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To what extent did Caesar use the Commentarii as a means of glorifying his own self-image, actions and motives to his readers?

Introduction
This study will examine the way that Caesar is presented within the Commentarii and verify that the author, perhaps Caesar himself, intended the texts to exalt his reputation and movements throughout his history in a positive light to those reading the two texts. In so doing, this study, through the exploration of genre, will emphasize the purpose of the work and support this theory. The details of certain events and descriptions within the Commentarii will be compared to how they are described by other ancient authors in other examples of ancient historiography. These authors will be examples from the works of Dio, Plutarch and Suetonius, who all write about Caesar within their histories. 
[bookmark: _Hlk39222526]The study will then maintain the certainty of over-exaggeration or intentional absence of information within the Commentarii surrounding details about Caesar and his actions in order to determine what end they glorify. This study will also consider the possible reasons for this exaltation such as propagandism. How these authors portray Caesar will be explored and whether their accounts are biased. This will allow a scholar or historian to determine the truth of what modern historians know about Caesar and his actions and whether there be need for exaggeration or lies from the Commentarii. The possible representation of Caesar from ancient Greek and Roman eyes will be discussed as well as his status as a hero also in order to draw conclusions as to the reasons why certain information regarding Caesar is either missed out or exaggerated.
The study will also reflect upon the Commentarii’s prose style and tone in order to emphasise such a glorification of Caesar and in turn, argue that it carries certain motives in its presentation of Caesar. It will be argued that what is written in the two texts helps to justify certain considerable cruel actions made by Caesar in order to present him in a positive light. 





Caesar’s history and heritage
In order to examine evidence of glorification of Caesar’s image and actions, a scholar or historian must also examine Caesar’s historical background which may provide reasons as to why Caesar (generally thought of by several as being the author of the Commentarii) would want to emphasise himself to his readers. It would appear that Caesar since youth had already had a lot to brag about. Mitchell states that his family, the Julii Caesares “…claimed…a glorious line of decent- through Iulus…the son of Aeneas…the son of Venus herself” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.19). Such a bold claim to divine heritage through a goddess and her children is a bold move and indicates how eager the family were to promote their prestige.
Gartland suggests that “Caesar probably did not believe in the gods” (Gartland, 2004, p.3). But a scholar or historian cannot know that for sure. Whether he did or did not believe in the gods at all, a scholar or historian cannot deny the significance that such a claim may have had within a Rome that worshipped the gods of the Roman pantheon, and thus to his readers. This heritage claim isn’t mentioned in the Commentarii but Rome perhaps would have already been aware of it. If Caesar had believed it and if this claim to divine heritage was taken seriously by the family and Rome then perhaps Caesar would have had no fears of lacking admiration from respectable Roman society and so didn’t need to brag or emphasise any praiseworthy, almost god-like qualities regarding himself or his actions within his written work. However this claim may still have been useful in maintaining respect for the family from the Roman people especially within the political world. As besides this claim, Caesar’s family, as Mitchell states: 
…had little else to boast about. They do not figure largely in Roman Republican history and when Caesar was born it was some considerable time since any of the family had risen beyond the praetorship.
(Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.19). 
Even his aunt Julia’s marriage to the influential Gaius Marius didn’t offer much to protect him from the more influential Sulla- in fact, Plutarch states (Plut. Caes. 1) that “it was Caesar’s relationship with Marius that was responsible for the antagonism towards Sulla,” (Plutarch and Waterfield, 1999, p.302) as Sulla and Marius appeared to be rivals. 
So even though the Commentarii were recorded after Caesar had achieved many things worthy to boast about that earned Rome’s praise and made him beloved amongst the people at that time- such as his conquest of Gaul, the Civil War win and his triumph in Egypt, any cause for heroism would have helped maintain his reputation amongst other competitive political figures. Especially, as Wyke states, within “…a period when Rome herself was dominated by a succession of determined, enterprising politicians who bent or broke the rules…in accordance with their own ideas…” (Wyke, 2007, p.10).
Though this divine claim certainly highlights the pride that Caesar and his family would have had and such vanity gives cause to the likelihood that he would have been eager to arrogance to promote himself in other ways, such as within his written works. Several ancient historians insist upon his vanity, for example- Suetonius [Suet. Jul. 45-46]: “…he was…a dandy…kept himself carefully trimmed and shaved” and a had a “…fondness for luxurious living” (Suetonius and Graves, 2007, p.22).
Caesar’s famed vanity however is challenged by Mitchell who says that “his enemies were always ready to look for signs of arrogance” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.21), indicating that the arrogance attached to Caesar’s image is itself overstated. However, whether he would have lacked the ability to be egotistical in his works, a scholar or historian can be sure of the sheer ambitiousness of Caesar’s character. Mitchell says “…ambition seems to have been one of his predominant characteristics, and in pursuit of self-advancement” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.20). This ambition may indeed explain any possible need Caesar may have had to describe certain events and features involving himself in a positive light; a form of wishful thinking. If he had intended the Commentarii to be an informative work, such writing could have been an example of what he wanted to have happened regarding the events he wrote about.
If this view is supported, it would mean that he could definitely have it in him to have boasted to the point of exaggeration or lying about certain details in his written work, especially if indeed he had thought of himself as divine and therefore indestructible. Considering his many accomplishments that benefited Rome (conquering, plunders and victories) he had had by the time of the Commentarii’s composition, he may have had no need to maintain his political image to Rome. But as mentioned above, the Roman political world appears to have been a dangerous one full of corrupt politicians eager to viciously promote their own self interests. He may also have rightly been proud of his accomplishments and took the opportunity to gloat in the form of written words.
Either way, this point as well as those listed above, serve as an indication supporting the idea of the Commentarii being an exaggeratedly-written work and that Caesar indeed would have used writing to make himself appear prodigious in the eyes of the Roman people.



The Commentarii
This study will now focus on the Commentarii themselves in more detail. First, the presentation of text and tone alone allows a scholar/historian to recognise Caesar’s intention to present himself, his motives and actions throughout history in the most positive way possible.
The texts are mostly in third-person narrative instead of ‘I’ and ‘me’ etc which while maybe reflecting detachment between the subject matter and narrator and therefore presenting the story with a sense of unbiasedness, could instead reflect Caesar’s intention to boast about himself and his achievement in these texts. It may seem that using third-person narrative deflects any sense of personal boasting from the narrator (considered by some as Caesar) and therefore allowing focus from the reader to be solely upon the character of Caesar. Gartland seems to have this idea also: “…In order to give his account the appearance of objectivity, and perhaps…to drain it of emotion, Caesar almost invariable refers to himself in the third person” (Gartland, 2004, p.8). However, by fore-fronting a character rather than himself directly, Caesar almost appears modest and not too arrogant to the reader and perhaps this gained more respect from the Roman people. This is most likely deceptive, as Caesar disguises his true thoughts and intentions. Gartland says that “the Commentaries are quite simply a masterpiece of narratological understatement and deception” (Gartland, 2004, p.8).
Caesar also presents the text in a different style compared to the traditional rhetoric of the time, perhaps in order to stand out amongst other examples of factual rhetoric and writing surrounding the events he was writing about. No poetic form is used. Avery states that the Commentaries “were written in prose, whereas poetry was favoured as a vehicle of instruction” (Avery, 1956, p.28). This act of rebelliousness against tradition, though perhaps raising eyebrows amongst the Roman people, would have certainly drawn interest. Mitchell points out that “as an author, Caesar earned the praise of Cicero in 46 B.C. for his work…” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.25) emphasizing the effect his work must have had upon Rome. It would seem that his glory was heavily believed and supported. It would also seem therefore that propaganda was vital in maintaining reputation and perhaps Caesar exaggerates to receive such praise. When considering genre, one could assume that the Commentarii, with its lack of poetic form were designed to inform their readers rather than advise, persuade or entertain. A scholar or historian is then advised of Caesar’s intention to have his work taken as historical fact. Mierow supports this, claiming that “Caesar’s intention was to provide others with the facts to be used in their histories” (Mierow, 1946, p.354) signifying that Caesar had meant to be taken factually and to pass this information on to be recorded and immortalised. If this was true it supports the idea that indeed he thought highly of the idea of this work (surrounding mostly himself) to be the basis of historical fact. Thoughts that may seem considerably egotistical.
According to F.W. Kelsey, even the Commentarii’s original title strongly asserts a sense of egotism, emphasising his achievements where they cannot be missed: “F.W. Kelsey…argues…that the original title given by the author to his writing was: C. Iuli Caesari’s commentarii rerum gestarum, that is, Gaius Iulius Caesar’s Commentaries of His Historical Accomplishments” (Cleary, 1985, p.345).
And despite the fact of Caesar’s authorship to the works being debatable, it would appear that the author(s) still emphasise Caesar and his actions in a positive light. Mitchell says that “Hirtius, who was known to have written the continuation of the Gallic War, and Oppius, another adherent of Caesar, were suggested as likely authors” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.29). Hirtius and Oppius were close to Caesar, likely loyal and would have gladly presented his heroism. As fellow Romans too, perhaps their judgement upon Caesar and his actions were thought justified in their eyes, being on the side of Rome. However, not every Roman supported Caesar’s work. Mitchell states that “Asinius Pollio…an officer in Caesar’s army…criticised the memoirs” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.28) but Rome’s recognition of Caesar’s ‘greatness’ obviously wasn’t challenged despite the existence of the  small few that didn’t approve of him- the later emperors would be named or name themselves for him (Tiberius Julius Caesar, Gaius Julius Caesar known as Caligula, Nero Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, etc).
Also, since Rome was a conquering empire, it can be argued, as Avery states: “only Rome and Italy would have approved of the content” (Avery, 1956, p.28) and therefore this suggests that the author of the Commentaries was Roman/Italian and would have had Rome’s interest as a super power at heart. Caesar is presented as the perfect hero compared to the countrymen of the places he conquers. Cleary points out that:
…the hero is of course, Julius Caesar, who, by his quickness, intelligence, and military ability, turns back these barbarous hordes with enormous losses on their side, and with only a minimal loss of Roman troops.
(Cleary, 1985, p.349).
From this, a scholar or historian is confident that the author(s) approved of the Commentaries, their content and of Caesar and therefore likely to have had supported him within the text by glorifying him and his actions, with exaggeration matching to that of an almost god-like comparison. The following paragraphs will take a closer look into the texts themselves.

[bookmark: _Hlk39126707]Commentarii de Bello Gallico
This section will focus upon a close analysis of the texts in order to support this study’s theory regarding Caesar having used the Commentarii to promote his interests and glorify his image and actions. The Commentaries would have benefitted Caesar’s career as a piece of propaganda. Gardner suggests that “…they were perhaps intended as an aid to his canvass for the consulship” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.24) and so it definitely would have needed to flaunt Caesar’s accomplishments with exaggeration- and does.
Within the Commentarii de Bello Gallico, Caesar conquers many enemies. His motivation for going to Britain is cleverly guised as a ‘pleasant visit’ to ‘get to know the people there’ [4.3.20]. It reads “…he thought it would be of great advantage to him merely to visit the island, to see what its inhabitants were like, and to make himself acquainted” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.97). Gartland agrees that “…he never discloses to his reader the grand design, which was to bring…Gaul under his control. Instead he presents himself as a model governor…traversing the province to defend Rome’s allies and reinforce her national security” (Gartland, 2004, p.8). This deception is even recognised by several ancient historians such as Suetonius who points out pearls as being the reason for the British conquest [Suet. Jul. 47]: “pearls seem to have been the lure that prompted his invasion of Britain (Suetonius and Graves, 2007, p.22).
Even if this underlining intention had been suspected by his Roman readers, perhaps this wouldn’t have been viewed by them as negative. Caesar may have been viewed as a figure simply trying to protect Rome’s investment and interests. Rome, a conquering Republic, perhaps would have supported his insatiable desire to dominate and be the conquering hero they desired.
[bookmark: _Hlk39058935]Caesar highlights his own greatness in other ways such as the way that his narrative presents the enemy. The ‘enemy’ in this campaign (the Gauls) appear savage and primitive, at least in the eyes of the Romans and Caesar himself. Regarding the Gauls, Caesar specifies that [4.1.1] “…for from childhood they do not know what compulsion or discipline is” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.88) and [4.1.3] “…they are somewhat more civilised than the rest of the Germans” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.89). Caesar also takes the opportunity to emphasise, in comparison, the civilised Rome [1.1.1] “…being farthest removed from the highly developed civilisation of the Roman Province” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.28).
Caesar on the other hand is presented as the heroic victim whose actions are justified. Grant states that “throughout the work runs the contention that Caesar’s enemies, by their insistence on pursuing a personal vendetta, had forced on him a war he never wanted” (Grant, 1970, p.192). Grant’s idea is supported by what is said in the text [4.1.6] “…Caesar was…not wishing to find himself faced with a dangerous war” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.90). He doesn’t hesitate to point out his kindness towards the Gauls [4.3.21] “Caesar gave them audience, made them generous promises…” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.97), stressing his ‘merciful’ ways to his readers. By doing this he perhaps intended to win praise and support for his campaigns.
Caesar presents the Gauls as negative with a critical narrative, probably so as to emphasise his positivity. They are described as unfriendly [1.1.6] “they were believed to be…unfriendly towards the Romans” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.30). They are also presented as deceitful and as intruders [1.1.7] “…Caesar was informed that they were attempting to pass through the Province…” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.31). Even the title of the book this is recorded in is named “The Expulsion of Intruders”. The Gauls’ ‘savagery’ is pointed out [6.3.16] “…when they run short of criminals, they…make up with innocent men” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, pp. 141-142). Perhaps this pointing out of the Gauls’ ‘weaknesses’ is made to direct the focus of deception and barbarity toward them rather than himself and his own actions in this campaign which appear astonishing. An example of this will be discussed in a later paragraph.
The Gauls are also presented as incompetent and lacking in technology [4.1.1] “They injure themselves, in spite of the very cold climate in which they live, to wear no clothing but skins” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.88). Caesar also stresses their weaknesses. He instructed their leader Commius to “…urge them to entrust themselves to the protection of Rome…” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.98). Perhaps Caesar’s intention was to present the Gauls as a helpless, pitiful people which would’ve benefited from Roman influence. Any pity for these people that may have arisen from the Roman people would not have threatened Caesar as the text suggests he was trying to help the Gauls better themselves as become as ‘civilised’ as the Romans. 
Caesar also goes on to suggest that to an extent the Gauls wished to be governed [4.3.21]. He says that at one point they were “offering to give hostages and submit to Rome” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.97) and that they were [4.3.22] “pleading that they were foreigners and ignorant of Roman ways, and promising to obey his commands in future” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.98). Caesar could have presented the Gauls this way to underline the people’s weaknesses to Rome and discourage sympathy.
Despite this, Caesar cleverly guises himself as an ethnographer of these people, taking down cultural details about the Gaul. By taking this role, he hides his tyrannical image behind that of a harmless anthropologist seemingly narrating and bridging his and their cultures together. By doing this he mollifies any negativity of his character that could bring about any possibility of disapproval raised from readers. And though he emphasises their shortcomings [6.4.22] “…the Germans are not agriculturalists…no one possesses any definite amount of land as private property (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, pp.143-144), interestingly he also highlights their good points, perhaps to make himself look good. An example of these compliments include [4.1.2] “…their…horses, which, although undersized and ugly, are rendered capable of very hard work…” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, pp.88-89). Another example includes when Caesar compliments a leader- Commius [4.3.21] “…a man of whose courage, judgement, and loyalty he had a high opinion” (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.97). Though perhaps this was a technique used to mask his true feelings of contempt about the Gauls or his true intent to conquer their territory rather than study them ethnographically.
Despite this deception, readers are made aware of Caesar’s brutality towards the Gauls. These next few paragraphs will now focus upon an example of an astonishing act of cruelty by Caesar toward these people. Caesar himself describes it [4.1.14-15]: 
…there was also a great crowd of women and children in the camp…these began to flee in all directions, and were hunted down by the cavalry which Caesar sent out for the purpose. Hearing cries…and seeing that their people were being massacred, the Germans threw down their arms…overcome by the force of the current in their terror-stricken and exhausted state.
 (Caesar and Gardner, 1982, p.94).
Wyke too remarks that “…not only is he without pity, he is also cruel. He commands that Vercingetorix be put in chains and transported to…Rome” (Wyke, 2007, pp.48-49). 
A scholar or historian may wonder: if Caesar wished to present himself in a positive light to his readers, why would he then inform them of these acts of brutality? This would indicate that Caesar’s intention in fact wasn’t to present a heroic image of himself but instead a merciless one. Such a presentation could have risked the chance of sympathy for the Gauls from his Roman/Italian readers, and condemnation towards himself. This would not have been a very good piece of propaganda. 
However, perhaps the Italian/Roman segment of his readers appreciated such punishment to those, as highlighted by Caesar, who are barbarous and intrusive in Roman eyes. Any sympathy for the Gauls for this act may have been seen simply as a justified and noble attempt on Caesar’s part to protect Rome’s interests and defend himself by dominating a (seemingly) threatening foe. Caesar’s dominance and macho qualities perceived here may very well have been admired by the Romans who perhaps would have desired such hard assertiveness in a leader. The cruelty of the massacre and its graphic description above by Caesar therefore could have been intended to be as such, if Caesar knew it would have glorified himself. Alternatively, perhaps this merciless image would have represented a fierce warning to scare any rivals within the Senate or amongst any potential political foe that may challenge Caesar for power. His ability would have demonstrated what Caesar was capable of and therefore this brutal act toward to Gauls would have been a benefit in flaunting Caesar, his career and his skills.
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Commentarii de Bello Civili
[bookmark: _Hlk39128529]Like the Commentarii de Bello Gallico, the Commentarii de Bello Civili demonstrates Caesar’s greatness while displaying the enemy’s depravity. With this text, Caesar may have had a more difficult time in persuading his Roman/Italian readers of his righteousness, considering that one enemy within this work was the respected Pompey, a fellow Roman. Caesar would have needed to  justify his attack on fellow Romans and present his actions to the reader in a way that made it seem that they were a means of restoring Rome for the good from ‘corrupt’ Romans. He goes about emphasising his greatness cleverly. 
One way of which he does this is, like he did in Commentarii de Bello Gallico, point out the enemy’s weak points, perhaps to receive sympathy for himself from his readers, or support for his cause. The Egyptians are presented as untrustworthy, going so far as to compare them to pirates: [3.12.112]: “…the inhabitants are in the habit of plundering…like pirates” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.163). Caesar presents Pompey as callous and sadistic [3.9.82]: “Pompey took pleasure from being in command and was treating ex-consuls and ex-praetors as if they were his slaves” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.147). Caesar successfully highlights Pompey’s unfairness, creating distance and comparison between himself and Pompey. He also presents Pompey as cowardly [3.10.85]: “…Pompey could in no way be enticed out to battle” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.149). Caesar claims that Pompey is vain, reluctant to share power and corrupt: [1.1.4] “Pompey…was reluctant to let anyone stand on the same pinnacle of prestige as himself…he had been listening to Caesar’s enemies, he had completely severed his friendly connexions with Caesar…” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1067, p.37) From this statement, the reader is lead to believe that Caesar was a victim of conspiracy, having war thrust upon him rather than Caesar having had been a war-hungry tyrant. At the same time, Caesar points out his own good qualities of loyalty, moreover toward Pompey: [1.2.7]“ ‘…I have always supported Pompey, and helped him to secure advancement and reputation’” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.39). Caesar is also sure however, like he does in Commentarii de Bello Gallico, to emphasise the good qualities of his enemies, perhaps to paint himself as a fair and just individual; qualities of a hero, or at least an admired figure- which no doubt would have helped aid his cause. He points out the Egyptians’ impressive construction work upon the tower at Pharos [3.12.112]: “…the Pharos is a tower of great height, a work of marvellous construction”(Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.163).
Caesar also makes sure he appears humble in describing his forces, presenting a modest and non-aggressive image to the readers and perhaps achieving their sympathies and respect in comparison to the ‘evil’ Pompey [3.12.109]: “Caesar’s forces were by no means so great that he could rely on them if there had to be fighting outside the town” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.161).
However, a scholar or historian is aware, as Rome would have been, of the full capability and strength of Caesar and his army. One must consider what information Caesar misses out, what he keeps hidden within his commentaries. Mitchell remarks that “…he does not tell us in his narrative…that in fact he gained access to the State treasury in 49 B.C. only by using physical force” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.22). He appears to miss out infamous examples of information about himself that could invite negative opinion from the Roman people. Examples of these pieces of information come from other historians such as Dio, Plutarch and Suetonius. A scholar or historian must wonder if Caesar’s account of events in his work are completely accurate due to the absence of this information.
For example, Caesar makes no mention toward his feelings regarding Pompey’s death. No sorrow is mentioned, only notation that he learned of it [3.12.106] “At Alexandria he learned of Pompey’s death” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.160). Some ancient historians, on the other hand, tell of Caesar’s anguish regarding Pompey’s death such as Dio [42.1.8] “Caesar at the sight of Pompey’s head wept and lamented bitterly” (Dio and Cary, 1916, p.127). Perhaps Caesar didn’t mention his reaction to Pompey’s death in order to maintain a calm and collected image of himself to display to his readers. Alternatively, he may have been reluctant to demonstrate any sympathy he may have had for Pompey, after all, his aim surely would have been to maintain the support solely for himself and his own cause rather than Pompey’s. Any portrayal of Pompey as a victim would have been unacceptable.
Though this commentary may have been recorded after the events it describes and perhaps Caesar would have had no need to impress Rome due to the sheer amount of accomplishments and praise he had had at the time these commentaries were written, he still would have needed to maintain his support from the Roman people. Even after Pompey’s death, his followers would have still existed, likely hating Caesar.
Cleopatra too is only mentioned briefly and has no part to play within the events that Caesar describes. Her name is mentioned in passing [3.12.107]: “…the King Ptolemy and his sister Cleopatra” (Caesar and Mitchell, 1967, p.160) with no reference to their affair or the son supposedly sired by him with her. Again, Caesar’s intention may have been to purposely keep this information from the reader. Gartland states that “the Romans regarded other races as inferior” (Gartland, 2004, p.68) and Dio points out that Caesar feared that [42.1.3] “…the Romans might be angry…because he was living with the woman” (Dio and Cary, 1916, p.185), the ‘woman’ being Cleopatra. From what Gartland and Dio say, a scholar or historian may gather that the Romans disapproved of Caesar’s relationship with the foreign Egyptian Cleopatra and thus would have disapproved of Caesar’s fathering of an ‘impure’ and ‘inferior’ ‘abomination’. Caesar therefore would have been eager to not acknowledge this detail and leave it out of the commentary as it could affect the Roman people’s support for his cause or make him look bad historically. A scholar or historian will gather that Caesar likely wished for his Commentaries to be the basic for historical fact. 
From what one gathers from several ancient historians, including Plutarch, Caesar was in love with Cleopatra (Plut. Caes. 48): “…he was so passionately in love with Cleopatra” (Plutarch and Waterfield, 1999, p.341). Like his reaction to Pompey’s death, Caesar possibly decided to not detail any information about his association with Cleopatra because he wished to maintain a particular image to his fellow Romans. Any display or involvement of sentiment wrapped up in state affairs could have been threatening to the stoic image that Caesar may have wished to present to the reader. Caesar may have also have been reluctant to share any glory or focus from himself within the Commentaries. One is aware of the considerable role Cleopatra had within the Alexandrian War, and her help within this war that would have aided Caesar’s victory against her brother and sister. Wyke agrees that “Caesar does not go on to mention his decision to give the kingdom to Cleopatra, and thus avoids any reference to his intimacy with the queen” (Wyke, 2007, p.93).












Conclusion
In conclusion, it would indeed appear that Caesar’s image, motives and actions surrounding the events listed within the Commentarii are glorified heavily with the help from the two texts. A historian or scholar will recognise, from the language used and from what Caesar presents to them (and even from what he fails to present to them), that he intended to invoke praise and glory for himself and what he did during the events listed within the Commentaries. This would have been used to his advantage as a means of promoting himself, advancing his career, maintaining his glory, and of course- keeping his enemies at bay. This study demonstrates this.
A scholar or historian would understand, compared to what is said of Caesar and his actions from the ancient historians listed in this study, the reasons why he would have needed to emphasise his ‘greatness’ and this comparison was essential in demonstrating support for this study’s theory. One also recognises that by emphasising the flaws of the enemy, and highlighting their good points with compliments, he does it for his own benefit. This study is also able to come to this conclusion when considering the information about Caesar’s background such as family heritage, personal history and speculations of character- that all provide points as to why he would want to present a good presentation of his character, and that he does. A scholar or historian will understand from Caesar’s status that it would have been vital for him to boost his image- that it would have been advantageous, mostly for propaganda reasons.
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