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Sallust on Mark Antony

Abstract: It was previously postulated and convincingly shown that 
Sallust was not a friend of Octavian, Mark Antony and Lepidus’ 
regime, although there is no information that he openly opposed 
the Triumvirs. Sallust’s retirement from public offi  ce after Caesar’s 
death and more than one allusion to contemporary politics in his 
monographs leave no space for any other conclusion. The aim of this 
contribution is to show that Sallust’s hidden critique – which was the 
only possible at the time when the memories of recent suff erings dur-
ing the Civil War and proscriptions were still strong – was specially 
aimed against Mark Antony. Concluding argument – but not the only 
one – could be found in Sallust’s (so far) unclear remark on hunting as 
servilium offi  cium (Cat. 4.1): in fact, well known scandalous behaviour 
of Mark Antony and Cleopatra included hunting (Plut. Ant. 29.1). 
Key words: Sallust, Mark Antony, Octavian, Second Triumvirate, proscriptions, 
Plutarch, hunting.

The lack of references to the Triumvirs in Sallust’s oeuvres, quite an un-
derstandable phenomenon in the period of Civil War and the proscriptions, 
allows investigation only if the hidden critique of the Triumvirs and their 
regime can be traced. But, this approach could be misleading: even the pre-
sumption of an existing hidden critique is hard to demonstrate. Nevertheless, 
the picture of Sallust’s works, especially after the important results that were 
a� ained with this method, would be quite diff erent if the presumption had 
not been made. So, the main object of this paper would be to demonstrate 
that Sallust disapproved not only of the Triumvirs’ regime, but also of Mark 
Antony’s personal political power. It must have been more transparent to the 
contemporary readers than we could now imagine. 

1. Sallust on the Triumvirs in general

�.� Sallust’s potentia paucorum (Iug. �.�) implies that the power of the three 
new rulers of Rome directly opposed to what Cicero would call consensus 
omnium bonorum, and it does not resemble that what the nobiles considered 
as freedom either. Although pauci is Sallust’s frequent choice of words when 
negatively labelling the rule of the old Republican oligarchy, potentia pauco-
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rum should be interpreted as a negative judgement on the Triumvirs’ reign.�

�.� To proceed with another Sallust’s statement in the Prologue of Bellum 
Catilinae, it seems that superbia and lubido (Cat. �.�) might address Antony, as 
desidia and optumus (Cat. �.�) might apostrophize Lepidus and Octavian, re-
spectively.� The picture of Antony as superbus and homo libidosus is consistent 
with the key accusation made by his main enemy that he planned to re-estab-
lish a regnum or dominatio in Rome.� If that is true, it should be stressed that 
Sallust separates the young Caesar from the undesirable, even detrimental 
company of the other Triumvirs. Optumus might have been used superfi cially 
or semi-ironically of course, as it seems to have been the case in Sallust’s noto-
rious phrase consul optimus (Cat. ��.�).� But even so, the young Caesar is con-
trasted to Lepidus and, particularly, to Mark Antony. After all, it is impossible 
to demonstrate with full confi dence that Sallust’s notions superbia, desidia and 
lubido were a� ached to the Triumvirs or to any particular person. However, it 
is still more than just a mere conjuncture.

�.� The result of the synkrisis between Cato and Caesar implies a critique 
against the Triumvirs.� Cato’s portrait in Bellum Catilinae (��) fi ts the presump-
tive ideal of the old Republic, which could not serve as a model for the Tri-
umvirs. Some virtues of Cato (nihil largiri, virtus, pudor, abstinentia) were those 
that Sallust declared as the ruling ones in the Rome of his youth (�.�); Cato’s 
constantia was present in Sallust’s idealized picture of the glorious past (�.�), 
while the opposite of Cato’s modestia was characteristic of Sulla’s soldiers after 
the Civil War (��.�), or it was exactly what both parties were lacking during 
the civil strife (��.�). On the other hand, Caesar’s benefi cia and munifi centia do 
not necessarily have to be interpreted as favourable for him.� After all, Cato 
was the winner over Caesar in synkrisis, or at least the picture of his deeds 

�  S��� ����, ���; ���–���. Potentia paucorum must have a contemporary meaning here: S������ 
����, ���; P��� ����, ��.
� V������ ����, ��, comm. ad loc., citing K. (= M.) Büdinger, Poesie und Urkunden bei Thukydides, 
Wien ���� (Denkschriften der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien. Philoso-
phisch-Historische Klasse, Band XXXIX), without reference on the page(s). I could not fi nd the 
cited passage (in neither of the parts (Dri� e [����] and Fünfte [Zweiter Theil, ����] Abhandlun-
gen) of the monograph); Sallust is not even mentioned in the Büdinger’s comprehensive index.
�  E.g. RGDA �; Cic. Phil. �.��–��; �.��–��; �.���; �.��; �.��; ��.�–�; ��.��–��; cf. Appian’s (BCiv. 
�.���) translation βασιλεία for Cicero’s regnum. 
�  Cf. Cic. Sest. ���; Cicero was annoyed when Brutus addressed him with this superfi cial phrase, 
frigid eulogy (A� . ��.��.�). However, the phrase could also mean a sincere appraisal as in Cic. 
Phil. �.�; Sulla ��.
�  Even though “ … when he [Sallust] matches Cato with Caesar, he strikes a deadly blow against 
the Triumvirs” (S��� ����, ���) might be exaggerated.  
�  V������ ����, ���–���. 
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and motivations painted by Sallust was favourable.� As Antony and Octavi-
an claimed that they had inherited Caesar’s cause and ideas, the memory of 
Cato’s deeds and life “mit einem symbolischen Gestalt epochenscheidender 
Bedeutung”� was dangerous to them. It could not be easily forgo� en that Cato 
decided to die rather than to look upon the face of Caesar, the tyrant�, and that 
Antony and Octavian inherited his power and his party. Therefore, it might 
be concluded that Sallust’s synkrisis was implausible to the regime.

2. Proscriptions

�.� The mention of the inexorable proscriptions carried out by Sulla inev-
itably brings to memory the recent proscriptions by the Triumvirs. It seems 
that Caesar’s allusion to Sulla’s atrocities during his proscriptions could be 
related to Sallust’s own disappointment, even disgust, with the proscriptions 
carried out by the Triumvirs, which abounded in barbarity comparable to Sul-
la’s.�� Additionally, Sallust’s implicit critique of the Triumvirs could be traced 
in the references to Sulla’s soldiers, who, having squandered their property, 
were eagerly thinking of plundering and, therefore, wanted to start the Civil 
War (Cat. ��.�).�� It is, thus, almost inevitable to conclude that the Triumvirs 
could not be exculpated personally or politically, especially not by Sallust, 
whose general judgment of Sulla’s after-war political methods was devastat-
ing for the dictator.�� 

�.� Further, Sallust’s remark (Iug. �.�: nam vi quidem regere patriam aut pa-
rentis) that the use of force to rule over one’s country and parents��, which 
leads to slaughter and exile, fi ts into the overall impression of the political 
circumstances of �� B.C. It especially echoes the proscriptions, �� although it 
would not be wise to insist too much on this statement,�� considering that par-
entes might have another meaning.�� However, if we take into consideration 
the fate of another almost-to-become-victim of proscription, Lucius Iulius 

�  S��� ����, ���; ���–���; ���; E��� ����, ��–���. 
�  G����� ����, ��–��.
� Cic. Off . �.���; cf. F���� DNP ₁₀₍����), col. ���, with further literature. 
�� Sall. Cat. ��.��–��; cf. S��� ����, ��� sqq. Sallust’s harsh judgment of Sulla might be infl uenced 
by personal motives, S��� ����, ���. 
�� H���� ����, ��� sq; S������ ����, ��� sqq. Cf. also Sall. Cat. �.�; ��.�–�.
�� Sall. Cat. �.� cf. M�G����� ����, �� (but, when Sallust mentions caedes, fuage, rapinae in Hist. 
�.��M [=�.�� McG] it refers to Bellum Italicum, not Sullan atrocities, as indicated by McGushin); 
Cat. ��.� (cf. R����� ����, ��–��; ��).
�� For parentes as parents cf. P��� ����, ��–�� and R�����  ����, ���–���, com. ad loc. 
�� K���������� ����, ��; V������ ����, ��. 
�� P��� ����, ��.
�� Subjects, as in B������� ����, ��, with the note on p. ���.
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Caesar (cos. ��), Antony’s maternal uncle,�� and thus one of his parentes,�� the 
statement by Sallust begins to reveal its full meaning: Mark Antony could fi nd 
words vi regere parentis to be a heavy burden, despite the fact that his uncle 
was spared at the end.

3 Sallust on Lucius Antonius?

Additionally, it was supposed that Sallust’s words Potest alio tempore, alio 
consule, quoi item exercitus in manu sit … . Ubi hoc exemplo per senatus decretum 
consul gladium eduxerit (Cat. ��.��) might also allude to Octavian’s command 
in August �� B.C.,�� when he as a privatus marched with an army on Rome 
to demand consulship.�� It seems beyond dispute that Sallust’s phraseology 
leads to the conclusion that he is referring to a certain event: his temporibus 
... alio tempore, alio consule.�� But, bearing in mind that Octavian was not a fa-
vourite of the patres at that moment – moreover, the Senate was in fact the 
main victim of Octavian’s actions, and it would hardly be possible to connect 
senatus decretus with Octavian’s recruiting of the army on his own initiative – a 
diff erent explanation of the mentioned phrase would be welcome. 

The political circumstances of the period when Bellum Catilinae was writ-
ten (��–�� B.C.)�� could provide an answer.�� According to Dio (��.��.�–�), 
Lucius Antonius, who was eff ectively a sole consul at the beginning of �� 
(Sall. ... alio consule), entered Rome with troops (Sall: quoi item exercitus in manu 
sit), thus starting a short-term rebellion. But, when he learned that Octavian 
was approaching Rome, Lucius Antonius changed his plans and withdrew 
from the city, having had a vote passed authorizing him to leave the city in 
order to begin the war (...διαπραξάµενος ψηφισθῆναὶ οἱ ὡς ἐπὶ πολέµῳ 
τινὶ ἑκστρατεῦσαι; Dio, ��.��.�). That event seems to fi t rather fairly with the 
circumstances described by Sallust in Cat. ��.��: Dio’s ψήφισµα seems to be 
senatus decretum,�� and Sallust’s gladium eduxerit corresponds fairly to πολέµῳ 

�� Dio, ��.�.�; App. �.�; Plut. Ant. ��; ��; Comp. Demetr. Ant. �.�; Cic. ��; Liv. Per. ���; Vell. �.��.�; 
Flor. �.��.�; Oros. �.��.��; Sen. Suas. �.�; cf. D������ / G����� ����, ��.���.
�� Cf. OLD s.v. parens, � (usu. pl.), ����–����.
��  S��� ����, ���; P����� ����, ���; V������ ����, ���; R����� ����, ���. 
��  D������� ����, ��–��; Levene ����, ���–���. 
�� L����� ����, ���; Nevertheless, Drummond ����, ��, is arguing that Sallust’s words should 
be a� ached to the violent atmosphere of ��–�� B.C., rather than to a certain event, such as the 
proscriptions. 
�� R����� ����, xxxiii. 
�� It is more plausible to a� ach Caesar’s allusion to specifi c circumstances and political/military 
events close to the period when Bellum Catilinae was wri� en than to the previous events (of �� 
B.C., as L����� (l.c.) argues), which were less relevant at the time.
�� For Dio’s use of notion ψήφισµα for senatus decretum: ��.��.�; ��.��.�; ��.��.�. Cf. Dion Hal. �.�� 
with M������ ����–����, �.���, note � and App. BCiv. �.�.�; �.�; �.��; �.��, although δόγµα τῆς 
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… ἐκστρατεῦσαι. So, Sallust’s/Caesar’s consul alius should be interpreted as 
Sallust’s a� ack on Lucius Antonius, who, according to a contemporary wide-
spread belief, had started the rebellion with the consent of his powerful broth-
er. Sallust is in fact a� acking Lucius Antonius’ powerful brother.�� 

4 Sallust on Octavian

One should not rush to the conclusion that Octavian was exculpated by 
Sallust. It seems that his expression (quoniam M. Lepidus exercitum privato con-
silio paratum cum pessimis et hostibus rei publicae contra huius ordinis auctoritatem 
ad urbem ducit ... (�.��.�� M)) replicates Octavian’s famous words that he had 
raised an army privato consilio (RGDA �.�). Since Philippus’ speech presents 
a powerful condemnation of Lepidus who had raised a private army in �� 
B.C., it seems that he is alluding – in a way which is not favourable to Oc-
tavian – to the actions of Caesar’s heir during the crisis of late �� / early �� 
B.C.�� Of course, the text of Res Gestae was not wri� en when Sallust composed 
Histories, but young Caesar could have already formulated some of his later 
catchwords. 

***

It seems that Sallust criticized potentia paucorum, which could be interpret-
ed as the political power of Mark Antony, young Caesar and Lepidus (�.�). 
Even more, there is a possibility that Sallust had Antony in mind when he 
wrote that superbia, desidia, lubido were characteristic of the Roman a� itude af-
ter the decline of ancient virtues (�.�), and that the certain connotations of syn-
krisis were unfavourable to the main leaders of the Caesarians (�.�). It is only 
to be expected that Sallust along with many of his contemporaries and later 
authors was terrifi ed of the proscriptions (�). It seems that one expression 
in Bellum Catilinae targeted Lucius Antonius (�), who could not be separated 
from his powerful brother. Even if privato consilio, used in an unfavourable 
context in the Historiae, has nothing to do with the famous Octavian Augus-
tus’ expression (�), the cumulative weight of the arguments that Sallust was 
ill-disposed toward the Triumvirate (�.�, �) and that he could have specially 
aimed at Mark Antony (�.�, �.�, �), allows us to proceed with the investiga-

βουλῆς (e.g. �.��) is quite common. 
�� H���� ����, ���–��� also concludes that Cat. ��.�� is aimed against Antony, but based on dif-
ferent arguments than the ones set out here. Havas thinks that Antony, being the consul with the 
army, was ready to start a war against patria by the end of ��.
�� P��� ����, ���–���; M�G����� I, ����, ���. 
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tion regarding whether Sallust inserted hidden personal critique of the man 
whose power (cf. Plut. Ant. ��.�) could hardly be challenged at the time.

***

5. Sallust on Antony’s friends and allies 

A brief analysis of Sallust’s treatment of Antony’s relatives and friends (for 
Lucius Iulius Caesar, cf. above, �.�) might be advantageous. Nevertheless, it 
should not be forgo� en that Bellum Catilinae, due to its topic, inevitably off ers 
a predominantly negative picture of human nature. 

Publius Cornelius Lentulus Sura, Mark Antony’s stepfather, was labelled 
by Sallust as one of the leaders of Catiline’s conspiracy.�� This Sallust’s judge-
ment was clearly endorsed by Cicero.�� It is obvious that he was partial to 
Marcus Antonius, the biological father of Mark Antony. Sallust’s words no-
cent<ior> piratis underline the (elder) Antonius’ lack of ability and reputation�� 
and refer clearly to his fruitless campaign against the pirates, for which he 
was taunted by Cicero as Creticus.�� And, of course, the portrait of Creticus’ 
brother, C. Antonius Hybrida, cos. ��, drawn up by Sallust, especially when 
contrasted with his energetic and righteous colleague, is a portrait of a cor-
rupt, noble and incapable personality (the theme is stunningly exploited in 
Bellum Jugurthinum) that Catiline »hoped to use as he wished«.�� L. Calpur-
nius Bestia is portrayed as one of the chief protagonists of the coup d’état – 
his name is among the principal conspirators. Later on, according to Sallust, 
Bestia, as a plebeian tribune, fi ercely a� acked Cicero on the eve of Saturnalia 
(mid-December ��) in order to give the signal to the other conspirators to set 
fi res to Rome.�� It might be concluded that Sallust »cannot be acqui� ed of 

�� Cat. ��.�; cf. M����� RE � (����), col. ����: … der vornehmste Genosse des L. Catilina.
�� Cic. Cat. �. ��; ��.
�� Sall. Hist. �.� M, R, McG; cf. �.� M, R, McG: Perdendae pecuniae genitus ... and �.�–� M = �.�–� R, 
McG. Even … ibi triennio frustra trito (�.�� M = �.�� R = �.�� McG)… might also refer to Creticus’ 
unsuccessful campaign (cf. M������������ ����, �.���–���; R����� ����, ���; M�G�����, ����, 
�.���, comm. ad loc.). Sallust’s unfavorable opinion of Creticus might have infl uenced his relations 
with Mark Antony (S��� ����, ���, n. ��), or it might be an indication – at least – that Sallust 
did not begin Historiae before �� B.C, when Antony left Italy (M������������ ����, �.�, note �, 
dutifully mentioned by A���� ����, ��, note ��). For more indisposed judgments upon Creticus’ 
command against the pirates (��–�� B.C.) cf. Cic. Verr. �.�; �.���–��� and Ps-Asc. ���; ��� St (iden-
tifying Antonius [in Cicero’s Verr. �.��.�-�] as Creticus).  
�� B�������� ����, �.���–���; ���, ���, ���.
�� Sall. Cat. ��.�; ��.�, �–�; ��.�. Cf. D������ / G�����,����, ��.���–���. 
�� Sall. Cat. ��.�; ��.�–�; cf. Cic. Cat. �.��; Plut. Cic. ��; App. BCiv. �.�. Cf. B�������� ����, �.��; 
A����� ����, ���–��� and S��� ����, ���; pace M����� RE � (����), col. ����. 
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malice against Bestia«.�� The reason for such an a� itude towards Bestia Sallust 
could have found in his close relationship with Mark Antony. Bestia, who was 
engaged in the Mutina campaign and as an aedilicius, had hoped, relying on 
Mark Antony’s support to become a consul in �� B.C.��

These negative comments on the characters and actions of Mark Antony’s 
close relatives and friends might have been inevitable and were characteristic 
of Sallust.  These judgments were not without precedents: Cicero’s verdicts on 
Sura, Creticus, Bestia and Hybrida were similar and, occasionally, even harsh-
er. It is, therefore, not possible to prove Sallust’s deliberate ill-treatment of 
Mark Antony by relying simply on these comments. Still, under the political 
circumstances of the early Triumvirate regime, some instances of his critique 
of certain individuals could be regarded as ungracious to Antony.  

6. What else could remind Sallust’s readers on Mark Antony? 

There were other details in Bellum Catilinae which could remind the read-
ers of Antony – in a way that is unfavourable for him and the present history: 
mysterious Sempronia from ch. �� seems to be a sister of Sempronia, Tuditani 
fi lia; she was the niece of the energetic and powerful Fulvia,�� whose infl uence 
was at its peak in �� (Dio, ��.�.�–�) and who even dared to start the Perusine 
war in order to help her (nominal) husband, Mark Antony. The father of an-
other participant (on Mark Antony’s side) of the War of Perusia is mentioned 
by Sallust at the point where overlooking his role was quite possible (Cat. 
��.�): Тi. Claudius Nero’s proposal in the Senate was relatively favourable (in 
comparison to Cicero’s motion) to the conspirators of ��. It is hard to believe 
that the young Caesar (or anyone else, for that ma� er), while reading Bellum 
Catilinae, could have forgo� en that the homonymous son of Nero, a friend 
and ally of Mark Antony, had proposed public honours for the tyrannicides 
(Brutus, Cassius and others) some ten years earlier.�� Sallust’s fair treatment 
of Cicero should also be mentioned.�� The recollection of Cicero’s illustrious 
achievements for the res publica could naturally remind the reader of his bru-
tal death, and who had ordered it. 

�� S��� ����, ���.
�� Cic. Brut. �,��,�; Phil. ��.��; ��.��; ��.�. Cf. H���� ����, ���. 
�� S��� ����, ���–���. Or, Sallust’s Sempronia was Fulvia’s grandmother, daugther of Sempronia, 
Tuditani fi lia: M����� RE �A (����), col. ����. Cf. W���� ����, ���, note ��.   
�� Оlder Nero: Sall. Cat. ��.�; cf. R����� ����, ���–���. Younger Nero: Suet. Tib. �.�; cf. M����� 
RE � (����), col. ����.
��  S��� ����, ���–���; B�������� ����, ��–��.
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7. Hunting 

In pursuit of the concluding argument for Sallust’s ill treatment of Mark 
Antony, we should turn our a� ention to one of his most enigmatic parenthet-
ical remarks regarding Bellum Catilinae. At the end of the Prologue, Sallust 
memorably claims that he will spend the remainder of his life far from public 
world (�.�) and adds that neque vero agrum colundo aut venando servilibus offi  ciis 
intentum aetatem.�� This odd statement has been a puzzle for scholars from 
antiquity till today��, since neither hunting nor farming had been considered 
as slavish activities according to the Roman value system. On the contrary, 
farming and hunting were activities worthy of free people, and agriculture 
had especially been cherished for generations as one of the most dignifi ed 
occupations of free men.�� Nevertheless, some explanations of that statement 
were off ered. Sallust could have felt that the farm-loving (Elder) Cato from 
Cicero’s treatise (wri� en a few years before Bellum Catilinae was published��) 
did not fi t the model of a retired statesman. Or, he may have thought that 
agriculture was praised and exploited by the wrong people. However, even if 
Sallust’s mention of farming could be interpreted as a critique of the good old 
times, or even as an answer to Cicero’s treatise Cato Major�� – the statement in 
Cat. �.� is still unconventional and surprising. 

Further analysis will be based on similar grounds: Sallust is in fact distanc-
ing himself from Cato’s recommendations on how to uphold virtue, as he also 
did by arguing that the destruction of Carthage, famously advocated by Cato, 
had in fact dealt a signifi cant blow to the traditional moral values in Rome.��   

When it comes to »slavish occupation of … hunting«, the anti-Catonian 
viewpoint is somewhat harder to demonstrate. Hunting was not the foremost 
preoccupation of Cato, as agriculture demonstratively was. Additionally, agri 
colundo could actually comprise a slavish overtone.�� Hunting, on the other 
hand, was reserved strictly for leisure, as stressed by Cicero in Cato Major��. It 

��  ... nor yet to spend my life by devoting myself to the slavish employment of turning the soil or 
hunting (cf. Ramsey ����, ��).
�� Cf. S��� ����, �� citing Sym. Ep. �.��.� and V������ ����, ���: diese ... Ausage hat besonders 
schockiert. 
�� Cic. Off . �.���: Omnium autem rerum ... nihil est agri cultura melius, nihil uberius, nihil dulcius, nihil 
homine libero dignius. 
�� Cicero revised Cato Major in July �� (A� . ��.�), although it was already wri� en at the beginning 
of May that year (A� . ��.��.�). Cf. G����� ����, ��� sq.  
�� Cf. V������ ����, ���; S��� ����, ��–��.
�� L����� ����, ���–���; ���–���, with further references.
�� V������ ����, ���, with references. 
�� ��:  Conditiora facit haec supervacaneis etiam operis aucupium atque venatio.
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is therefore an aristocratic sport, with no fl avour of servilium offi  cium,�� espe-
cially not for a retired magistrate, as Sallust was at the time. Yet, the context of 
political and social circumstances of ��/�� B.C. might off er some explanation 
for Sallust’s puzzling statement.

At that time, according to Plutarch, Mark Antony was famously enjoying 
the company of Cleopatra. In addition to the Shakespearean scenes of ship 
sailings down the river Cydnus,�� Cleopatra was memorably partaking in 
other unwomanly activities with Antony, such as playing dice or drinking. 
She even participated in hunting with him: ... συνεθήρευε… (Plut. Ant. ��.�). 
They went around together at night, continues Plutarch (��.�), and on those 
occasions she wore the garb of a serving maiden (συνήλυε θεραπαινιδίου 
στολὴν λαµβάνουσα), and Antony was dressed alike (καὶ γὰρ ἐκεῐνος 
οὔτως ἐπειρᾰτο σκευάζειν ἑαυτόν).

Thus, the aristocratic leisure activity of hunting could be seen as turning 
into a servile one. The eccentric behaviour of a quasi-royal loving couple must 
have been interpreted as scandalous in Rome. It gave opportunity to Sallust 
to hint at Antony in a way which was degrading for a Roman imperator. The 
hint must have hit even closer to home with Roman audiences, given the fact 
that Mark Antony was imitating his alleged forefather, Hercules��. Namely, 
around that time, Antony was publicly posing as an off spring of Hercules,�� 
a famous hunter himself  who, among his other manifestations, took on the 
image of a slave while serving at the court of the Lydian queen Omphale.�� 

The parallel between the image of Mark Antony as Hercules and Cleopat-
ra as Omphale was not unnoticed by Plutarch. According to him (Comp. Ant. 
Demetr. �.�), it was Cleopatra who disarmed Antony and subdued him to her 
spells, as Omphale had done with Hercules. Moreover, Plutarch’s evidence 
that Antony and Cleopatra were dressing alike in garbs of serving maidens 
(Ant. ��.�) brings to mind the scene in which Omphale took away Hercules’ 
club and stripped him of his lion skin.�� Such analogies with Hercules must 

�� So, Nu� jagd (to use Vretska’s expression) from Sen. Dial. �.�.� is not relevant for the context 
of Sall. Cat. �.�.
�� Antony and Cleopatra II, �, ���–���, cf. Plut. Ant. ��.
�� Plut. Ant. �, ��, ��; App. BCiv. ��, ��. It seems that another Antony’s Herculean pose was in the 
chariots led by lions (Plin. HN �.��; Plut. Ant. �; Cic. A� . ��.��.�). 
�� C������� ����, �.���–���, no. ���, �a–b.
�� S�������� ����–����, ���–���; S���������� ����, ��–��; F����� ����, ���–���.
�� Comp. Demetr. Ant. �.�: Ἀντοώνιος δέ ὤσπερ ἑν ταῖς γραφαῖς ὁρµῶµεν τοῦ Ἡρακλέους τὴν 
Ὀµφάλην ὑφαιροῦσαν τὸ ῥόπαλον καὶ τὴν λεοτῆν ἀποδύουσαν. Cf. e.g. imperial coins from 
the Lydian town Maionia (BMC Lydia p. ���, nos. ��–��; RIC �.����, ����; SNG München, ���): 
on the reverse a bearded head of Hercules, on the front a fi gure of Omphale holding a lion’s skin 
and club across her shoulder. 
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have been devastating to Antony’s autoritas. Therefore, it is not surprising that 
Ovid (Fasti, �.���–��) and Propertius (�.�.��–��) insisted on degrading Hercu-
les, in scenes where he is made to do jobs normally done by women – which 
are comical and full of political and personal points. Propertius’ verses about 
the power of women (�.��.��) are almost explicit in the association they estab-
lish between Antony and Cleopatra, and Hercules and Omphale.��

***

To fi nish with a brief analysis of the hypothesis that Sallust was well-dis-
posed towards the Antonians (not to Mark Antony, however). According to 
Fronto (���.�� vdH), Sallust, as the »ghost-writer« of the triumphal speech de-
livered by P. Ventidius,�� »was on good terms with the Antonians of the time 
[�� B.C.], since Ventidius was an Antonian«.�� Even if the Triumvir and his 
legate did not part ways or become estranged after Ventidius had achieved a 
victory over Parthians (which might have been a hard challenge for Antony’s 
self-respect��), Sallust’s ties to Ventidius could have been autonomous and 
unrelated to his position on Antony. Instructive might be the fact that Antony 
had put Varro on the proscription list, but Fufi us Calenus saved his life.�� So, 
despite their friendship, Fufi us Calenus acted autonomously from Mark Ant-
ony’s wishes, as Venditius might have done as well. 

In another aspect, the information derived from Fronto (���.�� VdH) 
might be of interest. Marius and Sulla’s speeches in Bellum Jugurhtinum could 
have recommended Sallust for the task of composing the triumphal speech, 
which makes Fronto’s testimony proof that Bellum Jugurthinum was published 
at the time. This conclusion corroborates the widely accepted assessment of 
the date of Bellum Jugurthinum. ��

***

It could be argued with reasonable certainty that Sallust’s allusions to 
the Triumvirs and their regime must have generally been transparent to the 

�� This propaganda point is not without precedents: Pericles is said to have played Hercules to 
Aspasia’s Omphale: Plut. Per. ��.�. Cf. S������ ����, ���, comm. ad loc. and F����� ����, ���, with 
further references.
�� It is usually accepted that Sallust was the real author of Ventidius’ speech. But, it is possible that 
Venditius’ planned address was composed under Sallust’s infl uence: cf. H��� ����, ���, comm. 
ad loc.
�� A���� ����, ��–��.
�� Plut. Ant. ��; Dio, ��.��.�; cf. S��� ����, ���–���. 
�� D������� ����, ���, with further references.
�� R����� ����, xxxiiii. 
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contemporary readers. It looks like that Octavian was criticized by Sallust 
in Historiae, �.��.�� M. Sallust’s negative personal bias against Mark Antony 
can also be traced, apart from the indirect critique of his a� itude during the 
proscriptions, or, apart from the a� ack upon his brother, L. Antonius. Name-
ly, the Cat. �.�, reference to hunting as one of the servilia offi  cia could have 
been inspired by the contemporary leisure activities of Antony and Cleopatra, 
which, according to Plutarch, explicitly included hunting. In Sallust’s mali-
cious allusion, Antony as Hercules’ descendent was posing as the hunter and 
the slave of the opulent oriental queen Cleopatra, the new Omphale. Still, it is 
not surprising that the theme of Antony’s enslavement to a woman was later 
used by Propertius, whose ideas could refl ect some of Octavian’s politically 
infl uenced moralizing preoccupations. That indicates that the construction of 
Antony’s enslavement was not Plutarch’s, but of a contemporary. 
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Салустије о Марку Антонију 

Апстракт: Иако се са изÿесношћу може рећи да Салустије Крисп 
није био присталиĄа режима Другог Тријумÿирата, нема директних 
сÿедоąанстаÿа да је он наступао протиÿ режима који су успостаÿили 
Октаÿијан, Марко Антоније и Лепид. Упркос томе, низ индиĄија, 
ąија укупна ÿредност има снагу доказа, гоÿори да је Салустије био 
незадоÿољан или разоąаран политиąком ситуаĄијом у Риму после 
убистÿа Цезара. Циљ оÿог рада је да се покаже како је та скриÿена и 
опрезна критика уперена и протиÿ Марка Антонија лиąно. На пример, 
Салустије, између осталог, изоблиąаÿа поступак ЛуĄија Антонија, 
Маркоÿог брата (Cat. 51.36) и предстаÿља низ људи блиских Марку 
Антонију у крајње непоÿољном сÿетлу. Конаąно, ÿерујем да Салустијеÿа 
(за антиąка схÿатања  изненађујућа) примедба о лоÿу као ропском послу 
(servilium offi  cium, Cat. 4.1) јесте алузија на понашање Марка Антонија, који 
се у ąасу настанка Катилинине завере (како је тÿрдила њему непријатељска 
пропаганда) у друштÿу краљиĄе Клеопатре облаąио као роб, али се и 
баÿио лоÿом (Plut. Ant. 29.1). 
Кључне речи: Салустије Kрисп, Марко Антоније, Октаÿијан, Други 
тријумÿират, проскрипĄије, Плутарх, лоÿ.


