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Introduction:

Marcus Agrippa was arguably the backbone of the Augustan regime. Reinhold, in his biography of this key figure writes “If Augustus was the ‘architect of the Roman Empire’, Marcus Agrippa was his superintendent of construction”.[footnoteRef:2] However, the vital contributions of Agrippa to Rome’s new political and social order, a consequence of a century of civil wars in the late republic, has barely received any attention in the ancient sources that his actions merit but has seen more focus in the last two centuries within modern scholarship.[footnoteRef:3]  [2:  Reinhold, M. 1933: Preface.]  [3:  Reinhold, M. 1933: Preface.] 

 Augustus’ Principate was remarkable for many reasons: four decades of peace (Pax Romana); the further expansion of Roman territorial control (particularly in the Balkans region); and the creation of a dynasty. Augustus has also often been treated very favourably in the ancient literary source tradition and by modern scholars. The change in government from Senate to Principate was a huge upheaval in terms of the socio-political environment and context, and this has clearly affected some of our ancient source bias. Augustus’ success partly lay in the maintaining of the political structure of the Republic whilst creating his position of princeps, as informal and omnipotent as it was. Eck writes that new honours were created especially for Octavian, on account of his ‘unparalleled achievements’.[footnoteRef:4] This led to self-proclamations of Augustus ‘restoring the republic’, although this was concealing monarchy under the guise of a Restored Republic, with the restoration of traditional religious, social and moral standards.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  Eck, W. 2003: 2.]  [5:  Hammond, M. 1965: 139.] 

Within our ancient literary sources, sometimes accounts of past events or people are given a pejorative narrative due to the author’s bias, perhaps preferring an inaccurate account for one that fits their agenda. It is therefore important to distinguish personal bias and comment on the validity of the account, but cultural bias, however, is a lot harder to distinguish.[footnoteRef:6] Tacitus, one of the ancient sources critical to this dissertation, writes at the start of the Annals and the Histories that he is free from bias. This claim has been disputed, predominantly by Vogt, although this claim was often written by other ancient historians as well by the time of the early empire.[footnoteRef:7] Tacitus’ omission of the Augustan regime up until his death and general summary of Tiberius’ regime would differ from Tacitus’ original claim.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  McCullagh, C.B. 2000: 39.]  [7:  Luce, T.J. 1989: 16; Tac. Ann; Histories; Vogt, J. 1936.]  [8:  Tac. Annals. 1.1-15.] 

This research will be analysing Augustus’ ‘right hand man’, Marcus Agrippa, and how the literary source tradition assesses his impact on Augustus’ reign. Augustus and Agrippa’s careers are explicitly linked in their unusual climb of the cursus honourum, but Agrippa is largely excluded from the narrative of Augustan Rome in most ancient and modern sources. As such, a modern, accurate’ biography and analysis of Agrippa are few in number and therefore this piece closely scrutinises our literary, epigraphic, architectural, and numismatic evidence that survives to this day. 
This dissertation will be structured into chapters analysing Marcus Agrippa’s military, political, and architectural impact on Rome and Augustus’ reign and conclude as to whether he was the backbone to Augustus’ reign and power. These chapters will also be divided into sections regarding Agrippa’s certain wars, positions, or buildings. My central conclusion on these chapters are as follows:
1. Marcus Agrippa’s effect on the Roman military and conflict in the reign of Augustus was minimal in the years around the second triumvirate but gained momentum around 37 BCE with the Sicilian war and climaxing with his contribution at Actium in 31 BCE. Agrippa was vital in Augustus solidifying his position as Princeps and in putting an end to the republic.
2. Marcus Agrippa’ political career is strongly linked with Augustus having previously held several of the same positions and was key in establishing Augustus within the Principate for several decades. It is clear that Agrippa was the ideal choice to succeed Augustus before his death with his military and political experience within the newly founded empire.
3. The building projects commissioned by Agrippa ranged from within Rome to the outer reaches of the Roman Empire and helped the overall infrastructure of Rome and the provinces with mechanisms such as a road system in Gaul, aqueducts and temples throughout the empire. Arguably, this creation of a basic infrastructure throughout the provinces aided the Roman empire to maintain control and allow for easy governance.










Historiography:
In order to form a complete and comprehensive picture of the life of Marcus Agrippa, I must use a variety of source types throughout this project: literary, archaeological evidence, epigraphic, numismatics, and documentary. The study of Marcus Agrippa’s contributions to the Roman Empire during Augustus’ regime is an important question worth addressing because of the lack of modern scholarship on Agrippa’s life and achievements, and a general focus on Augustus’ life in our ancient sources. 
Therefore, this dissertation will gather and analyse all available and relevant literary and physical evidence and assess their importance to the wide context of the beginning of the Roman Empire. Had there been an ancient biography that covered Agrippa’s life but has been lost? Perhaps. We know he did write an autobiography but none of it has survived.[footnoteRef:9] There are also several other known pieces of literature by Agrippa, most of which are lost, however, the titles of his works are recorded: Oratio de Tabulis Signique Publicandis, Commentarii de Aquis, De Vita Sua, and Commentarii Geographici.[footnoteRef:10] An important imperial figure that is barely covered in the historiography of the period is peculiar, especially when the details down to his birth year have not been confirmed.  [9:  Powell, L. 2015: Preface.]  [10:  Pliny. NH. 35.26; Sen. Con. 2.4.13; Reinhold, M. 1933: 142. These four works would have offered new and vital information to various parts of this project; therefore, I cannot infer their importance upon their relevant field.] 

The main primary literary sources I will be using are Cassius Dio’s Roman History, Suetonius’ Life of the twelve Caesars, Appian’s Civil Wars, Pliny’s Natural History, and in parts: Plutarch’s Life of Antony, Tacitus’ Annals, and Strabo’s Geography. These sources range in their dates written and there is no discernible negative bias within these apart from the censure of the life and events of Augustus before his death in Tacitus’ Annals.[footnoteRef:11] Although, reading Pliny’s Natural History, one could sense an admiration for Agrippa, he appears several times but as illustrations and not complete stories and provides insights other ancient sources do not.[footnoteRef:12] The use of Eutropius will be occasional where necessary but his chronology is not exact and extracts are not detailed enough to prove helpful over other sources.[footnoteRef:13] Frontinius, a general who served under the emperor Nerva is the main authority on the aqueduct system of Rome detailing its repairs, improvements, and other relevant information this account will be invaluable whilst addressing Agrippa’s contribution to the urban improvement of Rome and its water supply.[footnoteRef:14] Orosius, a Roman historian, wrote an account of Actium, some 400 years after the fact despite this his account is helpful in places but some information will be discounted due to it being disproven.[footnoteRef:15] A pertinent quote of Seneca “of those who emerged as successes from the civil wars, Agrippa alone was happy only for the public good”.[footnoteRef:16] However, the ancient sources and most modern scholarship that happens to cover Agrippa never question his motives. Galinsky writes that “Augustan memory management” must be considered in the works that present Agrippa as a benefactor and a man of the people and that his contributions must be reconsidered.[footnoteRef:17] [11:  Oglesby, Z. 2017: 1.]  [12:  Pliny. NH. 3.17, 7.45-6; Burns, M.A.T. 1964: 253-4.]  [13:  Eutropius. Abridgement of Roman History; Reinhold, M. 1933: 25: Footnote 27.]  [14:  Frontinius. On the Water Supply of Rome; Abrahams, H. J. 1975: 667.]  [15:  Orosius. Christian History.]  [16:  Sen. Ep. 94.46. Similar statements can be found in Dio. 54.29.1-8 and Vell. 2.79.1.]  [17:  Galinsky, K. 2012: 212; Roddaz, J.M. 1980; 1984; Kontokosta, A.H. 2019: 51.] 


There are no definitive studies that cover Agrippa before the 19th century and that argue his contributions to the socio-political context of Augustan Rome pejoratively or dismiss his relevance. Therefore, we must primarily look to more recent scholarship on Agrippa, specifically works of the twentieth and twenty-first century. The first works that cover Marcus Agrippa in a biographical format were by Frandsen (1835) and Motte (1872). A review of these two works given the research methods available to them proves to be informative pieces of scholarly work, although Motte does not advance upon Frandsen’s work.[footnoteRef:18] The most conclusive works on Agrippa’s life are by Reinhold (1933) and Roddaz (1984), and they come closest to actually informing readers whilst having dealt with all available primary and secondary sources. However, Roddaz writes in French, which will hinder this project although some English reviews are available, and these will be invaluable to the research conducted.[footnoteRef:19] In the same year, Reinhold also published a separate article attempting to provide a satisfactory account of the Perusine War.[footnoteRef:20] Powell (2015) is the latest author to cover Agrippa comprehensively and in English, with sections covering Agrippa’s military, political, and architectural achievements. Powell’s 2015 work and Reinhold’s 1933 work will be the most important secondary sources for this project. [18:  Frandsen, P.S. 1835; Motte, A.F. 1872; Reinhold, M. 1933: VII.]  [19:  Reinhold, M. 1933; Roddaz, J.M. 1984; Seager, R. 1986: 96.]  [20:  Reinhold, M. 1933.2.] 










Archaeological, epigraphical and numismatic evidence:
The literary sources are not the only evidence we have available to assess the life and importance of Marcus Agrippa. Since is often described as a patron of public works, so it is not surprising many of his buildings have survived, including their inscriptions. Agrippa’s life and career are attested by carved inscriptions from around the Roman world. Various inscriptions on his public buildings across the empire confirm Agrippa’s travels even when the literary sources do not, he is invariably shown as ‘M. Agrippa’ or ‘M. Agrippa L. F.’.[footnoteRef:21] Agrippa’s building programmes also extended to military purposes, and his naval fleets were renowned for their success especially during the battle of Actium and against Sextus Pompey.[footnoteRef:22] The archaeological evidence will most likely overlap with much of the surviving epigraphical evidence attributed to him as there is a scarcity of it within this period and topic. Numismatic evidence, however, is more prevalent in this era of Roman history due to the quantity produced across the empire and due to the mixture of silver and gold coinage. Coinage of Agrippa can be dated from around 38 BCE until his death, and these coins can help us to confidently identify what Agrippa looked like and can help support evidence of Agrippa’s travels and appearances across the empire.[footnoteRef:23] The coinage can also help identify how much of a role Agrippa played in the Principate at the end of his life as some coinage minted around 13 BCE proclaimed Agrippa as Augustus’ legal equal and as if he were second princeps.[footnoteRef:24] The coinage of 13 BCE specifically is important to assess in terms of Agrippa’s importance, as it broke up what is termed Augustus’ ‘quasi-regal domination’ of the imperial mint and indicated Agrippa’s elevation in status.[footnoteRef:25] [21:  Powell, L. 2015: Preface, 247.]  [22:  Reinhold, M. 1933: 25; Appian 5.92.386.]  [23:  Cohen, H. 1880: 1.14; Babelon, E. 1885: 2.56; Reinhold, M. 1933: 26; Powell, L. 2015:]  [24:  Stern, G. 2015: 61.]  [25:  Stern, G. 2015: 61.] 

Marcus Agrippa: The military might?
The end of the Roman republic and beginning of the first Principate of Augustus can be summarised as a largely volatile period of history that saw many civil wars with many victorious generals that could claim some part in the creation of the Roman empire. Pliny writes “a life spent amid arms and death” showing a familiarisation with the entirety of Agrippa’s entire military career and a rare reference to a military career.[footnoteRef:26] Marcus Agrippa is one who is majorly under-recognised in his contributions especially in his military efforts, with his most common appearance within our primary and secondary sources being the battle of Actium. This chapter will start by analysing the primary literary sources on Roman civil conflict from 43 BCE – 31 BCE and how much of an impact Agrippa had in the success of those conflicts or who else did and addressing it in the context of the rise of Octavian/Augustus. However, Agrippa’s role in the several years after Julius Caesar’s death is imprecise with very little mentions, mainly just assisting Octavian, most likely in the decision to depart Apollonia for Rome.[footnoteRef:27] [26:  Pliny. NH. 7.45-6; Burns, M.A.T. 1964: 253.]  [27:  Powell, L. 2015: 20] 


Mutina:
The first civil war this chapter will be addressing is the battle of Mutina in 43 BCE between Octavian and Mark Anthony; a result of Anthony’s assumption of power, friendship with Caesar and being consul alongside Caesar in 44 BCE, opposed to Caesar’s adoption of Octavian.[footnoteRef:28] Agrippa, being at Octavian’s side permanently during this period, would have most likely advised him, but our sources fail to mention much more than the advisement to Octavian. Looking at our ancient sources, Appian and Cassius Dio appear to be the chief authorities on the subject of Mutina, but Agrippa is not mentioned throughout. This is not to say he was not there but, I interpret it as he was unimportant compared to the likes of Octavian, Hirtius, Pansa, Antony, and Lepidus.[footnoteRef:29] Suetonius’ mention of Mutina is anecdotal and provides no real new or important information.[footnoteRef:30] Cicero is also one of the authorities for the phases of the battle and siege of Mutina and are lengthy and informative in terms of Brutus’ strategies.[footnoteRef:31]  [28:  Suet. Aug. 9.1; Plut. Antony. 17.1; Reinhold, M. 1933: 63.]  [29:  Dio. Roman History. XLVI: 29-38; Appian. Civil Wars. III. 49-86.]  [30:  Suet. Aug. 9.1,10.1,12.1,77.1,84.1.]  [31:  Cic. Philippics. 1-6.] 

The modern scholarship has paid more attention to Mutina in the context of a ‘war of propaganda’ between Octavian and Antony. Brand also dedicated a book chapter to it but is merely descriptive and again, offers no new information on the subject.[footnoteRef:32] The recorded archaeological evidence we have from Mutina is scarce. One would expect hordes of human remains, armour, weapons, and many other paraphernalia used in war. However, this very rarely the case as actual remains of the event rarely survive above ground due to looting, animals, and weather conditions all affect their longevity.[footnoteRef:33] Although, the evidence we do have are several missile lead bullets (glans plumbea) but an exact number or date of when these were found is not known.[footnoteRef:34] Therefore, assessing Agrippa’s role in Mutina and the impact it had on Octavian’s career and the start of the Roman empire is quite simple - there was none, or no obvious effect that can be inferred from our primary and secondary sources. However, the overall impact of Mutina cannot be underestimated as it led to the deaths of Hirtius and Pansa, which have been noted as suspicious by various sources. It resulted in the senate naming Octavian consul suffectus, and then the formation of the second triumvirate (Octavian, Antony, and Lepidus) at the end of 43 BCE.[footnoteRef:35] This new Triumvirate meant that the three triumvirs essentially had shared rule over Rome, which was also a part of their constitution. This position came with many powers with limits, predominantly for the time period of five years but they did not always stay within these limits.[footnoteRef:36] The Triumviral period was overwhelmingly marked by illegality, violence, and the erratic use of power. Although Agrippa was not chosen as one of the triumvirs, his close relationship with Octavian meant he would have had some insight into the council, but this period of Roman politics will be addressed fully later. [32:  Geiger, J. 1980: 112-14; Brand, S. 2019: 234-65.]  [33:  Sutherland, T. 2019: 1.]  [34:  Labate, D. & Rainmondi, N. 2008. http://www.romanhideout.com/News/2008/20081127.asp Accessed: 30/04/2020.]  [35:  Koortbojian, M. 2013: 37; Sandys, J.E. 2015: 131-2; Suet. Aug. 26.1-27.5; Dio. Roman History. 41.3.]  [36:  Bleicken, J. 1990; Rich, J.W. 1992: 112-4; ] 



Philippi:
The battle of Philippi in 42 BCE was the first civil war of the Triumviral period between the forces of Octavian and Antony, and the forces of Brutus and Cassius (the leaders of Caesar’s assassins).[footnoteRef:37] Marcus Agrippa features more prominently within our primary literary sources in terms of Philippi, specifically by Pliny who places Agrippa at Philippi and nowhere mentions any inclusion of combat on his part, but it is more than probable that he did.[footnoteRef:38] Furthermore, Dio and Appian appear to be the authorities in terms of the primary sources with Philippi but lack any mention of Agrippa, except from an anecdotal section by Appian referring to the erasure of Marcus’ (lieutenant of Brutus) name from the proscriptions.[footnoteRef:39] Mentions of Philippi within Suetonius are once again brief, anecdotal or after the fact with references to the temple of Janus Quirinus and Mars.[footnoteRef:40] The victory at Philippi was arguably equally as important as that at Mutina. It signalised a victory over Caesar’s assassins which was incredibly important for propaganda purposes and for military purposes as 14,000 of the defeated soldiers switched to join Octavian and Antony. However, this had a negative financial impact and the legions were reduced from forty-three to thirty-two.[footnoteRef:41] [37:  Suet. Aug. 9.1.]  [38:  Pliny. NH. 7.148; Reinhold, M. 1933: 17. Pliny cites Agrippa and Maecenas as the authorities on Octavian’s health at Philippi, Suetonius also mentions Octavian’s poor health during the battles.]  [39:  Dio. 47. 37-49; Appian. IV. 49.1.]  [40:  Suet. Aug. 22.1, 29.2.]  [41:  Powell, L. 2015:] 


The Perusine War:
The Perusine war is the first time Agrippa appears as one of Octavian’s generals, which was in 41 BCE against Lucius Antonius, brother of Antony and one of the consuls for that year, when Lucius Antonius attempted to remove Octavian so Antony would rule Rome as sole ruler.[footnoteRef:42] Despite Agrippa’s involvement at Perusia, Suetonius, again, does not mention him. Therefore, our main primary sources for this section will be Appian and Cassius Dio, Appian is certainly more informative in terms of the number of legions on each side and in terms of his general account but he does not fully comprehend the military manoeuvres in the campaign.[footnoteRef:43] We are given a complete background to this event and both Appian and Dio differ in their causes of this conflict: Dio claims it was the lack of the share in Antony and Octavian’s land and the dissolution of Octavian and Claudia (Antony and Lucius’ sister), whilst Appian does not mention the cause or motivations behind the participants.[footnoteRef:44] However, the political objectives and personality of Lucius have been altered within the ancient sources due to Augustan propaganda and historiography. This portrays him as a pawn of Fulvia or as a spokesperson for the dispossessed Italic landowners rebelling against Octavian and his veterans.[footnoteRef:45] Nonetheless, the ancient accounts remain incomplete, and according to Reinhold on the events that preceded the siege of Perusia, this is based on the past judgements of Ferrero, Kromayer & Veith, and Holmes.[footnoteRef:46] Dio’s account does not include Agrippa’s contributions, and the first mention of him in Appian’s account is when he captured Sutrium, which was a strategically important town, built perhaps to control the Via Cassia through the Ciminian forest, and to draw Lucius away from Salvidienus.[footnoteRef:47] Appian says this plan succeeded but does not go onto to further explain how or to what extent it succeeded, although it is likely this plan cut off all contact to Rome for Lucius and was no doubt the beginning of the end for Lucius’ ‘rebellion’.  [42:  Suet. Aug. 14.1; Reinhold, M. 1933: 17; Powell, L. 2015: ]  [43:  Appian. 5.24.97; Reinhold, M. 1933.2: 181.]  [44:  Dio. 48.5; Appian. 5.4.30-31; Reinhold, M. 1933.2: 181.]  [45:  Gabba, E. 1971: 146; Dio. 48.4.1-6, 6.4-5, 10.3; Liv. Per. 125.]  [46:  Reinhold, M. 1933.2: 180; Ferrero, G.F. 1909: 3.234; Kromayer, J. & Veith, G. 1922: 121; Holmes, T. 1928: 95-6.]  [47:  Appian. 5.4.31; Ward-Perkins, J.B. & Ridgway, D.W.R. 2016: https://oxfordre.com/classics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199381135.001.0001/acrefore-9780199381135-e-6161 This road played an important part in the fighting that followed the destruction of Veii.] 

Agrippa is then said to have fought Ventidius and Asinius with Salvidienus at Fulginium to prevent them being surrounded, whilst sieging Lucius at Perusia. This was successful, and Lucius and his troops were not resupplied with men or supplies leading to the eventual surrender and desertion of Lucius by his men. Agrippa is not mentioned in the final part of the siege, until he intercepted two legions that had been abandoned by Plancus and managed to recruit them and was the only one of Octavian’s generals to do so without further conflict.[footnoteRef:48]  [48:  Appian. 5.4.50.1; Powell, L. 2015: 40.] 

The Perusine war is the first instance within any of the known literary sources where Agrippa appears as a successful military general. However, we cannot know the true extent to which his tactics affected the siege of Perusia because of the silence on his actions in our ancient sources but this success led to his rise to a permanent general of Octavian. The overall importance of the Perusine war was militarily and politically limited. Octavian’s position within Italy had not changed much, only the army of Plancus had partially dissolved with the cavalry reaching Sextus in Sicily, and part of Campania was in revolt through Claudius Nero.[footnoteRef:49] The role of Agrippa has also been overestimated and exaggerated according to Reinhold a number of scholars place him in charge of the whole war, Reinhold names these scholars.[footnoteRef:50] The supporting evidence for this would be the glandes (lead shots) found at Perugia, as they bear the names of Octavian and Salvidienus but not the name of Agrippa. This implies he was lower ranking than Salvidienus or that such archaeological evidence has not been found yet.[footnoteRef:51] [49:  Gabba, E. 1971: 151.]  [50:  Reinhold, M. 1933: 20; Domaszewski, A.V. 1909: 95-96; Ferrero, G. 1909: 3.235; Motte, A.F. 1872: 33-4; Schiller, H. 1883: 83.]  [51:  Zangemeister, K. 1885: 6.52-78; Reinhold, M. 1933: 20; Powell, L. 2015: 40-41.] 


Treaty of Brundisium:
The treaty of Brundisium was an important event in terms of the second/third triumvirate as it eventually helped Octavian secure ships from Antony and re-affirm the triumvirate. Although this was a short event, it is still worth addressing due to the downfall and death of Salvidienus and Agrippa subsequently replacing him as Octavian’s leading general.[footnoteRef:52] Agrippa’s involvements in the affair are small and not documented well. The veterans firstly followed Agrippa showing some form or loyalty and respect for the general when the enemy was Sextus but retreated when Antony was known to be in charge. He next appears taking Sipontum, a port town in southern Italy and a strategic point in Apulia, but nothing is said about the engagement or defence, if there was any. The accounts of Cassius Dio and Appian do not mention Agrippa further as the conflict was resolved shortly after.[footnoteRef:53] The resulting peace treaty led to Octavian receiving the Hispanic and Gallic provinces, Ilyricum and Sardinia and the forced suicide of Salvidienus.[footnoteRef:54] [52:  Dio. 48.33; Appian. 5.7.66; Reinhold, M. 1933: 24; Powell, L. 2015: Clearly a warning that any attempt to stop Octavian would result in the same result regardless of the friendship or former service.]  [53:  Appian. 5.6.58; Dio. 48.28.1.]  [54:  Powell, L. 2015: 42-3.] 


The Gallic rebels:
Following the treaty of Brundisium, Agrippa was installed as governor of Transalpine Gaul, a province gained by Octavian in the treaty.[footnoteRef:55] This event was hardly notable, but Cassius Dio mentions it, again in no particular detail at all. Neither does Appian and the same within Eutropius’ Abridgement of Roman History and there is no mention of it within Suetonius. Despite this, it receives larger interest within the modern sources.  [55:  Dio. 48.49.2-4; Appian. 5.92.1; Eutropius. VII.V.] 

Arguably, it is important in terms of Agrippa and his leadership, as this is the first instance where he is in control of an entire province, something he was eligible to do after completing his praetorship.[footnoteRef:56] A problem that arises within the scholarship is when exactly in 39 BCE Agrippa was in Gaul. The likely truth is that Agrippa’s governorship was shortly after the Peace of Misenum, when Octavian is known to have visited Gaul, but no exact details of the campaign are known nor the cause of the uprising. Although, there had been no benefits to Roman rule as of yet to these people, and the removal of Antony’s legions would have had given the Aquitani rebels confidence.[footnoteRef:57]  [56:  Reinhold, M 1933: 25.]  [57:  Reinhold, M. 1933: 25; Desjardins, E. 1876: 3.36-7; Herzog, E. 1864: 105. Strabo describes the Aquitani as not one tribe but a federation of smaller clans (Strab. 4.2.1.)] 

On his return to Rome, another uprising on the Rhine occurred in early 37 BCE, but again, not much is known about this uprising as our sources do not discuss them. Dio only mentions Agrippa’s crossing of the Rhine to deal with them in reference to him being the ‘second Roman to cross for war after Caesar’.[footnoteRef:58] It is also likely Agrippa would have consulted Caesar’s Commentaries on the Gallic War, written shortly after 56 BCE.[footnoteRef:59] These two uprisings, although minor in comparison to the civil wars, are important in terms of Agrippa and his success as he was gaining more recognition as a successful general, and on his return to Rome was awarded a full triumph.[footnoteRef:60]  [58:  Dio. 48.49.3.]  [59:  Dio. 48.49.3; Powell, L. 2015: 45; Caes. Bell. Gall. 1.1.]  [60:  Powell, L. 2015: 45; Dio. 48.49.3.] 


The Sicilian war:
The first real military test Agrippa faced came in the Sicilian war against Sextus Pompeius, despite having no experience in naval warfare. Troubles with Sextus had been a frequent occurrence for Octavian for several years, although the war is believed to have started in 37/36 BCE. Agrippa, at first, was entrusted with equipping Octavian’s naval fleet. Sextus had destroyed most of the naval fleet in a previous battle, and harbours were also built near Lake Avernus.[footnoteRef:61]  Suetonius mentions the harbour but not in relation to Agrippa, and is the only one of our ancient sources to mention its name Portus Iulius, named after Octavian by Agrippa.[footnoteRef:62]  Any remains of the harbour were destroyed with a volcanic eruption in 1538, which also resulted in the disappearance of Lake Lucrinus.[footnoteRef:63] Miltner describes Agrippa’s improvements made to his naval vessels, as his strength was in his marines and not in the speed of his vessels, so designed them so they could obstruct Sextus’ ships with a grapnel to draw them close and transfer troops onto them, somewhat revolutionary for Roman naval vessels.[footnoteRef:64] [61:  Dio. 48.49.2-50.3; Appian. V.X.91; Powell, L. 2015: 48; Reinhold, M. 1933: 29; Flor. II.XVIII.6.  Our ancient sources are fragmentary on the buildings of this harbour as Dio (48.50.1) and Cassiodorus (9.6) seems to have confused Lake Avernus with Lake Lucrinus. It is likely Agrippa would have described it in his autobiography. Dio also writes in the context of the harbour “I shall describe at some length” but nowhere does he actually do this. Although scholars are unanimous in connecting Agrippa with the Portus Iulius.]  [62:  Suet. Aug. 16.1.]  [63:  Reinhold, M. 1933: 30-31; Preller, L. 1850: 147-153.]  [64:  Miltner, F. 1931: 5.904. Appian does not mention the Portus Iulius or Agrippa’s training and buildings programme of troops and ships. Cassius Dio does not go into detail about the ships and their military capability.] 

The conflict with Sextus began in the middle of 36 BCE, with Octavian and Agrippa leading the naval fleet toward Sicily to meet Sextus with Lepidus and Antony, in order to converge and surround Sextus and his naval fleet.[footnoteRef:65] However, the transport of ships was delayed due to a storm, which destroyed many of Lepidus’ ships, and Octavian and Agrippa were forced to take refuge in the Bay of Velia.[footnoteRef:66] This was unfortunate, however it was not decisive but methods of predicting the weather were around but clearly not utilised. There is a great deal of material on weather prediction that has survived from classical antiquity, but no textual evidence surprisingly on attempts to record the weather by the Romans despite the Babylonian’s writing the Astronomical Diaries centuries before.[footnoteRef:67]  [65:  Appian. 5.96; Dio. Dio writes that the fleet was ready and left in the spring, Holmes (1.1.3) is the authority who dates it as July.]  [66:  Appian. 5.99; Dio. 49.1.5.]  [67:  Lehoux, D. 2015: 2; Babylonian Astronomical Diaries – A large collection of cuneiform clay tablets.] 

Agrippa’s next contribution to the Sicilian war was by briefly occupying Hiera which had previously been occupied by one of Pompey’s garrisons with the intention to attack the following day, the island is not notable apart from its active volcano.[footnoteRef:68] This position was important so the forces of Octavian fight Pompey on two fronts at the same time, the other front being Tauromenium by Octavian and Messala with three legions.[footnoteRef:69] Appian provides an informative description for the ensuing battle and describes the preparation by both sides as “superb”, however, Appian confuses Demochares, Pompey’s freedman for Papias, Dio does not make this mistake.[footnoteRef:70] The resulting conflict was Pompey’s shorter and lighter ships against Octavian’s larger and heavier ships both forces excelling in nimble manoeuvres or close fighting. Agrippa’s larger ships were crucial in their success as Agrippa used his ship as a battering ram of sorts managing to destroy Demochares’ ship in an initial skirmish which resulted in Pompey’s retreat.[footnoteRef:71] Dio conjects that the reason Agrippa did not give chase to the fleeing ships was because of their speed could not be matched by their heavier ships and would have been run aground.[footnoteRef:72] Furthermore, Dio also writes that others thought it was enough to rout Pompey’s forces as he was fighting for Octavian and not himself but their careers are closely linked and naval success against Sextus was arguably as important for both men. The initial reason makes the most sense as Agrippa built his ships for strength and endurance not speed, but also Appian’s mention of “not being carried away by rashness and not to wear out his soldiers”.[footnoteRef:73] The early victory by Agrippa is solely due to his initative with the construction of his ships but also his tactics during the naval battle, the overall result of this was the loss of ships primarily of Sextus’ forces but not a crucial victory. However, Octavian had not fared so well against Sextus with a big loss of ships and his legions cut off on Messana but Dio writes his confidence was restored by a fish, this is anecdotal and written so Octavian is not shown as completely helpless, despite him being so without Agrippa in the war with Sextus.[footnoteRef:74] Consequently, Agrippa sent food and soldiers to Cornificus whilst also occupying Mylae and Tyndaris forcing Sextus’ retreat allowing Cornificus and his troops to adequately resupply and regroup with Agrippa.[footnoteRef:75] Although Appian’s account differs substantially from Dio’s as Dio appears to omit certain pieces of information so his account reads that Sextus was a coward, it is clear this account was influenced by bias towards Octavian and the Principate.[footnoteRef:76] Agrippa’s reputation as a soldier has clearly been understated in the ancient sources if the rumour of Agrippa’s presence forced Sextus to retreat and abandon his baggage train. The events after featuring Agrippa are scarce, Appian mentions Agrippa pursuing some ships after a large naval battle that Agrippa had won at Naulochus and then proceeded to lay siege to Messana with Lepidus.[footnoteRef:77] Agrippa is mentioned less in the ancient sources as the Sicilian war went on, this could be because of the lack of contemporary evidence of his actions but with the war being a mainly naval affair it is strange he is not mentioned more in relation to Naulochus but is in line with the overall sources on Agrippa. Sextus was not pursued after he fled Naulochus in fears his death at the hands of Octavian and on Antony’s provinces would have caused unnecessary tension between the two remaining triumvirs. The small conflict between Octavian and Lepidus that happened after Lepidus secured Sicily for himself is worth noting due to it resulting in losing his position as triumvir and commander, but Agrippa does not feature in the accounts of this conflict within the ancient sources.[footnoteRef:78] [68:  Appian. 5.105.1; Roller, D.W. 2018: 6.2.10.]  [69:  Appian. 5.105.1.]  [70:  Appian. 5.106.1; Dio. 49.2.1; Reinhold, M. 1933: 39.]  [71:  Appian. 5.107.1; Dio. 49.3-4.]  [72:  Dio. 49.4.1.]  [73:  Appian. 5.108.1.]  [74:  Dio. 49.5.2-5.]  [75:  Dio. 49.7.4.]  [76:  Appian. 5.117.1.]  [77:  Appian. 5.121-2.]  [78:  Appian. 5.123-6.] 

The Sicilian war was incredibly important for Octavian and his position in the lead up to Actium. Octavian had gained troops and naval vessels from Antony enhancing his strength in exchange for troops for Antony’s Parthian campaign, these soldiers never arrived weakening Antony and resulting in a loss in Parthia, Appian details Octavian’s forces as: “forty-five legions of infantry, 25,000 horse and some 40,000 light armed troops, with 600 war-ships”.[footnoteRef:79] Lepidus’ loss of influence and power from the conflict resulting from Naulochus directly affected Octavian’s power with the triumvirate now only consisting of Octavian and Antony, which consequently ended in 33 BCE. This overall success for Octavian is undoubtedly the result of Agrippa’s military prowess and as always, some good luck. Octavian can only really be credited with his benevolence towards Sextus’ generals who were pardoned, also awarding his soldiers prizes of victory as well as distributing crowns and other honours to “all” Appian does not state who but it can be inferred these rewards would have been for his generals, despite this part of his army revolted.[footnoteRef:80] [79:  Appian. 5.127.1.]  [80:  Appian. 5.127, 128.] 


The Illyrian conflict:
The Illyrian conflict took place shortly after Octavian’s return to Rome most likely in 35/34 BCE against the Pannonians. There appears to be no reason for this campaign other than to give his “soldiers practice and to support them at the expense of an alien people” according to Dio.[footnoteRef:81] Appian, however, provides the reasoning of the region not yet being under Roman control, and as such levied tolls on those wanting to pass through their country and its strategic importance for war against the Dacii and the Bastarnae.[footnoteRef:82] Agrippa is featured within Dio and Appian’s account but most details have been omitted. Appian’s Foreign Wars have been reconstructed from several medieval manuscripts which may explain this lack of detail.[footnoteRef:83] Agrippa’s presence is recorded with some certainty at various points of the war: the stronghold of Metulus with the retreat of the Iapodes, and leading his troops against the Delmatae.[footnoteRef:84] Powell writes that Agrippa was successful in the two year-long conflict although there is no evidence to suggest if this was through a direct result of Agrippa’s actions or from several others. The only result of the conflict was that the region officially became the province of Illyricum which was to be administered by a senatorial proconsul.[footnoteRef:85] [81:  Dio. 49.36.1.]  [82:  Appian. Ill. 17; Powell, L. 2015: 63.]  [83:  White, H. & Lendering, J. 2005: https://www.livius.org/sources/content/appian/appian-the-illyrian-wars/appian-the-illyrian-wars-4/#16]  [84:  Appian. Ill. 19,20; Dio. 49.38.3.]  [85:  Dio. 54.32.1.] 

Actium:
Agrippa’s career up until 31 BCE had been slowly progressing, with the victory at Actium accelerating his career and Agrippa’s power and prestige. War between Octavian and Antony was inevitable with the majority of Roman territory divided between the two, and with Cleopatra as Antony’s greatest sponsor, the opinion of Antony had greatly deteriorated within Rome.[footnoteRef:86] Antony’s forces are said to have been superior in number within many secondary sources, in comparison to Octavian’s. Plutarch writes that sixteen legions were withdrawn from Armenia, and Cleopatra provided him with men, horses, and ships (800 ships of war, 200 merchant vessels, 20,000 talents, and enough supplies for the army for the entirety of the war).[footnoteRef:87] However, Richardson writes that the belief that Actium was a hard-fought battle, which appears in all our ‘secondary’ authorities, was a legend invented by Augustus himself and his propagandists.[footnoteRef:88] [86:  Powell, L. 2015: 79; Dio. 50.1-2.]  [87:  Plut. Ant. 56.1.]  [88:  Richardson, G.W. 1937: 154.] 

On the other hand, Octavian is described as without having made adequate preparations, and was forced to resort to gaining the money and resources needed from all citizens of Rome. This resulted in riots across Italy, and the potential loss of his political position.[footnoteRef:89] There is much debate about Actium within the scholarship, mainly between Tarn and Kromayer predominantly on the number of troops and vessels on each side and that Actium was a hard-fought battle.[footnoteRef:90] There appears to be an over-exaggeration on the number of vessels Antony had in an attempt to magnify a victory that was won over a largely inferior fleet. Tarn is most likely correct in assuming Octavian’s fleet was the same that had defeated Sextus, as no further mention of shipbuilding is recorded anywhere.[footnoteRef:91] [89:  Powell, L. 2015: 80]  [90:  Kroymayer, J.I. Hermes XXXIV. 1899: 1-54; Tarn, W.W. X: 100-106.]  [91:  Richardson, G.W. 1937: 154.] 

For Octavian to be successful in the ensuing conflict, and because Agrippa was pivotal after his naval success against Sextus in 36 BCE, he was entrusted with the general direction of the equipment and the training of Caesarian forces.[footnoteRef:92] Agrippa’s success began immediately whilst crossing over to Greece, Antony and Cleopatra’s forces were scattered across the western coast of Greece, and intercepted many of Antony’s transport ships containing food and munitions whilst also capturing Methone and killing Bogud.[footnoteRef:93] Furthermore, Agrippa’s success continued by completing a blockade of Antony’s forces by capturing the islands of Leucas and Cape Ducato, whilst securing some of Antony’s vessels stationed at these islands, this was strategically important as it reduced Antony’s force as well as cutting Antony off from resupply or reinforcements. Naval battles began from Patrae with Agrippa defeating Q. Nasidius and Sosius near Actium, Dio writes that Sosius was killed in this defeat but many secondary authorities have indicated this was an error in the passage.[footnoteRef:94] Similar to Naulochus, Agrippa was admiral-in-chief for the final days and advised Octavian against a plan that relied on the desertion of Antony’s troops to succeed and was unlikely to happen. Antony’s fleet was like Octavian’s at Naulochus and Agrippa had opted for smaller vessels similar to Sextus’ fleet as the heavier fleet had certain disadvantages, most likely their speed and ability to manoeuvre.[footnoteRef:95] When Actium was finally fought, Agrippa held Octavian’s left flank in order to surround the entire fleet when Sosius advanced which succeeded and forced Cleopatra and then Antony to retreat from their remaining fleet and the battle was over.[footnoteRef:96]  [92:  Reinhold, M. 1933: 53.]  [93:  Kroymayer, J.I. VII. 9, 31; Orosius. 6.19.6; Dio. 50.11.3. Kroymayer writes that Agrippa left from Tarentum but does not cite a specific source with this information so I shall disregard it. Bogud supported Antony and was a joint king of Maurentania.]  [94:  Dio. 50.14.2; Livy. Per. 132; Reinhold, M. 1933: 54-55.]  [95:  Dio. 50.23.2-3; Plut. Ant. 61.1.]  [96:  Dio. 50.31.5, 50.33.1-3; Plut. Ant. 66.3, 67.3.] 

Dio and Plutarch are the main ancient authorities for Actium but label Octavian as the director of the campaign, this is a trend that has occurred throughout the scholarship on the life of Octavian and assigning his generals deed to Octavian. The outcome of Actium was a foregone conclusion since the start of the battle according to Reinhold, it is due to Agrippa that this outcome was achieved, which is often neglected within the sources. Agrippa’s only failure during the entire campaign was in controlling the returning veterans whilst Octavian was in the East and were only settled when Octavian returned with money and allocated land. In one respect Octavian succeeded where Agrippa failed, his diplomacy was clearly astounding. 
The victory allowed for the foundation of the principate with the senate also creating new honours and powers upon Octavian essentially rendering their own powers obsolete and making him the number one in Rome. The annexation of Egypt had meant Rome’s wealth had risen considerably allowing for Octavian to easily settle veterans and provided a new revenue of corn. 









Marcus Agrippa: The Politician:
Marcus Agrippa held various political positions before The Principate and more so during. He was most likely installed in these positions to help Octavian maintain as much power during the Triumviral period. These positions ranged from Praetor, governor of a province; consul; Aedile; and tribune. Having Agrippa in these positions would have greatly helped Octavian through to 12 BCE and elevated his prominence within the empire. Likewise, with Agrippa’s military contributions, his political positions are few and far between until around 37 BCE in which his career was accelerated with his first consulship before the conflict with Sextus.
Agrippa appears to be the first of the gens Vispania to appear within Roman history. The family line was most likely not of nobility until Agrippa, where he became noble and an important figure within the Principate.[footnoteRef:97] The likelihood of Agrippa elevating to such a prominent position, to even one of Augustus’ heirs from one of obscurity was unlikely but clearly not impossible, and it is likely Agrippa became a member of the Equestrian order after 44 BCE, either through meeting the property qualification or through Octavian’s influence.[footnoteRef:98] The first political event Agrippa partook in was the prosecution of Cassius after the Lex Pedia was passed.[footnoteRef:99] Dio writes that many of the other prosecutors were bribed with the promises of Brutus and Cassius’ property, although it is unlikely Agrippa needed such incentives because of his friendship with Octavian but he would have most likely benefitted from the confiscations.[footnoteRef:100] Appian also mentions Agrippa in terms of the proscriptions and the erasure of Marcus’ name following him being taken captive at Philippi, although it is not known why he did this, perhaps his benevolence.[footnoteRef:101] [97:  Reinhold, M. 1933:5-11. However, we know Agrippa had an older brother and was an associate of Cato the Younger from Nicolaus of Damascus 7.  We have nothing from the ancient sources of his birthplace or the origin of his family only the praenomen of his father appears in a few sources (Fasti, Dio, Index 48 and 53).]  [98:  Reinhold, M. 1933: 21.]  [99:  Res Gestae. 2; Plut. Brutus. 27; Reinhold, M. 1933: 16; Powell, L. 2015: 30.]  [100:  Dio. 46.49.3.]  [101:  Appian.  4.49. Appian adds after Actium the situation was reversed with Marcus securing Barbula’s pardon and that they help the consulship in the same year, although their names do not appear on record it could possibly mean they were consules suffecti.] 

Agrippa’s first political office was the praetor urbanus after the Perusine war, at the likely age of twenty-four, below the legal age for the office of the Praetorship during the republic.[footnoteRef:102] It is unlikely this role would have had greatly helped Octavian whilst preceding over judicial cases, with each year having some sort of civil conflict, so Agrippa’s impact as a politician is likely to have been minimal. There is a range of ancient sources and scholarship that agree upon Agrippa being appointed tribune during his lifetime, likely around 43 BCE, but due to the lack of primary information it is impossible to completely conclude that this was the date for Agrippa’s tribuneship. However, there is no doubt that if Agrippa had held this position shortly after 44 BCE, as it would have greatly helped Octavian’s influence and power. To elevate oneself on the cursus honourum Romans had to partake in state religion, and so in 39 BCE, Agrippa joined the Quindecemviri sacris faciendis, a committee of ten men responsible for performing sacrifices and consulting the Sybilline Books.[footnoteRef:103]  [102:  Kubler. Magistratus. 14.405-6; Dio. 48.20.2. There is debate within the scholarship of the 19th century whether this was Agrippa’s first office. In my opinion this was his first office due to his young age and his involvement in the civil wars from 44 BCE onwards.]  [103:  Tac. Ann. 6.12; Rupke, J. 2008: 8; Powell, L. 2015: 44.] 

Agrippa, having just completed his praetorship, was now eligible to take over a province. Octavian had employed Agrippa as the governor of Transalpine Gaul, a province that was gained by Octavian at Brundisium.[footnoteRef:104] An interesting point to note after Agrippa’s success in Aquitania and Germania and upon his return to Rome, he was awarded a full triumph, Powell writes that this was rare but turned down the honour. Dio offers the most accepted explanation for this: “Agrippa, did not celebrate the triumph, considering it disgraceful for him to make a display when Caesar had fared so poorly”.[footnoteRef:105] Agrippa’s act here shows the importance of their friendship and that he wished to remain outside of public acts of celebration to not overshadow Octavian’s image. There is also numismatic evidence from a mint travelling with Agrippa’s troops in Gaul announcing M. Agrippa Consul Designate for the next year and announcing his support for the divine Caesar’s heir.[footnoteRef:106] Agrippa shared his consulship with L. Caninius Gallus in 37 BCE from which we know from inscriptions and Dio, little is known about Gallus.[footnoteRef:107] Agrippa was designated consul as early as 40 BCE at the Peace of Brundisium, Appian writes that consuls for the next four years were decided in the spring of 39 BCE but goes on to list the consuls for 34-31 BCE, Dio states that consuls for the next eight years were decided but only includes those appointed for 38-35 BCE.[footnoteRef:108] This position was important for Agrippa and Octavian, as with constant civil war during this period, he retained his consulare imperium and his ability to lead troops into war, in which he was vital for the conflict with Sextus. Agrippa held the consulship two more times during his lifetime in twenty-eight and twenty-seven BCE with Octavian and although the ancient sources do not mention much of his actions for these two years, it can be inferred that through his position as consul and friendship with Octavian, Agrippa contributed greatly in the creation of the Principate. [104:  Eutropius. 7.4-6; Reinhold, M. 1933: 25. Agrippa’s presence within Gaul at this time is not explicitly stated within the ancient sources neither in any great detail to whether it was for the governorship or just for the military campaigns in Aquitania and Germania.]  [105:  Dio. 48.49.4; Osgood, J et al. 2019: 184.]  [106:  Crawford, M.H. 1974: 534.1,2,3; Powell, L. 2015: 242-3.]  [107:  Dio. 48 Index, 48.49.4; Joseph. Ant. 16.14.4; CIL. 1.28, 65, 158-9 (Rome).]  [108:  Appian. 5.73.313; Dio. 48.35.1-2. ] 

Following on from Actium, Agrippa’s role was aiding in assisting Octavian in the organisation and administration of the Roman Empire in which he had excelled previously with the reconstruction and organisation of many structures and urban features of Rome and was unofficially the second man of the Roman Empire. This position is reflected on various coins struck in Nemausus, the coin showed Octavian and Agrippa side by side on the obverse and the capture of Egypt on the reverse, it is not known if the governor of the province commissioned this or whether it was Octavian or Agrippa.[footnoteRef:109] Regardless, this would have been distributed around Gaul at least and provided an image of the two as equals, this could have also been displayed so to provide an image that was Rome was not just being ruled by one man. Furthermore, Dio writes that Agrippa and Maecenas were Octavian’s main advisors on the issue of restoring the Roman state to the senate and the people and that Agrippa’s opinion of establishing a monarchical form of government was rejected.[footnoteRef:110] It is accepted within the scholarship that these speeches were created by Dio in an attempt to mimic Thucydides, but Octavian did most likely seek advice from his two closest advisors.[footnoteRef:111] [109:  Muret, E. & Chabouillet, M. A. 1889: 58-65, Nos. 2740-2876.]  [110:  Dio. 52.14-14.]  [111:  Reinhold, M. 1933: 65.] 








Agrippa: The statesmen/architect
Agrippa is credited with the construction and restoration of many public buildings and roads within Rome and throughout the empire, often using his own money rather than the state treasury. However, I will not be addressing the building of ships and the Portus Iulius as it is covered in the first chapter of this project. We have descriptions of Rome from various ancient and modern sources, Favro writes that “Rome in the mid-first century B.C. projected an unattractive image. The urban infrastructure had long been mismanaged, public temples showed the effects of neglect” which was not manageable to restore and maintain in a single term of office for republican magistrates.[footnoteRef:112] Suetonius writes about the improvements made under Octavian/Augustus:  [112:  Favro, D. 1992: 61.] 

“Since the city was not adorned as the dignity of the empire demanded, and was exposed to flood and fire, he so beautified it that he could justly boast that he had found it built of brick and left it in marble.”[footnoteRef:113]  [113:  Suet. Aug. 28.3; Dio. 56.30: Augustus made this reference on his deathbed and meant it as a metaphor for the strength of his empire.] 

Scholars focus on the new physical structures found in Rome during this period and argue that they were to enhance Rome's image with new marble temples, extensive public facilities, and the mausoleum.[footnoteRef:114] Although Augustus credits himself with this achievement, Agrippa is largely responsible for part of the improvements of infrastructure within Rome during his period as an aedile, although others such as Statilius Tarus cannot be forgotten in their contributions.[footnoteRef:115] The impact Agrippa’s building programme had on Octavian’s success is somewhat limited, and then varies depending on his work within Rome or throughout the provinces as their purpose was entirely dependent on its location and needs. [114:  Favro, D. 1992: 61.]  [115:  Syme, R. & Levick, B.M. 2005.] 


Agrippa’s aedileship:
The buildings work of Agrippa began around 34 BCE during the period of his aedileship, for which he volunteered for, as this year did not see many other candidates because it was a huge financial burden for those in office.[footnoteRef:116] The pool of people that could have also been appointed aedile would have shrunk also with the prosciprtions a few years before killing 300 senators and 2,000 equestrians and their wealth and property forfeited.[footnoteRef:117] This office was key to Agrippa’s success and reputation as a populist as it set out his motivations of repairing and beautifying with a more sustainable water supply, an adequate sewage system, and the enhancement of many other public features of Rome for the dependants of Rome. [116:  Pliny. NH. 36.104; Dio. 49.43.1-8; Reinhold, M. 1933: 46.]  [117:  Plut. Ant. 19.3, 20.1; Appian. 4.5; Livy. Auc. 120.4; Powell, L. 2015: 32.] 

It cannot be understated the importance of the water supply into Rome, as it was crucial for keeping the people happy. Water was originally taken directly from the Tiber or from surrounding wells and springs in Rome’s early history. The first aqueduct to deliver water to Rome was the Aqua Appia in c.313 BCE, and as Rome grew in population, the Aqua Vetus, Marcia, and Tepula were built in c.277 BCE, 146 BCE, and 127 BCE respectively.[footnoteRef:118] Abrahams describes Agrippa as “Perhaps the greatest aqueduct builder”, and with Rome’s population ever increasing, the water supply therefore needed to increase with it. However, an exact figure on the increase of water supplied because of Agrippa is not known.[footnoteRef:119] [118:  Abrahams, H. J. 1975: 663.]  [119:  Abrahams, H. J. 1975: 666.] 

The main aqueduct in Rome during this period was the Aqua Marcia, which was built in c.144 BCE.  The ancient historian Frontius described it as being: “almost worn out”, and Agrippa suitably chose this as his first project because it was one of the most important structures in the city and crucial for Agrippa and Octavian’s public image.[footnoteRef:120] When completed, the Aqua Marcia was described as supplying fresh water to five regions of Rome, with new fountains throughout the city that ancient sources say came at the people’s delight.[footnoteRef:121] Agrippa was elected aedile again in the following year, along with Octavian’s second consulship, and Agrippa continued his improvement to the urban infrastructure of Rome with the repairs of the Aqua Appia and Aqua Vetus which were now in the same state that the Aqua Marcia was.[footnoteRef:122] In the same year, Agrippa subsequently started his own first building project with another aqueduct, the Aqua Iulia, honouring once again the gens Iulia similar to the harbour at Lake Avernus. However, Powell writes that he was most likely not the architect, but there is no supporting evidence for this and therefore I choose to believe Agrippa was the architect.[footnoteRef:123] The dating of the Aqua Iulia is disputed as Dio incorrectly places the building in 40 BCE, perhaps mixing up Agrippa’s praetorship and aedileship, whilst Holmes and Gardthausen suggest he began it in 40 and completed it in 33 BCE, due to the unrelenting civil wars during the period around 40 BCE.  I believe Frontinius’ account of its building being around 34-33 BCE.[footnoteRef:124] Due to Actium and the creation of the Principate, there is a rather large time gap before the Aqua Virgo was built, although its primary purpose was different from the previous ones Agrippa had repaired and built. The Aqua Virgo was built by Agrippa at his own expense and was the last of his contributions to the water supply of Rome. The Aqua Virgo's main purpose was supposedly to supply water to the newly built baths of Agrippa in 19 BCE.[footnoteRef:125] There is no doubt that the Aqua Virgo sufficiently supplied the Thermae Agrippae but a more likely reason for its building was to provide an adequate water to the regions of Rome that were inadequately supplied.[footnoteRef:126] Furthermore, public bathing was an integral part of daily life at almost every level of Roman society, they provided more than an improvement to personal hygiene but also social and cultural interaction.[footnoteRef:127] The baths indicate a new development of the Roman bath, as it is said to be the first of Rome’s increasingly impressive and luxurious imperial baths that were specifically for large-scale public use. Therefore, the development of the aqueducts and the baths of Agrippa are a clear indication of Agrippa’s intentions, by providing the people of Rome with a sustainable water supply and an improvement to their bathing experience which was an important social aspect of the public and private sphere. The total expenditure for the entirety of the repairs and building works Agrippa undertook was at his own expense. This was most likely possible due to the success of the Illyrian campaign. Dahlman attempted to create a link between this and Agrippa’s marriage to the daughter of one of Rome’s wealthiest men but this is an unlikely source of the money as there is no literary nor epigraphic evidence suggesting Agrippa’s father-in-law was the source.[footnoteRef:128]  This would have done much to improve upon his own - as well as Augustus’ - image amongst the people. After Agrippa’s death, the position of curator aquarum was created to ensure the water supply was maintained to the standard Agrippa improved it to.[footnoteRef:129] Pliny also mentions how Agrippa improved the aesthetic of Rome to match the improvements made to the city's urban features: “700 wells, in addition to 500 fountains, and 130 reservoirs, many of them magnificently adorned… 300 statues of marble or bronze, and 400 marble columns” could the famous brick to marble statement also be attributed to Agrippa now.[footnoteRef:130] [120:  Dio. 49.42.2.]  [121:  Dio. 49.42.2; Pliny. NH. 31.41; Frontin. 1.9. After Agrippa’s death the senate decreed the number of fountains should not be changed and they should be maintained to provide people with freshwater day and night. The exact part of the year this was repaired in is unknown, probably before the end as Agrippa was fighting in Dalmatia that year according to Dio. 49.38.3-4.]  [122:  Frontin. 1.9-10; Pliny. NH. 36.121; Powell, L. 2015: 70.]  [123:  Frontin. 1.9; Powell, L. 2015: 70.]  [124:  Dio. 48.32.3; Holmes, T.R. 1928: 136; Gardthausen, V. 1891: 2.608; Reinhold, M. 1933: 49.]  [125:  Frontin. 1.10; Dio. 54.11.7; Lloyd, R.B. 1979: 193; Yegul, F. K. 2014: 312. Yegul describes the baths as “a transitional institution, that established both a cultural agenda and an architectural tradition for imperial baths” although there is debate about whether this was the first “imperial” bath complex.]  [126:  Lloyd, R. B. 1979: 195. Lloyd also writes it provided water to the regions that the Aqua Julia did not and that the baths were opened six years earlier functioning as a sweat bath.]  [127:  Kontoksta, A. H. 2019: 123.]  [128:  Dahlman, A. 1927: 34; Reinhold, M. 1933: 47. ]  [129:  Rodgers, R.H. 1982: 171.]  [130:  Pliny. NH. 36.24; Powell, L. 2015: 71.] 

Due to the enormous success Agrippa had on improving the water supply in Rome as a subsequent urban feature of Rome – the drainage and sewage system were in need of repair, an issue which Agrippa addressed during his aedileship in 33 BCE.[footnoteRef:131] Powell writes that Agrippa had undertaken the greatest social welfare improvement programme since the building of the Cloaca Maxima, Rome’s first sewage system which was built c.600 BCE by Tarquinius Priscus.[footnoteRef:132] This statement perfectly summarises Agrippa’s aedileship of 34 BCE, and it was arguably the first real attempt made by an individual to win over the Roman people to personal rule by showing them the benefits for Rome and its people, and future emperors would attempt to emulate Agrippa’s contributions.[footnoteRef:133] This effort by Agrippa would have undoubtedly consolidated Octavian’s position and image amongst the senate and the people leading up to Actium. [131:  Dio. 49.43.1; Powell, L. 2015: 71]  [132:  Livy. Auc. 1.56; Powell, L. 2015: 71.]  [133:  Arnold, W.T. 1906: 164-5; Reinhold, M. 1933: 47.] 

Further improvements Agrippa made within Rome during his aedileship extended to public festivals and the Circus Maximus which had previously been expanded by Caesar.[footnoteRef:134] Agrippa built the dolphins and egg-shaped object on the spina to help spectators and gamblers accurately know how many times the course had been circled; this was only a small problem but was fixed nonetheless.[footnoteRef:135] Furthermore, Agrippa sponsored his own games that lasted for fifty-nine days, which included the Ludus Troiae, games which were described as the most lavish since Caesar celebrated his victories in Gaul and Egypt. Although this was not as important as the works done to the water supply it was still intended to be populist.[footnoteRef:136] Agrippa not only made improvements for the lower classes of Rome but also the patrician class with a passing of a decree that meant no one from the senatorial class could be tried for piracy, and those already facing these charges were released.[footnoteRef:137] These contributions to Rome  that spanned his two terms as aedile pandered to both the masses and the elite and greatly benefited his and Octavian’s prestige and popularity, Horace briefly mentions Agrippa’s popularity: “that you may gain those applauses, which Agrippa gains” suggesting that Agrippa was the ideal Roman citizen.[footnoteRef:138] [134:  Pliny. NH. 36.24; Powell, L. 2015: 73. It now accommodated 260,000 people.]  [135:  Dio. 49.43.2.]  [136:  Dio. 49.43.3; Pliny. NH. 36.121.]  [137:  Dio. 49.43.5.]  [138:  Horace. Sermones. 2.3.185-6.] 


Agrippa’s patronage in Rome:
There is a considerable time gap between Agrippa’s aedileship and his urban improvements to Rome until he once again becomes a patron of considerable building work throughout Rome and the provinces because of the end of the second triumvirate, Actium, and the first constitutional settlement. 
Pliny described Agrippa as “a man who was naturally more attached to rustic simplicity than to refinement”.[footnoteRef:139] However, the surviving evidence and descriptions of the buildings we have would disagree with Pliny’s statement and in fact, Pliny contradicts himself with a previous statement regarding Agrippa’s additional work around Rome during his aedileship of 34 BCE.[footnoteRef:140] Furthermore, Pliny mentions a speech given by Agrippa, ‘on the advantage of exhibiting in public all pictures and statues’ as well as Agrippa having purchased many sculptures to adorn his own buildings and had small paintings to be set in marble in the very hottest room of his public baths to remain on view.[footnoteRef:141]  [139:  Pliny. NH. 35.26.]  [140:  Pliny. NH. 36.24.]  [141:  Pliny. NH. 35.26. Pliny appears to be the only source that mentions this speech by Agrippa. Powell does not criticise or question Pliny’s blatant error or mistranslation.] 

Powell writes that Agrippa looked to the Campus Martius to improve or re-develop as it was an extensive area and largely undeveloped, but this provided useful logistically for the purpose of voting or a census.[footnoteRef:142] Agrippa’s intention for this area was a complex of monumental buildings, cultivated parks, and walkways decorated with sculptures and paintings for public viewing and enjoyment. Furthermore, the Pons Agrippae was commissioned by Agrippa at his own expense most likely to make the Campus Martius more accessible and this provided the first direct link between the central area of the Campus Martius and the Trans Tiberim, which later grew into a large residential district.[footnoteRef:143] The date of the bridges commission or completion is not known but the likely date would have been 28 BCE as it proved advantageous logistically to transport all construction materials for the buildings that were built during 28-25 BCE.  [142:  Iivy. Auc. 1.44.1-2; Hor. Carm. 3.7.25-28; Powell, L. 2015: 110.]  [143:  CIL. VI. 39087, VI. 29781 = ILS 6003. M. Agrippa Privat Iter – found in the Tiber near the Ponte Garibaldi; Cass. Dio. 54.29.4; Taylor, R. 2002: 8-10; CIL. VI. 31545 (Ostia).] 

Furthermore, keeping in line with a building programme that ‘beautified’ Rome, Agrippa finished building the Saepta Iulia in 26 BCE, which had been started by Lepidus, and the building’s purpose was not only for aesthetic reasons but also held a functional purpose.[footnoteRef:144] It was built to replace the ‘Ovile’, where Romans gathered in their comitia tribute to vote. The building of the Saepta Iulia, shortly after the first constitutional settlement, showed a policy of continuity of free elections within Rome’s republican democracy. The building itself was decorated with various paintings, statues and tablets which is briefly described by Dio and Pliny: “the statues now to be seen in the Saepta; an Olympus and Pan, and a Charon and Achilles”, but it is not certain whether Agrippa was the sole benefactor of this project, although it is likely because of his tendency to do so in previous projects.[footnoteRef:145] Included in Pliny’s list of ‘our magnificent constructions was the Diribitrorium, (vote counting office) which Agrippa had also began to build for the officials and returning officer; it was however, not finished in his lifetime.[footnoteRef:146] Dio writes that it was the largest building under a single roof ever constructed the building seems far too extraordinary for only Agrippa to have contributed to its plan, as up to this point, his buildings had been lavish but not over the top in terms of scale and for a building that had limited functionality.[footnoteRef:147] [144:  Dio. 53.23.1.]  [145:  Dio. 53.23.1; Pliny. NH. 36.29. Dio also writes that Agrippa was honoured both by Augustus and the people but not how he was honoured.]  [146:  Powell, L. 2015: 112.]  [147:  Dio. 55.8.4.] 

Agrippa’s building work within Rome continued with the Basilica Neputini, which was dedicated to the naval victories and argonauts. Dio does not specify which naval victories this celebrated but it would have most likely been Naulochus and Actium, and the building eventually gained the name the Argonautarum.[footnoteRef:148] This hall became one of Rome’s most popular meeting places but its exact function aside from this is not known. It is described in a fourth century document as porticum Argonautarum et Meleagri which is believed to reference one wing being decorated with depictions of Jason and his crew and the opposite wing had paintings of Meleager’s life and adventures.[footnoteRef:149] The centre-piece of Agrippa’s building programme within Rome was the Pantheon, described as one of the architectural masterpieces of antiquity and contained many statues of Roman gods, particularly Venus and Mars the patrons of the Julian line, it is most likely the temple was dedicated to these gods. [148:  Dio. 53.27.1]  [149:  Hor. Epistulae. 1.6.26; Mart. 3.20.11; Dio. 53.27; Reinhold, M. 1933: 75; Powell, L. 2015: 113.] 

Agrippa’s building works around Rome greatly contributed to his success as well as Octavian’s. Agrippa’s aedileship in 34 BCE is arguably his most important position outside of his military duties before the formation of the principate. His contribution was greatest with repairing the water supply within Rome as it provided the people with a constant supply that was constantly maintained. Agrippa’s other buildings within Rome served some function but were mainly in an effort to beautify Rome. Therefore, the overall impact Agrippa’s patronage of Rome had is somewhat limited in the context of Octavian’s success and the creation of the principate.




                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     












Conclusion:
To conclude, there is a paucity of evidence, both literary and physical on the subject of Agrippa and his life. Consequently, a detailed study of his contribution and its impact to the formation of the Principate and Octavian/Augustus’ career is challenging. In relation to other figures that surrounded Augustus, we arguably have more evidence for Agrippa’s impact on Augustus’ career. Agrippa’s premature death has also impacted a complete study of this topic, leaving questions unanswered around if, as an heir of Augustus and co-regent, he would have inherited the empire and how he would have further impacted Rome’s society and landscape.
Agrippa’s contributions to the career of Octavian/Augustus and the formation of the Principate were vital and immeasurable. There is, however, a specific period of time where Agrippa’s contributions are seen as having the greatest impact, and in my opinion, this was between 37 BCE and 25 BCE. After the death of Caesar, Agrippa’s actions are limited to the advisory of Octavian, as he was still young and relatively inexperienced, but this changed quickly in a matter of years. Agrippa’s impact is first truly shown at the Perusine and Sicilian wars with his generalship in two successful campaigns, which is followed by an incredibly successful aedileship in 34 BCE. Arguably, his most successful contribution was the victory at Actium, in which Agrippa was pivotal, this key event in Roman history helped the formation of the Principate as well as Octavian being named Augustus.
In assessing the three aspects of Agrippa’s career it is clear that the military aspect was the most successful and impactful and without him it is questionable whether Octavian would have risen to the position he did. Looking at the other two aspects it is immediately clear that they were not as vital to his success as his military career, but important, nonetheless. Agrippa had also made a great impact on the people in the east, particularly Herod, who had renamed a city in Agrippa’s honour and named his grandson after him, his politics in the east clearly had a greater impact in the east than within Rome. 
Agrippa’s building work within Rome would be considered on par with some of his military contributions as it greatly improved the water supply and its maintenance impacting the lives of all within Rome. The source of the funding for his urban improvements within Rome is somewhat questionable because of his unknown background and lack of wealth. It is likely the source of his funding was acquired through the numerous successful military campaigns and the extensive proscriptions.
As an heir of Augustus and co-regent, it shows Agrippa’s importance to Augustus and to Rome, he was the most suitable and most experienced heir out of the several Augustus had. Agrippa’s motivations are often described as being for the good of the people, which his will supports with his gardens and baths being free for the people’s enjoyment and set land aside for the purpose of their maintenance are just a few examples.[footnoteRef:150] [150:  Dio. 54.29.4; Reinhold, M. 1933: 128.] 
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