pergamum; Rhodes, the abandon-
ment of all Philip’s conquests in Asia and on the Hellespont and

~ 2. Only the Thracian coast cities conquered in 202 are involved; for no

Ptolemaic city in Asia was then apparently in Philip’s possession (see above,
p- 155 and below, p. 181). It is to be observed, moreover, that Flamininus
left it to the Rhodians to claim the evacuation of the cities in Asia (Polybius
XVII, 2, 3—4). That would be hardly intelligible if several of these cities
had belonged to Ptolemy, since it is Flamininus who defends the interests
of Ptolemy at Nicaea. ‘ - N

2 Apparently by an omission, Polybius does not mention the Athenians.
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Bosporus; the Achaeans claimed Corinth and Argos; the Aetolians,
the cities wrested from their League, particularly Echinus,
Larissa Cremaste, Pharsalus and Phthiotic Thebes, unfairly re-
tained by Philip since 206. All, in addition, joined Flamininus
in demanding the complete evacuation of Greecel. They demanded
the impossible. Philip agreed to renounce, besides what he had
already lost, Illyria, the Ptolemaic towns, the Rhodian Peraea,
and even, in Greece, Larissa, Pharsalus, Argos, Corinth (the
lower town), but naturally intended to keep the rest of his last
Hellenic territories, including the three great strongholds, De-
metrias, Chalcis and Acrocorinth. Finally, faced by the opposition
of the Greeks, he appealed from them to the Senate—this at a
secret suggestion by Flamininus, who throughout had studiously
endeavoured towin his confidence?. Determined tosecure the credit
for ending the war, Flamininus sought to protract negotiations
until the provinces for 1977 were allotted; if he was not continued
in command, his friends would persuade the Senate to patch up
a peace which Philip could accept. But he was made proconsul,
and his friends influenced the pazres against concessions. Called
upon to declare if the king would abandon Demetrias, Chalcis and
Acrocorinth, Philip’s envoys remained silent, and the Senate broke
off negotiations. The only outcome was that Philip lost his last
Phocian and Locrian fortresses, yielded to Flamininus as the
price of the truce during which he had tried to placate the
Senate.

Thus condemned to continue a hopeless struggle, Philip had to
endure, early in 197, new discomfitures and growing isolation.
Abandoned by the Achaeans, he had turned to Nabis and, as an
earnest of alliance, betrayed to him Argos which he could not
hope to keep for himself. Abandoned by Philocles, the unhappy
Argives had to bear the application of Spartan communism. Then,
judging Philip’s cause lost, Nabis with cool effrontery made over-
tures to the Romans, which were at once accepted. An agreement
was concluded at Mycenae in the presence of Flamininus himself,
his brother, Attalus, and Nicostratus, the Achaean General.
Nabis broke with Philip, supplied 600 Cretan mercenaries to
the Roman army, and granted a truce to the Achaeans, which
enabled them to operate against Corinth unhindered. He had—
so he hoped—his reward, the tacit guarantee by Rome of his
possession of Argos, where his wife and accomplice, the fierce

1 This is at first demanded by the Aetolians (Polybius xvixi, 2, 6), then
by all the other delegates (g, 1).

? See the present writer in Rev. E.G. xxxVI, 1923, pp. 115 5¢4.
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Apia, was set to despoil, with menaces and violence, the noble
ladies of Argos who were her compatriots.

The whole Peloponnese was henceforward against Philip.
Flamininus, continuing his work of disruption, next detached from
him Boeotia, reinforcing his persuasions by even harsher methods
of intimidation than the Achaeans had had to face. With Attalus
and Aristaenus, he went to Thebes, where the federal archon
Antiphilus, a Boeotian Aristaenus, waited for his coming. Two
thousand legionaries slipped into the city after him, and in their
presence the Boeotians, surprised and terrified, voted adhesion to
Rome. What the vote was worth, the future was to show. But,
for the moment, the great work of Antigonus Doson was undone
—the Hellenic ‘Symmachia’ was destroyed. Apart from Acar-
nania, where L. Quinctius was intriguing, Eastern Thessaly with
Magnesia and Eastern Phthiotis, Chalcis and Corinth, all the
Greek allies of Macedon had either been forced into submission
by Rome or won over—at least in appearance—to her cause.
Flamininus had good reason to be proud of what he had achieved.

VII. CYNOSCEPHALAE: ANTIOCHUS IN THE WEST

Western events had their repercussion in the East. The Mace-
donian war had given Antiochus a free field, and he had vigorously
turned to account his victory at Panion, defeated an Egyptian
army on its way to relieve Sidon, starved Scopas into surrender,
allowing him, however, free withdrawal with his troops (spring
199), re-taken Jerusalem, where he had the support of a strong
party, and mastered all Palestine as far as the Sinai desert. In 198
he was in a position to invade Egypt. But, besides the fact that
it might have proved a difficult undertaking, since Scopas had
raised 6§00 mercenaries in Aetolia during the summer of 1g9gl,
Antiochus, ever methodical, considered that he had for the present
more urgent claims upon his energy. Philip’s defeat seemed
imminent and, before it set the Romans free to hinder him,
Antiochus must regain his hereditary possessions in Asia Minor
and Thrace, which had fallen into the hands of Ptolemy or Philip.
In the winter of 198 to 197, while his ambassadors carried friendly
assurances to Rome, he was at Antioch preparing a great expedi-
tion. When spring came, the army under his sons Antiochus and
Seleucus, advised by the generals Ardys and Mithridates?, pro-

1 Livy xxxr1,43, 5—7; cf. the present writer in Ko, vixx, 1908, PP- 277 5¢9.
2 Mithridates was a nephew of Antiochus. See the present Wn?tirgiqn
Hermes, XLvII, 1912, pp. 481 sgq.
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ceeded along the coast towards Sardes; he himself commanded
the fleet, which is said to have comprised 100 warships and 200
light vessels. On the Cilician coast the Ptolemaic towns from
Mallus to Selinus submitted immediately. Coracesium resisted;
he was besieging it when he was met by 2 Rhodian embassy.

Philip’s enemies, especially the Romans, were anxiously
watching Antiochus; in their eyes his departure for the West could
only mean that he was coming to Philip’s aid. Accordingly the
Rhodians, certainly at Flamininus’ instigation, announced, though
with all due courtesy, that they would not allow him to pass the
Chelidonian islands. Antiochus wished to avoid at all costs a
collision with Rhodes, who would doubtless be supported by
the fleets of Rome and Pergamum. The Rhodians, on their side,
having extensive interests in his empire!, did not wish to go to
war with him. Both anxious to reach an understanding, they were
parleying—Antiochus protesting, in all good faith, that he had
no aggressive designs against Rome or her allies and adducing
the compliments sent to him by his ambassadors as proof of
Roman friendship—when news arrived of Philip’s decisive defeat.
The Rhodians judged it unnecessary to bar Antiochus’ path any
longer; an agreement, by which the king, in deference to Rhodian-
wishes, renounced the intention of annexing certain Ptolemaic
possessions (see below, p. 178), was, it seems, arrived at, and he .
pursued his way unhindered.

Early in June, Philip had in fact played his last card, and lost.
By a supreme effort, enlisting even boys of sixteen, he had
collected 23,500 foot (18,000 of them Macedonians) and 2000
horse. While he was training his recruits at Dium, Flamininus
left Elatea (end of March) and passed Thermopylae. He was
present, at Heraclea, at the Assembly of the Aetolians, who
supplied 6ocoo foot and 400 horse under the General Phaeneas;
Amynander brought him 1200 Athamanians: his forces thus ex-
ceeded 26,000 including 2400 cavalry. Having traversed Phthiotic
Achaea, where Thebes in spite of the pro-Roman leaders resisted
him, the proconsul entered Thessaly knowing that he would meet
Philip, who was indeed advancing towards him. Near Pherae there
was some fighting, and then the two armies, seeking better ground,
turned west and, losing touch, marched for two days on parallel
lines, Philip to the north, Flamininus to the south of the range of
hills called Cynoscephalae (Karadagh) till they neared Scotussa®.

L Cf. Polybius xx1, 43, 16—17 and v, 89, 8.

2 .F or the site of the battle see De Sanctis, gp. cit. 1v, 1, p. 85, n. 166
(against Kromayer); cf. F. Stihlin, Das hellenische Thessalien, pp. 108 sqq.
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There, on a hazy morning, covering detachments met unex-
pectedly upon the hills. As reinforcements arrived, the troops
became heavilyengaged,and when the Romans gave way despite the
Aetolian horse, which boldly charged the Macedonians, Flamininus
in support deployed his whole army facing the hills ‘and advanced
with his left to meet the enemy in imposing style.” At the same
time, yielding to the appeals of his men, Philip moved forward
to occupy the heights. An unexpected general engagement was
thus brought on, almost against Philip’s will, on the southern
slopes of Karadagh, on broken ground unfavourable to the
phalanx, even before the Macedonian left was in position. The
battle consisted of two separate and successive actions. On the
west, Philip, descending from the hills with the right half of
the phalanx, drove back in great disorder the Roman left under
Flamininus. At this critical moment the Roman general rode off
to his right, which till then had been inactive, and with this force,
which was preceded by some elephants, fell upon the left half
of the phalanx which, still in marching order, had just occupied
the heights, and routed itl, assisted by the terror inspired by the
elephants. The initiative of an unknown tribune, ‘who judged on
the spur of the moment what ought to be done,’ translated this
success into triumph : detaching from the Roman right 20 maniples,
i.e. the principes and triarii (c. 2000 men), he attacked the victorious
half of the phalanx from behind, and broke it.

Cynoscephalae was the Jena of Macedon. The descendants of
the soldiers of Alexander had given way at the first shock before
the ‘unknown quantity’ of the Roman army. Greece learned with
stupefaction that the phalanx had found its master. To be sure,
the phalanx of the Antigonids, too heavy and unwieldy and
therein inferior to that of Alexander, was a tactical weapon of
far less value than the legion; but in the fortuitous and unfore-
seen battle of Cynoscephalae, the Romans, by no merit of their
own, were able to fight under conditions so remarkably dis-
advantageous to the Macedonians, that the result, whatever
Polybius may say, fell short of proving the superiority of their
military system. In reality, their victory was mainly due to the
_ good fortune which never deserted them during their first two
great wars in the East.

Philip, realizing that all was lost, immediately retired on
Tempe, rallied the fugitives, and returned to Macedonia, having

1 Despite the silence of Polybius, the Aetolian infantry, on the Roman’
right, played a part in this victorious attack: hence the excessive but aot
wholly unjustified boasts of the Aetolians. *
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lost over 13,000 men, including 8cco dead. The struggle was
over. Disasters were, moreover, overtaking him on every side. The
garrison of Corinth, making a sortie, was defeated by the Achaeans
—their sole exploit. The Roman fleet attacked Macedonia’s last
remaining allies, the faithful Acarnanians, who had disowned
the agreement secretly concluded between L. Quinctius and
certain of their leaders; Leucas stoutly repelled the most terrible
assaults until it fell by treachery. In Asia, the Rhodians reinforced
by Achaean auxiliaries retook their Peraea from the IMacedonians,
though they failed to dislodge them from Stratoniceia. Finally,
Macedonia itself was threatened by an invasion of the Dardanians
whom, however, Philip crushed near Stobi.

Before this, he had sent envoys to Flamininus to make over-
tures for peace. They were welcomed, for Flamininus, convinced
that Antiochus would soon arrive in Europe, feared that Philip
would hold out in the Macedonian fortresses until he came.
What he most dreaded was that the two kings would join hands,
and an immediate peace would rid him of this anxiety and also
spare him the chagrin of seeing another consul end the war.
So he received the envoys amicably, granted a truce, and con-
sented to meet Philip at Tempe. This decision, taken without
reference to them, exasperated the Aetolians who wanted war
& outrance—a war of which the Romans of course would bear the
brunt—and dreamed of dethroning Philip. But now Flamininus
deliberately ignored them; the eagerness with which they had
monopolized the pillaging of the Macedonian camp, their
boastful claim to divide equally with the Romans the credit for
the victory, the way in which they filled all Greece with the story
of their prowess had made them hateful to him. Flamininus did
not pardon wounds to his pride.

Moreover, his relations with his allies® could not but suffer a
change. Hitherto apparent equality had existed in the coalition
between Greeks and Romans. The compact of 212 with the
Aetolians had not been renewed, but they believed that it had
been tacitly revived, and the Romans had permitted this belief.
As in 208, their admirals had let Attalus occupy the towns—
Andros, Oreus, probably Eretria—taken by the united fleets. At
Nicaea, Flamininus, while secretly negotiating with Philip, had
shown the Greeks the utmost deference, inviting them to inform
Philip directly of their claims (see p. 171 s¢.). Now that victory was

1 The word ‘allies’ is used here in default of 2 more exact term. It is
not to be taken in a juridical sense, for Rome had not at that time a formal
alliance with any of the states that had fought on her side.
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won, he had to put matters in order and reassert the predominant
position of Rome, for, of this victory, %er victory, the Republic
intended to settle the consequences alone. Flamininus sum-
moned his allies to Tempe, but merely as a matter of form.
Assuming as settled the main question—whether peace should be
made at all—he merely consulted them, and then only in appear-
ance, as to the terms of the treaty. The Aetolians dared to speak
against peacel; he rebuffed them harshly, then pronounced his
decision: ‘He and the Romans present had determined, subject
to the Senate’s approval, to make peace with Philip upon the
conditions laid down at Nicaea,’ i.e. the abandonment of all his
extra-Macedonian dependencies. Thus Rome imposed both
peace and conditions of peace.

What followed was no less significant. At Tempe, Philip,
having come to an understanding with Flamininus, declared his
acceptance of the conditions of Nicaea. It seemed, therefore, that
the Greeks would recover at once what they had then claimed from
him. But when Phaeneas asked Philip if he restored to Aetolia
Pharsalus, Echinus, Larissa Cremaste, and Thebes, all of which
she had claimed-at Nicaea, Flamininus intervened and opposed
his veto. He denied the Aetolians any right to Larissa, Echinus,
Pharsalus and the Thessalian towns generally, on the ground that
they had surrendered to himj all he could grant them, and that
only ‘as he thought fit’ was Phthiotic Thebes, which had resisted
the Romans. Phaeneas indignantly pointed out that Aetolia had
taken up arms again and fought on the side of Rome solely to
recover her lost cities ; he recalled also the alliance of 212 by which
the captured towns were to go to the Aetolians. Flamininus
answered that their defection in 206 had annulled that alliance,
the terms of which he moreover contested. As for Phaeneas’ first
and strongest argument, he wholly ignored it. T

This acrid discussion revealed Flamininus’ hostility towards
Aetolia; but a wider inference might also be drawn from it: their
position as belligerents gave the Greeks no real right to Philip’s
former possessions; the Romans, looking upon themselves as sole
victors, considered these possessions their prazemiaz belli and re-
served the right to dispose of them at will. It was a bitter blow to

1 In order to justify to the Aetolians his refusal to destroy the Macedonian
monarchy, Flamininus is said (Polybius xviir, 37, g) to have urged. that
Macedon was the indispensable bulwark of Greece against the barbarians.
Modern writers have, in general, taken this argument very seriously, but it
must be recognized that it lost not a little of its force when it was ad :
by the ally of the Illyrians, the Thracians and the Dardanians.

C.A.H, VIII 12
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the Aetolians who, having counted upon the immediate restora-
tion of their Thessalian and Phthiotic territories, now saw them
withheld; but the application of this new principle laid down by
Rome might well cause unecasiness to her other allies, the
Achaeans, Amynander and the new Pergamene king, Eumenes
I1, the eldest son of Attalus, who had had an afpoplectic stroke at
Thebes (¢. February 197) and had died soon afterwards.

When preliminaries were concluded and Philip announced that
in regard to details he would submit to the Senate’s decision,
Flamininus granted him a four months armistice upon pay-
ment of 200 talents and delivery of hostages, among them his
younger son Demetrius. All parties then sent deputations to
Rome, where the Senate would finally settle the question of the
peace, which the Aetolians still vainly hoped to hinder.

Flamininus felt Antiochus coming; he was indeed drawing
near, spurred on by the news of Cynoscephalae. Philip’s débdcle
delivered over to the Great King his possessions in Asia and
Thrace, but the Romans, victorious a little too soon, might put
obstacles in his way. To leave them no time for this, Antiochus
pressed on. He received in Lycia the submission—sometimes, as
at Xanthus, merely nominal—of the cities that were dependencies
of Ptolemy, then set about re-establishing his authority over the
Greek towns bordering the Aegean. Their political status, as we
know, was varied. Leaving out of account those which were
included in the Pergamene kingdom, some were still, in fact or
theory, vassals of Egypt; a few were subject-allies of Pergamum
others were held by the Macedonians; then came the numerous
‘autonomous cities’ which, after obtaining extensive privileges
from the Seleucids—especially from Antiochus II—had profited
by their difficulties to make themselves wholly independent. In
this undertaking Antiochus, as usual, joined prudence to energy.
Anxious to retain the useful friendship of Rhodes, he allowed her
to take under her protection (that is her control) Halicarnassus,
Myndus, Samos, former Egyptian dependencies, and redeem
Caunus ‘from Ptolemy’s generals’; he even handed over to her
Stratoniceia, which he had recaptured from the Macedonians.
With ‘his consent Rhodes gained a preponderant influence over
the region south of the Maeander. He was also careful to respect
the hereditary dominions of Eumenes, contenting himself with
claiming the submission of cities, outside these dominions, which
Attalus had made subject-allies and of which several seemingly
had seceded from Eumenes. Finally he showed moderation
towards the autonomous towns, exacting little but recognition
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of his suzerainty and giving them hopes of large concessions in
return; in case of dispute he consented to accept the Rhodians
as arbitrators between himself and the towns. From Caria to the
Hellespont his success was rapid. On the Carian seaboard, the
Macedonians, driven from lasus, whose self-government Antio-
chus left untouched?, only held Bargylia. Master of Ephesus, the
great Ptolemaic city, without striking a blow, he also seized before
winter Abydos, which was still in Philip’s hands. Intimidated,
or won over by his friendliness, most of the autonomous cities
did not hesitate to do him homage; two refused, Smyrna in
Tonia, Lampsacus in Aeolis. They were formerly free allies of
Attalus, and their resistance was certainly prompted by Eumenes,
who was alarmed and indignant at seeing his dominions surrounded
on all sides by the revived Seleucid power. After vain pourparlers,
Antiochus sent troops against the refractory towns. On Eumenes’
advice they then took a step of the utmost importance: although
hitherto without any relations with Rome, they appealed to her
for protection. The Lampsacenes conveniently discovered that,
as inhabitants of Troas, they had blood-ties with Rome and, as
colonists from Phocaea, were brothers of the Massiliotes, Rome’s
model allies; their envoys, whose journey is described in an
inscription (Dizz.8 591), went to Massilia to find sponsors to
recommend them to the Senate. Despite these elements of
comedy, the action of Lampsacus and Smyrna was a momentous
new departure. After defending against Philip the freedom of
the Greeks of Europe, the Romans were now invited to defend
against Antiochus the freedom of the Greeks of Asia.

VIII. THE ISTHMIAN GAMES

Like Flamininus, the Senate was anxious to end the Mace-
donian war. The struggle going on in Cisalpine Gaul and the
great insurrection in Spain made this desirable (pp. 312, 329);
but first and foremost, the parres, like Flamininus, wished to
anticipate Antiochus’ crossing into Europe, now judged im-
minent. So they ratified, after revision, the preliminaries of
Tempe, and, in spite of the opposition of the consul M. Claudius
Marcellus who hoped for the command in Greece, the people
unanimously voted the peace (winter 197—6). They then fixed
by decree, without consulting the Greeks, the main clauses of
the final treaty, and nominated ten Commissioners, who, with

1 O.G.1.8. 237. Later a Syrian garrison is found at Iasus (Livy xkxvi,
17, 3-7)- ”

I2—2
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Flamininus, whose command was again prolonged, were to

‘settle Hellenic affairs’ on the spot. This decision showed that

Rome’s task in Greece was not ended with the establishment of
eace.

At the same time, they turned their minds to thwarting Antio-
chus and, to this end, judged it expedient to raise up difficulties
for him in the East. Ptolemy V, whom they had neglected for three
years, now again became worthy of their care. They determined to
resume in his favour the mediation abandoned in 200: a Jegasus,
L. Cornelius (Lentulus), especially sent to Antiochus, was to
defend Egyptian interests. It was expedient also to profit by his
opportune quarrel with Lampsacus and Smyrna, and espouse the
cause of the ‘autonomous cities’; were not, indeed, Greeks every-
where equally deserving of protection? Envoys from Smyrna
and Lampsacus were received with open arms and warmly re-
commended to Flamininus and the Ten. So the Senate extended
to Asia, in order to counter Antiochus, its ‘philhellenic’ policy,
hitherto confined to Greece proper.

Their feeling towards the Seleucid king was reflected in the
decree which regulated the peace with Philip—a memorable
document summarized as follows by Polybius (xvii1, 44, 2—7):

All the rest of the Greeks in Asia and Europe were to be free and governed
by their own laws; as for the Greeks subject to Philip and the cities garrisoned
by him, he was to surrender them to the Romans before the Isthmian
festival; [however,] he was to leave free, withdrawing his garrisons from
them, Euromus, Pedasa, Bargylia, Tasus, Abydos, [Sestos], Thasos, Myrina
[and Hephaestia in Lemnos], Perinthus!. Flamininus, in accordance with
the Senate’s decree, was to write to Prusias about restoring the freedom of
Cius. Philip was to restore to the Romans, before the same date, all prisoners
and deserters, to surrender all his warships except five and his ‘hekkaidekeres,’
and to pay 1000 talents, half at once, and the other half by instalments
extending over ten years.

It is clear that the Senate, though going beyond the terms of
the preliminaries, yet treated Philip without excessive harslness.
The war indemnity was bearable; he lost his navy (a precaution
justified by his former Adriatic enterprises), but his military power,
despité some annalists, suffered no limitation. Doubtless the
paires considered it wise not to drive Philip to extremes, but
their comparativé moderationi had, as soon appeared, another
cause—they planned to use him, at need, against Antiochus.

Their decree contained, moreover, two provisions of capital
importance. The first showed that Rome aimed at more than

_ 1 Polybius’ enumeration (XVvIIL, 44, 4) is obviously incomplete. Hephaestia
in Lemnos and Sestos must be added (Polybius xvim, 48. 2; cf. 2. 4).
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merely peace with Philip; it affected all the Greeks then inde-
pendent and never subject to the king. By pronouncing that they
were to remain ‘free and autonomous,” she guaranteed their
independence and forced Philip to do the same, thus con-
stituting herself the permanent protectress of Hellenic freedom
wherever it existed. This was the logical outcome of her whole
policy and was already implied in her command to Philip, in 200,
to abstain from hostilities against any Greek people; but—and
this is significant—the Greeks of Asia, 7.e. the inhabitants of the
autonomous towns, were now expressly mentioned together with
the Greeks of Europe: Antiochus was consequently barred from
any enterprise against these towns. A second provision related
to the cities and populations still subject to Philip. The fact that
the Senate pronounced upon them all signified that all were by
right of conquest at the exclusive disposal of Rome. Thhis principle
once formulated, a distinction was made between the cities in
Greece proper and those outside it. Philip was to evacuate the
latter, Z.e. those in Asia, the Islands, and Thrace, expressly
mentionedl, and ‘leave them free’: so Rome, after emphasizing
her rights over them, granted them liberty forthwith—a liberty
which, of course, all had to respect. Rome’s eagerness to do this
is easily explained: Philip’s eastern possessions were directly
threatened by Antiochus, who already occupied almost all those
in Asia?; Rome hastened to let him know that they were not to
be touched and that his annexations consequently could not be
recognized as legitimate. The Senate carried its zeal for the
Asiatic Greeks, Philip’s victims, to the point of requiring Prusias
to liberate Cius—another warning to Antiochus. As for the last
remaining Macedonian dependencies in Greece, the pazres, for
the moment, only insisted that Philip should surrender them to

1 Polybius’ résumé makes no mention of the “cities of Thrace’ properly
so-called, viz. Aenus, Maronea and the neighbouring towns which, before
202, were Egyptian possessions, because he has passed over in silence the
clause of the sezatus consultum which referred to-retrocessions to be made
by Philip to Ptolemy, just as he omits the clauses which governed Philip’s
abandonment of his Illyrian territories and the reparations to be made by him
to Attalus, From this may be deduced (see also above, p. 171 n. 1) that
Euromus, Pedasa, Bargylia, Iasus, Abydos, [Sestos] and Thasos, which
Polybius cites from the sematus consultum, did not belong to Ptolemy before
their occupation by-Philip. Besides, it is clear that had these cities been
‘ Ptolemaic’ the Senate would not simply have ordered Philip to leave them
free but would have required him to restore them to Ptolemy (cf. Polybius
XVII, I, 14). T .- . ) .

2 Apparently Bargylia alone still belonged to Macedonia {seep..1 7y
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Rome; the decree said nothing about their_ul_timate fate, which
was apparently a matter for the Ten Commissioners.

These left for Greece in the spring of 196, bearing with them
the senatorial decree; Flamininus awaited them at Elatea, where
he had wintered. He was disappointed to find that Philip’s defeat
had not brought tranquillity to Greece. The Aetolians, thinking
themselves duped, were everywhere loud in complaint and re-
crimination, even accusing him of taking bribes from Philip.
Moreover, incidents, serious above all as symptoms, had occurred
in Boeotia. Flamininus, at the request of the Boeotian govern-
ment, had authorized the return of the volunteers who had served
in Philip’s army, with their leader Brachyllas, a hereditary client
of the Antigonids. Perceiving the hostility of the Boeotians and
‘foreseeing Antiochus’ arrival,” says Polybius, he wished to con-
ciliate them. Now, upon the volunteers’ return, the Boeotians
publicly thanked not Flamininus, but Philip, elected Brachyllas
Boeotarch and heaped honours upon the other Macedonian
sympathizers. This alarmed the few partisans of the Roman
alliance, and they resolved to kill Brachyllas: Flamininus, when
consulted, let them proceed and even advised them to go to the
Actolian General Alexamenus, who actually procured them six
picked bravoes. Even after Cynoscephalae, it was by such means
that Roman interests in Boeotia had to be upheld. The assassina-
tion of Brachyllas, intended to intimidate the masses, roused them
to fury. While the pro-Roman instigators of the crime were
executed or forced to flee, any legionaries who ventured into
Boeotia were murdered, until the victims reached five hundred.
Flamininus, being denied both the punishment of the guilty and
payment of the soo talents imposed as fine, was driven to invade
the country; but at the prayers of Athenians and Achaeans he
soon pardoned Boeotia, reducing the fine to 30 talents: too great
harshness would probably have been impolitic.

Amid these troubled circumstances the Commissioners arrived
(c. May 196), and immediately published the senatorial decree.
It made a2 mixed impression. The distinction between Philip’s
different possessions roused disquietude. While his eastern
possessions regained their freedom, what was to become of the
great strongholds—the ‘fetters of Greece’—Demetrias, Chalcis,
Acrocorinth, which Philip had duly handed over to Rome, and the
districts already lost by him and now in Roman occupation?
The silence of the Senate on this point, the determination of the
Romans to figure as sole victors, the mystery with which Flami-
ninus and the Ten surrounded their deliberations at Corinth, gave
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grounds for this uneasiness. The Aetolians, naturally, asserted
that ‘Greece was merely changing masters, the Romans replacing
Philip, as the only result of the war.” Flamininus was pained to
find these statements widely repeated and believed; it was
important to reassure the Greeks, to convince them, without
delay, of Roman disinterestedness. They were reassured by the
striking” manifesto at the Isthmian Games—a coup de thédrre
arranged by Flamininus to impress their imagination and provoke
their applause.

At the Isthmian festival (June—July 196), before the opening
of the Games, the herald, advancing into the stadium, proclaimed:
“The Roman Senate and the consul Titus Quinctius, having over-
come king Philip and the Macedonians, leave free, without
garrisons or tribute, and governed by their ancestral laws, the
Corinthians, Phocians, [Eastern] Locrians, Euboeans, Phthiotic
Achaeans, Magnesians, Thessalians and Perrhaebians.” This
proclamation, which the herald had to repeat, evoked frenzied
enthusiasm, the more ardent as the anxiety had been so intense.
The crowd nearly suffocated Flamininus in their outburst of joy.
He had—for a time—his heart’s desire: he was the idol of the
Greeks, the Aetolians and probably the Boeotians alone excepted.
In fact, in accordance with his promises, the Romans kept nothing
in Greece; the Corinthian declaration splendidly completed what
had been begun by the decree about the peace: in this decree
Rome had guaranteed liberty to all Greeks who then enjoyed it
and had restored it to Philip’s former eastern subjects; she now
restored liberty to his former subject-allies in Greece.

This was true. Yet the ‘liberated’ Greeks in Corinth did not
obtain complete elensheria. Rome, reviving the time-honoured
formula of Antigonus (vol. vi, p. 485) and renouncing the
oppressive rights of victors, imposed upon them neither tribute,
garrisons, nor foreign laws, but she retained authority over them.
This appeared when, after the Isthmian Games, the Commis-
sioners, presided over by Flamininus, proceeded to the ‘settle-
ment of Hellenic affairs.” They settled the political status of the
freed peoples as absolutely as that of the Illyrians wrested from
Philip, who were allotted generally to Pleuratus. Certain of these
peoples were used to recompense the Greeks who had sided with
Rome: thus they restored Phocis and Eastern Locris to Aetolial

1 The Aetolians kept, besides, the cities of Dolopia, Thessaliotis and
Phthiotic Achaea which they had conquered in 198 (p. 170). The Romans
probably confirmed their possession, as they did for Amynander. It is to be
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and re-incorporated Corinth, according to Flamininus’ engage-
ment, in Achaea (p. 170). They also authorized Amynander to
retain the towns of Hestiaeotis taken by him in 198—Gomphi
and the surrounding country. It is noteworthy that when
Eumenes, heir to the claims of Attalus, asked for Oreus and
Eretria, the Ten, interpreting rather strangely the Corinthian
declaration, were prepared to let him have them; but Flamininus
protested : it would have made the ‘freedom’ of these Euboeans a
mere illusion. The Senate, when consulted, supported him. On
the other hand, Flamininus and the Ten decided that Perrhaebia,
Dolopial® (not mentioned at Corinth), Magnesia, Thessaly proper,
and FEuboea should form separate states, while they placed under
the suzerainty of Thessaly Phthiotic Achaea, including Echinus
and Larissa Cremaste vainly claimed by Aetolia, who only received
Phthiotic Thebes. Finally, although Corinthians, Magnesians
and Euboeans were declared ‘ungarrisoned,” Roman troops held—
temporarily, it is true—Acrocorinth, Demetrias, Chalcis, Oreus
and Eretria; Flamininus, ever anxious to spare the suscepti-
bilities of the Greeks and to convince them of the purity of
Rome’s intentions, had difficulty in obtaining from the Ten
exemption for Corinth.

These temporary occupations were a precaution against Antio-
chus which the Commissioners, in conformity with the uneasiness
felt by the Senate, considered to be indispensable. He had
just, as had been feared, landed in Europe (early summer 196).
From Abydos his army had crossed the Hellespont; he himself
had moved his fleet thither from Ephesus; then, with united land
and sea forces, had reduced Madytus and Sestos, and mastered
the whole Chersonese. Finding Lysimacheia deserted, burnt by
the Thracians, he undertook to rebuild it and sought everywhere
for the dispersed inhabitants while with half his army he waged
war on the barbarians. This meant that he intended to establish
his authority permanently on the Thracian coast. To him this was
his last conquest, the recovery of the last piece of his heritage; but,
in the eyes of the Romans, Thrace could only be the first stage of
an invasion planned to drive them from Greece.

observed, on the other hand, that the south-east corner of Hypocnemidian
Locris (the district of Latymna and Halae) was left by them to Boeotia; see
G. Klaffenbach, Klio, xx, 1926, p. 83.

* By Dolopia is here meant that part of it not conquered by the
Aetolians in 198; on its later union with Aetolia, see below, p- 195.
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IX. THE FIRST CLASH BETWEEN ROME
AND ANTIOCHUS

The Senate therefore hastened to open its diplomatic offensive
against Antiochus. A preliminary skirmish occurred at Corinth
after the Isthmian Games. FEager to conciliate the Romans and
remove their suspicions, Antiochus had sent an embassy to greet
Flamininus and the Ten. The envoys, one of whom was the
historian and poet Hegesianax of Alexandria in the Troad, were
coldly received. Philip’s defeat had enabled the Romans, hitherto
so guarded towards the Great King, to change their tone. The
Commissioners declared that the ‘autonomous’ cities of Asia must
not be touched, protested against the occupation of towns be-
longing to Ptolemy or Philip and, above all, against Antiochus’
crossing into Europe!l. What business had he there? ‘No Greek
was henceforth to be attacked or subjugated by anyone’—a notable
announcement: Greek freedom, restored and guaranteed by
Rome, was thus held before Antiochus as an insuperable barrier.
The Commissioners ended by announcing that some of them
would shortly come to confer with the king.

Meanwhile, in diverse places, they tried to hinder him. They
were haunted by the fear that he would win over Philip and the
Aetolians. The result was the twofold mission of the Commissioner
Cn. Cornelius. He invited Philip, who obviously had already been
sounded, to conclude an immediate alliance with Rome. Philip
had reason to complain of the Ten who had just declared free—
and this after the peace—the Orestae, who had seceded from his
rule. Nevertheless, indignant at seeing Antiochus take his Asiatic
spoils, he forthwith accepted Cornelius’ proposal. Thus Rome
turned Antiochus’ former ally against him, a master-stroke should
Philip remain faithful. Cornelius then went on to Aetolia (Sept.
196), where he had a peculiarly hard task. The Aetolians seemed
determined to break with Rome; this must be at least delayed.
They had now two _grounds of quarrel. They were furious at
having failed to obtain Echinus and Larissa Cremaste; nothing
could be done about this, the matter was res sudicata. They were
also clamouring for Pharsalus, and, in virtue of the treaty of 212,
for Leucas, which the Romans had conquered; and because of
these claims the Ten had deferred pronouncing on these towns.
After heated altercations, Cornelius, playing for time, prevailed

1 According to Polybius (xvim, 47, 2) the Ten ‘forbade. Antiochuszo
cross over into-Europe,’ but his crossing into Thrace-had already
and the Ten must have known it. Possibly they affected-ignoranees
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upon the Aetolians to refer their claim to the Senate, ‘Wh'er? they
would obtain full justice.” At the same time two Commissioners
went in person, one to Bargylia, the other to Thasos, Hephaestia
and Myrina (Llemnos), and ‘the towns on the Thracian coast?,’
to free them from their Macedonian garrisons. Thus Rome showed
her interest in the safety of these places menaced by Antiochus,
and, to some extent, took them under her protection.

All this was but a prelude. L. Cornelius Lentulus, sent from
Rome as mediator between Antiochus and Ptolemy, having landed
in Thrace, three Commissioners joined him,and all four proceeded
to Lysimacheia for a determined assault upon the king (¢. October
196). Antiochus welcomed them courteously, but once dis-
cussions began, ‘affairs assumed another aspect.’ Lentulus
elaborated with vigour the communication previously made at
Corinth. He first raised the question of the Ptolemaic cities and
called on Antiochus to evacuate them. Then came a similar
injunction regarding the towns taken by Philip: ‘it would indeed
be ridiculous that the Romans, after conquering Philip, should see
their prizes swept away at the last moment by Antiochus.” As for
the autonomous cities, they must be respected. Lastly, he made
no secret of the Senate’s uneasiness: the presence of Antiochus in
Europe with such a display of naval and military force was dis-
quieting ; how could the Romans not feel menaced ? The inference,
unexpressed but obvious, was that he must withdraw into Asia.
Antiochus’ reply was firm. He could not understand this dis-
cussion about the Asiatic towns: what had the affairs of Asia to
do with Rome? was he meddling with those of Italy? It was not
to Roman intervention but solely to his own generosity that the
autonomous cities could look for freedom. He had come into
Europe to recover the Chersonese and the coast towns of Thrace,
a region which indeed had fallen to Seleucus Nicator as had all
Lysimachus’ kingdom. First the Ptolemies, then Philip had
seized it, but unrightfully; he was but reclaiming his own. How
could the re-building of Lysimacheia endanger the Romans? He
merely wished to provide a royal residence there for his second son
Seleucus. As for his differences with Ptolemy, they were about
to be settled amicably and the two royal houses were to be
allied in marriage.

! Clearly Maronea, Aenus, etc., which had been Egyptian dependencies.
The Romans ought to have waited for Ptolemy to_resume possession of
them (cf. Polybius xvi, 1, 14): they had no strict title to intervene. But
they ‘liberated’ them in haste for fear Antiochus should lay hold of them.
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Antiochus had kept this for the end, and he now hurled the
unwelcome news at the astounded Romans. And the news was
true. Expecting no more from Rome, the Acarnanian Aristo-
menes, who was now prudently filling the office of Regent at
Alexandria in succession to Tlepolemus, had resigned himself to
making terms with the enemy. Egypt was exhausted and needed
peace, which was about to be concluded, the price being the re-
nunciation of all her Syrian, Asiatic and Thracian dependencies,
and the betrothal of Ptolemy V to Antiochus’ daughter Cleopatra.
Fortune had again rewarded Antiochus at Philip’s expense, for the
Macedonian had once counted on having Ptolemy as son-in-law.
By revealing to the Romans that they were warmly defending a
protégé who had dispensed with their protection, Antiochus made
them look extremely foolish. Lentulus, to retrieve his position,
returned to the subject of the autonomous cities; he called in the
delegates from Lampsacus and Smyrna, who spoke out boldly.
Antiochus silenced them; in this matter he would admit Rhodian
but not Roman arbitration. It is noteworthy that the Romans
dared not insist.

A rumour of Ptolemy’s death interrupted the conference, but
- indeed there was nothing more to say. For a moment Antiochus
hoped to mount the vacant Egyptian throne. Leaving Seleucus
in Thrace, he sailed at all speed for Alexandria, but in Lycia he
learnt that the dead—man was alive. He was preparing, it is said,
to seize Cyprus when a storm wrecked part of his fleet off the
Cilician coast and forced him to return to Seleuceia. He wintered
in Antioch (196—5) where he married his eldest son and co-
regent, the ‘king’ Antiochus, to his daughter Laodice.

The false report of Ptolemy’s death had its origin in an abortive
insurrection of Scopas and his Aetolians. Apparently they were
discontented at the prospective peace with Antiochus, which
would lead to their dismissal. To prevent it Scopas prepared a
coup d'Etat, but was forestalled by Aristomenes and executed
together with his household and his accomplices, amongst whom
was the sea-robber Dicaearchus, while many Aetolians were
dismissed. Calm was thus restored in Alexandria. Thebais, where
the usurper Anchmachis had succeeded to Harmachis (7 200),
was still in revolt, but the recent capture of Lycopolis (197),
followed by amnesties, seemed to have pacified Lower Egypt.
The trusty Aristomenes, supported by the loyal governor of
Cyprus, Polycrates of Argos, thought it an opportune momentte
proclaim that the king’s minority was over though he wwas-owst
13 or 14 years old. Ptolemy ‘Epiphanes Eucharistos’ was tnere-
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fore consecrated at Memphis in Egyptian fashion—a concession
to the natives—most probably on 28 November 196, the anni-
versary of his accession. In honour of this was passed, on
28 March 195, the so-called ‘Rosetta decree!’ in which the
priests delighted to enumerate the privileges with which the

overnment, from prudence or necessity, overwhelmed them.
Thanks to this conciliatory policy, Epiphanes might hope to end
troubles in his own realm, but his empire had collapsed under the
blows of the Syrian king.

Thus at the very moment that Rome had wished to paralyse
Antiochus by reviving the ‘Egyptian question’ it had ceased to
exist: Antiochus had settled it to his own profit. Moreover, it was
becoming certain that he would give way to the Romans neither
on the question of Philip’s Asiatic conquests, nor on that of the
autonomous cities; he was not disposed to bow before this ‘Greek
freedom’ of which Rome made herself the interested champion.
The Senate’s diplomatic offensive was a complete fiasco. No
wonder the Romans were embittered, but had they been less pre-
judiced, they would have realized that the fears which had led to
this failure were probably ill-founded. Antiochus’ attitude was
unyielding but not provocative; his explanation of his crossing
into Europe was reasonable: his work, considered as a whole, had
its natural crowning point in Thrace. Nothing indicated that he
wished to push on farther or that Greece attracted him. He had
neither sent his fleet into the Aegean, nor disputed the Roman
right to settle Hellenic affairs; nor had he, though for long on
friendly terms with them? sent envoys to the Aetolians; and his
dealings with Philip made an understanding with him almost
impossible. In fact, he was sincere when he declared that he
cherished no designs against Rome. Unfortunately, the Romans
did not then or ever afterwards believe in his sincerity.

X. THE WAR WITH NABIS. THE ROMAN
EVACUATION OF GREECE

In the early summer of 195 Antiochus showed what was to be
his attitude towards Rome. He returned to Thrace in greater
force; determined to forgo none of his rights, he ignored the
rulings of the Senate; but, at the same time, he sent envoys to
Flamininus to negotiate a treaty of friendship with Rome, thus
affirming his intention of undertaking nothing against her. It was
in vain. Resenting the idea that Antiochus should aspire to a

1 See vol. 1, pp. 117 sqq. 2 0.G.L.S, 234.
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treaty which would allow him to remain in Europe and confirm
Rome’s diplomatic defeat at Lysimacheia, Flamininus evaded
answering. The Commissioners had left Greece (late 196); he
declared he had no powers to settle anything; the embassy must
go to Rome. Antiochus did not send it; if the Romans sulked, he
would dispense with their friendship. While he consolidated his
position in Thrace, Flamininus remained in Greece watching him.
Opportunely enough, the need to chastise Nabis, whose impunity
was an outrage, could be advanced as a reason for not returning
home with his army.

Formerly, when at war with Philip, Flamininus had not hesi-
tated to associate himself with Nabis, whom he then called ‘King
of Sparta,” which was indeed his true title!; but, now that Philip
was crushed, his sentiments had changed. No longer needed,
Nabis again became the ‘tyrant,’ odious to the liberators of Greece,
the communist abhorred by all Greek rich men, who looked to
Rome to punish him, the pirate, accomplice of the Cretans,
dreaded even by the Roman transports, the oppressor from whom
Argos must be delivered, for apart from the Achaeans’ just claim
to it, an enslaved Argos was a blot on a liberated Greece.

Having been given a free hand by the Senate, Flamininus
summoned to Corinth representatives of all the Greek peoples
(¢. May 195)—a symbolic event: like Alexander, the Roman
commander presided over the assembled Hellenes. Doubly clever,
he asked them but one question: ‘“Was Argos to be liberated ?’
and flattered them by declaring that he awaited their decision: it
was a purely Greek affair and for them to settle. The Aetolians
replied only with furious recriminations; the Senate, having
received their request about Pharsalus and Leucas, had sent them
back to Flamininus who had just rebuffed them—inde irae. But
the other delegates voted unanimously in favour of the liberation
of Argos. This then became the declared object of the war; as
to what was to become of Nabis, Flamininus evaded the problem.
Here indeed opinions differed: the Greek representatives wished
to destroy him together with his contagious revolutionary inno-
vations; the Achaeans desired besides to become masters of
Sparta; Flamininus thought it enough simply to render Nabis
-harmless. To overthrow him would raise the inextricable question
of the recall and the re-establishment of the exiles—an embarrass-

1 Some at least of the Greek states showed no unwillingness to give him
the title, as is shown by the decree of Delos in his honour (D##£.3 584). Oh
the disputed date of this decree, see F. Durrbach, Choix, no. 58; p: 74=FHe-
title also appeared on his coins. See Vol. of Plates iii, 10,4,
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ment he intended to avoid. He was also loth to favour the
ambition of the Achaeans, which would only cause other diffi-
culties: would the Spartans consent to be annexed by Achaea;
would it not lead to interminable conflict? Flamininus had, finally,
two motives for wishing to shorten the war and avoid the long and
arduous siege of Sparta: he dreaded what Antiochus might do,
and he feared that, if hostilities were protracted, his successor
would have the honour of bringing them to a victorious close.
An imposing force assembled against Nabis. All Greece, except
Aetolia, sent contingents to serve with Flamininus. Aristaenus,
again General, brought 11,000 Achaeans; Philip, fulfilling his
new duties as ally, sent 1 500 Macedonians; the banished Lace-
daemonians with King Agesipolis, exiled in childhood by Lycurgus,
crowded in. At sea, 18 Rhodian and 10 Pergamene warships
joined the Roman fleet of 40 sail which L. Quinctius brought
from Leucas. Rhodes could not forgive the piracies of Nabis,
while Eumenes, having need of Rome against Antiochus, served
her as zealously as did Attalus, and with hopes of a better reward.
Nabis faced the storm boldly, and entrusted the defence of Argos
to his son-in-law and step-brother, the Argive noble Pythagoras,
while with 1 §,000 combatants—Cretans, mercenaries, Helots and
poorer Spartiates—he stood at bay in Sparta, where terrorism
secured his safety. War was chiefly at sea. While the allied army
after failing both to surprise Argos, where the hoped-for risings
were abortive, and to lure Nabis out of Sparta, simply laid waste
Laconia, L. Quinctius reduced the maritime towns. Gytheum,
the tyrant’s arsenal and basis of his naval power, was attacked by
the Romans, Rhodians and Eumenes, and surrendered last of all
after a gallant resistance. Hereupon, although Pythagoras had
come with 3000 men to reinforce him, Nabis lost his nerve and
approached Flamininus. Deaf to the advances of Aristaenus,
who would have promised him anything had he followed the
example of Lydiades and Aristomachus and abdicated in favour
of Achaea, he offered to the proconsul to abandon Argos—that is,
he asked for terms. Consent would mean an implicit undertaking
to leave Sparta to him, and there was a sharp controversy between
the Greek leaders and Flamininus, the former determined to ruin,
the latter to spare Nabis. At last Flamininus got his way and
proceeded as with Philip: the war had been in common, but the
peace must be Roman: he alone settled the terms. Nabis con-
sidered them too hard, and the mob that followed his fortunes,
above all his bandit mercenaries, furiously rejected them. The
war began anew. Resolved not to lay regular siege to Sparta,



VI, x] PEACE WITH NABIS 191

Flamininus attempted to storm it. The combined army, increased
by the disembarked crews, numbered 50,000; a general assault
was made, and Sparta would have fallen had not Pythagoras
started fires which drove out the assailants. Daunted at last,
Nabis accepted the terms, and at the same time, about August,
Argos expelled its Lacedaemonian garrison.

Flamininus dictated the treaty, in which the Romans alone
were recognized as victors. Nabis surrendered to them Argos,
Argolis, and the places he held in Crete, gave up the Laconian
coast towns, ceded his fleet to these cities, renounced the right
to make any alliance especially in Crete, to wage war, to build
any fortress; he was to pay the Romans 500 talents, 100 at
once, the rest in eight annual instalments, and to send to Flami-
ninus five chosen hostages, including his son Armenas. The war
thus finished, Flamininus came to Argos to preside at the Nemean
festival (c. September), where the scene at Corinth was repeated in
miniature, the herald proclaiming that Rome granted freedom to
Argos. The town was returned to the Achaeans and immediately
entered their League. As for the Laconian coastal cities, Flami-
ninus ingeniously arranged that they should be entrusted to the
Achaean League without becoming members of it.

The Senate ratified the peace in the following winter. Nabis’
fate was thus settled by the sovereign will of the Romans, who
assumed the réle of protecting the Greeks from him. Shut off
from the sea, and almost encircled by the Achaeans, he seemed
powerless for the future. But his revolutionary despotism, his
anti-social reforms, survived intact and even received a kind of
sanction from the Roman treaty; his victims obtained no redress;
the banished, including Agesipolis, remained in exile. The
Aetolians loudly proclaimed that the Romans were behaving as
the tyrant’s satellites.

As the war against Nabis was drawing to a close, a momentous
event turned Rome’s attention once more to Antiochus. Hannibal,
Sufete in 196, had by his rigorous financial administration made
many enemies in Carthage who accused him to Rome of intriguing
with Antiochus against her. When three Roman Commissioners
arrived, Hannibal felt himself in danger; he slipped away by
night, embarked for Syria, reached Tyre and then Antioch (c.
July—August 195). Antiochus had left in the spring for Ephesus
and Thrace; Hannibal awaited him at Ephesus where the king,
on his return, welcomed him. There is no hint of any previous
understanding between them; Hannibal in seeking his: enly:
possible refuge from Roman vengeance, and Antiochus:in har-
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bouring him, were each doing only what was natural. But once
he became the host of the terrible Carthaginian, Antiochus was
bound to be both more formidable and more suspected. Advised,
perhaps directed, by Hannibal, what might he not do? How
would a war go if Hannibal, as the Great King’s general, turned
the resources of Asia against Rome? Scipio Africanus, recalled
to the consulate, is said to have voiced the common anxiety by
asking that, as a precaution, Greece should remain one of the
consular provinces. But to continue to occupy Greece, now com-
pletely pacified by Nabis’ submission, would put the Aetolians in
the right when they declared that the Romans, in spite of their
promises, would never withdraw. Also it would bitterly disappoint
the Greeks in general and raise their anger, anger which would
clearly profit Antiochus. True to his policy of trust, Flamininus
wished Rome to keep faith and deserve the confidence of the
Greeks, the best way he judged to have them on the Roman side
against the Great King. Perhaps, besides, when he saw Rome so
careful of Greek liberty, Antiochus would realize how dangerous
it was for him to assail it. The Senate followed Flamininus’ advice
and decreed the recall of the army.

Flamininus passed a fourth winter in Elatea (1945—4), esta-
blishing order in the countries abandoned by Philip. It was
probably at this time that he gave back to various communities,
e.g. to the Chyretians, the properties confiscated by the Romans;
to the last he wished to show his goodwill towards the Greeks.
In the spring he had the joy of presiding over a second pan-
hellenic congress at Corinth; he bade a pathetic farewell to the
Greeks, announced the coming departure of his troops and the
freeing of the great fortresses within ten days: they would see
who spoke the truth, Aetolians or Romans. These undertakings
were punctually fulfilled. Acrocorinth was immediately evacuated
and handed over to Achaea. Having returned to Elatea, Flami-
ninus sent off the army to embark at Oricus, then, going on to
Euboea, he withdrew the garrisons from Chalcis, Eretria and
Oreus, and presided over the Euboeans, whose League he had
reconstituted. Last came the turn of Demetrias, which was
evacuated. After this he stayed awhile in Thessaly and gave a
constitution to the Thessalian towns. Finally, in the late summer
of 194, he set sail from Oricus to Brundisium, leaving behind him
not a single Roman,

Greece was full of his renown, and his munificence was
perpetuated by his splendid offerings to her gods. Statues of
him rose everywhere, staters of gold were struck with his
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image?, the people of Gytheum and doubtless of other cities wor-
shipped him as their preserver. He had received from Greek cities
114 crowns of gold, and he took back to Italy a more precious
gift, some two thousand Romans and Italians, sold into slavery
by Hannibal, who, at his request, had been bought back to
freedom at the public charge. Laden with these signs of gratitude
and flown with pride, he could not doubt that his achievement
in Greece was solid and lasting, but in truth it was neither.

XI. THE ROMAN PROTECTORATE IN GREECE

One cloud on the horizon of Roman policy was the hostility
of the Aetolians. To speak truth, this was inevitable. Flamininus’
conduct towards them had been overbearing and plainly less than
loyal, and, perhaps unwisely, he had persisted in denying to them
a few towns which would not have greatly increased their power :
this was the immediate occasion of their hostility; but its under-
lying cause was that, on the defeat of Macedon, they had for the
second time reckoned on assuming, with Roman help, her place
in Greece. Deceived of their hope, their quarrel with Rome was
foreordained, and the Republic was bound to reckon with it.
But the violence of their propaganda, the efforts which they would
certainly make to win Antiochus to advance their interests, and
their warlike spirit, made them dangerous as well as hostile.

To hold them in check Flamininus and the Senate counted on
the fidelity of the Greeks who had been delivered from the burden-
some hegemony or the tyrannical rule of the King of Macedon.
Not wholly without justice, for, however interested their motives,
the action of the Romans in not keeping a foothold in Greece, in
not leaving there a single soldier or agent, had displayed an un-~
exampled generosity, unknown to the many self-styled ‘liberators
of Hellas’ who had preceded them. They might legitimately hope
that the Greeks would not forget, but, in their delight at regaining
their freedom and their solicitude to preserve it, would be bound
by gratitude and self-interest to the state that declared itself the
champion of the liberty which it had restored to them. But the
sentiments of the Greeks went beyond this simple formula.

First of all, they found in the Romans one blot which not all the
efforts of Flamininus could efface: they were barbarians; the first
whose continued presence Greece had endured since the Persian
wars. And everything about these barbarians wounded Hellenig
pride. Their victory was in fact as much over Hellenism as over

1 See Volume of Plates iii, 10, &.
C.A.H. VIII 3
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Macedon; their crushing strength set in relief the weakness of the
Greek peoples; their parade of magnanimity was a constant hu-
miliation, and, finally, they never—not even Flamininus—ceased
to repeat that, without their help, Greece would have remained
enslaved. Moreover, their boasted benefits were dearly bought.
They declared that they had come to Greece only to bring it free-
dom, and they had in fact brought also, and for the second time,
war of the brutal Roman sort. Oreus, in 199 as in 208, had seen
its people enslaved; the ‘liberator’ Flamininus had spread cruel
havoc throughout Thessaly, Phocis, Euboea, Acarnania and,
later, Laconia; besides, three years of occupation with its train of
requisitions and exactions, and the great mobilization against
Nabis, had produced widespread exhaustion. Flamininus had, it
is true, restored their property to the Chyretians, but he had
freighted his ships deep not only with heaps of coin but also with
works of art carried off from many cities which, like Andros and
Eretria, had obeyed Philip against their will. The price of Greek
‘freedom’ was that Greece lay bruised, ruined and despoiled.

But was Greece free P—that was the question. The Aetolians,
and not they alone, denied it. The Romans had gone, but their
‘protectorate,” as we may call it, remained. We must, then,
consider what this meant to Greece.

Of the old allies of Philip, the ‘free’ or so-called ‘free’ allies—
the Achaeans, Epirotes, Boeotians, Acarnanians (these last,
although conquered, Rome treated with especial benevolence)—
were theoretically entirely free, but they were bound to Rome by
alliances! which, of necessity, fettered their foreign policy. As for
the ‘subject-allies” of Philip, Rome, as we have seen, counted
them her praemia belli, and retained over them, even after the
declaration at the Isthmus, indefeasible rights. In virtue of these,
Flamininus and the Ten had disposed of them as they saw fit,
assigning some to third parties, making others self-governing
states which naturally remained under Roman control. These
states Flamininus had afterwards organized, reviving or creating
the Leagues of Thessaly, Euboea, Magnesia and Perrhaebia, and
evéi gettling the governments of the Thessalian cities. On the
other hand, after Nabis was crushed, he had dismembered the
state of Sparta. It went without saying that all these territorial
and political arrangements might neither be challenged nor
changed—what Rome had set up, Rome alone could modify.
This meant that the main lines of the map of Greece were thence-

t It is not, however, certa_in that a formal treaty of alliance had beer
concluded between the Boeotians and Rome, cf. Livy xri1, 12, 5. '
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forward fixed, and that, consequently, lasting peace should reign,
as indeed already followed from the principle that all the Greeks
were to be ‘free and autonomous.” So far from cherishing a
‘machiavellian’ desire (as many have unwisely declared) to
perpetuate Greek disputes, Flamininus and the Senate, who well
understood what chances these disputes gave to Antiochus and
the Aetolians, would have wished to end them by creating an
immutable order of things.

Thus the ‘liberated’ Greece of 194 was a Greece in which
most of the states, in varying degrees, were dependent upon
Rome, which the authority of Rome had reconstituted, ordered
and pacified, and which remained in the shadow of that authority.
Its liberty was certainly of a special stamp.

None the less, the Aetolians had small right to assert that the
Greeks ‘now bore on their necks the chains in which Philip had
shackled their feet,” for there was no sign that Rome wished to
turn its authority into oppression. Every act of Flamininus argued
the opposite. He had abstained from interference in the domestic
affairs of the Roman allies: for instance, the party of Brachyllas
remained dominant in Boeotia. If he did use his right as con-
queror to reorganize radically the old dependencies of Macedon,
he did no more than must be done. The brutal rule of Philip’s
agents had reduced these countries, especially Thessaly, to chaos}
he had to restore order and, at the eleventh hour—a fact which
suggests that this was not his first intention—to ‘give laws to the
Thessalians.” The territorial adjustments over which he presided
do not deserve the reproach of being arbitrary and ‘machiavellian.’
Historical precedents justified the restoration of Phocis and
Locris to Aetolia, and the future was to show how wise Flamininus
was in curbing the Achaean greed to annex Sparta. He has been
credited with the perfidious purpose of fostering Greek disunion,
because he did not create a greater Thessaly, but left on the
Thessalian border three ‘perioecic’ districts—Magnesia, Per-
rhaebia, and Dolopia. But these regions had never been integral
parts of Thessaly and had long been separated from it. Moreover,
he gave proof that his guiding principle was not divide ut imperes:
he-attached Phthiotic Achaea to Thessaly, authorized, seemingly,
the adhesion of Dolopia to Aetolia, and, far from imposing
isolation upon the several cities in the newly constituted states,
he restored or founded among the Thessalians, Euboeans, Mag=
nesians and Perrhaebians federal institutions, which at that tiue
were what the Greeks preferred. His constant care was ingiéed
to leave behind him a contented Greece; in that his own.glory

132
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and the interests of Rome found their reward. Once satisfied, the
Greeks would, he thought, remain quiet, loyal to the Republic,
impervious to the intrigues of Rome’s enemies. Rome asked no
more; she was ready to leave them to live their lives undisturbed,
without hampering them by her interference or making them feel
the weight of her tutelage. .
Unfortunately there were many Greeks who already found it
too burdensome. The fact that Rome arrogated to herself the sole
right of regulating the destiny of Greece, and also the manner in
which she exercised the right aroused resentment. The general
peace set up to be permanent in Greece—a peace imposed by
a foreigner and only too reminiscent of the ‘King’s Peacel’—
was doubtless a blessing : but its denial of all change in the future
cut across the hopes of expansion cherished by ambitious States.
The alliances between Rome and the old ‘free allies’ of Philip
were in theory concluded as between equals, but the reality refuted
this fiction. The Achaeans, for instance, had had to pledge them-
selves to call a special meeting of their federal assembly whenever
the Senate sent a message to them. No one could fail to see the
painful truth, that Rome was the predominant partner, and vastly
predominant. The subject-allies of Philip which became new states
were on no treaty footing with her, and felt themselves in the
hollow of her hand. Their freedom was a gift, which depended on
Rome’s good pleasure: this meant both humiliation and insecurity,
for Rome’s good pleasure might change. The recent territorial
readjustments provoked, as they were bound to do, recriminations:
those who had benefited by them were, of course, far from satisfied:
of the Aetolians we need not speak; nothing could console the
Achaeans for having made no gains in Laconia. The peoples
assigned without their consent to this state or that could hardly
be pleased with their cavalier treatment. It is likely enough
that many among the Locrians and Phocians protested against
their forced inclusion in Aetolia, which, moreover, seemed to
contradict the declaration of Corinth: for, once incorporated in the
Aetolian League, their autonomy was endangered. Flamininus’
political innovations in Thessaly raised a like objection: the ‘laws’
imposed by his decrees, though possibly admirable, were not the
‘ancestral laws’ of the Thessalians. Finally, in striking contra-
diction to her professed policy, Rome had not denied Amynander
and Eumenes their reward. The former kept his Thessalian con-
quests; Eumenes had not been spoilt—unjustly enough he had
been refused Oreus and Eretria: however, he retained Andros and
1 See vol. v1, p. 54 s¢. '
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naturally, despite the anger of the Aeginetans and Achaeans,
succeeded to the possession of Aegina. Thus Rome, which ex-
cluded Philip from Greece, lent her authority to the subjection of
Greeks to two other monarchs simply because they were her friends.

Set to the ungrateful task of satisfying opposing interests and
of reconciling Greek liberty with Roman supremacy—ves dis-
sociabiles—Flamininus and the Senate, despite their honest efforts,
had everywhere sown ill-feeling against the Republic.

There was, none the less, one class of people that might, at
first sight, pass for Roman sympathizers, and on whom indeed
Flamininus did rely, the opzimates, the well-to-do, whose position
entitled them to be the governing class, men who hated revo-
lutionary socialism and royal despotism alike and whose hostility
Philip had brought upon himself!. As we have seen, many of
them had joined Rome against him, and Flamininus, who saw in
them the natural champions of order, had done his best to secure
their preponderant influence. For example, the institutions
granted by him to the Thessalian cities were timocratic, and gave
them control of the ‘senates’ and the courts of justice. But,
despite their debt to Rome, these ‘conservatives,’ for the most
part, were in no way devoted to her, and it is an exaggeration to
call them the ‘Roman party.” Indeed, apart from a handful of
men, who from base personal motives courted the Romans, there
did not exist then in Greece any such thing as a2 ‘Roman party.’
Necessity and politic calculation had ranged the opzimazes with
Rome in their hatred of Philip, but they viewed their association
with her as at best a necessary evil. Dreaming of the unattain-
able, they would have wished to enjoy the benefits of Roman
support without sacrificing anything of their independence, their
republican pride, their patriotic ambition; they had loathed the
rule of Macedon, they submitted with reluctance to the ascendancy
of Rome. The Republic was soon to realize, in the course of long-
drawn debate with the Achaeans, the cross-grained temper of
the Greek notables. In 194 B.c. they bore Flamininus a bitter
grudge for having settled the Spartan question without them and
having spared Nabis; and Flamininus himself, realizing their
irritation, had felt bound to defend himself before them, on the
eve of his departure. He had, however, no need to fear that they
would lean to Antiochus; but with the masses, whose real feelings
he had not divined, it was far different.

Steeped in Roman ideas, Flamininus and the Senate convinced

1 There were, however, amonﬁ them exceptions, clients, protégés; ¥id
partisans of Macedon, ¢.g. Brachyllas in Boeotia, and, in Achaea, Cycliadas.
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themselves that all Greeks cherished a deep-rooted hatred of
kings, so that, when they ceased to obey Philip, their cup of
blessings was full. This was a grave mistake. Rcducg:d to misery,
the multitudes in the Greek cities cared for nothing save the
relief of the misery—their problem was social far more than
political. They had no horror of kings, among whom they had
found benefactors like Cleomenes or Nabis; and Philip had shown
himself indulgent to them. The domination that they did abomi-
nate was that of their creditors, the rich, and deliverance from
these was all that mattered. Rome had done nothing to bring
them this deliverance; she had rather done the opposite. The poor
never saw Flamininus show any interest in their evil case; what
they saw was his alliance with the hated capitalists, in concert
with whom, and in order to secure whose power, he had crippled
Nabis, the avenging champion of the have-nots. Accordingly, they
saw with loathing the victory of Rome, which, so far from bring-
ing them benefits, made strong their oppressors, and they turned
their eyes to Antiochus. That distant and somewhat fabulous
monarch was credited with boundless wealth and regal gene-
rosity, and that was enough to fire the popular imagination. In
the cities of Asia debtors counted on Antiochus cancelling debts;
the masses in Greece, who desired ‘the overthrow of the existing
order’ and saw clearly that no beneficent change would come out
of Rome, set their hopes on him. Muliirudo avida movandi res
tota Antiochi erar, writes Livy, translating Polybius.

Flamininus had reckoned that ‘liberated’ Greece would hasten
to close her borders and her heart against the King of Syria if he
sought to enter, but the proletariate in Greece understood their
interests in a way which he did not. They rejected this ‘freedom’
which he had created, which meant, to all seeming, merely that
the rich were to be free to tread down the poor, and they were
ready, hardly delivered from one monarch, to throw themselves
into the arms of another.



CHAPTER VII

ROME AND ANTIOCHUS

I. THE BREACH BETWEEN ANTIOCHUS AND ROME

INCE the early summer of 195 all relations between Syria and
Rome had ceased. Antiochus had turned his thoughts else-
where, and, without provoking Rome in any way, had strengthened
his position on all sides. With Egypt he had concluded (? early in
195) the triumphal peace, announced at Lysimacheia, which was
further to be cemented in the winter of 194 to 193 B.c. by the
marriage to Ptolemy V of the princess Cleopatra; perhaps as a
concession to his son-in-law, Antiochus gave as dowry to Cleo-
patra the revenues of Coele-Syrial; in any event, he retained the
sovereignty of the country, and hoped, through his daughter, to
bring Egypt under Seleucid influence. In Asia, where he was
already allied with Ariarathes IV of Cappadocia, husband of his
daughter Antiochis, arrangements made with the Galatian kings
enabled him to raise mercenaries in their dominions. He had
returned to Thrace in 194 and, besides restoring Lysimacheia,
had pushed his annexations westward by occupying the former
Egyptian possessions of Aenus and Maronea, won over the Greeks,
especially of Byzantium, by protecting them against the barbarians,
and made advantageous arrangements with the neighbouring
Gauls. Finally, Hannibal was at his court.

Amid so many successes, one source of irritation remained.
Lampsacus and Smyrna, the two towns which had asked Roman
protection, still refused allegiance to himj they were incited to
this by Eumenes, who, openly hostile, had repelled his advances,
refused the-hand of one of his daughters and was obviously seek-
ing to revive the quarrel dormant since Lysimacheia. Antiochus
wished to end both this quarrel and the resistance of the rebellious
cities, and to this end he decided to take action at Rome. This
might well seem a risky proceeding, but for two years the Romans
had made no move; from this he concluded that they lacked
courage or energy to maintain their opposition, and would settle

1 On this very controversial question see the works cited in the Biblios
graphy. The present writer is unable to accept the arrangement recently
proposed by E. Cuq in Syria, vim, 1927, pp. 143 s9¢.
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old differences to his satisfaction. But it would have been far
better to have left matters alone.

In the winter of 194 to 193, resuming the negotiations which
had miscarried in 195 (see above, pp. 188 s¢.), Antiochus again
proposed to the Senate a treaty of friendship, implying naturally—
his ambassadors, Menippus and Hegesianax, insisted upon this—
recognition of his unrestricted sovereignty over Asia and Thrace.
But he had not taken into account the suspicious and stubborn
temper of the pazres. They had reluctantly, for the time being,
endured his presence in Thrace because war with him and
Hannibal seemed hazardous, and Rome had her hands full in
Spain and Cisalpine Gaul (pp. 312, 327); but they were by no
means resigned to this, and persisted in fearing Antiochus as the
probable enemy whom they must drive from Europe; moreover,
their pride would not let him have the last word. Regarding his
overtures as a challenge, they hastened to re-open the old quarrel.
Less imperious than at Lysimacheia they did, indeed, lay before
the Syrian envoys two alternatives: as a preliminary to the treaty
they called upon Antiochus to renounce not Thrace azd the
autonomous cities of Asia, but one o7 the other—this, however,
was an unreal choice, for the first alternative, the abandonment
of Thrace, was their only concern. But, even in this reduced form,
their demands were still intolerable. Considering his rights in
Thrace and Asia as equally beyond question, why should Antio-
chus give up one in order to secure the other, or indeed sacrifice
either to please the Romans? They made it clear themselves that
their interference in favour of the Asiatic towns was a mere
diplomatic manceuvre. Flamininus, president of the senatorial
commission charged to treat with the Syrian envoys, is said to
have told the delegates from these towns, then in Rome, that the
Roman people would uphold their claims to the end ‘unless
Antiochus withdraw from Europe!.” This ingenuous confession
showed that all their zeal for the Greeks of Asia was no more than
a means of forcing the hand of Antiochus, and after justifiable
protests his representatives could only retire.

-.-ih leaving they asked the Senate to do nothing hastily, thus
showing the.peaceful intentions of their master. Nor were the
pasres themselves inclined to hasty action; uneasy at the thought
of an armed conflict with the Great King and wishing to avert it
by diplomatic pressure, they also desired further information
about affairs in Asia. Three /egazi, P. Sulpicius at their head,

1 Livy xxx1v, 59, 4—5; Diodorus xxvii, 15, 4 (both following Polybius).
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proceeded thither to continue the negotiationsl. Delayed by a
visit to Pergamum, where Eumenes preached against concilia~
tion, and by the absence of Antiochus, who was campaigning
against the Pisidians, interrupted by the unexpected death of his
eldest son and co-regent, transferred from Apamea to Ephesus,
these negotiations dragged on and, as both parties refused to
abandon their positions, remained fruitless. The season for dis-
cussions was ended. The Jegazi left Asia, though without delivering
an ultimatum-—it was a definite breach, but so far it was no more
(late summer 193)2 But it was attended by circumstances par-
ticularly irritating for Antiochus. The conferences at Ephesus had
culminated in a disgraceful incident—a repetition of the incident
at Lysimacheia (p. 187); delegates from the autonomous cities,
introduced by the Romans and prompted by Eumenes, had spoken
in violent terms. This was going too far. Could Antiochus bear
any longer to see his rebellious subjects encouraged in their
boldness? When could he again be master in his own house?

To accomplish this one way remained which was in the minds
of all—war. His councillors urged him to it, but he himself hung
back. War with Rome had never been part of his plans; apart
from its uncertainty, it would seriously upset them. He was now
fifty, his ambitions were satisfied, his great task of restoration
had reached fulfilment, and he now sought to devote the .re-
mainder of his reign to the strengthening of his authority in the
west of his dominions. Troubles which had broken out in Lydia
and Phrygia during his expedition to the Upper Satrapies and the
constant insurrections of the Pisidian tribes showed that the need
was urgent; a great war would distract him from this, and, if it
were prolonged or if the issue seemed doubtful, might have
dangerous repercussions in his vast empire.

Atall events, Antiochus put aside entirely theidea of carrying the
war into the enemy’s country, as Hannibal is said to have urged.
Let the king place at his disposal 10,0c0 foot, 1000 cavalry,

1 On the mich disputed question of Scipio Africanus’ presence in this
embassy see the works cited in the Bibliography. Whatever view is adopted,
the supposed interview of Scipio and Hannibal at Ephesus is to be regarded
as a legend.

2 For the chronology, which does not admit of doubt, see finally O. Leuze,
Hermes, Lvii, 1923, pp. 242 5¢., 246 sg. The younger Antiochus is still
mentioned as co-regent in a contract at Erech (Warka) dated January 192
(O. Schroeder, Kontrakte der Seleukidenzeit aus Warka, p. 42, no. 223 <k
E. Cavaignac, Rev. &’ dssyriologie, x1x, 1922, p. 161), but this mentinsr s
certainly anachronistic. He died in the summer of 193, probablv not earuer
than August.
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and 1oo warships (i.e. the entire Syrian fleet); with these he would
make for Carthage, raise it against Rome, then land in Southern
Italy. To raise Carthage might have been advisable; the plan, so
far, appears to have received Antiochus’ consent; and he probably
countenanced the fruitless attempt of the Tyrian Ariston, Hanni-
bal’s emissary, to foment a revolution there in 193. But he could
not well have approved the fantastic scheme of invasion attributed to
his guest. Even commanded by Hannibal, a body of 11,000 men
landing in Italy would have been foredoomed, and Antiochus
would not have risked his fleet in such a venture. Indeed it is
doubtful if Hannibal entertained the strange project imputed to
him; but if, as is quite possible, he incited Antiochus to fight the
Romans in Italy, the king, despite what has been often asserted,
had excellent reasons for refusing to listen. Tradition ascribes to
Antiochus feelings of jealousy and distrust towards Hannibal
which were sedulously fomented by his courtiers; these seem im-
probable or at least greatly exaggerated; but the truth is that the
aims of the two men were irreconcilable.

An invasion of Italy, carried out so far from his Asiatic base,
would not only have entailed enormous difficulties, but Antiochus
judged it useless. Not having, like Hannibal, a passionate hatred
of Rome he did not contemplate her ruin but merely wished to
force her to cease thwarting him. To achieve this there was no
need to go to Italy, for he had near at hand a hold upon the
Romans. Hitherto he had done nothing to hinder their control
of Greece, now he might well harass them. The irritation of
the Aetolians, the discontent caused by the Roman protectorate,
the desire shared by so many Greeks for deliverance from their
‘deliverers,’ lastly his own popularity in Greece were all known
to him. As things were, he might oppose Rome in Europe as she
sought to oppose him in Asia; she interfered in his quarrel with
the autonomous cities, he might interfere in hers with the
Aetolians and, playing her game, offer himself to Aetolia as the
champion of her interests, to all Greece as the restorer of her
freedom. By destroying the Romans’ authority there he would
inflict on them a crushing political defeat. Should. they, in reply,
attack him, strong as he would be in Greece, with the resources of
Asia-at his back, and with the support of the Aetolians and the
general adhesion of the Greeks, he could presumably maintain the
struggle with success. And—as he secretly hoped—these con-
siderations, rightly weighed, might dissuade the Romans from -
forcing matters to extremes; threatened with the loss of Greece they
would yield and let him rule undisturbed over Thrace and Asia.
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Such were, we may assume, Antiochus’ thoughts after the
ambassadors’ departure. Indeed he cherished no warlike feelings
against Rome; the enterprise he was contemplating would have
chiefly the character of a political offensive, seconded, however, by
a powerful military demonstration—a species of armed mediation.
It would rest with the Romans whether war resulted from it. He
had no thirst for victories, still less for conquests; but since Rome
imposed conditions upon him he must be ready to impose them
in his turn upon her. Greece was a surety which he would do well to
secure in order to make them renounce their insulting demands.

At the moment when a rightful care for his dignity and inde-

endence was thus leading Antiochus to intervene in Aetolian
and Greek affairs, the Aetolian government was looking to him
for revenge.

II. THE AETOLIAN MOVEMENT

Flamininus had left the Aetolians all indignant with Rome,
all burning to claim their disregarded rights. Their leaders, how-
ever, were divided: some, such as Phaeneas, who had seen too
much of the Romans in the field to envisage their defeat, were
for diplomatic methods; others, such as Thoas of Trichonium,
Damocritus, and Nicander, were for war. The masses were on the
side of the latter, so Thoas became General.(end of September
194). The destruction by force of what Rome had achieved in
Greece and the substitution of Aetolian supremacy was his party’s
programme; to secure the first, Thoas and his friends counted
upon Antiochus’ all-powerful aid. They exulted over the failure
of the conferences in Asia, and pictured the Great King now
ready to fly to arms; possibly, too, Philip and Nabis might be
brought to the same mind. The League sent delegates to the three
kings, hoping to combine them against Rome; but its diplomacy
met with some disappointments (late summer 193). Dicaearchus,
Thoas’ brother, sent to Asia to offer Antiochus the military aid of
Aetolia-and- her Full support if he came to Greece, was certainly
well received, but Antiochus was not the man for hasty resolutions
and he needed time for reflection; Philip remained unmoved by

-the persuasions of Nicander: co-operation with Antiochus and
Aetolia did not tempt him, especially as he was left in ignorance
how his help would be rewarded. On the other hand, prompted
by Damocritus, Nabis was quickly persuaded to break his treaty
with Rome—too quickly: he would have been wiser tc

- Antiochus moved. ‘

But he resented keenly the loss of his seaports,, theriches -of
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his kingdom, which Flamininus had placed in t‘he keeping of: the
Achaeans (p. 191); urged by the Aetolians, he stirred up rebellions
in them and so regained all except Gytheum, into which an
Achaean garrison was thrown. This town he besieged. The
Achaeans denounced him to Rome and prepared to fight; they
had in Philopoemen, now returned from Crete and E:Iected General
(end of September 193), the very man for the occasion. Rome was
roused: one short year after the departure of the legions Roman
authority in Greece was seriously challenged, and the evil, spread
by the Aetolians, might extend farther, to Antiochus’ great
advantage. Military measures were decreed; the praetor A. Atilius
Serranus was to operate against Nabis in the spring of 192 with
2§ quinqueremes; two legions were to be assembled in Bruttium
ready for emergencies. But, in order to limit the conflagration in
the Peloponnese, counter the manceuvres of the Aetolians,
and forearm the Greeks against the prestige of Antiochus, Flami-
ninus thought that his presence and his words would count for
more than all else; he proceeded to Greece with three other Zegar:
(winter 193—2). Eumenes soon joined them?!; zealous through
self-interest, he put at their disposal some ships, some men, but
above all himself and his influence.

Flamininus, fearing the encroaching temper of the Achaeans,
would have liked to suppress Nabis with as little help as possible
from them, and accordingly to have deferred battle until Atilius’
arrival: but hostilities were opened by Philopoemen, eager to
relieve Gytheum and its Achaean garrison, and wishing fare da se
and enlarge Achaea at the expense of Sparta. Ignominiously
defeated at sea by the flotilla which the tyrant had re-formed, he
retrieved his fortunes on land; though he failed to save Gytheum,
he defeated Nabis at Mt Barbosthenes, almost destroyed his army,
blockaded him in Sparta and for long ravaged Laconia. Atilius,
probably aided by Eumenes, then re-took Gytheum and the other
coast towns2; whereupon Flamininus, unwilling to see his work
undone, imposed upon Nabis and Achaea a truce and re-estab-
lished the szazus quo in the Peloponnese. Aetolians and Achaeans
were equally disappointed: the former because the tyrant’s in-
surrection had failed, the latter because they gained nothing by
his defeat (spring 192).

1 Ditt.3 605 a attests the participation of Eumenes in the second Roman
war with Nabis but the history of it remains obscure. See the Bibliography.
.2 The time of Atilius’ arrival in Greece is in dispute, for the passage in
Livy xxxv, 37, 3 is variously interpreted, but it seems impossible to put it
as late as the summer, as some have proposed to do.
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to Aetolia; he now commissioned Menippus, formerly ambassador
to Rome, to return with Thoas and announce his intentions. In
private interviews Menippus led the Aetolians to expect Antio-=
chus’ speedy arrival, insisting on his formidable military power
and, to stir up popular feeling, on his inexhaustible riches; then,
at the spring Assembly (end of March 192), he declared that
Antiochus was willing to join the Aetolians in restoring true
Greek freedom, ‘standing by its own strength, independent of the
caprice of others.” This evoked widespread enthusiasm; despite
the Athenian delegates, come at Flamininus’ request, who adjured
the Aetolians to reflect; despite Flamininus himself who, admitted
under protest into the assembly with his colleagues, preached
prudence, Thoas caused to be passed, in the presence of the
Jegati, a decree in terms of which Antiochus had undoubtedly
approved. In it the Aetolians invited him to deliver Greece and
settle the quarrel between themselves and the Romans; the General
Damocritus added, it is said, insults to Flamininus and to Rome.
" Antiochus’ position was thus made perfectly clear; turning
against the Romans their own weapon, he was now pursuing, like
them, a Hellenic policy. To bring pressure upon him, they upheld
the cause of the Hellenes of Asia; to bring pressure upon them,
he was taking up the cause of the Hellenes of Europe, especially
the Aetolians, letting it be understood that, at need, he would
defend it by arms. But with his usual prudence he had avoided in
Menippus’ declaration and in the Aetolian decree the actual word
‘war’; he would only make war if forced by the Romans. More-
over, although bound to the Aetolians, he showed no haste to
join them and was even guilty of neglecting to prepare for his
expedition. He spent the summer of 192 in Thrace, probably
unwilling to leave his kingdom before the fall of the rebellious
towns which were being besieged, Smyrna and Lampsacus, to
which was now added Alexandria Troas; possibly, too, he had
only wished to warn the Romans, in the hope that his new attitude
would make them more conciliatory. But if he reckoned so, he
was mistaken. His new attitude seemed to justify all their fears:
it seemed to them to herald the aggression which they had long
expected, and to threaten Italy by way of Greece. Attalus,
Eumenes’ brother, came to Rome and alarmed them still further.
A rumour was current that Antiochus, on his arrival in Aetolia,
would immediately attack Sicily and the neighbouring coasts of
Italy; sodefence and counter-offensive were energetically prepared,
70 quinqueremes were equipped or built, 20 protected Sicily, on
whose eastern seaboard troops were stationed, while 50 formed
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a reserve; the army in Bruttium was sent to Tarentum and Brun-
disium, ready to embark. Meanwhile a new army of about 30,000
men was concentrated in Bruttium, and considerable reserves
were set on foot. Antiochus might now be convinced that the
Senate was in no mood for negotiation; consequently, he owed it
to himself to advance into Greece.

The Aetolians awaited him all the more impatiently as their
decree exposed them to the Roman anger; to hasten his coming
the apokleril resolved upon three great strokes. Diocles, the
Hipparch, Thoas, and Alexamenus, the contriver of the murder
of Brachyllas (p. 182), received secret instructions to surprise
Demetrias, Chalcis, and Sparta; in Sparta Alexamenus was to
remove Nabis, an ineffective ally, whose treasure would be in-
valuable to the Aetolians. Success was only partial. Thoas failed
completely at Chalcis, which the new magistrates set up by
Flamininus had put into a state of defence with the help of the
Eretrians and Carystians. At Sparta Alexamenus brought up some
troops as if to succour Nabis and was thus able by base treachery
to compass his assassination, and become for a2 moment master of
the town; but he and his men were soon massacred by the people,
who were furious at their pillaging. Profiting by the ensuing
disorder, Philopoemen then occupied Sparta and incorporated it
by treaty into the Achaean League; Flamininus closed his eyes to
this, and so the Aetolian attempt turned to the advantage of their
enemies. At Demetrias, all went well. Diocles brought back
Eurylochus, then ensured his triumph by introducing into the
town Aetolian cavalry who killed his chief opponents. 1n vain the
Roman /Jegarus Villius made a last attempt to conciliate the
Magnetes: thus the principal fortress and port of Northern
Greece was brought under Aetolian control, and they offered to
Antiochus this splendid base of operations.

Thoas hasténed to inform him of this; but taken unawares,
Antiochus hesitated to move. Various reasons held him back: the
obstinate resistance of Smyrna, Lampsacus and Alexandria Troas
—when he had gone the revolt might spread—, the late season,
unfavourable for operations by sea, his inadequate preparations.
But if he postponed his departure, Aetolian ardour might cool
and the wuseful impression produced by events at Demetrias be
effaced in Greece, where Flamininus would redouble his intrigues.
His expeditionary army could join him as soon as winter was.
past; it was unlikely that the Romans would attack him before:

1 On the apokletoi as executive committee of the Aetolian Leagtiejste’
vol. viI, p. 209.
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then; at all events, their absence at the moment (he did not count
Atilius’ insignificant squadron) made it possible for him to
establish himself firmly in Greece. This decided him. He had
planned, it appears, to send Hannibal to Carthage with a flying
squadron; the necessity of collecting in haste all available troops
and vessels caused him to postpone this diversion. He embarked
10,000 foot, 500 horse, 6 elephants in a fleet gons1sting of
40 ‘decked’ ships, 60 ‘open,’ 200 transports, and sailed from the
Hellespont, Hannibal accompanying him. He landed unhindered
at Pteleum in Phthiotic Achaea, whither the Magnesian magis-
trates came to welcome him, disembarked at Demetrias and en-
camped his army outside the walls. Then, at the invitation of the
Actolians, he went to them at Lamia (probably late October 192).

III. ANTIOCHUS IN GREECE

The 10,500 men brought by Antiochus were only an advance
force; he expressly stated this to the Aetolians assembled at Lamia,
and it was obvious. Nevertheless the contrast between this tiny
army and what was expected from the Great King, made dis-
appointment inevitable. In spite of the acclamations with which
they greeted him, the Aetolians felt this disappointment keenly
and little relished Antiochus’ request that they should revictual
his troops who were short of provisions. At Lamia, after his
departure, the peace-lovers made their voices heard; Phaeneas,
who had been re-elected General at the end of September, pro-
posed, in accordance with the previous decree of the League, to
employ Antiochus asarbitrator between Aetolia and Rome, without
conferring upon him any command. Only Thoas’ vehement inter-
vention secured his appointment as strasegos autokrator (the same
honour which had formerly been conferred upon Attalus) with
thirty apokletoi attached to his person. But the federal forces were
not called up, the new generalissimo had a staff but no army, and
he was to experience the stubborn ill-will of Phaeneas and most
of the Aetolians who, in their hearts, had counted upon Antiochus

hting their battles, Nor did he receive the hoped-for welcome
of the other Greek peoples. Thoas had promised that he should see
their embassies flocking in—not one appeared: Antiochus, too,
was disappointed. -

Yet, although Greece kept silence, she was deeply moved:
Antiochus” arrival ‘made her waver,’ says Plutarch.” By bold
action he might probably—at least for a time—have drawn her
over to his side. The masses, whose hope he was, were heartily
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with him; at his coming disturbances broke out spontaneously
in several towns. At Patrae, Aegium, Corinth, and Athens,
M. Porcius Cato, sent from Rome as legarus, had to interpose;
Flamininus had a troublesome agitator, Apollodorus, banished
from Athens. Now was the moment for Antiochus to distribute
to the ‘have-nots’ the expected largesse and give them a glimpse
of an end to their wretchedness ; to emulate the Aetoliansand strike
vigorous blows with his 10,000 men and his fleet, seizing some
strong points, notably the Piraeus and Athens; to arouse national
sentiment by proclaiming a crusade against Rome. Had he done
this, he might have unloosed an irresistible popular movement
which would have swept away the governments of the propertied
classes which leaned on Roman support. But he had no taste for
playing the demagogue; moreover, presenting himself to the
Greeks as a liberator, he was loth to apply force—he was utterly
unlike the Aetolians; lastly, at heart nearer to Phaeneas than to
Thoas, still desiring to settle matters peaceably, he wished to
intimidate Rome, not provoke her by an openly aggressive
attitude. As the Greeks did not come to him, he went to them,
not to threaten but to persuade, parleying, inviting them—comic
as it seems—to let themselves be ‘freed’ by him, protesting his
peaceful intentions, disclaiming even the wish to detach them
violently from Rome. Such moderation, construed as weakness,
inevitably injured him: his opponents, encouraged by the Roman
envoys, gained ground, his partisans lost faith in him; every-
where—in Euboea, Achaea, Boeotia—his efforts failed.

In Achaea, indeed, despite sporadic manifestations of popular
sympathy, he had small chance of success. It was true that
Flamininus’ Peloponnesian policy, his repeated patience with
Sparta, his personal animosity to Philopoemen, whose military glory
and independent spirit were an offence to him, had embittered
the patriotic Achaeans. Antiochus counted on this, and, moreover,
only asked the Achaeans to remain neutral. But he was to them
the champion 6f Aetolia, hence their natural enemy: his victory,
assuring the triumph of their foes, would have been fatal to them;
on the other hand, his defeat, which must entail that of Aetolia,
and thereby of Elis and Messene, might bring great gains to
Achaea. Already masters of Sparta, the Achaeans would make
this an opportunity for dominating the whole Peloponnese—arn
opportunity which the Romans would probably let them seize if
they served them faithfully: the hope of satisfying their age-long
ambition bound them to Rome. So Philopoemen and Flamininus
acted in accord; it was Flamininus whom the Achaeans com-

C.A.H. VIII 14
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missioned to reply to the Aetolo-Syrian embassy; whereupon they
unanimously voted war against Antiochus and Aetolia, and
forthwith supplied Flamininus with 1000 soldiers, half of whom
he sent to Chalcis and half to the Piraeus (November).

More mortifying because more unforeseen was the attitude of
the Chalcidians and Boeotians. At Chalcis, the same magistrates
who had previously repulsed Thoas refused Antiochus entrance
to the town: ‘Free, thanks to Rome, Chalcis had,’ they said, ‘no
need of a liberator.” Boeotia, in spite of its deep-seated hatred of
Rome, returned only a temporizing answer to a Syrian envoy: if
Antiochus came to them the Boeotians would see what they would
do. His campaign of negotiations brought him but a single ally,
the unstable Amynander who, ever ready to change sides, forsook
the Romans for the absurd reason that the Aetolians affected to
encourage the ambitions of his brother-in-law, one Philip of
Megalopolis, the self-styled descendant of Alexander and fantastic
claimant to the Macedonian throne.

These repeated rebuffs compelled Antiochus to change his
methods; he was destined like almost all ‘liberators’ of Greece, to
have to force liberty upon her—Iliberty of a Seleucid pattern to
rc;place liberty of a Roman pattern. He needed Chalcis as a port
of disembarkation for the army from Asia, and Eumenes and the
Achaeans, at Flamininus’ command, were hurrying troops into it.
From Demetrias Antiochus marched in strength against the town,
which now capitulated, despite its rulers, who had to leave it. The
Achaean and Pergamene soldiers defending the fort of Salganeus
(on the left bank of the Euripus) surrendered. Shortly before,
500 Romans sent by ‘Atilius had been surprised in the sacred
precinct of Delium and, notwithstanding the sanctity of the place,
all but annihilated by Menippus—an easy victory which the king
probably regretted since, contrary to his policy, it made him the
aggressor in the quarrel with Rome. Flamininus, then at Corinth,
forthwith called gods and men to witness that the responsibility
for the first bloodshed rested on Antiochus. The seizure of Chalcis
producg:gl immediate and valuable effects. All Euboea submitted;
the Epirotes, too near the Romans to dare more, at least assured
Antiochus.of their goodwill; the Boeotians, whom he visited, con-
fessed their real sentiments and enthusiastically declared for him.
But his new friends supplied not a single soldier, while he had to
lend the Eleans 1000 men to resist Achaea.

Thessaly did not move. Antiochus invaded it, seemingly
against the advice of Hannibal who must have persisted in his
plans for the invasion of Italy, but such plans could obviously not
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be attempted with the insufficient forces at the king’s disposal.
Having proceeded to Pherae, Antiochus was joined before it by
Amynander and the Aetolians, the latter only 3000 strong and
without their General. Reverting to his earlier methods, he made
some advances to the Thessalians, which were rejected with
contempt. The upper classes put into power by Flamininus, and
still in touch with him?, showed themselves resolute; they had
suffered too much from Philip willingly to try another king. The
federal authorities, resident at Larissa, invited Antiochus to with-
draw his troops, and attempted to relieve Pherae which still held
out. Antiochus had to reduce it by force, and this brought about
the surrender or fall of Scotussa, Crannon, Cierium and Metro-
polis; but, ever generous, finding in Scotussa §0o Thessalian
soldiers sent from Larissa to Pherae, he allowed them to depart
unharmed. Meanwhile Amynander, greedy for new conquests
beyond Pindus, was aggrandizing himself in Hestiacotis, notably
occupying Pelinna and Limnaeum; the Aetolians, under Menip-
pus, were invading Perrhaebia, taking numerous towns, among
others Malloea and Chyretiae, and ravaging Tripolis. After about
a fortnight the south, west and north of Thessaly seemed subdued;
there remained the eastern region with Larissa, the federal
capital. Antiochus, with his allies, was preparing for the siege,
after receiving the capitulation of Pharsalus, when the glow of
many camp-fires augured the presence at Gonni of a Roman-
Macedonian army. To besiege Larissa now seemed dangerous;
besides, it was January (191) and the troops were weary, so
operations were suspended. Antiochus had scattered garrisons
through Thessaly—thereby weakening himself—but small, iso-
lated, and formed of troops whose loyalty was none too sure,
their power to hold out might well be doubted.

As the king soon learnt, the hostile force at Gonni was, not an
army, but only a Roman detachment, sent through Macedonia to
the succour:of Larissa, the fmany camp-fires being the device of
its commanreer-wipprus Claudius Pulcher. Its arrival, however, was
significant both of the entrance of the Romans into the war, and of
their understanding with Philip. Antiochus had hoped that Rome
would hesitate to attack him, and that Philip would remain
neutral—two illusions now lost.

Antiochus’ landing in late autumn probably caused surpriseat
Rome; but, in any event, his crossing to Greece, the prologne.’it
was thought, of an attack upon Italy, was expected. Rome was
on her guard. Nevertheless she did not hasten to dispatch*lfge

) 1 Livy xxxv, 39, 4.
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forces to Greece. About early November the praetor IM. Baebius

Tamphilus crossed to Illyria with only a few troops, chiefly to watch

Philip’s conduct, which caused much uneasiness. He was soon

reassured; Philip warned him of Antiochus’ entranceinto Thessaly,

came to see him, and promised his aid; hence the frpe passage
ranted to the Romans who had now arrived at Gonni.

Philip’s decision vexes historians. ‘They would gladly have seen
the Antigonid and the Seleucid make common cause against
Rome, as desired by Hannibal, but this desire was impossible of
realization. The interests of the Aetolians were directly opposed to
those of Philip, Antiochus was the ally of the Aetolians; how then
could he be Philip’s ally or reward his services? Indeed he does
not seem to have thought of asking for them?, thinking also that it
was impossible that Philip would join Rome. But everything that
Antiochus did exasperated Philip: he saw him ever profiting by
his misfortunes, formerly in Asia, Thrace and Egypt, now in
Greece. This réle of protector of the Greeks, which Antiochus
dared to appropriate, belonged to the Macedonian monarchy; he
was once more usurping its right; even his claim to stand up to
the Romans irritated the king whom they had beaten. His allies,
Aetolians, Magnesians, Athamanians (not to speak of the ridicu-
lous Megalopolitan adventurer), were all enemies of Philip. The
invasion of Thessaly, which he burned to recover, was the final
insult which decided him; we may add also Antiochus’ unwitting
affront in directing Philip of Megalopolis to bury the bones of
Macedonians fallen at Cynoscephalae. The Romans, fearing his
intentions, promised him, with Demetrias, whatever towns he
should take from the common enemies2: self-interest would be
the guarantee of their sincerity. Thinking he had an unique
opportunity of retrieving his defeat, Philip decided for Rome, and
so—risking bitter disappointment for himself—dealt Antiochus
a fatal blow.

In the three months since his landing Antiochus had displayed
untiring activity. On his return from Thessaly he spent the
month of February (191) in Chalcis, now his headquarters, and
there married the daughter of a private citizen. This marriage,
which perhaps had a political object—he called his wife Euboea,
and we know how he favoured a matrimonial policy—and which
increased his popularity, would scarcely deserve mention, had it

! The supposed offers of Antiochus to Philip related in Livy xxxix,
28, 6 may be disregarded.

# On the difficulties caused later by the Roman promises to Philip, see
below, p. 247 sg. :
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i , which were glad enough to place in his hands their
ﬁ;ﬁog:lz:?sons. He thex%upon broke into Phthiotic Achaea, took
"Thaumaci, and the next day reached the Spercheus and threatened
Hypata. Thessaly was lost to Antiochus, his garrisons—over
3000 men—captured, his Athamanian allies put out of action,
their land overrun, the Othrys barrier forced, Aetolia in danger:
all this was the work of three weeks (March—April).

Despite this collapse, Antiochus marc;hcd stoutly to meet the
enemy, pushing on from Chalcis to Lamia. The scanty reinforce-
ments that had dribbled in from Asia only gave him his original
strength of 10,000 footand 500 horse in the field ; so t_he Aetolians
were his last hope; he summoned them to muster in full force.
But uneasy perhaps at Philip’s presence in Athamania, above all
anxious not to face the Romans openly, and played upon by the
discouragements of Phaeneas, they only offered him 4000 men.
He was therefore forced to fall back on the Oeta-Thermopylae
line; so long as he could hold the enemy here, he would command
the entrance to Central Greece, remain in contact with Aetolia,
and cover his base at Chalcis. Fearing to be turned on his left,
he entrusted the Asopus gorge and the mountain tracks west of
Thermopylae to the Aetolians, who left 2000 men at Heraclea in
Trachis and with the remaining 2000 held the three forts of
Callidromus, Rhoduntia and Teichius which guard these routes.
He himself took the eastern ‘Gate’ of the famous Pass, which he
carefully fortified. Acilius attacked the position about the end of
April, and was warmly received. Nearly overwhelmed by the rain
of missiles from slingers, archers and javelin-men whom Antiochus
had massed on the heights on his left, the Romans made two
assaults before they pierced the first Syrian line, composed of
light-armed troops, only to fling themselves vainly on the phalanx
in its strong earthworks. Things were going badly, especially as
the Aetolians from Heraclea threatened to strike in behind them
and storm their camp, when suddenly a body of soldiers dashed
down the mountain on to the Syrian rear; it was a force of 2000
Romans, led by Cato, which had contrived to find its way by
night round Anopaea, and surprised the Aetolians posted on
the «ol-6f Callidromus, thus repeating the historic manceuvre -of
Hydarnes which Antiochus had feared (vol. 1v, pp. 293 s99.):
Panic-stricken, the Syrians crushed one another to death in the
pass or fled to Scarpheia with the Romans on their heels. Swept
away in the rout, Antiochus rode straight to Elatea where he
rallied §oo men, the wreckage of his army. Retiring on Chalcis,
he took the only reasonable course, now that resistance was im-
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possible, and set sail for Ephesus, which he reached unhindered.
Atilius, who had come from the Piraeus, was not strong enough
to cut off his retreat, and only managed to capture a convoy from
Asia off Andros. Ancient and modern writers, who are all set
against Antiochus, observe with malice that he took his young
bride with him—but, when all is said, why should he have aban-
doned her?

Thus a single battle ended his rash Greek enterprise. Impru-
dent for the first time, Antiochus by undertaking it made two
capital mistakes. He erred in believing, not that the Romans
feared him, but that they would yield to this fear instead of
conjuring it by crushing the man who had caused it: he little
knew the Roman spirit. Moreover, he deceived himself in
assuming that Philip would remain quiescent between Rome and
Syria: he failed to see that, unable to have him as an ally, he would
have him as an enemy, and that this meant his certain ruin. But,
apart from this, two particular misfortunes hastened on the
disaster, the Aetolians’ inertia and his ministers’ failure to procure
him a good army within six months. He might, perhaps, have
realized how unwieldy was the military machinery of his empire;
but no one could have foreseen the ineffectiveness of the Aetolians.

These two misfortunes of the Great King were for the Romans
the greatest of good luck. But, granted that they could not be
foreseen, the Romans could not have counted upon them. They,
too, began with a mistake in not sending a strong army to Greece
so soon as they knew of Antiochus’ landing. Had he acted more
boldly, he could, as has been seen, have produced, even with no
more than his advanced forces, a violent anti-Roman movement.
More important still, the delay of the Romans exposed them to
the risk of having ta meet Antiochus at the head both of all his
own forces and those of the Aetolians ranged rat last under -his
banner. In that event, theirvictory would présuemably have heen
less rapid. evem wien Philin’s help.: This ptece of imprudence;-as
we shall seeswas not tiie dnily one they committed in this war, but,
unlike-the errors of Antiochus, it went unpunished. Fortune, the
ruling goddess of these days, was on the side of Rome. From the
very beginning of the war, Rome’s adversary was beset with a
coincidence of difficulties so hampering as to render useless all
the genius of Hannibal. Herein lay the ill luck of Antiochus and
the good luck of Rome.
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V. THE WAR IN AETOLIA. CORYCUS

At Rome, the news of Thermopylae, brought with astonishing
speed by Cato, put an end to public alarm; but _for ghe Senate,
now swayed by Scipio’s energetic counsels, this victory was
in no wise final. What did the loss of 10,000 men mean to
the Great King? His forces remained intact, and, to prevent a
renewal of the Seleucid menace in Europe, he must be defeated in
Asia. Antiochus was now clear-sighted enough and realized his
peril; but, after all, his fleet commanded the sea which the
Romans must master in order to reach him; and possibly, too,
Aetolia would refuse to submit, and so keep them in Greece.
When two Aetolian envoys, Thoas and Nicander, came to
Ephesus to beg him not to forget his allies, he spared neither
money nor promises of help, and, to give the Aetolians confidence,
he kept Thoas at his court.

This time Antiochus’ trust in the Aetolians was not misplaced.
They had served him badly, but, when the Romans turned against
their towns, their fierce spirit blazed out once more. Acilius,
after receiving the trembling submission of the Phocians, Boeo-
tians and Chalcidians, vainly summoned Heraclea to surrender;
for nearly a month the city, attacked on four sides, resisted with
heroic courage (June). When it fell, Phaeneas, judging further
struggle hopeless, sought to make terms, But Acilius was a brutal
soldier with none of Flamininus’ clemency. His implacable
insistence on unconditional surrender, his threats to the envoys,
guilty only of not understanding the significance of the expression
‘entrust themselves to the faith of the Roman people’ (the formula
-of the deditio), the violence, real or assumed, by which he meant
to terrify the Aetolians, only incensed them. The Assembly at
Hypatarefused even to hear his demands discussed, and Nicander’s
return with comfortable words and money from Ephesus
strengthened the League in its obstinacy. So, Heraclea taken,
Acilius, after crossing with great trouble the dangerous passes of
Oeta, had to besiege Naupactus; at the end of two months it still
held out (August—September). When would the Romans be done
with Aetolia and this long-drawn war which paralysed them and
diverted them from their true objective—Antiochus? Besides, it
served Philip’s ends too well. During his parleys with Phaeneas,
Acilius, pleading presumably the suspension of hostilities, had
prevented Philip from taking Lamia which the king was besieging
while the Romans were assailing Heraclea—treatment which long
rankled in Philip’s mind (see p. 24 ). Afterwards, however, forced
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to show him consideration, Acilius had given him a free hand,
and while he himself lay before Naupactus, Philip had quickly
re-taken Demetrias, Magnesia, Antron, Pteleum and ILarissa
Cremaste, and wrested from the Aetolians their remaining Per-
rhaebian towns, Dolopia, and Aperantia. An ironical situation thus
arose: the Romans by persisting in their attacks on the Aetolian
strongholds were serving Philip’s aims and allowing him to regain
his power in Northern Greece.

This roused the anger of Flamininus, who saw his great edifice
of ‘Free Greece’ crumbling away. He was now engaged in
curbing the greed of other allies, the Achaeans, who, without
having effectively assisted to achieve the defeat of Antiochus,
were profiting by it to realize their inordinate ambitions in the
Peloponnese. They had to be reminded that ‘it was not to serve
them alone that the Romans had fought and won at Thermo-
pylae.” He had prevented them from conquering by arms
Messene, which had made surrender to him, allowing them,
however, to annex it peacefully on terms which he dictated; he
had also just taken back Zacynthus, a possession of Amynander,
which they had, with no shadow of right, bought from its
governor. This affair settled, he went to Acilius, showed him
that it was better to spare Aetolia than to enrich Philip with her
spoils, and obtained for the Aetolians, henceforth resigned to any
endurable peace, permission to appeal to the Senate. So ended
hostilities in Greece, and Flamininus hoped it was indeed the end.

This bad news was made worse for Antiochus by a naval defeat.
Master of the sea since Thermopylae, he had, while encouraging
the Aetolians, fortified the Chersonese, where Lysimacheia be-
came his chief stronghold, and both shores of the Hellespont,
thus indirectly and directly impeding the Roman invasion of Asia.
It was to cut him off from the Aetolians and prepare for . this
invasion that the praetor C. Livius Salinator left Ostia about April
and, in August, bringing 50 Roman and 6 Punic warships, some
2 § light vessels, and the 2§ quinqueremes of Atilius, crossed the
Aegean. Enemies and friends awaited him. The royal fleet, con-
sisting of 70 ‘decked’ and seemingly over 100 ‘open’ shipsl,
was concentrated at Ephesus under the admiral Polyxenidas, an
exiled Rhodian; troops assembled at Magnesia ad Sipylum were to
prevent any disembarkation. As for Rome’s friends, Livius could
count on their immediate co-operation. There was Eumenes:of
course; and there were also the Rhodians. Till then .they fag
behaved as neutrals and they had no complaint against Ausocasees;
1 The number isdisputed. The writer follows K romayer, 0p. cfts 6 i5710. 4.
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indeed the contrary (see above, p. 178), but now, foreseeing his
ruin, jealous of the advantages which Eumenes would gain from
it, and incited by ambition to enlarge their dominions on the
mainland, they claimed their part of the spoils. They needed no
justification for fighting in Asia alongside the Romans as they
had formerly done in Furope: had not Rome come to continue
her defence of Greek freedom?

As Livius’ first care must be to join his allies, who would pilot
him in these unknown waters and reinforce him with some
50 warships, Polyxenidas had to try to defeat him before this
junction. He therefore left Ephesus, but failed to prevent the
Romans from reaching Phocaea and making contact with Eu-
menes, who brought from Elaea 24 ships of the line and about 30
light craft. Though now outnumbered by 35 warships, he bravely
determined to risk an action before the imminent arrival of the
Rhodians. But when battle was joined off Cape Corycus, south
of the Ionian peninsula, the Roman use of grappling-irons gave
the advantage to Livius; Polyxenidas, having lost 23 large ships,
returned to Ephesus. Reinforced by the Rhodian contingent of
27 cataphracts which arrived next day, the combined fleet of 130
warships a second time offered battle, which was of course declined,
and they separated to winter, Eumenes and the Rhodians at home,
Livius at Canae in Pergamene territory. Once victorious, the
Romans received the adhesion of several Greek towns; they also
had at their disposal along the coast and in the islands numerous
cities which were allies or friends of Rhodes—an inestimable ad-
vantage. Chios became their centre of supplies, but in default
of supplies from Italy, the crews and marines of Livius were
usua;lly to re-provision at the cost of the Greeks (late September
I91).

At Thermopylae the Romans had re-won Greece from Antio-
chus; at Corycus they seemed to have won the sea also. But
Antiochus meant to dispute this further; and in winter good news
reached him. In its anger against the Aetolians the Senate had
made britally severe demands. The envoys were offered the choice
betwveeri runconditional surrender (already demanded by Acilius)
and the immediate payment ‘of . 1000 talents—impossible - for
a ruined people——coupled with the obligation to have ‘the same
enemies and friends as Rome,’ that is, the renunciation of all
mdepg:ndent foreign policy. The embassy had left without settling
anything. In spring, therefore, war would break out again in

Greece; the Romans were not yet ahle to turn all their efforts
towards Asia. :
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VI. THE STRUGGLE FOR THE HELLESPONT

Such, however, was their firm intention. The Senate had decided
that the consul invested in 190 with the ‘province of Greece’
would be free to lead his army into Asia, and popular desire
pointed to the leader of the expedition: whom should Rome
oppose to Antiochus and Hannibal in alliance but the conqueror
of Hannibal, Scipio Africanus? Consul in 194, Scipio could not
be re-elected so soon, but his friend C. Laelius and his brother
Lucius were chosen and entered office on November 18, 191.
‘Greece,’” renounced by Laelius, fell to Lucius Scipio. His in-
competence was notorious and immediately, according to arrange-
ment, Publius was associated with him?, though seemingly without
any official duty?2; he thus indirectly obtained supreme command.

Arriving in Aetolia late in April 190, the Scipios found that
Acilius, pending their coming, had returned to his tedious siege-
warfare; he had taken Lamia, and was laboriously pushing on the
reduction of Amphissa. This did not suit the great Scipio: his
real enemy was Antiochus, Asia drew him as Africa had done.
Consequently, the Aetolians, longing for peace, were treated
almost as in the preceding year. An Athenian embassy interceded
for them; prompted by Publius Scipio, the Athenians persuaded
them to return to Rome and beg the Senate to grant easier terms.
Lucius authorized this, the siege of Amphissa was raised, and a
six months’ armistice was concluded. This was doubly advan-
tageous to the Romans, for it set free their army and checked the
progress of Philip, who had just conquered Amphilochia. The
Scipios at once proceeded to lead to Asia the troops of Acilius
and the reinforcements brought by themselves from Italy—
13,000 foot and” 500 horse. As the sea-crossing seemed too
hazardous, and as, besides, the Roman fleet was too engaged
elsewhere to provide transport, they set out about May through
Thessaly and.:Macedonia, where Philip was to welcome them,

for the -chs’as]pem:

The control of the Hellespont was the key to Asia, and the prize
of victory in the war atsea. So, during the winter, while gathering
an army in Phrygia, Antiochus had been preparing to checkmate

1 The explanation of F. Minzer in P./¥. s.v. C. Laelius (2) is here
accepted.

2 In the Scipios’ letters to Heraclea-by-Latmus and Colophon Publius
is given no title but simply described as the brother of the consul Luenss
In Polybius xx1, 10, 11 it is necessary to adopt Reiske’s correction: o g
dmaTov to ImwaTov, a title which naturally describes L, Scipio, -
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the Allied fleets, both by bringing against them a greatly increased
navy, and by making diversions to force t%lem to separate.
Strengthening Polyxenidas’ fleet to go warships and directing
Hannibal to raise a second fleet in Phoenicia to join the first, he
concentrated in Aeolis under Seleucus a force to operate against
the Pergamene kingdom and take from the enemy the support of
the coastal towns, and stationed in Lycia, notably at Patara, other
troops who, with the Lycians, would harry the Rhodians and raid
their mainland possessions. Meanwhile cruisers and privateers,
dispatched to the Aegean, would intercept the convoys bringing
supplies from Italy. All this was sound strategy.

Begun late in March, the naval campaign was for a long time
indecisive. While Livius, seconded by Eumenes, strove to open
the Dardanelles to the Scipios by reducing Sestos and besieging
Abydos, Polyxenidas, by an adroit stroke of trickery, surprised
and almost annihilated the Rhodian fleet stationed at Samos; and
to this misfortune, which forced Livius to withdraw, must be
added the loss of Phocaea (where a popular rising against the
Romans had broken out), Cyme and several neighbouring towns
recaptured by Seleucus. Livius and Eumenes, joined by a fresh
Rhodian squadron, then established themselves in Samos, shutting
up Polyxenidas in Ephesus; but their attempts at a landing failed,
and while this blockade kept them immobile, there was no one
to oppose Hannibal’s fleet when it should appear from the east.
‘When the praetor L. Aemilius Regillus came about April to suc-
ceed Livius, he found the Allies dispirited and bewildered, and
matters did not improve under his command. T'wo expeditions
against Patara—the second with all three fleets—undertaken to
relieve the Rhodians, who were seriously threatened in the Peraea,
came to nothing; and, in Eumenes’ absence, Seleucus and Antio-
chusinvaded hiskingdom. He hastened to the relief of Pergamum,
where he, too, found himself blockaded, and his allies, neglecting
all else, had to hurry to his aid. At this point, informed by the
Aetolians that he must no longer count on them, Antiochus
attempted to negotiate (¢. May—June); itis significant that Rhodes
taised no objection and, but for Eumenes, Regillus would perhaps
have assented: indeed the Allies had so far known nothing but
failure.

" Auxiliaries recalled by Eumenes from Achaea relieved Per-
gamum, but the combined fleets failed to re-take Phocaea, and
as Seleucus remained in Aeolis, Fumenes dared not leave his
kingdom; meanwhile news was brought that Hannibal would
soon arrive. Regillus must stay at Samos to keep watch on
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Polyxenidas; the Rhodians, willing to sacrifice themselves, went
alone with 36 ships under the admiral Eudamus to face Hannibal.
Antiochus’ plan to divide his three opponents had succeeded.

They were in grave danger. The advent of Hannibal’s fleet
marked the crisis of the war at sea; Regillus might be defeated by
Polyxenidas, while Hannibal had 11 more ships and far more
powerful ships than the Rhodians. But, for whatever reason,
Polyxenidas did not attack, and the seamanship of the Rhodians,
who went in search of Hannibal beyond the mouth of the
Eurymedon, was more than a match for the fleet improvised in
Phoenicia. Near Side, it was so roughly handled—20 vessels dis-
abled, one Aepreres captured—that Hannibal retreated with no hope
of taking action again for a long time (August); hence the situation
became extremely critical for Antiochus, reduced to his fleet at
Ephesus. Yet, occupied in watching Hannibal and containing the
enemy at Patara, the Rhodians kept most of their forces in Lycia,
and sent back but few ships with Eudamus to Regillus; Eumenes
remained in Troas to guard his dominions and prepare for the
Scipios’ crossing. Polyxenidas thus found himself with eighty-
nine ships to Regillus’ eighty, and Antiochus resolved to risk
a decisive action. Indeed, he could do no other. To keep his one
fleet stationary in port was to surrender to the enemy the command
of the sea and leave the Hellespont and Asia open; and he had
nothing to gain by delay: Eumenes and the whole Rhodian fleet
might rejoin Regillus at any moment. Polyxenidas was ordered to
sail from Ephesus. A demonstration against Notium, friendly to
Rome, drew Regillus from Samos; Polyxenidas went near to
trapping him in the northern harbour of Teos, but the projected
surprise miscarried. Finally, the two fleets met between Myon-
nesus and Corycus, near the scene of the Syrian defeat in the
previous year. This time the Syrians met with even greater disaster.
This was mainly due to the Rhodian Eudamus, who while foiling
their attempt to surround the Roman right, threw their left into
disorder By mame skilful use of fire, until the Romans, who had
broken through the centre of the Syrian line, took it in reverse
and erushed it. Polyxenidas, after losing 42 ships, retired to
Ephesus with the ships of his right wing which had hardly been
engaged (September). Reduced to little more than half its strength
the royal fleet could no longer dispute the command of the sea.
The way was open for the Scipios. '
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VI1I. MAGNESIA

They came, having with Philip’s loyal assistance easily passed
through Macedonia and Thrace, where 2000 volunteers joined
them. The news of Myonnesus found them beyond the Hebrus,
just reaching the Chersonese where Lysimacheia opened its gates.
Antiochus had withdrawn the garrison and with wisdom; for the
great fortress could not arrest an enemy in command of the sea;
but his officers did less wisely in failing to destroy the vast
stores - collected there. The Romans rested, and re-provisioned,
then peacefully crossed the Hellespont in the Pergamene and
Rhodian fleets and a detachment of their own (the rest, under
Regillus, was recapturing Phocaea). They next made a long halt,
while P. Scipio remained on the European shore—as Salian priest
he might not move for a month®. When he crossed a royal envoy,
who was awaiting his coming, asked for an audience. Troubled by
the Roman arrival, realizing the doubtful solidity of his empire,
with no ally but Ariarathes—for Prusias, counselled by the Scipios,
had just refused his aid—Antiochus, practical and deliberate as
usual, desired peace even at a heavy cost; he offered to pay half
the Roman war-expenses, to abandon his European dependencies,
as well as Lampsacus, Smyrna and Alexandria Troas, and even
such other Ionian and Aeolian cities as had sided with Rome; in
short, he conceded more than Rome had claimed in 196, the time
of her greatest demands. But this was now too little: Rome meant
this time to make an end; she intended to have nothing to
fear in future from the Seleucid monarchs, but to drive them
back eastward. Advised by his brother, L. Scipio declared that,
as the price of peace, Antiochus must retire from all Asia Minor
‘on this side Taurus’ (.e. to the north and west of that range) and
pay the whole cost of the war. A private interview at which the
ambassador confided to Publius that the king was prepared to
return, without ransom, his son taken prisoner in Greece, and
hinted, it is said, at offers of money, was naturally without effect.
The situation of Antiochus after these vain parleyings recalled
that of Philip before Cynoscephalae; like Philip, he estimated that
defeat would probably cost no more and would save his honour.

The preparations actively carried on since his return from
Greece had procured him an army of over 70,000 men, more than
twice as large as that of the Scipios, which numbered about

! It is probable that the month in question was March, corresponding at

that time to Oct.—Nov. (25 Oct.—22 Nov.) or Nov.—Dec. (16/17 Nov.—
14/15 Dec.) 190. See De Sanctis, op. cit. 1v, 1, P- 393.
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30,000, including 6—7000 auxiliaries, 2800 of which were
furnished by Eumenes. In advancing to confront the huge and
hitherto redoubtable royal army with such modest forces, Africanus
displayed his wonted boldness. But in fact, as probably he knew
from Eumenes, the Syrian array was composed, eastern fashion,
of heterogeneous elements with little cohesion, of widely different
value and mostly lacking in training. Besides the regular troops
which consisted of the military settlers Macedonian or Greek in
origin, the Greek and Galatian mercenaries, and the Cappa-
docians sent by Ariarathes, most of the peoples of the Empire
were represented, from Dahae horse-archers of the Caspian to
Arabs mounted on dromedaries. It was strong in cavalry—at least
12,000 horse—light or ‘cataphract’ (vol. vii, p. 170), in light-
armed infantry—more than 20,000—archers, slingersand javelin-
men; it included, besides 54 elephants, that engine of war dear
to the Ancient East, the dreaded scythed-chariots. To deploy
his cavalry and light infantry upon which he counted to outflank
the enemy, Antiochus needed open ground; after going from
Sardes to Thyatira, he finally gained the Campus Hyrcanius, east
of Magnesia ad Sipylum, and there awaited the Romans.

The latter, on leaving the Hellespont, followed the coast and
gained Elaea, where they joined Eumenes and where Publius Scipic
was leftill; then they marched inland through the allied Pergamene
kmgdom, seeking the enemy. To the last Antiochus had hoped
to conciliate Africanus. Learning of his illness, with calculating
magnanimity, he had sent his son to him from Thyatira without
ransom. But Scipio is said to have given him in exchange merely
the enigmatic advice not to fight a battle until his return to
headquarters!. Disappointed in his hopes and seeing the
Romans marching against him, Antiochus, twice refusing battle,
manceuvred them on to the ground he had chosen, a wide. fat
plain behind the confluence of the Phrygius (Kum) and the
Hermus, where he had carefully fortified 2 camp.

There toeewo-arnacs joined battle on a rainy winter morning
(probably January 189). Impetuous as at Raphia, though over
fifty,-Antiochus, leading the cavalry on his right wing, broke the
Roman left which rested on the Phrygius, and threatened their
camp; but, meanwhile, his own left and centre had met with
disaster. Fearzng the outﬂankmg of their right, which was much
shorter than the enemy’s left, the Romans, contrary to custom;

1 The Roman tradltzon (Livy xxxvir, 37, 9) wrongly attributes to
Scipio’s advice the ‘retreat’ of Antiochus from Thyatira to the east' of
Magnesia; it was a movement dictated solely by strategic considerations,



224 ROME AND ANTIOCHUS [cHar.,

had massed there, as a striking force, almost all their cavalry,
2800 horse. Eumenes, who commanded on this wing, first dis-
persed with the light-armed troops the scythed-chariots, hurling
them back upon the Syrian line, which they threw into confusion;
then, charging suddenly with all his squadrons, he drove back the
3000 ‘cataphract’ horsemen facing him, and so broke up and put
to flight the whole royal left. The massive phalanx, 16,000 strong
and 32 ranks deep, which formed the enemy’s centre, was thus
uncovered on the left; Eumenes assailed it in flank, while the
legionaries, led by the consular Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus,
who in Publius’ absence was the effective commander, delivered
a frontal attack and showered darts and pé#/a upon it. Half
enveloped, wilting beneath the rain of missiles, the phalanx had
to fall back towards the camp; the 22 elephants which were
posted between its ten sections went wild and in their fury broke
its ordered ranks, and the legionaries attacking at close quarters
with the sword cut it to pieces. The victory, the chief honour for
which was due to Eumenes, was completed by the capture of the
stoutly defended Syrian camp and the pursuit of the fugitives.
Antiochus lost, it is said, over 50,000 men; in fact, he was now
a king without an army; the victors’ losses were insignificant,
In Asia Minor as in Greece, a single battle decided the issue.

Antiochus fled to Sardes, then to Apamea, where he rejoined
Seleucus. Behind him, Sardes, despite his governor and the
Lydian satrap, welcomed the Romans, as did all the towns of the
region, Thyatira, Tralles, the two Magnesias, finally Ephesus,
whence Polyxenidas had contrived to withdraw what remained of
the fleet to Patara. Asia ‘this side Taurus’ was offering itself to
the victors; the Romans had declared that this was all they sought;
as there was no hope of regaining it, it was useless to attempt to
resist longer: and Antiochus, acquiescing in the inevitable, laid
down his arms?.

It must be observed that this prompt decision of Antiochus
was of great advantage to the Romans. Had he, without further
fighting, retreated far to the east, they would certainly not have
followed him, but they would have been under the unwelcome
necessity -of occupying Western Asia Minor for an indefinite
period. Thisembarrassment they were spared——a piece of good luck
crowning many others. Indeed, throughout all the second phase
of the war, even more than the first, Fortune was their constant
friend. Not only did they find in Eumenes and the Rhodians

! For the ultimate effects of the battle of Magnesia on the history of the
Seleucid Empire, see below, chap. xvI.
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zealous and indefatigable helpers to whom they owed at least half
their military success, but at two critical moments they enjoyed
strokes of luck almost beyond hope. First, the Senate’s grave
blunder of refusing to grant acceptable terms to the Aetolians
and of persisting in fighting Aetolia and Antiochus with a
single army brought no evil consequences: indeed, the Aetolians
who, had they continued the struggle, would have kept the
Scipios in Greece and so helped to strengthen Antiochus’ position,
were blind enough to confer upon Africanus the inestimable
benefit of concluding the armistice which was for him indis-
pensable. Second, the Romans had the yet greater good fortune
of beholding a happy issue to the dangerous adventure on which
they had csmbarkedp in 190, when they staked the game on what
was apparently a highly hazardous card—Philip’s loyalty and his
hatred of Antiochus, a hatred assuredly mitigated by Antiochus’
failure in Greece. It is clear that Philip held in his hands the
fate of the Roman army as it threaded the dangerous defiles of
Macedon and Thrace on its march to the Hellespont. In all prob-
ability he could have involved it in a disaster which would have
had incalculable consequences, for he could then have rallied the
Aetolians to his causel, made himself master of Greece and joined
hands with Antiochus. It is not easy to view without astonishment
the fact that a monarch, whose most conspicuous virtue was not
loyalty, and who had already seen his alliance with Rome ill-
requited, did not yield to so alluring a temptation. However, the
Romans were so fortunate that Philip, who in his courteous deal-
ings with Africanus probably came under the spell of his prestige
and personality, did not yield to it, and ministered to the need of
their army as the most faithful of allies. Within ten years the
gods in their kindness granted to Rome this double boon, that
Antiochus did nothing to prevent her from crushing Philip, and
that Philip did his best to help her ta crush Antiochus.

VIIL. PEACE IN ASIA AND GREECE

- Shortly after the battle, the king’s plenipotentiaries sued for
peace from the Scipios, now arrived at Sardes, and, except for
some aggravations of detail, obtained it upon the terms already
stated. Antiochus renounced his possessions in Europe and
‘Cistauric Asia’; agreed to pay a war indemnity of 1 5,000 Euboic
talents (500 at once, 2500 upon the ratification at Rome of the
preliminaries, the remainder in twelve annual instalments); tex

1 On Philip’s tendency towards a rapprochement with the Aetoliané sse
Polybius xx, 11, 5-8 (the king’s reception of Nicander).

C.A.H. VIII
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longed, facilitated Aetolia’s negotiations with the consul. Pressed
by Athenian and Rhodian envoys, by Amynander, now restored
to Roman favour, and by C. Valerius Laevinus, his half-brother,
the son of theauthor of the treaty of 212, Fulvius, at firstimplacable,
relented. When the Ambraciotes, on Amynander’s advice, made
full surrender, he treated them with comparative moderation (not
omitting, however, to extort from them a present of 150 talents
and to despoil their city of its artistic treasures), and let the
Aetolian garrison go free; then, he consented to reduce by a half
the fine to be exacted from the Aetolians, and ceased to demand
their unconditional surrender, imposing only territorial sacrifices.
A provisional agreement was concluded, which the Senate at last
ratified at the instance, it is said, of the Athenians (autumn 189).
The treaty granted to the Aetolians was, however, a foedus iniguum
which made them subordinate to Rome, for they engaged to
respect ‘the empire and the majesty of the Roman people,” and to
fight their enemies as their own. They had further to pay 500
Euboic talents, 200 immediately, the remaining 300 in six yearly
instalments, to hand over 40 hostages for six years, to abandon
all the districts and cities, formerly belonging to Aetolia, which
since 192 had been conquered by the Romans or had become the
‘friends’ of Rome, to restore Oeniadae to Acarnania, and to
abandon Cephallenia which was expressly excluded from the treaty.

They thus lost—besides Oeniadae, Cephallenia, and Dolopia
recovered by Philip—Ambracia, their last Thessalian and Phthiotic
towns, Malis and Phocis; Delphi, declared Zbera et immunis, first,
in 191, by Acilius, who recognized its control of the sanctuary
and heaped benefits upon it, then in 189 by the Senate, escaped
from their rule, together with Amphictyonia from which they
were formally though not actually excluded. But they kept Aenis,
Oetaea at least in part; East and West Locris, and even, despste
Philip’s justifiable protests, Aperantia and Amphilochia?: it is
noteworthw thatin this Rome favoured her defeated enemy at the
expense of héF gFeat ally. Actolia’s fate was indeed strange: after
being the first of the Greek peoples to make an alliance with Rome,
she was also the first to fall to the humiliation of being 2 Roman

1 According to Polybius xx1, 31, 4, Philip had laid claim to Athamanija
and Dolopia (Livy xxxvmr, 10, 3 adds #mphiloches) unjustly taken from
him by the Aetolians. But there seems here to be some confusion, for
Dolopia was apparently reconquered by Perseus (Livy xxxvir, 5, 10) and
Athamania was now in the possession, not of the Aetolians, but of
Amynander. Probably it was Aperantia and Amphilochia which Philip
claimed in vain from the Aetolians

152



228 ROME AND ANTIOCHUS [cuap,

client, but although politically dead, she remained the largest state
in Central Greece. .

The Romans had excluded the Cephallenians from the treaty
for two reasons: they desired to chastise the pirates who had
often harried their convoys and, already controlling Corcyra and
Zacynthus, they wished to master Cephallenia, thus securing a
third valuable base in the Ionian sea. Fulvius came thither from
Ambracia; Same, alone of the four island cities, dared to resist
him and was taken by assault after a four mon_ths’ siege late in
January 18871, It was the epilogue of the Aetolian War.

The war in Asia, too, did not lack its epilogue. In the spring
of 189 the consul Cn. Manlius Volso and the praetor Q. Fabius
Labeo had succeeded L. Scipio and Regillus; for Africanus’
political opponents, after allowing hir_n to eliminate Antiochus,
ungenerously prevented him from settling the consequences of his
victory. Labeo found occupation for the fleet by demonstrating
with small success against Crete, in order to secure the freedom
of the many Romans and Italians held captive in the island.
Manlius led his army against the Galatians. Their supplying of
mercenaries to Antiochus and, still more, the fact that they were
a perpetual menace to the Hellenic towns and the kings of
Pergamum justified the undertaking; the Romans had to leave
behind them a pacified Asia and impose upon the barbarians
respect for the new order of things. But the consul contrived to
make the expedition a profitable venture. Wishing, and with
reason, to impress the unruly populations of Pisidia and Phrygia
by a display of Roman might, Manlius, with Attalus and Athe-
naeus, brothers of Eumenes, at the head of a Pergamene con-
tingent, arrived ‘in Galatia by a long dJérour. Starting from
Ephesus, he crossed Caria and Pisidia obliquely, reached Pam-
Ii‘hylia, where the town of Isinda invited his help against the

ermessians, and entered into relations with the Pamphylian
towns, notably Aspendus. He then turned north through Pisidia
and Phrygia, and penetrated from the south-west the country of
the ‘T'olistoagii, where he was welcomed by the priests of
Péessinus, and occupied without meeting resistance the im-
portant trading centre of Gordium. The regions thus traversed
underwent methodical extortion: every town on the line of march
had to submit under threat of sack and pillage, but it was only
by paying money that it obtained ‘Roman friendship.” Manlius
indulged in disgraceful bargaining with Moagetes, dynast of
Cibyra. Large sums, sometimes amounting to 200 talents, were

1 The chronology of the siege proposed by Beloch (K/o, xx11, 1929,
Pp- 464—6) is not here accepted. See the present writer in B.C.H. L1V, 1930.
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extorted in this way from numerous cities, besides requisitions
of food; those deserted by their terrified inhabitants were syste-
matically plundered.

Of the three Galatian peoples, the Tolistoagii and the Tectosages
had retired and entrenched themselves, the former on Mt Olympus,
the latter on Mt Magaba near Ancyra, thinking to hold out till
winter repelled the invader. The Trocmi joined forces with
the Tectosages as did Cappadocians sent by Ariarathes and
Paphlagonians furnished by Morzius dynast of Gangra. Manlius
attacked the barbarians in their mountain strongholds, which he
stormed; he owed his double victory, at Olympus and Magaba,
to his welites and the light-armed troops supplied by Eumenes,
as the Gauls were defenceless against missiles. Their losses were
enormous: 40,000 Tolistoagii, men, women and children, are said
to have been captured and sold; the taking of the two camps,
containing the plunder of nearly a century’s raiding, yielded
immense booty. On his return to Ephesus Manlius received the
fervent thanks of the Greek and native communities, ‘for,” writes
Polybius (xx1, 41, 2), ‘all those who dwelt on this side Taurus
did not rejoice so much at the defeat of Antiochus...as at their
release from the terror of the barbarians’ (autumn 189).

While the Aetolians were being worsted and the Galatians
receiving punishment, the Senate at Rome was ratifying the
preliminaries of Sardes, but inserting clauses which were so many
precautions against Antiochus. He was forbidden to engage in
war in Europe or the Aegean; he might, indeed, repel attacks
from the West, but take no territory from the aggressors nor
attach them to himself as friends, Rome reserving for herself the
right of arbitration in such conflicts; he had to give up his
elephants, which he might not replace, and his fleet except for
10 ‘cataphract’ ships, which, as was expressly stated, should never
go farther along the Cilician coast than Cape Sarpedonium,
though this coast, which remained his, stretched westward far
beyond that point. Moreover, the Senate defined, undoubtedly
on information furnished by Eumenes and the Rhodians, the
exact meaning of the term ‘Cistauric Asia’ () éri Tdde 70 Tadpov
*Acia), which was to include the area bounded on the east by the
Halys, the traditional boundary of Asia Minor, then by a line
running from north to south, coinciding roughly with the western
frontier of Cappadocia and joining the middle Halys at Taurus
and on the south by that part of the Taurus range which rtné
westward of the point of junction!, Within this region Anuwocnus

1 The view here adopted is that of Viereck, Cardinali, 'T3ubter and
De Sanctis (see the Bibliography). In Livy xxxvim, 38, 4 the correction of
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retained nothing; he might carry nothing away but the arms
borne by his soldiers, nor might he henceforvya_trd hire mercenaries
there. His envoys did not resist these additional demands, and
the preliminaries, voted by the people, were solemnly confirmed
by oaths. . . .

It remained to reduce the treaty to writing, ensure 1its execution,
and settle the fate of the conquered countries; as in 196, the
Senate entrusted this threefold task to ten Commissioners who
with Manlius were to regulate on the spot ‘the _affairs qf Asia’;
and, with regard to Antiochus’ former possessions, laid down
general instructions for them to follow. While emphasizin
formally her right over these possessions (called in the treaty 7 dwo
‘Pwpaiovs rarrouéry) Rome abandoned them purely as an act of
grace: to Eumenes were to be ‘given,’” with the Thracian Cher-
sonese and the surrounding country, almost all the Seleucid
territory—Lycaonia, Greater Phrygia and Pisidia, Hellespontine
Phrygia, Mysia, Lydia, Carian districts north of the Maeander,
Milyas and lastly, in Lycia, Telmessus; Rhodes was to receive
Caria south of the Maeander and Lycia, except Telmessus.
Needless to say, as Rhodes later discovered, these ‘gifts’ were
revocable (p. 289).

A thorny question, which had been debated before the Senate
from opposite standpoints by Eumenes and the Rhodians soon
after their arrival at Rome, was that of the Greek towns of the
Aegean seaboard taken from Antiochus: were they to obtain the
liberty that they claimed? There was a conflict of two rival
policies. Eumenes, formerly an ardent champion of the ‘auto-
nomous cities,” now opposed the wholesale liberation of the
‘Hellenes of Asia,’ because he desired to annex many towns which
had belonged to Antiochus—in particular Ephesus—because he
claimed especially to re-establish his sovereignty over those which
had been once subject to Attalus, and because the freedom of the
Asiatic Hellenes, if decreed by the Senate, might lead to the
rebellion of the Greek towns included in his hereditary dominions.
On the other hand, the Rhodians upheld the cause of the Hellenes
from attachment to their liberal traditions, in order to curb the
power of Eumenes, and because they hoped to extend their
protectorate-over the towns thus freed. As for the Romans, their
whole previous conduct, as the Rhodians strongly pointed out,

¢a or a valle to ab Halye proposed to the present writer by Prof. Ph. Fabia
seems particularly attractive. According to the present writer, the discussion
over Pamphylia (see below, p. 233) renders unacceptable the view of
Kahrstedt, Evnst Meyer and Ruge (see the Bibliography).



VII, 1x] THE REWARD OF PERGAMUM AND RHODES 231

seemed to oblige them to grant independence to the conquered
cities; and, in fact, the Scipios had actually promised it to those
towns which surrendered to them!. But, as we have seen, the
Senate had only embraced the cause of the Asiatic Hellenes in
order to thwart Antiochus; at heart it cared little for them—what
mattered was to satisfy Eumenes, the useful friend of Rome. The
result was a compromise : the towns formerly subject to Antiochus
were to be free, except those which had once been subject to
Attalus and those which, during the war, had resisted or seceded
from Rome?2; these two classes were to pay to Eumenes the
tribute once paid to Antiochus or Attalus.

Thus Greek freedom was largely sacrificed by the Romans.
Egypt, once the object of their care, was sacrificed too; they had
no thought of restoring to her the ‘Ptolemaic’ Greek towns which,
in 196, they had attempted to save from Antiochus. What, after
all, could be more legitimate? Ptolemy, treating with the Seleucid,
without Rome’s knowledge, had renounced his Asiatic depend-
encies; Rome had no reason to be more Egyptian than the king
of Egypt.

IX. THE TREATY OF APAMEA

Having arrived in Asia with Eumenes in the spring of 188,
the ten Commissioners sat at Apamea, presided over by Manlius,
just as the Commissioners formerly sent to Greece had sat at
Corinth under Flamininus. The definitive treaty was then drawn
up; Manlius swore to it and dispatched a Commissioner and his
own brother Lucius to Syria to receive the oath of Antiochus, who
scrupulously observed all his engagements. Manlius had already
received the 2500 talents payable after the ratification of the
preliminaries; the Syrian ships were delivered to Labeo at Patara
and burnt; the elephants. were brought to the procoasul who
bestowed them on Eumenes. The Seleucid king was disarmed;
and, according to the treaty, became the ‘friend’ of Rome. His
allies also obtained peace; Ariarathes, with whose daughter,
Stratonice, Eumenes made a marriage of policy, paid an indemnity
finally reduced to 300 talents, and entered by treaty into the
Roman friendship; the Galatians, with whom Manlius treated

1 See the letter of the Scipios (not of Adanlius) to Heraclea-by-Latmus
(D:#t3 618 and the Bibliography). )

2 This last decision is general}{y attributed to the ten Commissioners, bat
it is more probable that it derives from the Senate. Cf, in Polybms xxz,
19, 123 2I, 10—11I, the allusions made by Eumenes before the-Senate to
the cities hostile to Rome.
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shortly afterwards, had to give Eumenes pledges to cease their
incursions and confine themselves to their own territory.

The chief task of Manlius and the Ten was to ma.kc a settlement
of ‘Cistauric Asia’ according to senatorial instructions. They first
considered the Greek cities of the Aegean seaboard. Naturally
all who enjoyed independence before the war saw their freedom
confirmed; those which, formerly subject to Antiochus, had never
paid tribute to Attalus and had faithfully served Rome through
the war, were declared Jberae et immunes, thus recerving the pre-
carious liberty; the others became tributary to Eumenes. How-
ever, as exceptions, Colophon nova and Cyme, once tributary to
Attalus, became free. Several especially favoured towns, such as
Ilium, Chios, Smyrna, Clazomenae, Erythrae and Miletus, gained
territory besides their freedom; Phocaea was pardoned, recovered
her land and self-government, but had to obey Eumenes; Mylasa,
so far, it seems, independent, was, we know not why, expressly
declared free. )

Then came the repartition of the lands formerly Seleucid. The
attribution to Rhodes of Caria south of the Maeander, and of
Lycia, quadrupled her continental dominions. But, as the com-
mission neglected to specify the new political position of the
Lycians, they thought they were becoming the a//ies of Rhodes,
while she treated them as subjects: hence arose a disagreement
which was to lead to a long and bloody conflict (see below,
p- 28%7). Eumenes found his kingdom vastly enlarged. In Europe
it embraced the Thracian Chersonese with Lysimacheia, and the
Propontis coast including Bisanthe; Aenus and Maronea, whose
Syrian garrisons had been driven out by Labeo, were excluded,
but Eumenes looked with longing upon them!. In Asia the
Pergamene kingdom became the largest in the Anatolian penin-
sula; in truth, several semi-barbarous districts—Isauria, nearly all
Pisidia, Cibyratis under its dynasts—escaped its sway, yet
officially it stretched from Bithynia to Lycia, from Ephesus to
Cappadocia®. Nevertheless something was lacking: the liberated
Greek towns shut it off too much from the Aegean. Eumenes
therefore ardently desired to possess access to the sea on the

! On the later occupation of these cities by Philip and the ensuing com-
plications, see below, pp. 247 sgg.

? Mysia Olympene and the north-east part of Great Phrygia (hereafter
called Phrygia epiktetos), although ‘given® to Eumenes by the Senate since
189, do not seem to have been conquered by him from Prusias till 184/3.
See Ernst Meyer, Diz Grenzen der hellenist. Staaten in Kleinasien, pp.
148-51, but the matter is highly obscure.
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south. The Senate had given him Telmessus, an enclave in
Rhodian territory; after the treaty was confirmed by oath he
claimed Pamphylia, alleging, in spite of the Syrian representatives,
that it was ‘on this side Taurus.” In point of fact, the hastily
drafted treaty left this point somewhat uncertain: it made the
western section of the Taurus range the new north-western limit
of Seleucid territory (p. 229) without determining the point on
the coast at which, on the west, this limit began. Since the
western chain of the Taurus ends in spurs that approach the sea,
some on the east others on the west of the Pamphylian plain, that
plain could be regarded as being either on this or that side
Taurus!. The Senate, on being called in to decide, adopted in
favour of Eumenes the former interpretation. But he got only
Western Pamphylia; Aspendus and Side, which had treated with
Manlius, remained independent.

Towards autumn, as soon as the Ten had finished their task—
a task of which they clearly made short work in four or five
months—Manlius evacuated Asia; the Romans had no desire to
prolong their occupation. Labeo, whose fortune it was to receive
a singularly undeserved triumph de rege Antiocho? had already
taken home the fleet; the army crossed the Hellespont on the
Pergamene vessels and returned the way it had come. In Thrace
it had difficult moments; before and after crossing the Hebrus
the immense convoys of gold and booty were attacked by the
barbarians; the first engagement was serious, a Commissioner
was killed, and much of the baggage plundered. Having crossed
Macedonia and Thessaly Manlius wintered at Apolloniaand
reached Italy in the spring of 187.

It seems clear enough that in Asia the Romans did simply what
their security appeared to demand. They had no thought of greatly
weakening the Seleucid monarchy; they left it the valuable
maritime provinces, Western Cilicia and Southern Syria, which
Antiochus had wrested from Ptolemy; bereft of its Cistauric
dominions, it remained very powerful, but, losing all contact with
Europe, became purely Asiatic. To keep it penned up into the
East, the opportunist Roman Senate forgot its hostility to kings
in Greece, and almost revived the Empire of Lysimachus in favour
of Eumenes, sacrificing to him, in order to strengthen him, much
of the Greek liberty that they had defended against Antiochus.
Raised to great sovereignty by Rome, Eumenes was like an eastern
Masinissa opposed to the Seleucids—and also to the Antigonids.

1 “This point is well explained by E. T#Hubler, op. 2. 1, p. 75 sg--

2 A. M. Colini, Bull. della Comm. arch. com. LV, 1927, pp. 272 5¢§-
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At once Asiatic and European, bestriding the Hellespont, his
kingdom served to isolate both Syria and Ma_cedon; and Eumepes
hoped, as Rome well knew, to isolate them still more by extending
his power into Thrace to Philip’s d.etrzment_. _Thus the bulvyark
that was to protect Italy from a possible coalition of enemy kings
was pushed farther east; the role that a ‘free Greece’ was to have
played passed to the Attalid monarchy. ]

This defensive end attained, the Romans were sgtxsﬁed.. They
gave no sign of imperialistic ambitions. The regions this side
Taurus pacified and re-organized; ‘friendships’ concluded with
Cappadocia and some Greek cities; the Galatians taught to be
peaceful ; differences settled (at their own request) between several
Hellenic communities—Manlius had to arbitrate in the eternal
Samian-Prienean dispute—to this minimum they limited their
action in the East. Content with Prusias’ neutrality, they abstained
from binding him with a treaty; they seemingly left in peace the
Paphlagonian dynast Morzius although he had supported the
Galatians. The liberated Greek cities were so far masters of their
own actions as to fight each other on occasion!. Rome rewarded
Rhodes without seeking to impose upon her a formal alliance that
might gall her independent spirit, and let her lead in her own
way a powerful group of cities in Asia and, in the Aegean, the
reconstituted Island League. Eumenes, the Romans’ protégé, was
in no way their vassal: they respected his sovereignty and he
kept a free hand in foreign affairs.

Obviously Rome intended to save herself the cares of an Asiatic
policy. She succeeded for a while; then, as will be seen below,
she found it gradually forced upon her. A protector has duties
towards his protégé; the appeals of Eumenes, threatened by his
neighbours of Bithynia and Pontus, evoked her intervention. This,
however, was reserved for the future; at the moment, it was
Greece which began to give trouble again.

X. ACHAEA AND SPARTA

The war with Antiochus had opened the eyes of Rome to the
feelings of the great mass of the Greeks; she could not conceal
from herself the failure of her ‘philhellenic’ policy: had he won
at Thermopylae, Antiochus would have had Greece at his feet.
But, though convinced of their ‘ingratitude,’ the Romans did not
trouble to treat the Greeks with severity. Acilius, harsh as he
was, had shown unexpected leniency towards the states guilty

1. See-the treaty betwee:n Heraclea-by-Latmus and Miletus, A. Rehm,
Milet, 1, 3, no. 150 (= Ditt.3 633), and the commentary on it.
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of open defection: the Boeotians had set up a statue to Antiochus,
they escaped with a brief raid on the territory of Coronea, and
the anti-Roman party remained in power; Chalcis was spared at
the request of Flamininus, whom she worshipped as her ‘Saviour.’
It occurred to no Roman statesman to make the régime of 196
more oppressive after Magnesia, and, apart from Aetolia, Greece
remained ‘free.” In 188 B.c. or perhaps 187 Fulvius withdrew
as Flamininus had done, and not a single Roman remained
behind in Greece. This forbearance certainly cloaked an in-
difference born of disdain; once Antiochus was vanquished Rome
took little interest in petty Greek affairs: all she asked was that
the Greeks should remain quiet and spare her the need to trouble
about them. But this was not to be. Rome’s allies, Philip and
the Achaeans, had worked for their own ends during the Syrian
War, and the territorial and political changes that resulted from
it eventually led to new complications.

The Romans, as has already been seen, had laboured to limit
Philip’s gains; nevertheless in 188 he still held on one hand
Magnesia with Demetrias, and on the Phthiotic coast, Pteleum,
Antron, Larissa and Alope; on the other, several Perrhaebian
towns including Malloea; in Hestiaeotis, Gomphi, Tricca,
Phaloria, Eurymenae; two border fortresses in Athamania, and
Dolopia. He had well earned this reward; but Philip once more
in Greece, reigning anew over Greeks, meant, if not a real danger,
at least the denial of all Rome’s achievements after the Mace-
donian War: the declarations of the Senate and Flamininus and
the treaty of 196 were thereby nullified. The past compelled
Rome to appear ungrateful and to dispute the conquests of her
loyal ally the moment the Greeks once more under his yoke
claimed their deliverance. The unavoidable clash was not long
delayed; partially dispossessed, Philip was to emerge from it the
im%acable enemy of Rome (pp. 244 s¢g.).

- The difficulties born of Achaean ambition were still swifter to
appear. In the summer of 191 the Achaeans had continued hastily
to exploit the Roman victory to the full, showing the Republic
less consideration than she had the right to expect. Thus to their
‘annexation of Messene (p. 217) they had added, with the somewhat
reluctant consent of Flamininus and Acilius, that of Elis which had
surrendered to them. Their great dream was realized : the League
embraced the whole Peloponnese, but with their triumph began
their perplexities, and these first became visible at Sparta. ‘

Here the pro-Achaean party with whom Philopoemen had treated
in 192 (p. 207) was powerless. Spartan patriotism and pride were
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d by attachment to Achaea; besides, all those who had
Il.)ee‘;%lfgf’:ced b}y the tyrants’ reforms dreaded the recall of the exiles
and the ensuing redistribution of property which, though pro-
visionally postponed by Philopoemen, was inevitable under the
new régime. As early as 191 there had been an outbreak;
Philopoemen, acting in an unofficial capacity, quelled it without
allowing either the General Diophanes or Flamininus to intervene.
In the late summer of 189 the situation again became critical; the
return of Nabis” hostages from Italy may have contributed to this.
The coast towns, entrusted to Achaea by Flamininus, were crowded
with exiles; their proximity and their intrigues exasperated the
Spartans, already irritated at their exclusion from the sea; they
tried, although without success, to storm Las near Gytheum and
a few exiles were killed. Obviously the affair, as a breach of
the Spartan-Roman treaty of 195 put into force again in 192,
concerned Rome even more than Achaea; but Philopoemen, then
General, made the quarrel his own. Without even notifying the
consul Fulvius, then at Cephallenia, he demanded under threat
of war the surrender of the authors of the attack. In an outburst
of anger thirty pro-Achaeans were murdered at Sparta, and the
Spartans voted secession from Achaea and an embassy to Fulvius
to make formal surrender to Rome (autumn 189).

Disregarding this, the Achaeans, i.e. Philopoemen, who had
been re-elected Generall, decided on immediate war with Sparta,
which was only delayed by winter. Forced to intervene, but much
embarrassed, Fulvius, who had gone to the Peloponnese after the
fall of Same, referred both parties to the Senate, forbidding pro-
visionally further fighting. The Senate, equally embarrassed—
especially as the Achaean envoys, Lycortas and Diophanes, one
the friend, the other the adversary of Philopoemen, were in dis-
agreement—would have liked to satisfy Achaea without sacrificing
Sparta; its answer was ambiguous. Philopoemen hastened to take
full advantage of this; he led the Achaean army unopposed into
Laconia, accompanied by crowds of exiles, and had the supporters
of the secession delivered to him for judgment. On arriving at the
Achaean camp in Compasium, 80 of them (others say 350) were
massacred by the exiles and Achaeans in violation of their pledged
word or were executed after the farce of a trial (spring 188).

Nor did this content Philopoemen, who laid a heavy hand on
Sparta which was powerless to resist: her walls were dismantled;

1 The present writer, with most scholars, admits two successive Strategiai

of Philopoemen (190/89 and 189/8): for the opposite view see A. Aymard,
cited in the Bibliography.
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all mercenaries and enfranchised Helots were doomed to ex-
pulsion; the institutions of Lycurgus were changed to those of the
Achaeans. A federal decree, passed later at Tegea, ordained the
return of the exiles en masse, the seizure and sale of the Helots and
mercenaries (3000 in all) who refused to leave Laconia, the
restitution of Belbinatis (vol. vi1, p. 753) to Megalopolis. The
anti-Achaean leaders were exiled save a few who were executed;
Sparta, against her will and despite her appeal to Rome, was
bound to Achaea by a new treaty. Thus Philopoemen, the instru-
ment of ancient Achaean or even Megalopolitan rancour and
of the capitalists’ new-born hatred, hoped by violence to end
the Spartan question. What he did was to open it afresh. His
brutality was to compel Rome, as guardian of the common peace,
to intervene. A tiresome endless quarrel resulted which will be
described below (chap. 1x). Rome till then had met with opposi-
tion from the masses; she was henceforward to know the opposition,
now plaintive, now arrogant, of the Achaean ruling class, and, like
Macedon, to learn that, to keep their friendship, she must satisfy
their interests without reserve. This quarrel, in which, however,
there were wrongs on each side, was destined to lead to a breach
which marked the complete breakdown of the Senate’s Greek
olicy.

P As};uredly the paires, as will be seen better by what follows, had
underrated the difficulty of imposing upon the Greeks Rome’s
benevolent protection. In this, despite the insight which is attri-
buted to them, they were mistaken. And moreover, if we have
rightly interpreted their purposes and their actions since 200 B.C.,
it appears manifest that, in general, the Senate’s boasted perspi-
cacity was to seek, and that all its eastern achievements, whatever
the glory and profit which Rome gained from them, had as their
starting point a failure to understand the foreign situation, an
error of judgment.

XI. ' @ONCLUSION

.. Aecording to a generally accepted opinion, the decisive struggle
in which Rome engaged, first against Macedonia, then against
Syria, was, in essence, not indéed a struggle for territorial aggran-
dizement, but a struggle for wealth and even more for power,
initiated by the imperialistic ambition of the Senate. And the
results of the Macedonian and Syrian Wars would, at first sight,
seem to justify this opinion. That the Romans, in waging these
wars, did not yield to a desire for territorial expansion, is un-
questionably true. Beyond the Adriatic they limited thermselves
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to the recovery of Lower Illyrial, of which they had become masters
in 228, adding to it only the two island dependencies of Zacynthus
and Cephallenia—modest acquisitions indeed: in Greece, Mace-
donia, Asia, where they might have seized land at their pleasure,
they took nothing; this is conclusive. On the other hand, these
wars were highly lucrative. The indemnities and booty of their
defeated enemies caused vast wealth to pour into Rome. In ten
years alone (1977 to 187) the minted and unminted gold and silver

aid into the treasury exceeded 9o million denarii®,and to this must
be added the multitude of works of art and precious objects of
incalculable value, which lent such unexampled brilliance to the
triumphs of Flamininus, L. Scipio ‘Asiagenus’, Manlius and
Fulvius. And above all, these wars had political consequences
infinitely more important than any pecuniary benefits. Following
upon the defeat of Carthage, they brought about the supreme
control of the Roman people over the civilized world. The
supremacy of Rome by land and sea

viis kal Baldoons oxfinrrpa kal povapyiov

already sung by the poet Lycophron on the morrow of Cynos-
cephalae was an established fact after IMagnesia.

The Romans were certainly not indifferent to money (as is
proved by the example of Manlius and Fulvius) or to power : their
victory over Antiochus, the thought that they had no longer a
rival, filled them with pride®. Yet it does not follow nor does it
seem probable to the present writer that it was greed of wealth
and empire which determined their course of action. Indeed it is
most noteworthy that they never thought of turning their victories
to economic advantage: the treaties which they made contained
no commercial stipulation in their own favour (though the treaty
of Apamea contained one in favour of Rhodes%), and they did not
impose tribute on any of the peoples whom they conquered—a
sufficiently clear proof that in deciding on their policy they were
little if at all obsessed by thoughts of gain®. And, as we have seen,
not one of their political acts from 200 to 188 bears the clear stamp
of imperialism or cannot be explained except by a passion for
domination. The attribution to the Senate of ‘Eastern plans’ or
of a ‘Mediterranean programme’ which it was only waiting for

* The territory under the protectorate of Rome was, how