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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a historical and historiographical commentary on Book 57 (Chs. 1-
17.8) of Cassius Dio’s Roman History. It comprises two sections, an Introduction
followed by the Commentary itself. The introduction is sub-divided into three
chapters. The first of these introductory chapters (The Roman Historian at Work)
presents a discussion of the historical material available for Dio’s Tiberian
narrative, and a discussion of the factors which were instrumental in Dio’s writing
and shaping his narrative of the reign of Tiberius. The second chapter (Dio on
Tiberius) is an analysis of Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius and of the historian’s
understanding of Tiberius in the historical context of the early Principate. These
chapters are followed by some brief Notes on the Text of Book 57, which considers
the manuscript tradition of Book 57, and comments on portrayal of the reign of
Tiberius in the Dionian tradition, and in particular the Excerpta Constantiniana,
Xiphilinus, and Zonaras. The second part of the thesis, the commentary, presents an
analysis of Dio’s narrative from both historical and historiographical perspectives.

Christopher Thomas Mallan
Trinity Term, 2015
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PREFACE

A brief word should be said about the nature and content of this thesis. Long out of
fashion in many quarters, the commentary genre nevertheless has its uses for
historians. Dio’s narrative presents the would-be commentator with several possible
methodological approaches. As the scholarly conception of Dio continues to evolve
and become more complex, it is perhaps no longer possible or desirable to produce
a straight ‘historical’ commentary of Dio. To come to terms with Dio and his
history it is necessary to consider the text from multiple angles. To take this into
account, I have titled this thesis a ‘historical and historiographical commentary’.
The aim of this commentary is to analyse Dio’s narrative of the first years of the
reign of Tiberius as a work of historical writing — that is as a work of literature that
dealt with real persons and events. Throughout I’ve tried to keep two questions at
the forefront of my mind: first “What does this particular passage tell us about Dio
and his Roman History?’; and second ‘What does this contribute to our
understanding of the reign of Tiberius?’. It is hoped that this commentary goes

some way to addressing these questions.
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CHAPTER 1
THE ROMAN HISTORIAN AT WORK: SOURCES AND METHOD OF

COMPOSITION

Writing in the first quarter of the third century, the consular historian L. Cassius Dio
was the last writer of antiquity to deal with the reign of Tiberius in any detail.' One
fortieth of Dio’s immense history described the character of Tiberius and that of his
reign. The Tiberian books (Books 57 and 58) represent an important stage in the
transmission of the historical tradition concerning Tiberius. On the one hand, Dio’s
narrative, in many respects, laid the foundations of the later (what we may call)
Byzantine tradition concerning the reign of Tiberius.” On the other hand, Dio’s
history may help us think about the process of transmission by looking in the other
direction. Dio was the inheritor of a body of historical literature that treated the
successor of Augustus, and the years in which Tiberius was the foremost man in the
Roman world. As the inheritor of this tradition, Dio was in the position to reinterpret
it according to what he thought important to record.

This chapter presents a discussion of the tradition Dio inherited and the ways
in which it was refashioned by the historian. As such, and taking into account the
fragmentary state of our knowledge concerning this tradition, there is much which is
speculative in the following pages. Nevertheless, the consideration of these issues

allows us to appreciate not only the creative process behind the Roman History as a

! For Dio’s name, see AE 1985, 821; Rich 1990: 1 fn. 1; cf. Leunissen 1989: 163 with n. 147,
and passim gives Dio’s name as L. Claudius Cassius Dio Cocceianus, and Lavan (2013: 131),
who styles the historian Claudius Cassius Dio on the basis of AE 1971, 430. Both Lavan and
Leunissen seem to be in error. The agnomen Cocceianus is almost certainly incorrect:
Gowing 1990. It is also unlikely that Dio bore the name Claudius: Salomies 2005: 108-9.

? At least for the works of Peter the Patrician (presumably), John of Antioch, the Excerpta
Constantiniana, Xiphilinus, and Zonaras.



work of literary historiography, but also the characteristics of the tradition that Dio
transformed. Furthermore, this chapter provides the opportunity to revisit and
challenge some of the assumptions that have been made about Dio’s Tiberian

narrative and the tradition upon which it was based.

Sources

It has been fifty years (and one) since Millar launched his attack on the value of
Quellenforschung as a tool for investigating Dio’s history.” The direction and target of
his attack was and still is largely justified. Despite the great energy expended on
divining specific sources behind the extant accounts for the reign of Tiberius, the
results have been generally barren. Any attempt to attribute specific passages of Dio’s
narrative to specific no longer extant authors never rises above supposition.
Nevertheless, such a line of inquiry is not devoid of value. Although Millar
depreciated the importance of detecting concordances between surviving texts, these
parallels (and divergences) between texts can often offer important clues about a
historian’s authorial agenda. The divergences between our sources in particular often
allow us to consider what made a historian like Dio distinct in his outlook, especially
if they conform to a pattern discernible across his work. Furthermore, if we are to
appreciate something of Dio’s historiographical programme and method of
composition, we need to consider the range and types of sources of information that
were available to him — literary, documentary, and oral, and the possible ways in
which he engaged with the existing historiographical tradition.

The question of the source tradition that lies behind the accounts of Dio,

Suetonius, and Tacitus represents the Augean stables of first century historiography.

3 Millar 1964: 34-8.



As a preliminary, some general observations may be offered. It is likely that the bulk,
but maybe not all, of Dio’s material was derived from literary sources.” The narrative
of Book 57 (and Book 58) reveals Dio’s familiarity with the pre-existing annalistic
tradition. But the nature and quality of Dio’s other (putative) sources of information
require further probing. At the beginning of the 20" century, Jan Bergmans argued
that Dio consulted three major sources for his account of Book 57.° In Bergmans’
schema, Tacitus was Dio’s Hauptquelle for Chapters 1-6. For Chapters 7-13 Dio
turned to a biographical source (which was not Suetonius, but which was used by
Suetonius), before then using a second annalistic source for Chapters 14-24. A fourth
minor biographical source was consulted for Chapters 19 and 23. Dio’s second
annalistic source was also employed to augment the Tacitean material used in
Chapters 1-6. Prima facie Bergmans’ model has a certain attractiveness. At very least,
it reflects the textures of Dio’s narrative. Yet it is also too neat, and is vulnerable on
several points. Especially susceptible to criticism is the idea that Dio was reliant on
two distinct biographical sources.

The biographical flavour of Dio’s imperial history has been well noted in the
scholarship.® Two snippets of information from the Suda might suggest that Dio was

interested in the genre of biography as distinct from history.” The Suda claims that

4 E.g. Stuart 1904; Swan 1987; Rich 1989: 90; etc. Dio’s reliance on existing literary sources
may well apply to his contemporary narrative as well: Barnes 1984: 253-4; Meckler 2005.

> Bergmans 1903: 129-30.

6 Questa 1957; Edmondson 1992: 36; Ameling 1997: 2479-82; Pelling 1997a; Murison 1999:
20-1. Note however the perceptive comments of Kemezis 2014: 139-40, especially (140),
‘what we get [in the imperial books] is not so much history-as-biography, but rather the story
of how a succession of very different men enacted a standard set of scripts that were defined
not by their nature, but by the political climate in which they inhabited.” This is not to say that
the character of the emperor did not matter — for clearly it did, as attested by the keen
attention Dio (and his epitomators) have in the characters of the emperors.

7 Although the two genres were considered distinct in the ancient world as they are today, the
boundaries between history and biography are often fluid: cf. Gentili and Cerri 1988: 61-85;
Pelling 2011: 13-25.



Dio wrote a life of his compatriot Arrian, as well as work on Trajan.® The life of
Arrian was possibly genuine, but we may regard the second work with particular
suspicion. The alleged Events Concerning Trajan may simply have been a copy of
Book 68 that circulated independently from the rest of the Roman History. Given the
enduring legacy of Trajan, especially in the later third and fourth centuries, this seems
possible.”

Freyburger-Galland has posited that Dio’s presentation of imperial history
may have been influenced by the structural approach of Suetonius’ Caesares.'® The
idea is a stimulating one. Dio’s non-annalistic material is indeed arranged in a
Suetonian manner. Yet we cannot be sure how distinctive this so-called Suetonian
approach was to Suetonius.'' Moreover, we know too little about the style of Dio’s
historiographical precursors to know whether this observation has merit. Furthermore,
we should not preclude the possibility that Dio arrived at this pattern independently of
Suetonius, or at least without conscious imitation of the Latin biographer.

Nevertheless, it seems highly plausible that Dio had at least a passing
familiarity with works of Suetonius, in particular the Caesares. At any rate, we know
that Suetonius was read during the Severan age, and indeed seems to have even
acquired the status of a minor classic. Dio’s coeval Marius Maximus seems to have

envisioned his own set of twelve imperial biographies as a continuation of

¥ Suda A 1239 [Adler 2.116-7]. For comments on the Life of Arrian, see Bosworth 1972a:
166; Baldwin 1986: 484; cf. Millar 1964: 70. The Suda gives the title of the work on Trajan
as Events Concerning Trajan (td. xatd Toaiovov).

’ For the fame of Trajan, see Syme 1971: 89-112; cf. Stertz 1980: 500-1 (on references to
Trajan in Ammianus).

' Freyburger-Galland 2009: 160-1 (especially). Cf. Baldwin 1983: 146-7, who says that Dio
was ‘influenced by the biographer as well as by the historian’; presumably referring to
Suetonius and Tacitus respectively.

" Indeed, there is some cross over between the arrangement of Nepos’ biographical works
and Suetonius: Wardle 2014: 7. For the biographical precursors of Suetonius, see Wardle
2014: 6-9.



Suetonius.'” The healthy afterlife of Suetonius during the fourth century and later is
well attested by anecdotal evidence, and it is unlikely that his popularity in late
Antiquity was a due to a sudden resurgence of interest.”’> But whether Dio actually
used Suetonius as a source of information is another matter. That he did has been
advanced periodically, yet seldom convincingly.'* With respect to Books 57 and 58 of
the Roman History, although sharing several anecdotes, there are no traces of the Life
of Tiberius strong enough to indicate that Dio used Suetonius as an authority of
importance."> Any concordances between the two can be explained by a shared
source.'®

Yet perhaps the most compelling argument against Dio’s use of Suetonius as a
major source of information is one of practicality. The absence of clearly datable
material in Suetonius would have made the biographer useless for Dio’s annalistic
passages. Suetonius would have been of greater use in the non-annalistic section of
Book 57 (Chapters 7-13), where Dio, like Suetonius, appraises Tiberius and his reign
according to a set of rubrics.'” Yet here, although we find Dio and Suetonius sharing

several items, there is nothing to suggest that Dio was in any way dependent on

"> For Marius Maximus’ work in general, see the cautious appraisal of Levick and Cornell
(FRHist. 1.605-11); cf. Kemezis 2012: 410-11 n. 97. Syme (1968: 89-90; 1971: 57, 256) was
adamant that Marius Maximus conceived of his work as a continuation (and emulation) of
Suetonius’ Vitae XII Caesarum.

1 E.g. HA Prob. 2.7; Auson. Caes. 1-5. Paulinus of Nola composed a verse epitome of
Suetonius’ (now lost) three book De regibus (cf. Auson. Epist. 17 [Green]).

" Millar 1964: 85-6; Harrington 1971: 47-54, who point out several (nearly identical)
anecdotes that appear in both Suetonius and Dio; Freyburger-Galland 2009, who discusses the
parallels between Book 59 and the Life of Caligula.

" Note also 57.17.2 and the exchange between Tiberius, Ateius Capito and the grammarian
Porcellus, which is very close to the report given in Suet. Gram. 22.3. See commentary ad
loc.

' Cf. Manuwald 1979: 258-68; Swan 1987: 286-8; Swan 1997: 2532, who reach this
conclusion concerning the relationship between Dio and the Life of Augustus.

"7 For this technique in Suetonius, see Power 2014: 8-9; Hurley 2014: 21-37.



Suetonius. '® Indeed, in arrangement, focus, and detail, the two authors show a
considerable degree of independence.'’

Ultimately an interest in biography and the biographical does not necessarily
mean that Dio used biographical sources. Indeed, our evidence for such sources for
the Tiberian Principate is scant. Tiberius’ brief autobiography may have been
consulted, but there is nothing in the extant narrative of Book 57 or 58 that suggests a
familiarity with this enigmatic work.*’ Aside from Suetonius, the only other known
biography of Tiberius was that written by Plutarch. Aside from its attestation in
Lamprias’ catalogue, only two fragments are known which may have originated with
this work.”' Coincidentally, both these fragments concern Tiberius’ time on Rhodes.
The first, concerning the occurrence of an omen imperii is not found in Dio’s
narrative.”> The second, preserved by the eleventh/twelfth century historian George
Cedrenus, relates a familiar anecdote about Tiberius and the astrologer Thrasyllus
found in Dio, Suetonius, and Tacitus.”® Yet I do not think that too much should be
made of this latter concordance.** If we look beyond these two isolated examples to
the sporadic scraps of information Plutarch provides regarding Tiberius in the
Moralia, it is interesting to note that not one of them finds any parallel in Dio’s

narrative for Book 57.% Judging from the evidence of Dio and Plutarch’s narrations

"® Thus Jaeger 1910: 83.

1 See Commentary § IV Tiberius’ Conduct as Ruler.

* Interestingly where Dio cites texts written by emperors he does so to refute their claims:
Hadrian 69.11.2 [Xiph.]; Severus 76(75).7.3 [Xiph.]; Caracalla 79(78).2.1. There are no such
comments in Books 57 or 58 where we might expect such disagreement, although the
lacunose state of our text precludes certainty in this matter.

! Plutarch’s Tiberius is number 27 in the Lamprias Catalogue. For plausible suggestions on
the form and focus of this lost life, see Jones 1971: 80; cf. Stadter 2014a: 62-3.

* Plut. F 182 [Sandbach].

3 Cedr. 1.344 [Bekker]; cf. 55.11.1-2; Suet. Tib. 14 .4; Tac. Ann. 6.20-1.

* pace Stadter 2014a: 192 n. 13, who seems to endorse the view that Dio’s version is derived
from Plutarch’s Tiberius.

3 Plut. Mor. 60C-D [= How to tell a flatterer], 96C [= On Having Many Friends], 136E [=
Advice on Keeping Well], 207E [= Sayings of Kings and Commanders], 419D [= Failure of



of the events of A.D. 68-9, it seems likely that Dio generally eschewed Plutarch’s
imperial lives as sources of information.”® Other biographies of Tiberius, or imperial
princes such as Germanicus, may have been written and have stayed in circulation
until the early third century, but of these works no verifiable traces survive.”’

If we return to Bergmans’ thesis concerning Dio’s use of at least two
biographical sources we run into further trouble. The sort of personal biographical
detail we find in Book 57, for example Tiberius’ poor eyesight (57.2.4) or his
behaviour towards his friends (57.11.7), although possibly excerpted from a putative
vita Tiberii, need not have been. Such details are not unknown to annalistic
historiography. Indeed, Tacitus notes Tiberius’ appearance (Ann.4.57.2). Dio himself,
when narrating the reigns of his contemporaries, frequently has recourse to personal
details, such as the sort of company Caracalla kept, or physical details such as the scar
on Macrinus’ ear (which betrayed the fact that the emperor had once worn a Moorish
earring).”® Such personal descriptions were as common in ancient historiography as in
biography, and thus need not have originated from an earlier biography.

We may push this scepticism even further. It seems to me most unlikely that
the material gathered in Chapters 7-13, the most ‘biographical’ of Dio’s account, was
excerpted from a now lost biography of the emperor. This is not to say definitively
that a biography of the emperor was not consulted by Dio. Rather the point is that we

do not need to presuppose the existence of an earlier biography to explain the form

Oracles], 624C [= Table Talk], 794B [= Old Men in Government]. For a referential list of the
appearances of emperors in Plutarch’s surviving works, see Ash 2008: 572-4.

** Murison 1999: 12-17.

* Kessler’s contention (1905: 89) that Dio followed a biography of Germanicus for 57.5-6,
57.18.1, 6-10, which was also used by Suetonius (Cal. 3-5), and by Tacitus (Ann. 1.31-39,
and passim), has been adequately dismissed by Marsh (1931: 267-71; but cf. Walker 1952:
130). It may be added that this theory does not adequately account for the clear parallelism in
the accounts of Tacitus and Dio for both the Pannonian and German mutinies, which does not
seem appropriate to biographical source devoted to the elder of the two princes.

# E.g. 78(77).17.2-4 [Xiph.] (Caracalla’s companions and habits); 79(78).11.1 (Macrinus’
ear).



and material contained within these particular chapters. As we shall see in the
following section, it is possible that the information was drawn from annalistic
sources and then arranged by Dio thematically — a process perhaps not dissimilar to
that used by Suetonius in the Life of Tiberius and elsewhere.”’

Annalistic sources, not biographies, comprised the bulk of Dio’s material for
Book 57.° We may be confident that most if not all of these were written in Latin.
Swain’s doubt that Dio used Latin sources directly seems unwarranted.’! True, there
were undoubtedly Greek sources for this period and it has been suggested that one of
these lost early imperial Greek historians was the source behind Plutarch’s imperial
lives.” But Swain’s point seems to be that Dio might have used Latin sources in
translation, rather than in their original language. Such a hypothesis rests on a double
assumption: first, that many of the Latin historians were translated; and second, that it
was unusual for ‘a Greek’ to have fluency in Latin. Such assumptions rest on shaky
ground. It is true, on the one hand, that the likes of Sallust and Eutropius found
translators in Zenobius and Paeanius respectively.”” Yet the attention given to these
works is perhaps not indicative of broader trends of a translation movement from
Latin into Greek. The works of Sallust and Eutropius were relatively short — a boon
for any translator. Moreover, by the second century when Zenobius made his
translation, Sallust’s works had become classics in their own right, while Eutropius’

Breviarium was a text of utility in its fourth century context (and after), and was thus

* Swan 1997: 2532,2534.

* Rich 1990: 7; Swan 1997,

3! Swain 1996: 404 n. 17: ‘it cannot be proved that Dio used Roman historians as his sources’.
Presumably Swain’s ‘Roman historians’ is a gloss for historians who wrote in Latin.

3 Jones 1971: 76-7; but note Syme’s cogent rebuttal of Jones’ argument (1980: 109-10 = RP
3.1256-7).

3 For Zenobius, see Suda Z 73 [=Adler 2 p. 506]; GRSRE no. 1088; cf. Baldwin 1986: 481.
Paeanius is probably identical to the one time pupil and correspondent of Libanius: PLRE
1.657 (Paeanius); GRSRE no. 766.



appealing for Greek and Latin speakers alike. On the other hand, there is no external
evidence that might indicate that the major annalistic sources for the reign of Tiberius
were found in Greek translation. As for the second point, there is no reason to suggest
that Dio needed to read sources in translation. He was a Roman Senator, first and
foremost, and conducted his political career in a Senate house that was still
predominantly Latin speaking when it came to formal business and
pronouncements 3

Furthermore, we may adduce positive evidence for Dio’s use of Latin sources.
Dio’s decision to include Greek transliterations of Latin terms shows on one level at
least his engagement with the Latin language and perhaps even a source-text that was
written in Latin.>® The story of Tiberius’ response to the overzealous prefect of Egypt,
might present one such example of direct use of a Latin text. The version of Tiberius’
witticism preserved in Suetonius (7ib. 32.2) and Orosius (7.4.4),36 surely represents
the original dictum, as indicated by the likely pun on the word deglubere (‘to fleece’),
which may refer to the act of shearing a sheep or in the colloquial sense of taking
money by unscrupulous means.”” The pun is lost in Dio’s retelling in the Greek,
although not at the expense of the overall meaning of the anecdote.”® Similarly the
story of the exchange between Capito and the grammarian Porcellus,”” which appears
in almost identical form in Suetonius’ Concerning the Grammarians and

Rhetoricians, seems again to derive from a shared Latin source.

** Kaimio 1979: 103-10, esp. 108. For Dio’s Latinity, see Millar 1964: 143 n. 8, 189.

* E.g. 57.10.1 where Dio uses a straight transliteration of the Latin pontifex. For this
characteristic in general, see Freyburger-Galland 1997: 163, passim.

3% boni pastoris esse tondere pecus, non deglubere.

37 For this sense note, Muse 2009: 310-11, and commentary ad loc.

3% Cf. Meckler 2005 on another instance (sc. 78(77).4.1-2 [Xiph., Petrus, EVV]) where Dio
may have missed a pun in his Latin source material, although I am not convinced by the
argument.

* For this man’s name see commentary 57.17.2.



What then may we say about Dio’s sources and the tenor of the
historiographical tradition available to him? The legacy of Tiberius was not
straightforward — especially in senatorial circles. Even before he came to write his
history, Dio would have known something of this reputation. There was, after all, no
oath to uphold Tiberius’ acta made at the beginning of each year. Yet his example
could be still cited as a legal precedent, as amply attested in the lex de imperio
Vespasiani. In general it seems likely that the tradition that Dio followed was one that
was generally hostile to Tiberius, and which made much of the emperor’s native
dissimulation.”” At least we may infer this by the tenor of the surviving narratives of
Suetonius and Tacitus. Whether this picture is derived exclusively from a literary
tradition or was part of a more widespread ‘vulgar’ tradition, cannot be determined.

A passing remark by Seneca in the de Clementia suggests that by the mid-first
century it was commonplace to divide Tiberius’ reign into an exemplary phase,
followed by a less positive period.* We may extrapolate from this, and the fact that
Suetonius and Tacitus also choose turning points in Tiberius’ reign to state that an
influential part of the main historiographical tradition that was produced after
Tiberius’ death divided Tiberius’ reign into two (or more) distinct phases, which
coincided with the emperor’s alleged moral decline. It is possible that many of the
negative aspects of the portrayal of Tiberius derived from a single author: a man who,
in Champlin’s opinion, knew and disliked Tiberius intensely.** But we must be wary

about thinking of these lost Julio-Claudian sources as one-note productions,

“ E.g. Sage 1990: 1002; Baldwin 1983: 266.

“!'Sen. Clem. 1.1.6 with Braund 2009: 174.

42 Champlin 2008: 418-9; cf. Martin 1981: 204-5; Sage 1990: 1002-3. This view is an
expansion of that proposed by Schwartz (RE 3, cols. 1716-7 = Cassius 40); contra Syme
1958a: 272-3.
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irrespective of Tacitus’ much quoted observation that they were.*’ The tradition, and
the ways later authors dealt with it, was perhaps more nuanced than we tend to credit.
Similarly, the patterns which we find in Dio, Suetonius, and Tacitus may not be
simple reflections of their sources. The lavish praise that Dio heaps upon Tiberius in
Chapters 7-13 need not have originated with a source entirely favourable to the
emperor.”* Indeed, if Dio composed this passage by carefully selecting and reworking
his source materials, then the resulting narrative may in fact be more laudatory in tone
than that which he found in any one of his sources.

The preponderance of senatorial material in Book 57 is suggestive of Dio’s
use of a source (or sources) intimately familiar with senatorial affairs. Of course, it
would be wrong to assume that senatorial material was the exclusive preserve of
senatorial historians: well-placed members of the ordo equester could equally have
had access to such material as the example of Suetonius makes clear. Nevertheless,
judging from what appears in Dio’s narrative, this source of information was full and
detailed on points of administration and senatorial procedure under Tiberius. It seems
unlikely that such details were derived from an author who was not of the senatorial
order or in some way connected to this tradition.

Anecdotes and trivialities relating to certain members of the ordo senatorius
may add further weight to this assumption. From Book 57, the story of the behaviour
of the consul suffectus for 15, C. Vibius Rufus, may serve as an illustration. In the
long view, Vibius Rufus was something of a historical non-entity: no trace of the man
survives in the narratives of Tacitus or Suetonius. His two claims to fame, at least as

Dio would have it, were his choice of wife and his choice of seat in the curia. Yet this

® Tac. Ann. 1.1: Tiberii Gaique et Claudii ac Neronis res florentibus ipsis ob metum falsae,
postquam occiderant recentibus odiis compositae sunt.
* Cf. Jaeger 1910: 100-1.
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is precisely the sort of gossipy observation that would have entered senatorial lore and
caught the attention of a contemporary (or near contemporary) historian.*> Similarly
the story of the eccentric trumpet playing habits of the consul of 19 may also owe
something to this tradition. Again we cannot be sure that Dio found these stories in a
senatorial author, or even that they originated with such an author. Non-senatorial
authors like Olympiodorus and Ammianus Marcellinus preserve similar trivialities
about the great men of the late fourth century.*® What we can say is that these stories
are very Dionian. In fact, the decidedly chatty quality of these anecdotes recalls
strongly the sorts of comments Dio makes about his own contemporaries in the
Roman History and is indicative of the degree to which Dio harmonised his vision of
the past with that of the present.

The identities of Dio’s annalistic sources are similarly elusive. On the whole,
it is easier to rule out candidates. Tacitus may have been known to Dio."” Yet if so,
how Dio engaged with this historiographical predecessor is not clear. Certainly
Tacitus was not used as a major source for Dio in Book 57. At times Dio and Tacitus
present material in a similar manner, which is indicative at least of a shared source.
Most notably this occurs in their treatment of the revolts of A.D. 14, and in the their
method of introducing Sejanus.”® Occasionally there are divergences in the dating of
specific events.” Some of these are of a minor nature, but are suggestive of divergent

annalistic traditions. Late in Tiberius’ reign, Tacitus records the appearance of the

#57.15.6: for this individual see commentary ad loc.

% E.g. Olymp. F 41.2 [ed. Blockley] on Probus (son of Olybrius) and Symmachus, and
Maximus; Amm. Marc. 27.3.3-11 on the urban prefects Symmachus and Lampadius.

7 Syme 1958a: 690-2; Sage 1990: 999-1002; cf. Harrington 1971: 54-7; Syme 1983: 19-22 =
RP 4.240-3. Even so, we cannot assume that Dio read all of Tacitus’ Annales and Historiae.
Indeed, Dio might only have had access to individual books.

* For Dio’s account of the revolts, see commentary § III. Dio on the Pannonian and German
Mutinies. For the source connection between Dio and Tacitus’ introduction of Sejanus, see
Champlin 2012: 379; Matthews 2010: 59-60. See also, Syme 1958a: 272-4.

¥ Syme 1958a: 692.
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phoenix in Egypt in the year 34, whereas in Dio’s account it appears in the year 36.”
Similarly the demise of Tiberius’ estranged wife Julia is recorded in Tacitus’ account
in 14, but in Dio it appeared at some later (undated) juncture, judging by where it
appears in Zonaras’ narrative.’' Yet the points of difference run more deeply. As
Syme noted across several studies, the annalistic sections of Dio’s and Tacitus’
narratives for the years A.D. 15, 16, and 17 bear little similarity to one another.’” This
might suggest different sources, or different selections from the same source.’® Of
course none of this precludes the possibility that Dio knew Tacitus’ narrative. Rather,
simply that Dio did not use Tacitus as his main annalistic source.

Of our lost authorities, the name Aufidius Bassus has often been identified as
Dio’s main source for his annalistic narrative.”* There is little to affirm or confute this
assertion. What we know of Bassus’ oeuvre is scant.’’ The chronological scope
suggested by the extant fragments cover the period from the death of Cicero to the fall
of Sejanus. But that the narrative of Cicero’s demise was a part of Bassus’ annalistic
history has been doubted.’® For a better sense of the scope of his work, we need to

turn to what is perhaps the most important of the fragments: a selection of consular

*0If Tacitus is not in error and faithfully represents his source, it is possible that Dio (or his
source) transposed this event from 34 to 36 so that the appearance of the phoenix appeared as
one of the omens portending Tiberius’ death. Although it is worth noting that Pliny (perhaps
sharing the same source as Dio) dates the appearance of the phoenix to A.D. 36 (HN 10.2.5),
citing the authority of the antiquarian (and miscellanist?) Cornelius Valerianus (PIR* C 1471;
FRHist. 1.637-8 (Rich)).

> 57.18.1* = Zonar. 11.2 [Dindorf 3 p.5]. The displacement might again be Dio’s for narrative
purposes, as a means of illustrating Tiberius’ increased harshness following the demise of
Germanicus.

2 Syme 1958a: 691; Syme 1977: 237 = RP 3.1019-20; Syme 1981a: 365-6 = RP 3.1423-5.
Cf. Swan 1997: 2531-2.

It may be suggested tentatively that the lack of contact between the two, particularly for the
annalistic sections, is indicative of Dio’s awareness of Tacitus’ narrative and his
consciousness not to follow the Latin annalist too closely.

** E.g. Marx 1936; Syme 1958a: 275, 698; Sage 1990: 1006-7. Cf. Manuwald 1979: 257-8.

> See FRHist. 1.518-21 (Levick).

> Syme 1958a: 697; Syme 1977: 235 = RP 3.1017; cf. Wilkes 1972: 197; Sage 1990: 1005.
In Syme’s view, the fragment on Cicero (FRHist 78 ‘Aufidius Bassus’ F 1) was taken from an
otherwise unattested monograph on Cicero or perhaps the Triumviral period.
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names from Bassus preserved in Cassiodorus’ Chronicle. This list in the Chronicle
corresponds to the years 8 B.C. to A.D. 31”7 Certainly 8 B.C. provides an attractive
starting year for Bassus’ annalistic work — picking up where Livy’s monumental
history left off. But whether this list reflects the scope of Bassus’ history is a point of
scholarly discord. Some interpreted Cassiodorus’ consular list as encompassing the
full extent of Bassus’ work, which effectively continued Livy’s narrative from 8 B.C.
to A.D. 31.”® Others have put the termination of the work somewhat later, perhaps as
late as 47. Amongst the sundry fragments of Bassus’ work, there is one slender
parallel that might tie it to Dio’s narrative. For the year 17 both Dio and Bassus (via
Cassiodorus’ consular list) identify the consul as C. Caecilius; Tacitus, with support
of two lapidary fasti names him C. Caelius.®’

Yet a closer examination of the consular data that appears in Cassiodorus and
Dio soon reveals problems should we wish to identify Bassus as Dio’s sole annalistic
source for Book 57. Cassiodorus identifies the consul of A.D. 19 as C. Norbanus. In
the main body of Xiphilinus’ Epitome, however, the consul appears as ‘L. Norbanus’
(57.18.3 [Xiph.]). This is likely to have been the consul’s praenomen — at any rate this
is how he is named in Tacitus’ Annals and in surviving epigraphic sources. Yet
Cassiodorus cannot simply be dismissed as being in error, for there is external support
for the consul of 19 possessing the cognomen Gaius.®! The apparent conflict between

Dio in the main text and Cassiodorus suggests one of two options. The first is that Dio

" FRHist 78 ‘Aufidius Bassus’ F 4. It seems more likely that Cassiodorus copied a pre-
existing consular list derived from Aufidius Bassus’ work: FRHist. 3.604-5 (Levick).

*¥ Sage 1990: 1004-5.

* Townend 1961: 230, 233. Cf. Townend 1962: 490, where he suggests A.D. 43. Martin
(1981: 202) suggests ‘close to A.D. 50’, similarly Marx (1936: 94).

% For references, see commentary 57.17.1.

%! Note also that the fasti which form part of the Book indices found in the manuscripts of Dio
(which I believe to have been compiled by Dio himself), identify the consul of A.D. 19 as I'.
Nwopavog I'. vi. Phdnrog i) BaAPog. The individual may be polyonymous.
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did not use Bassus after all. Such a conclusion based on this single piece of evidence
is too drastic. The more likely alternative is that Dio was not confined to a single
annalistic authority for Book 57. In the annalistic narrative of A.D. 15 Dio himself
draws the reader’s attention to a divergence in his sources over the dating of a
particular event.®”

If our evidence for Aufidius Bassus is slender, it is even more meagre for the
consular historian Servilius Nonianus. Syme’s arguments in favour of Servilius
Nonianus being Tacitus’ major source for the first books of the Annales are on the
whole unconvincing.”’ In Syme’s view Tacitus was attracted to the earlier consular
historian on account of Nonianus’ exalted social position relative to that of the
(supposedly) non-Senatorial Aufidius Bassus.®* ‘In the estimation of Cornelius
Tacitus, Nonianus, consul and proconsul of Africa, can hardly have yielded

"S5 If we use the same

precedence to Bassus as an authority for the Tiberian books.
arguments, Cassius Dio, twice consul, proconsul of Africa, and just as status-
conscious as Tacitus, could not have possibly overlooked the work of Nonianus
either. Such arguments do not bear close scrutiny.®

Any attempt to assign particular pieces of information to Nonianus is

ultimately quixotic. In a recent article, Bablitz has suggested tentatively that the one-

6257.14.3. Similarly we may note Dio’s comments at 57.3.3-4 about the various stories
surrounding the causes of Tiberius’ conduct following the death of Augustus.

% And by extension that he was not used by Dio in Books 57-8. Townend 1962: 490, sees
Servilius Nonianus as the author behind the negative tradition concerning Tiberius, found in
all three of Suetonius, Dio, and Tacitus.

% The evidence for Bassus’ non-Senatorial standing is based largely on the fact that he was an
adherent of Epicureanism (cf. Sen. Ep. 30 = FRHist. 78 ‘Aufidius Bassus’ T 1). Of course in
practice, Epicureanism was no bar to membership of the senatorial order. The example of the
‘liberator’ Cassius Longinus should be a sufficient illustration, but note also the example of
the Julio-Claudian senator ‘Pompedius’ in Josephus (AJ 19.32-3) who is perhaps better
identified as the consul suffectus for A.D. 44, [P?]. Pomponius Secundus (PIR> P 754; Swan
1976). For Epicureans in Roman politics, see Momigliano 1941: 151-7; cf. Griffin 1989: 28-
32.

% Syme 1977: 235 = RP 3.1017; cf. Syme 1958a: 276.

% Cf. Cornell 1986: 78-9.
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time advocate Nonianus provided Dio, Suetonius, and Tacitus with information about
Tiberius’ behaviour in the courts.”” The suggestion is tempting, but does not take us
far. After all, one did not need to be a former advocate to appreciate a good court-
room anecdote, as attested by the preservation of these details in Suetonius.®® Again,
Nonianus has been offered as the source behind the ‘sampling of grim Tiberian jests’
that appear in Suetonius’ Life of Tiberius.”’ The assumption rests on the identification
of the unnamed consular historian at Tiberius 61.6 with Servilius Nonianus.”
Whether or not Suetonius’ unnamed historian is in fact Nonianus, it is tempting to
assign many of the various samples of Tiberian gallows humour in Dio and Suetonius
to the same source.

The value of jokes and casual remarks attributed to famous individuals is a
constant of both ancient and modern historiography.”' Book 57 contains fifteen stand-
alone sayings attributed to Tiberius, thirteen of these in oratio recta.”” Somewhat
surprisingly, the remainder of the Tiberian narrative in Book 58 contains only five
such Tiberian dicta.”” The number of Tiberian sayings is relatively high. For the sake
of comparison, Book 59 contains eleven sayings of Caligula. Surprisingly there are
few such sayings attributed to Augustus over the course of books 53-56,”* given that
SO many were in circulation.”” The provenance of Dio’s imperial apophthegmata is

obscure. It is possible that Dio had access to a pre-existing collection of Tiberian

*" Bablitz 2009: 122 n. 4.

5 T owe this observation to Chris Pelling.

* Baldwin 1983: 154.

0 Syme 1958a: 277; Baldwin 1983: 154; Sage 1990: 1006.

' As indeed they were to Plutarch’s conception of biography: cf. Plut. Alex. 1.

2 For the sayings presented in oratio recta, see 57.2.3,57.2.6,57.7.4,57.8.2,57.9.2,57.10.5,
57.13.3,57.18.2 [Xiph., Zonar.], 57.19.1° [Petrus Patricius], 57.19.4 [Xiph., Zonar.], 57.21.1
[Xiph.], 57.24.8 [Xiph.]. This does not include the reputed exchange between Tiberius and
Clemens the pseudo-Agrippa.

7 58.3.7 [Xiph.], 58.23.3,58.23.4,58.24.4,58.28 4.

™ E.g.55.10.16,56.30.34.

7 Laurence and Paterson 1999: 189.
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dicta, similar to that compiled by Tiro of choice Ciceronian one-liners.”® Such a
document might have been in circulation during the early third century, perhaps
containing the sayings of several emperors in addition to Tiberius. Our knowledge of
such booklets is slight: but aside from Christian texts,” the only surviving examples
from antiquity of texts dedicated solely to dicta are the three found amongst
Plutarch’s Moralia (Saying of the Spartans, Sayings of the Kings and Commanders,
and the Sayings of the Romans), and although slightly different in nature, the so-called
Disticha Catonis.”® Alternatively, Dio might have collected the Tiberian dicta
himself.

In general terms, such sayings could have diverse origins. Laurence and
Paterson have made a useful distinction between dicta that owed their origins to
official documents, such as the acta senatus, and so-called ‘floating’ dicta, which
were ahistorical sayings in common circulation that were subsequently attached to a
particular individual or individuals.”” An illustrative example of the latter is the
contrived encounter and exchange between Tiberius and the imposter Clemens, which
certainly started its life as an adaptation of a well-known folk-tale, before entering the
literary tradition.* Yet this is not the case for the bulk of Tiberius’ reported comments
in Book 57. Some of the Tiberian dicta appear to have been delivered in the Senate.

Indeed, six of the sayings might reasonably be ascribed to a senatorial context and

" For the Ciceronian dicta compiled by Tiro, see Quint. Inst. Orat. 6.3.3, 6.3.5; Macrob.
2.1.12; cf. Laurence and Paterson 1999: 188; FRHist. 1.403 (Drummond).

77 For Christian examples, note the second/third century texts P.Oxy. 1 and P.Oxy. 654, which
contain sayings of Jesus. The late antique Sayings of the Desert Fathers is perhaps a more
elaborate, none the less indicative, manifestation of this genre.

7 For the Plutarchan books of apophthegmata, see Stadter 1989: xIv n. 39; Pelling 2002: 68-
85; Stadter 2014b. For the possible first century (A.D.) origins of the Dicta/Disticha Catonis,
see Connolly 2012; contra Morgan 2007: 87.

™ Laurence and Paterson 1999: 183 n. 2. As the same authors note (1999: 191-2) identical
dicta are occasionally attributed to different individuals. For this characteristic of anecdotes in
general, see Saller 1980: 76-7.

%57.16.4 with commentary ad loc.
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have a ring of authenticity about them.®' Aside from Tiberius’ comments at the
senatorial sessions in September A.D. 14, two more of these sayings are attributed to
Tiberius’ reaction to specific events. The first concerns the behaviour of the consules
ordinarii in a legal matter (57.21.1 [Xiph.]; cf. 57.7.4), and the second appears in
connection with the aborted trial of the aged Cn. Cornelius Lentulus (57.24.8
[Xiph.]).82 From what little evidence we have of the form of the acta senatus, it
appears that statements were recorded in oratio recta.®’ Hence, we cannot rule out the
possibility that these items were found in the acta senatus, and were later extracted
either by Dio or an earlier historian.*

Mention of the acta senatus should give us pause. Tacitus’ use (or not) of
these documents has been a topic of much discussion and debate.® For Dio, there is
slight evidence of his direct consultation of documentary sources in the Tiberian
narrative.”® Nevertheless, there are several instances where Dio cites non-literary
sources. At one point Dio professes to quote what appears to be the precise wording
of an imperial edict (57.9.2). At another juncture Dio shows a keen awareness of the
voting procedure of a particular debate, where a motion of Cn. Calpurnius Piso was

vetoed by a tribune, a detail which might have appeared in the acta senatus.®’

81572.3,57.2.6,57.18.2,57.21.1 [Xiph.], 57.24 .8 [Xiph.].

% The ironic ring of Tiberius’ reputed exclamation during the trial of Lentulus no doubt
caught the historian’s attention (000¢ Cijv €T €dm GELOG eiju, elye ol AEvToulOg pe poel).
For Lentulus, see Syme 1986: 287-96.

* Talbert 1988: 145.

 From what little evidence we have of the form of the acta senatus, it appears that
statements were recorded in oratio recta: Talbert 1988: 145. That the information we find in
Dio was distilled from the acta senatus by way of an earlier annalist is perhaps to be preferred
to Dio’s direct consultation of the acta: Talbert 1984: 325; Swan 1997: 2532-3.

% Syme 1958a: 278-86, 705; Syme 1970: 4-5; Syme 1982: 73 and passim = RP 4. 207 and
passim. Cf. Martin 1981: 206-7; Talbert 1984: 326-34; Sage 1990: 1008-10; Matthews 2010:
60-1, passim; Pettinger 2012: 217. For a sensible discussion of the acta senatus in general,
see Talbert 1984: 308-23.

% For an overview of Dio’s relationship with epigraphic sources, see the venerable, but still
worthy study of Stuart (1904).

¥57.15.9.
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Elsewhere Dio claims an awareness of the formulae applied on imperial letters issued
under Tiberius (57.12.2; 58.4.3). Of course it is possible that this material may have
been obtained through a well-informed intermediary source. At any rate Dio’s
statement that Tiberius eschewed the cognomen ‘Augustus’ does not suggest a
historian with an intimate knowledge of documents from the Tiberian Principate.®®
However, we are not in a position to rule out the possibility that Dio’s knowledge of
imperial letters was the result of autopsy. Certainly later in his history Dio makes a
point of noting the imperial styles used in letters of the emperors of his own time,
which we may be sure was borne out of personal enquiry or confirmed by
experience.89

Similarly we may note Dio’s sporadic references to public records, which he
variously calls Ta dnmuodola yodppata or Ta ®owva vropvipata. These sources are
cited sporadically throughout the Roman History. In a general statement about the
writing of history at 53.19.2, Dio identifies ‘the public records’ (sc. Td dmuodola
vropvipota) as one of the main sources of history available under the Republic, and
it is implied, under the imperial period as well. Yet, whether he used these sources
directly and systematically over the course of composing the Roman History is
doubtful” Be this as it may, it is interesting to note a cluster of references to the
public records in the Tiberian narrative. Of the eight references to these documents in
the Roman History, four appear in Book 57 whereas only one appears in the

subsequent Julio-Claudian narrative, and none appears in his account of the reign of

% See commentary 57.8.1-2.

% E.g.73(72).15.5 [Xiph.], 79(78).16.2, 80(79).2.2 [Xiph.].

% Rich 1990: 8, 153; pace Edmondson 1992: 31, although he also concedes that Dio may
have used these via an intermediary source (1992: 32).
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Augustus.” This spike in references leads to one of two conclusions. The first,
admittedly unsatisfying, is that Dio himself turned to these records for details for the
early years of Tiberius’ reign. Against this, it should be noted that the references to
the public records in the Tiberian narrative do not indicate any level of familiarity
with the documents themselves. Unlike, for example Suetonius, who cites the acta for
specific points of detail,” Dio’s references to these documents are somewhat oblique.
When he cites the public records it is usually to note when something was (or was
not) included in them.” The second possible explanation is more satisfactory. Given
the distribution and nature of the references to these documents, it seems likely that
the references to the public records in Book 57 derive from a single source, whose
history furnished material for the first half of the reign of Tiberius.”*

We may detect traces of literary sources of a different nature in Dio’s account,
which furnished specific anecdotal details. Two anecdotes concerning Galba’s
imperial destiny appear in the Roman History prior to the narrative of A.D. 68. The
first appears late in the reign of Augustus (56.29.5), and the second at some point
after A.D. 17 (57.19.4 [Xiph.]). The second of these references, which is preserved
only in Xiphilinus, is oddly placed. The most likely context would be for it to have
been placed under the year of Galba’s consulship if it had originated in an annalistic
source, but this does not seem to have been the case.”” Unfortunately its original

context is irrecoverable, but its function seems to be purely anecdotal and it was not

*'44.113, 4764, 53.19.2, 57.12.2, 57.16.2, 57.21.5 [Xiph.], 57.23.2 [Xiph.], 61(60).33.1
[EVV].

” E.g. Suet. Cal. 82.

% Note the anecdote of Tiberius and the architect, whose achievements, Dio says, were not
included in the records (57.21.5 [Xiph.]). If we are to believe that Dio consulted the records
directly, we would need to imagine Dio reading about the deeds of the architect then checking
the public records to see if there was any mention of him. This seems unlikely.

* Here Aufidius Bassus might be a candidate for these references, if his history did conclude
in A.D. 31.

% Tacitus (Ann. 6.20.2) tells the identical story but places it in A.D. 33, the year of Galba’s
consulship.

20



tied to any particular year. Interestingly, both stories of Galba’s omina imperii involve
divination. In the case of the former, Dio gives the story of the lightning strike which
obliterated the letter ‘C’ on an inscription to Augustus, which was portentous not only
of Augustus’ death but also of Galba’s imperial future, as Galba assumed the foga
virilis in that year. The second concerned Tiberius’ investigation of the horoscopes of
prominent men including Galba, whom Tiberius predicted would rule briefly. As
noted correctly by Syme, the author of these anecdotes must have been writing after
the events of A.D. 68.”° We may tentatively put forward a candidate for these stories:
Ti. Claudius Balbillus. We know that Balbillus was alive in at least A.D. 70 when he
was honoured by Vespasian with games at Ephesus.”” This (likely) son of Tiberius’
astrologer Thrasyllus is known to have been a man of some eloquence and learning.”®
According to Seneca (ON 4.2.13), Balbillus’ literary accomplishments were broad and
he wrote on many topics. Thanks to a Byzantine catalogue of astronomical texts we
know he composed a work titled Aotporoyotpeva,” and although we may be fairly
certain that the anecdotes found in Dio did not derive from the AotooloyoUpueva (a

summary of which survives),'”

Balbillus’ interests in astrology and divination are at
least consonant with the tenor of these stories.
A final type of source may be adduced. At least some of Dio’s material may

have come from non-written or oral sources. Determining the origins of particular

anecdotes is rife with supposition, and is perhaps ultimately futile. There are few

% Syme 1958a: 692; cf. Swan 2004: 301-2.

7 65(66).9.2. For the Balbilleia at Ephesus, see Brunet 1997; SEG 47 (1997), 1620.

* Cf. Wilkes 1972: 191.

% In the MS (codex Parisinus graecus 2425) the author of the Actooloyoipeva is identified
as BaoPulhog — a likely mistake for BaAPulhog. Interestingly (but no doubt coincidentally)
Xiphilinus and the compiler of the EVV identify the astrologer Bd&ofthlog (65(66).9.2 [Xiph.,
EVV]) as well.

' CCAG 8.3 p. 103-4; cf. CCAG 8.4 p. 232 (the summary of an anonymous author, but likely
to be Balbillus).
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clues in the text. Occasionally Dio claims to have heard (sc. jxovoa) certain stories
or versions of a story.'’! This might refer to Dio’s careful notation of oral sources, or
simply be an informal way of reporting a rival tradition that he found in his literary
authorities.'”* Nevertheless, we may draw tentative arguments from analogy. Like any

closed institution,'®?

the Senate was certainly a place where stories and anecdotes
about former members were freely and frequently exchanged. In the Senate,
institutional memory was long.'” This memory embraced not only those exemplary
figures from the past, whose deeds and dicta were the staples of the rhetorical
tradition, but to individuals less worthy. In one well-known passage, Dio cites the
authority of his own father as a source of the truth behind the rumour concerning the

dubious circumstances surrounding the accession of Hadrian.'”

Even beyond the
Senate, the civic centres that Dio inhabited were no doubt rife with stories and
anecdotes about emperors. We may recall Plutarch’s statement at the beginning of the
Demosthenes where he notes one of the advantages of living in a city was the
circulation of anecdotes usually omitted by the literary texts.'” It is possible that such
informal sources of information were used (even tacitly) by Dio to corroborate or
correct specific details.

The sources available to Dio were diverse. As I have maintained in the

foregoing discussion, it is likely that the bulk of Dio’s narrative for Book 57 was

constructed from the annalistic tradition, which was established in the mid-decades of

1% See commentary below at 57.3.3. Cf. 58.11.7.

12 Millar 1964: 36-7, suggests that items introduced with the verb frovoa ‘might derive
from the historical or antiquarian readings of his friends’. Cf. Syme 1958a: 690.

'% The modern university is a case in point, where stories of past professors or eccentrics
(two groups by no means mutually exclusive), are told, re-told, embellished, and float
between different individuals.

'* Cf. Tac. Ann. 3.16.1

1%5°69.1 [Xiph.]; cf. Millar 1964: 36.

1% Plut. Dem. 2.1; with Pelling 1979: 90. Note also Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.7.3 for these sorts
of informal but well-informed oral sources available to him at Rome.
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the first century A.D. There is nothing in Dio’s narrative that precludes the possibility
that Dio drew from multiple annalistic sources. These accounts, which laid the basis
for Dio’s narrative, may have been augmented by other sources of information —
perhaps oral tradition or even personal autopsy of the documents of Tiberius’ reign.
Although the identities of Dio’s sources are elusive, at least one of Dio’s literary
authorities must have satisfied his desire for senatorial information. How Dio used

these sources to construct his narrative is a topic to which we now turn.

Dio’s Method of Composition

Thanks to an autobiographical statement preserved in Xiphilinus’ Epitome, we know
something of Dio’s general method of work for the Roman History. Dio says that he
spent ten years collecting (sc. ouvéheEa) the material for the history from the
beginning to the death of Severus, and twelve years writing this material up.'”” This
picture is imperfect. As Avenarius noted, Dio makes no mention of when he made a
draft of his history.'”® Moreover, Dio neglects to say that he was making preparations
gathering material for the history after Severus as well during this period. In his
narrative following the murder of Caracalla, Dio says that he knew that he would
write of those events also, following a dream he received between the death of
Severus (4 February 211) and the fall of Geta (December 211).'” These passages

have posed numerous problems to those wanting settle the question of when the

1773(72).23.5 [Xiph.]. For a similar description of a two-phase composition, see Lucian.
Hist. conscr. 48. Coincidentally, Dionysius of Halicarnassus spent a period of 22 years
composing his history: Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.7.2.

'% Avenarius 1956: 88, who proposes reasonably that Dio produced a draft (Vmopvnuo) after
the gathering of the materials.

19%'79(78).10.1-2. Or so it is generally assumed: Millar 1964: 39; Barnes 1984: 245. Cf. Swan
1997: 2552-5, suggests that the passage in question could in fact refer to a time before the
death of Severus.
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history was written. The dating of composition may be sidestepped when considering
Book 57. It is sufficient to assign its inception to a period following the death of

1o What, however, I shall discuss in this section is what we can reconstruct

Severus.
of what Dio actually did during these two phases of composition.

As with the question of Dio’s sources, we are confronted with a series of
unknown factors when it comes to Dio’s method of composition. What should be
noted is that Dio did not come to his task of writing history from a position of total
ignorance of Roman history. As a senator of mature years, Dio must have had, at the
very least, an outline understanding of Roman history before he started on his task of
composing his history of Rome from its beginnings. Opinions and prejudices
concerning specific individuals had no-doubt developed in his mind before he started
his reading. Dio says that his reading was extensive, but he gives no clue as to how he

managed his reading.'"!

Instead, we are left with a series of unanswerable questions.
Did Dio, for example, organise his reading according to time periods? That is to say
did Dio begin with reading accounts of the Regal period then progress to those of
more recent times? Alternatively, did he read and take notes from whatever books he
had to hand? Whatever the case, by the end of the reading and note-taking phase, Dio
was in a position to undertake his history as a continuous narrative, and to organise it
mentally as a thematically unified whole.

Something of Dio’s method of work may be divined from what he says and

the finished product. Dio’s period of gathering materials must have involved

"% The only datable reference to his own time is his comment at 58.14.1, concerning the fall

of Plautianus in 205. Even if we could establish a firm date for the beginning of Dio’s period
of writing, we cannot assume that Dio wrote his history in chronological sequence and
therefore cannot estimate when particular books were written, as noted correctly by
Edmondson (1992: 32-3).

"UF 12 [ES]: <dvéyvov piv> mdvia 6 eimelv TG mEQL TV TLOL YEYQUUUEVCL,
ovvéyoarpa 8¢ ov mhvta Al oo €Eéxguva. Millar’s suggestion (1964: 33) that the
missing verb in the first part of the sentence could be ouvéleEa is attractive, suggesting an
active gathering of material (and by extension note-taking?).

24



extensive note taking, perhaps with the aid of a secretary.''”

Many if not most of
Dio’s sources would have been in the form of cumbersome rolls rather than codices,
and the presence of a helper would have been welcome, should Dio wish to cross-
check his sources. If Dio prepared the bulk of his history at his home in Capua, which
is what he implies he did,'"” then we may assume that most of his literary sources
were his own or belonged to his friends, which he borrowed or had copied.'"*

When taking notes we may assume that Dio had certain passages copied
accurately so that they followed the source closely, perhaps even verbatim.''” This
may be seen in several instances where Dio’s Greek follows a parallel Latin text.
These notes were probably taken in Greek, but we cannot be certain. If they were
translated at this point, this note-taking phase takes on additional importance when
thinking about the composition of the work. If not, and the notes were taken in
whatever the language of the source text, then the process of translating the source
material from Latin into Greek occurred later during the writing phase. This phase of
the composition process is one where errors could enter Dio’s material. Certainly at
least one of Dio’s errors (if that is indeed what it is) could have originated at this time.
The eques Clutorius Priscus appears in the (epitomised) text as ['dwog AouvtmQELOg
IToloxog (57.20.3 [Xiph.]). The praecnomen of this individual is otherwise unattested,
but it seems possible that Dio in his source text found this individual’s name written

as C LUTORIUS PRISCUS (perhaps with little or no spatial division between the

"2 For these sorts of assistants, see Pelling 1979: 95.

'3 For Dio’s residence at Capua, see 77(76).2.1 [Xiph.]; cf. Millar 1964: 10-11.

"% Cf. Johnson 2010: 92-3, who notes the relatively scarcity of specialist books in ancient
Rome, and the importance of a community of readers to keep such books in circulation.

"> This would account for what Pelling (1979: 91) saw as Dio’s apparent tendency to follow
one source at a time for specific episodes within the Republican narrative.
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words), resulting in Dio making the reasonable assumption that the first letter was an
abbreviation denoting Priscus’ praenomen.' '

The process of writing posed its own challenges. Perhaps at an early stage,
Dio settled on a number of books for his history.''’ The fact that Dio’s history
covered more territory than Dio seems to have anticipated perhaps resulted in a
significant degree of compression for his Antonine narrative.''® At any rate Dio
decided to devote two books, one fortieth of Roman History, to the twenty-three years
of the Principate of Tiberius Caesar. Once Dio had made this decision, he was
presented with problems of how to structure his material. The first of these problems
was to decide where the book division should fall. The death of Germanicus could
have provided such a point — in Dio’s opinion the death of the prince precipitated a
great change in Tiberius’ conduct (57.13.6). However, to use the death of Germanicus
as the point of division would have greatly unbalanced the two books and limited his
analysis of Tiberius and his reign.'"” The rise of Sejanus might have provided another
point. Such was the approach of Tacitus, who introduced Sejanus as a major character
in the history in the early 20s, so as to coincide with the demise of Drusus, and the
half-way point of the Tiberian hexad.'*” Compositionally this might have worked well

for Dio. Had Book 58 begun with these events, it would have been the narrative of the

"% An alternative is that a kappa has fallen out of the text early in transmission, thus requiring

the simple emendation I'dwog <K>Aovtmorog ITptorog, however there is no independent
evidence that confirms that Priscus’ praenomen was in fact Gaius. Or, as Chris Pelling
reminds me, it could be due to Dio’s misreading of his own (or his secretary’s) notes.

"7 As noted by Millar (1998: 194), Book 40 seems to mark the great turning point in Dio’s
history with the crossing of the Rubicon.

"® Swan 1997: 2557 suggests that Dio’s accelerated pace of coverage for his narrative from
27 onwards was due to his schedule of work. This cannot be the full picture. The attention
Dio devoted to the annalistic narrative contained in books 36-51 is deliberate, and anomalous.
Books 3-35 seem to have covered ground swiftly, comprising the period from the
establishment of the Republican government down to the mid-first century A.D.: cf.
Moscovich 1983.

9 For which, see Chapter 2, Dio on Tiberius.

For discussion of Tacitus’ decision to use the death of Drusus as a turning point in Book 4,
see especially Sage 1990: 976-8.
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rise and fall of the great prefect. But again this would have posed problems of
balance. Dio’s focus is on Tiberius, not on Sejanus. Instead, Dio chose to mark the
division with Tiberius’ move to Capri in A.D. 26."*! The choice was sensible and is
unexceptionable. Dio was not the last to see the move to Capri as marking a turning
point in Tiberius’ reign.'”* In chronological terms it was also a convenient date, at
virtually the halfway point in Tiberius’ reign.

There is an internal structure in evidence in Book 57. Chapters 1-6, while
ostensibly a continuation of the annalistic narrative for the year 14 begun in Book 56
are in effect removed from the annalistic narrative, with chapters 1-3 concerning
Tiberius’ nature and the reasons for his cunctatio in August-September 14, and
chapters 4-6 providing linked digression on the mutinies in Pannonia and on the
Rhine. Similarly chapters 7-13 are non-annalistic. The resumed annalistic narrative
spans chapters 14-24. As the following table makes clear, the annalistic sections of

Book 57 vary considerably in length.

Year (A.D.) Number of Lines
(Boissevain)

16 58

17* 53

18* 0

19%* 31

20%* 53

21% 18

22% 7

2! We know Book 57 terminated in A.D. 25 thanks to the fasti supplied in the ancient index

affixed to the beginning of the book.

122 E.g. Auson. Caes. 54-57: Praenomen Tiberi nanctus Nero prima iuventael tempora
laudato gessit in imperio.l frustra dehinc solo Caprearum clausus in antrol quae prodit vitiis,
credit operta locis.
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23* 83
24% 2
25% 27

* Denotes years that only exist in Dio’s epitomes.

The lacunose and fragmentary state of Book 57 makes firm conclusions about the
original form of Dio’s annalistic narrative impossible. The patterns of material for at
least a third of Book 57 reveal more about the tastes of his epitomators than about Dio
himself. What looks like the total disappearance of his annalistic account for A.D. 18
is a case in point: Dio’s account of that year might well have been brief, but we

123

cannot be sure.”” Yet we may perhaps note for the sake of comparison, this next table

presents an overview of those years that survive in their entirety in Book 58.'**

Number of Lines

Year (A.D.) (Boissevain)
32 89
33 77
34 32
35 34
36 6

These patterns (or rather the absence of a clear pattern), indicates strongly that Dio
chose his material deliberately. He was not concerned with ensuring an even
distribution of material for each year. Occasionally Dio attempts to impose a degree

of thematic unity on his selection of annalistic material for an individual year, but we

' Dio’s epitomators were not bound by any adherence to annalistic conventions and could

omit entire years: Xiphilinus, for example has nothing for A.D. 18 and A.D. 35 in the section
of his Epitome corresponding to Books 57 and 58, yet he preserves Dio’s meager account for
A.D.36.Zonaras is generally even more selective. See further, Notes on the Text of Book 57.
' For comparison with the distribution in the Augustan books, see the tabulation of Swan
1997: 2527-9.
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cannot be sure that he does this consistently for every year in Book 57. Urban affairs
dominate the selection of annalistic material. This trend is perceptible in the later
Augustan books, but is far more acute in the Tiberian narrative.'*> Dio’s decision to
focus so much of his attention on Tiberius (a sedentary emperor) is certainly a
contributing factor to this decision. Only occasionally do we catch a glimpse of
external events. Xiphilinus preserves a brief summary of Germanicus’ campaigns; we
may assume that Dio’s original account was more fulsome.'”® The North African
campaign against Tacfarinas might too have been afforded summary treatment by
Dio, but now not a trace survives, again possibly due to the tastes of Dio’s
epitomators. In both of these instances Dio probably telescoped the accounts of these
campaigns, which occurred over several years, into single narrative blocks — a
technique which is observable elsewhere in the Roman History.

The singling out of key individuals around whom a narrative could be
structured was a key compositional device for both the Republican and Imperial
books of the Roman History."”’ In the case of Book 57, the figure of Tiberius
dominates and indeed controls Dio’s narrative. At times Dio will develop secondary
characters to act as foils to the central characterisation of the emperor, but this
technique is perhaps underused in the Tiberian narrative, when we compare it with the
way he will use this technique elsewhere in the Roman History.

Aside from questions of structure, the very act of writing an annalistic history
presented challenges, not least the difficulty of co-ordinating several sources. Two

models of composition present themselves. The first is that suggested by Pelling in his

125 Cf. Swan 1997: 2543-8 for this trend in the Augustan narrative.

Xiphilinus had little interest in campaign narratives, unless they contained some morally
edifying anecdotes: Brunt 1980: 491.
127 Pelling 1997a; Pelling 2006: 257-62; Simons 2009.
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seminal article on Plutarch’s method of composition.'”® According to this view Dio
relied on a control text before him, essentially excerpting from it as he compiled his
Roman History. Dio then augmented this narrative with the various fruits of his
researches as he went along and as he saw fit. In this model, it is the period of writing
that was all-important, at the expense of the period of reading and note taking. Yet the
main problem with this method is that it seems at odds with Dio’s stated method of
composition. Instead it suggests a sequential method of reading, note taking, then
writing. Dio, however, suggests that the reading (and presumably note taking)
occurred during the first ten-year period, then the process of working up his material
fell to the next period of twelve years.

An alternative model has been advanced by Rich.'”” This model places more
attention on the note-taking phase of composition. According to this model, Dio took
notes as he read, and it was from these notes based on his diverse sources that Dio
composed his narrative. Such a model is attractive. As we have seen above, it is
almost certain that Book 57 was not an epitome of a single earlier historian, but was
rather a piece of writing which drew upon several literary sources. Thus Dio was
faced with the challenge of coordinating several of his annalistic sources. Indeed, the
problem of reconciling two or more different accounts is noted explicitly by Dio at
57.14.3 concerning the distribution of the Augustus’ largess to the people of Rome."*’
Moreover, if at any point in his narrative he had recourse to a non-annalistic authority,
he had to take care to insert whichever particular story he found of interest into its

correct chronological position, or where it was thematically suitable. For the

'8 Pelling 1979: 91-5. Adopted in an extreme form by Swan 1997: 2533-43. Note however,
Pelling 2002: 66, where he refines this view to the composition of the VwOuvnuo, which
formed the basis of the finished product.

'’ Rich 1989: 89-92, 106-7. Rich 1990: 6-7.

3% Although it may be conceded that Dio found such a statement in a source.
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annalistic material, Dio would need to have recorded in his notes the consuls under
whom each event or series of events took place. The cardinal virtue of this system is
in its flexibility. If Dio chose to follow a single source for a long stretch of narrative,
he could do so by simply copying out the text into his notes."’' If Dio desired to
assemble a collection of details that were of interest, he could do this also.

If we accept a model of composition like that proposed by Rich, we can then
explain the contours of Dio’s narrative, which Bergmans regarded as being indicative
of the particular genres of sources used by Dio. In response to the schema offered by
Bergmans (as outlined above, page 3), I would suggest that in chapters 2 to 6, Dio
followed in the main a source in common with Tacitus (if not Tacitus himself); this
applies especially to chapters 4 and 5 where Dio followed this source closely, but
condensed it as he saw fit. Chapters 7 to 13 were a compilation of several different
sources, and were almost certainly not derived from a lost biographical source as
Bergmans suggested. This is most clearly seen in the clustering of the various stories
told about Livia (57.12)."** Moreover, the fact that Dio adopts this approach
throughout the imperial books (at least to the best of our knowledge) also suggests
strongly that he did not lift this section from one of his historiographical predecessors.
The annalistic narrative (Chapters 14-24) seems likely to have been compiled in this
manner too. The composition required care and attention, but given the relative
sparseness of Dio’s annalistic chapters the task of reconstituting an annalistic
narrative would not have been beyond the skill of the historian, nor would it have

been overly time-consuming.

B! Cf. Pelling 2002: 65-6.
"2 Note also the similar clustering of anecdotal material again concerning Livia at 58.3.5
[Xiph.].
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The writing phase would see Dio link his material together, sometimes
roughly, but at other times very well indeed, with ‘gliding transitions’ between his
material, or thematically related anecdotes. The importance of this phase cannot be
underestimated — after all, according to Dio it took longer to write up his history
properly than to collect the materials for it. It was certainly in this phase that Dio
managed to harmonise his diverse material in a way that created the impression of a
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unified whole. ™ To understand how and why Dio shaped the narrative in the ways he

did, we need to turn to the historian himself.

The Shaping of Material and the Personality of the Historian

It was once posited that Dio’s originality of thought was found only in the speeches or
authorial digressions of the history. The rest of his work instead displayed ‘a failure to
rethink the data’ which his sources provided.134 As we shall see, such a view is
difficult to sustain. In Book 57, which has no (surviving) set-piece speech, Dio’s
presentation of Tiberius’ reign reveals not only the interests and preoccupations of the
historian, but also an ultimately successful attempt to weave his material into the
thematic fabric of his work.

There are few nowadays who would argue that Dio was a slave to the opinions
of his sources. As is generally recognized, Dio was a historian who reshaped his
material in ways that could be both subtle and profound.'’” Often we find that the

attitudes of the historian are close to the surface, even in apparently unadorned

133 Cf. Lucian (Hist. conscr. 50-1), who notes the importance of fashioning the material in the

composition process.

1 Gabba 1984: 70-71 (quote on 71), commenting on Dio’s portrayal of the reign of
Augustus.

' E.g. Pelling 1982; Rich 1989: 88-9, passim; Mallan 2014.
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narrative passages. For example, we may consider Dio’s description of the aid
Tiberius gave to impecunious senators (57.10.3-4). The passage appears in the context
of Dio’s account of Tiberius’ exemplary conduct up to the death of Germanicus.
Although Dio may be seen to be reacting to the same source material (either directly
or indirectly) as Tacitus (Ann. 2.37-8) and Suetonius (7ib. 47), his judgment is
independent of the other two who follow the same interpretation. Comparison
between the accounts in Dio and Tacitus is especially illustrative of this. Tacitus’

story of Tiberius’ treatment of M. Hortensius Hortalus,"°

the impoverished senator
hoping to gain a subsidy presumably so that his children might reach the property
qualifications for admission to the Senate, is intended to evoke the reader’s sympathy
and reflect badly on the emperor’s conduct. Dio, by avoiding the personalized angle,
portrays Tiberius’ actions as being a simple case of deciding between the worthy and
unworthy. As a result he emerges in a positive light. Tacitus, by contrast, turns this
around to illustrate Tiberius niggardliness and latent hostility towards the ordo
senatorius.

Similarly we may note Dio’s attitude towards Tiberius’ public munificence
(57.10.1-2). While reacting seemingly to the same material as Suetonius (7ib. 47),
Dio presents this material in an entirely different (and positive) light. Even if the
opinions of Dio were in fact those of the shared source text (and it was Suetonius who
adjusted them to suit his own picture of the parsimonious princeps), Dio’s
presentation of these views is consonant with his own views on such imperial

expenditure as seen elsewhere in the Roman History.””’ We may learn something as

well from the silences in Dio’s text. For our Latin tradition, the lack of imperial

B PIRPM 211. 1t is possible that this individual is in fact a certain [?] Marcius Hortalus,
based on AE 1987, no. 163, a fragment of the fasti of the Arval Brethren: Briscoe 1993; cf.
Eck 1993. For comments on the fragments of this text, see Bodel 1995.

7 See commentary at 57.10.1-2.
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expansion was a major point of censure for the successor of Augustus.'>®

For Dio, an
opponent of vainglorious military expansion, nothing is said against Tiberius’
apparent lack of energy in this field."”” Furthermore, from what we know of Dio’s
attitude to emperorship, martial accomplishments were not of fundamental
importance.'*

The recurrence of certain motifs or themes over the course of the Imperial
books of the Roman History is one of the characteristics of Dio’s reshaping of his
source materials. Here Pelling’s idea of ‘trans-regnal themes’ is a helpful concept to
appreciate Dio’s approach to composing his imperial narrative.'*' This applies not
only to broad thematic concerns, such as the hypocrisy of the imperial system, but
also to specific details that Dio is frequently attracted to, such as an emperor’s attitude
towards things like taxation, public games, or even private dinner parties, all of which
are used as convenient barometers of an emperor’s reign.'**

Yet the term ‘trans-regnal’ should not be taken to imply that all of these
recurring themes apply to the imperial narrative alone. We find that some of these
recurring themes are deeper and extend across the Roman History as a whole. Dio’s
belief in the potentially corrupting influence of (excessive) honours is a prime
example. Hence Dio makes a point of recording instances where individuals rejected
or accepted honours and the effects of their decisions on their conduct.'” This idea
seems to be closely associated with Dio’s conception of human nature (dvOommvoc,

or ¢volg). The place of human nature in Dio’s work has been a topic of much

"% Suet. Tib. 37.4; Tac. Ann. 4.32; etc.

% For Dio’s generally negative attitude towards territorial expansion, at least under the
emperors, see Swan 2004: 12.

"% Davenport and Mallan 2014: 646-7.

! For this idea, see Pelling 1997a.

E.g. see commentary at 57.10.5 (taxation), 57.11.4-5 (games), 57.11.3 (dinner parties).
Note commentary at 57.12.1.
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scholarly industry and this is not the place to digress on this complex issue.'** Instead,
it is sufficient to note that for Dio human nature (broadly speaking) was a key factor
in historical causation and in explaining behaviour. For the purposes of this
commentary we may gloss human nature as a medley of commonplaces concerning
human motivation. This can be seen sporadically throughout the course of Book 57,
but often tacitly expressed.'*

It is frequently stated that one of Dio’s greatest debts was to Thucydides.
Stylistically, we see flashes of the Athenian exemplar throughout the Roman History.
Dio’s frequent juxtaposition of professed motives with real motives, appearances with
realities may owe something to Thucydides, although these had long been standard
rhetorical devices.'*® More deeply, we may even trace the influence of Thucydides on

an intellectual level.'*

Yet to think of Dio as a third century Thucydides (a pallid
imitator or otherwise) is misleading. In the imperial books at least, there is much that
is decidedly un-Thucydidean about Dio’s historiographical style and programme. The
presentation of narrative focused around a particular character, the interest in women
as historical players, to cite but two obvious illustrations, owes little (if in fact
anything) to Thucydides.

Ostensibly, Dio set out to write an annalistic history of the Roman people that

began from the advent of Aeneas. From this point, the political and moral fortunes of

" A detailed analysis of Dio’s conception of human nature has yet to be written. Note
however, the contribution of Rees (2011) in his unpublished DPhil thesis; cf. Millar 1964: 76;
Reinhold 1988: 215-17; and in the Commentary below at 57.13.4 vOv uév ydaoQ ...
TQOTLUNOELV.

" E.g. Germanicus’ surprising rejection of imperial power (57.6.2-3); Livia’s desire to
surpass Tiberius in terms of influence (57.12.3).

146 For this feature of Dio’s style, note Rich 1989: 89; Rich 1990: 14; cf. Pelling 1983: 221-2;
Rich 2010: 171; Kemezis 2014: 136 with n. 114. For Thucydidean examples, note (among
many) Thuc. 2.65.9: &yiyvetd te MOy uev dnuoxrartio, £0ym d¢ VIO TOD TEMOTOV
avdog ayn; 3.70.1; etc. It is of course implicit in Thucydides statement at 1.23.6 on the
causes of the Peloponnesian war.

'“7E.g. Millar 1964: 42. Note the interesting comparison between Thucydides and Dio’s use
of the language of enslavement by Lavan 2013: 137-8.
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the Romans were his main focus and from which he seldom strayed.'** In particular it
was the ways in which the sovereign body exercised power that was central to Dio’s
project. Following the victories of Augustus over his rivals, Dio saw history as being
the history of a succession of monarchic rulers. Roman history had become
Kaisergeschichte. As such, Dio’s focus is on the emperors themselves and their
performance of the role of emperor. The emperors’ interactions with specific groups
(for example, the senate, the Roman people, the army, or provincial populations) or
individuals in Roman society are used to illustrate the behaviour and attitudes of
individual emperors.'* The reign of Tiberius represented a single stage in this
historical cavalcade of emperors and imperial pretenders. As a result of these factors,
when we consider Book 57 we may note that the treatment is fundamentally different
from that of Tacitus. On the one hand, from what we can tell from the surviving
narrative, Dio has virtually nothing to say about events in, for example, Germania or
in Parthia. On the other hand, the sort of intense critique of individuals (usually
senators) or senatorial meetings that we find in Tacitus is also absent from Dio.
Although Dio came from a provincial stock (albeit senatorial), there is little in
his work that may be read as a provincial perspective. As has been argued
persuasively by Lavan, Dio’s authorial voice is that of someone aligned ‘with the

centre and the ruling power.”"

This perspective may be seen throughout Book 57
through Dio’s choice of material. As noted above, Dio was attracted to the details of

government and administration. At times these notes have an aetiological function, in

so far as they trace the origins of particular customs, procedures or institutions. The

¥ An early fragment from the first book of Dio’s work seems to outline this principle (F 2.4

[ES]): ta pev ya tdv Popaiov mdvia xota dOvomuy €méEeyu, tTdv 8¢ 1) Aouwtdv T
160N AVTOIG LOVA YEYQAWETOL.

' For further discussion, see Commentary § IV Tiberius’ Conduct as Ruler.

139 L avan 2013: 139-40 (quote from 139).
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establishment or violation of precedent in Senatorial matters is also an issue of
concern. Dio’s account therefore furnishes an abundance of information on senatorial
administration under Tiberius. Hence, amongst other things, Dio notes the shortage of
quaestors in A.D. 16, the attempted regulation of when governors should take up their
postings in the provinces, and the arrangements made in the wake of the death of the
governor of Crete and Cyrenaica in A.D. 15."'

It comes often as a surprise, in a narrative so truncated, that Dio scattered
throughout his narrative so many apparent trivialities. A single example should
suffice as an illustration. Dio makes two references to scimpodia in the space of three

chapters.'*?

Dio could simply have chosen to use a less recherché vocabulary — a
simple ‘litter’ (¢popetov) would have sufficed in both contexts. What is more, it is not
only Dio’s choice of word that is surprising. In both instances Dio proceeds to provide
authorial comment on their use and symbolism. For Dio a scimpodion was an object
that denoted a specific status: the sort of thing that ‘the wives of senators use’ (o TV
Bovhevtdv yuvaixeg yodvrton).'”® The use of such objects was a symbol of
senatorial rank. By extension, knowledge of such devices and the protocol
surrounding their use was similarly an affirmation of this privileged status. Dio’s
commentary on scimpodia not only serves as a reaffirmation of his own rank, but also
of the centrality of the Senate in his historical programme.

It was one of Syme’s favoured rhetorical flourishes to juxtapose the ‘consular
historian’ (Tacitus) with the ‘Greek from Nicaea’ (Dio) when trying to assert the

superiority of the former. Unfortunately, the mentality such a division betrays is less

than helpful when it comes to understanding Dio and his work. When we read Dio the

B157.16.1 (shortages of quaestors); 57.14.4 (death of the governor of Crete and Cyrenaica);
57.14.5 (reform of gubernatorial tenures).

132 57.15 4 (with commentary ad loc.), 57.17.6.

133'57.15.4; cf. 60.2.2 [Xiph.].
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voice we hear is that of a senator. He may often speak to us with an accent different
from that of Tactius, but it is a voice that conveys a deep knowledge of the Senate and
its institutions, and of someone attempting to make sense of nearly one thousand

years of history."**

But Dio’s senatorial status is also a key component of Dio’s
presentation of material throughout the Roman History. When Dio came to write the
autobiographical sphragis that closes the work, a key aspect of Dio’s self-portrayal is
that of a disciplined Senatorial administrator, a man of energy.'” Throughout the
work, he is concerned with titles, offices, and senatorial ceremony. He appraises

emperors through senatorial eyes. These eyes may have interpreted events differently

from a Tacitus or a Sallust, yet the gaze is senatorial all the same.

Conclusion

As the foregoing discussion has shown, the fifty-seventh book of Dio’s Roman
History cannot be understood simply by the sources which formed the basis of Dio’s
narrative or by the personality of the historian. Rather it is only an appreciation of a
combination of these two factors and the way in which it is likely that Dio constructed
his narrative that we can come to any degree of understanding of this part of Dio’s
work. The question of Dio’s sources for the early Julio-Claudians has proved a vexed
issue. The tantalizing concordances with the tradition represented by Tacitus and
Suetonius means that many hypotheses and hunches have been made by historians
about the traditions used by our surviving ancient authorities. Yet as I have attempted
to show, although there is little to gain by attempting to divine the identities of

specific now lost authors from Dio’s narrative, we can get a sense of the breadth of

13 See Kemezis 2014: 137-8, 148-9.
13.80(80).1-5 [Xiph., EVV].
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sources and texts that informed either Dio or the works in which his work was based.
When thinking about the nature of this tradition, it is perhaps worth remembering the
dictum of J.B.S. Haldane in so far as it may be ‘not only queerer than we suppose, but
queerer than we can suppose’.

The consideration of how Dio worked and the ways in which he may be seen
to reshape his material is generally a more fruitful line of enquiry. Again reasoned
speculation is involved, but the resultant image of the historian at work at least makes
us confront the problems involved with writing a history that was not a mere epitome
of a single earlier historian. Moreover, even if the resultant picture is imperfect, we
stop seeing Dio as being a slave to his sources and instead as a historian of some
sophistication and individuality. How Dio’s presentation of the reign of Tiberius is
integrated fully with his history more generally is one of the major themes of this
commentary. How Dio went about fashioning his portrayal of the central figure in the
narrative, the emperor Tiberius, is a topic to which we now consider in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

DIO ON TIBERIUS

‘It lacks bite, intensity, and colour; it is antithetic but not epigrammatical, tortuous
without profundity, and portentiously abstract.’

(Syme 1958: 273)

One of the effects of the dynastically influenced imperial portraiture of the second and
early third centuries A.D. is that emperors start to look alike. Hadrian’s visage
dissolves into that of Antoninus Pius, Antoninus’ into that of Marcus Aurelius,
Marcus’ into that of Commodus. Even the boy Caracalla, properly M. Aurelius
Antoninus, scion of a Romanised North African and an Emesine Syrian, is
represented in portraiture so as to be the spitting image of a generic Antonine youth.
Features that were once distinct are softened by the sculptor, fashioned, as it were,
into the serene blandness that was representative of Antonine piety. The same
observation may be applied to those portraits of emperors that appear in rhetoric of
the age. Much has been written as to whether the anodyne Eis Basilea oration was a
composition addressed to Antoninus Pius, Philip the Arab, Septimius Severus, or
alternatively a rhetorical exercise variously dated between the second and the ninth
centuries.””® Yet genuine or not, the point is that the contents of the oration are so
general, so stereotypical, that it could be legitimately seen to apply to any number of

emperors, or no emperor in particular.

136 [Aristid.] Or. 35. For the debate, see Jones 1972; Stertz 1979; De Blois 1986; cf. Barker
1957: 220-5. Whenever the oration was composed, Barker’s suggestion that it was written in
the ninth century has been roundly (but not always cogently) rejected. Here it is taken to be of
either second or third century date.
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Superficially, there may seem something of imperial Antonine or Severan
statuary about the emperors that appear in Dio’s history. They are, in most cases,
variations on a common theme. Bad emperors tend to persecute (virtuous) members
of the elite, while leading lewd or luxurious lifestyles themselves. Good emperors,
conversely, typically behave in just the opposite manner. Such an approach was
conventional. It had long been a staple of Greek historiography to judge the quality of
a regime (or period of history) by the ethical quality of its ruler. This was, certainly,
in part a result of the influence of rhetoric that drew upon the dominant ethical
commonplaces of the age. The rhetorical handbooks provided models from which
encomiastic speeches could be structured. It was the job of the rhetor to select from
the categories those which most pertained to the virtues (real or imagined) possessed
by the emperor. These models were essentially late-Classical in origin, and a path
may be detected linking the encomiastic productions of Isocrates and Xenophon with
the panegyrics delivered to the various late Roman warlords and dynasts represented
in eleven of the twelve so-called Panegyrici Latini."”’ Not only was the form
stereotyped, but so too was the language. When the late second century grammarian
Julius Pollux came to write about the language used to describe kings in the first book
of his Onomasticon, he produced an extensive list of adjectives of desirable virtues
and qualities.”® Immediately following this list was a list of antonyms, used to
describe tyrants: a reminder, if ever one was needed, of how easy it was to switch

from encomium to vituperation.'>’

"7 For the development of this sort of praise literature (encomia, laudationes, panegyrics), see

in general Nixon and Rogers 1994: 1-3, 10-14, 23-4. For the stereotypical aspects of
encomiastic speeches, with an emphasis on characterisation (specifically Isocrates’
Evagoras), see Halliwell 1990: 42-3, 56-7.

'8 Poll. 1.40-42 [Bethe p. 1.12-3].

'YE.g. Arist. Rhet. 1368a.33-37; [Arist.] Rhet. ad Alex. 1425b.36-40.
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Yet mention of these rhetorical works should give us reason to pause. Dio was
a historian who took his task seriously, and was writing an extensive annalistic history
of considerable sophistication. He was not writing a historical handbook de
Caesaribus. Although Dio was influenced undoubtedly by rhetoric and contemporary
discourses on kingship, Dio’s emperors are, on closer inspection, not a series of
cardboard cut outs of good and bad emperors. As a historian he was interested in the
personal and external factors that motivated his protagonists to act in the way they
did. Moreover, he tried to make clear distinctions between appearances and realities,
between what was professed and what was actually done. Furthermore, it is notable
that Dio is often more interested in how the men who became emperors performed
their duties, rather than just documenting and judging them on the basis of their
abstract qualities — their virtues and their vices.'®® Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius provides
an illustration of these features.

The previous chapter noted the indisputable fact that Dio’s imperial history
becomes more biographical, at least to the extent that his material is arranged tightly
around the person of the reigning emperor. Dio’s treatment of Tiberius is an
interesting case-study for investigating how this this method works. Perhaps uniquely
of the emperors covered in the work, Tiberius enjoyed an illustrious career before his

accession to the purple in middle age.'®!

Indeed, Dio pays significant attention to
tracking Tiberius’ political career prior to his accession. But the question of how
exactly Dio conceived of Tiberius’ position in August A.D. 14 is one that has not

received appropriate consideration, although it is of importance when considering the

opening of Book 57. There are also questions of a more literary-historiographical

'% See the stimulating treatment of Kemezis 2014, especially 139-40.

It is impossible to draw concrete conclusions on this issue, owning to the fragmentary
nature of Dio’s imperial narrative, and Xiphilinus” more tightly controlled biographical focus.
For which see Mallan 2013: especially 630-44

161
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nature. Whether Dio’s comments on Tiberius’ early career have a bearing on the
characterisation of Tiberius presented in Books 57 and 58 has been doubted.
According to Pelling (1997: 127), ‘[u]lnder Augustus, Tiberius has not yet passed the
“threshold of biography” — that is, he has not yet become important enough to excite
any real personal interest.” The sentence raises two important questions. First, if 57.1
does indeed mark the “threshold of biography” we may legitimately wonder how Dio
approached the figure of Tiberius before he crossed this threshold — that is in the pre-
accession narrative. Second, we need to determine what the possible functions of the
biographical elements actually are in the overarching narrative concerning Tiberius
and his reign. By approaching Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius from both literary-

historiographical and historical perspectives, this chapter will address these questions.

Dio and the pre-imperial career of Tiberius

Although supplying one of the fullest accounts of Tiberius’ pre-accession career,
Dio’s account appears insubstantial and unsatisfying as history. Whether through
ignorance or design, Dio pays little attention to describing the constitutional position

of Tiberius or the extent of his imperium in either AD. 4 or 13.'

This apparent
defect is not peculiar to Dio. The general absence of reliable or conclusive evidence
for Tiberius’ constitutional position following his adoption by Augustus has resulted
in many ingenious explanations by scholars to define his position at the time of and

immediately following Augustus’ death. It has been reasoned that Tiberius possessed

imperium maius equal to that of Augustus, which did not require renewal upon

162 Cf. Swan 2004: 85
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Augustus’ death, along with the crucial rribunicia potestas.'®® Much of this
interpretation hinges on the interpretation of Velleius’ statement (2.121.1): senatus
populusque Romanus postulante patre eius, ut aequum ei ius in omnibus provinciis
exercitibusque esset, quam erat ipsi, decreto complexus est. Suetonius too knew of a
law, presumably the same as that mentioned by Velleius, which gave Tiberius joint
authority over the provinces (7ib. 21.1). Tacitus’ comment that Tiberius was collega
imperii with Augustus (Ann. 1.3) sheds little light on the matter: Tacitus’ description
seems like an informal formulation, which does not seem to indicate Tiberius’ official
title or position. The date of this law is not given by either Suetonius or Velleius, but
from the context of the narrative it seems likely that it was granted to Tiberius either
in late (September?) 12 or early 13.'%*

Less clear is the extent of the powers enjoyed by Tiberius. We should not
expect precise constitutional formulations from either Velleius or Suetonius, but even
if we take that into account, their versions leave the exact extent of the powers
Tiberius received in A.D. 12/13 poorly defined. Particularly important for the events
following Augustus’ death is the question of whether Tiberius’ imperium in A.D.
13/14 extended to Italy and Rome. It has been argued that Augustus’ statement
concerning the census of 13/14 (RGDA 8: [et te]rtium consulari cum imperio lustrum
conlega Tib. Cae[sare filio] m[eo feci] Sex. Pompeio et Sex. Appuleio cos), indicates
Tiberius’ possession of imperium in Italy in 14.'® Yet the wording of the document

only describes Augustus’ own powers at the time of the census, and is not explicit as

' Brunt 1974a: 171-4, 179-80; Levick 1976: 75,79-81.

1% Brunt 1974a: 171-3; Woodman 1977: 210-11; Swan 2004: 294; Ferrary 2009: 125-6 with
n. 129; cf. Goodyear 1972: 112.

1 Brunt 1962: 72; Brunt and Moore 1973: 51-2; Levick 1976: 63; contra Jones 1951: 118 =
Jones 1960: 16. Cooley (2009: 143) does not address this issue, noting simply the connection
between the passage in the RGDA and the law enacted in 14 to allow Tiberius to be Augustus’
colleague in the census (Suet. Tib. 21)
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to whether Tiberius’ (implied) censoria potestas derived from his possession of the
same consular imperium held by Augustus, as argued by Hardy (1919: 48-9) and
assumed by Brunt and Moore. Moreover, while Suetonius (7ib. 21.1) groups the
extension of Tiberius’ powers over the provinces and the authorisation of the census
under the one law (lege per consules lata, ut provincias cum Augusto communiter
administraret simulque censum ageret), he does not connect Tiberius’ censorial
authority with his new extended command.

Given the importance attributed to these powers by historians, these omissions
by Dio are surprising. On the whole, Dio was interested in the constitutional
developments and the granting of novel political powers during the Augustan
period.'®® Moreover, it is not as if Dio failed to appreciate the importance of the
imperium granted to Augustus over the imperial provinces in 27 B.C.: Dio quite
rightly saw this as one of the foundations of Augustus’ power.'” Yet, there is no
trace in Dio’s narrative of the laws that supposedly elevated Tiberius to the same
position as Augustus (with respect to his imperium maius) prior to Augustus’ death,
as indicated by Suetonius. It is, of course, possible that such material once existed in
Dio’s account: Books 55 and 56, where we should expect to find such details, are
especially lacunose. Particularly unfortunate is the loss of the end of Dio’s account of
A.D. 13, where it is possible that Dio made reference to this extension of Tiberius’
imperium, should it have occurred in that year.'®® However, this seems unlikely. Had
Dio included such details, we should expect them to have been grouped together with

his brief account of the renewal of Tiberius’ tribunicia potestas and the advancement

166 Syme (1978a: 56): ‘That being so, the historian [sc. Dio], whose interest in constitutional
matters is patent, and sometimes excessive, ought not to have missed the grant of an
imperium over provinces and armies equal and equipollent to that of Caesar Augustus.’

167 53.16.1; cf. Brunt 1977: 96; Cotton and Yakobson 2002: 193-4. For the settlements of 28
and 27 B.C., see Rich and Williams 1999: especially 188-213; Ferrary 2009: 92-9.

18 For the lacuna at 56.28.6, see Boissevain 2.540-41.
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of Drusus (56.28.1). More tellingly, Dio’s silence on such matters is found elsewhere:
since the publication of P. Colon. 4701, it is almost certain that Agrippa possessed
imperium maius over the provinces at the time of his death, and thus must have been
granted to him with the grant of rribunicia potestas in either 18 or 13 B.c.'®

These are not the only instances where Dio is extremely selective in reporting
specific grants of power. When describing the punitive expedition by Tiberius and
Germanicus mounted in A.D. 11 in the wake of the Varian disaster, Dio comments on
Germanicus’ proconsular authority,'” but not on that possessed by Tiberius. Similar
silences occur with respect to the precise nature of Tiberius’ authority in his
campaigns in Illyricum and Dalmatia between A.D. 6 and 9 (55.30.1; cf. 56.12.1), or
those in Germany between A.D. 4 and 6 (55.28.5). Of course, Dio would have
recognised that these campaigns entailed Tiberius’ possession of some form of
proconsular imperium: by the time of his adoption in A.D. 4, Tiberius had already
been consul twice (in 13 B.C. and 7 B.C.) and so was eligible for the command of
armies in the provinces. Hence, Dio’s silence concerning the details of Tiberius’
imperium following his adoption could have been due to Dio’s belief that Tiberius’
authority in these campaigns was not in any way extraordinary or surprising, at least
in so far as it was not beyond the usual imperium possessed by proconsular or
propraetorian military commanders. Indeed, in his description of the German
campaigns of A.D. 4, Tiberius is identified as only one of several commanders
(55.28.5), and the nature or extent of his imperium is left undisclosed.

It remains to be discussed in what terms Dio interpreted Tiberius’ position in

14. Two features characterise Dio’s understanding of Tiberius’ position prior to

'% The editio princeps of the so-called laudatio funebris (P. Colon. 4701) is that of Koenen

1970. For discussion of Agrippa’s ¢Eovotla (as termed in the laudatio) see Koenen 1970:
269-83; Gray 1970; Gruen 2005: 44. For Agrippa’s provincia, see Lacey 1996: 117-31.
'"'56.25.2; Brunt 1974a: 185; Syme 1978a: 57; Swan 2004: 278.
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Augustus’ death: his possession of the tribunicia potestas and his designation as
Augustus’ “successor” (8100y0g). These two things are obviously connected. Dio is
careful to record the conferral of the tribunicia potestas upon Tiberius in 6 B.C.
(5594), AD. 4 (55.13.2 [Xiph.]) and its renewal in 13 (56.28.1). Why he should
have placed such emphasis on this is not difficult to understand: Dio recognised the
importance of these powers for Augustus and subsequent emperors.'”' Moreover, Dio
connected Augustus’ conferral of the tribunicia potestas to select individuals as being
indicative of his nomination of a successor,'’ in a way that grants of imperium were
not. Hence, Dio records Augustus’ grant of the tribunician powers to Agrippa in 18
B.C. (54.12.4) in such a way as to indicate he was the chosen successor, should
Augustus predecease him (53.31.2-5). Similarly, Velleius regarded the initial grant of
tribunician powers to Tiberius in 6 B.C. and A.D. 4 as elevating him to a position of
(near) equality with Augustus, and in the case of the latter, designating him as
Augustus’ successor.'

The imperial succession plans of Augustus were of as much interest to Dio as
they have been to latter day historians.'”* Dio introduced the theme of succession,
appropriately, in his account of Augustus’ illness in 23 B.C. At this point, Dio says
that Augustus did not (overtly) appoint a successor (OuddoyOV pEV OVOEVA

amédeiEe), but gave his ring to Agrippa,'”” and a book containing the public revenues

71'53.17.10, 53.32.6; cf. Tac. Ann. 3.56; HA Tac. 1.5

' Brunt and Moore 1973: 47; Lacey 1979; Rich 1990: 169.

' Vell. Pat. 2.99.1; 2.103.1-3.

'™ For the modern bibliography and summary, see Rowe 2002: 1-22; Gruen 2005; Lott 2012:
4-24; Stevenson 2013. For Dio’s treatment of the imperial succession throughout the Roman
History, see Davenport and Mallan 2014.

' Dio’s account recalls the ‘vulgate’ tradition of Alexander’s death, whereby Alexander
gave his ring to Perdiccas, but did not nominate a successor (Diod. Sic. 17.117.3; Curt.
10.5.4; Justin. 12.15.12). Cf. Rich 1990: 165-6.
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and military forces to the consul (suffectus) Cn. Calpurnius Piso (53.30.1-2)."7° Under
the events of 17 B.C., Dio (54.18.1) describes how Augustus adopted Gaius and
Lucius as ‘successors to the empire’ (dLaddyovg Thg GyNs). Tiberius’ role in the
Augustan narrative is defined largely by his part in Augustus’ succession plans.
Hence, under 6 B.C., Dio (55.9.7) notes that one of the explanations given for
Tiberius’ retirement to Rhodes was his anger at not being designated ‘Caesar’ (0Tt )
nai Kaioap dmedeiy0n) by Augustus.'”’

The adoptions of A.D. 4 (55.13.2-3) are presented as Augustus securing
Tiberius, Agrippa Postumus, and Germanicus as his successors (sc. diédoyor).'”® The
same language appears at the beginning of Tiberius’ funeral oration for Augustus,
where Tiberius describes himself as ‘the child and successor of Augustus’ (Tod ot
Tod0g avToD %ol dLaddyov) (56.35.2). The appropriateness of such a statement to
the historical context of Augustus’ funeral has been rightly questioned.179 But the
language itself is not anachronistic, at least for Greek writers of the Augustan age:
Strabo describes Tiberius in almost identical terms,'®” just as Nicolaus of Damascus

styled the young Octavian, Julius Caesar’s ‘child and appointed successor’ (TOv

'8 For Piso: PIR? C 286; Syme 1986: 368.

"7 It has been thought that Dio’s vocabulary here (sc. Kaioag) is anachronistic (cf. 53.18.2),
reflecting the later usage of the name Caesar to denote a successor (Rich 1990: 229; followed
by Pelling 1997a: 142 n. 81), based on the assumption that the title ‘Caesar’ (to denote an
heir) did not become standard practice until the reign of Hadrian and the adoption of L.
Ceionius Commodus in A.D. 136 (cf. Mommsen Staatsr.” 2.2: 1139-40; Hammond 1957: 28-
31). However, the extent to which Dio’s comment is an anachronism may not be as great as it
first appears. It was not unknown in the first century to think of a successor as a Caesar, at
least in an informal sense: for Plutarch (writing probably in the reign of Domitian) describes
Piso as being ‘designated Caesar’ by Galba as a result of his adoption (Galba 23.2; cf.
64(63).5.1 [Xiph.]). For the Flavian date of Plutarch’s Galba, see Hardy 1906: 309-11; Jones
1966: 71. Note now, Stadter (2014a: 65-9), who argues for a Vespasianic date.

' The surviving text of 55.13.2 does not mention the adoption of Agrippa. However, it is
likely that his omission is due to Xiphilinus rather than Dio: see Swan 2004: 141-2; pace
Levick 1966: 229-30.

' Cf. Millar 1964: 101.

%0 Strabo 6.4.2: Koiodo te 6 Zefaotog magéoyev dd ob mugéhafe THv EEovoiov
avToTel) nat VOV 0 duadeEdpevoc viog éxetvov mapéyel Tipéorog. Cf. 3.3.8.
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matdo ol Suddoyov amodeyOévta). '*' Moreover, Tiberius® comments are
consistent with his portrayal up to that point in the narrative.'®” Furthermore,
Tiberius’ comments add to the thematic unity of Book 56, which opens with
Augustus’ speech to the equites, where he expresses the importance of children (as
successors) for the future of individual families and the Roman state.

Dio had certainly stressed some of the steps Augustus made to groom Tiberius
as his successor. With the exception of the grant of the fribunicia potestas, these
appear predominantly as gestures designed to augment Tiberius’ position by
association, an imperial colleague in deeds, if not in a formal constitutional sense.'®
Hence, Dio tells us that when Augustus had augmented the aerarium militare with his
own funds, he had advertised that the donation had been made jointly with Tiberius
(55.25 .2).184 Similarly, Dio notes the instances where Augustus and Tiberius shared
joint salutations as imperator.'® In his description of A.D. 13, Dio notes the
importance of Augustus’ and Tiberius’ joint role in the reformed consilium, which

had been created in response to Augustus’ declining health.'*® We may assume that

"®! Nic. Dam. Caes. 115 [= FGrH 90 F 130.xxix]; cf. 118 [= FGrH 90 F 130.xxix], 120
[FGrH 90 F 130.xxx). For the notion of the ‘succession’ to Caesar, note also, 45.41.3 (speech
of Cicero); Plut. Ant. 16.3 (sc. T1)v Kaioagog diadoynv) with Pelling 1988: 157.

"2 Swan 2004: 327. How Tiberius’ frankness at this point accords with his subsequent
characterisation (especially 57.1) is less easily reconciled.

" The augmentation and consolidation of Tiberius’ position through his association with
Augustus is a feature of the coinage produced late in Augustus’ reign at Lugdunum featuring
Augustus on the obverse and Tiberius on the reverse. e.g. RIC I* (Augustus) nos. 220, 221,
222,223,224, 225, 226. For discussion on the degree to which coinage was used to promote
Tiberius following his adoption, see Sutherland 1951:73-78.

'™ Dio is apparently referring to the same donation mentioned by Augustus in the Res Gestae
(RGDA 17), yet without, unsurprisingly, mention of Tiberius. See further, Swan 2004: 175.

185 55.6.4, 55.28.6, 56.17.1. For the dating of these salutations, see Barnes (1974: 23-36);
Syme (1979: 315-17); Swan (2004: 264-65); Cooley (2009: 122).

'%0'56.28.2-3; cf. Crook 1955: 14-18; Swan 2004: 294-96.
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Dio duly recorded, in a now lost passage, the performance of the lustrum by Tiberius
and Augustus in A.D. 14.'%

In summary, the following points may be noted with respect to Dio’s
representation of Tiberius’ position at the point of Augustus’ death. The first is the
inevitability of Tiberius’ succession. It is this that gives Tiberius’ behaviour at 57.2-7
so much of its force. Dio invites the reader to ask why the man who has been
designated successor should take so long to accept the Principate when it was finally
his. The second is the absence of any attempt to explore the full legal basis for
Tiberius’ power. Such information must have been available to him, for as we have
seen, Dio notes the granting of special commands to Gaius Caesar and Germanicus,
but only when such a grant was unusual. Not so for Tiberius. The thing that matters
most for Dio with respect to Tiberius’ career was his designation as Augustus’
successor. By avoiding discussion of these constitutional points Dio emphasises the
monarchic nature of the Augustan regime and what was the essentially extra-

constitutional position of the emperor and the organisation of the succession.

Characterising Tiberius

The framework within which Dio describes Tiberius’ pre-accession career provides
little opportunity to develop his characterisation of the man who would be Augustus’
successor. As we have just seen, Tiberius’ function in the narrative leading up to
Book 57 is largely, but not exclusively, as a passive participant in events — Augustus’
general, or Augustus’ successor. Dio’s discussion of Tiberius’ nature, which comes at

57.1 appears to have been deliberately delayed, so that it could function as a way of

"7 Cf. RGDA 8; Suet. Tib. 21.1. This is preferable to the suggestion of Jones (1960: 23) that
Dio simply omitted it altogether. Cf. Astin 1963: 230.
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introducing the new reign and the succession debate of A.D. 14. Indeed, we get the
impression that for Dio it only became necessary to understand Tiberius’ nature when
he became an active political player, that is to say emperor.'*® But if Tiberius’ native
dissimulation, ostensibly the topic of 57.1, was (seemingly) not important to Dio’s
characterisation of Tiberius before he became emperor, we may wonder if there are
other aspects of his characterisation that are developed in these early books, and if so,
whether these are carried over into Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius the emperor.

In several important respects Dio largely eschews the temptation to
foreshadow his characterisation of Tiberius in his pre-accession narrative. In this
respect Dio’s characterisation of Augustus’ successor is distinct from the likes of
Suetonius or, indeed, Velleius. This may be seen in a number of presentational
choices Dio makes. Although on many occasions a keen prosopographer,189 Dio
makes little of Tiberius’ familial connections. To be sure Tiberius’ parentage is duly
recorded at his introduction into the narrative.'”® But unlike Tacitus or Suetonius, Dio
makes virtually nothing of the anti-Claudian tradition of Roman historiography in his

191

portrayal of the emperor.” The salient feature was that Tiberius was of noble birth,

and that he was the stepson of Augustus.

' From what we can make of Dio’s truncated imperial narrative, this seems to be his general

approach. For example, of those emperors who had distinguished pre-imperial careers, Dio
(in most cases represented by Xiphilinus) does not appear to reveal to the reader much about
their character prior to their accession. Occasionally, we are afforded clues to the quality of
the successor, such as to Marcus’ excellence (69.21.1-2 [Xiph.]); Commodus’ inadequacy
(72(71).22.3 [Xiph.]), or to Caracalla’s general viciousness (77(76).7.1-2 [Xiph., EVV];
77(76).14.1 [Xiph.]), etc.

"% See the succinct judgment of Millar (1964: 164): ‘[Dio] is a born prosopographer’. Also,
Graham 1974: especially 142-3. For an example of Dio’s awareness of such details even in
his Republican narrative, note his comments concerning the grandfather of the conspirator P.
Cornelius Lentulus, at 46.20.5.

1% 48.15.3-4. Dio was clearly attracted to the twist of fate that saw the scion of a one-time
follower of Antony become Caesar’s (sc. Augustus’) ultimate successor.

! For which, see commentary 57.1.1 s.v. TiBéotog 8¢ edmaTeidng uev nyv.
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Similar observations may be made about Dio’s attitude towards Tiberius’
education. We know that by the time Dio came to write his history there were
numerous stories concerning Tiberius’ intellectual pursuits, and his rhetorical
accomplishments.'”> However, Dio provides little information regarding Tiberius’
education beyond the ostensibly off-hand comment at 57.1.1. There are minor
exceptions to this general rule. At 55.9.5, Dio says that Tiberius’ sojourn on Rhodes
in 6 B.C. was made on the pretext of acquiring further education, and two later
anecdotes from his reign reveal Tiberius’ somewhat pedantic streak in his desire to
use pure Latin in legal contexts.'”” Dio attributes to Tiberius an apophthegm, with the
emperor quoting lines from Attic tragedy.'”* However, such quotations are hardly
authentic evidence for Tiberius’ Greek literary leanings.195 Nor should we regard
them as evidence of a subtle authorial agenda which attempted to portray Tiberius as
an educated emperor. Indeed, there is a tendency for emperors in Dio to quote the
classical canon. Even those whom Dio portrays as having had few (if any) meaningful
educative experiences are adept at producing an apt (and often ironic) tag."”

Perhaps more significantly, the pre-accession narrative contains virtually
nothing that might indicate Tiberius’ virtues or vices that would become evident
during his reign. Only towards the end of Book 56 do we get a hint of his quality, yet
this is only the report of rumour that Augustus appreciated his stepson’s character and

that he had chosen him as his successor so as to enhance his own posthumous

2 E g. Suet. Tib. 70-71; Tac. Ann. 13.3; Fronto ad Verum Imp.2.1.10 [= Van den Hout® p.
123.7-8]. See also commentary 57.1.1 s.v. noi émemaidevto.

"% 57.15.2,57.17.1-3; cf. Suet. Tib. 71.

19458 23 4, cf. Kannicht and Snell TrGF 2.145 (Adesp.) no. 513.

1% Cf. Horsfall 1979: 87; pace Rutledge 2008: 462-4.

196 E.g. Caligula: 59.19.2; Caracalla: 79(78).8.4; cf. Horsfall 1979: 87. Note also Power 2011,
who notes the ironic use of quotations in Suetonius’ Divus Claudius. For Tiberius’ education
and literary tastes, see Levick 1976: 15-18; Kaimio 1979: 132-3; Syme 1986: 349-52, 360-2;
Rutledge 2008: 453-67.
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reputation.'”’ The vocabulary Dio employs for Tiberius in his pre-accession phase is
conspicuous for the absence of any of the typical ethical vocabulary so tied to
discourses of kingship. This is particularly evident throughout Dio’s narratives of
Tiberius’ military campaigns in the last two decades of Augustus’ rule. Dio could
have created a different picture. The material was available to Dio to present a very
positive impression of Tiberius and his qualities. Tacitus, although never speaking of
Tiberius’ military exploits directly or in any detail, clearly knew them and was
prepared to regard them positively. For the Latin annalist, the admirable qualities
displayed by Tiberius sub Augusto, gradually disappeared after his accession.'*®
More explicitly, the enthusiastic Velleius was keen to demonstrate how the successes

99 Yet in Dio’s version the

of the campaigns were clear proof of Tiberius’ virtues.
future emperor’s actions are narrated without the adornment of panegyric.**’ Even
Tiberius’ desperate flight to his brother’s side during the latter’s critical illness is
described dispassionately, and there is little hint at Tiberius’ well-reputed fraternal
pietas "' Indeed, if we are expecting a straightforward ethical profile of Tiberius as

an emperor-in-waiting we are disappointed. We are given few clear indications

. . . .. 202
whether or not Tiberius would prove capax imperii.

"%7'56.45.3. This is a theme that Dio plays with in his accounts of the succession from to
Tiberius to Caligula, where each emperor chooses a successor that is worse than himself
(58.24.3-4). Cf. Edmondson 1992: 49-50; Swan 2004: 350; Davenport and Mallan 2014: 648-
9.
8 Tac. Ann. 6.51: egregium uita famaque quoad priuatus uel in imperiis sub Augusto fuit.
Note especially Vell. Pat. 2.104.3-4, where Velleius claims to be a witness to Tiberius’
qualities, and great deeds during the campaigns of A.D. 4.

% Syme (1978a: 52) notes that more space is given to Drusus’ actions, at the expense of
Tiberius’ achievements.

01'55.2.1. Note the exemplary version of Tiberius’ actions preserved in Val. Max. 5.5.3; [Ov.]
Consol. ad Liv. 83-94; Plin. HN 7.84. See further, Wardle 2002; Woodman 2006: 308-9.
Champlin 2011: 76-7.

2 By no means an idle question: whether an imperial candidate was worthy of the position
was a topic of interest to Dio, just as it was to his historiographical predecessors and
successors. For this idea in Dio’s work, note, especially the speech Dio gives to the emperor
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Of all the possible vices that Dio could choose to discuss during the narrative
of Tiberus’ reign, it was his bloodthirstiness (pwawpovia) and cruelty (opodTNg) that
receive the greatest attention. These were, after all, the characteristics that Dio
thought were at the heart of Tiberius’ encouragement of treason trials.”” In Dio’s
mind, the emperor’s zealousness in pursuing these investigations was one of the great
disasters of his reign.”** In this respect Dio was working firmly within the established
historiographical/biographical tradition concerning Augustus’ successor. Suetonius
devotes several chapters to the various manifestations of Tiberius’ cruelty.””’ Yet,
whereas the biographer was keen to illustrate how cruelty was evident in Tiberius’

character from an early age;zo6

this is not the case for Dio’s portrayal. Such
foreshadowing is simply not necessary for Dio’s method of portraying Tiberius. For
Dio, this sort of cruelty or ‘bloodthristiness’ exhibited by Tiberius is a vice that
becomes only relevant once an individual becomes emperor or the most powerful
individual in the state. This may be taken further. ‘Bloodthirstiness’ or juowdovia is a
strong word in Dio’s vocabulary. If we are to think in terms of Pelling’s ‘trans-regnal

themes’, we may note that is a common characteristic in Dio’s mind of those

individuals who pursued proscriptions and judicial murders.*’’ Dio’s comment about

Hadrian concerning the adoption of Antoninus Pius (69.20 [Xiph.]). For discussion of which
see Davenport and Mallan 2014.

2% 58.22.4-5; 58.24 4; cf. 57.19.1 [Xiph., Zonar.]: T te Yo dAha dyoime Mo&e, nai Toic
T doePelog dlnaug, ... 0evdg €meEnel.

** That an emperor should not pursue such charges is part of the advice given by Maecenas
(52.31.7-8); and is echoed in the speech of Livia (55.19.6). Cf. Edmondson 1992: 51.

2% Suet. Tib. 57-62. For Tiberius’ ‘bloodthirsty’ nature, note also Tacitus’ vivid statement
(Ann. 6.39) concerning Tiberius’ decision to move closer to the city of Rome, ‘quasi aspiciens
undantem per domos sanguinem aut manus carnificum.’

*% Suet. Tib. 57.

27 The list of individuals Dio identified as ‘bloodthirsty’ is ominous: F 109.12 [EVV] (Sulla),
cf. 43.50.2; 59.4.1, 59.10.2 (Caligula); 67.18.1 [Xiph.] (Domitian); 73(72).1.1 [Xiph., EVV]
(Commodus); 79(78).9.3 [Xiph.] (Caracalla); 80(79).3.3 (Elagabalus). For powpovia as a
trait of tyrants generally, note Plut. Mor. 457A [de cohibenda ira]. Indeed, some modern
historian’s too have used this trait to characterize the behaviour and motivations of twentieth
century tyrants. Note Trevor-Roper (1962: 117-8) on Adolf Hitler: ‘Hitler’s lust for blood was
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Tiberius’ behaviour, therefore, situates the emperor in a line of murderous autocrats,
recalling the likes of Sulla and anticipating the behaviour of emperors to come.

The absence of these stock Suetonian or, indeed, Plutarchan elements and
biographical techniques in Dio’s sketch of Tiberius may not be especially surprising,
and it conforms to our impression of the circumscribed nature of Dio’s portrayal of
Tiberius in the Augustan books. Nevertheless, as we shall see, Dio’s skeletal portrayal
of the pre-accession Tiberius does contain one important element that feeds directly
into his characterisation in Books 57 and 58. For this point of continuity, we need to
look beyond Tiberius’ virtues and vices, but to his ascribed motivations.

Dio’s narrative of Tiberius’ retirement to Rhodes provides a clue to what these
motivations might be. It occurs in one of the few instances where Dio attempts to
interpret Tiberius’ motivation prior to the death of Augustus. Dio begins by
describing Augustus’ decision to chastise Gaius and Lucius by granting the fribunicia
potestas to Tiberius (55.9.4-7):2%

BouvinBeic 8¢ O TeOTOV <TLVa> PAAAOV aiToVg owdovicar, Td TiPeoiw
TV 1€ €Eovaiov TV dnuaEywnV €¢ mévte £t Evelue rnai TV AQueviov
ahhotorovpévny peta Tov Tod Tiyodvov Bdvatov mpooétate. [5] ouvéPn
0’ avT® nal exelvolg xol T TiPeginw udtny mpoorgodoar, Tolg pev dtu
napemdofot £d0Eav, Td ¢ dTL TNV 0pYNV AUTAV EGoPNON. Auélel ol
¢g POOOV g »ai tadedoems Tivog 0eOUEVOS 0TGN, UNT” GANOVG TLVAG
unte v Oegamelav maoav Emayouevog, (v’ énmodmv oot nal T dpel

®al Toig €oyols yévnrot. [6] xal Thv te 680V IdlwTIMg €mowoato, [...]

unabated, perhaps even increased, by time and defeat’, and ‘Throughout the war Hitler
continually gave evidence of this lust for blood, this physical delight in the intellectual
contemplation of slaughter for its own sake.’

2% The passage is an amalgam of Xiphilinus’ and the EVV, for which, see Boissevain 2.487-
88. The closeness of Xiphilinus and the EVV indicates that the reconstructed text is close, if
not identical to Dio’s original.
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%ol €g TNV vijoov EAOMV 00deV OyxnEOov olte Empattev ovTe Eleyev. [7] M
ugv ovv alndsotdrn aitia Tig Exdnuiog adtod TolabTn éoti, Aoyov 8¢
Tva €xel nai O v yuvairo v Tovhiov, 6tL unuét’ avtv déoewv

£00voto, T0DTo mothoon: ®oTéMTe Yoy avtny €v tf) Poun [...].

Wishing to chasten them [sc. Gaius and Lucius] more strictly in some way, he
bestowed upon Tiberius the tribunician power for five years and the command
of Armenia (which was becoming hostile following the death of Tigranes). [5]
But it came to pass that he gave offence to them as well as to Tiberius: on the
one hand, the former because they thought they had been overlooked, to
Tiberius, on the other hand, because he feared their anger. Anyway, Tiberius
set off for Rhodes on the pretext of needing some further study, without taking
with him other companions, nor indeed entire retinue, so that his presence and
actions would be of no concern to them. [6] And he made the journey in the
manner of a private individual, [...] and having arrived on the island neither
did nor said anything arrogant. [7] So although this is the truest reason for his
exile, there is also a story that he did this because of his wife Julia, as he was

no longer able to put up with her — at any rate he left her in Rome [...]

Dio’s explanations seem weak; or so it has been suggested.209 More worryingly, the

tone is odd. The historian’s sudden adoption of a quasi-Thucydidean register (sc. 1] ...

aAn0sotdtn aitic) almost lapses into literary burlesque.”'’ Rarely, if ever, is Dio so

Pelling 1997a: 142. Seager (1972: 31) follows a line of explanation which is close to
Dio’s. Note also Levick (1972) who sees Tiberius’ pride as a major motivating facet in his
Rhodian exile, and his fear of Gaius for the period after 1 B.C.

2 Cf. Thucydides 1.23. Thucydides’ dAnBeotdtn moddaoclc was often glossed as
aknBeotdrn aitia, see e.g. Dion. Hal. Epist. ad Amm. 6.; Schol. In Thuc. [ed. Hude p. 26].
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clumsy. Why he should choose to evoke Thucydides at this point is obscure — was
Tiberius’ retirement to Rhodes really sufficient to warrant such an allusion?*'' Yet the
very inappropriateness of Dio’s attention-seeking phraseology may just be the
point*'* It is jarring because it is seemingly so inappropriate to the content of the
passage. As such, it draws the reader’s attention to Tiberius’ motivating fear of Gaius
and Lucius as rivals in the imperial succession.

To appreciate the force of the passage, it is perhaps necessary to go back
further, to the earliest comments Dio makes concerning the adult Tiberius. In 20 B.C.
the young Tiberius was sent to Armenia at the head of an embassy to re-install the
puppet-king Tigranes.”'*> The mission was a success, due predominantly to the actions
of the Armenians themselves who deposed Artaxias.”'* Nevertheless, Dio reports that
Tiberius began to adopt a majestic bearing (sc. éoepv{)vsro),zls chiefly because

sacrifices were voted to commemorate his accomplishments (54.9.5).216

Dio then goes
on to add that after the occurrence of a series of omens just as Tiberius and his retinue

approached the field of Philippi, Tiberius ‘began thinking about the monarchy’ (zoi

meQl Tie povayiog évevoel) (54.9.6).>' Tiberius’ imperial aspirations are thus

' Dio is perhaps not alone in affecting a Thucydidean register at this historical juncture. Cf.

Syme (1986: 84): ‘The truest explanation is declared in the pretext put out later on’. The
superiority of Dio’s effort is patent.

*'2 For another less extreme example of this, see 57.6.2 with commentary ad loc.

213 For the mission, see CAH 10.260, 263-4 (Anderson); Magie 1950: 476; Levick 1976: 26-7;
Sherwin-White 1984: 325.

214 Artaxias II, who ruled between c. 33 and 20 B.C. was the son of Artavazd II, and the
brother of his successor Tigranes III. Dio notes that he had overseen the execution of Romans
in Armenia, some time before 30 B.C (51.16.2). For the stemma of the family of Artaxias II,
see Lang 1983: 513.

213 Or the sort of bearing appropriate for a king? Cf. Xen. Cyr. 8.3.1.

Levick indicates that this remark concerning this behaviour is derived from a hostile
source (1976: 26). However, Dio’s comment is perfectly consonant with his own conception
of the effect excessive honours have on individuals, and his comment on Tiberius’ behaviour
need not have been derived from his source.

17 Cf. Suet. Tib. 14.3 (omen at Philippi).
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signalled early.*®

Dio does this, in part, as a way of foreshadowing Tiberius’ later
assumption of power, just as he does for other future emperors. Yet, on closer
inspection, what Dio does here is actually more interesting than it first appears.
Elsewhere, Dio would have have noted the omina imperii and stopped at that.
However, by focalizing these comments through the character of Tiberius, Dio is able
to graft onto the future emperor what we may term an imperial mindset,”"” of which
fear of other imperial aspirants was a part.**’

Fear of rivals, borne out by his desire for power, therefore, becomes Tiberius’
motivating factor at these nascent stages of his characterisation in the Roman

History.221

More than this, it is also a constant (perhaps the constant) feature of Dio’s
characterisation of Tiberius in both his pre- and post- accession narratives. At 57.3.1-
2, Dio explains Tiberius’ delay in accepting the Principate as being partly due to his
nature, but partly due to his fear of the soldiery in Pannonia and Germany,
Germanicus, and the possibility of a coup within Italy.*** Moreover in A.D. 14, as in 6
B.C., Tiberius hoped to save himself by appearing as a private individual *** Following

the suppression of the mutinies, Tiberius remains fearful of Germanicus, and

additionally of the elder Agrippina (57.6.2), and it was perhaps this fear of a rival that

'8 We may note that Velleius (2.94) uses Tiberius’ embassy to Armenia in a similar way as

Dio, in so far as it marks the point at which Tiberius appears as an appropriately kingly
successor to Augustus.

21 Cf. Caesar’s desire for ‘great power’, after receiving a dream while a quaestor in Spain
(37.52.2).

0 E.g.55.13.1. More generally, fear (especially of the bold or conspicuously virtuous) is a
basic characteristic feature of tyrants: Xen. Hiero 5.1-2; 6.4,6.15,7.10; Plut. Dion 9.7; Cic.
Tusc. Disp. 5.20-21[57-62]; App. BC 5.79.334. Note too Augustus’ comments in the Livia-
Augustus dialogue: 55.15.1-2.

?! pelling 1997a: 141. For fear as a motivating force in the Roman historians, see the
comments and discussion of Levene 1997. For the importance of fear as a driving factor in
human actions in Dio, see Kuhn-Chen 2002: 174-6 (with abundant examples); cf. Hose 2007:
464. Fear is recognised as an important catalyst for individual motivation and historical
causation in the Greek historians as well — and especially in Thucydides, for which see
Desmond 2006.

*2 Tiberius’ fear of Germanicus is reiterated at 57.4.1.

* 57.3.2 with note in the commentary s.v. iStwTe0d 0V owo1).
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d.?** Dio maintains this

brought about the best years of Tiberius as ruler in Dio’s min
characteristic through into Book 58, where Tiberius becomes fearful of the inordinate
power of Sejanus (58.4.1). Although Tacitus too notes Tiberius’ fear of Sejanus, for
Tacitus this was just another feature that kept Tiberius’ vices in check,”> whereas for
Dio this fear is an emotion that prompts Tiberius to action, allowing him to plan and
execute the downfall of his once trusted lieutenant.**®

As noted by Levene (1997: 129), ‘[f]ear is frequently attributed to characters
in what seem like quite neutral contexts, without any obvious indication that it is a
defect’. Indeed, such an idea clearly applies to Dio’s presentation of Tiberius’ fear. It
is simply another complementary facet of Dio’s overarching characterisation of the
emperor. The result of this is not a picture of Tiberius as a particularly timorous
emperor, at least not in the way that Dio would portray the emperor Claudius.”>” Nor
is it the same as Suetonius’ image of a fretful Tiberius that emerges towards the end

of the Vita**®

Rather, Dio’s characterisation of Tiberius’ fear feeds into what we may

regard as an overarching portrayal of Tiberius as a quintessentially cautious or safe

emperor. Indeed the contrast with Claudius is important. Whereas Claudius’

fearfulness allows his wives and freedmen to gain control over him (and the organs of
229 .

state),” in the case of Tiberius, his fear either augments his control of events, or

drives him to make well-considered decisions.**°

24 577.1,57.13.6, with commentary.

5 Cf. Tac. Ann. 6.51: intestabilis saeuitia sed obtectis libidinibus dum Seianum dilexit
timuitue.

* Dio also says that Tiberius had even made preparations to flee Capri, lest Sejanus sail
against him (58.13.1).

7 Or indeed in the way Marafion (1956: 50-1) would do in his (now pseudo-)
psychoanalytical study of the emperor.

> Suet. Tib. 63-66.

 E.g.60.2.4-7,61(60).31.5 [Xiph.].

2% BEven in the case of Germanicus, whose intentions Tiberius misinterpreted, we can still
appreciate that Tiberius acted in an appropriate manner. See commentary below 57.6.3.
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There is another observation to make here. Contrary to what has generally
been supposed, Dio has succeeded in making what may be loosely termed a
psychologically consistent portrait of Tiberius that continues from his earliest years as
a politically active player through to his death. It is true that this portrait only works
on the most superficial of readings. This is not, however, to deprecate what Dio has
achieved. On the one hand, his Tiberius may be responding to the sorts of typical
fears that any imperial aspirant or emperor might feel. But we should note that Dio
does not ascribe such motivations to every emperor or imperial claimant. Moreover,
while fear may be ubiquitous as a driving emotion in Dio, not every historical
character reacts to it in the same way. The case of Macrinus may serve as an
appropriate illustration. Macrinus, like Tiberius desired to become emperor after a
soothsayer had foretold his accession.””' Fear then compelled him to engineer the

murder of Caracalla, lest the emperor hear of the prophecy (79(78).4.4) 22

Thinking with Tiberius: a) the emperor’s nature

As we would expect, the narrative of Tiberius’ reign does see a change in terms of
Dio’s willingness to engage in more direct characterisation. Yet how this
characterisation should be read is less clear-cut. Nowhere is this more explicit than in
Dio’s elaborate opening sketch of the emperor’s nature. The passage, positioned at the
narrative ‘threshold’ of Tiberius’ reign, requires comment, not least because it is the
longest passage of direct characterisation Dio devotes to the emperor. Let us confine

ourselves to the opening two sections of Dio’s outline (57.1.1-2):

5179(78).4.1, with 79(78).11 4.
2 That fear of a king/tyrant was regarded as a common cause of usurpation, note Arist. Pol.
1311b.36-40; cf. 55.19.5.
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[1.] tadta pév xatd Adyovotov éyéveto, Tiféolog 8¢ edmatoidng pev Ny
woi Emenaidevto, Gpioel 8¢ idwtdty éxéyonto. olte Yoo mv émefipel
TQOOEMOLEITO TL, ®ol v Eheyev ovd&v Mg eimelv £BobAeto, AN
EVavTLOTATOUS Tf) TEOoaLE£oeL TOVS AOYOoUg moLoUUEVOS AV Te O €mobeL
Noveito xol mov O éuloel mpoeteivero: (YIletd Te v oig fjnota
£0vpoDTOo, nal Emeng £v oig pdhoTo yovaxtel £d0xeL eivar: [2.] Hhéel
1e 6f0ev obg 0POSQO £xOMATE, KAl EaAAETOVEY Ol OLVEYIYVWOXRE: TOV
te €xOotov g oixewdtatov £otv Ote €O, nal TO GUATATE g
AMOTOLOTATO TEOOEPEQETO. TO T CVMITOY 0V NElOV TOV aTaR)oVVTQ
®oTddhov v ¢oovel eivar: £ TE YOO TOUTOU TOMA %ol peydia
mwroteoBar ol €x tod évavrtiov moAM® mhelm nal petto ratoeBohoba

Eheve.

[1.] Such things came to pass concerning Augustus. Tiberius, on the other
hand, was a patrician and had been well-educated, but possessed a most
singular nature. For as he pretended things which he did not desire, and of the
things he said, nothing (so to speak) was what he wanted. But making his
words the opposite of his actual design, he denied everything which he longed
for, and advocated everything which he hated. He would show signs of being
angry at those whom he was not in the least bit vexed, but would appear to be
mild with those whom he was especially angry. [2] He would make a show
of*> pitying those whom he punished severely, but would maintain a grudge
against those whom he pardoned. Occasionally, he would approach an enemy

as if a boon companion, and a close friend as if a complete stranger. On the

233

Or ‘pretended to’. For the range of translations or possible implications of Dio’s use of

0n0ev, see commentary 57.1.2 s.v. 07|0ev.
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whole he thought it not advantageous for an emperor to be open about what he

was thinking, for, he said, many great mistakes arise from this sort of

behaviour, whereas in many cases the opposite behaviour bought about both

more frequent and more significant successes.
Dio thus draws the reader’s attention to three aspects on Tiberius’ character — his
birth, education, and nature,234 but expands on only one of them: his natural
inclination for dissimulation. Yet how particular this sort of eipwveio/dissimulatio
was to Tiberius (sc. ¢oel O¢ idwtdTn €xéyonto) in the context of the Roman
History seems at first dubious. As Pelling noted, Dio’s Augustus was a master at
dissimulation, just as Caligula was decidedly not, and that Tiberius’ dissimulation
merely highlights (again) one of the work’s ‘trans-regnal themes’.”>> The same
observation may be made of other figures of Dio’s republican narrative, with the likes
of Caesar and Pompey as good examples.”® All this is true, but perhaps Dio’s point is
that Tiberius’ peculiarity was that such behaviour came naturally to him, whereas for
the others it is a deliberate strategy (which of course it was for Tiberius as well). This
is perhaps made Tiberius’ nature so singular in Dio’s mind.

Dio’s elaborate sketch at 57.1 has all of the hallmarks of a programmatic
statement. By priming the reader in the way that he does, it would seem that the text is
asking the reader to double guess Tiberius’ motivations and his actions throughout the
subsequent narrative as well. Yet we may wonder how important knowledge of
;

Tiberius’ dissimulatio is for interpreting the ensuing narrative of Tiberius’ reign.*’

Certainly Tiberius’ dissimulation sets the tone for Dio’s account of Tiberius’

4 For the importance of birth and education as key features of an individual’s character, see

commentary below 57.1.1.

3 Pelling 1997a: 128-9.

536 E.g.36.24.5-6 (Pompey); 38.1.1-2 (Caesar); 37.58.1 (Caesar, Pompey, Crassus).
7 Cf. Pelling 1997a: 126 n. 36.
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cunctatio during September A.D. 14. Yet even here it is not given as the sole reason
for the emperor’s delay: Tiberius’ behaviour following the death of Augustus is
ascribed to both his natural disposition and his response to external factors.”®
Perhaps, therefore, we need to think about 57.1 not just in terms of the role of
Tiberius’ dissimulation in explaining his conduct throughout the ensuing narrative.
The important feature of 57.1 is the emphasis on social interaction and behaviour.
Dio’s focus emphasises how difficult it was for those individuals who came into

contact with Tiberius to deal with the cryptic emperor (57.1.3-6).*’

In an important
way it is this feature that neatly anticipates the tenor of much of the following
narrative, which contains many anecdotes of Tiberius’ interactions with individuals
from all strata of Roman society: from men of consular rank to assorted political non-
entities.**

Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius’ handling of these various individuals and the
groups within Roman society provided him with the opportunity to develop the most
striking feature of his characterisation of the emperor. Although so difficult for others
to read, Dio’s Tiberius is something of a master interpreter of human nature and

motivation. Hence, Tiberius grooms Caligula, knowing full well the latter’s

viciousness (58.23.1-4).>*' He remains one step ahead of his opponents, real or

*¥573.1,57.35.

* Edmondson (1992: 51): ‘His [sc. Tiberius’] subjects, and especially the senatorial order,
could not handle this dissimulation: it prevented the sort of dignified working relationship
between emperor and senate in which Dio firmly believed.’

¥ For the latter, note the exchange between Tiberius and the inventor of unbreakable glass:
57.21.5-7 [Xiph.]. The story, of course, provides a neat illustration of Tiberius’ jealousy
(¢B06vOog) — a characteristic that Dio leaves otherwise undeveloped.

#1 Cf. Dio’s comments regarding Severus and Caracalla (77(76).14.1 [Xiph.], 77(76).14.7
[Xiph.]). Interestingly, in the case of Augustus’ adoption of Tiberius, Dio neither endorses
nor refutes the view that Augustus appreciated Tiberius’ nature (56.45.3; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.10.7;
Swan 2004: 350). This is consonant with Dio’s characterisation of Tiberius’ generally
inscrutable nature.
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imagined. Tiberius outmanoeuvres the popular Germanicus at the start of his reign.***
Later, with respect to Sejanus — again a man whose nature, we are told, Tiberius
understood thoroughly — Tiberius removed the praetorian prefect before he became a
more serious threat to his position. The same is seen in Tiberius’ handling of the
Senate. Dio portrays Tiberius’ treatment of the Senate as characterised by an
unsettling mixture of deference and menace.”** Perhaps the most vivid episode comes
in Book 58 following the fall of Sejanus. Dio notes how the Senate attempted to
instigate measures that would enable them to assassinate the emperor with ease.”**
Tiberius, however, sidesteps this possible threat by showing honour to the Senate
while augmenting the loyalty of the praetorians.**’

In a comparison between Tiberius and his successor, Dio makes the
observation that whereas Tiberius concentrated power in his own hands, and used
agents to carry out his wishes,”*® Gaius was the slave of charioteers and other
(socially and morally) unsavoury types (59.5.2). The idea responds directly to
Tiberius’ own precept quoted at 57.1.2, that an emperor should avoid disclosing his
own thoughts. The revelation of these arcana imperii effectively bookend the
Tiberian narrative and provide another level of interpretative framework for which the
reader may use for understanding Dio’s account of the emperor’s reign.

It is also possible to think about 57.1 not solely in terms of the narrative of his

reign, but retrospectively in terms of the pre-accession narrative. Pelling is certainly

*2 See commentary below 57.6.3: ol ydo mov %ol $poovelv oOTtmg <bc> €d0xet, ...

veMGpPavev.

% Xiphilinus juxtaposes two anecdotes that illustrate these two methods: 57.24.5 [Xiph.],
57.24.8 [Xiph.].

** For the senators’ (presumed) murderous intent, note Dio’s vivid turn of phrase at 58.17.1:
xal pnd’ dmaevioacHal Tivog duvapévou To p) oU xol TOV 0ax®V GV aToD Ndémg
eudayelv.

* The issue of the proposed senatorial bodyguard for Tiberius (and related measures) is
described at length: 58.17.3-18.6. Dio’s emphasis is markedly different from the parallel
account of Tacitus (Ann. 6.2-3).

26 Such as Sejanus, or the Senate itself (58.16.3-5)
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right when he notes that virtually nothing in the pre-accession narrative suggests
Tiberius’ possession of such a nature.**’ Nevertheless, Dio’s account of Tiberius’
nature answers one question that Dio must have had in his mind when confronted
with the history of Tiberius’ early career. How was it that Tiberius, although desiring
the imperial power for over thirty years did not make any attempt to seize the throne
from Augustus?”*® This fact must have struck Dio as exceptional. After all, this would
have been the natural response according to what we may regard as Dio’s standard
reading of imperial psychology. Certainly this is how a range of emperors and
pretenders such as Severus, Avidius Cassius, or indeed a Caligula, would have

249
d.

behave Tiberius instead bided his time.

Thinking with Tiberius: b) virtues and vices

Tiberius’ virtues and vices, which, as we saw, were so underdeveloped in the pre-
accession narrative, receive greater attention over the course of Books 57 and 58. Yet
even here there are problems of interpretation. Although Dio describes Tiberius by
using a more conventional ethical vocabulary during the course of Books 57 and 58,
the results are somewhat lacklustre.

Nowhere is this truer than at the close to Dio’s narrative of Tiberius’ reign.
Dio’s judgement is surprisingly bland (58.28.5):

TiPéolog pev O mhelotog pev dpetag mietotog 8¢ nal roxiog €xmv, ®ai

ENATEQALS AVTOIG MG KoL LOVALS REYOMNUEVOS [...]

**7 Pelling 1997a: 126-7, although noting 54.9.5-7, 55.11.2 as possible examples.

8 Cf. 54.9.5 discussed above.

0 cf. 74(73).14.3-4 [Xiph.] (Septimius Severus, Pescennius Niger, Clodius Albinus);
Avidius Cassius 72(71).22.2-23.2 [Xiph.]; 58.28.2-3 (Caligula). We need not confine this
observation to the Imperial period, for it applies equally to Dio’s late Republican dynasts. For
this mindset in the Republican narrative, see Rich 1989: 92-3.
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Tiberius had a great many virtues indeed, but also a great many vices, and had
used one or the other as if he possessed those <qualities> alone.
It is a low-key close to Dio’s two-book account of Tiberius’ reign. The passage
invites comparison with Tacitus’ more elaborate close to Book 6 of the Annales.
Indeed comparison is instructive. Tacitus says (Ann. 6.51.3):
morum quoque tempora illi diuersa: egregium uita famaque, quoad priuatus
uel in imperiis sub Augusto fuit;, occultum ac subdolum fingendis uirtutibus,
donec Germanicus ac Drusus superfuere; idem inter bona malaque mixtus
incolumi matre; intestabilis saeuitia, sed obtectis libidinibus, dum Seianum
dilexit timuitue: postremo in scelera simul ac dedecora prorupit, postquam
remoto pudore et metu suo tantum ingenio utebatur.

259 The descent into all-

On the face of it, Tacitus says exactly what Dio does not.
consuming vice that is a feature of the Tacitean account is absent from Dio’s brusque
summation. This is surprising, and the reader perhaps expects more from the
historian. As we have already seen, Dio uses the death of Germanicus to signal a
change in Tiberius’ behaviour, and leads us to expect such a negative change in
Tiberius’ conduct (57.13.6). Certainly, there are profound negative trends in Tiberius’
conduct following the death of Germanicus, but Dio does not appear to be claiming

21 Nor does Dio

simply that the death of Germanicus brought out Tiberius’ vices.
claim that Tiberius’ conduct was unimpeachable in the period before Germanicus’

death. Hence, the change brought about by the death of Germanicus is not one of total

moral disintegration. Tiberius may appear less like the good emperor than he did in

0 For Tacitus’ summation (the interpretation of which is by no means straightforward), note

Martin 2001: 192-6, 199-202; cf. Woodman 1989 = 1998: 155-67; Pelling 1997a: 122 n. 25.
! See further commentary at 57.13.6.
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the narrative prior to Germanicus’ death, but Germanicus’ death does not trigger a
change into a Caligula-like monster.*>*

Indeed, a passage preserved in the EVV suggests that Tiberius was still about
to act in a praiseworthy manner, despite the loss of his rival (57.19.8 [EVV]):

10 ugv ovv ooy obTm petd TOV Tod Feppavinod 0dvatov petefdleto

MOTE QVTOV PEYAMDG ROl TTQOTEQOV ETOLVOUUEVOV TTOMD O TOTE POAAOV

OovpooOfvor.

So thus was the general change in Tiberius after Germanicus’ death that just as

he was previously the object of great praise for many things, after this point

these were the cause of even more amazement.
We may suspect the EVV has here preserved Dio’s wording closely if not exactly. At
any rate, the punch-line is appropriately Dionian, and does not seem to be a gloss
made by one of the compilers of the Excerpta.>® Moreover, the comment at 57.19.8 is
consonant with Dio’s summation at 58.28.5 and is entirely appropriate to his
intervening narrative.

The ambivalent tone of 58.28.5 is fairly indicative of the tenor of Dio’s
account of Tiberius’ reign in Books 57 and 58, where praise and censure are
interspersed.”>* The annalistic sections following Dio’s sketch of the general manner
of Tiberius’ conduct (57.7-13), but before the death of Germanicus, contain a mixture
of anecdotes that do not always reflect well on Tiberius. For example, Dio highlights

instances of Tiberius’ inconsistency — both in terms of his behaviour when confronted

2 Sulla would perhaps be a better example of such a change, at least in terms of Dio’s

narrative: F 109.1-3 [EVV].

3 It should be noted, however, that the excerptors were more likely to alter the beginnings
and endings of the text: Roberto 2009: 79. However, changes to the beginnings of excerpted
text are more common.

24 Cf. Baar (1990: 228): (on 28.28.5) ‘Damit versucht Dio, sowohl der positive als auch der
negativen Tiberius-iiberlieferung gleichberechtigt Raum zu geben, und verzichtet auf eine
eigene Ausdeutung dieses Zwitterbildes.’
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with similar circumstances, and inconsistency when it came to any deviations from
his general pattern of behaviour outlined in 57.7-13.7%° Zonaras perhaps captures the
sense of this best when he summarizes the period before Germanicus’ death by stating
simply that ‘up to this point Tiberius did many good things and erred in only a few
matters’ (uéxoL P&V oLV ToD Yedvov TohTov mhelota yonotd 6 TiRéolog Empate
nal Poayéa eENpaTEY).

The change between the pre- and post-Germanicus Tiberius is therefore by no
means stark. It is true that Tiberius begins to display some of the more characteristic
behaviour of a tyrant following the death of his adopted son. He becomes harsh
(xohemdg), he becomes less accessible on account of his withdrawal to Ca\pri,257 and
he begins to rule by attempting to instill fear in his subjects.”>® Even so, right up to the
end of his reign, Dio makes a point of recording Tiberius’ actions for which he was
praised, not only those which illustrated his vices. Hence, Dio notes Tiberius’
generosity to the victims of fires and floods that hit Rome in A.D. 36 (58.26.5), a
feature of Tiberius’ demonstrative euergetism carried over from his early reign
(57.16.2; 57.17.7-8). There is also praise for Tiberius’ continuing refusal of honours,
as well as sundry acts of beneficence (58.21.5-22.1). Even Tiberius’ acts of clemency

are not omitted,”” which given the centrality of clementia/émeinero in Dio’s thought

world is significant.**

% E.g. the anecdotes collected at 57.15. Note also Tiberius’ execution of the wag who was

dispatched to ‘carry his own message to Augustus’ (57.14.1), an anecdote used by Suetonius
to illustrate Tiberius’ cruelty. See further commentary ad loc.

2%¢57.19.1 [Zonar.]. For the attempted reconstruction of this passage, see Boissevain 2.579.
7 See further commentary notes below at 57.11.1.

Or more precisely in the Senate: 57.24.5 [Xiph.].

E.g. Tiberius’ dismissal of the charges against Cornelius Lentulus (57.24.8 [Xiph.]).
Tacitus (Ann. 4.29) places the event under the year A.D. 24. Note also, the examples of the
praetor (and later consul) L. Apronius Caesianus (PIR*> A 972) and the eques M. Terentius
(PIR* T 64) (58.19.1-5).

260 As noted well by Rich (1989: 97, 103; 1990: 16-17), clemency was perhaps the most
important imperial virtue for an emperor to possess in Dio’s mind. See also Kuhn-Chen 2002:

258
259
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The same applies to the reports of Tiberius’ vices. Dio was more comfortable
condemning the vices in rulers and statesmen than in extolling their virtues.*®' Yet,
Dio is notably (and surprisingly) sparing when it came to reporting Tiberius’ reputed
personal vices. The hostile historiographical tradition gave him ample material to
work with. However, the salacious tales reported by Suetonius and to a lesser degree
by Tacitus are largely eschewed by Dio.*** To be sure there are references to Tiberius’

263

sexual excesses and his reputation for licentiousness (dtoélyela).”” But Dio does

little to embroider upon these stories.**!

Why this should be the case is not easy to
pinpoint. It cannot be due to the fragmentary state of the text. Neither Dio nor his
epitomators were prudish when it came to engaging with so called ‘discourses of
depravity’ ** After all, such anecdotes were of fundamental importance to illustrating
an individual’s vices, and Dio, with his keen sense of a good anecdote, knew this
more than most. Perhaps the most likely explanation for this omission is that Dio did
not regard these encounters as having a major influence on the character of his rule:
unlike the likes of Caligula, Nero, or Elagabalus, Tiberius never became a slave to
any particular paramour, whore, or catamite.

At 57.13.6, when noting the change Germanicus’ death brought upon
Tiberius’ general conduct, Dio professes ignorance as to whether Tiberius was in fact

by nature good, or whether he was simply affecting virtue, and leaves the issue there

without further discussion. The question of character change was an important one for

160-3. For the importance of clementia generally for authors of the second century, see
Schettino 1998. For Tiberius’ émeinelo see commentary below at 57.1.1.

21 Bor Dio’s kakoétheia, see the still insightful comments of Niebuhr 1875: 62-3.

2 E g. Suet. Tib. 42-45; Tac. Ann. 6.1.

263 58.22.1, 3-4; cf. 59.4.1. Here the intention is to contrast it with Tiberius’ previously most-
chaste or self-restrained (sc. cwpoovéotata) existence (57.13.3).

* Dio (58.22.3-4) illustrates this charge with the story of Tiberius’ intention to seduce the
daughter of Sex. Marius (PIR* M 295). Cf. Tac. Ann. 6.19.1.

2% For this term, see Langlands 2006: 319.
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the more-ethically minded writers of antiquity **® Elsewhere, Dio seems to admit the
possibility: Commodus, according to Dio, was not naturally wicked, but weak willed,
and was led astray to the extent that his new habits became a second nature to him.**’
In the case of Tiberius, however, Dio remains evasive.

Dio’s deliberate agnosticism may be read in different ways. On the one hand,
it feeds into the historian’s characterisation of Tiberius. It emphasises the
fundamental, enigmatic nature of the emperor: to such an extent that even the (usually
omniscient) historian cannot penetrate Tiberius’ inner nature.’®® On the other, it
presents the reader with an important question. Does it matter whether an emperor
was by nature good or bad, so long as he behaved in an appropriate manner? Here we
appreciate another important departure from the Tacitean and Suetonian Tiberius. So
much of their generally pejorative portrayals of Tiberius hinges on charges of
hypocrisy, and by extension, uncovering the real Tiberius. Although Dio is an author
who made much of identifying the distinction between logos and ergon, Sein und
Schein, this seems far less central to his treatment of Tiberius — at least in terms of his
overall assessment of the emperor’s conduct.

269

Yet for Dio, appearances mattered as much as realities.”~ After all, the sort of

shamming exhibited by Tiberius was at the very heart of Dio’s (and indeed other

266 For the standard discussions, note Gill 1983; Swain 1989; and Gill 2006: 416-61.
*773(72)1.1 [Xiph. EVV]: obtog movodoyog pev ovx édu, AN’ ei xai mg drlog
avlpwmwv droxog, Vo O¢ 01 THS MOAARG AMAOTNTOG %Ol TEOOETL nal Oelhiag
¢dolAevoe Tolg ouvooL, nal VT QVTMOV AYVOIQ TO TEMTOV TOD REEITTOVOG AUAQTOV €
£€00¢ ndn ToUTOV ROl €C pVOLV doelyf) nol pwatdpovov meot 0. Similarly, Dio notes that
the Tiberius Gracchus’ nature underwent a change (F 83.1 [EVV]).

268 Cf. Pelling 2010: 382-3, on this sort of mimetic quality of Tacitus’ narrative when dealing
with Tiberius. Similarly, note Duff (1999: 231), on Plutarch’s Alcibiades.

*® Cf. Rich 1989: 100-1. See Kemezis 2014: 136-9 on the symbolic importance the
republican magistracies represented in Dio’s conception of the Principate.
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authors’) conception of what may be termed the ciuilis princeps.270 Fundamentally,
this idea was not peculiar to the Roman imperial period. It is implicit in Aristotle’s
Politica, where Aristotle discusses how a tyrant might reduce the likelihood of being
overthrown by affecting kingly behaviour.””" Although we cannot say whether or not
Dio knew his Aristotle, the comparison between book five of the Politics and the
imperial books of Dio is, nevertheless, instructive. When Aristotle discusses the two
ways in which tyrannies might be preserved he has nothing to say about the inner
character of the tyrant. Rather he reduces it to a matter of behaviour — a tyrant might
use the traditional methods of oppression or he could affect kingly behaviour. In a
way, this is exactly what is played out over the course of Books 57 and 58. Tiberius
maintains his power by both appearing as a good king, while at other times employing
the tactics of oppression.

Here we are left with a final problem of interpretation. Dio couched his
characterisation of Tiberius in what we may describe as moralising terms. Yet the
purpose or function of this moralising is not entirely clear. It has been suggested that
Dio intended the moralising elements in his characterisations of individuals within the
Roman History to fulfil a didactic function, providing his readers with models of good
and bad behaviour that they should follow or avoid.*’*

Yet that Dio’s Tiberius is part of a protreptic exercise in morality appears
unlikely. Rather, it seems that Dio uses Tiberius as a way of exploring various facets

of Roman autocracy, as well as a way of exploring historical questions pertaining to

" Or as is perhaps more appropriate for Dio, the dyafoc anTOXQETWE or dMUOTKOG

ovtorpdtwe. For discussion of these terms and their suitability to Dio’s narrative, see
Commentary below § IV Tiberius’ Conduct as Ruler, and 57.8.3 s.v. dnuotindg.

7' Arist. Pol. 1313a.34-1315b.10; but most explicitly, note 1315a41-1315b1: 6 Yo 0%x0mOg
povepdg, 8T del i) TvEavVIXOV AAL” oinovopov xal Bacthxov eival dpaivesOan |[...].
The importance for a tyrant to appear (sc. ¢paiveoOor) to act appropriately is key to
Aristotle’s discussion on the preservation of tyrannies: cf. Newman 1902: 4.466-7.

*” Edmondson 1992: 48-9.
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the reign of Tiberius. Certainly Dio’s characterisation of Tiberius provides and
encourages judgements on the emperor’s character and conduct. But if anything,
Dio’s method is geared to describing and appraising Tiberius’ conduct in individual
episodes, rather than producing what we might think of as a uniform ethical portrait of
the emperor.”” The language may often be ethically loaded, but it seems to serve no
other function than to evaluate, or occasionally to explain Tiberius’ actions at any
given point. What makes Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius so interesting in this regard is
that he should construct Tiberius as an exemplum of these two modes of kingship.
Thus, Dio’s account of Tiberius’ reign functions best when understood not in terms of
Tiberius’ individual character, but of the character of his rule. Around the figure of
Tiberius, Dio is able to raise questions about, and explore the ways in which an

emperor could go about exercising and maintaining his power.

Conclusion

It has become conventional to think about the reign of Tiberius in terms of failure.
The phrase ‘the tragedy of Tiberius’ has become stereotypical. The character of the
emperor is central in such appraisals. Yet although the figure of Tiberius is central to
Dio’s treatment of the years A.D. 14 to 37, such a conclusion is not the picture that
emerges from his narrative. For this reason, Dio’s account of the reign of Tiberius and
the emperor himself, although lacking the ‘bite’, ‘intensity’, ‘colour’ or psychological
nuance critics tend to ascribe to the Tacitean counterpart, nevertheless deserves

consideration in its own right.

213 Cf. Kemezis 2014: 102.
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The foregoing discussion has discussed the ways in which Dio approached his
characterisation of Tiberius. The result, as I have argued, is not without
sophistication. Dio’s presentation of Tiberius in the pre-accession narrative is faintly,
yet consistently drawn — perhaps more than has been hitherto recognised. The figure
of Tiberius in this part of the Roman History is structured around the question of the
succession to Augustus. When it came to the narrative of his reign, the overarching
historical problem for Dio, as perhaps it was for Tacitus, was how it was that Tiberius

managed to survive as long as he did.*”*

As the history of the emperors from
Augustus down to Dio’s own day had shown, out and out tyrants or imperial
incompetents did not usually last the twenty-three years Tiberius endured in power.
Dio’s characterisation of the emperor and his style of rule goes some way to
explaining how this was achieved. Dio focuses on Tiberius’ actions — his interest in
Tiberius is as a political operator, which is best understood in the broader narrative

context of the Roman History. Tiberius’ personal character was of importance to this

agenda, but it was not the only aspect that mattered.

7* Syme 1958a: 429.
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NOTES ON THE TEXT OF BOOK 57

This commentary is based on the text printed in U.P. Boissevain’s editio maior of the
Roman History. While I have not endeavoured to produce a new text of Book 57, it
seems appropriate at this juncture to say something of the manuscript tradition of
Book 57 and where I have adopted different readings from Boissevain. Finally, it is
important to acknowledge some of the problems presented by the imperfect
preservation of Dio’s history and the nature of the Byzantine sources which have been

used to reconstruct a large proportion of modern editions of Dio’s history.

Of the manuscripts that contain the text of Book 57, Codex Marcianus gr. 395
(hereafter M) is the only manuscript of import, for it is from M that all other
surviving manuscripts of book 57 are derived (if perhaps sometimes through an

intermediary).276

M has several sizeable lacunae, the most significant of which for the
purposes of this study is the loss of several folia from the second half of Book 57.
This loss must have occurred before the beginning of the fifteenth century, as all of
the manuscripts from that century descended from M contain the same omissions.”’’

For the reconstruction of the remainder of Book 57 we are dependent on excerpts and

%> M came to Italy as part of the great donation of Greek texts made by Cardinal Bessarion to

the city of Venice in 1468. For discussion of this collection, see Wilson 1992: 62-7.

%7 For possible stemmata, see Boissevain 1.1xxxvi and Freyburger-Galland 2002: Ixvii. Note
however the precise relationship between M and Codex Laurentianus plut. 70.8 (L), which
also appears to date from the tenth century, is uncertain. The question of whether L is a copy
of M is not relevant to this present discussion, as the Florentine codex does not preserve any
of Book 57.

7 Most notably the fifteenth century Codex Laurentianus plut. 70.10 (designated Lb by
Boissevain), the scribe of which seems to have looked to the text of Xiphilinus to fill in some
of the gaps in M: cf. Mazzucchi 1979: 137-9.

74



paraphrases of Dio found in Zonaras, Xiphilinus, and the Excerpta Constantiniana.
The point where M breaks off (57.17.8) provides the terminal point of this
commentary.

The dating of M is a matter of some controversy. Boissevain believed it to be
from the eleventh century — a judgement that has been repeated in subsequent
Anglophone editions and commentaries.””® However, the dating of M to the eleventh
century has long been rejected by palacographers.”” In the 1940s Aubrey Diller
tentatively posited a ninth century date for M, which found enthusiastic support in the
1970s by Mioni and Formentin.*® This view has gained currency, especially on the
continent. In the current Budé edition of Dio, Freyburger-Galland has adopted a
similarly early dating for M, albeit conceding a range that includes the early tenth

281

century.” Yet a ninth or early tenth century date seems too early. Mazzucchi noted

that the scribal hand of M bears a strong similarity to that of the scribe of the Ravenna
codex of Aristophanes (Biblioteca Classense, MS 429), a view endorsed by Nigel

Wilson after he consulted a facsimile of M in 2014 2%

As the Ravenna Aristophanes
has been dated convincingly to the mid-tenth century,*® it is perhaps to this part of
this century (c. 950), and thus to the reign of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, that

we should place the creation of M.***

II

*™ Boissevain 1.Ixviii; Rich 1990: 18; Swan 2004: 36.

* More generally, there was a trend in the late nineteenth century to date manuscripts of
classical authors to the eleventh century as a matter of course: Diller 1975: 514-6.

0 Diller 1947: 184 fn. 3; Mioni and Formentin 1975: 31; cf. Irigoin 1975: 22. For a strong
rebuttal of this date, see Mazzucchi 1979: 126 n. 137.

! Freyburger Galland 2002: Ixvi-Ixvii.

Mazzucchi 1979: 125-6. 1 am grateful for Nigel Wilson’s generous help on this point.

3 E.g. Diller 1975: 522-3; Wilson 2007: 5.

** Thus Mazzucchi 1979: 125-6; Wilson 1983: 139.
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In the commentary there are several instances where I have suggested deviations from
Boissevain’s text. These instances are noted in the table below. Justification for these

suggestions is made at the appropriate points in the commentary.

Reference (Boiss. page and line) Boissevain Mallan

57.1.3 (560, 8) av hapfdavovteg Xiph.  <av> avalapfdvovreg
(dvaroppavovies M,

Codex Peirescianus

[EVV])
57.7.6 (565, 28) redeltelelels mp6edpog M, Xiph.
57.17.2 (574,12-3) Mdéorehlog [MooxrelhOg M, Xiph.

III

Throughout the commentary and introductory chapters I have referred to passages that
are not preserved in the manuscripts of Dio, but are found in the works of later
authors and compilers who made use of Dio’s narrative. These extracts and epitomes
of Dio’s work, which modern editors have used to reconstitute the Roman History,
represent Dio’s narrative with varying degrees of fidelity. As a matter of course, I
have indicated the provenance of a particular quotation or reference in square brackets
if it is not found in the actual manuscripts of the Roman History. The three most
important texts which preserve Dio’s narrative, the Excerpta Constantiniana,
Xiphilinus® Epitome, and Zonaras’ Epitome of Histories, all present methodological

problems of their own, and I believe need to be treated as texts in their own right.
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The Excerpta Constantiniana is the modern name given to the fifty-three
compendia of thematically arranged excerpts from classical and late Antique authors
commissioned by the emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus.”® In each of the
collections the excerpts are grouped by author. The order of the extracts adheres to the
sequence in which they appeared in the source text, although with little (if any) regard
to the broader narrative context. On the whole, the excerpts replicate Dio’s text
verbatim, although the excerptors often modified the beginning of each fragment and
occasionally omitted whole sentences from the copied passage.286 Seven extracts from
Book 57 are preserved in the Excerpta de Virtutibus et Vitiis (EVV) 27

The Excerpta Constantiniana also preserves for us fragments of now lost
works that seem to have relied heavily on Dio’s history; specifically, the works of
historians Peter the Patrician (sixth century) and John of Antioch (seventh century).288
Of the fragments assigned to Peter the Patrician preserved in the Excerpta de

289

Sententiis (ES), three seem to have derived from Book 57.”° In the case of the

Antiochene historian, one continuous extract survives, which amounts to a summary

of Books 57 and 58 of Dio’s history albeit with the likely addition of Eutropian

290
1.

material.” The techniques of these authors need not concern us unduly, although it

25 Por the Excerpta Constantiniana, see Lemerle 1986: 323-32; Roberto 2009. Of the fifty-
three volumes commissioned, only five survive: de Insidiis, de Sententiis, de Virtutibus et
Vitiis, de Legationibus Romanorum ad Gentes, de Legationibus Gentium ad Romanos. A text
preserved in Codex Parisinus inter supplementa Graeca 607 and which contains several
narratives of sieges may belong to the Excerpta Constantiniana (de Strategematibus) and may
thus be the sixth (partially) surviving volume.

2% Roberto 2009: 79. For examples see Boissevain 3. 767-74.

*TEVV ‘Dio’ F 184 = 57.1; 185 = 57.13.1-3; 186 = 57.13.6; 187 = 57.14.9-10; 188 = 57.18.6-
8; 189 = 57.18.10°,57.19.5,7,8; 190 = 57.20.2.

2% Neither of these authors is free from scholarly controversy, but this (happily enough) falls
outside the scope of this thesis. For Peter the Patrician see Treadgold 2007: 264-9; and for
John of Antioch, see Treadgold 2007: 311-29.

2 ES ‘Petrus Patricius’ F 4,5,6.

" ES ‘John of Antioch” F 22 = F 110 [ed. Mariev] = F 159 [ed. Roberto]; Mariev 2008: 35.
For the non-Dionian material, compare John of Antioch: olUtw TOlvuVv TNV dOYNV
dwwxnooto, ¢poPegd uev mpoTTL, puoaod 0¢ mheoveEio, aioyod Tte MOvmabeiq
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seems likely that their practice was to paraphrase certain passages from Dio. We can
see this in the case of Peter the Patrician’s version of an anecdote told by Dio
concerning the payment of Augustus’ bequest to the Roman people.”' Peter’s version
is compressed, and the diction is somewhat less polished than we find in Dio.”*? Yet
the value of these fragments is negligible, at least to this present study.

Xiphilinus® Epitome of Dio’s history is a work of a different stripe.”” I

n
many ways a product of the eleventh century in terms of literary taste and outlook,
Xiphilinus was the scion of a well-connected family and was in the orbit of at least
two emperors, Michael VII and Alexius 1.*** Xiphilinus’ Epitome covers the period
from Pompey’s commands against the pirates down to the close of Dio’s work,
corresponding to Books 36-80 of the Roman History. Like several of his
historiographical coevals, Xiphilinus seldom rose above the level of a copyist — in so
far as he copied the text of Dio closely replicating whole passages word for word in a
manner not dissimilar to that employed by the Constantinian excerptors. However,

Xiphilinus still transformed Dio’s text in ways that were often profound. Dio’s

annalistic structure is almost completely abandoned in favour of Xiphilinus’ strong

yonoauevog, with Eutropius-Paeanius (7.11.1): aAh’ 6 TiBéorog ¢abupiq te €yonoato
oM ®ol opoTNTL ®Ol wheoveEia, ndovaig te €E€dmunev avtov. However, while it is
generally assumed that John of Antioch had access to a Greek translation of Eutropius, it is
almost certainly not Paeanius’ translation: Mariev 2008: 33-4; cf. Roberto 2005: cxxxi-
CXXXIV.

P! ES ‘Petrus Patricius’ F 4;cf.57.14.1.

*2 Note Peter’s use of Myata (sc. ‘legacies’/‘bequests’). For Peter lapses from an
appropriately Attic register, note Menander Protector’s censorious judgement (F 6.2 Blockley
= ES ‘Menander’ F 11), with Cameron 2011: 660.

* Xiphilinus is still in need of a modern edition. Boissevain prints in the third volume of his
edition of Dio a text based on that of Dindorf (up to and including the reign of Claudius),
Stephanus (Nero to the close of the work), and his collation of two fifteenth century
manuscripts. Unfortunately, this work was completed before the oldest manuscript of
Xiphilinus’ work was discovered, the so-called Mt Athos epitome, Iviron 812, from the
fourteenth century (for which, see Barmann 1971; Mariev 2008: 20-1). A current University
of Helsinki PhD student, Kai Juntunen, is preparing new text of Xiphilinus.

** For Xiphilinus’ background and context, see Mallan 2013: 612-7.
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biographical programme.*”® Occasionally Xiphilinus introduces non-Dionian material
into his Epitome, but there are no apparent instances of this in the Tiberian narrative.

Xiphilinus’ treatment of Book 57 shows some significant omissions. Chapter
3 is completely elided from the Epitome; likewise the mutiny of the Pannonian
legions (Chapter 4). The disorder in the German legions is significantly abbreviated —
essentially reduced to two anecdotes.”® Xiphilinus’ taste for the anecdotal is on
display on every page. Occasionally his desire to insert a good anecdote can get in the
way of narrative cohesion. As a result we find, for example, the story of Clemens the
pseudo-Agrippa in the Epitome even though Xiphilinus had omitted the story of the
fate of the (real) Agrippa.””” What mattered to Xiphilinus (as probably to Dio too) was
the snappiness of Clemens’ reply to the emperor.

The last of our major Byzantine witnesses to Dio’s history is the early
twelfth century author and one time court functionary, Zonaras.”® In scope and focus
Zonaras’ historiographical programme was more ambitious than that of Xiphilinus.
Zonaras’ Epitome of Histories spanned the period from Creation down to the reign of
the Emperor Alexius I in eighteen books and drew upon a range of sources directly.
The style of the Epitome of Histories is closer to a summary paraphrase of Dio, and
we do not find the same rigid adherence to Dio’s language that we see in Xiphilinus

or the Excerpta.” Zonaras’ treatment of the reign of Tiberius is significantly more

3 Although note the preservation of the names of the consules ordinarii at Xiph. 132.26-7D,

135.5D.

¢ Xiph. 127.5-10D. For Xiphilinus’ taste for the anecdotal, see Brunt 1980: 490-1; Mallan
2013: 632.

297 Xiph. 133.21-27D; cf. 57.16.3-4. Zonaras too includes the story of the pseudo-Agrippa, but
also that of the murder of Agrippa Postumus (1.11 [= Dindorf 3.5.3-13], cf. 1.11 [= Dindorf
3.2.9-12)).

** For a general introduction to Zonaras and his work, see Banchich and Lane 2009: 1-7.

2 Millar 1964: 1-3, 195-203. Zonaras outlines this method, which includes his aim to retain
something of the style of his sources in the prologue to the Epitome of Histories: Zonar. praef.
2 [= Dindorf 1.5.32-6.6]); with Banchich and Lane 2009: 34 n. 5.
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condensed than that of his eleventh century historiographical precursor.’® All
consular dates are removed, with the exception of the consulship of Tiberius and
Dmsus,301 and Dio’s annalistic structure is obliterated >** Yet Zonaras’ tastes too are
very much for the anecdotal, and long passages of text read as a succession of
anecdotes with little attempt to link the material **

In some ways Zonaras’ selection of material preserves some of the textures
of Dio’s narrative better than Xiphilinus. For example, Zonaras includes a summary

304 Byt there are also

of the material of Chapter 3 and of the mutiny in Pannonia.
insertions of non-Dionian material. Some are little more than trivial glosses, which
occasionally reveal Zonaras’ control of his material.’® Other insertions are more
substantial and alter the focus of Dio’s narrative. Most notably, Zonaras incorporates
Christian elements into his account of the reign of Tiberius — namely the baptism,
crucifixion and resurrection of Christ and the letter of Pilate to Tiberius which

Zonaras interpolated from Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, and which he uses to

close his account of the reign.’*

% Xiphilinus® account of the reign of Tiberius takes up 31 pages in Dindorf’s Teubner. In

Zonaras, it takes up only 11 % Teubner pages.

' Zonar. 11.2 [= Dindorf 3.6-7]. This is presumably included so that Zonaras can make the
observation about the unpleasant deaths that befell all of Tiberius’ consular colleagues.

32 Dio’s account of A.D. 15 is reduced to two items, A.D. 16 one item, A.D. 17 nothing.

303 E.g. Zonar. 11.2 [= Dindorf 3.4-5], where for the period up to the death of Germanicus, we
are given the story of Tiberius’ response to the man who asked a corpse when Augustus’
bequest would be paid (cf. 57.14.1-2), Tiberius’ behaviour after the death of his grandson
(57.14.6), the encounter between Tiberius and the pseudo-Agrippa (57.16.3-4), the emperor’s
treatment of Julia (57.18.1%), and Tiberius’ response to the proposal to rename the month of
November in his honour (57.18.2).

% Zonar. 11.1 [= Dindorf 3.2].

305 E.g. Zonar. 11.1 [= Dindorf 3.2.14-15], where he identifies Drusus as Tiberius’ child ‘from
Agrippina his former wife’. It is possible that Zonaras has conflated Tiberius’ first wife
Vipsania Agrippina with Agrippina the daughter of Julia and Agrippa, but this does not seem
likely. In the surviving text of the Roman History, Dio only refers to Tiberius’ first wife as
‘the daughter of Agrippa’ (54.31.2) — something Zonaras does as well at the corresponding
stage of his narrative (Zonar. 10.34 [= Dindorf 2.444.18-9]).

396 7onar. 11.3 [= Dindorf 3.11-12]; cf. Euseb. HE 1.10.1, 2.2.1-6. Similarly, in his account of
the rein of Augustus, Zonaras notes the Nativity of Christ (Zonar. 10.39 [Dindorf 2.456-7]).
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COMMENTARY ROMAN HISTORY 57.1.1-17.8

57.1.1-6 Tiberius’ Nature. Dio commences his account of the reign of Tiberius with a
character sketch of the emperor. This technique is found in both the imperial and
republican books of the Roman History, although it is perhaps more pronounced in
the former. For this technique, see Edmondson 1992: 36-7 (for the imperial books);
Harrington 1971: 75-86. In his sketch of Tiberius, Dio singles out Tiberius’ ‘most
unusual nature’ (sc. poeL O¢ iduwtdrn) for discussion. This interest in an emperor’s
nature is again something Dio displays in other imperial character sketches: e.g.
59.4.1 (Caligula’s inconsistency), 68.7.2 [Xiph.] (Trajan’s generosity and high-
mindedness), 72(71).35.6 [Xiph.] (Marcus’ excellence), 73(72).1.1 [Xiph.]

(Commodus’ ‘gormlessness’).

Modern opinions of Dio’s attempt to capture the essence of Tiberius’ character have
been generally dismissive: e.g. Syme 1958: 273; Balsdon 1975: 89; but cf. Plass
1988: 108-9; Pelling 1997: 126-7, and above Introduction, Chapter 2, Dio on
Tiberius. In his sketch, Dio employs his usual rhetorical method of juxtaposing
Sein/Schein, logoslergon — but with a difference. Dio’s concern is to illustrate
appearances (in this case what Tiberius did) with reality (what Tiberius thought or
desired). The result is an outline Tiberius’ characteristic patterns of behaviour and
creates a picture of Tiberius as the quintessential dissimulator; a sketch with has much
in common with the Theophrastan ‘Ironic Man’ (Theophr. Char. 1). Dio’s language
throughout this passage is deliberately abstract, and although his stated aim is to

outline Tiberius ‘most individual nature’ he does so in generalising terms.
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The central theme of this section, Tiberius’ habit and policy of dissimulation, feeds
into one of Dio’s recurring motifs in the Roman History (cf. Pelling 1997a: 128-9).
Indeed, at 57.1.2 Dio makes Tiberius (the natural dissembler) the mouthpiece for the
political benefits of practising dissimulation. As such this section has a general quality
which goes beyond the immediate narrative context. That a leader should obfuscate
his intentions in order to achieve success is a recurring thought process in Dio’s work
and as such is neither unique to the character of Tiberius, nor is it a necessarily
pejorative characteristic in a leader, e.g. 36.24.5-6 (Pompey); 37.58.1 (the triumvirs).
Note also F. 16.1 [ES]: 6tL 10 ®QUpLov TV PovievpdTov %ol TO ®olQLov TOV
TRGEEWV, TO Te iOOPOVAELV Tiva ol TO AT Avayxdenowv € undéva dAlov
undepiav Eyetv kol TtV oupParvoviov altov €p éxdrega TV aitiov
AouPévery, péyo péoog £¢ 1o xatopBwOival Tt cuufdireton.’’’ These ideas are
indubitably commonplaces: indeed the general idea is summarised by Francis Bacon
in his discussion of simulation and dissimulation in the Essayes or Counsels, Civill
and Morall > But the fact that these ideas are commonplaces is important. Hence,
Dio’s sketch of Tiberius’s nature functions as a representation of a type of ruler, an
instigator of a particular kind of political policy, as well as Dio’s attempt to distil
what he thought was the most important characteristic of Tiberius’ imperial

behaviour, and the ramifications of this behaviour.

7 The context for this fragment is not known. It may be Dio’s authorial comment, or an

extract from a speech. Boissevain (1.42), following Bekker, thought it was a comment about
the office of dictator.

308 (E3"[= Kiernan 2000: 22]): ‘The great Advantages of Simulation and Dissimulation are
three. First to lay asleep Opposition, and to Surprize. For where a Mans Intentions, are
published, it is an Alarum, to call up, all that are against them. The second is, to reserve to a
Mans Selfe, a faire Retreat [...] The third is, the better to discover the Minde of another [...].
Unsurprisingly, for Bacon (who knew his Tacitus) Tiberius was his historical exemplum for
dissimulation (E1" [= Kiernan 2000: 20]).
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1.1 Tadvto pev zatd Avyovetov £yévero, Tifégrog 8¢ ... éxéxonto: An abrupt
transitional sentence. Cf. 59.1.1: mepl pev ovv Tod Tifepiov Tadta mapadédovral,
OedéEato &¢ avtov 0 I'dwog [...]; 45.1.1; etc. Contrary to the standard editorial
consensus following Bekker,’” it seems unlikely that the words TadTa HEV rATA
Atyovotov €yéveto belong at the beginning of Book 57. The incipit of Book 57, as
preserved in M and its descendent Lb, reads TiBéolog 0¢ ... énéyonro (M, fol. 208";
Lb, fol. 297"), and Ttabto pev nota Avyovotov €yéveto is the concluding sentence
of Book 56. Xiphilinus too begins his account of the reign of Tiberius with the same
opening as M and Lb (sc. Tipéolog 0¢ ... éxéyonto), although Xiphilinus’
biographical programme did not compel him to abide by Dio’s book divisions. It
should be noted that the pev ... d¢ ... construction does not preclude it from
straddling two books, as seen in the transition from the seventh to the eighth book in
the received text of Thucydides (Thuc. 7.87.6-8.1.1; with Hornblower 2008: 745, 749:
tadto pev Tt meQl ZwelMav yevoueva. I 'Eg 0¢ tag AONvog émeldn)
NyvENON...), " and in the Plutarchan corpus (cf. Duff 2011: 246 with n. 154 for

examples).

As is the case with Thucydides’ opening to Book 8, there is some stylistic merit in
Dio’s decision to begin Book 57 with an abrupt 8¢ clause. It indicates a firm point of
departure from the content of the previous book, which amounts to both a shift in
focus from Augustus to Tiberius and a break in the annalistic chronology of the

Roman History (for which see below, § I, Dio and the Chronology of August —

39 Bekker 2.133; Boissevain 2.556; Melber 3.260. Cary in the Greek text of his Loeb edition
prints the clause at the beginning of 57.1.1 (following Boissevain’s text), but translates it at
the end of 56.47.2.

*1° The eight book division of Thucydides found in all modern editions was the most common
in antiquity, although an edition of Thucydides divided into thirteen books and perhaps even
nine books was also known. For further see, Bonner 1920; cf. Dion. Hal. Thuc. 24.
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October A.D. 14). But the transition operates on a more subtle level as well. Duff’s
comments concerning similar transitional sentences in Plutarch, could well apply to
Dio (Duff 2011: 248):

‘Such transitional sentences, then like those with pév, signal closure but also

mediate transition; they both look backwards and point forwards.’
For Dio, the transition at the end of Book 56 and the beginning of Book 57 points to
continuities as well as changes. The emphasis on the points of contrast (and
comparison) between Augustus and his successor had begun in the closing chapters of
Book 56. The end of Book 56 foreshadows the tenor of Tiberius’ reign by ostensibly
contrasting it unfavourably with that of his predecessor. The closing chapters of book
56 are important, and 56.45 especially so (Swan 2004: 349-50). At that point, Dio
asserts that the transition from Augustus to Tiberius represented a change in the
established order of things. If to live in Augustus’ regime represented ‘self-disciplined
liberty and monarchy without fear’ (v te €é\evOegiqt oPEOVL nol €v povayia
adeet) (56.43.4), we are left with the sense that Tiberius’ regime (and perhaps those
of his successors) would be something different. Yet in all this there are important
points of thematic continuity: namely, the continuation of the Augustan monarchy,
and the related question of the degree to which the individual character of the emperor

set the tone for his reign.

evmateidng: Here Dio uses €0matoidng in the technical sense of ‘patrician’ (he
never uses the transliteration nar@f,mog).3 1 Dio’s comment, however, serves to

emphasise the more general observation that Tiberius was ‘well born’ or ‘noble’

! matpiniog is found with varying degrees of frequency from the Hellenistic period
onwards, e.g.: Polyb. 10.4.2; Diod. Sic. 12.25.2, 3. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.47.1, passim; Plut.
Mor. 278D [Aetia Rom. et. Graec.].
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(évyevétng), as these terms could be used interchangeably (cf. Freyburger-Galland

1997: 76-8). For further comments on Dio’s usage, see below 57.15.4 evmatoidnv.

Born on 16 November 43 B.C..>'? Tiberius was the son of Livia Drusilla (PIR* L 301)
and Tiberius Nero (RE 3 cols. 2777-8 = Claudius 254 (Miinzer)), hence a member of
the gens Claudia through both his mother and father.’"> Although Claudii were
undoubtedly one of the more politically conspicuous of the great republican houses,
the Claudii Nerones, the branch to which Tiberius’ father was born, were relatively
undistinguished throughout the middle and late Republic, with no consular
appointments between 202 B.C. and 13 B.C.: the date of Tiberius’ first consulship.314
Whether Tiberius had direct connections to the more illustrious Claudii Pulchri is a
matter of conjecture. It is generally thought that Tiberius was related to the Claudii
Pulchri through Livia (Barrett 2002: 6-7). However, Huntsman (2009: 130-1) has
demonstrated the possibility that Livia’s father M. Livius Drusus Claudianus was in

fact a Claudius Nero.

Dio’s simple acknowledgement that Tiberius was a patrician is conspicuous for what
he chooses not to say. The Claudii were the targets of one of the more hostile
traditions in Roman republican and early imperial historiography (cf. Wiseman 1979:
57-139; cf. Alfoldi 1963: 159-64; Thiel 1970: 6-15). Both Tacitus and Suetonius
exploit this tradition by contextualising Tiberius in a republican historiographical

framework (Suet. Tib. 1-3; Tac. Ann. 1.4.3; cf. Thiel 1970: 1-26). Dio, by contrast,

2 Tiberius’ dies natalis: 57.18.2; Suet. Tib. 5; EJ*: 54. For the epigraphic evidence, see
Snyder 1940b: 235.

*" For a reconstruction of Livia Drusilla’s early life and political connections, including those
of Tiberius Nero, see Huntsman 2009.

'* Brunt 1982: 17. NB with the correction (pace Brunt) that the last consular appointment
before the future emperor Tiberius, was Ti. Claudius Nero, cos. in 202, not 204.
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eschews direct engagement with this tradition. Why this was so is not difficult to
appreciate. The anti-Claudian tradition was essentially a relic of republican
historiography, and was fed by the continual prominence of the Claudii in political
affairs. The scope and focus of Dio’s work meant that he had little use for maintaining
such a tradition. Dio was interested in placing Tiberius in an imperial, not republican
frame of reference. If Dio wanted the reader to think about Tiberius in a wider
context, it was as an emperor, not as a representative of the Claudian superbia.
Moreover, it could be argued that Dio deliberately rejected such an approach to
Tiberius by his comment that Tiberius ‘possessed a most individual nature’ (¢pVoeL d¢

iduwtdrn éxéyonto, below).

xat exemaidevto: ‘and had been well educated’. Dio’s choice of verb might invite
(false) comparison with Tacitus (Ann. 1.4.4: hunc et prima ab infantia eductum in
domo regnatrice) but Dio’s point is surely about the quality of Tiberius’ education
rather than the context in which he was raised, as in Tacitus. An individual’s
education and birth were considered important elements of an individual’s character,
with education, moreover, generally regarded as a force which could modify or
moderate the passions or the nature of a particular individual (e.g. Gill 1983: 473-5;
Halliwell 1990: 32; cf. 72(71).35.6 [Xiph.]).”"’ Dio’s comments in this opening
sentence of Book 57 are indicative of Dio’s biographical method in general, whereby
Dio comments on an individual’s education, origin, or other defining characteristics
(Harrington 1971: 75-86; cf. Graham 1974: 144-6). As was conventional, Dio

believed that an educated ruler was preferable to an uneducated one, and regarded

315 Bor an illustration of this with respect to Plutarch, see Pelling 1989; Swain 1989: 63, 65;

Duff 1999: 62, passim; Duff 2008.
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attainments in paideia highly, e.g. Hannibal: F 54.3 [ES]; Octavian: 45.2.8; Claudius:

60.2.1 [Xiph.]; Marcus Aurelius 72(71).35.1-6 [Xiph.]; cf. Swain 1996:. 405-7.

The characterisation of Tiberius as a pepaideumenos has been congenial to
biographers ancient and modern. It is an aspect of Dio’s characterisation that Dio will
return to over the course of Book 57, with respect to Tiberius’ linguistic pedantry
(below 57.15.1, 57.17.1), which is especially appropriate for a pepaideumenos. Yet as
we saw in the Introduction (Chapter 2: Dio on Tiberius), Dio pays little attention to
the nature or direction of Tiberius’ educational pursuits. This is in marked contrast
with some of Tiberius’ latter-day biographers, who have speculated on the nature of
Tiberius’ education and its subsequent influence on his life and conduct. As a result,
we have been left with several characterisations of Tiberius as the one-time friend of
Horace and keen astrologer (Tarver 1902: 154-62, 193, 420), the diligent scholar
(Kornemann 1960: 34-7), the Stoic (Levick 1976: 18, 82-3) and the Sceptic (Syme
1986: 355-6). Arguments have been mounted to suggest that Tiberius subscribed to
and followed the precepts of a particular philosophical school on account of his
association with various philosophers. Levick sought to show how Tiberius’
association with the astrologer Thrasyllus and others indicated Tiberius’ adherence to
Stoicism, whereas Syme (1986: 355-6) regarded the dedication of a commentary on
the philosopher Timon’s Sylloi by Apollonides as evidence for Tiberius’ alleged
Sceptic beliefs (cf. Diog. Laert. 9.(12).109). Although we possess fragments of
Timon’s Sylloi, in truth little is known for certain about the writings and doctrines of

Tirnon,316 and even less about Apollonides, and the conclusions drawn from such

316 pfeiffer’s (1968: 97-8, 170) caricature of Timon as being but a snide critic of Stoics,
Epicureans and the scholars of the Alexandrian museum is perhaps a little crude. For a
discussion of Timon’s Sylloi and their relation to the philosophical views of Pyrrho, see Bett
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arguments based on association must remain tenuous. As a rule, association with
philosophers does not imply the adoption of their doctrines, any more than the
ownership or receiving a dedication of a book imply the recipient’s adherence to the

views espoused by the author of the book (as outlined by Griffin 1989).

dvoeL 82 IdumTaTy ExéyonTo: ‘but possessed a most singular nature’. Here ‘nature’
(sc. pvoer) is understood literally in terms of Tiberius’ natural disposition, rather than
shorthand for his ‘character’ (|0oc). This is an important phrase, the key to the
opening section of Book 57, not only because it qualifies Dio’s positive statements
about Tiberius’ birth and education, but also because it addresses those aspects of
Tiberius’ disposition, which were neither formed nor modified by external factors, but
which explained (in part) Tiberius’ actions described in the immediately following
narrative and at various stages throughout the opening of the Tiberian narrative in

Book 57 and continued in Book 58.

oTE YO0 OV EMEQUNEL TPOGETOLELTO T1, %Al ... £foUAeTo: ‘For as he pretended
things which he did not desire, and of the things he said, nothing (so to speak) was
what he wanted’. The obte ... %nai... construction is almost unknown in classical
Greek usage, with the exception of Eurip. IT 591-2, (which itself has been regarded
by some commentators as suspicious).”'” However, the construction occurs with some
frequency in Dio (e.g. 42.46.1, 43.6.3, 43.34.1, 44.21.4, 50.35.4, etc.) and in other
authors of the Second Sophistic (e.g. Lucian Dial. Meretr. 2.4; see also Schmid Attic.

3.90, 4.562). The sense of the construction is generally regarded as analogous to the

2000: 112-69, although the best introduction to Timon’s life and works remains Long 1978:
68-91. For the fragments of Timon, see Parsons and Lloyd-Jones 1983: 368-95 (= nos. 775-
840).

37 Cf. Platnauer 1938: 111.
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Latin neque ... et... ‘for on the one hand not... on the other hand (not)’. érwe@vper:
‘desired’. The first of three ‘appetitive’ verbs used by Dio in this opening passage: the
other two being ¢oUAeT0, émd0¢eL. Tiberius’ ‘nature’ is illustrated by considering his
three natural impulses: desiring, wishing, yearning. All three are verbs of wanting in
the broadest sense, although €meOUper suggests non-rational desire, ¢BolUAeTo a
rational wish, whereas €m00eL suggests a desire for things which are absent.
meooemoleito: ‘pretended’. The actions are typical of the dissembler (cf. Theophr.
Char. 1.4-5). Dio uses this verb three other times in the opening chapters of 57 to
denote Tiberius’ actions, thus providing a sense of continuity of motivation in his
portrayal of Tiberius (57.3.2,57.6.4,57.9.2, cf. 58.19.6). ®g €ineiv: ‘so to speak’ or
‘practically’. Dio frequently uses this expression to qualify universalizing statements
(e.g. 39404, 41.7.1, 50.20.2, 57.10.3). Obviously, Dio’s point is about Tiberius’

general patterns of behaviour, not how he behaved at all times (as below at 57.1.5).

Al EVAVTIOTATOUS Ti) TEOMLQEGEL TOVS AOYOUS TOLOUNEVOS ... TQOETEIVETO:
‘But making his words the opposite of his actual designs, he would deny everything
which he longed for, and advocate everything which he hated.” A common, and
enduring feature of the (anti-)Tiberian tradition. Tacitus (Ann. 1.11.2; 13.3.2) too
notes the studied ambiguity of Tiberius’ speeches (cf. Woodman 1998: 47-8). A
similar sentiment is echoed by Aurelius Victor (Caes. 2.1): subdolus et occultior [i.e.
Tiberius], hisque saepe simulando infensus, quae maxime cuperet, et insidiose
deditus, quae odio erant. For Victor’s possible use of Dio, see Dufraigne 1975: xxviii
n.96, 69. There is also much that is timeless about this observation. Cf. Procopius’
comments about Justinian (Anec. 13.14): ta Y00 Thg yvoung avtd £€ évavtiog e

OV Te 00TOG Eheye nal ¢fovheto EvOndog elval. Tf) meomeéser: A technical term
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in philosophical texts denoting a ‘purposive choice’, ‘decision’ or ‘policy’, although
here in the sense of ‘actual design’. Literally poaipeols suggests ‘a choice before a
choice’ (cf. Arius Didy. Epit. 9a): mgoaigeolv 0¢ aigeolv mEO aigéoewg), but
whether this refers to a temporal sense (i.e. the first in a sequence of choices), or in a
preferential sense, is the matter of some philosophical debate (cf. Woods 1992: 143).
Dio’s vocabulary throughout this opening chapter seems geared to achieving a

particular philosophical register for his outline of Tiberius’ nature.

OEYiteto Te £V olg ix1oTA £0VNODTO ... givar: ‘He would show signs of being
angry at those whom he was not in the least bit vexed, but would appear to be mild
with those whom he was especially angry. He would make a show of pitying those
whom he punished severely, but would maintain a grudge against those whom he
pardoned.” Dio’s thoughts seem to follow the pattern A-B-A-B: that is, those whom
Tiberius pitied (after punishing) are those whom he had shown his anger. Likewise,
those whom he treated mildly (€ruewnrg) were presumably those whom he maintained

a grudge (&yalémaLvev).

gmewgs: ‘mildness’ or ‘moderation’. Cf. 57.11.1 (below). The semantic range of
¢melnelo encompassed two important virtues espoused by Tiberius, moderatio and
clementia *'® Mildness (¢melnera), whether understood as cognate with clementia or
moderatio, is an important concept in Dio’s ethical vocabulary and in particular in his
assessment of emperors (e.g. Rich 1990: 16-7; Kuhn-Chen 2002: 160-3; Adler 2011:

149-50; Davenport and Mallan 2014: 646), and the idea of imperial clemency is the

318 Dio, as with other Greek authors, occasionally translates clementia as émeixelo (e.g.

44.6.4; cf. App. BC 2.106.[443]; Plut. Caes. 57 .4).
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central theme of two speeches in his imperial narrative.”"” For clementia/émeineiro as
a commonplace imperial virtue for authors of the second and third century, note: Dio
Chrys. 1.6, 3.5; [Arist.] Or. 35.22-3; Poll. 1.40-1). For its Latin cognate, clementia in
Roman political thought, see (among more recent contributions) Barton 2001: 173-9;

Dowling 2006: 169-218; Braund 2009: 30-44.

Here, however, Dio’s point is that Tiberius pretended to show moderation (€meLxng

. £80meL elvaw). A similar observation is made by Suetonius (7ib. 57.1) who says
that it was with simulated moderation (moderationis simulatione) at the beginning of
his reign that Tiberius endeavoured to gain general goodwill (fauorem hominum). It is
unlikely that Dio is critiquing Tiberius’ reputation for moderatio, which features so
prominently in the pro-Tiberian narrative of Velleius Paterculus (e.g. Vel. Pat.
2.122.1) and in the documents of his reign (Rogers 1943 60-87; Downey 1975: 98-
105; Levick 1975b; Dowling 2006: 170-84).**° It is more likely that Dio is tapping
into Tiberius’ later reputation for feigning moderation (Suet. 7ib. 57.1; Tac. Ann.
1.8.5, passim; cf. Goodyear 1972: 149-51). But Dio’s comments at this point are not
wholly pejorative, and his understanding of Tiberius’ acts of clemency is different
from that which we find in Tacitus and Suetonius. That a ruler should affect mildness
or clemency (irrespective of the ruler’s natural disposition) is not a negative
characteristic in Dio’s mind. Indeed, the Livia-Augustus dialogue in Book 55 is built
on the theme that it is more profitable for a ruler to demonstrate mildness towards
political malcontents. Yet in the same dialogue the point is made that bearing grudges

is likely to engender fear and resentment (55.16.6).

*" j.e. the Livia-Augustus dialogue (55.14.2-21.4) and the Speech of Marcus Aurelius

concerning Avidius Cassius (72(71).24.1-26 4 [Xiph.]).
320 E.g. Oliver GC no.15, line 20; SCPP 11. 17, 100. For discussion of Tiberius’ moderatio in
the SCPP, see Flower 1999: 108.

91



1.2 nAgen: ‘pitied’. Dio here is conveying the fact that Tiberius’ behaviour indicated a
sense of compassion, which Dio is possibly associating with Tiberius affected
¢meinela. Yet whereas €meinewo represented Tiberius’ habitual behaviour, TAéel
here represents Tiberius’ temporary, but repeated emotional state or his reaction to a
particular event (note Dio’s use of the imperfect). For the distinction between
clemency and pity, see Konstan (2005: 342-5). Compassion (x0To{®xTLOLS), although
it had been on occasion recognised as part of the profile of a good king (e.g. Xen.
Cyro. 6.1.47; cf. 7.3.8-16; Arrian, Anab. 2.12.8), appears rarely to be discussed as an
imperial virtue in itself (cf. Farber 1979: 509-10). Interestingly, Xiphilinus (in
Hadrian’s speech nominating Antoninus Pius as his successor) includes the unusual
adjective ellowrtog to describe one of Antoninus’ qualities which made him capax

imperii (69.20 .4 [Xiph.], with Davenport and Mallan 2014: 645-6).

01j0ev: ‘make a show of’. As noted by Denniston (GP* 264-66; cf. Rich 1990: 15) the
particle 07)0ev has an ‘ironical colour’ and is well-suited to Dio’s assessment of
Tiberius’ dissembling or ‘ironic’ nature. In this opening section of Book 57, Dio uses

O0n0ev at 57.2.2 and 57.2.5 with similar effect.

gparémovey: ‘would maintain a grudge’. Here Dio introduces another problematic
characteristic of Tiberius’ nature. That a ruler should affect mildness or clemency
(irrespective of the ruler’s natural disposition) is not a negative characteristic (see
above). However, again the Livia-Augustus dialogue makes the point of identifying

the holding of a grudge as the sort of behaviour to engender fear and resentment
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(55.16.6). Cft. Cic. pro Deio. 9, where Cicero claims that Caesar did not hold grudges

against former foes.

TOV Te €1010TOV MG OixEWOTOTOV ... TEOGEPEQETO: ‘Occasionally, he would
approach an enemy as if a boon companion, and a close friend as if a complete
stranger.” Cf. Theophr. Char. 1.2: 6 8¢ glpmv T0100TOC TIC 0lOC MPOOEADMV TOIg
¢xOoolg €0¢éhewv hodetv. Again quintessentially dissembling behaviour from
Tiberius. As noted by Diggle (2004: 170), ‘[c]onventional morality dictates that
enemies should be treated as enemies’, and here Tiberius’ treatment of his friends
(and enemies) would in terms of conventional morality reflect on him negatively (cf.
Dover 1974: 180-1; Morgan 2007: 68-70). Yet, perhaps Dio’s comments here feed
into deeper themes of the Roman History, where conventional morality is less
appropriate to the world of imperial politics. One of Augustus’ chief worries in the
Livia-Augustus dialogue (touching on a well-worn commonplace) was how he (as a
king) should treat his friends, given that plots against a ruler often began among his

close associates or friends (55.15.4-7; cf. Xen. Hiero. 3).

0 T ovpmav ovx NEiov ... €leye: ‘On the whole he thought that it was not
adventageous for an emperor to be open about what he was thinking: for, he said,
many great mistakes arise from this sort of behaviour, whereas in many cases the
opposite behaviour bought about both more frequent and more significant successes’.
£heye: The first of the Tiberian dicta (for which see above, Introduction, Chapter 1:
The Roman Historian at Work. Dio’s subtle shift in focalization to Tiberius adds
authority to his assessment of Tiberius, but it also problematizes it. In the previous

sentence, Dio has made it clear that what Tiberius said was not the same as what he
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wished or desired, and that his words indicated the opposite of his intentions. Hence
his choice of a verb of speaking rather than a verb of thinking adds a neat layer of
irony to the apophthegm. Dio leaves the reader with a paradox and the need to
confront the ambiguities and apparent contradictions in the language, as part of the
process of understanding Tiberius’ dissembling nature, as well as the validity of this

arcanum imperii.

1.3 %ol €l pév pova TadT eigev ... améxrewvev: ‘But if he had just abided by this
alone, etc.’. This is another long sentence, which Dio uses to convey further the
complexities of Tiberius’ nature. The first part (before the resumptive 0¢) expresses a
past conditional (with the protasis representing a supposition contrary to fact). Dio’s
point is not about any alleged inconsistency on Tiberius’ part (the inconsistent
emperor was something that Dio would play with later in his account of Caligula, but
note also 57.15), but on his (consistent) practice of punishing those who understood
his policy of dissimulation. Toig &g teigav avtod éA@ovauy: ‘for those who came up
against him’ or ‘had experience of him’. The sense of €g melpav seems to convey the
sense of experience through trial, cf. Thuc. 2.41.3: poévn yoQ t®OV vdv Axrof|g
npeloowv éc melpav €oyetar. Dio’s focus thus turns from Tiberius to those who
associated with him. Dissemblers were always regarded as difficult people to deal
with: as an ancient commentator on Theophrastus’ ‘Ironic Man’ noted with a
moralistic flourish (Char. 1.7): td oM tOV HOOV w) amha AN émifovia
dvratteoBon pahiov del tolg €yewc. For the remainder of the chapter Dio
concentrates on Tiberius’ social interactions from the perspective of these
hypothetical individuals, so as to illustrate the combined difficulty of Tiberius’ natural

disposition and adopted policy. As someone who had to negotiate potentially tricky
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situations with difficult emperors himself, it is not hard to hear Dio’s (senatorial)

voice of experience in this summary.

<0av> avodlappavovres: Reimarus’ emendation 6v Aapfdvovteg has been adopted
by subsequent editors, replacing avalapfdvovteg found in M and in the EVV (codex
Peirescianus). The repetition of dv in the second clause is desirable for the sake of
clarity, but the change of dvalapfdvovrteg to av Aappdvovieg for the sake of
economy seems unnecessary, as it sacrifices the analytical aspect of avalapfdvem (in
the sense of ‘taking up an idea’), which would fit the context better than Aapfdvw. If,
however, Dio's text had read &v dvohapfdvovreg, it is not difficult to see how v
might have dropped out during the copying process: that sort of corruption is a
familiar enough occurrence, e.g. F 57.77 [EVV]: <av> dvayralopevol; Plut. Mar.

11.14: <v> avateépwot; Plut. Tim. 10.4 <av> avoyOdow.*!

It might be argued
that av avahapfdvovteg should be precluded on grounds of cacophony. However, it
should be noted that Dio does not shy away from analogous instances of alliteration,
e.g. 38.33.1: av avdaoyorto; 46.25.3: av avoyrowotegov; 47.7.2: av avayunyv;

52.13.6: av avdaoyowvto; 53.13.4: av dvaromoddotv. Hence the emendation 71Q0g

Y60 TOL TO EVAVTLOTATOV TTAVTO <OVv> AvohauPdvovreg is suggested.

16 e ui) fovresBar: ‘being unwilling’. For the particular construction, see Goodwin

MT § 813.

wQYyitero: This is the second time Dio uses this verb denoting Tiberius’ anger in this

opening passage (cf. 57.1.1). The repetition serves to establish the tone of the

321 Cf. West 1973: 20-1, 24.
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subsequent narrative, where the anger of Tiberius will play a role. The executions that
occur later in Book 58 are ominously foreshadowed here as well (toAhoUlg ...
améntervev), although Dio’s statement that these ‘many people’ were killed on
account of understanding (ouvevonoov) his designs is hardly substantiated in the
extant narrative. Dio’s comment here may recall his earlier statement about Tiberius’
design to kill Thrasyllus on Rhodes (55.11.1-2 [Zonar.]), yet even then Tiberius did
not actually kill his intended victim (cf. Pelling 1997a: 127). Alternatively, we may
see it looking forward to Tiberius’ treatment of Asinius Gallus, but again Dio makes it
clear that it was not just the fact that Gallus had understood Tiberius’ thoughts that
incurred his enmity, but that Tiberius resented the fact that Gallus had married

Vipsania, his former wife (57.2.7, 58.3).

1.4 ®ote yohemov pev [...] yohenotegov 8¢ ouvievar: ‘Therefore, whereas it was
dangerous to have no comprehension of his nature (for inasmuch as those consenting
to what was said rather than for what was wished often fell into trouble), it was
actually more dangerous to comprehend his nature’. Dio here employs one of his
favoured rhetorical devices, where the plight of hypothetical individuals is presented
in terms of choosing between two undesirable outcomes (e.g. F 109.13-20 [EVV]).

moAla: ‘often’ (adverbial).

1.5 novog ovv ... dieyévero og oVT’ Nyvonee Ty ¢pvoy adtod ot fheyEev: It
is difficult to know whether Dio a particular individual in mind when he wrote this
passage. Junius Rusticus (Ann. 5.4; PIR’I 813), a man credited with an appreciation

of Tiberius’ thoughts, may be one such an individual. But it seems more plausible that
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Dio simply envisioned a hypothetical expert courtier, the sort of individual in

possession of the political wherewithal to flourish under any regime.

1.6 T0 pev yao aindag yevéaBor to 0¢ doxeiv foivrecOoun £0éhwv: Ostensibly
this clause, a summary of Dio’s view of Tiberius’ nature, is redundant. We may
sympathise with the editorial decision of the tenth century compiler of the Excerpta
de Virtutibus et Vitiis, who chose omit this clause in his otherwise near-verbatim
transcription of 57.1. Similarly Xiphilinus offers a cut-down version of this opening

sketch.

%ol dd TovTo TOUg MEV Tijg aAnOciag ... yBaipe: ‘and as a result of this he
would hate the one sort of person out of genuine feeling and the other for the sake of
appearances’. Dio finishes his opening statement on Tiberius’ behaviour strongly with
the presentation of something of a paradox. Appearances and realities are again
evoked, but this time not as straight antitheses. The text conveys a sense of aporia,
and Dio again emphasizes again the difficulty of dealing with a cryptic autocrat like
Tiberius. As readers, we are left to consider efficacy of the emperor’s studied (and

inherent) dissimulation.

57.2.1-7.1 The Accession of Tiberius, August — October 14. Dio’s narrative of
Tiberius’ accession (57.2.1-7.1) is integrated meticulously with his elaborate sketch of
Tiberius’ nature (57.1.1-6), and develops the theme of Tiberius’ dissimulation and his
characterisation as the enigmatic ‘ironic man’ (cf. Pelling 1997a: 126-7). The material
gathered by Dio in these chapters covers the period from the death of Augustus
through to the suppression of the mutiny of the Rhine legions by Germanicus (August

to October A.D. 14). By doing so, the opening of Book 57 (57.2-7) covers the same
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chronological span as the final chapters of Book 56 (56.29.2-47.2).°* Dio’s
presentation of events at the beginning of Book 57 is largely impressionistic, and he
appears to have deliberately eschewed the documentary detail that characterises his
narrative surrounding the death and funeral of Augustus (56.30.5-34.4, 56.43.1-3).
Structurally and stylistically, Dio’s approach has much to recommend it. He was able
to cover the same period without repetition, while creating a sense of contrast
between the orderly sequence of events at the end of Book 56, and the confusion
wrought by Tiberius’ behaviour at the beginning of Book 57. Chronological sequence
in these chapters, while distorted, is not entirely abandoned. On occasion, where Dio
wants to emphasise a particular point, he does provide markers of chronological
sequence (e.g. 57.2.1; 57.2.4; 57.3.2; 57.3.5). In the main, Dio’s approach in these
opening chapters is a mixture of piquant anecdotes, dicta, and occasional authorial

commentary.

At the heart of Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius’ accession is the familiar juxtaposition of
logoi and erga. In these chapters, Dio draws repeatedly the distinction between what
Tiberius said and what he did: Tiberius performed the functions of an emperor, while
denying that he was emperor. Similarly, he possessed the support of the military (at
least in Italy and amongst his bodyguards), but refused the titles associated with
imperial power. Although Dio’s focus in these chapters is fixed primarily on Tiberius,
his agenda is not so much concerned with developing his characterisation of Tiberius
as it is with investigating the mechanics of the Tiberian Principate. Here the contrast
with Tacitus’ approach in the corresponding chapters of the Annals is instructive.

Tacitus too uses his early chapters to look into the working of the Principate, but his

322 The last item of Book 56 (the riots at the ludi Augustales) and an emergency meeting of

the Senate, occurred some time between 5 and 11 of October.
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use of Tiberius in the narrative is markedly different. Whereas Tacitus uses the events
to feed into his (indirect) characterisation of Tiberius, Dio uses his initial (direct)
characterisation of Tiberius to explain the events surrounding Tiberius’ accession. By
doing this, Dio is able to refocus his narrative through the character of Tiberius, while
also addressing a key historical point: that is, determining the reasons behind

Tiberius’ apparently delayed acceptance of the Principate.

Dio was interested in the cause of Tiberius’ evident delay in formally accepting the
leadership of the state (see especially 57.3.5). Two dates appear to have confronted
Dio. The first was the date of Augustus’ death. The second was the date (not
explicitly disclosed) at which Dio (57.7.1) believed Tiberius formally accepted the

323

leadership of the state (Ti)v T AQYMV ... VmedéEato).”~ Of these two dates, it is clear

from his calculation of the length of Tiberius’ reign that Dio believed the former was

324 Yet this calculation reveals an

the date of Tiberius’ assumption of power (58.28.5).
important feature of Dio’s agenda at the beginning of Book 57. Tiberius’ accession
serves to emphasise what Dio perceived to be the reality of imperial power. Dio, ever
the political realist, knew that the possession of power was not dependent on
conformity to constitutionality. This very point had been addressed earlier in his
narrative following the settlement of 27 B.C. (53.17.1-18.5), where Dio draws a sharp
distinction between the various titles adopted by emperors, which created the

republican facade of the Principate, and the reality of autocratic power, which was not

dependent on the possession of imperial titles.

33 Note the force of the aorist (VedéEat0), indicating that Dio believed that there was a

specific moment when Tiberius accepted the leadership of the state, contra Tacitus (Ann.
1.13.6) who suggests that simply stopped refusing. For discussion, see below ad loc.).
3 For Dio’s calculation of this date, see § (below).
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Be this as it may, Dio’s complicated presentation of material for his account of

Tiberius’ accession has been a stumbling block for those attempting to reconstruct the

historical narrative of the events following Augustus’ death. This section addresses

two problematic issues arising from these chapters: I) Dio’s method of presentation

and the chronology of August to October 14; and II) Dio’s treatment of senatorial

business from September 14.

I. DIO AND THE CHRONOLOGY OF AUGUST - OCTOBER A.D. 14

The following two tables present two chronologies for the period from the death of

Augustus to the accession of Tiberius. The first presents a narrative chronology of

events as they appear in Dio, Tacitus, Suetonius, and Velleius Paterculus.’* The

second offers a reconstruction of a ‘historical chronology’ for the same period.

Comparison of ‘Narrative’ Chronologies from the Death of Augustus to the

Dio

Augustus dies at
Nola

56.30.1, 5.
Tiberius
accompanies
funeral cortege
from Nola to Rome
56.31.2

Arrival  of  the
funeral cortege at
Rome, first
meeting of the

Senate, reading of
Augustus’ will

Suppression of the Rhine Mutinies

Tacitus (Annals)

Augustus dies at
Nola

1.53-4

Murder of Agrippa
1.6

Oaths of allegiance
sworn to Tiberius

by the consuls,
prefects, military,
and people.
1.7.1-2

325

Suetonius
Augustus dies at
Nola

Aug.100.1

Funeral cortege
progresses from
Nola to Rome
Aug.100.2
Discussion of
honours to be
granted to
Augustus (first
meeting of the

Senate) Aug. 100.2-

Velleius
Augustus dies at
Nola

2.123.2
Consternation  in
Rome upon hearing
the news of
Augustus’ death
2.124.1

Tiberius  accepts
the principate after
hesitation

2.124.2

For comparison, see comparative tables in Schrombges 1992: 299, 303.
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56.32.2-33.6
Augustus’ funeral
56.34.1-42.3

Interment of
Augustus’ remains
56.42.4

Sextus  Pompeius
damages his leg on
journey from Nola
564522

Divine honours
granted to
Augustus  (second

meeting of the
Senate) 56.46.1-5

Riots at the ludi

Augustales 56.47.2
Tiberius sends
messages to the
armies and
provinces from
Nola 57.2.1
Tiberius  requests
support from the
senate for
Augustus’  funeral
57.2.2-3

Tiberius’ initial
recusatio  imperii
(first meeting of

the Senate?) 57.2.4

Tiberius’ plans to
divide the empire
(second meeting of
the Senate) 57.2.4-
7.

Oaths of loyalty to
Tiberius made by
the soldiers in Italy
5732

First meeting of the
senate convened by
Tiberius

1.7.3

First meeting of the
Senate, reading of
Augustus’ will
1.8.1-5

Augustus’ funeral
1.8.6

Divine honours
granted to
Augustus  (second
meeting of the
Senate)

1.10.8

Tiberius’ call for
helpers in  the
administration  of

the empire (second
meeting of the
senate) 1.11-12

Proposed honours
for Livia (second

meeting of the
senate) 1.14
Electoral reforms
1.15

Proposal for the
inauguration of the
ludi Augustales

(second meeting of
the senate?)
Pannonian mutiny
1.16-30

Rhine Legion
mutiny 1.30-49

3
Augustus’ funeral
Aug. 100.3

Interment of
Augustus’ remains
Aug. 1004

Augustus’ will read
(first meeting of
the senate)
Aug.101.1-4
Agrippa killed
upon the death of
Augustus.

Tib.21

Tiberius convenes
first meeting of the
Senate Tib. 23

Tiberius’ recusatio
imperii.
Tib.24.1

Tiberius  accepts
the Principate
Tib.24.2

Conspiracies and
mutinies (Clemens,
Libo Drusus, and
Rhine army).
Tib.25.1-2.
Suppression
conspiracies
mutinies

Tib.25.3.

of
and

Honours divine and
human granted to

Augustus  (second
meeting of the
senate) 2.124.3
Electoral reforms
2.124 .4

Outbreak of the
German and
Pannonian mutinies
2.125.1-3

Suppression of
German and

Pannonian mutinies
2.1254.
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Germanicus
invades Germany
(beyond the Rhine)
1.50-51.

Tiberius sends
assassin from Nola
to kill Agrippa
5735

Pannonian mutiny
57.4.1-3

Blaesus sends
envoys to Tiberius
5743

Drusus arrives at
Panonnian  camp,
lunar eclipse,
suppression of
Pannonian revolt
57.4.4-5

Rhine army mutiny
575.1-7
Germanicus
invades Germany
(beyond the Rhine)
57.6.1

Tiberius accepts
the Principate
57.7.1

‘Historical’ Chronology for August to October A.D. 14 (bold type indicates secure

dates).
Event (Date) Date Dio Other
Authors
Augustus dies at Nola. 19 August | 56.29.2, Suet.  Aug.
295. 100.1;
Tiberius from Nola sends assassin(s) to | 19 August | 57.3.5 Suet. Tib. 22;
kill Agrippa Postumus. Tac. Ann.
1.6.1
Tiberius from Nola sends letters to the | 19 August | 57.2.1 Tac. Ann.
armies and provinces. 1.7.5
Tiberius accompanies Augustus’ funeral | 20 August | 56.31.2 Suet.  Aug.
cortege from Nola to Rome. - 3 100.2.
September
Sextus Pompeius damages his leg on the | >20 Aug | 56.45.2
journey from Nola.
Soldiers in Italy swear oath of allegiance | > 1915732 Tac. Ann.
to Tiberius. August 1.7.2
Outbreak of the Pannonian Mutiny. 30 or 31|574.1-2 Tac. Ann.
August 1.16-18, 20-
24.
Blaesus sends envoys to Tiberius. 31 or 1|5743 Tac.
September Ann.1.19
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Outbreak of German Mutiny. I or 2|5751-7 Tac. Ann.
September 1.31-47.
Tiberius and the funeral cortege arrive at | 3 56.31.2
Rome. September
1** Meeting of the Senate. 4 56.31.2; Tac. Ann.
September | 56.31.3; 1.8.1; Suet.
56.32.1%-3; Tib. 23; Tac.
56.33.1-6; Ann. 1.8.1-2;
57.2.1-2.4; Suet.  Aug.
57.2.2-3; 101.1-3;
5643.1 Suet. Tib. 23;
Suet.  Aug.
101.4; Suet.
Tib.
24.1(7);Tac.
Ann. 1.8.1;
Tac. Ann.
1.8.3-5; Suet.
Aug. 100.2-3;
Tac. Ann.
1.8.5
Augustus’ funeral 6 56.34-42 Tac. Ann.
September 1.8.6; Suet.
Aug. 100.3.
Interment of Augustus’ ashes. 11 56424 Aug. Aug.
September 100.4.
Drusus sent to Pannonia c. 7 - 18 Tac. Ann.
September 1.24.
2" Meeting of the Senate 17 56.46.1-5; Tac. Ann.
September | 57.2.4-6; 1.10.8; Tac.
5647.1; Ann. 1.14;
57.12.4; Suet. Tib.
57.44-5. 50.2-3. Tac.
Ann. 1.14.3;
Tac. Ann.
1.14.3.
Arrival of Drusus at the Pannonian | 26 5744 Tac. Ann.
camp. September 1.24-27.
Lunar eclipse, and suppression of the | 27 5744-5. Tac. Ann.
mutiny by Drusus September 1.28-30.
Riots at the ludi Augustales 5 — 11]56472. Tac. Ann.
October 1.54
Emergency session of the Senate | 5- 11156472
convened by the tribunes in response to | October
the riots.
Suppression of German mutiny. Late 575.7 Tac. Ann.
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October 1.48-49.

Germanicus leads army into Germany | Late 57.6.1 Tac.
(beyond the Rhine) October? Ann.1.50-51

All four of our major authorities indicate varying degrees of what Hornblower has
termed ‘narrative displacement’ 2% but in Dio’s account this is particularly strong.327
It has been noted elsewhere how Dio split his account of the events from the death of
Augustus according to whether it pertained to Augustus or to Tiberius (cf. Sage
1982/3: 307 n. 79). As demonstrated by the above tables, this is generally correct.
However, the split does not amount to a simple Augustus-Tiberius division of the sort
that can be seen in Suetonius’ arrangement in the Life of the Divine Augustus and Life
of Tiberius. Dio’s comment on the influence of Tiberius and Livia on the discussion
of divine honours for Augustus (56.47.1), anticipates one of the themes of Book 57;
that of Livia’s influence (57.12). Similarly, the closing item in Book 56, the riots at
the ludi Augustales of October 14 (56.47.2), acts as another omen that the reign of
Tiberius would be different from that of Augustus (cf. 56.45.1—46.1),328 while

preparing the reader for the uneasy transition from Augustus to Tiberius.

Sound narrative principles lie at the foundation of Dio’s presentation of his material.
The closing chapters of Book 56 perform the functions of providing a fitting summary
of Augustus’ career, while anticipating the changes to the Augustan monarchy under

the Julio-Claudian emperors. Those chapters are rich in detail and Dio pays careful

328 For this term and discussion, see Hornblower 1994: 139-48. Cf. Rood 1997: 109-15.

327 Syme’s (1958a: 688) comment that Tacitus’ account follows the true order of events,
overlooks the implications of Tacitus’ apparent annalist division between ‘urban affairs’ and
‘external affairs’ at Ann. 1.16.

328 Tacitus records the disturbances at the ludi Augustales at the end of his account of A.D. 14
(Ann. 1.54), but uses the event to a contrast between the attitudes of Augustus and Tiberius
towards expenditure on games.
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attention to chronological sequence (e.g. 56.30.1; 56.31.2; 56.42.5; 56.43.1). Prima
facie, this linear approach is in violent contrast to that employed at the beginning of
Book 57. Yet, Dio’s technique of narrative displacement does not indicate his total
abandonment of chronology between 57.1-7, but rather his adoption of an elliptical,
non-linear presentation of events.’*” Time leaps forwards and backwards. Twice Dio
returns to Nola (57.2.1; 57.3.5), to the very place and time of Augustus’ death. These
passages are important. Only here does Dio make an explicit attempt at synchronising
the overlapping narratives of Books 56 and 57. By reorientating the narrative on
Tiberius’ actions at Nola, Dio is able to emphasise what he believed to have been the
real moment Tiberius began ruling as emperor — in actions (the sending of letters to
the armies and provinces, and the dispatch of an assassin to liquidate a rival), if not by
senatorial sanction. This one fixed point of reference in turn emphasises the central

historical theme of 57.1-7, the causes of Tiberius’ delay in accepting the Principate.

Tiberius’ delay is at the heart of all modern attempts to reconstruct a ‘real’
chronology for the months August through to October 14, although the nature of our
evidence is inimical to the satisfactory resolution of such lines of enquiry. The lack of
critical data for such a reconstruction has scuppered the likelihood of ever reaching
scholarly consensus. Only four of the above dates are fixed with any degree of
certainty: Augustus’ death on 19 August; the senate meeting on 17 September, where
divine honours were proposed for Augustus; the lunar eclipse on 27 September;’>’

and the dates of the ludi Augustales.*®' The dates offered in the above reconstruction

** Indeed, this applies generally to 57.1-13, which sits outside the strict annalistic framework

of the Roman History. Chapters 8 to 13 in particular describe Tiberius’ general behaviour
from his accession to the death of Germanicus (cf. 57.13.6).

3 For which, see commentary below at 57.4.4.

31 For the dates of which, note Inscr. Ital. XII1.2 p.195; cf. Lebek 1988: 62.
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follow a late chronology for August - October 14, generally following those of Sage
(1982/3: 306).332 Much depends on the calculation of distances and rates of travel,
both of which are open to a wide margin of error. Furthermore, neither the standards
of the roads nor the weather conditions are known, both of which have a bearing on
the speed of troop and courier movement. These problems are exacerbated when it is
remembered that some of the key locations are not known: in particular the site of the
Pannonian legions’ camp (cf. Moscy 1974: 43; Matthews 2010: 73). However, if such
a reconstruction has value, it is to show the distinction between what may be called a

linear ‘real chronology’ and Dio’s elliptical ‘narrative’ chronology.

One crucial date is omitted from the second table; specifically, the date at which Dio
thought Tiberius ‘accepted’ the Principate. The question of when Tiberius’ dies
imperii fell is a well-known crux.”>’ Nevertheless, it is not an idle question. Dio
believed that there was such a date. Likewise, others before him believed that there
was a specific moment when Tiberius formally accepted his position in the state,

d.>** That Tacitus does not

perhaps cognate with the statio Augustus had occupie
acknowledge the existence of such a moment cannot be taken as evidence to the

contrary.”®® Tiberius’ contemporaries believed that his reign commenced on a specific

date — a date that was not the same as the death of Augustus (e.g. Ovid Pont. 4.13.27-

332 For alternative reconstructions, see Wellesley 1967: 26; Levick 1976: 68-75; du Toit 1980:
130-1; Swan 2004: 299. Cf. Hohl 1933; Schmitt 1958; CAH? 10: 200-9 (Weidemann).

33 There are semantic issues at play as well in so far as it is even correct for us to say that
there was a ‘Principate’ for Tiberius to accept. For discussion of this problem, see Gruen
2005: 34-35.

3% For discussion of the idea of imperial statio, note Matthews 2010: 70-1; Lott 2012: 299-
300 (on SCPP 11. 129-30); Woodman 1977: 222.

335 Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.13.5. That Tacitus should omit details in the interest of his narrative is not
surprising. As noted by Goodyear (1972: 175 n. 1): ‘T[acitus]’s Tiberius must equivocate to
the end. Perhaps to effect this T[acitus]’s artistic sense (or is malice) led him somewhat to
pervert the truth.’
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8; Vell. Pat. 2.124.1-2; P. Brit. Mus. 276).336 It is possible that the specific event,
which our authorities had in mind, was the passing of a (putative) lex de imperio
Tiberii (cf. Brunt 1977: 97-8). At any rate, for Dio, this moment came when Tiberius
was assured of Germanicus’ loyalty (57.7.1; with discussion below ad loc.). On
account of the degree of narrative displacement throughout 57.1-7, Dio’s statement
cannot be assumed to indicate that Tiberius’ acceptance took place after news of the
final suppression of the Rhine legion mutiny had reached Rome, which must have

been in late October. Hence, we may suspect a date in early October.

Such a position is controversial. That Tiberius accepted the Principate in October has
been suggested many times before with varying degrees of vigour, but also rejected
with equal degrees of vehemence. Still, our other ancient authorities do not preclude a
date in October. Josephus (AJ 18.224, with footnote 379 below), who calculated the
length of Tiberius’ reign to have been twenty-two years, five months, and three days,
gives us an accession date of 13 October 14. This date rests, admittedly, on the
assumption that that Josephus knew the date of Tiberius’ death (16 March 37).
Tacitus, in a somewhat cryptic passage, appears to indicate that Tiberius ‘hypocritical
irresolution” was causing consternation for the senate and people in Rome, at a time
when the outcomes of the Pannonian and German mutinies were still not known (Ann.
1.46.1). I am inclined to believe that the passage is to be interpreted as indicating that
Tiberius’ delay in formalising his position in the state continued into late September

and early October (cf. Kampff 1962: 45-6; Brunt 1977: 97; Sage 1982/3: 310-11).

3% As noted correctly by Montevecchi (1985: 272 n. 23) pace Levick 1976: 79, who
dismisses the problem of Tiberius’ dies imperii as not being appropriate to the historical
situation in A.D. 14.
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Even if this reading is correct, then the statement does little to narrow the range of
dates for Tiberius’ acceptance. However if we may hazard to identify a more specific
date, the riots at the ludi Augustales might provide a clue. According to Dio, an
emergency session of the Senate was convened by the tribunes some time between 5
and 11 October (56.47.2). From the urgency of the summons, we may assume that the
riots posed a threat. But if this was the case, then we might wonder why the meeting
had not been convened by the one of the higher magistrates, or more importantly (if
we are to believe that Tiberius had assumed his position as head of state) by Tiberius

himself?**’

News of the suppression of the Pannonian revolt would have only reached Rome in
early October. We know that the eclipse mentioned in our sources occurred on the
morning of 27 September, at which time (or shortly after) the ringleaders of the
mutiny were executed. We may guess that Drusus waited at least a day before sending
word back to Rome that the revolt had been put down. As already stated, the site of
the legionaries’ summer camp where the mutiny broke out is not known. However, it
seems unlikely that it was at, or in the immediate vicinity of Emona (modern
Ljubljana) as has often been supposed, given that Emona remains a strong candidate

for the location of the permanent camp of the XVth legion.*®

The permanent camps
of the legio VIII Augusta and IX Hispana are known: the VIIIth was stationed at
Poetovio (modern Ptuj) and the IXth at Siscia (the modern Croatian town of Sisak on

the river Sava). For the sake of calculation, I have assumed that location of the

legionary summer camp to have been at a point between these three locations, and

37 The ludi Augustales were, however, run by the tribunes (56.46.2; cf. Slater 1994: 124-5).
3 Wilkes 1963: 269; T6th 2003: 23. Parker (1958: 125), suggests Sirmium as the location of
the permanent camp of the XVth, although later (220) he suggests Emona.
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have thus calculated the distance from Andautonia (modern gc’itarjevo, south east of
Zagreb), a known first-century settlement, which is c. 621 m.p. (c. 920 km) from
Rome.”* A courier, riding at the brisk rate of 80 m.p. per day,’*’ would have taken at
least seven days to reach Rome, and therefore would not have arrived until 5 or 6
October at the earliest. Similarly, news of the suppression of the Rhine mutiny would

not have reached Rome until late October.**!

However, news of Germanicus’ attempts
to quell the mutiny would have reached Tiberius by early to mid October. The overlap
with the dates of the riots at Rome is suggestive, and so indeed is Josephus’ date of 13
October. Therefore, it could have been in this climate of emergency at Rome, but with
the knowledge that Pannonia was secure and Germanicus loyal to his adoptive father,

that Tiberius formally acknowledged his position in the state. (For further discussion,

see below at 57.7.1).

II. SENATORIAL BUSINESS

3 There is no evidence to indicate that there was a legionary camp at Andautonia. It has been

chosen simply to provide a median position between the other camps. Traditionally, the
distance has been calculated from Rome to Nauportus (modern Vrhnika) or Emona: e.g.
Schmitt 1958: 378; Wellesley 1967: 26; Levick 1976: 72; Sage 1982/3: 303; Pettinger 2012:
185, 187. This seems problematic, as it minimises the potential distances that had to be
travelled between Rome and the legionary camps (cf. Wellesley 1967: 25 n. 9).

¥ The top speed for a dispatch, on good roads, seems to have been around 100 m.p. per day,
although the average was between 67 and 41 (Ramsay 1925: 72-3). I have opted for a rate
below of 80 m.p. per day, given the (possible) poor conditions of the roads in Pannonia in
A.D. 14: Tacitus (Ann. 1.20) describes soldiers around Nauportus, around 14 m.p. (21 km)
south of Emona) being involved in road building. For comparison, the speed of the imperial
post is estimated to have been around 50 m.p. per day (Ramsay 1925: 68-9; cf. Procop.
Anecd. 30.1-11), whereas the forced march of an infantry unit was 24 m.p. per (five-hour) day
(Veg. Epit. 1.9). Levick’s calculations, based on a rate of 150 m.p. per day, seem overly
ambitious (1976: 76).

**! Like the Pannonian legions’ summer camp, the site of the Lower Rhine legions’ summer
camp is not known, except that it was in the territory of the Ubii (Tac. Ann. 1.31.3; cf. Wells
1972: 134-136) The 1000 m.p. from near Colonia (modern, Cologne), the putative site of the
Lower Rhine legions’ camp, would have taken around 12 days, assuming a rate of 80 m.p. per
day, or just over 6, assuming the rapid rate of 150 m.p.
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The two known meetings of the senate, which were convened in September A.D. 14,

have attracted much scholarly attention.’** These discussions have focussed primarily

on Tacitus’ descriptions of these meetings, with little attention given to Dio’s

accounts of these same meetings. The following tables present a reconstruction of the

agenda for the two meetings as far as can be deduced from our sources.

Event Dio Tacitus and Suetonius
1** Meeting of the Senate (convened one | 56.31.2 Tac. Ann. 1.8.1; Suet. Tib. 23
day after the arrival of Tiberius and the
funeral cortege from Nola).
Tiberius receives ritual purification for | 56.31.3
having touched Augustus’ corpse.
Reading of Augustus’ will. 56.32.1°- | Tac. Ann. 1.8.1-2; Suet. Aug.
3 101.1-3; Suet. Tib. 23
Reading of Augustus’ political 56.33.1- | Suet. Aug. 1014
testament.
6
Tiberius’ outright refusal of the empire | 57.2.1, Suet. Tib. 24.1
™
24

Business confined by Tiberius to
discussion of funeral plans for
Augustus.

Tac. Ann. 1.8.1

Discussion and proposal of funeral
honours.

Tac. Ann. 1.8.3-5; Suet. Aug.

100.2-3

32 The more important discussions are Lang 1911: 22-26; Marsh 1931: 45-56; Hohl 1933;
Kampff 1963: 25-46; Wellesley 1967; Sage 1982/3.
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Senatorial decree that all proposals for | 56.47.1
posthumous honours to be granted to
Augustus be put before Tiberius before
being debated in the Senate.

Tiberius’ request for bodyguards to 57.2.2-3
accompany Augustus’ corpse in case of
a disturbance.

Edict issued warning the populace Tac. Ann. 1.8.5
against making a disturbance during
Augustus’ funeral.

Period of mourning decreed to follow 56.43.1
the funeral.

2" Meeting of the Senate (17
September 14)

Divine honours proposed for Augustus. | 56.46.1- | Tac. Ann. 1.10.8;

3
Institution of the ludi Augustales 56.46.4- | Tac. Ann.1.54
5
Honours proposed for Livia 57124 | Tac. Ann. 1.14; Suet. Tib. 50.2-

Discussion of Tiberius’ future role in | 57.2.4-6 | Tac.Ann.1.11-13.
the state and the proposed division of
the imperial powers.

Tiberius asks the senate for proconsular Tac. Ann. 1.14.3
imperium for Germanicus
Departure of embassy to Germanicus Tac. Ann. 1.14.3
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Some obvious caveats must be stated concerning this reconstruction. As has been
argued by Wellesley (1967: 28) and others,’*’ there may have been several meetings
of the senate convened as a result of the extraordinary circumstances of those months
following Augustus’ death. The only business that can be fixed to a particular
meeting and specific date is the granting of divine honours for Augustus, which we
know from the epigraphic evidence took place on 17 September. This telescoping is
most evident with regards to the second meeting. Levick (1976: 79) is surely correct
in thinking that Tacitus’ description of the second meeting included details from later
meetings, at least with respect to the praetorian elections and reform of the comitia
(cf. Tac. Ann. 1.14; Vell. Pat. 2.124.3-4). If we were to accept Velleius’ comment that
the praetorian elections were Tiberius’ first act as emperor, it is likely that these did

not take place until mid or late October.

Specific points pertaining to these meetings will be discussed in the commentary
below. However, some general observations may be made here. The above tables
reveal two important features of Dio’s work. The first is the high level of detail
covering these meetings that was available to Dio. Dio’s description of procedural
detail from the first meeting is particularly impressive, even more so when it is
considered that what we know of Dio’s account has been reconstructed largely from
Xiphilinus’ Epitome. For example, we hear about the ritual cleansing Tiberius
undertook before the first meeting, the styles of dress worn by the senators, and even
the lack of musical accompaniment to the proceedings (56.31.2-3). However, in his

account of these meetings in Book 57, Dio opts for specific details or sententiae,

3 E.g. Lang (1911: 22-6) suggests that the sources have compressed the contents of three

meetings into two. The first which dealt with Augustus’ funeral arrangements, the second
with Augustus’ deification, and a third where the senate offered Tiberius the throne.
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rather than lengthy description. In this way, Dio’s presentation of the agenda from the
second meeting is radically different from that presented by Tacitus. As we would
expect, the material is divided along thematic lines: the honours for Augustus are
placed in Book 56, and the honours granted to Livia are relegated to 57.12, where Dio
groups other material describing the extraordinary position of the Augusta. Similarly,
Tiberius’ (separate) demonstrations refusing the imperial powers are grouped together
(57.2.4-7), although he does not make clear when these took place. The additional
items found in Tacitus — the granting of proconsular imperium to Germanicus, the
proposal to send an embassy to the prince, and the arrangements for the praetorian

elections — find no place in Dio’s account of these meetings.

The omission of these details calls for little comment, although it is clear enough that
his decision was based on sound narrative and editorial principles. As we have seen in
the case of his description of Tiberius’ career, Dio seldom appears to have felt
compelled to describe the legal extent of Tiberius’ military powers. It is perhaps for
this reason that Dio, unlike Tacitus, did not feel it necessary to record confirmation of
Germanicus’ proconsular imperium at the meeting of the senate on 17 September
(Tac. Ann. 1.14.3). As a rule, Dio appears to have been interested in recording grants
of proconsular imperium if they were in some way unusual. Thus, Dio remarks on the
grant of imperium to Germanicus in 11 (he had not yet held the consulship), and also
that of imperium proconsulare to Gaius Caesar in 2 B.C. (55.10.18-19 [Xiph.,
Zonar.) S However, by A.D. 14, Germanicus had held the consulship and had been

the recipient of such powers in the past, and so it was perhaps because of this that Dio

** Interestingly, in a fragment preserved concerning Gaius’ positing to the Danube sector,
which seems to have predated his command in the east, there is no mention of any grant of
imperium (55.10.17 [EVV]). However, we should not place too much weight on this omission,
as the compiler of the Excerpta might have omitted such detail.
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regarded the confirmation of these powers in 14 as not being particularly noteworthy.
Dio knew about the embassy to Germanicus, but introduces it (reasonably enough)
during his narrative of the revolt of the German legions (57.5.4), and thus avoided
needless repetition. Finally, Tiberius’ confirmation of Augustus’ candidates for the
praetorian elections (which may not belong to the meetings of September at all),
played no discernible part in Tiberius’ accession, which is the focus of Dio’s account,

and was reasonably omitted.

Dio passes over many of the anecdotes Tacitus records from the second meeting: only
the piquant exchange between Tiberius and Asinius Gallus remains, and even here in
an austere form, shorn of the obvious embellishment of the Tacitean version. Indeed,
Gallus is somewhat exceptional in so far as he is the only senator identified by name
in Dio’s accounts of the two meetings: by way of contrast, Tacitus identifies five
senators by name.’*> As a result Dio shows little attempt to create a dramatic or
pictorial account of the meetings. Nor is there any sense of the game that was played
out between Tiberius and prominent members of the Senate that emerges from
Tacitus’ account. Yet we should not look for Tacitean drama in Dio. Indeed, Dio’s
approach has its own merits. Dio, by eschewing these details, maintained a singularity
of focus on Tiberius’ actions and the central historical inquiry of the opening of Book

57 — the causes of Tiberius’ delay in accepting the Principate.

2.1 ToL0VTOS OV 01 Tig @v: An important, linking phrase, connecting the elaborate
sketch of Tiberius’ nature with the account of Tiberius’ reign. For comments on these

linking phrases in Book 57, see Baar 1990: 225-6. Its function is not simply

35 Asinius Gallus, L. Arruntius, Valerius Messalla, Q. Haterius, Mamercus Scaurus.
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transitional. In Dio’s assessment, Tiberius’ dissembling nature was one of the reasons
for his staged recusatio imperii described in this chapter, and the statement serves to
integrate this introductory material with the explanation of Tiberius’ behaviour with
the following narrative. Tig: qualifying Tolo0tog, indicating that this was Tiberius’
general disposition. Dio uses almost identical linking phrases with the same function
elsewhere in the imperial books of the Roman History. E.g. Claudius: 60.3.1;

Macrinus: 79(78).11 4.

€5 TE TO 0TQATOMEdQ ... €méoterhe: Dio recommences his historical narrative at
Tiberius’ actions immediately following Tiberius’ arrival at Nola (cf. 56.31.1-2; Swan
2004: 305). By making a point of the location from where Tiberius sent his letters
(&m0 T NAng), Dio emphasises the immediacy of Tiberius’ assumption of the
functions of imperial office. €5 Td €0vn: Used here perhaps in the general sense of
‘provincial populations’ (cf. below 57.4.2) rather than in the strict sense of ‘the
provinces’, although there is admittedly only a fine line between the two meanings.
The varied usage in other third century historians suggests something of the broad
semantic range the word had acquired (e.g. Hdn. 1.1.4, 4.2.9, 6.2.1; cf. Whittaker
1969: 1.4-5 n.3; Dexippus FGrH 100 F 24). Dio’s other term for province, aQy1, is
used more specifically to denote the area of a magistrate’s jurisdiction with reference
to a single province. For usage in Dio, see Freyburger-Galland 1997: 34-5, and in
general, Sherwin-White 1973: 437-44; Mason GT 136. It has been suggested that ta

3

otoatémedo. ... o £0vn refers to the ‘imperial’ and ‘senatorial’**® provinces
respectively (cf. Jaeger 1910: 16). However, Dio’s point seems to be more general

than this, indicating his attempt to gain the loyalty of the armies and provinces (cf.

**¢ Or more precisely, the provinces of the ‘Roman people’. The term ‘Senatorial province’ is

a misnomer: Millar 1989.
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Dio’s comments on Germanicus at 57.6.1). Of course, Tiberius was had the legal
authority to send missives to the provinces and to the soldiers given his imperium
maius proconsulare, which he had held since at least A.D. 13 (Vell. Pat. 2.121.1;

Suet. Tib. 21.1; and discussion in Introduction, Chapter 2: Dio on Tiberius (above).

Mg AVTO%EATME: ‘as emperor’. Here Dio uses the word avtoxQdtwe (autokrator)
in its colloquial sense of ‘emperor’ (= imperator). Dio’s vocabulary here has invited
criticism for its alleged anachronism (e.g. Schrombges 1994: 302 n. 14). However, we
should not make too much of this. It is clear that the word autokrator was used to
denote an emperor long before the Flavian dynasty, when the praenomen Imperatoris
became a standard part of imperial nomenclature. Philo in the Legatio ad Gaium and
the In Flaccum, both written around in the early 40s, uses autokrator frequently in
this informal sense to denote the position of emperor (e.g. Leg. 11, 29, 277; Flacc.9,

150).2Y

This sentence shows Dio playing with the semantic range of the word autokrator as
he understood it (cf. 43.44.2-5; 53.17.4-5), that is, denoting an ‘emperor’, as well as
the title (i.e. the praenomen Imperatoris) adopted by emperors. For the use of
autokrator in Dio, and its semantic range, see Mason G7T 117-120; Freyburger-

Galland 1997: 149-51; below (next note), and note at 57.8.1.

w) Myov abtoxgdtop eivon: A deceptively complicated expression. Two
problems of interpretation are presented by Dio’s expression: a) the implications of

Dio’s use of pi], and b) the meaning of (the second) autokrator.

*The In Flaccum and the Legatio were probably composed either side of Gaius’ death:

Gambetti 2009: 16-17.
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The construction pf Aéywv ... elvow is not found elsewhere in Dio, and we are left
with the question whether it is the Aéywv or the eival the pif negates, hence is the
meaning ‘not claming to be autokrator’ or ‘stating that he was not autokrator’? Cary
(7.114) opts for the former and translates ‘he did not claim to be emperor’. Yet, if Dio
had intended it to be the former, we should probably expect 0¥ rather than pf, as in
ol ¢nu (= nego). Montevecchi (1985: 271 n.17) argues in favour of the second
interpretation. Few parallels to Dio’s usage exist, although we may compare Dio with
Plutarch (Mor. 1116a = Adv. Col. 15): 008¢ yoo 6 mho ) AMywv eivor TOv
TEMVQWUEVOV oldNEoV 1) TV oeAvnv MoV ... dvaipel odNEov yeNow i

oehnvnv ploLv.

In the previous note I have suggested that Dio is playing with the semantic range of
the word autokrator in this sentence. The conventional reading suggests that Dio uses
autokrator here again in the colloquial sense of ‘emperor’ (cf. g QVTORQEATWQ):
Cary’s translation reads, ‘though he did not claim to be emperor’. However, the
following sentence suggests that he has in mind the title Imperator for this second
autokrator. Hence Dio’s meaning is perhaps close to: ‘[Tiberius] sent letters to the
legions and provinces as emperor, stating that he was not <to be called>
“Imperator”.’ If this is correct, then what Dio is saying is that Tiberius in his letters to
the provinces informed them of his (provisional?) rejection of the title Imperator
(Montevecchi 1985: 271 n. 17). Historically, this is an attractive reading, as Tiberius
was reluctant to use the title ‘Imperator’ in his official correspondence (see note
below, and at 57.8.1). Moreover, it is worth noting the Cypriot oath of allegiance

(SEG 18 no. 578), inscribed perhaps not long after news of Augustus’ death had
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reached Cyprus, omits the title autokrator, but leaves room for the word to be inserted

(lines 13, 19), should it be needed at a later date (cf. Mitford 1960: 75, 79).

Be this as it may, the fact that Dio’s phraseology is complicated and invites various
(mis)readings, suits the narrative context well, and contributes to Dio’s overall

description of Tiberius’ habit of obscuring his intentions.

YNOLe0eV yao avtd ... ovx £déEato: ‘For although this along with the other titles
were voted to him, he would not accept them’. ToOT0 corresponds to dUTORQATWQ in
the previous clause, indicates Tiberius’ refusal of the title Imperator. Here Dio’s
connection with Suetonius is strong (7ib. 26.2): Praenomen quoque imperatoris
cognomenque patris patriae et civicam in vestibulo coronam recusavit. DeTd. TOV
arov ovoudtwv: ‘along with the other titles’. The correspondence raises the
possibility that Dio is referring to those titles and honours mentioned by Suetonius,
namely that of pater patriae and the corona civica. There might, however, have been
other titles beside, as there had been in A.D. 9 when the Senate moved to confer a
suite of honorific titles upon Tiberius, only for the motion to be vetoed by Augustus
(Suet. Tib. 17.2). The date when these titles were voted (sc. Ynpro0¢v), and refused
by Tiberius is not given by either Dio or Suetonius. It cannot be assumed that Dio’s
account here refers to a single sitting of the Senate in September or October when
these were voted for Tiberius. Dio knew that it was not customary in the early empire
for emperors to have their titles bestowed at once, contrary to the practice of his own

day (53.18.4).

Dio uses Tiberius’ refusal of the titles associated with imperial power to reinforce one
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of his fundamental historical observations: that the possession of titles was not the
basis for the possession of political power at Rome. Rather, in his view, the various
titles assumed by the emperors served only to create the appearance of
constitutionality. The reality was that an autocrat’s powers rested with his possession

of military might (55.17-18, cf. 44.51.3).

%ol TOV 2AfOOV ... oUx €0eto: ‘and taking the inheritance of Augustus, he did not
adopt his cognomen.” Again, Dio’s phraseology recalls that of Suetonius (7ib. 26.2):
ac ne Augusti quidem nomen, quanquam hereditarium [...]. The word €émizAnoug in
Dio usually refers to an honorific title or a cognomen (e.g. 36.19.3; 40.51.3; 59.3.2;
60.5.8). The cognomen is of course that of ‘Augustus’. For Tiberius and the
cognomen Augustus, see below 57.8.1. By uAifjeov Dio is referring to Tiberius’
patrimony, whereby Tiberius received two-thirds of Augustus’ property (56.32.1).
However, according to Suetonius (Aug. 101.2; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.8.1) a further
stipulation was that Tiberius and Livia adopt his title (quos et ferre nomen suum
iussit). For a discussion of the various provisions of Augustus’ will, see Swan 2004:

310-19; Ober 1982: 313-24; Champlin 1989: 154-65.

2.2. Tovg 1€ sopotopuvraxas: ‘bodyguards’, cf. Tac. Ann. 1.7.5; Suet. Tib. 24. The
use of bodyguards (particularly foreign ones) was traditionally regarded as the mark
of a tyrant (e.g. Plato Resp. 8.566b, 567d-e; Xen. Hiero 5.3-4; Arist. Pol. 5.1315b27-
9), and Dio may be seen to be highlighting the tyrannical aspect of Tiberius’
assumption of power. Whether Dio has in mind the Praetorian guardsmen (usually
dopudoot in Dio’s vocabulary) or an informal group of bodyguards is left unclear.

Indeed cwpoatopVAAE is an unusual choice of word for Dio; it is not classical, and it
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appears rarely in the Roman History. Here, however, we may suspect that Dio’s
choice of words was influenced by the repetition of ‘body’ words (cwuatopVAOrOG

. oopatoc). Where he does use it elsewhere, it can be in the sense of a private
bodyguard (e.g. 44.7.4; 77.(76).10.6), or Praetorian guardsman (55.24.6; 58.9.2; cf.
58.9.5). Here Dio’s usage is far more casual than other authors of the imperial period,
where the term ocwpatopUAag implied a sense distinct from doQudpdoog (e.g.
Philostr. VA 1.33; Hdn. 1.8.6, 3.12.9, 4.13.1; Euseb. VC 4.51.3). Later, however, the
two terms became synonymous (Hesych. 2 3075). For Dio’s terminology, see Molin
2007: 200-1. For imperial bodyguards in general (up until the fourth century), and

their development, see Millar 1977: 61-6; Keppie 1996; Bingham 2013.

ovvagaoBai: Dio has Tiberius ask the senators for their ‘assistance’ or ‘co-
operation’ during Augustus’ funeral. Tacitus (Ann. 1.8) seems to preserve the
senatorial response to Tiberius’ request, by stating that the senators volunteered to

carry Augustus’ funeral couch.

TOD oMOUATOS avTov: ‘his body’: but is it Tiberius’ body or Augustus’ body? The

ambiguity sets up the punch line for an elaborate joke (see 2.3 below).

£0edieL yap 0fj0ev: Again the reader is left to speculate on account of Dio’s choice
of words: Did Tiberius ‘pretend’ to fear the mob, or did he ‘in truth’ fear the mob?
(For Dio’s use of df|0¢v in the opening passage, see note above 57.1.2). If taken as
‘pretend’, Tiberius’ actions may be seen to conform to the familiar topos of a

tyrannical figure securing a bodyguard through official sanction after feigning fear of
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physical violence, as in the case of Peisistratus or the elder Dionysius (e.g. Arist. Ath.

Pol. 14 with Rhodes 1981: 200; Plut. Sol. 30.1-3; Diod. Sic. 13.95.3-6).

wonep 10 Tov Kaisagog: The description of the impromptu cremation of Julius
Caesar’s corpse by the mob is well-attested in the literary sources, and Dio gives the
event due treatment (44.50-51; cf. Nic. Dam. Caes. 48; Plut. Caes. 68; Suet. Iul. 84.3-
4; App. BC 2.147[612]-148[616]). Dio’s reference back to Caesar’s funeral invites the
reader to question Tiberius’ intentions further. Why would Tiberius genuinely fear a
recurrence of the mob violence that had characterised Caesar’ funeral? The reaction
of the mob in 44 B.C. was brought about by their anger at Caesar’s murder. Augustus,
by contrast, had died an old man at Nola — at least officially, and Tiberius (in the
context of the Roman History) had no reason to fear a popular demonstration. Tacitus
(Ann. 1.8.5) too highlights this as one of Tiberius’ concerns, and is suggestive of a
source connection. Pettinger (2012: 183-84) has sought a historical basis for Tacitus’
and Dio’s statements and suggests that Tiberius was in fact fearful lest the news of
Agrippa Postumus’ death cause some public disturbance. This is plausible, but cannot
be affirmed by the available evidence, and would require the news of Agrippa’s death
to have reached Tiberius in Rome before the first meeting of the Senate on 3

September.

2.3. ZOUYEVGANEVOS TIS £ TOVTO PEOVEAY ... Eonyijoato: ‘And some facetious
individual proposed that Tiberius be given a guard (as if he did not already possess
one)’. noppevm, an unusual word in Dio’s vocabulary, occurring at 69.21.2 [Xiph.],
and 73(72).6.4 [Xiph.], but here it is used in a slightly pejorative sense, denoting a

‘tricky’ or ‘facetious’ individual: xoupevodpevog is glossed as mavovygvodevog
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by the scholiast on Plato Resp. 6. 489b (Schol. Plat. ad loc. [p. 238 Greene]). This
facetious individual thought he had perceived the real meaning of Tiberius ambiguous
request for assistants to guard ‘his body’. The ironic undercurrent of the passage
invites comparison with Tacitus (Ann. 1.8.6; cf. Woodman 2002), who notes the
sardonic reaction of some spectators at Augustus’ funeral at the need for Augustus’
corpse to possess a bodyguard. The obvious difference is that for Dio, the focus is

fixed on Tiberius’ actions and the propensity for individuals to misread his intentions.

“ol oTROTIOTAL OV £nol GAAG ONuocLoi eio’”: “The soldiers are not mine, but the
people’s”. Here Dio provides another Tiberian apophthegm, which may have been
extracted by Dio (or by an earlier historian) from the acta senatus. Genuine or not, the
sentiment is consonant with the ‘republican’ rhetoric of the Augustan age
(Schrombges 1992: 302). This exchange must have taken place during the first
meeting of the senate, where discussion was confined to Augustus’ funeral (cf. Tac.
Ann. 1.8). In the context of Dio’s narrative, Tiberius’ words contradict not only reality
(‘he already possessed a guard’) but also confound expectations. The senators (and
the reader) expect Tiberius to accept the bodyguard, after all that is what Augustus
had done in 27 B.C. (53.11.5). However, in a move consistent with Dio’s sketch of
Tiberius’ nature (cf. 57.1.1-2), Tiberius rejects the motion to give him a bodyguard

when offered to him.

2.4. 10 nev med@tov ... £EiotacOon €heyev: ‘For his first action was to say that he
would relinquish it entirely on account of his age (for he was fifty-six) and his poor
eyesight (for although he could see far at night, he could only see up close during the

day)’. T0 pnév mpdrtov: picked up by €merra ¢ later in the sentence. While Dio
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clearly has in mind a sequence of actions, his concerns here are with the methods
Tiberius used to delay his acceptance of the Principate, not with documenting when
these actions occurred. Hence, it is not clear if Dio has in mind Tiberius’ actions at
two meetings of the senate or two actions at the same meeting of the Senate. Kampff
(1963: 33) places this initial refusal in the second meeting. More unlikely is Marsh’s
suggestion (1931: 48 with n.1) that this refusal may have not been made in the Senate
at all, but informally to his friends in between the two sittings of the Senate. Tacitus
offers little help. In his description of the first meeting, he does not mention any
outright refusal by Tiberius, but rather that business was confined to discussion of
Augustus’ funeral (Ann. 1.8). The narratives of Dio and Tacitus are not mutually
exclusive, and may be reconciled. Tiberius’ refusal might have come after Augustus’
will had been read, and, perhaps, coincided with his attempt to refocus the debate on
the business at hand, namely, the preparations for Augustus’ funeral. Tiberius’ refusal
(as Dio had it) might well have come in the wake of Valerius Messallinus’
enthusiastic, yet inexpedient, proposal for an annual oath of allegiance to Tiberius

(Tac. Ann. 1.8.5). The matter is insoluble.

(mheloTOV YOQ ... THS NUEQAS EMEQ): cf. Suet. Tib. 68.2: cum praegrandibus oculis
et qui, quod mirum esset, noctu etiam et in tenebris uiderent, sed ad breve et cum
primum e somno patuissent; deinde rursum hebescebant. Dio alone of the sources for
Tiberius’ accession introduces Tiberius’ alleged infirmities as grounds for his
recusatio. Dio’s parenthetical comment, where he defines the exact nature of
Tiberius’ eyesight, may represent the insertion of material from a supplementary
source. Furthermore, it reveals his interest in describing obscure medical conditions,

especially of emperors. In this respect, Dio seems receptive to the historiographical
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trend of the imperial period, where descriptions of the physical condition of emperors
were a conspicuous feature of Roman and Byzantine biography and historiography
(Rohrbacher 2010; cf. Canter 1928; Head 1980). For a survey of the intellectual
background of physiognomy in the Roman world, and its relationship to ancient
psychology, see Boys-Stones 2007. For ‘corporeal ecphrasis’ in Suetonius, see

Gladhill 2012.

How Dio interpreted Tiberius’ recusatio imperii is not altogether clear. Unlike
Suetonius (7ib. 24.1), Dio does not suggest that Tiberius’ recusatio was indicative of
his hypocrisy. Indeed, that Tiberius should make a show of refusing the imperial
office would not have struck Dio as being particularly unusual, and was what Dio
expected good emperors to do. As a young Senator, Dio witnessed Pertinax’s
recusatio imperii, which Pertinax made partly on the (specious) grounds of his
advanced age and poor health (74(73).1.4-5 [Xiph.]). Moreover, Dio seems to have
regarded it as a mark of a good emperor not to be naturally desirous of assuming the
imperial purple (69.20.5 [Xiph.]). The recusatio imperii, as with the refusal of
imperial titles more generally, appears to have played an important role in the
ideology of the Principate from its inception (e.g. Béranger 1948: 178-96 = Béranger
1953: 137-68; Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 36-7; Ando 2000: 146-8; Vervaet 2010),
although it appears to have fallen largely into abeyance between the reigns of Caligula

and Marcus Aurelius.>*®

It was perhaps on account of the greater ideological
relevance of the recusatio imperii for the Antonine and Severan periods that Dio paid

particular attention to Augustus’ feigned reluctance in accepting the titles and political

powers in his Augustan narrative (e.g. 55.6.1, 55.12.3 [Xiph.], 56.28.1, 56.39.6).

** For a list of supposed recusationes imperii, see Béranger 1948: 180 n. 15. That Caligula

performed a recusatio (not attested in Béranger’s list) is argued by Jacobson and Cotton 1985.
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However, this is not to say that Dio distorts the importance of Augustus’ behaviour,
as Augustus himself made much of his reluctance to accept titles and honours that had
been voted to him (e.g. RGDA 5-6, 10.2 with Cooley 2009: 127-31), and there seem
to be republican precedent for Augustus. Tiberius’ behaviour, although fitting into the
Augustan pattern, struck Dio as peculiar: for Tiberius’ recusatio was followed not by
reluctant acceptance (as in the case of Pertinax), but a further attempt to delay his
formal acceptance of the empire. As Dio makes clear later on, Tiberius had other

motivations for delaying his formal acceptance of the Principate (see below 57.3.3).

2oWvmVoUg T€ Tivag rol ovvdeyovroag: Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.11.1. That some source
connection exists between Dio and Tacitus at this point seems reasonable, but the
phraseology here seems to be Dio’s. For the pairing of ®otvawvog and ouvdaoywv see
Antony’s comments in his speech before the Battle of Actium (50.20.5): Tig pev ovx

01dev dTL ®oWWVOS £Y0 nal ouvaeywv Tod Katoapog dmoderyOsic;

Tiberius’ appeal for helpers provides narrative consistency with what Dio had written
earlier concerning Augustus’ alleged instructions that the commonwealth be entrusted
to men capable of comprehension and action (56.33.4), and echoes a point made in
the speech of Maecenas (52.19.1-3). These parallels have caused some to doubt the
veracity of Dio’s comments at 56.33.4, assuming that Dio has somehow transposed
Tiberius’ request for colleagues to Augustus’ supposed injunction for the same, and
by doing so duplicated the one request (Ober 1982: 316; cf. Marsh 1931: 48 n. 4;
Hohl 1933: 113). If we were to adopt such skepticism, we might alternatively regard
Augustus’ injunction as authentic and that of Tiberius, bogus. Such a view, however,

would require both Tacitus and Dio to have repeated the same mistake, or to have
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followed the same erroneous source, which is not impossible. Swan (2004: 313; cf.
Kampff 1963: 30-1; Brunt 1984a: 425), suggests a third and (in my view) the most
likely alternative, that both Augustus and Tiberius made this request, thus ‘playing
out a tortuous “republican” ritual in solemnizing the first political succession’. Even
so, this ritual had meaning in the political context of the Augustan regime. Both
Augustus and Tiberius operated with a significant degree of cooperation with the
Senate (see below 57.7.2-5) Moreover, both were keen to play up the collegial aspects
of their regimes. Hence, we should not be surprised to find Augustus making such
statements in any putative political testament, or Tiberius at the outset of his reign. Of
course, Dio does not appear to read the scene in these terms, although he is certain in

his judgment that Tiberius’ claims were insincere.

all’ g Toia uéen ... oi Aowwol vixoot: ‘but dividing the empire into three, he
proposed to take one part, while yielding the remainder to the others. The scheme was
such that Rome and the rest of Italy was one portion, the armies comprised the
second, and the remainder of the subject peoples the third.” An intriguing passage that
raises an obvious, but ultimately insoluble historical question: did Tiberius propose
such a division? The accuracy of Dio’s statement regarding the division of the empire
has been regarded generally as dubious (e.g. Marsh 1931: 48 n. 4; Hohl 1933: 114;
Koestermann 1963: 108; Seager 1972: 54 n.2). It has been posited that Dio’s
comments are his own invention (Griffin 1976: 117 n.6; Levick 1976: 248 n. 21), and
betray anachronism (e.g. Syme 1958: 690 n. 2, cf. 410 n. 5), although the way in

349
d.

which Dio’s account is anachronistic is not reveale Moreover, if the passage were

** There was never any such administrative division of the empire in either the Antonine or

Severan periods, along the lines described by Dio. Moreover, the supposed plan to divide the
empire between Caracalla and Geta (along geographical lines) upon the death of Severus
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Dio’s invention, it is hard to see what function it fulfilled in the narrative. Others,
however, have been less skeptical. Kampff (1963: 34-5, 43) and Pettinger (2012: 167)
accept Dio’s report, but with little comment. Bosworth (1977: 183-4) too accepts
Dio’s report, but suggests that the exchange between Gallus and Tiberius was largely
stage-managed by Tiberius. In Bosworth’s view, Tiberius’ proposal was presented to
the Senate as part of his recusatio, but only with the intention of prompting Gallus’
response indicating the indivisibility of the empire (and thus the impracticability of
the scheme), and thus the necessity for Tiberius to accept the whole rule. Schrombges
(1992), more cautiously, has suggested that there may be a historical basis to Dio’s

comments.

This theory deserves greater attention. Schrombges (1992: 305-7; cf. Pettinger 2012:
163-4) notes that Tiberius’ suggestion is not dissimilar to the administrative
settlement of 27 B.C., where the foundations for the Augustan administration were
established (cf. 53.12-13). These parallels are evident if Td otoatOmEdQ is taken to
mean those provinces with a legionary presence (the imperial provinces) and oi
Aoumol Vrtijrool the provinces of the ‘senate and people’ (cf. Levick 1976: 248 n. 21).
Moreover, it may be added to Schrombges’ thesis that the creation of the third
administrative division in Tiberius’ plan, that comprising Rome and Italy, was not
unprecedented, in fact it was already in existence in A.D. 14. Dio describes the
administration of Rome and Italy being conferred to Maecenas in 36 B.C. (49.16.2;
cf. 51.3.4). Moreover, after the settlement of 27 B.C. Italy fell under the

administrative orbit of the annually elected praetorian magistrates (53.13.6). If this is

described by Herodian (4.3.5-9), although accepted by some, seems to me to be a likely
fiction.
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correct, then Tiberius’ plan of A.D. 14 may have been simply a reiteration of

Augustus’ plan of 27 B.C., designed, to maintain the status quo.

2.5 ot ugv aidlot ... €d€ovro avTov agyewy mavimv: ‘And when the other senators
apparently began to beg him to rule the whole’. 8f|0ev: Again Dio employs the
‘ironic particle’ (see above, 1.2, 2.2), but this time to refer to the actions of the

senators, not Tiberius.

Aciviog 8¢ o1 TdAdrog: C. Asinius Gallus (PIR> A 1229). For a coherent survey of
Gallus’ career, see Shotter 1971: 443-57. Some words may be said at this point on the
role of Gallus in the Roman History. Dio’s portrayal of Gallus conforms largely to the
Tacitean tradition, where he is depicted as an opponent of Tiberius. Yet, perhaps the
most conspicuous feature of Dio’s portrayal of Gallus, when viewed alongside that of
Tacitus, is how little Dio employs him in the extant narrative. Tacitus was clearly
interested in tracking Gallus’ career, and appears to have taken pains to record many
instances of Gallus’ involvement in senatorial proceedings, contributing to the
portrayal of Gallus as an ambitious (potential) rival to Tiberius (cf. Tac. Ann. 1.13).>*
Not so with Dio, who is more interested in Gallus’ unusual fate at Tiberius’ hands (he
was kept under house arrest for three years while awaiting a capital sentence). As a
result Gallus performs a somewhat clearer narrative role in Dio, than in Tacitus. That
Gallus suffered as a result of Tiberius’ enmity is signalled right from his introduction

351

into the Tiberian narrative.” He then disappears from the surviving text until such a

time as Dio (Xiphilinus) describes his fall, where he is reintroduced once again in

* Dio (wisely) eschews Tacitus’ story of Augustus’ discussion of the capaces imperii (Ann.

1.13): cf. Syme 1986: 137-8.
! Gallus first appears in the narrative as consul ordinarius at 55.5.1.
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terms of his ;opomnola (see next note), his marriage to Vipsania, and Tiberius’ hatred
of him. The details of Gallus’ punishment (58.3.3-6 [Xiph., EVV]) are described in
detail by Dio as a means for illustrating not only Tiberius’ cruelty, but also his
paradoxical treatment of his enemy (cf. 57.1.1-3). Tiberius’ treatment of Gallus is
then used as a frame of reference for his treatment of another political foe, Junius
Gallio (58.18.4; PIR* 1756). The pattern is confirmed by Dio’s note on Gallus’ death,
where he again emphasises the manner of Gallus’ punishment (58.23.6). Gallus’
primary role in the narrative is to function as a foil to Dio’s characterisation of
Tiberius, not as an active opponent of his regime, but as an exemplum of Tiberius’

treatment of his enemies.

n0.QON0iQ aEi ToTE MUTEMQ: ‘always [employed] the outspokenness of his father’.
Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.12.4: Pollonisque Asinii patris ferociam retineret. The close
similarities with Tacitus for the whole anecdote require us to think in terms of Dio’s
familiarity with either Tacitus’ account or a common source that both freely adapted
(cf. Goodyear 1972: 179-80). Gallus’ father was the historian and consular C. Asinius
Pollio (PIR* A 1241). Long characterised as an outspoken opponent of the Augustan
regime (e.g. Syme 1939: 482-6), this view of Pollio’s political stance has since been
challenged or modified (e.g. Bosworth 1972b; Morgan 2000: 65-8). Pollio’s fleeting
appearances in the Roman History do not seem to justify his reputation for parrhesia
(45.10.3-5; 48.15.1; 48.41.7), although Dio might well have been familiar with at
least some of the anecdotes that were in circulation concerning Pollio’s outspokenness

(e.g. Suet. Aug. 43.2).
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Dio’s decision to characterize Gallus as an exemplum of maEnoio has particular
resonance in the context of the Roman History and it cannot be understood as simply
a gloss for the Latin ferocia. > Gallus’ parrhesia can be seen to function in several
ways in this passage. Gallus’ outspokenness establishes a sharp contrast between
Gallus’ behaviour and the implicit servility shown by other senators, who put up an
show of rejecting Tiberius’ plans for dividing the imperial powers (oL puév GAAot
avtéheyov OMfbev ... Aociviog 0¢ 01 I'dhhog maponoiq). The other senators
seemingly know what is going on, and are content to go along with it. Gallus, by
contrast, knows what is going on, but calls Tiberius’ bluff. The effect of the scene is
heightened by Dio’s decision to keep the scene clear of other identifiable voices. The
other senators are anonymous: the only speakers are Gallus and Tiberius. Hence, in a
similar way, Gallus’ parrhesia becomes a further point of contrast with Tiberius.
Dio’s Tiberius always knows what needs to be kept hidden from his speech and
emotions. Gallus, in contrast, is outspoken to his own risk (VmEQ TO oUUPEQOV
avt®). Moreover, Dio is able to use this exchange to anticipate his further discussion

of Tiberius’ treatment of individuals who exercised parrhesia (see below 57.7.3-4).

“ehod” €0m “l|v av £8ednons moigav”: “Choose”, he said, “whichever part you
want.” Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.12.2: “interrogo”, inquit, “Caesar quam partem rei publicae
mandari tibi uelis.” The similarities between Dio and Tacitus are indicative of some
source relationship, although its nature cannot be determined (Goodyear 1972: 179-

80).

%32 It has been argued (Traub 1953) that Tacitus’ ferocia denoted a quality cognate with Dio’s

mo.QoMota.
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2.6. “rail TOS OLOV TE E0TLV”, ELTEV, “TOV QUTOV RO VEUELY TL %O QiQELGOOL;”:
“How can”, he said, “the same man divide and choose?” One of the arcana imperii —

and Augustus had done just that in 27 B.C., as Dio knew well.

Dio gives Tiberius’ an appropriately punchy, yet somewhat gnomic reply to Gallus’
question. The differences between Dio and Tacitus at this point widen. Tacitus says
(Ann. 1.12.2): perculsus inprouisa interrogatione paulum reticuit;, dein collecto
animo respondit nequaquam decorum pudori suo legere aliquid aut euitare ex eo cui
in uniuersum excusari mallet. Leaving aside the speculations of Quellenforschung,
what is worth noting is the different effect Dio manages to achieve with apparently
the same material as Tacitus. The exchange between Gallus and Tiberius is the
companion piece to the exchange between the unnamed senator and Tiberius at
57.2.3. In both cases Tiberius is presented as replying (quickly) to his interlocutor,
and thus evading the need to reveal his position. Unlike Tacitus, Dio shows little
interest in embellishing the context around these exchanges. It is what Tiberius says
(or does not say) that matters to Dio, not the way he says it. Tiberius’ question is
ironic, and there is an obvious answer to it — an emperor (or king) can both divide and
choose which part he wishes to rule. To be sure, Dio draws attention to the fact that
Augustus’ reforms resulted in his assumption of monarchical powers behind a
republican fagade (e.g. 53.12.1; 53.13.1; 53.16.1). Here, however, Dio uses the
exchange between Gallus and Tiberius to articulate this incongruity, between the

reality and appearance of the Augustan (and Tiberian) Principate.

ouveilg ovv 0 I'ahhog €v @ xaxov €yeyover: ‘So Gallus, realising the trouble into

which he had fallen.” However, if Gallus believed his position was due to what he
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said, he was mistaken (see note below, sc. 00gvneQ ... f’]v). Another reminder of the
opening sketch of Tiberius (esp. 57.1.3-6), outlining the predicament which ‘those

who came up against him’ (Tofs s Teipav autoU éABouowv) fell into.

2.7. Tijv yuvaixo avTol TV TeoTEQay £yeyounxer: i.e. Vipsania Agrippina (PIR
V 462), a daughter of M. Vipsanius Agrippa and Caecilia Attica, whom Tiberius had
married circa 20 B.C. and divorced soon after her father’s death in 12 B.C. (Levick
1976: 27; cf. Syme 1986: 314). According to Nepos (Azt. 19.4), the marriage to
Vipsania was arranged when she was one year old. Dio’s interest in Vipsania and her
relationship with Tiberius is slight: indeed he never refers to her by name. At 54.31.2
she appears simply as ‘Agrippa’s daughter’. Even here it is worth noting how little
Dio develops his notice of Tiberius’ resentment of Gallus for marrying Vipsania. Dio
has no interest in reporting the story of Vipsania as Tiberius’ lost love: a story more

congenial to the pages of Suetonius (and, indeed, Robert Graves), than to Dio.

TOV TE AQOVGOV Mg VIOV TPOoETOLELTO: A fascinating detail, preserved only here,
and one of Dio’s few significant departures from the parallel narrative of Tacitus
(Ann. 1.12.4; cf. Goodyear 1972: 179). Herbert-Brown (2004: 132) has challenged the
veracity of the statement on the grounds that ‘it would have been tantamount to an
admission of adultery on the part of both himself [i.e. Gallus] and Vipsania’.
However, against this, note Dio’s use of the (conative) imperfect (;pooemoLeito),
presumably indicating simply that it was Gallus’ intention to ‘pass Drusus off as his
son’ (perhaps through the process of adoption?). It has been suggested by Schrombges

(1992: 305-6) that Dio’s information indicates his use of an anti-Tiberian or anti-
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Claudian source, > possibly the Memoirs of the younger Agrippina, which
undermined the claims of members of Tiberius’ family to the throne (as opposed to
the descendants of Germanicus). If there is truth behind Dio’s statement, then it is
possible that it refers to the domestic arrangements of Gallus during last decade B.C.
Drusus, born in 14 B.C., after all, was an infant when Tiberius and Vipsania divorced
and was barely a stripling when Tiberius entered his self-imposed exile on Rhodes. It
seems likely that Drusus spent his early years in the household of Vipsania and

Asinius Gallus, not of Tiberius or the elder Julia, especially following the latter’s fall.

00evep #ai mEOTEQOV dLd. wicovg avTd 1v: Gallus® attempt to assuage Tiberius’
anger is unsuccessful, not because of what Gallus had said (Dio believed that Tiberius
did not generally punish people for their parrhesia: 57.7.3-5,57.17.3), but in typically
(unexpected) Tiberian fashion, because of a long held grudge. The insistence by Dio
and Tacitus that the enmity between Gallus and Tiberius originated in Gallus’
marriage to Tiberius’ former wife, is ultimately improvable, but fits broadly into
Dio’s assessment that Tiberius was wont to hold grudges (cf. 57.1.2). Herbert-Brown
(2004: 132-48) has argued against the notion that Tiberius’ divorce from Vipsania
was the cause of Tiberius’ enmity, preferring instead Gallus’ alleged snub of Tiberius,
which took place while Gallus was governor of Asia and Tiberius was on Rhodes. In
any event, if such an enmity did exist, it was clearly not inimical to Gallus’ political
fortunes under Tiberius (and those of his descendants), at least until Gallus’ fall late in
Tiberius’ reign (Bosworth 1977: 173-4, passim). If the claims of Tiberius’ long-
standing enmity of Gallus are anachronistic to the situation in A.D. 14, then it is

possible that they are derived from later rumours, which must have circulated in the

*% The limitations of such designations have been argued persuasively by Levick (1975a: 29-

38).
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period just after Gallus’ long period of house arrest and death, which in turn entered

the literary record of Tiberius’ reign.”>*

3.1 T4 te oTQOTEVMATA, ... VAETOMEL: ‘Decause he was ever wary of the armies,
especially the Pannonian and German legions.” The idea that there was reason to be
suspicious of potential unrest was flagged at 56.31.1, where Dio believed that Livia
withheld the information of Augustus’ death in fear that there might occur some sort
of revolution (¢oPnOetoo py [...] vewtepLo01) tv). Historically, Tiberius’ suspicion
of the armies in Pannonia appears to have been well founded, and would have pre-
dated the death of Augustus. Tiberius had just arrived in Pannonia®> when he was
diverted back to Nola upon hearing of Augustus’ declining condition (56.31.1; cf.
Vell. Pat. 2.123.1; Suet. Aug. 97.3; Tac. Ann. 1.5.3). The nature of Tiberius’ mission
is not known, but it is possible that it was connected with discontent among the
soldiery over their prospective settlement plans after de-mobilisation (Mdscy 1974:

39-40).

tov LCeouavizov ... €dedier: ‘he stood in fear of Germanicus, who was in command
over Germania and was well-liked by the soldiers’. tfig T0te ['epuaviag doyovra is
surely not to be understood as ‘governor of Germania’ (Cary, Loeb trans.). Had he
wanted to do that, he would have almost certainly have written tOv Tf|]g TOTE

Teopaviog doyovra (cf. 55.28.6: Taiov Sevtiov Tod Tic Teguaviag doyovrtog). It

% Bosworth (1977: 186) proposes the histories of M. Servilius Nonianus as the possible

source from which Dio and Tacitus derived their portrayals of Gallus as an opponent of
Tiberius. Yet, as Bosworth himself maintains (wisely), any attempt at identification must
remain tenuous.

%55 Pannonia seems to be the Tiberius’ likely destination, but the sources are not explicit. The
Latin sources all use the general geographical distinction ‘Illyricum’. Dio describes Tiberius’
destination as Aelpotia, hear apparently used in the sense not of the newly formed province
of Dalmatia, but of the region of Illyricum, which comprised Pannonia and Dalmatia (Swan
2004: 305, cf. 235-6).
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seems to me clear that Dio is simply describing the general geographical location of
Germanicus’ command along the left bank of the Rhine. For Dio’s use of the word
I'eguavia to denote the territory on Gallic side of the Rhine (which would come to
form the provinces of Germania superior and Germania inferior) see Swan 2004:
253, 270; cf. Rich 1990: 142. Germanicus had been in overall command of the Rhine

legions from late A.D. 13 (Suet. Calig. 8.3).356

That Tiberius feared Germanicus is a common feature to the accounts of Dio, Tacitus
(Ann. 1.7.6; cf. Goodyear 1972: 140-1), and Suetonius (7ib. 25). Whatever its
historical basis, it is likely that it entered the historical tradition early, and it may have
first gained currency among the partisans of the elder Agrippina. In Dio, Germanicus
appears as Tiberius’ (unwitting) rival and object of Tiberius’ fears: see 57.4.1; 57.6.2-

5;57.18.6-9; 57.19.1.

3.2 Tovg pev ya év i) Trohig dvras ... mooxaréhafev: ‘For he had earlier taken
control of those [soldiers?] in Italy by means of the oaths instituted by Augustus.’ It is
not clear as to whether Tovg Ovtag refers specifically to those soldiers stationed in
Italy, or to the population of Italy in general. Comparison with Tacitus (Ann. 1.7.2)
suggests the latter: Sex. Pompeius et Sex. Appuleius consules primi in uerba Tiberii
Caesaris iurauere apudque eos Seius Strabo et C. Turranius, ille praetoriarum
cohortium praefectus, hic annonae; mox senatus milesque et populus. Note, however,
the different emphasis of Tacitus and Dio. For Tacitus, the oaths are made without
prompting from Tiberius, indicating his existing position within the state and the

sycophancy of the Senate; for Dio, Tiberius is the instigator of the oaths, and he

% Dio’s silence on this point is due to the lacuna in M.
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employs the oaths in order to secure his position. Toig 00%015 VO TOD AVyoaTOV
noroderyBeion: ‘the oaths instituted by Augustus’. Presumably Dio is referring to the
oaths sworn by the whole of Italy in 32 B.C. in the lead up to the war against Antony
(RGDA 25; cf. Timpe 1962: 38-9; Brunt and Moore 1973: 67-8; Cooley 2009: 215-
16; Kearsley 2013). It is possible, at least in the context of Dio’s narrative, that V70
To0 AVYyovoTov functions as a cross reference to his earlier narrative where the oath
of 32 is described (50.6.6), yet if this were so, we might expect Dio to have written
something more explicit: e.g. Tolg 0pxolg Tolg Vo Tob Avyovotov. Campbell
(1984: 27) suggests that that Dio might have had another, specifically military oath in
mind that Augustus had administered (cf. RGDA 3). If the oaths of A.D. 14 were the
similar to those of 32 B.C., we may assume that there were separate oaths for the

civilian population and military forces stationed in Italy (Campbell 1984: 26-7).

The content of the oaths taken in Italy in A.D. 14 is not known. Moreover, it cannot
be known whether the oaths in Italy (and elsewhere in the empire) were made
spontaneously upon hearing of the death of Augustus (i.e. on an ad hoc basis) > or if
news of the emperor’s death was accompanied by instructions from Tiberius

requesting an oath conforming to a specific formula.*®

The extant oath from Cyprus
may offer some clues, in so far as it combines both local elements (e.g. invocation of

local deities) and what may be termed standard imperial elements: such as professions

of loyalty to Tiberius and his house; and formulaic vows to obey the emperor ‘on land

37 Thus Millar (1963: 328): ‘The oath of A.D. 14, one may suspect, an ad hoc formula
devised in self protection by the occupants of the most prominent, and exposed, positions in
the state.’

% Such a method may have precedent. Kearsley 2013: 832-3, suggests that the oath of
allegiance of 32 B.C. was orchestrated by sending the particular formula to the legions in
sealed letters (sc. App. BC 5.131[544]), which were to be opened at a specific time.
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and sea’ (xatd te YNV nol xota Odhattav). For the text of the Cypriot oath, see

Mitford 1960 = SEG 18 (1962) no. 578.

0wwtevmv omOi): Dio’s explanation here of Tiberius’ motives has been generally
regarded as weak (e.g. Syme 1958: 689; Levick 1976: 71). Certainly, from a strictly
historical perspective, these criticisms of Dio are sound. However, in the context of
Dio’s developing portrayal of Tiberius and his understanding of psychology, they
have some merit. Dio’s Tiberius is first and foremost a safe politician. This aspect of
his portrayal begins long before Book 57. It was out of his fear of Gaius and Lucius
Caesar’s anger that Tiberius sought safety in the guise of a private citizen during his
retirement to Rhodes (55.9.5-6).%*° For this aspect of Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius, see

Chapter 2: Dio on Tiberius (above).

apQmotely mpooemoteito: Feigning illness was a characteristic of Theophrastus’
‘Ironic Man’ (Char. 1.4), and as we have already seen with Dio’s account of Tiberius’
recusatio (57.2.4), is a motif in Dio’s/Xiphilinus’ portrayal of Tiberius (cf. 58.4.9), as

it was for Suetonius (7ib. 25.3).

57.3.3-5: The Causes of Tiberius’ Delay. As noted long ago by Schwartz (RE 3 col.
1715 = Cassius 40; cf. Jaeger 1910: 20-1), the content of 57.3.3-4 is almost identical
to Tac. Ann. 1.7. Both Dio and Tacitus provide a list of causes for Tiberius’ behaviour
at the outset of his reign, and we must deduce either Dio’s use of Tacitus or a

common source. Yet, even if we suspect Dio lifted the basic form of his analysis from

359 - .. . . o, . . . .
Dio’s original narrative of Tiberius’ retirement to Rhodes is lost: the reconstruction is a

confection of Xiphilinus, Zonaras, and the EVV. For the reconstruction of the passage see
Boissevain 2.487-489.
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his source, Dio’s comments here bear his individual authorial stamp. Dio’s remarks,
unlike Tacitus’, are presented as a first person interjection (his first of Book 57),
culminating in a clarification of his position (57.3.5). Dio’s interaction with his
material shows himself to be very much in the persona of the critical historian,
reporting a range of views, while delivering his own judgement. We might also detect
something of Dio’s intellectual debt to Thucydides in these passages. The notion of
several coexisting causes (although with some being more important than others) is

found throughout Thucydides (most notably 1.23.5-6, but also 1.11.1,6.15.2, etc.).

3.3 oM nev yae zovea ot ‘For I have even heard that...” It is possible that Dio
is commenting on the fact that these reports were still being discussed in his own day.
The idea that the actions and behaviour of earlier emperors was the topic of debate
among Dio’s (senatorial?) peers in the early third century is an appealing one. Yet it
seems equally plausible that Dio’ choice of verb (f)jxovoa) is referring to those
reports he found written in his literary sources, rather than oral hearsay, given the
aural experience of reading in the Roman world. That verbs of hearing could

introduce evidence drawn from reading or from the interrogation of witnesses, see

Polyb. 12.27.3 (cf. Walbank HCP 2.409; Marincola 1997: 72).

emeld) 1 Awovia ... éAéyero: ‘Since Livia was said to have secured the empire for
him contrary to Augustus’ wishes’. For the repetition of this idea, see note below
57.12.3 (nal tov Tiégrov avtn [sc. Livia] avtorgdtoga memomuévor Eleye).
However, it is important to note that Dio does not specifically endorse or refute the
authenticity of these claims at this point. Indeed, it is difficult to appreciate the degree

to which Dio believed Livia was responsible for Tiberius’ adoption: the only evidence
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comes from a confused passage of Zonaras (55.13.1a-2 = Zonar. 10.36 [Dindorf II p.
449]), where Zonaras notes that Augustus’ decision to adopt Tiberius was made in
part due ‘to circumstances’ and in part because ‘Julia’ (surely an error) persuaded
Augustus (cf. Swan 2004: 141). That Livia stage-managed Tiberius’ adoption and
accession seems to have entered the anti-Tiberian tradition early on, and it is found in
Tacitus (Ann. 1.7.7; 4.57.3), Pliny (Pan. 7.4), and elsewhere. Similar rumours
underpin Dio’s portrayal of the younger Agrippina (61.7.3; cf. 62(61).13.2 [Xiph.];
62(61).14.1 [Xiph.]), who Dio says reminded Nero that it was she who made him

emperor (“€y® o€ ATORQATOQA ATEDELE”).

avti) fy0eto: Tiberius’ alleged hatred of Livia is a prominent feature of Suetonius’
account (Suet. Tib. 50.2-51.1-2), but here it appears as little more than a parenthetical
comment. The theme of discordant relationships between imperial mothers and their
sons was something that Dio would play with elsewhere in the Roman History: Julia
Domna is described as having hated her son Caracalla (79(78).23.1; 79(78).24.1), and
Nero’s plans to destroy his mother Agrippina is one of the great set-pieces of the

history (62(61).11.2-13.5 [Xiph., Zonar., EVV]).

alha oed Thg POVAts ... eiMdévar: ‘but wanted to make it appear that he was
compelled to accept it by the Senate, on account of excelling them in virtue.” Cf. Tac.
Ann. 1.7.7: dabat et famae ut uocatus electusque potius a re publica uideretur quam
per uxorium ambitum et senili adoptione inrepsisse. However, in the case of Tiberius
there is an additional twist in Dio’s account (with plays on the theme of Tiberius’

dissimulation), in so far as Tiberius seemingly believes himself to be the best man and
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wants to be offered the position by the Senate, but refuses it when the Senate offer it

to him.

The idea that the princeps owed his position to the consensus of the senate,
acknowledging him to be the optimus uir, is an idea central to several important
modern attempts to understand the ideological foundations of the Principate (cf.
Wirszubski 1950: 153-4; Ando 2000: 146-8; Lobur 2008: 12-36). Dio himself appears
to have subscribed to the ideal that an emperor should be chosen on account of his
personal qualities or virtues (cf. 69.20.1-5 [Xiph.], with Davenport and Mallan 2014:
640-50). However, Dio had enough historical insight and ingrained cynicism to
realise that such a system, which ensured the succession of the best man, never
existed beyond the confines of abstract political theory. The imperial succession, as
he knew well, depended almost entirely on dynastic considerations, personal
favouritism, or the possession of military might and wealth. Displays of senatorial
consensus were all about constitutional appearances, rather than realities of power
under the Principate. Dio’s experiences as a participant in similar shows of unanimous
senatorial support for such unworthy candidates as Didius Julianus, Macrinus, and

Elagabalus, would only have confirmed this view.

3.4 Tovg avOEMTOVS 0PV ... £YEVETO: ‘seeing that other men were hostile towards
himself, he began to delay and prevaricate, so that they might not launch their
revolutionary designs in the hope that he might voluntarily abandon the command,
until such a time as he established his mastery throughout the whole empire’. Tac.
Ann. 1.7.7: postea cognitum est ad introspiciendas etiam proceram uoluntates

inductam dubitationem: nam uerba uultus in crimen detorquens recondebat. Again
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some contact with the Tacitean tradition is discernible, but the nature of the
connection is unclear (cf. Goodyear 1972: 142). The identities of these hostile men

known to Dio’s source cannot be recovered.

3.5 ov puévron zai ... otgatiwT®dv: ‘Of course, I do not record these things being so
much the causes of the delay, as that was due more to the combination of his
customary habit of thought and the disorder among the soldiery.” aitia Tijg
olaymyils Tavne: ‘the causes of his delay’. dwywyn, an unusual word in Dio
(appearing at 48.5.1, 48.51.2; 73(72).23.4 [Xiph.]) and only here in the sense of

‘delay’ (cf. LSS s.v. duoywyn I1.3). émrfdevory: ‘habit’ cf. 57.1.4.

Dio concludes his discussion of causes with a final first person statement, this time in
the present tense. The voice is unmistakably Dio’s and there are direct parallels

elsewhere in the history, e.g. 38.15.5; 49.4 4, etc.

TOV puév yae Ayeinmov ... anéxrewve: ‘For he had Agrippa murdered forthwith,
having sent someone from Nola’. The murder of Agrippa Postumus, the son of
Augustus’ daughter Julia and M. Vipsanius Agrippa, has been a topic congenial to
historians and would-be conspiracy theorists alike. To argue whether Dio was right or
wrong in his belief that Tiberius was responsible for Agrippa’s murder would be
quixotic, and will not be attempted here. For a range of views and studies, see Allen

1947; Lewis 1970; Bellemore 2000.

Dio’s account of the ‘first crime of the new Principate’ is a model of clarity in

comparison to Tacitus’ convoluted, and much studied account (Ann. 1.6, for the
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analysis of which see Woodman 1995). Dio reduces Agrippa’s assassination to the
essentials: Tiberius immediately (mopoxQTjua) sends an assassin to eliminate a
potential rival. The speed with which he acts further highlights his delay in accepting
the Principate. There is thus a narrowness of focus in Dio’s account, designed to
illustrate Tiberius’ modus operandi (hence there is no doubt that Tiberius had Agrippa
murdered). The identities of participants, aside from Tiberius and Agrippa, are not
revealed. If we wonder why there is no mention of Sallustius Crispus, a figure so
prominent in the Tacitean version, the answer is surely because Dio had no need to
introduce him (he is not mentioned anywhere in the Roman History). Moreover, Dio
draws attention to the swiftness of Tiberius’ actions. Just as with his decision to send
letters to the armies and the provinces, so Tiberius sends his assassin to kill Agrippa,
while at still at Nola (cf. 57.2.1), emphasizing the contrast with his delay in accepting

the Principate.

Aoyomoteiv: ‘to invent stories’. As implied by Lewis’ reading of Dio (Lewis 1970:

167) hoyomolelv is here used with the sense of inventing stories, contrary to fact,

rather than simply writing stories.

II1. DIO ON THE PANNONIAN AND GERMAN MUTINIES

Dio’s narrative of the mutinies of A.D. 14 is clearly defined by its structural
artificiality. As in Tacitus’ narratives of the mutinies of the Roman armies in

Pannonia and on the Rhine, Dio organises his account with the intention of presenting
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a clear narrative symmetry between the two mutinies.’®” This is demonstrated in the

table below.
Pannonia Germania
Soldiers come together (ovvelOOvteg) | The soldiers, having been gathered

and revolt upon hearing news of

Augustus’ death. (57.4.1)

together (1)0potopévol), revolt. (57.5.1)

Threat to the life of Junius Blaesus and

his slaves. (57.4.2)

Threat to the life of Germanicus (57.5.2)

Revolt  temporarily  suppressed by

Blaesus. (57.4.3)

Revolt  temporarily  suppressed by

Germanicus. (57.5.3)

Arrival of troops from Rome. (57.4 .4)

Arrival of delegation from Rome.

(57.54)

Revolt flares up again and members of

Drusus’ party are threatened. (57.4.4)

Revolt flares up again, and members of
the delegation are threatened, Agrippina

and Gaius are seized. (57.5.5-6).

Lunar eclipse and the great storm.

(57.44-5)

‘Passage of time’ (57.5.7)

Boldest men (BpoaoUtatol) executed by

either Drusus or his followers. (57.4.6)

Boldest men (BpoaoUtatol) executed by

the soldiers. (57.5.7)

Soldiers have a change of heart and turn
over the ringleaders for punishment.

(574.5)

Soldiers try and condemn ringleaders.

(57.5.7)

3 For an illustration of this (same) pattern

Woodman 2006: 305-7; cf. Ross 1973: 211.

as it appears in the Tacitean narrative, see
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Dio’s decision to follow, or better replicate, this artificial structure is highly
suggestive of a common source tradition behind the accounts of the mutinies found in

361 The differences between the versions of the two consular

Dio and Tacitus.
historians, which have perhaps been over-emphasised by those who see Dio and
Tacitus as following different traditions, may be the result of authorial invention or
the insertion of material from a supplementary source. Although the character of this
putative common source is irretrievable, it seems at least likely that it was closer in
length to Tacitus’ version than to Dio’s, given the additional details found in Tacitus.
Hence, we may assume that Dio compressed his source into two chapters (57.4-6.1).
A third chapter (57.6.2-6) dealing with Tiberius’ (mis)understanding of Germanicus’
motivations is likely to be predominantly Dio’s own analysis, and serves to connect

the narrative of the mutinies with his overarching discussion of Tiberius’ nature and

its bearing on his political modus operandi at the time of his accession.

Dio’s compression and reworking of the mutiny narratives was justified on historical
and narrative grounds. Like Dio’s accounts of the meetings of the senate, his account
of the mutinies is stripped largely of dramatic elaboration. By avoiding the sort of
prolixity that characterises Tacitus’ account, Dio is able to contain the revolt
narratives inside the broader narrative arc of Tiberius’ refusal of the Principate.362
Moreover, there was little need for Dio to develop his narrative of the mutinies into

great set-pieces as Tacitus did in Book 1 of the Annals. Dio had already portrayed at

! As always, the source question is problematic and divisive. I am convinced by the

arguments, which maintain a source connection between Tacitus and Dio, on account of the
similarities of specific details and adherence to the same parallel structure of not just the
Rhine mutiny, but of the two mutinies (cf. Malloch 2004: passim; Pelling 1993: 66 n. 15). For
the opposite view, see Hurley 1989: passim; Marsh 1931: 267-71.

32 Tacitus, of course, divorces the mutinies from his narrative of the accession by the sharp
division between internal affairs and external affairs at Ann. 1.16.1.
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least one set-piece mutiny narrative, replete with a rousing speech, in his narrative of
Caesar’s suppression the mutiny at Placentia,’® and it is unlikely that he would have
felt the need to present another at this point.*** Yet compression does not preclude
artistry, and the brevity of Dio’s accounts of the mutinies emphasises the points of
symmetry between his portrayals of the two narratives, and draws out effectively
some of the greater political and narrative themes of both Book 57 and the Roman

History.

The parallelism and symmetry of Dio’s two narratives, as indicated in the above table,
emphasise the few points of asymmetry, which in turn prompts the reader to consider
the differences between the two mutinies. For example, the soldiers in Pannonia
planned to appoint a new emperor only if their demands were not met by Tiberius, but
in Germania, Germanicus is proclaimed emperor by the troops because they
recognised him to be capax imperii. In both narratives the ultimate quelling of the
mutiny is brought about by the soldiers themselves. In the case of the Pannonian
legions this change was brought about by a multiplicity of external forces — the lunar
eclipse, the ‘great storm’, the execution of the ‘boldest spirits’ — whereas the Rhine
mutiny collapses due to the failure of the troops to achieve their aims after an
indeterminate period of time (xQOvV@ 8 0VV TOTE %O TOTE, (Og OVOLV EMEQUUVOV,

Novyaoov).

3 For Dio’s narrative of the revolt at Placentia, see Fulkerson 2013: 175-6; cf. van

Stekelenburg 1976: 53-7.

** From the traces of direct speech preserved by Zonaras (Zonar. 9.10 [Dindorf 2. 279-801]), it
is likely that Dio included a speech in his narrative of Scipio Africanus’ suppression of the
mutiny at New Carthage in 206 B.C.: for discussion, see Simons 2009: 217-18; Fulkerson
2013: 169-74.
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The process of compression was certainly one of the reasons why Dio omits the
identities of all but the most important players. Hence in his accounts of the mutinies,
Dio identifies only Tiberius, Germanicus, Drusus, Gaius Caligula, Agrippina, and the
Pannonian commander Junius Blaesus by name. Yet with the exception of
Germanicus, and to a lesser extent Tiberius, these named characters receive little by
way of characterisation. Conversely, while Dio does not identify any of the mutineers
by name, it is arguably the army as a collective group that receives the greatest degree

of direct characterisation through the narratives of the revolt.

Dio’s view of the army throughout the Roman History is remarkably consistent, and
generally pejorative (cf. De Blois 1997a: 2667; Ash 1999: 21; Kuhn-Chen 2002: 167-
8). In the narratives of the Pannonian and Rhine mutinies, the army is portrayed as
greedy, but also dangerously changeable. In both narratives the soldiers vacillate
between order and disorder and are resistant to moderate coercion.  This
characterisation is developed in typical Dionian fashion through the soldiers’
interactions with members of the senatorial elite and imperial family, and by their
reactions to external forces, be they acts of men (e.g. Drusus, Germanicus) or natural

phenomena (e.g. the eclipse, the great storm).

The comparison with Tacitus’ account of the mutineers’ demands reveals how Dio
could rework what was essentially the same data. Tacitus, like Dio, saw the revolt as
springing ultimately from the soldiers’ greed (Ann. 1.16.1-2). However, Tacitus then
re-focalises his narrative through the character of Percennius, one of the ringleaders of
the mutiny, whom he gives a speech (in oratio obliqua), which provides a description

of the soldiers’ miserable living conditions. The result is a juxtaposition of ideas: the
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moralizing judgement of the historian opposed to the persuasive argument of the
mutineer. The character of the speaker may be unsympathetic (cf. Ann. 1.16.3), but
his speech is nevertheless persuasive, both within the context of the narrative and
even for the reader. Percennius’ eloquence and the emotive description of the
wretched and withered veterans (Ann. 1.18.1), by providing additional context for the
mutiny, forces the reader to wonder if perhaps the soldiers have a legitimate cause for
complaint. In the case of Dio, by removing individual personalities and indeed
context from his presentation of the narrative, the soldiers’ actions appear less as a
reaction to a specific set of circumstances than as an example of characteristic
behaviour brought about by the death of an emperor. Hence, by embedding the
narrative of the mutinies in the context of Tiberius’ delay in accepting the Principate,
Dio was able to explore one of the arcana imperii, namely the very real potential for
the military to make and dispose emperors. That Dio should choose to explore this in
the narrative of the first post-Augustan emperor establishes what would become a
familiar pattern in imperial history. To this end, Dio furnishes the soldiers with a set
of generalised motivations which will recur elsewhere in his imperial narrative, in
particular the motivation to promote a contender for the throne who would best serve

their own avaricious desires.>®

On a deeper level, Dio constructs his narrative not only around parallels, but by
introducing a series of binary relationships. Some of these are minor, yet important
for the purposes of characterisation. The soldiers’ treatment of Blaesus, Drusus, and
Germanicus and his family functions as a way of emphasising the extreme

disobedience of the soldiery, and with the exception of Germanicus, does little to

% See examples listed at 57.4.3 (sc. i} a0TOV ExdpoPrioavTeg ij #ai GALp TIVi TO %QETOC

OOVTEQ).
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develop the characterisation of these named individuals. Given the attention Dio gives
to the characterisation of Germanicus, we would expect to find a Drusus-Germanicus
binary, but curiously this one is barely noticeable in Dio’s account, especially in
contrast with the narratives of Tacitus and even Velleius.*®

Most important of all, Dio’s profile of Germanicus feeds into a Tiberius-
Germanicus binary. This binary serves to develop the characterisation of both
Germanicus and Tiberius in several interesting ways. Superficial similarities of
circumstances are used to draw out differences of motivation. Both Tiberius and his
nephew are offered the Principate, one by the senate, the other by the army, and both
make a show of refusing it. In the case of Tiberius, his decision was made on the
grounds of personal safety, whereas for Germanicus it is implied that he refused it for
less selfish reasons. Dio does not use this necessarily as a point of criticism of
Tiberius, but rather as a part of his more general exploration of motivation.
Germanicus’ refusal becomes paradigmatic for other potential imperial contenders
who found themselves proclaimed emperor by the military. If this reading is correct,
then we may see Dio establishing Germanicus as a positive exemplum, like Verginius
Rufus, of an individual who refused the acclamation of his soldiers to become
emperor. Tiberius too emerges as a paradigmatic figure. The resulting image is not as
unambiguously positive as Germanicus, but Dio is nevertheless able to use the
narratives of the mutiny to reinforce his image of Tiberius as a ‘safe emperor’, while

also critiquing the effectiveness of Tiberius’ policy of dissimulation.

% Ross (1973: 211) speaking of the Tacitus’ account: ‘Obviously the two accounts are

paratactic, and obviously the central focus for the contrast will be the figures of the two ‘sons’
of Tiberius.’
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4.1 TovToV pEv ... £dofeiro: ‘So this man [sc. Agrippa Postumus] he removed at
once, but he still remained in great fear of Germanicus’. Again Dio emphasises
Tiberius’ (great) fear of Germanicus (tov 0¢ 01 [epuavinov dewvde épopfeito),
establishing it as one of the central themes of his portrayal of Tiberius in Book 57 (cf.
573.1, 57.6.2, 57.13.6; 57.19.1 [Xiph.]). The pairing with Agrippa Postumus
indicates that Dio saw Germanicus and Postumus as potential rivals to the Principate,
and his focus is directed to how Tiberius attempted to neutralize the potential threat
posed by these two grandsons of Augustus. However, the sentence functions
somewhat awkwardly as a segue into his narrative of the legionary mutiny in
Pannonia, and serves more to anticipate the mutiny in Lower Germany and the role of

Germanicus in the ensuing narrative (57.5-6).

oi ¢v i} [Tavvovig otgoti@ton: It is known from Tacitus (Ann. 1.23.6; 1.30.4) that
the three legions stationed in the then newly-formed province of Pannonia and which
participated in the mutiny were the VIII Augusta, IX Hispana, and XV Apollinaris.
That Dio should choose not to identify these legions is hardly surprising. With the
exception of his register of the legions at 55.23-25, Dio rarely identifies individual
legions, preferring instead to identify them by their geographical location. Hence,
above (57.3.1) Dio speaks of the ‘Pannonian and German <legions>’ (ta [Tavvovixa
nai T Teopavind).*®” We may suspect that such a decision was one as much of ease
of composition as it was of style. Where Dio does provide his list of legions, his aim
is to describe their deployment in the early third century, perhaps with a view to
providing details of the greatest utility for his immediate readership (cf. Swan 2004:

159), much in the same way as Ptolemy’s descriptions of legionary deployment in his

367 Cf. 80(79).4.6 where Dio calls the legio II Parthica, the ‘Alban legion’.
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Geography, or Appian’s proposed summary of the military forces which was to
conclude his history (App. Praef. 15[61]), supplied such a need for the second
century. For Dio’s register of the legions see Swan 2004: 158-68. For a survey of the
recent scholarship on the three legions involved in the Pannonian mutiny, see Wilkes

2002: 532-3.

gneld) Tayota ... jodovro: ‘revolted just as soon as they had heard of the death of
Augustus’. We may detect a current of subtle irony in Dio’s narrative. According to
Dio (56.31.1), Livia had suppressed knowledge of Augustus’ death until Tiberius
could be on the spot, lest some uprising occur. Tiberius accordingly sent letters to the
provinces to tell them of Augustus’ demise and to secure his position. However, the
reading of the letter results in the opposite reaction to the one hoped for by the sender.

For this fopos, see Rosenmeyer 2001: 143.

ovvelBOvTeg €g €V Telyos: ‘Gathered together in the one camp’. Dio’s choice of verb
(ouvehBOVTEG) suggests that the soldiers came together on their own accord. Dio is
likely drawing a contrast with his description of the legions Lower Germany, who had
been ‘gathered together on account of the war’ (10 TOV mOLepov NOooLouévol) (see
below 57.5.1). According to Tacitus, the three Pannonian legions had been quartered
together for the duration of the summer of A.D. 14 (Tac. Ann. 1.16.2). The two
accounts are not of course mutually exclusive, but if Tacitus is right, then it does
indicate a degree of deliberate vagueness on Dio’s part. However, we should perhaps
question our assumption that Tacitus (or his source) got this right in the first place.
The massed summer camps (aestiuae) only seem to have been used if there was a

campaign, and there is no evidence of a campaign in Pannonia in 13/14. Moreover, if
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we think of Pannonia in the context of A.D. 14 — a province newly established and
just recovering from the Great Revolt — it is hard to see the value in massing all of the
legions in one place for the summer. Hence, it is possible that Dio is correct in his

description of the soldiers coming together.

Be this as it may, as discussed above, the site where the three Pannonian legions
revolted is unknown, and it is a detail that appears to have disappeared (if it was ever
known) from the historiographical tradition at an early date. It is likely that the reason
for this is because the site of the camp never became an identifiable location. Tacitus
indicates that following the suppression of the revolt the camp was regarded as
polluted by the soldiers and was subsequently abandoned (Ann. 1.30.3). Moreover, it
is likely that the location of the camp will continue to elude precise identification, as
summer camps, unlike the soldiers’ more permanent winter quarters, were largely
made up of temporary wigwam-like structures, and would not have left a trace in the

archaeological record (cf. Hanel 2007: 407-10).

The point that interested Dio was the coming together (ovvelOOvteg) of the
Pannonian armies and the effect of this on military discipline. The concentration of
troops in one location was, according to Dio, a catalyst for mutinous behaviour. Dio
was not the first to draw such a conclusion: the idea is implicit in Xenophon (Anab.
5.7.3) who makes a point of ensuring that his potentially disgruntled soldiers did not
band together on their own initiative when faced with a potentially mutinous situation.
Indeed, the idea seems to have been picked up by later Roman military thinkers, and it
appears again in Vegetius’ handbook on military science (Veg. Epit. 3.4.1). Yet it is

an idea that informed Dio’s understanding of historical motivation and causation.
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During his narrative of the Pannonian Revolt, Dio reports that Tiberius broke up his
army into separate divisions, fearing that they would revolt if they stayed together
(56.12.2). Towards the end of his work, Dio reports an outbreak of disorder over
Macrinus’ partial repeal of Caracalla’s plan to increase legionary pay. This disorder,
in Dio’s view, was being brought about by the fact that the news was announced
when the troops were concentrated in their summer army camps (79(78).29.1-2). Cf.

49.13.1 (the revolt of Octavian’s soldiers in Sicily).

42 14 te yaQ drha ... emeyeipnoav: ‘For amongst their various acts, they even
intended to kill their commander, Junius Blaesus’. Compare Dio’s description of the
death of the equestrian governor of Mesopotamia, Flavius Heracleo, following a
mutiny during the reign of Alexander Severus (80.4.2): toAufjoon tovg €v T
Meoomotapig Tov deyovia opdv Prdoviov Hoaxhéwva dmoxtelvor. In both
instances Dio characterizes soldiers according to the manner in which they treated
their commanders. Here Blaesus’ sole role in the narrative is as the victim of the
soldiers’ actions. Dio has no interest in offering a critique of Blaesus’ command as is

found in Tacitus’ account of the revolt.>%®

Tovviov Bhaicov: Q. Iunius Blaesus (PIR* 1 738; cf. Syme 1986: 302-4 with Table
XXIII; Birley 2007: 124-5). Blaesus, consul suffectus in A.D. 10 (EJ* Fasti p. 40).
The date he took up his command in Pannonia (as legatus Augusti pro praetore), is
unknown but was likely to have been before 14 (cf. Marsh 1926: 239). Blaesus was

also the maternal uncle of Sejanus, however Dio, unlike Tacitus, leaves Blaesus’

3% Tacitus (Ann. 1.16.3) apportions at least some of the responsibility of the outbreak of the

mutiny to Blaesus’ decision to allow the soldiers rest from their usual duties upon hearing the
news of Augustus’ death.
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familial connections unrecorded, at least in the extant portions of Book 57. Indeed,
Blaesus appears only here in the extant portions of the Roman History, although it
seems likely that Dio would have included the honours granted to him following his
military actions against the North African rebel leader Tacfarinas in A.D. 22 while

proconsul of Africa (cf. Vell. Pat. 2.125.5; Tac. Ann. 3.74).

ToUg TE dovhovg avTov ovrhafovres éfacavieav: ‘arrested and tortured his
slaves’. Blaesus was believed to have had a group of gladiators amongst his slaves
whom he employed to brutalise the soldiers under his command. Tacitus records this
event as occurring after the mutiny was revived by the arrival of a detachment from
Nauportus. In Tacitus’ account (Ann. 1.22-3), Blaesus’ slaves were arrested following
the spurious accusation made by one of the mutineers that his ‘brother’ had been
murdered by Blaesus’ gladiators. However, beyond recording the arrest and torture of
the slaves, Dio has nothing to say about the event. Dio’s sole concern is for showing
how soldiers’ actions were broadly illustrative of their insolent behaviour, rather than

documenting the specific details of their crimes.

6 T€ gupmay ... nEiovv: ‘In general they wanted their military service not to exceed
sixteen years and to receive a drachma every day, and they were expecting to receive
these prizes then and there in the camp.” Under the year 13 B.C., Dio records
Augustus capping the length of service at sixteen years (54.25.6), but this policy fell
into abeyance in the intervening period and it was increased in A.D. 5 to twenty years

369

for soldiers not in the Praetorian Guard (55.23.1).” For these changes, see Keppie

* For a point of comparison, the standard period of service for an enlisted man in the British

Army for the period 1815-1847, was twenty-one years. From 1847, the period was reduced to

153



1984: 147-8; Keppie 2000: 52-3; cf. Smith 1958: 70-4. In practice, military service
was often longer: a group of military diplomas pertaining to soldiers from legio VII,
found in Narona (mod. Croatia) from c. A.D. 14, indicates that some soldiers served
in excess of 25 years (Keppie 2000: 54-5; Keppie 2003: 36-7). doayyunv: For Dio’s
equation of one drachma with one denarius, see Swan 2004: 382-3. Dio’s report of
the soldiers’ demands may be corroborated with Tacitus’ parallel account (Ann.
1.17.5). Ultimately, there was no increase in the pay of a standard legionary soldier,
which was unchanged in the period between Julius Caesar and Domitian at HS 900 (=
225 denarii/drachmas) per annum (Speidel 1992: 88). For discussion of the pay of
soldiers during the Principate, see Speidel 1992; Alston 1994; cf. Watson 1969: 89-

99; Herz 2007: 308-13.

In what is otherwise a highly abbreviated account of the mutiny, such details might
have been easily omitted — as indeed they were by Suetonius (7ib. 25.2; cf. Cal. 1.1)
and Velleius (2.125.2). The soldiers’ demands touched on two issues of particular
interest for Dio. That legionary service should be capped at a fixed number of years
was a topic Dio felt important enough to raise in the speech of Maecenas (52.27.2),
and it appears in his Augustan narrative (54.25.6, 55.23.1), and again in his account of
the mutiny of the German legions (below 57.5.3 and 57.6.5). Likewise, the issue of
legionary pay was a particularly sensitive one for Dio. Perhaps no single source
provides as much information on legionary pay and the granting of donatives during
the Principate as Dio. Moreover, Dio appears to have made a considerable effort to
record these details accurately (e.g. 67.3.5 [Zonar.]; 74(73).5.4 [Xiph.]; 74(73).8.3-4

[Xiph.]). Dio’s concern to report on these matters may be traced (as with so many

twelve years active service, and from 1870 a soldier was to serve six years active service and
six with the reserves. For brief summary of these figures, see Ensor 1937: 13.
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aspects of Dio’s political views) to his negative reaction to the political attitudes of
the Severan age, which saw a series of attempts to increase or control military
spending. The problems associated with this increase in military expenditure were
not, in Dio’s mind, simply fiscal. Rather, Dio believed that the increase in pay to the
military was the primary cause of the disintegration of military discipline following
the death of Septimius Severus (79(78).3.4; 80(80).4.1-2 [Xiph.]; cf. 75(74).2.3-4
[Xiph.]; 77(76).15.2 [Xiph.]). Dio’s comment that the soldiers wanted to receive their
awards ‘then and there in the camp’ (e0OVg avToD €v T® otpatomédw) feeds into
his generally pejorative characterisation of the nature of the army, as being naturally

given to rashness, greed, and ill-discipline (Kuhn-Chen 2002: 224-6).

10 1 £0vog amootioey xol £mi Ty Popnv éhdoewv: ‘to incite the province to
revolt and to march on Rome.” These details are unique to Dio’s account, and there is
no trace of such plans in Tacitus’ extensive narrative of the revolt with the exception
that the soldiers planned to profit from civil conflict (Ann. 1.16.1). Tacitus’ silence
does not preclude the veracity of Dio’s claim. Velleius (2.125.2) indicates that the
soldiers made threats to the senate and the emperor, and there is nothing implausible
in the soldiers’ threats as Dio records them. The great Pannonian revolt had only
recently been subdued, and it is easy to see how the threat of a further revolt might

have been used to gain political leverage at Rome.

4.3 ti] nevofoMy tijs agyils: ‘the change of government’. Dio’s is likely to be
thinking along the same lines as Tacitus (Ann. 1.16.1): nullis nouis causis nisi quod

mutatus princeps licentiam turbarum et ex ciuili bello spem praemiorum ostendebat.

In Dio’s political world-view, change (uetafoAr) always represented the potential
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for conflict and disorder (cf. F 12.3°[ES]). Dio’s language at this point picks up the
language he uses at 56.45.2 to describe the political change Tiberius’ accession
brought to the Augustan system (Tnv petofolnyv Tig rataotdoews). That the
soldiers attempted to push through their demands upon the accession of a new

emperor would become a feature of the later Principate.

oo éme@opovuv: ‘as much as their hearts desired’. Here again we see Dio (with
economy of expression) grafting onto the soldiers something of a standard
psychological profile of being naturally inclined to greed. Note Dio’s use of the same
phraseology (sc. 6oa émefUpovv) to describe the reasons behind the soldiers’ mutiny

at Placentia (41.26.1).

1] QUTOV ExPofoavieg 1] xol dAL Tvi TO ®aTOog dOVTES: “either by frightening
him or even by giving the power to another.” Again, Dio is perhaps looking ahead to
the later Principate, where the army made and deposed emperors according to whether
they acceded to their demands. This is the rationale Dio gives to the soldiers who
aspired to make Verginius Rufus (63.24 [Xiph]), then Vitellius emperor in A.D. 68-69
(63(64).4.1-2 [Xiph.]), and is at the heart of his accounts of the fall of Pertinax
(74(73).8.1 [Xiph.]) and Macrinus (79(78).28.1). Note also Dio’s comment at
46.46.6-7 concerning the attempt of the troops to frighten Septimius Severus into
giving them a donative, with Millar’s note (1964: 209). This is not to suggest that his
comments are anachronistic to the context of A.D. 14, per se. Velleius comments that
the soldiers in Pannonia and Germany aimed to revolutionize the state (2.125.1):
nouum ducem, nouum statum, nouam quaerebant rem publicam. But Velleius’

statement is perhaps too rhetorically stylized to be taken literally, and the extent to
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which the Pannonian mutiny had a political dimension is a matter of some debate (cf.

Wilkes 1963; Woodman 1977: 228-9).

4.4 Toh AQovGov oLV Toig 00QUVPOPOLS EmerBOVTOGS: The composition of these two
Praetorian cohorts is provided by Tacitus (Ann. 1.24). When these troops were
dispatched from Rome has been the subject of controversy, hinging on a reading of
Tacitus Ann. 1.14.3, which seems to indicate that Drusus was present at the meeting

of the Senate on 17 September.””

However, du Toit (1980b) has shown that it would
have been possible for Drusus to have attended the meeting of the Senate and arrived
at the Pannonian camp on (or before) 26 September (the day before the eclipse). The
striking feature in Dio’s report of Drusus’ Praetorian entourage is that he resists the
opportunity to report the presence of L. Aelius Sejanus. Dio must have known about
the presence of Sejanus in the group, but made the decision to delay his introduction
into the narrative. Indeed, Dio withholds Sejanus from his narrative until 57.19.5 (see
also note below at 57.14.9). Tacitus, we may suspect, introduced Sejanus at this point
so as to signal his importance for the narrative to come, although he does not make his
formal introduction until the beginning of Annales 4. Dio holds Sejanus back until

just after the death of Germanicus as a way of demarcating the ‘good’ phase of

Tiberius’ rule, from the ‘bad’ phase.

Ti|g 0¢ 1) oervnc éxhmolong EvOuun0évres ammquprivOnoov: ‘But, in fact,
after an eclipse of the moon, the men pondered its significance and their keenness was

dulled’. The eclipse may be dated securely to the early morning of 27 September

*7" The problem hinges on the interpretation of Tacitus’ expression praesensque erat (Ann.

1.14.3) Matthews (2010: 76) has argued that it need not mean that Drusus was present at the
meeting of the Senate on 17 September.
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(Schove 1984: 4-5). Dio’s description of the soldiers here recalls that of Thucydides
(7.50.4): 7| oehiyvn €xdelmer [...] xai oi ABnvaiol of te mhelovg Emoyelv Exéhevov
TOVG 0TQATNYOUS €vOUMoV otovpevol [...]. In Dio, as in Thucydides, the eclipse
resulted in a change of heart for the soldiers, although it is interesting that Dio seems
to have eschewed the temptation to employ a stronger verbal allusion to Thucydides.
Dio seems to have believed that those individuals or groups who possessed an
excitable nature were more prone to becoming influenced by eclipses and other
natural phenomena (64(65).11.1 [Xiph.]; cf. Zonar. 9.23 [= Dindorf 2.316-17]).
Hence, Dio (via Xiphilinus) remarks with apparent surprise that the soldiers under
Vitellius did not react to the onset of a sinister eclipse prior to the second battle of
Cremona (64(65).11.2 [Xiph.]). For the commonplace that the army was susceptible

to ‘irrational forces’, see Fulkerson 2013: 164.

TBéorov amooteibow: The dispatch of this second embassy is noted by Tacitus as
well (Ann. 1.29); however, it is typical of Dio’s treatment of the mutiny that the
identities of the ambassadors are not disclosed. Moreover, Dio presents the decision
to send the embassy as being one made entirely by the soldiers, and as a consequence

of their more subdued condition following the eclipse.

%AV TOUTQ YEUDVOS ueydrov yevouévou: ‘at this point a great storm broke out’.
Dio seemingly compresses what was, at least according to Tacitus (Ann. 1.30), a
series of storms and the onset of an early winter, into a single great storm. By doing
so, Dio gives the onset of the storm a portentous feel, the appropriate counterpart to

the lunar eclipse.
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4.5 ot te Bgacvrtator ... épOGenoayv: ‘the boldest of the solders (having been
summoned as though were for some other reason) were put to death either by Drusus
and in his own tent or by those who had accompanied him, some killed in one way
and some in another’. Ogaovtatou: ‘the boldest’, a description always used
pejoratively by Dio to describe the fomenters of civil or military discord. The
execution of the ‘boldest men’ (Opacitator), who, it may be added, were not
necessarily those responsible for the disturbance (see next note), appears to have been
for Dio the standard (and most effective) response for quelling a mutiny, as
exemplified by Caesar’s actions at Placentia (41.35.5), and elsewhere in Dio’s history
(e.g. Zonar. 9.10 [Dindorf 2.280]; 47.23.4; 57.5.7). Importantly, Dio is agnostic as to
whether it was Drusus or one of his companions who gave the order for the execution
of these men: what mattered was that the decision was made. Unlike Tacitus (Ann.
1.29) or Velleius (2.125.5), Dio does not use the execution of these bold spirits to
illustrate the severitas (or crudelitas) of Drusus, and thus does not develop his
characterisation of Drusus at this point. The rumour that soldiers were executed (and

buried) in Drusus’ tent is found in the Tacitean version.

%ot ol Aowwol ... €xdovvar: ‘The remainder settled down, with the result that they
even handed over for punishment some men on the grounds that they had been
actually responsible for the sedition’. A detail found only in Dio: Tacitus (Ann.
1.30.1) records only the execution of the mutinous soldiers ‘by the centurions or
soldiers of the praetorian cohorts’ (a centurionibus aut praetoriarum cohortium
militibus). ®ote »oi ... noi: The repetition of noi (used in both instances
adverbially) (cf. Denniston GP*324) serves to emphasise the soldiers’ almost total

volte face. Di0’s interest in the Pannonian mutiny is almost exclusively on what it
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revealed about the character of the army. Here, as in his description of the German
mutiny (see below 57.5.7), Dio draws attention to the fundamental capriciousness of
the army. Dio’s main point about the Pannonian mutiny was the swiftness of the army
to change its course in the face of external forces, whether it be the onset of a lunar

eclipse, or the execution of the ‘boldest’ of their number.

5.1 oi 08¢ &v i) Fepnaviq: Cf. 57.3.1 (above). As with the Pannonian legions, Dio
speaks generally of the armies in ‘Germania’, and makes no attempt to discern which
legions were involved. In A.D. 14 there were two German army groups stationed
along the Rhine, which comprised some eight legions (cf. Tac. Ann. 1.31): XXI
Rapax, V Alauda, 1 Germanica, XX Valeria Victrix, forming the lower army; I
Augusta, XIII Gemina, XIV Gemina, and XVI Gallica in upper army. According to
Tacitus, the revolt was confined to the armies in the lower army group, which was
based in the territory of the Ubii (near modern day Cologne). For discussion of the

site, see Wells 1972: 97, 134-6; Heinrichs 2010.

%ot wohlol O Tov moAepov 1Bgowsuévor: ‘both because many had been brought
together for the war’. For f0potouévol see note above at 57.4.1. di TOV wOAENOV:
The comment serves as a point of contrast with the legions in Pannonia. Dio’s
reminds his readers of the ongoing struggle between the legions on the Rhine and the
German tribes in the wake of the clades Variana, last mentioned at 56.25.3. Due to
the lacunose state of Book 56 it is possible that Dio’s account contained further
descriptions of the war. The legions under Germanicus would appear to have won a
victory in 13 or early 14 which resulted in the prince receiving the salutation of

imperator by his soldiers (cf. Syme 1979: 317-20 = RP 3.1207-10).
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tov F'eguavirov ol Kaicaga xai wort tod Tifegiov xoeittm 0pdvres ovro:
‘and seeing that Germanicus was at once both a Caesar and in a far stronger position
than Tiberius’. Kaioaga: Germanicus was, like Tiberius, a ‘Caesar’ following his
adoption by Tiberius in A.D. 4. Dio’s point that the soldiers were drawn to supporting
Germanicus, in part on account of his membership to the domus Caesaris, is genuine
historical insight, and it anticipates the Praetorians’ acclamation of Claudius (60.1.3
[Xiph.]). neeitTm: The sense seems to be ‘stronger’, with reference to Germanicus’
military strength on the Rhine, rather than ‘superior’, which might suggest
Germanicus’ moral superiority as an individual. The ambiguity may even be
deliberate: in the same way as Alexander’s reputed desire to leave his empire T®

rnoatiotw (e.g. Arr. Anab. 7.26.3; Diod. Sic. 17.117 4.).

While Dio’s portrayal of Germanicus is positive, he never asserts that Germanicus
was the rightful successor to Augustus, and the fact that the observation is focalized
through the eyes of the soldiers (0pMvteg) renders it problematic. That individuals or
groups are likely to support the stronger party over the weaker is a commonplace
deeply embedded in Dio’s understanding of human nature and historical causation,
e.g. 79(78).20.2: oVtwg mov oAL TOlg AvOQMITOLS ®al aidODS €C TO KQELTTOV 1Al
ROTAPQOVI|LOTOS QOGS TO YelQoV Eumépuxrev. See also 38.54.7; 41.6.4, etc. We
might also note the contrast between the ideas expressed in this passage and those in
57.3.3, which amounts to a juxtaposition the three modes of imperial succession:
succession by birthright, by the possession of military strength, and succession by

appointment on account of innate virtue.
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TO UTO TEOTELVOMEVOL: ‘putting forward as a pretext the same things’. Td aUTA:
i.e. the same demands as the Pannonian legions (cf. 57.4.2). mpotetvopevor: here
used in the sense of offering up something as a pretext (cf. LS/’ s.v. mpoteivw 1.3).

Dio’s explanation of causation again returns to the familiar prophasis/aitia binary.

tov F'egpuavinov avtozpdaroga enexdahecav: ‘they hailed Germanicus imperator’.
Again Dio may be looking ahead to the later Principate, as the acclamation of a
military commander as imperator was tantamount to a declaration of imperial
aspirations (see also below 57.6.1). We may also detect a point of ironic contrast with
Tiberius’ actions at 57.2.1 (g OVTOXEATWE ... Ul Aywv abToRQdTME £ivar).
enendhrecav: the context of the passage renders the meaning of the word clear
enough, however, it is interesting that Dio does not opt for dveimov (or a form of
avoyopelw), which is more common in instances of soldiers declaring an imperial

candidate (64(65).8.4 [Xiph.]; cf. Plut. Galba 2.2; Hdn. 7.8.11; etc.).

5.2 aidlovres: A somewhat odd choice of word for Dio, if M is correct, and an
instance of a hapax legomenon. The tragic register seems inappropriate to the context,
unless it was Dio’s intention to highlight the strong (irrational) emotions of the
soldiery. yAevdCovteg, TwBACovtes, and éumailovteg have been suggested as
possible emendations (cf. Boiss. 2. 563 app. crit.), yet none is particularly attractive.
Such an emendation would change the sense profoundly from ‘wailing’ to “‘mocking’.
There is little indication in Dio’s narrative that the soldiers ever turned against
Germanicus in sufficient numbers to warrant ‘mocking’ to be preferred over
‘wailing’. A little later Dio (57.5.6) describes the soldiers pressuring (€VEXeLVTO)

Germanicus, presumably to accept their acclamation, and notes the attachment of the
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legions to Germanicus (57.6.2). If an emendation is called for, of the three,
yhevaCovteg seems the most likely based on frequency: yhevaCw appears but once
in the extant text of the Roman History (F 109.13 [EVV]), but the noun yAevacio

occurs with some regularity.

“rovT0” £ON “hofé- TovTO YO 0EUTEQOV €0Tv.” “Take this one,” he said, “it’s
sharper”. Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.35.5: et miles nomine Calusidius strictum obtulit gladium,
addito acutiorem esse. We see here, as elsewhere, when Dio and Tacitus report the
same apophthegmata, Dio shows a tendency to report more fully in oratio recta what
Tacitus records in indirect speech: cf. 57.2.5-6 and Tac. Ann. 1.12.2 (Tiberius and
Asinius Gallus); 57.16.4 and Tac. Ann. 2.40 (Tiberius and the pseudo-Agrippa).
Tacitus supplies a name for this bold, yet otherwise unattested malcontent —
Calusidius. By leaving the soldier anonymous, Dio does not, however, lessen the
extent of the soldier’s insubordination. The anonymous soldier’s comment forms a
neat pendant to Asinius Gallus’ remark to Tiberius (57.2.5-6), in so far as both Gallus
and the soldier challenge the sincerity of Tiberius’ and Germanicus’ reluctance to take

hold of the Principate.

0 ovv F'eonovixos ... ijhmoe: ‘So Germanicus, seeing how far the matter had
progressed, did not venture to kill himself (for apart from anything else, he did not
expect that such a course of action would reduce the disorder in the army)’. The
implication is, of course, that if Germanicus had felt that his death would bring a close
to the mutiny he would sacrifice himself. Again Dio’s portrayal of Germanicus’

conduct charts a course independent of Tacitus (but not necessarily the Tacitean

163



tradition), who portrays Germanicus as being shepherded away by his lieutenants

following Calusidius’ interjection.

5.3 yoduuata 8¢ 0N tive og zal woed Tov Tifegiov mepdBdévra ouvleis ...
a¢fjxe: ‘So instead he composed a letter, pretending it was sent by Tiberius, and gave
them twice the donative left for them by Augustus (but again pretending that this
grant was from Tiberius), and released those who were over the age [sc. for military
service]’. Germanicus too shows his capacity for trickery, and Dio appears keen to
juxtapose Germanicus’ style of deception with that of Tiberius. Forged missives were
a typical mode of deception in Greek historiography, and feature elsewhere in similar
contexts in the Roman History (cf. F 40.9-10 [EVV]; Zonar. 9.10 [= Dindorf 2.279]).
mg nal mopd tod TiPegiov ... dg »al ma’ éxelvov €dwxe: Dio is at pains to
emphasise that Germanicus was not trying to seduce the soldiers with a donative for
his own political advantage. For this idea, compare what Dio says here, with the
charge against Piso in the SCPP (lines 54-5) where Piso is charged with corrupting
the soldiers with a ‘donative given in his own name, but drawn from the official
purse’ (sed etiam donatiua suo nomine ex fisco principis nostri dando). TNV T€
0wgpeav: Dio says that Augustus left 75 denarii (dgoypdg ... mévie nal
¢Pdounrovia) to each of the soldiers who were not Praetorians or enrolled in the

urban cohorts (56.33.2; cf. Suet. Aug. 101).

&% ToU aoTnod Oyhov ... moooxatéheEev. Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.31.3: nuper acto in urbe

dilectu, lasciuiae sueta, laborum intolerans, implere ceterorum rudes animos. Both

Dio and Tacitus make references to the dilectus carried out in A.D. 9 or 10 following
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3 2od oo

the loss of Varus’ three legions in the Teutoberg Forest (56.23.2-3).
oyAov: Only here does Dio specifically denote the ‘urban mob’ (i.e. with the addition
of the adjective dotindg), and one may detect a certain Dionian sneer behind the
expression (Dio almost always uses OyAog pejoratively). I cannot agree with
Freyburger-Galland’s (1997: 88) contention that Dio, in imitation of Thucydidean
usage,’’* uses Oyhog as ‘troops’ (hence ‘urban troops’ = cohors urbana). First, Dio’s
expression, while highly unusual, is found in Plutarch (Sulla 7.6) where the meaning
is unambiguously ‘urban mob’. Second, the historical context of the dilectus of A.D.
9-10 must preclude Freyburger-Galland’s reading. mgooxatéheEev appears to be
used by Dio in the technical sense of a levy intended to augment existing legions
(supplementum), rather than the creation of new legions (cf. 36.46.1; 40.60.1;
46.47.3).>” For a discussion of Greek terminology for dilectus/supplementum, see
Brunt 1971: 637-8; Freyburger-Galland 1997: 205 (NB both exclude the verb
moooxatoAéyw). It is possible that Dio’s interest in recording this detail was
connected with the fact that by the late second or early third century A.D., the
conscription of soldiers from the urban population of Rome was unheard of. Indeed, it

has been argued that the dilectus at Rome in 9-10 was the last to be carried out in the

capital. For conscription during the Principate, see Brunt 1974b and Watson 1982.

5.4-5 votegov 0t moeofevtdv ... tov Feouavizov pabeiv 10éinoev: The

beginning of a long digression on Tiberius’ motivations for withholding information

! This dilectus may be the same as that recorded on an inscription from Alexandreia Troas

(AE 1973.501 = IK 53.34), although it is by no means certain. For discussion of the date of
the dilectus mentioned on the inscription, see Brunt (1974: passim) (A.D. 6); Orth (1978 57-
60) and Syme 1979: 318 = RP 3.1207-8(A.D. 9/10).

72 Cf. Thuc. 3.109.2, 4.56.1, 6.64.1, etc.

373 Not in the sense of adlego as it appears in the Res Gestae (1.2): 1 oVVANTOG EMavEoAOA
| [ue yndlopoot] mopooratéreEe ThL BOVAiL / senatus decretis honorif[i]s in ordinem suum
mle adlegit].
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from the delegation, and therefore from Germanicus. The resulting sentence is
stylistically cumbersome, but Dio certainly seems to have felt that it was necessary as
a way of integrating his narrative of the revolts into his overarching description of
Tiberius’ behaviour. The two characteristic elements of Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius
are present: Tiberius’ secrecy (sc. €v AmoQQENTw), and his reluctance to reveal his

thoughts or intentions to others (cf. 57.1.2).

5.5 mohvmeayypovijoar: Dio certainly has in mind the dangerous meddlesomeness
which spurred revolutions and civil disorder (e.g. 44.53.6; F. 109.15 [EVV]). As Livia
advised Augustus in the dialogue in Book 55, it was necessary for a ruler to remove
the meddlesome man from the state (55.18.1). But here Dio’s account is deeply ironic,
as Tiberius is portrayed as attempting to guard against precisely the sort of
meddlesomeness which Germanicus (has, in narrative terms, already) employed in
restoring order amongst the soldiers (i.e. the forged letter purporting to be from

Tiberius).

To0TmV 0OV dPrxopévmv: Dio rightly sensed the need to re-orientate his focus onto
the arrival of the delegation from Tiberius, after his involved digression on Tiberius’

motivations for withholding information from the delegation.

oi oToUTIOTAL ... £B0QUPNGAY aOIS: cf. Tac. Ann. 1.39. Tiberius’ secrecy now is
shown to have consequences, revealing Germanicus’ ruse and causing the soldiers to
fall into revolt once again. As a result we are left to think more carefully about
Tiberius’ belief that secrecy led to greater successes (57.1.2). vmomrevoavres: Dio’s

soldiers are instantly suspicious of the motivations of the delegation from Tiberius,
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assuming that the real agenda of the delegation was different from that which they
(presumably) professed. By doing so, the army almost takes on the sort of behaviour

characteristic of Tiberius (cf. 57.3.1; 57.6.3), or indeed a conventional tyrant.

5.6 TV Te mMEéoPemv Ohiyouv tivas anéopaEayv: ‘They almost killed some of the
ambassadors’. As we have seen throughout his narratives of the Pannonian mutiny,
Dio refrains from identifying individuals in the delegations sent by to the mutinous
armies. Tacitus (Ann. 1.39) closely parallels Dio, but he supplies the name of an
individual who was threatened: the consul of A.D. 13, L. Munatius Plancus (PIR> M

729; cf. 56.28.1). 0hiyov: ‘almost’ cf. LSS s.v. dhiyog IV.1.

Avyourrivay: The first appearance of the elder Agrippina (PIR' V 463) in the Roman
History. Dio defines Agrippina in a quasi-heroic fashion by listing her illustrious
descent from Agrippa and ultimately Augustus (to® te Ayoimmov »ai tfig Touhiog
g ToD Avyolotov Buyateog Buyatépa), perhaps as an indication of her future
role in the narrative as one of Tiberius’ high-profile victims (cf. 57.6.3; 58.22.4-5).
Note also a parallel between Agrippina’s introduction here with Dio’s obituary notice
of her daughter, the younger Agrippina (62(61).14.1 [Xiph.]): | Ayouwtiva 1) T0D
Teopovinod Buydne, 1 Tod Aypimmou €yyovog, 1 tod Avyototou dmdyovog
[...]. Dio’s portrayal of the elder Agrippina is meagre, a situation no doubt
exacerbated by the fragmentary text for Books 57 and 58. Tacitus (Ann. 1.41.2) again
uses material strikingly similar to Dio, but focalises these observations through the
soldiers: pudor inde et miseratio et patris Agrippae, Augusti aui memoria, socer

Drusus, [...]. For further comments on this passage, see Malloch 2004: 203-4.
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ov F'awov Kalyodrav ... mposmvopatov: Dio explains why Gaius obtained the
nickname ‘Caligula’, in much the same way as he does for other Emperors known by
informal appellations, e.g. Caracalla (79(78).3.3, Verissimus (69.21.1 [Xiph.]),
Tibernius (80(79).1.1). The impulse to explain nicknames is a feature of both Latin
and Greek historiography and biography (e.g. Plut. Cic. 1.2 “Cicero”; Fab. 1.3
“Verrucosus” and “Ovicula”), and similar explanations of Caligula’s name are found
in Tacitus (Ann. 1.41.3), Suetonius (Cal. 9.1), and in the late antique tradition (Vict.
Caes. 3.4; [Vict.] Epit. 3.2). For discussion of imperial nicknames more generally, see

Bruun 2003: 74-98.

10 mAEIOTOV TQAPELS TOig oTRUTIMTI®OlS: ‘Raised for the most part in the camp’.
Hurley (1989: 326) has suggested that Dio’s statement was influenced by Suetonius
(who asserted that Caligula was not born in a legionary camp), although Malloch
(2004: 205-6) has attempted to refute this position. Dio’s apparent insistence that
Caligula was raised in the camp (but without commenting on his place of birth) seems
at least to suggest Dio’s awareness of the debate over Caligula’s place of birth, but his
reluctance to engage with it.>’* This (to us) minor controversy seems to have
originated during the emperor’s own lifetime. The younger Seneca places Gaius’ birth
in the camp (Const. 18.4), and Suetonius describes the scholarly controversy between
the first century writers Cn. Lentulus Gaetulicus and the elder Pliny, before settling
the issue by asserting that the future emperor was born at Antium (Cal. 8). The results

of Suetonius’ investigation have been, in turn, read as a correction of Tacitus (Ann.

™ Dio’s coeval, Aelian, in his work On Divine Manifestations preserves the version that

Caligula was born in the camp (Ael. F 24 [Herscher 2.196-7]), as too Athenaeus (4.148D).
We do not know if Dio knew Aelian’s work, but these conflicting citations do indicate that
the debate as to whether Caligula was born or simply raised in the camp continued long after
Suetonius and was maintained by Dio’s contemporaries.
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1.41.2), who stated that Gaius was born in the camp (in castris genitus).’” The
erudite biographer’s arguments did not settle the issue: the fourth century Latin
tradition preserved in Victor (3.4) and the Epitome de Caesaribus (3.2) perpetuated

the story that Gaius was a scion of the camp.

Be this as it may, Dio’s version appears to have been perpetuated by the author
(possibly John of Antioch)’’® of a historical fragment preserved in the Excerpta
Salamasiana (cf. Boissevain 3.764-5):
ehéyeto 8¢ Kahlyolhag, OtL éx unodg nhriog v 1@ oToatomédw Ta
TOALG €TQEPETO, 1AL TOIG OTQATIMTIXOLS €XONTO VITOONUAOLY: €X TAOV
roMlywv ovv Kodyobhag éléyeto.
A source connection between Dio and the late antique author of the fragment is likely,
although the comparison brings out an important point of contrast, in that Dio did not
feel the need to additional definition (sc. ¢« T®V xahhiyov ovv Kahlhyothog

é\éyero).”’

vaexnenGOEvTag mou: ‘having been sent away secretly to some location’. Again we
see that Dio’s Germanicus, like Tiberius, is able to operate with subtlety. mou:
Malloch (2004: 204) has offered a delicate and convincing explanation for Dio’s
choice of words: ‘Dio gives the destination of Agrippina and Gaius as ‘somewhere’

[...] a more specific designation would have conflicted with the sense of secrecy

7> Hurley 1989: 326-7; Wardle 1994: 44.

%7 The identity of this author is controversial: Roberto in his 2005 edition of John of Antioch
included all of the Salamasian fragments (believing them to be derived from a putative
epitome of John’s work), whereas Mariev in his edition of 2008 rejected all of the Salamasian
fragments.

7 The Suda’s entry on Caligula (K 216 = Adler 3.18) is a composite of Aelian (F 24) and the
author of the Excerpta Salamasiana.
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surrounding their departure, but it has no such function on a narrative level as that

information has in Tacitus.’

5.7 Tyv neév Ayoummivay ... xaréoyov: ‘And whereas they released Agrippina (who

was pregnant) having been urged by Germanicus, they continued to detain Gaius’.

£g TooaUTNV Ye netoforyv: The phrase parallels the similar change of heart felt by
the Pannonian legions. Dio’s choice of words indicates the violent change of heart felt
by the army, feeding into his characterization of the army as being ultimately fickle
(cf. 57.5.2). In this sense, the army is portrayed so as to conform to the stereotype of
the mob (cf. Fulkerson 2013: 163, for the fopos of the army as a ‘supercrowd’). Note
Dio’s use of the same language of ‘extreme change’ to describe the mob at Rome
(48.31.4). This is of course even more appropriate for an army recruited éx TOD

AaoTnod dylov.

TOVG 0 %ol €5 TO MECOV AYAYOVIES EMETA TQPOS TO TOV MAELOVOV BovAnua
TOVG uev amooPpatat Tovg 8’ amoldoar. Dio’s account of the mutiny ends with this
notice of the mob justice meted out to some of the ringleaders of the mutiny (cf. Tac.
Ann. 1.44.2-3). Dio can be seen to omit the bloody suppression of the remnants of the
mutiny at Vetera (mod. Xanten), a story in which Germanicus, at least in Tacitus’
telling, emerges with little credit (Ann. 1.48-49.2; cf. Shotter 1968: 199; Ross 1973:

218-20; Pelling 1993: 62-7).

6.1 popnOeic & ovv xai dg 6 Feopovinog W) %ai adOIS CTACLAGOOLY, £ THY

molepiov €véPade: Dio finishes his account of the mutiny as he began, with a

170



protagonist motivated by fear. At 57.4.1 Tiberius’ fear of Germanicus was one of the
reasons that caused him to delay accepting the Principate. Now Germanicus’ fear of
the legions prompts his invasion of Germany beyond the Rhine. It is important to note
Dio’s decision to make clear that this campaign was the deliberate intention of
Germanicus, as opposed to Tacitus’ more passive Germanicus who is portrayed as
responding to the soldiers’ enthusiasm (Tac. Ann. 1.49.4; cf. Goodyear 1972: 313-4).
Dio’s interest in identifying fear as the motivation for both Germanicus and Tiberius,
serves to draw out the comparisons between the two: Tiberius’ fear arises out of his
desire to remain secure in his position (see also below 57.6.2), whereas Germanicus’
concerns his own ability to keep his legions in check. otaotdomotv: ‘mutiny’, e.g.,

41.26.1,48.30.3, 56.12.2; cf. Freyburger-Galland 1997: 69-70.

&v avTi) aoyoriav: That soldiers should be occupied in warfare against a foreign foe
in order to lessen the likelihood of military revolt was one of the precepts outlined by
Maecenas in his speech to Augustus (52.27; cf. 49.36.1). Thus, Germanicus’ decision
to take his time over his military operations may have made good sense, in so far as it
was intended to maintain discipline. It would have also, however, at least according to
Dio’s understanding of typical ‘imperial’ psychology, contributed to Tiberius’
suspicion of his adopted son (see note below 57.6.3) — just as Augustus had been
suspicious of what he perceived to have been Tiberius’ delay over his campaigns in

A.D.6-7(5531.1).

& TV ahhoteimv: Germanicus’ campaign in late 14 seems to have been directed
against the Marsi, but also drew in some of the neighbouring tribes (cf. Tac. Ann.

1.50-51; cf. Koestermann 1963: 183-8; Goodyear 1972: 317-18). It is possible that
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Dio’s phraseology here covers Germanicus’ campaigns for not only 14, but also 15-
16, which are summarized by Xiphilinus at 57.18.1, but have been displaced from
their annalistic positions. For Dio’s technique of compressing the events of several

years and annalistic displacement, note his comments at 51.27.1-2.

6.2 0 pev duvnbeis av TV avToxaToQM AQYNV AuPeiv ... ovx 10éAnoe:
Germanicus represented for Dio, more than anything else, an unusual individual who,
although possessing a power-base sufficient to seize power in the Roman world,
declined to do so. Verginius Rufus is the obvious imperial parallel, but for a similar
idea in the late-Republican context, see Dio’s comments on Pompey, following his
return to Italy after his command against the pirates in 67 B.C. (37.20.5): duvnBeig v’
av O avt®v v 18 Trtahiav rataoyxetv xoi O v Popaiov ®dtog mov
neguooaofat, [...] ovx NPoVANOT TobTo MoLfjoat. See also below 57.6.3. v
aVTOXQATOQM QEYNV: ‘imperial power’ or perhaps just ‘supreme command’. For the
phraseology (with autokrator used as an epithet noun), see 51.21.6. Cf. Mason GT

110 who equates the phrase with imperium principis.

1] Y00 givore maviov amhdg TOV 1¢ Pouciov xoi t@v vm#éov 6oav &g
avTov emoier: A likely imitation of Thuc. 2.8.4: 1) 8¢ €lvola oA TOAY €moieL TMV
avOohIwV uaAhov €¢ tovg Aaredalpoviovg, ®.t.h. (cf. LSS s.v. motéw B.I1.2). If
so, Dio’s paraphrase is apposite. In Thucydides, the passage comes at the point of the
outbreak of hostilities between the Athenians and the Spartans (and their allies),
whereas in Dio, although the conditions are set for open conflict between Tiberius and

Germanicus, no war comes to pass due to Germanicus’ selfless actions.
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ravTOV AThide: ‘absolutely everybody’. It is difficult to assess the accuracy of Dio’s
comment in historical terms, much in the same way as it is with Thucydides’
statement about the popularity of the Spartans (cf. Gomme HCT 2.9-10). Dio’s
comments may have been derived from the pro-Germanicus tradition maintained by
Suetonius (Cal. 4), who attests to Germanicus’ great popularity with the populus and
the soldiers, and to the respect that Germanicus showed to the communities around
the empire (Cal. 3.2). Yet Dio’s comments fulfill an important narrative function and
should not be seen purely in terms of the putative ‘bias’ of his sources. Dio notes the
extent of Germanicus’ popularity, which embraced the military and non-military
components of the empire (cf. 57.2.1), so as to emphasise the ease with which he
could have seized control of the empire. For a parallel, note Xiphilinus’ comments on
Vespasian, where the possession of ‘goodwill” and the support of the military leads to

the emergence of a successful imperial challenger (64(65).8.3°-4 [Xiph.]).

Tiféor0g 8¢ Emivece ... oU névrol xod 1001 oig #mpakev: A further illustration of
the sort of characteristic behaviour Dio described in his opening sketch of Tiberius

(57.1.1-2), which he will develop in 57.6.3 (below).

v avTov €mi ToUTM: Presumably Tiberius praised Germanicus for suppressing the
revolt and not, as Dio’s text would suggest, for turning down the imperial power. Of
course in Dio’s mind, Germanicus’ efforts to suppress the revolt were inextricably
linked with his refusal of the soldiers’ desire to put him forward as an imperial

candidate.
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i) Ayouerivy: That Tiberius communicated with Agrippina as well as Germanicus
is a detail found only in Dio. Why he should do so is not immediately clear. That
Agrippina played a role in the suppression of the mutiny was part of the tradition
known to Tacitus (Ann. 1.69), although no such details are found in Dio’s version of
the mutiny. It seems more likely that this comment should be read as Tiberius’
attempt to mollify Agrippina as he regarded her as a possible rival, for which see

below 57.6.3.

aAhd xoul € TAETOV QUTOV OC %0l TO OTQATELNATA AVI|OTHUEVOY €deroev: Cf.
Tac. Ann. 1.52.1: sed quod largiendis pecuniis et missione festinata fauorem militum
quaesiuisset (sc. Germanicus), bellica quoque Germanici gloria angebatur. Both Dio
and Tacitus make much of the anxiety Germanicus’ actions cause Tiberius, and we
may detect a source connection (Jaeger 1910: 30-1; Goodyear 1972: 323). In both
cases Germanicus’ actions are made to reveal another arcanum imperii. We have seen
throughout these opening chapters Dio’s (and Tiberius’) awareness of the importance
of military support for an imperial candidate. wg =ai: Tiberius already feared
Germanicus before the mutiny on account of his popularity with the troops (above
57.3.1). Now Dio shows how Germanicus’ actions in suppressing the mutiny, which
involved the payment of a largess greater than that promised in addition to the
instigation of a (lucrative) campaign, resulted in the further attachment of the troops
to Germanicus (ta otoatevpota avnotnuévov) and Tiberius’ heightened fear of

him.

That the soldiers were specifically loyal to Germanicus (rather than simply being

under his command) seems to have been important for Dio when considering the
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strength of Germanicus’ position. Note, for example, Dio’s comments on Salvius
Julianus (PIR?S 135) (73(72).5.1-2 [Xiph.]):>"®
raitor xal Toviavog duvnbeig Gv petd vy Mdoxov tehevtv mév
eVOvg not’ avtod [sc. Commodus] & T xai éPolAeto, dte nol
EMOYLLMTOTOS OV RAL OTQOTIAV UEYAMV EMTETQAUUEVOS TOVG T€
OTQATLDTAS AVNOETNUEVOS, TTRAEaL, oVdEv 10EAnoe Od te TNV €avtod
gmelnelav ral S TV Exelvou nal teBvNrOTOg EHVOLOV VEOMDOAL.
In both the examples of Salvius Julianus and Germanicus, note Dio’s use of the
middle voice (sc. avnotnuévog) indicating how the actions of these commanders
created the personal loyalty of their troops. In general, the attachment of soldiers to
particular commanders (rather than to the state or emperor) was a catalyst for civil

war, and it is one of the main themes of late Republican and Imperial history.

Such understanding of motivation can be seen in the documents of the reign of
Tiberius. For example, the general suspicion aroused by the actions of popular or
generous commanders can be seen in SCPP (1l. 52-7, with Lott 2012: 277-9) which
notes that after Piso had given large sums of money to the troops (see note above
57.5.3), some started calling themselves ‘Piso’s men’ which was interpreted as Piso’s
desire to foment civil war. Although there were good grounds for emperors to be
suspicious of military commanders who bought the support of their legions, it was
also an expectation of a ciuilis princeps not to be resentful of successful or popular
commanders (e.g. 68.2.4; Pliny Pan. 18.1-2; cf. 61(60).30.4-5 [Xiph.]; Tac. Agric.

39).

37 This passage survives in Xiphilinus and in the EVV. For the text, see Boissevain 3.285-6.
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6.3 0V YGo MOV %Ol PEOVELV 0VTMG <S> £d0%EL, EE MV E0VTH ouVider dA,
uev Aéyovtr arhha 8¢ morovvt, vaehdupPavev: The ironic tone is clear, as Dio
returns the reader once again to the opening characterization of Tiberius. Tiberius, the
master dissimulator, misreads the actions of Germanicus by reading into the actions of
the prince his own habit of thought. Dio also subverts his own familiar
appearance/reality binary, in so far as the outward appearances of Germanicus’
actions match his real intentions. Although we are left in no doubt that Tiberius has
misunderstood Germanicus, we as the readers are left wondering whether Tiberius
was unjustified in his suspicion and fears of Germanicus: another (less extraordinary)
man might well have acted differently when placed in similar circumstances as

Germanicus in 14.

AVTinaAov TO GEOVINA T( TOD YEVOUS Oy Exovoa: ‘possessed a spirit matched
by the distinction of her birth’. Again Dio draws the reader’s attention to Agrippina’s
lineage (see above 57.5.6), and in particular her status as the granddaughter of
Augustus (cf. Tac. Ann. 2.75.1). 10 ¢ppovnua: a quality not usually associated with
women in Dio or other authors, hence making Agrippina all the more noteworthy. Cf.
62.2.2: yuvn) (sc. Boudicca) Boettavig yévoug tod Paocileiov, peillov 1) ratd
yuvoira Gpoovnuo €xovoa. For further comparison, note Chariton’s characterization
of his spirited heroine (Call. 2.5.9; 6.4.10; 7.6.12) and Plutarch’s comments in his On
the Bravery of Women (Mor. 243C, 258F; cf. Plut. Brut. 13.2). More generally, people
of spirit (poovnua) were less likely to accept the domination of an autocrat and were
likely to incur the suspicion of tyrants (e.g. F. 11.3 [EVV]; 52.8.5; Plat. Resp. 567a;
Arist. Pol. 1313b, 1314a; Plut. Brut. 8.1; Plut. Dion 9.2). Here we see more clearly

Dio preparing the way for conflict between Agrippina and Tiberius which followed

176



the demise of Germanicus. Dio’s characterization of Agrippina gives very real

grounds for Tiberius’ suspicion of Agrippina as representing a potential threat.

6.4 ov v ... eémowjoato: ‘Yet he pretended not to be vexed by them, but made
many laudatory speeches in the senate concerning Germanicus’. TTQOGETOLEITO: see
note above 57.1.1. Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.52.2-3: rettulit tamen ad senatum de rebus gestis
multaque de uirtute eius memorauit, magis in speciem uerbis adornata quam ut
penitus sentire crederetur. paucioribus Drusum et finem Illyrici motus laudauit, sed
intentior et fida oratione. The difference between Dio’s and Tacitus’ presentation of
essentially the same material is revealing of the two writers’ approaches to the
characterisation of Tiberius. Tacitus’ version establishes a more complicated
characterisation, highlighting Tiberius’ insincerity and his tendency to overplay his
hand (note the contrast between his speeches on Germanicus and Drusus). Dio is
more interested in using his description of Tiberius’ thoughts and actions as a way of
illustrating his initial characterisation of Tiberius (57.1.1) that outlined his habit of

choosing words which were the opposite of his thoughts.

xal Quoiog ... »al €ml Toig VA0 TOU Agovoov: A detail found only in Dio.
Generally, Dio appears to have been interested to note the passing of decrees ordering
sacrifices (e.g. 37.36.3,54.9.5,79(78).27.3, etc., and also below 57.15.5). Such details
would have been drawn ultimately (either by Dio or one of his sources) from the
senatorial records, and I cannot see a reason to share Goodyear’s apparent skepticism

about the veracity of Dio’s report (Goodyear 1972: 322).
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T avro: Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.52.3: cunctaque quae Germanicus indulserat seruauit etiam
apud Pannonicos exercitus. For the terms of Germanicus’ settlement, see above
57.5.3. Goodyear (1972: 323) has doubted the accuracy of Tacitus and Dio, and
suggests that that the concessions were extended to other legions in addition to those
in Pannonia. Such a reading is consistent with that presented by Suetonius (7ib. 48.2),
who indicates that Tiberius doubled Augustus’ legacy ‘to the soldiers’ (militi post
duplicata ex Augusti testamento legata nihil umquam largitus est), but even here the
language is not conclusive. Unfortunately, external evidence is lacking for the terms

(and extent) of the settlement reached in 14.

6.5 €5 ... T0 ... MPOTEPOV: ‘As it was previously’. A back reference to 55.23.1 where
the length of service for non-Praetorians was made twenty years (sc. TQ €ixooLv £11).
gnevta: Tacitus (Ann. 1.78.2) places this reversal of policy under A.D. 15. Dio
reasonably saw the benefits of assembling all of the material pertaining to the revolts
in the same point in his narrative. £Em tfg Tradiog: A somewhat misleading
statement. The length of service for troops stationed in Italy (apart from Praetorian
cohorts and the non-military corps of Vigiles) remained twenty years (Roxan and Eck

1993: 70 n. 9).
7.1 vemtegov: Presumably a reference not only to the mutinies (which, as we have
seen, Dio believed to have a political dimension) but also to the revolutionary plots

hinted at 57.3 4.

GAMG  dodaddg mavia o TOV Popciov & mv  iyspoviev oadvtod

ouvedpoovnee: ‘but all the Roman world gave its firm (sc. aopaddg) consent to his
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leadership’. Here the verb cvupoovéw appears synonymous with and may well
reflect the Latin consentio, and hence referring to such a time as when Tiberius could
claim to rule by virtue of universal consensus (sc. TGvta ta TO®V Pwuaionv). Such a
reading is attractive in terms of the ideology of recusatio/cunctatio and recalls
Augustus’ claim in the Res Gestae (34.1) that he possessed powers per consensum

universorum. See also note above on 57.3.3.

TV TE QQYNY ... VEdEENTO: ‘accepted the empire’ or perhaps ‘accepted the rule’. It
is tempting to think of &y in terms of Tiberius’ acceptance of his prouincia, but it
seems likely that Dio is not aiming for terminological precision. vwedéEato: the
aorist indicates Dio’s belief (perhaps unlike Tacitus) that there was a specific moment
when Tiberius assumed his position of leadership in the state. This moment perhaps
coincided with the passing of a lex (or perhaps even several leges) confirming
Tiberius’ imperial powers and his prouincia (cf. Brunt 1977: 97; Liebeschuetz 1986:

355-7).

As argued above (§ 1), I believe this to have been a date close to the 13™ of October,
which is the date asserted by Josephus in the Jewish Antiquities.”” Dio’s account does
not provide any precise date for when Tiberius formally ‘accepted’ his position in the
state. At the end of his account of Tiberius’ reign, Dio calculates Tiberius to have
reigned for 22 years, seven months, and seven days (58.28.5), based on the
(erroneous) belief that Tiberius died on the 26 March A.D. 37, rather than on 16

March (Inscr. Ital. X1IL.1 p. 191 (Fasti Ost.) = EJ* p, 43). Adjusting for the additional

*7 Josephus reckoned Tiberius’ reign to have been for 22 years, five months, and three days

(AJ 18.224). However, an alternative calculation, perhaps due to a corruption in the text (thus
Wellesley 1967: 23 fn. 3), is given in the Jewish War (Joseph. BJ 2.180), where the reign is
given as twenty-two years, six months and three days.
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ten days Dio gives to Tiberius, Dio calculated Tiberius’ dies imperii to have fallen on
19 August 14, leaving no time for a delay between the death of Augustus and the
accession of Tiberius.”® There is of course no contradiction. From that time when
Tiberius sent the letters to the provinces and armies from Nola, Dio believed Tiberius
to have acted ‘as emperor’ (as above 57.2.1). Dio’s final calculation of the length of
Tiberius’ reign was based on Tiberius’ deeds as emperor, not his formal
acknowledgement of his position. Dio’s approach to dating the real lengths of
imperial reigns was no doubt influenced by the habit of emperors, such as Vespasian,
who dated their reigns to their acclamation by the troops (e.g. 66.17.3-4 (Vespasian)
[Xiph.], 80(79).3.3 (Elagabalus)). For Dio’s method of dating imperial reigns in

general, see Snyder 1940.

oVdLV €T eipmvevouevog: ‘without further dissimulation’. Dio breaks his sentence
with a phrase indicating a similar break in Tiberius’ behaviour. Tiberius’
characteristic dissimulation which saw him refuse to acknowledge his position as
autokrator falls away in an apparent volte face at such a time when Tiberius felt
secure in his power. This break refers only to Tiberius’ behaviour with respect to
accepting the Principate; it does not, as we shall see, indicate a departure from his
characteristic habit of dissimulation established in the opening chapters of Book 57.
elpwvevouevog: surprisingly for a historian so interested in simulation and
dissimulation, this the only place in the surviving portions of the Roman History
where Dio uses the verb gipwvetopar (indeed he does not use eipwv or elpwveia
either). That Dio should use this word for Tiberius is appropriate as he was after all

the quintessential example of the dissimulating man (cf. 57.1.1). Moreover, Dio’s

0 For this calculation, see Snyder (1940a: 45-6) and Béranger (1953: 21-2). Wellesley
(1967: 23, n.3) arrives at 20 August.

180



Tiberius was a man who maintained the pretence of not possessing power, when in
fact he did, just as that other ‘ironic man’, Socrates, pretended not to have wisdom.
For further on Dio’s characterisation of Tiberius, see Introduction, Chapter 2: Dio on

Tiberius.

%ol €V TOLOE QUTIV TEOT® ... duyayev: ‘managed it [sc. the rule] in something
like the following manner.” For the use of dudyw as ‘managed’, see 54.19.6; cf.

Polyb. 5.34.3: (sc. Ptolemy Philopator) moviyvQuumteQov OLfjye TO ®ATA TNV

aQyMV.

£¢¢ 0oov 0 Fepnavizog £0n: As we have seen in the introduction (Chapter 2: Dio
on Tiberius) Dio believed that the death of Germanicus marked a turning point in
Tiberius’ reign (cf. 57.13.6; 57.19.1 [Xiph.]). That the death of the prince heralded the

1.3% How the

deterioration in the quality of Tiberius’ reign is found in Tacitus as wel
reign of an emperor could be dependant on the survival of a rival (or advisor) was a

theme that Dio would return to throughout his history.

IV. TIBERIUS’ CONDUCT AS RULER

This sentence marks the first major division in Book 57. Just as the opening chapters
(57.1-6) concentrated on Tiberius’ actions prior to his acceptance of the Principate, so
the following chapters provide a general summary of his style of governance. The

material gathered in these following chapters (57.7.2-13.6) sits outside of his

1 Tacitus seems to have followed a quadripartite division (Ann. 6.51).
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annalistic framework (which does not resume until 57.14.1).*** Prima facie, Dio’s aim
in these chapters was to provide a general summary of Tiberius’ behaviour as
emperor. Specific events and details are only on occasion referred to by Dio.
Anecdotes, usually so important to Dio, are largely eschewed. Several of Tiberius’
bons mots, however, are included (e.g. 57.7.4, 8.2, 9.2, 10.5, 13.2). Save for an
equestrian prefect (57.10.5), no individual outside the imperial family is mentioned by

name.

As has been noted elsewhere, these chapters have a distinct Suetonian feel, with
material grouped thematically under general rubrics (Questa 1957: 43; Pelling 1997a:
117). The connection with Suetonius is not just superficial, as there is some overlap
between the material collected by Dio and that presented in the Vita Tiberii
(especially 26-34, 47-52), which may be indicative of an indirect source connection
(cf. Questa 1957: 43-4; Champlin 2008: 422, n. 43, and above, Chapter 1: The Roman
Historian at Work). But it is Tiberius’ quality as a ruler rather than as an individual
that Dio illustrates in these chapters. Indeed, Dio remains agnostic as to whether these
predominantly good actions revealed Tiberius’ innate virtues and vices (57.13.6).
After all, Dio recognised that even the worst of emperors could perform admirable
deeds (59.9.4 (Caligula); 80(79).3.2 (Elagabalus); cf. Plin. Pan. 56.1). As with several
of his other introductory surveys, Dio seems to draw a distinction between an
emperor’s way of life and his actions as emperor.”®® The material in these chapters
presents an indicative survey of the sorts of behaviour that Dio thought were

important for an emperor to display. As is expected from our consular historian, much

2 pace Champlin 2008: 422 n. 43, who asserts that Dio places all Tiberius’ good deeds under

A.D. 14. However, Champlin is not alone in making this assumption.
33 On this, note Davenport 2014: 103 on Dio’s portrayal of Vitellius.
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of this material pertains to Tiberius’ conduct in the Senate and the courts, in addition

to his social interactions with senators.

The image of Tiberius that emerges from these chapters is positive, and represents
something close to the general ideal of the ciuilis princeps/dMUOTIROG
0(1’)10%@6(10)@.384 Dio conveys this assessment of Tiberius in two ways. The first is to
describe Tiberius’ interactions with the important social groups that made up the
Roman Empire. Hence, Dio describes Tiberius’ interaction with members of the
Senate and of the ordo equester, the Roman people, the subject peoples, his friends,
and finally members of his family. The second is to analyse Tiberius’ behaviour
according to the conventional categories of behaviour by which emperors were
judged, for example: his administration of justice, his moderation with respect to
honours, his attitude to religion and the imperial cult, his generosity (¢pLhavOommica),

and his own self-control >*’

As we shall see in the commentary below, the resulting
picture has much in common with Pliny’s portrayal of Trajan in the Panegyricus and
Dio employs commonplace themes found in kingship literature from Classical,
Hellenistic, and Roman Imperial periods. Yet for all that is seemingly conventional
about this portrait, it also reveals something of Dio’s own conception of the ciuilis
princeps model. As we shall see, most of Dio’s comments have many direct

concordances with his evaluations of other rulers in the Roman History. One of the

key things that emerge from this model is that it is centred on an emperor’s

3% For which in general, see Wilkinson 2012: 134-80; cf. Wallace-Hadrill 1982; Flach 1973:
140; Kuhn-Chen 2002: 200-1. Although I use the term dnpoTirog avTOREATWY, as a Greek
approximation for the idea of the ciuilis princeps, it should be noted that it is not a term found
in any ancient (or medieval author). It is a term that, nevertheless, has its uses and is not
inappropriate when considering Dio’s version of a particular positive type of emperor. For
discussion of Dio’s use of the term OnuoTxdg, see below 57.8.3.

%5 For Suetonius’ use of a similar technique, see Wallace-Hadrill 1995: 144.
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performance of specific actions or conforming to (exemplary) patterns of behaviour:

the question of whether the emperor was a good or virtuous man is subordinated.”*®

Dio’s decision to highlight only the positive aspects of Tiberius’ conduct in this
opening summary would appear to mark a departure from his standard formula. Dio’s
normal technique in these introductory surveys was to contrast the good and bad
aspects of an emperor’s conduct. It is possible that this difference was due simply to
the fact that Dio had not settled into any particular technique when he wrote these
chapters; after all Book 57 is the first of his imperial books and the first to open with
such a general survey.”® Yet if this is correct, then it can only be part of the answer.
By eschewing the negative aspects, Dio’s not only sharpens the points of contrast
between Tiberius’ conduct for the first part of his reign and the post-Germanicus
narrative of Books 57 and 58, but also provides a context against which Tiberius’
actions leading up to Germanicus’ death may be interpreted. As we shall see this
technique allows Dio to draw points of comparison and contrast with specific actions

of Tiberius described in the annalistic narrative.

This positive, albeit anodyne portrayal of Tiberius’ conduct reads somewhat jarringly
with the opening six chapters, which contain so much tacit criticism of the new
emperor. This change of tack must be regarded as being a deliberate compositional
strategy. Dio appears to be making a preceptive statement about the nature of the
ciuilis princeps. The ideal of the ciuilis princeps in essence was that of an autocrat

who did not behave as one and who maintained at least the appearance of Republican

% For similar ideas, with respect to the Agrippa-Maecenas debate, see Kemezis 2014: 131-8.

Cf. Davenport and Mallan 2014: 640-57.
7 Note the presence of similar survey chapters in Dio’s account of the reign of Augustus,
especially 53.21.3-7.
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government (see below 57.11.3; 57.15.9). Pretence and dissimulation were therefore
the cornerstones of such an ideal. The beginning of Book 57 (Chapters 1-13) serves to
emphasise this point. These opening thirteen chapters may be approached as a literary
diptych: the first part (57.1-6) describes Tiberius’ behaviour prior to acknowledging
his acceptance of the imperial power, the second (57.7-13) concerns his behaviour
after accepting it. Dio presents the reader with something close to a paradox, in so far
as the very quality which made Tiberius so difficult to handle prior to his formal
acceptance of power was the same as that which made him such an exemplary ruler,

at least while Germanicus lived.

Augustus is a key presence in these chapters. Dio seems to have been particularly
interested in the measures Tiberius took to honour Augustus and follow in Augustus’
footsteps (see below 57.7.2, 8.4-5, 8.6, 9.2, 10.1-2, 10.4, cf. 12.3). Yet Dio was also
careful to note Tiberius’ deviations from Augustan practice. Such an interest in
Augustus’ political legacy is understandable given the scale of Dio’s treatment of
Augustus in the Roman History. But again there is perhaps more than what meets the
eye. Dio makes us think closely about the parallels between Augustus and Tiberius.
These parallels run on at least two levels. As noted by Pelling (1997a: 128-9), we may
read a similar sort of Tiberian dissimulation in Augustus’ conduct throughout his
reign.”® On another level, Tiberius follows Augustus’ conduct with respect to many
(but not all) of his actions as a ruler. This is emphasised by the several important
concordances between these chapters and the funeral oration for Augustus delivered
by Tiberius. More generally, the manner in which an emperor treated his predecessors

was an important feature of Dio’s method of evaluating emperors (see below 57.8.4):

** Much of this may be Dio’s own analysis of Augustus and his reign: Rich 2010: 171.

185



a recurring ‘trans-regnal theme’, in Pelling’s terms. Tiberius’ decision to honour
Augustus and aspects of his rule anticipates (and contrasts with) Gaius’ resolution not
to pay similar honours to Tiberius (59.3.7-8). Of course, whether or not an emperor
honoured a predecessor could be a contentious issue: Septimius Severus’ decision to

honour Commodus was not met with approval from Dio (76(75).7.4-8.2 [Xiph.]).

novToL ... €5 TE TNV Yyeoovoiov £oédepe: Suet. Tib. 30: neque tam paruum
quicquam neque tam magnum publici priuatique negotii fuit, de quo non ad patres
conscriptos referretur. Cf. Tac. Ann. 4.6.2: iam primum publica negotia et priuatorum
maxima apud patres tractabantur. Also, see Vell. Pat. 2.126.2 with Woodman 1977:
240. Whatever the source connection with Suetonius (and it seems that one exists),
Dio’s comment is formulaic with parallels elsewhere in the Roman History. Hence
Dio describes Julius Caesar’s conduct (after becoming dictator) at 43.27.1: wédvro Om
TAVTOG Tolg MEMTOLS THS Poulils, €otL & Ote nol mhon avTi), émexoivov,
Hadrian’s at 69.7.1: €mgatte 0¢ ®al O ToD PovieutnEiov mavta Ta peydio ral
avoyroototo, but perhaps most pertinently given its textual proximity, Augustus’
at 56.41.3: oic [sc. the Senate] mévta TO péyloto xal Avoyrowdtata Gel ...
¢nmenoivov. Here Tiberius appears as the exemplum of a consultative emperor,
perhaps exceeding even Augustus in so far as Tiberius brought even ‘the smallest
matters’ (T opuxotota) before the Senate, as opposed to just ‘the greatest and most
pressing’ (to péylota ot avoyrorotota). For Tiberius’ and his involvement of the
Senate, see Brunt 1984a. For the ideal of the consultative emperor in general see
Ando 2000: 152-60 and Wilkinson 2012: 138-48. ti)v yegovoiav: Dio’s use of
vepovota and Poulf) to denote the Senate is interchangeable (Freyburger-Galland

1997: 98-9).

186



gnemointo ... meoxoBiwv gonuanile: Tiberius’® conduct of non-senatorial
business is resumed at 57.7.6. Dio’s assessment of Tiberius’ conduct here has
numerous close parallels throughout the imperial books, and it is demonstrative of the
sort of behaviour Dio expected to see in an emperor (cf. Claudius: 60.4.3, Vespasian:
65(66).10.5 [Xiph.], Hadrian: 69.7.1 [Xiph.]. For a survey of the evidence for the
emperor’s conduct of public business, see Millar 1977: 228-40; Honoré 1994: 3-32.
Pijno: a tribunal rather than the Rostra (as it is elsewhere in the Roman History, but
with the definite article e.g. 47.3.2, 47.8.3, 62(63).5.4 [Xiph.], etc.). It is likely that
Tiberius arranged to have erected for himself a (temporary?) tribunal from which he
could conduct public business. For a discussion of the physical form imperial
tribunals could take, based on artistic representations, see Bablitz 2008. év Ti} ayood:
Most likely the Forum Romanum, but it is worth noting that emperors could set up
their tribunals in several locations: Trajan conducted business in the Portico of Livia
and the Forum Augusti (68.10.2 [Xiph.; EVV]). For Dio’s purposes here, the exact
location is unimportant — what matters to Dio is that Tiberius’ actions were conducted
in the open and were accessible (see below 57.11.1). We may detect a tacit contrast
with the final years of Augustus’ reign, where Dio tells us that Augustus sat on a
tribunal which had been set up in the palace (¢v T® moiatim &m Pruatog
mpooraOnuevog) (55.33.5 [Xiph.]; cf. Swan 2004: 218; de Angelis 2010: 145). For
discussion of the locations (public or private) of imperial courts of justice, see de
Angelis 2010. égonuarite: Dio’s statement below at 57.7.6 (¢d{nale ... ®omeQ
elmov) suggests that he has in mind Tiberius’ participation in judicial matters (cf. LS/’
sv. xyonuotiCw L1.5), but it need not be confined to such a narrow interpretation.

yonuotiCw is often used in Dio (and other authors) to denote dealings with embassies
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and the like (e.g. 53.21.6; 55.33.5 [Xiph.], 57.17.9, 61(60).33.7 [Xiph.]; cf. FGrH 100

(Dexippus) F 6.2; etc.) which is appropriate in this context.

ouufovrovs ... mogehaufPavev: That a good king or emperor should surround
himself with a body of (good) advisors has a long antiquity in Greco-Roman political
thought (e.g. Isocr. ad Nic. 6; Dio Chrys. 1.8, 1.33; Hdn. 1.4.3-6,6.1.2; HA Alex. 16;),
and it was part of the conception of the ciuilis princeps (Wilkinson 2012: 138-48).
Dio develops this theme throughout the imperial books, but especially in the
Augustan narrative (cf. Adler 2012: 502-3). In the Speech of Maecenas, Dio has
Maecenas counsel Augustus that he should establish a consilium to advise on matters
of state (52.15, 52.19.3-4, 52.33.3-4). More broadly, Dio demonstrates the importance
of advisors by insertion of speeches delivered by Augustus’ advisors, namely the
Agrippa-Maecenas debate and the Livia-Augustus dialogue. Moreover, the role of
advisor was one that was part of Dio’s self-fashioning, as he portrayed himself during
the Severan narrative as an advisor to both Septimius Severus and Caracalla (Severus:
76(75).16.4 [Xiph.], 77(76).17.1-2 [Xiph.]; Caracalla: 78(77).17.3-4 [Xiph.]; cf. Swan

2004: 218; Davenport 2012: 800).

%ata Tov Avyovotov: Dio placed the inauguration of the consilium principis in his
survey of Augustus’ legislation following the settlement of 27 B.C. According to Dio,
the consilium originally comprised fifteen senators (determined by lot) in additional to
the consuls and one of each of the other senatorial magistracies (53.21.4; cf. Suet.
Aug. 35.3). Little evidence of this original consilium exists, save for one document
from 4 B.C. (EJ* no. 311, line 87 = SEG 9, no. 8, line 87 = Oliver GC no. 12). Later in

A.D. 13, the senatorial membership of the consilium was increased from fifteen to
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twenty and was no longer determined by lot, but by Augustus (56.28.2-3).
Furthermore, according to Dio, the consilium now included members of the imperial

family as well as Augustus’ amici.’®

Although consultation with a group of
(respectable) advisors became one of the hallmarks of the ciuilis princeps, the idea of
an official ‘cabinet’ of advisors was deeply un-Republican (cf. Syme 1939: 408). It
was perhaps for this reason that this experiment in pseudo-cabinet government never
really developed; for after the reign of Augustus the emperor’s consilium appears to
have become less formalised and its membership seems to have been determined on
an ad hoc basis, depending on the issue at hand (see below 57.17.9; cf. Suet. Tib. 55).
Hence, the Tabula Siarensis preserves a reference to Tiberius’ consilium, made up of
members of the domus Augusta, which determined the posthumous honours to be
granted to Germanicus (7S lines 100-105; cf. Lott 2012: 213-14; Severy 2000: 320-

21).390 For a general discussion of imperial consilia, see CAH* 11.195-213 (Eck);

Millar 1977: 268-9; Crook 1955: 8-17 (Augustus), 18-20, 36-9 (Tiberius).

oV HévroL ... gmexoivou: a contrast with Augustan procedure? The interpretation
depends on whether pévtou is taken as adversative or progressive. Dio may have in
mind a change to the situation described at 56.28.2-3 whereby policies determined
upon by Augustus and his consilium carried force of senatus consulta without further
deliberation from the Senate. Dio might also be emphasising a more general point

about Tiberius’ inclusion of the Senate (see below Toig @Ahoig) in the deliberative

** This seems to be partially confirmed by P.Oxy. 2435 (verso), a document detailing the

reception of an Alexandrian embassy by Augustus’ consilium in A.D. 13, which notes the
presence of Tiberius and Drusus, along with several senators, whose names, with the
exception of Valerius Messalinus Corvinus (PIR' V 93), are obscured (lines 34-40). For
possible reconstruction of these names, see Bowman 1976: 154.

* For an example of the composition of an early Severan era consilium, note P.Oxy. 3019
which describes Severus’ court comprising ‘friends and men summoned to the consilium’
(Tov plhwv rol TdV elg 1O ovuPoiretov nexinuévov). Cf. the Hadrianic P.Oxy. 2177 [=
Musurillo AA 10, 11. 61-3].
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process. For this interpretation, note the parallel with Dio’s comment about
Tarquinius Superbus (F 11.5 [EVV]): o¥te toilg »ataloimoig Adyov T dElov
¢merolvov). Tolg dAhois: presumably ‘with the Senate’ rather than with his

advisors.

7.3 nol €5 ye 1O pécov ... £pgpe: The general content of this passage seems to be
encapsulated by Suet. Tib. 31.1: quaedam aduersus sententiam suam decerni ne
questus quidem est. ma.@ENoiov: Dio associated parrhesia with the Republican form

of government.””!

For Dio, the coming of ‘monarchy’ at Rome signalled the end of
free or frank speech (43.10.4-5; 47.39.2-3). Thereafter, an individual’s ability to speak
candidly was dependent on the will of the emperor. Hence, an emperor’s willingness
to allow displays of parrhesia (almost always used to describe the expression of a
position contrary to that held by the emperor) was regarded as a mark of the ciuilis
princeps (e.g. 52.33.6; Plin. Pan. 76.1-4; Suet. Aug. 54-55; Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 38-
9 with n. 51) as it had been of the Classical/Hellenistic ideal of the good king (e.g.
Isocr. ad Nic. 28). Dio looked upon imperial reactions to displays of parrhesia as one
of the measures of their quality as rulers. This could take two forms. On the one hand,
the ability to speak freely to a king was seen as a mark of a good advisor, as opposed
to a flatterer (cf. Plut. Mor. [How to Tell a Flatterer] 66a-74e; Max. Tyr. 14.7-8).

Hence, Augustus is praised for allowing his friends to employ such outspokenness

when offering him good advice (56.43.1; cf. 56.40.3; 52.3.3), likewise Septimius

! Unlike Polybius before him (Polyb. 6.9.4-5 with Walbank HCP 1.657). Dio’s assessment
was no doubt influenced by the traditional association of parrhesia with the Athenians and in
particular with the Athenian democracy, for which see Konstan 2012; Barrett 1964: 236 on
Eurip. Hipp. 421-423; cf. Eurip. Ion 671-675, Dem. Epit. 26; etc. N.B. Wirszubski (1950: 13):
‘In fact the Roman republic never was, nor, on the whole, was meant to be, a democracy of
the Athenian type; the eleutheia with isonomia and parrhesia as its chief expressions
appeared to the Romans as being nearer to licentia than libertas.”; Barton 2001: 160-3.
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Severus with his advisors (77(76).17.1 [Xiph.]). On the other hand, an emperor was
expected to tolerate (at least to a degree) harmless political opponents. Severus is
commended for not punishing Cassius Clemens (PIR> C 489), a one time partisan of
Pescennius Niger, for Clemens’ display of parrhesia during his trial (75(74).9.1
[Xiph.]; 75(74).9.4 [Xiph.]), and finally, but perhaps most interestingly, Dio praises
Vitellius for his mildness (¢rueineia) following a heated exchange in the Senate with
Helvidius Priscus (64(65).7.2 [EVV]). For Tiberius’ toleration of people who

displayed parrhesia, see 57.2.5-6 (above) and 57.17.3 (below).

avTog Pijpov mohhdxig €0idov: Perhaps an indication of the senatorial procedure
of Dio’s own day in so far as his comment expresses surprise that Tiberius cast a vote
along with the other senators. According to Talbert (1984: 183), the Severan
emperors, as with those of the third century in general, rarely attended meetings of the
Senate, and did not participate in debate, preferring instead to issue imperial rescripts
coinciding with meetings of the Senate on the Kalends and the Ides. It should be
noted, however, that this view is largely based on inference ex silentio. Had Dio’s
narrative of the Severan period survived, we would indubitably have a more complete
picture of senatorial procedure from the early third century. For the position of the

emperor in the Senate in general, see Talbert 1984: 164-83.

0 ugv Yo Aodoocg ... emoier: It may be that Dio is extrapolating from the instance
described by Tacitus (Ann. 3.22) where Tiberius exempted Drusus from speaking first
during the trial of Aemilia Lepida (PIR> A 420) in A.D. 20, when Drusus was consul

designate.*”? However, Dio seems to be making a general point about Drusus’
g gag p

2 It was customary for consul designates to be called upon to speak first: App. BC 2.5[18].

191



participation in senatorial debate, and forming a point of comparison with Tiberius (0
pev yao Aovoog ... éxeivog [sc. Tiberius] 8¢ ...), who as we see (next note)
sometimes remained silent during senatorial debates. Yet Drusus’ presence in this
sentence is not simply to act as a foil to Tiberius. Drusus’ conduct within meetings of
the Senate perhaps struck Dio as peculiar and appropriately ‘Republican’ (cf. below
57.14.9, 57.15.9). Drusus, as the biological son of Tiberius, must have seemed to Dio
to have been the natural successor to Tiberius, and thus Dio was alert to possible signs
of his advancement or preferential treatment. It is likely that by Dio’s day imperial
sons (adopted or natural) were granted special privileges when it came to senatorial
business. According to the Historia Augusta, Marcus Aurelius was given the right to
bring before the Senate five relationes every meeting, as Caesar to Antoninus Pius in

147 (HA Marc. 6.6; cf. Talbert 1984: 166).

7.4 éxgivog ¢ ... amedeiEaunv: In theory, the emperor should have spoken first
during the interrogatio (providing he was not presiding), as he headed the album,
although it appears that speaking order could vary from meeting to meeting. For order
of speaking in the Senate, see Talbert 1984: 240-8. Yet, as recognised by Dio and
those before him, had he spoken first there was the likelihood that all would follow
his lead (55.34.1,57.24.7 [Xiph.]; Tac. Ann. 1.74.5, cf. Sen. Clem. 1.15.4). iva 1) 1)
doxi] ... apargeiohon: A typical Dionian idea. A good emperor was one who
maintained the semblance (sc. doxi}) of republicanism (cf. 57.9.1, 57.15.9), in this
case, the capacity for senators to exercise parrhesia (for which see above 57.7.3). For
the concern of senatorial authors about speaking order in the Senate, and the right to
express a free opinion and vote accordingly, see Pliny Pan. 76.2-4, cf. 56.40.3

(funeral speech of Augustus). “ei yvounyv éxotovuny ... anedet&aunv”’: Again Dio
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preserves another deceptively anodyne saying attributed to Tiberius, this time
illustrating the way in which a ciuilis princeps could influence opinion within the

Senate. Note also the similar saying attributed to Tiberius, quoted at 57.21.1.

7.5 %oi v puév zai 1o0To TV iony T £Té0m iy Exov: ‘And this tactic was just
as effective as the other’. T® £rép: i.e. Tiberius disclosing his opinions openly (sc.
TA ... AvTrEug amedaiveto). Dio deftly sets this up to make it appear that Tiberius’
methods would have stymied opposition, but then goes on to reveal (contrary to

expectations) that this was not the case (see next note).

%ol £0TLY OTE ol EnexQATovY: ‘and sometimes carried the day’. Cf. Suet. Tib. 31.1:
quaedam aduersus sententiam suam decerni ne questus quidem est. Unlike Suetonius
(Tib. 31.1-2), Dio does not go on to provide specific examples of this concessionary
behaviour: his aim in these chapters is just to sketch the general pattern. Cf. 57.15.9

(below).

ovdevi névIoL mogd TovTo 0pYNV eiyev: A likely reminder of one of the key
aspects of Tiberius’ general (natural?) behaviour (57.1.1). We as readers are left to
wonder if Tiberius was genuinely not angry on these occasions, or simply did not
show his anger. For Dio, the point here is that Tiberius conducted himself
appropriately by not reacting in anger against those who voted against him. Cf. 57.6.2

(above), 57.17.3 (below), and 58.27.3.

7.6 ®@omee eumwov: Dio resumes his narration of Tiberius’ performance of his non-

senatorial duties, raised at 57.7.2.
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T TOV AEYOVTIMV duxaotioe: Perhaps a general reference to the courts of the
praetors and the quaestiones perpetuae as opposed to the senatorial court or that of
the emperor. See CAH* 10.405-8 (Galsterer), and now Bablitz 2007: 13-50 for a
description of these courts during the early empire, their function and locations in

Rome.

%ol TOQAXAAOVUEVOS ... %ol ama@dxAntos: Dio’s phraseology recalls that of
Thuc. 1.118.3: nat a0tog €dn EVAAPecOaL ral TOQAXAAOVUEVOS ROl AXANTOC.
Cf. Plut. Mor. 403b [On the Oracle at Delphi] (paraphrasing Thucydides): »at
fonOnoewv avtog nal TAQOROAOVUEVOS ral AmoQdxAntoc. I suspect Dio’s
somewhat unusual turn of phrase (awo@axAntog appears only here and at 41.33.1)
was little more than a stylistic flourish. The slightly religious register of the phrase is,
however, consistent with the sort of similarly quasi-religious language used by other
authors when describing the actions of emperors as dispensers of justice (e.g. Dio

Chry. 1.42-46).

£mti Tov faBgov ToU %aTAVTIZEUS 0PV xeEWuEVOL #aBiCwv: There is considerable
concordance between Dio’s description here, and that provided by Suetonius (7ib. 33)
and Tacitus (Ann. 1.75.1), made all the more strong (paradoxically) by the fact that
each provides a slightly different description of where Tiberius was wont to sit.
Tacitus maintained that Tiberius sat at the corner of the praetor’s tribunal (in cornu
tribunalis), whereas Suetonius (7ib. 33) says that Tiberius sat either beside or
opposite the judges (assidebatque iuxtim uel exaduersum in parte primori). The point

of all three accounts is that Tiberius did not take the place of the presiding magistrates
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in the courts (for which, see notes below). Two options present themselves to explain
the source connection. (i) Suetonius represents an attempt to reconcile two different
sources, the traces of which are found in Tacitus and Dio. (ii) Suetonius’ account
represents something close to an original report found in a source common to Tacitus,
Suetonius, and Dio which described Tiberius’ seating positions in the court (that is
Tiberius sometimes sat at the corner of the praetor’s tribunal, and at other times
opposite the praetor). Yet for compositional purposes Dio and Tacitus preferred to
choose one of the two reports for their narratives. This seems the most likely

explanation (cf. Bablitz 2009: 122).

£heyev ... mg mEOEdQOS: a textual crux, which hangs on our understanding of mg
1éedoc/mededog. The reading of M and Xiphilinus is g mededoOg, Boissevain
follows Reiske’s emendation and prints ®g waQed0g, whereas Reimarus offered mg
1p60edOGg as an emendation. For the reasons outlined below, I am inclined to reject

the emendations, and restore the MS reading.

(i) mg mEooedpos. We may dismiss Reimarus’ (2.852) emendation with little
difficulty. mp6oedog appears only once in Greek literature prior to the fifth century,
and that is in Sophocles’ Trachiniae (794). Hesychius (IT 3710) glosses mpdoedog
as O mapaxodnuevog, oxohdlmv, which does not appear to be appropriate to the
context of the passage. It is true that mopaxaOfuevog may be used to denote
someone sitting as a co-assessor in a trial (cf. 75(74).9.2 [Xiph.]), but I cannot see
why Dio would choose to employ such patently recherché language at this point to

express such a simple idea.

(ii) wg mAaedog. Dio’s editors have been almost unanimous in their acceptance of
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Reiske’s emendation, indicating that Tiberius behaved during these trials ‘as an
assessor’. mdedog could be used to denote an adsessor or consiliarius in the
imperial period. The scholiast on Demosthenes Against Meidias 178 (607 = ed. Dilts
2.240) glosses mapedoOg as ovyr&Bedoog, the latter a word not found in Dio, but it
appears in documents of the imperial period to identify an adsessor in a trial (/G Rom.
1.933; cf. Mason GT 175). Boissevain appears to have looked to Suetonius (7ib. 33)
for the basis of his emendation, where Tiberius is described as offering his services to
the presiding magistrates as a consiliarius (sc. plerumque se offerebat consiliarium).
In support of this reading we might turn to 55.34.1 where Dio uses the participle of
the verb mapedpevm to describe those individuals who sat as assessors to Augustus
during trials. In this example, Dio clearly is adhering to classical usage. Compare Dio
(55.34.1): ol mopedpelovtég odLowy [sc. Augustus], with Demosthenes (Meid. 178):
napadeevovrog doyovtt T viel. However, we should exercise caution. Dio’s use
of the noun mdEedQOg is particularly idiosyncratic (note Mason GT 154; Rich 1990:
146), and he makes a deliberate point of defining it as a legatus serving under a
provincial governor (53.14.6-7, cf. 5527.6, 57.144, 73(72).114 [Xiph.]).>"
Moreover, in the few instances apart from 55.34.1 (quoted above) where Dio uses the
verb maedpelm it is almost always in the sense of ‘serving as a legatus to a
provincial governor’ (53.14.6, 60.25.6).>** Hence, that Dio should use it here in such a
fashion seems especially odd, when he could have used a more familiar word like

oVpPovlrog to denote a consiliarius, if this was indeed what Dio intended to indicate.

% A further example may be added (80(79).3.1), but the lacunose state of the MS (Cod. Vat.
Gr. 1288) precludes any definite reading.

*** The only other instance (73(72).5.3 [Xiph.]), may or may not refer specifically to the
holding of such posts.
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(iii) g mEOedQOGC: a word unattested elsewhere in the surviving portions of Dio, but
one familiar in Classical sources. Were it not for the fact that both M and the
Xiphilinus MSS read mp6ed0og we might suspect it to be a Byzantine corruption or
marginal gloss that entered the tradition, and thus opt for deletion. Proedroi were
Byzantine court officials of the mid-10", 11™ and 12" centuries (e.g. Const. Porph. De
Cerem. 1.97 [= ed. Reiske 1.440-443]; cf. ODB 3.1727). But it seems unlikely that
both the copyist of M and Xiphilinus (who date to the 10" and 11™ centuries
respectively) should have included the same gloss independently of one another. If M
and Xiphilinus are correct, then we must ask whether proedros (which would mean
something like ‘president of the court’ or ‘presiding magistrate’) would make any
sense in the context of the passage. Contemporaneous references to proedroi are
scarce. However, a clue may be found in Achilles Tatius, writing perhaps in the
second century, who uses proedros both to denote the presiding magistrate at a court

395

who appears to have been in charge of procedural matters (e.g. 8.7.6),” " as well as

‘judges’ in general (8.9.8).

Finally, that Tiberius acted ‘as though a presiding magistrate’ seems to fit the context
of the passage best of all. If Dio had wanted to say that Tiberius was acting as a
consiliarius, we would expect him to have sat with the judges or members of the
judicial consilium, but instead Dio says that he sat opposite the magistrates.
Moreover, Dio’s statement that Tiberius spoke ‘as often as seemed appropriate to
him’, suggests the conduct not of a consiliarius, but of a presiding officer of a court

(pace Freyburger-Galland 1997: 199). If this is correct, then I suggest that Dio’s

3% Such was the function of a proedros in the Classical Athenian boule and ekklesia ([Arist.]

Ath. Pol. 44.2-3). Proedroi are attested at Athens performing similar functions well into the
third century A.D. (e.g. SEG 30, no. 82 line 24).
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proedros denotes the position of a quaesitor, a title given to the presiding magistrates
of quaestiones perpetuae. Such a gloss accords with what we know of Dio’s practice
of using classical terminology for Roman magistrates and institutions. Moreover, we
know from Asconius (45C. 22-26) that certain quaesitores could be quite energetic in
their interjections during court sessions, which accords well with Suetonius’
description (7ib. 33) of Tiberius’ (unexpected) interjections in hearings, presumably

where he felt procedural standards were not being upheld.

Tiberius’ participation in these court proceedings, ‘summoned or un-summoned’
illustrates once again the problematical nature of the ciuilis princeps. It was an
expectation of a good emperor to ensure the proper management of the law and
justice, like a latter-day Rhadamanthys or Minos, yet by doing so the emperor
undermined the authority of the presiding (Republican) magistrate (cf. Tac. Ann.
1.75.1: set dum ueritati consulitur, libertas corrumpebatur). It was a fine balance for
a king to be seen to administer justice well, but not to usurp the authority of the
presiding magistrates (cf. Plin. Pan. 77.4-5). This passage highlights Dio’s acute
awareness of this fundamental conflict. On the one hand, Tiberius gives the
impression that he is not usurping the authority of the magistrates in so far as he does
not displace them from their official seats (¢m ToD fAOQOV TOD RATAVTIIRQEUS ODWV
rnelpévov xabiCwv), but on the other hand, by interjecting (as though a Qded0OC) or

appearing un-summoned, he is by his actions undermining their authority.

8.1: 0UTE YOQ ... £dig: ‘For he neither allowed himself to be called master by free

men nor imperator except by the soldiers.” deemoTnVv: ‘master’ (sc. dominus) Cf.

Suet. Tib. 27: dominus appellatus a quodam denuntiauit, ne se amplius contumeliae
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causa nominaret. Note also Tacitus Ann. 2.87: acerbeque increpuit eos qui diuinas
occupationes ipsumque dominum dixerant. Tiberius may be seen to be following
Augustan precedent; at 55.12.2 Dio’”° describes Augustus refusing to allow people to
address him as ‘master’ (cf. Suet. Aug. 53.1; Ovid Fasti 2.142; Tert. Apol. 34.1 Swan
2004: 137). Later emperors were less reticent. Domitian was notorious for requiring
senators to address him formally as ‘master’ (67.4.7 = Zonar. 11.19 [= Dindorf 3.59];
67.134; cf. Plin. Pan.2.3,7.6; Suet. Dom. 13.1-2; etc.).397 Yet it was customary (or
became customary) to address an emperor as domine, as is amply demonstrated by the
letters of Pliny to Trajan or those of Fronto. For the early third-century context where
we see Caracalla styled ‘Master of Earth and Sea’, note CIG 2, nos. 2912, 2913, 3484,
2264n, CIG 3, no. 4680. For summary of usage and discussion, see Dickey 2002: 76-
8, 94-9; Dickey 1996: 95-8 (for the semantic range of déomota as a form of address);
cf. Sherwin-White 1966: 557-8; Dvornik 1966: 2.508-9; Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 37-8;

Norefia 2011: 227-8.

avToxQATOPM: As we have seen previously (above 57.2.1) Dio appreciated the broad
semantic range of the word aitorpdtwe/imperator. He seems to have used it in four
distinct ways: (1) as a designation of the independent military authority of a general
who held imperium (e.g. F. 57.81, 43.44.3); (ii) as a salutation given to a victorious
general by his troops (e.g. 37.40.2); (iii) as informal shorthand for the ‘position’ of
emperor/princeps; (iv) as the praenomen Imperatoris. Dio believed that the title

imperator (iv) denoted an emperor’s imperium (1) (cf. 53.17.4-5; Rich 1990: 149-50).

% The passage is preserved by both Xiphilinus and Zonaras (cf. Boissevain 2.497).

As noted by Gradel (2002: 160), there is no epigraphic evidence for Domitian adopting
‘dominus et deus’ as a formal style.

397
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Dio claims that the Senate voted Julius Caesar not only ‘the name Imperator’ (T0 ...
TOD aUTOXREATOQOS Ovoua), but the right for his descendants to hold it as well
(43.44.2-3; cf. Suet. Iul. 76.1).>°® Dio believed that this was the origin for the use of
the word employed in his own day, to denote the position of emperor as opposed to
the name given to a victorious general, or someone who held an independent military
command (43.44.3). Yet, as noted by Syme (1958b: 184, 185 n.1 = RP 1.374 with
fn.3), it was only with the accession of Vespasian that the praenomen Imperatoris
becomes a standard feature of imperial nomenclature. Numismatic evidence indicates
that Augustus had adopted the praenomen Imperator during the internecine struggles
of the 30s B.C.,””” and perhaps used it as a counter to Sextus Pompeius’ reinvention
as ‘Magnus Pius’ (Syme 1958b: 182 = RP 1.372). In contrast with its later
applications, Imperator was used by Augustus as his actual praenomen (replacing
Gaius), rather than a title denoting his position (Syme 1958b: 182 = RP 1.372-3),

which appeared before the emperor’s (pre-imperial) praenomen.

Dio is silent on Augustus’ adoption of this name in the triumviral period. However, he
does note that Augustus assumed the title ‘Imperator’ (Tn)v TOoD QUTORQATOQOG
gnixAnowv énébeto) in 29 B.C., presumably after having it officially granted to him
by the Senate (52.41.3-4; Reinhold 1988: 210). If we accept Dio’s note here, and
there is no convincing reason why we should not, then it is likely that the Senate
offered the title again to Tiberius in A.D. 14 (see above 57.2.1), as a gesture

acknowledging his position of supremacy within the state, as Augustus’ was in 29

3% For the more important contributions to this discussion, see Grant 1946: 408-41; Syme

1958b = RP 1.361-77; Weinstock 1971: 103-11.

* The earliest example is from 38 B.C., were he appears on coins variously styled IMP.
DIVI IVLI E.TER. III VIR R.P.C, or IMP. CAESAR DIVI IVLI (RRC no. 534): Crawford
1974: 535; Grant 1946: 415.
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B.C. and Caesar’s in 45 B.C.

aMv  toic otgatwwtong: That Tiberius should have wished the title
imperator/autokrator to be used only by members of the army is consistent with the
Republican usage, denoting his independent military authority as general (imperator)
of all the legions (cf. McFayden 1920: 54).*° To use such a title in a non-military
context might have smacked of military dictatorship.*”' Tiberius does seem to have
avoided styling himself imperator/otongdtw, although there are examples of
inscriptions where he is styled in this way (e.g. EJ° no. 93 = IGRR iv. 206; EJ*no. 102
= Oliver GC no. 15; CIL 3.8512,3.10918; AE 1975, 861; cf. Holtzhausser 1918: 26-
7): a reminder of the less than total control an emperor had over his nomenclature
outside Rome. For the use of Imperator as a term of address, see Dickey 2002: 99-

103, especially 102-3.

10D TOTEOS Tijs Mateidog: Tiberius was offered the title pater patriae several times
during his reign and each time ‘passed it by’. Tacitus records two definite instances
where the title was offered, once in A.D. 15 (Ann. 1.72.1),402 and again in 19 (Ann.
2.87.2). Neither of these occasions is mentioned by Dio, in the latter case perhaps
owing to excision by Xiphilinus 29It seems more likely however, that Dio omitted

reference to the proposal of A.D. 19, just as he did not record that of A.D. 15 under

* However, McFayden is incorrect when he asserts that all examples where Tiberius is

styled Imperator date to early in his reign: CIL 3.8512 may be dated to A.D. 26/27.

' Augustus too seems to have moved away from identifying himself as Imperator as his
reign progressed, perhaps due to its unwanted connections with the triumviral period (Grant
1946: 440-2).

2 Tacitus suggests that this was not the first time Tiberius had been offered this title by the
people: nomen patris patriae Tiberius, a populo saepius ingestum, repudiauit.

% We are dependent principally on Xiphilinus for Dio’s narrative following 57.17.8 until the
resumption of the M at 58.7.2.
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the events for that year. Here Dio’s use of the aorist (dtemoato) suggests that Dio has
in mind a specific (initial) refusal of the title (perhaps that in A.D. 15), but the
summary nature of the passage suggests a certain degree of timelessness (as indicated
by the succession of imperfects). Dio’s aim in this passage is to illustrate Tiberius’
general conduct with respect to honorific titles general, and as such he probably
intended to account for the several occasions where Tiberius was offered the title in
the period covered by Book 57. Dio records one further occasion following the fall of

Sejanus in A.D. 31 (58.12.8).*** Cf. Suet. Tib. 26.2, 67 .2-4.

There are a few examples where the title pater patriae appears on Tiberian
inscriptions, but these are clearly the rare exceptions and are perhaps best thought of
as the results of enthusiastic provincial administrators or communities (EJ*no. 102,
line 9 = AE 1929: 99 = Oliver GC no. 15; cf. Levick 1976: 248; Holtzhausser 1918:
37; Marsh 1931: 50 n.1; Lindsay 1995: 115).*” That this should happen is not
surprising: Augustus was styled pater/parens patriae in literary and non-literary
sources long before his final acceptance of the honour in 2 B.C., as Dio correctly

recognized (55.10.10 [Xiph.]. For examples see Weinstock 1971: 204 n. 1.

Dio certainly saw Tiberius’ rejection of the title pater patriae as being indicative of
Tiberius’ display of moderation (as indeed was the case with any emperor’s rejection
or at least reluctance to accept any honorific title). Tiberius’ continual refusal may

have also struck Dio as being somewhat unusual as it was a title accepted by most

404 pace Stevenson (2009: 107 n. 26) who seems to infer that Dio’s statement at 58.22.1 refers

to another rejection of the title pater patriae. The title might have been among the suite of
honours proposed for Tiberius, but Dio is not explicit.

5 Note also the rare appearance attributions on the coinage, Carthage: RPC 1.1 nos. 754-757
(Carthage); cf. (if genuine) Cohen 1880: 1.193 (Tibere no. 42).
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subsequent emperors, although usually after a lapse of time (e.g. 59.3.2, 60.3.2, etc.;
cf. App. BC 2.7.[25]; Plin. Pan. 21, HA Had. 6.4).*" At 53.18.3 Dio provides two
explanations for the significance of the title pater. The first explanation is that it
symbolized the authority of the emperor over his subjects, just as a father once
exercised power over his household. The second explanation is more nuanced but
more positive. Dio suggests that the title was symbolic, at least originally, of a
contract between emperor and subject: that an emperor should care for his subjects as
father would for his children, while the children should show devotion to their father
(cf. 43.17.5-6). This later interpretation perhaps owes something to the Senecan
tradition (e.g. Sen. Ben. 1.4.3, 3.36.1-2; Clem. 1.14.2; cf. Ando 2000: 404); but the
idea is well rooted in Greek thought as well, e.g. Hom. Od. 2.47; cf. Dion. Hal. Ant.
Rom. 2.9-11 (speaking of Romulus). Nevertheless, it is clear that the title pater
patriae had otherwise positive connotations, and is suggestive of an ideal of rulership
that would have been appealing to many in the Roman world (e.g. Dio. Chry. Or.
1.22, 40; Poll. 1.40; Tert. Apol. 34.2; Epit. de Caes. 18.6). For further on this point,
see Stevenson 1992; cf. Weinstock 1971: 200-5; Ando 2000: 398-405; Barton 2001:

174-5; Stevenson 2009: 98-9.

To gain an appreciation of why Tiberius should refuse such a positive title, we need
contextualise it in terms of Tiberius’ relationship to the Augustan Principate. As with
Tiberius’ rejection of the praenomen Imperatoris, his rejection of the title pater
patriae made sound political sense. Both these names had been of such central
importance for Augustus for significant periods of his political career, and Augustus’

formal acceptance of the title pater patriae in 2 B.C. was portrayed as a climactic

6 According to the author of the Historia Augusta, Pertinax was the first emperor to accept

the title pater patriae on his accession (Pert. 5-6).
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moment in his career (RGDA 35.1; cf. Cooley 2009: 275; Stevenson 2009). Tiberius’
refusal could be interpreted, on the one hand, as evidence of Tiberius’ genuine (or
projected) moderation and respect for his adoptive father (see below 57.8.4).*7 On the
other hand, it allowed Tiberius to create a degree of distance between himself and
Augustus. Stevenson (2009: 106-7) perhaps goes too far when he suggests that
Tiberius’ refusal of the title was in great part due to the negative connotations the
term pater patriae attracted in connection with Augustus’ management of his
daughter’s disgrace and banishment. More likely, we may read in Tiberius’ actions an
attempt to fashion an identity for himself, which was sufficiently distinct from that of

Augustus (cf. Cowan 2009: 476-7).

8.1-2 o0 AvYoU0eTOU ... Tooeveypape: ‘Similarly did not adopt that of Augustus
(for he did not allow it to be even voted to him), but allowed it if he heard it in speech
or if it read it in writing, and frequently he used it himself in letters to various kings’.
Cf. Suet. Tib. 26.2: ac ne Augusti quidem nomen, quanquam hereditarium, ullis nisi
ad reges ac dynastas epistulis addidit. Given that the title ‘Augustus’ is virtually
ubiquitous on Tiberius’ coinage and on inscriptions, **® including the final
‘autographed’ section of the SCPP (1. 174; Lott 2012: 311), Dio’s statement is the
more accurate of the two, but still is problematic. Yet there was a difference in the
way Tiberius and Augustus used the cognomen Augustus in their official styles. As
noted by Grant (1950: 42) in the late coinage of Augustus, the name Augustus appears
in the gentile position (e.g. CAESAR AUGUSTUS DIVI F PATER PATRIAE),

whereas in the case of Tiberius it appears in the cognominal position (e.g. TI.

“7 Indeed, pater appears on the various commemorative ‘diuus Augustus’ issues from

Tiberius’ reign, e.g. RIC* 1 (Tiberius) nos. 70-83.
% E.g. Coinage: RIC*1 p.92-101, passim.
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CAESAR AUGUSTYVS), hence placing less emphasis on the name ‘Augustus’. It was
this change, according to Grant, that led to the assertion in the sources that Tiberius
rejected the name Augustus. Although it is perhaps significant that the cognomen is
not used all the time in the lapidary consular fasti. For example, Tiberius is entered in
the fasti Ostienses for his consulships of A.D. 18 and 21 as, Ti. Caesar III and Ti.
Caesar IV, respectively (Inscr. It. XII1.1 pp. 185, 187. But, for his consulship of 31,
he appears as Ti. Caesar Augustus V (Inscr. It. XIII.1 p. 187). Alternatively, it has
been suggested that Dio and Suetonius’ claim referred only to “Tiberius’ more private
communications’ (Barrett 2002: 152). For further, see Scott 1932: 42-50; Cowan

2009: 476-7.

Tod Avyovotou: Dio always uses the transliteration of the Latin Augustus. Only
once does he use the Greek equivalent, Ze3a.otdg when he explains the derivation of
the word (53.16.8; cf. Rich 1990: 149). Although Dio was clearly concerned with
maintaining a certain purity of style, his decision to transliterate Augustus throughout
his work was appropriate for his persona (or at least one aspect of his persona) as a
Roman Senator and imperial ‘insider’ (cf. below 57.8.4, and Introduction, Chapter 1:
The Roman Historian at Work). Dio’s use of AUyovotog is consonant also with the
observable trend in Greek epigraphic sources from the second and third centuries
which saw the transliteration A¥yovotog replace translation ZePaotog as the Greek
equivalent of Augustus (Rougé 1969: 89-91; Rich 1990: 20). For the significance of

the title Augustus (and connotations) see summary of Cooley 2009: 261-2.

0vdE Yoo Ynorodijvai wote einoe: ‘Similarly he did not allow it to be voted to him

on any occasion’. Cf. 57.2.1. A slightly discordant note? Refusing honours was one

205



thing, but not permitting honours to be voted in the first place perhaps suggests an
infringement of senatorial /ibertas. As noted by Ando (2000: 33): ‘[Tiberius’] refusal
of the name Augustus by itself left contemporaries without a form of address that
advertised his uniqueness and justified their obsequience’. But we should note that for
Dio at least, honours voted to the politically dominant contained the suggestion that
they were brought about by coercion and brought little glory to the honorand
(37.23.2). eiooe (as with dremoato, above) Dio’s use of the aorist would suggest a
specific instance where Tiberius did not allow the senators to vote him the title,

probably one of the meetings of the Senate in September A.D. 14.

8.2 Kaioag: From his third century perspective, Dio regarded ‘Caesar’ as an imperial
title (43.44.3) and not without reason, as it had been carried by all of the emperors up
to his day. For the early Julio-Claudian emperors (Tiberius and Gaius) it appears in
the position of the nomen gentilicium denoting membership to the domus Caesaris,
and was not a title per se (cf. Hammond 1957: 22). Nevertheless Dio is correct in
identifying it as a name by which Tiberius was addressed by contemporaries (e.g. Val.

Max. praef. 1; cf. Dickey 2002: 100-1).

Feouavizog éx TV V0 Tod Teguavirod mpayOévrov: a dubious claim as it
stands. There is insufficient evidence to indicate whether Tiberius ever used
Germanicus as part of his official nomenclature.*® It became common practice for
emperors to acquire honorific cognomina through the exploits of their lieutenants (e.g.
60.22.1-2). Perhaps Dio here is guilty of simply extrapolating from his evidence,

basing his views on this later practice, from the fact that Germanicus celebrated a

9 CIL 10.1987 might refer to either the emperor Tiberius or Claudius, but the latter is more

likely.
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triumph for his victories in Germany (cf. 57.18.1 [Xiph.]). Tiberius did, after all, gain
his eighth salutation as imperator from the deeds of Germanicus in A.D. 16 (Tac.
Ann. 2.182).*'"° Alternatively Dio might have found a reference to a ‘Caesar
Germanicus’ in his sources and assumed it was referring to Tiberius, but this seems
unlikely. Either way, the source of Dio’s claim is obscure. For the use of Germanicus

(i.e. the vocative Germanice) as a term of address, see Dickey 2002: 103-4.

mEOXOLTOG TE Tilg YEQOVGiag: = princeps senatus. Talbert (1984: 164) doubts the
veracity of Dio’s unique claim here. Nowhere in the surviving documents of his reign
do we find Tiberius explicitly styled thus. This, however, does not preclude the
accuracy of Dio’s statement. That we should find no reference elsewhere to Tiberius
as princeps senatus is not surprising; aside from one reference to the position in the
Res Gestae (7.2), it is only with the accession of Pertinax that we first see princeps
senatus in the epigraphic record as a formal imperial title,*'' as recognized correctly
by Dio (74(73).5.1 [Xiph.]). Hence, if genuine, it is perhaps better to think of princeps
senatus not as an official title (hence something that would appear on inscriptions) but
as a designation of Tiberius’ position within the Senate, that is, at the top of the
senatorial album, which he presumably held on account of his seniority. Suolahti
(1972: 210) suggests that Tiberius assumed to the position of princeps senatus by
virtue of his (putative) censorial powers. If we follow Suolahti’s argument, it is
possible that Tiberius held the position of princeps senatus as a result of the census of
A.D. 13/14, but this does not seem likely. More plausibly, Tiberius assumed the rank

of princeps senatus (i.e. the first name on the senatorial album) in A.D. 15 as a result

410 For the defence of Tacitus’ dating for this salutation, see Gesche 1972; cf. Syme 1979:

322.
“'E.g. AE 1904. 65; AE 1969/70. 618; CIL 3. 14149, 35.

207



of the annual revision of the album (55.3.3).

Be this as it may, the idea of an emperor being princeps senatus was one that was
ideologically appealing to Dio. Not only did Pertinax, a man whom Dio admired
greatly, adopt it, but also Dio (53.1.3) thought that the designation was one that was
appropriately ‘republican’ (dnuotixdg), and thus appropriate to the ciuilis princeps.
Moreover, it signified the idea that an emperor should be selected from qualified

members of the amplissimus ordo.

%aTa T aeyaiov: A stock phrase used by Dio, perhaps inspired by Thuc. 2.16.2.
Dio’s usage always refers back to Republican procedure (tellingly Dio first uses the
expression during his account of Caesar’s dictatorship at 43.23.4 and 43.44.2) and
seems to be used as a mark of approval, an acknowledgement that mos maiorum was
being upheld or restored. Here it signifies yet another feature of Tiberius’ republican-
style conduct. Dio knew the republican tradition behind the designation princeps
senatus. Zonaras’ antiquarian note (7.19 [= Dindorf 2.145) is almost certainly derived
from Dio, albeit in somewhat truncated form, where he notes that the princeps senatus
excelled the other members of the Senate by virtue of the dignity (sc. a&iwpa) of his
position, although without possessing formal powers (xol meoépege TOV ALV TQ
AELOUOLTL, OV WV %ol OUVAUEL EXOTTO TLVL).

Dio refers to at least one princeps senatus in his surviving Republican
narrative (46.20.5) with reference to the grandfather of P. Cornelius Lentulus Sura, P.
Cornelius Lentulus (RE 4, cols. 1374-5 = Cornelius 202 (Miinzer); cf. Ryan 1998:
187-8), and possibly a second, Q. Lutatius Catulus, whom he describes with the

unique expression T TEOTA THS POoVAfg (36.30.4; cf. Ryan 1998: 197-8). It was
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traditionally the right of the princeps senatus to speak first in Senatorial debates, but
this practice evidently fell into abeyance during the late Republic (Gell. 14.7.9,
4.10.2-5). It is possible that this tradition was revived in the imperial period, but
unfortunately our evidence for this is unreliable (HA Tac. 4.3, cf. Gord. 9.7).
Nevertheless, as we have seen, Tiberius did evidently opt to speak first (see note

above 57.7.4), which might have been by virtue of his position as princeps senatus.

“deomoTg ... MEOxELTOS eipL.”: another strikingly Republican apothegm from
Tiberius, consonant with those Dio includes at 57.2.3, 57.6.1 and 57.74.
Ideologically, it conveyed a powerful message, similar to that presented by Ovid in
his contrast between Romulus and Augustus (Fasti 2.142: tu domini nomen, principis
ille tenet). de6TOTNG MEV TAOV dOVAMV: a positive statement that the emperor would
behave as a master towards his slaves only (and not towards free men) as was
befitting a Onpotindg. It is an also a tacit assertion of the emperor’s desire to ensure
the proper order of things — it was a mark of a bad emperor to become ‘enslaved’ by
political inferiors, such as slaves or women (cf. 60.2.4 [Xiph.]). mopoz@itog: Here it
seems clear that Dio is thinking generally of the informal designation ‘princeps’
rather than princeps senatus (cf. Brunt and Moore 1973: 49; pace Pelham 1911: 51-2,
55; Rowe 2013: 13-4), given the addition of the universalizing qualification ‘of the
rest’ (TOV ... howt®v). But Pelham certainly was correct in his general assertion that
‘princeps’ was not simply an abbreviation of the princeps senatus (Pelham 1911: 49-

60; cf. Brunt and Moore 1973: 49; contra Rice Holmes 1928: 263-5).

8.3. EVYETO TE, OOAXIS TL TOLOVTO MOQATECOL, TOCOVTOV %ol Cijoon zal aeEan

YQOVOV 0G0V OV T® dNuocie cvndéen: again, a quasi-republican sentiment from
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Tiberius. We may compare Tiberius’ words with the formulaic prayer offered by
Pliny at the end of the Panegyricus (94.5): si bene rem publicam, si ex utilitate
omnium regit, primum ut illum nepotibus nostris ac pronepotibus serves |[...]. These
ideas had their roots in Republican thoughts, which may be seen at the end of the pro
Marcello, where Cicero (Marc. 25-26) gently chides Caesar for reputedly saying, ‘I
have lived long enough either for nature or for glory’ (satis diu uel naturae uixi uel
gloriae), by reminding Caesar of his duty to the commonwealth. These ideas clearly
appealed to Dio. Ideally, good leaders were expected to put the common good above
their own desires. This applied as much to republican statesmen as it did to emperors:
note Dio’s criticism of Cicero whom he portrays as acting contrary to the public good

by indulging in a personal vendetta against Q. Fufius Calenus (46.29.1).

Omuotizog: As has been noted well in previous scholarship, Dio uses the adjectives
onuoxgatindg and dnuotirdg to denote a quality of particular emperors cognate
with the Latin ciuilis.*'> It is appropriate at this juncture to explore what Dio might
actually mean by the terms OnpoxQaTxdg and O pou%c’)g,m for this present passage
(sc. 57.7-13) contains perhaps Dio’s most elaborate discussion and articulation of this
concept applied to an emperor. As noted correctly by Wallace-Hadrill, dnuotixdg is
not a term that appears generally in Greek kingship literature, so we cannot look there
for assistance.*'* Dio only uses the adjectives dnpotindg and dnuoxpatindg and the

cognate adverbs sparingly throughout his work, although when they describe a

412 E.g. Flach 1973: 140; Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 44; Rich 1990: 222.

3 Freyburger-Galland 1997, treats these terms separately as representing different concepts.
For reasons that will become apparent, there is seems to be good reason to suppose that in
many (if not all) circumstances the terms are interchangeable. That dnpoxatixdg and
dpotirdg could be interchangeable, note LSJ® s.v. dnuoxrgatinog 1.

1 E.g. it does not appear in any of the kingship orations of Dio Chrysostom, ps.-Aelius
Aristides, or in the handbooks such as that ascribed to Menander Rhetor, or even in the list of
adjectives used to describe kings in Pollux’s Onomasticon.
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particular quality possessed by certain individuals the use is not confined to
emperors.*"” Indeed, Dio uses Onuotindg in connection with three quintessentially
Republican figures. The first of these is the exemplary M. Valerius Publicola (F 13.2
[ES]).*'® The second is the equally exemplary Younger Cato, whom Dio styles
onuotirmrtatog primarily for his unflinching willingness to put the interests of the
state above his own (43.11.6). The third, Lucius Mummius (F 76.1 [EVV]), who
presents a less straightforward exemplum than either Publicola or Cato, is
nevertheless a man whom Dio seems to have regarded positively in terms of his

mildness in his public transactions.

When considering Dio’s emperors, it is worth noting in the two instances where Dio’s
contemporary, the elder Philostratus (GRSRE no. 832), uses the term dnpotirndg in
the Vita Sophistarum it is in respect to Marcus Aurelius. In the first of these passages,
Philostratus says that Marcus’ nature was ‘quite demotikos’ (tf) te ¢vOeL TOD
Baohémg dnpotinwtéoq) (Philostr. VS 560). The second example presents Marcus
giving a particular ruling in a legal matter on account of it being ‘demotikon’ (¢Eéoto
... ONuotrov yAe) (Philostr. VS 583). In both cases we may note the sense demotikos
is used almost to convey a sense of leniency, not dissimilar to Dio’s usage on

occasions.

A range of translations have been offered for dnpotindc. Wallace-Hadrill (1982: 44)

recognized that the term in Dio’s mind denoted behaviour ‘as if under a republic’ (cf.

*15 For other usages, see LSJ s.v. duotindc.

Zonaras (7.12 = Dind. 2.121) notes that the cognomen Publicola was the Latin equivalent
of dpoxndng or dMnpotirwtatog, perhaps independently of Dio. The former of the two
words does not appear elsewhere in Dio, but note Plut. Pub. 10.9 and Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom.
5.195.

416

211



de Blois 1999: 37). This is certainly true for Dio’s usage when it comes to describing
the qualities of particular emperors: yet, it perhaps misses a no less important
underlying meaning that made it a term that could be applied to either a Publicola or a
Pertinax, that is to say as a quality that transcended the Republic/Principate divide.
Moreover, Dio (and indeed Philostratus) recognized, perhaps more than Wallace-
Hadrill (1982: 44) was seemingly prepared to admit, that dnpoTtixdg could refer to a
personal quality rather than simply a pose. Swan (2004: 56 on 55.4.2), glosses
Onupoxgatindg as ‘unmonarchic, popular, unassuming.” For the former he notes well
Dio’s antithetical contrast between Caligula’s dnpoxgatwdtatrog and
povoyrwtatog behaviour (59.3.1-2) (Swan 2004: 56; Freyburger-Galland 1997:
139). Rich’s suggestion (1989: 102-3), ‘democratic’, is not without its appeal either,
as it carries a sense close to Swan’s ‘unmonarchic’, as well as reflecting an idiomatic

English sense of ‘democratic’.

Typically, examples of imperial behaviour that Dio regards as being especially
Onupotirog are things like the rejection of titles and honours (human or divine), as
indicated in the commentary below at 57.9.1 and 57.15.1. We get the sense that
Onpotinodg denotes a conspicuous quality. Hence during the context of the settlement
of 27 B.C., Dio says that the man who would shortly become Augustus wanted to
appear Omuotrdg by dividing the provinces in the way he did — sharing
responsibility between himself and the Senate and People. Similarly Pertinax’s
adoption of the title princeps senatus is considered by Dio a way Pertinax was able to
advertise and promote the dnuotrdg character of his rule (74(73).5.1 [Xiph.]; cf.

74(73).3.4 [Xiph.]).
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In light of the above examples, it is perhaps best to state that the dnuotindg defies a

single definition, and to acknowledge the broad semantic range of term.

®WoTE 0oVTE €V TOig YeveOLiows avtol YyiyvesOoi Tv moEd TO %0OEGTNHOC
enérpemev: A deviation from Augustan policy. Augustus’ birthday had been formally
celebrated in his lifetime with festivals and sacrifices (51.19.2, 56.25.3; cf. Suet. Aug.
57). For Dio, the precedent for this was the enforced celebration of Julius Caesar’s
birthday as instituted by the triumvirs (47.18.4; cf. Weinstock 1971: 206-12). It
appears that the formal celebration of Tiberius’ birthday occurred only after his death
following a senatorial decree in A.D. 40 (59.24.7), although note Suetonius (7ib.
26.1): natalem suum plebeis incurrentem circensibus uix unius bigae adiectione
honorari passus est. Epigraphic evidence indicates that Tiberius’ birthday was
celebrated by at least certain Italian communities during his lifetime, as indicated by
an inscription from Forum Clodii (mod. Bracciano), dated to A.D. 18 (EJ* 101 = CIL
11, 3303 = AE 2008, 522). Tiberius’ professed wish not to have his birthday
celebrated in such a manner must have struck Dio as particularly noteworthy, given
that the commemoration of imperial birthdays was not only increasingly
commonplace under the Principate, but also was the focus of specific religious
observances (e.g. 59.7.2-3, 59.24.7; cf. ILS 108 (Feriale Cumanum); Plin. Ep. 10.17a;
Pan Lat. 11 (3); etc.). The surviving acts of the Arval Brethren suggest that the
emperor’s birthday was an occasion for sacrifices to an emperor’s genius (Gradel
2002: 162). This last detail might indicate Dio’s train of thought in this sentence, as
the following part of the sentence deals with the swearing of oaths by Tiberius’

genius/t(n (next note).
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TV €0vTov TOYV ovveymeer: Dio was particularly concerned over the
encroachment of (what we may loosely term) the imperial cult on what he perceived
as the traditional forms of religious observance (see also 57.9.1 below). Dio notes
how it was permitted for oaths to be sworn by the tiyn (sc. genius) of Julius Caesar
(during his lifetime) as one of the measures passed in his honour in 44 B.C. (44.6.1,
44.50.1; cf. Weinstock 1971: 212-4; Fishwick ICLW 2.1.377; Pelling 2011: 346-7).
Later, Xiphilinus notes that later in Tiberius’ reign, oaths were sworn by not only by
Tiberius’ genius but also by Sejanus’ (58.2.8 [Xiph.])."'” Dio seems to be making a
deliberate yet tacit distinction here between an oath sworn by Tiberius’ genius and
one by his name, the latter being apparently less problematic in Dio’s mind (e.g.

58.12.6; cf. EJ* 117 = P.Oxy. 2.240).

By the time Dio was writing, swearing an oath by an emperor’s genius seems to have
become increasingly commonplace for many communities in the Roman Empire
(Millar 1972: 146-7; cf. CAH* 10.840 (Price)). A result of this practice was the
emergence of a conflict between (non-Christian) administrators and Christians during
Dio’s lifetime, as illustrated amply by the various Martyr acta: e.g. see Musurillo
ACM 19 (Martyrdom of Polycarp); 6.3, 6.5 (Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs); 7.3
(Martyrdom of Apollonius). Dio’s emphasis on these points show that it was perhaps
not only Christians who found this practice of swearing by an emperor’s genius

objectionable.

EmmExN®Og: ‘perjury’, according to Classical usage, which of course involved the

breaking of a sacred oath (e.g. [Dem.] 59.10; Lycur. 1.76; Dinar. 1.47). Cf. 54.14.7,

7 pace Weinstock (1971: 213) who says that these proposals were rejected: while it is

possible that they were, there is nothing in Xiphilinus’ text to support this.
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59.8.3, 73(72).11.4 [Xiph., EVV]. Dio’s main point is that Tiberius rejected any
claims for personal divinity (see below 57.9.3). But Dio is almost certainly drawing a
contrast between Tiberius’ conduct in this matter, and that of subsequent emperors
(including those of his own age). Ulpian (Dig. 12.2.13.6) preserves the ruling of a
contemporary emperor, probably Caracalla,*'® who punished a man convicted of
having sworn falsely by the emperor’s genius, by having him whipped with rods and

attaching a note to the miscreant stating “Do not swear rashly” (;QomeT®C N

oppve).

8.4 ouvehOvrL TE eimelv ... yevouevov: an involved, yet fascinating sentence.
Similar notes on Tiberius’ refusal to allow an oath to be sworn confirming his acts are
made by Suetonius (7ib. 26.2: intercessit et quo minus in acta sua iuraretur) and by
Tacitus (Ann. 1.72: neque in acta sua iurari quamquam censente senatu permisit), but
Dio transforms it into something very much of his own by way of his own
explanatory note. The succession of present tense verbs (toLovpeda ... €xovouy ...
yiyveton ... Covtwv) lends the passage a certain immediacy and emphasis of
expression. Dio’s insertion of his own experience of senatorial business builds on his
persona as a senatorial ‘insider’, and in this passage his sense of corporate identity is
especially pronounced (note the first person plural, toloUueOa). For comparison,
note Dio’s similar, but curiously more detached, comments at 47.18.3, where he notes
the action of the triumvirs to bring about an oath to uphold the acts of Julius Caesar in

42 B.C.

% For the identification of the unnamed emperor quoted by Ulpian as Caracalla, see Honoré

2002: 163-2.
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v Ti] MmN ToL £Toug Nuéeq: The custom of swearing an oath to uphold the acts
of the reigning princeps on the first day of the New Year seems to have begun in the
20s B.C.), although there was likely Caesarian precedent (44.6.1; 47.18.3; App. BC
2.106.[442]; cf. Goodyear 1981: 139-40; Reinhold 1988: 151-2). Dio records two
instances during the reign of Augustus, one in 29 B.C. (51.20.1) and in 24 B.C.
(53.23.1). Dio’s interest in the development of this ceremony can be seen throughout
his extant Julio-Claudian narrative (59.9.1, 59.13.1, 60.4.6, 60.10.1, 60.25.1-2). For a

summary of the evidence, see Talbert 1984: 201-2.

OV ye xai Aoyov Tive worovped: Dio’s use of the first person plural to express
senatorial opinion is typical. Cf. Davenport (2012: 799), who notes that Dio often
presents (sometimes tendentiously) his own views as being those of the Senate more

generally.

€Ml TE TOIG ... €€ avayxng yiyveran: The senatorial burden. As Dio’s own career
had amply demonstrated, it was inevitable that many senators were compelled to
show support for the actions of emperors whom they did not respect. Failure to take
such an oath could lead to dismissal from the Senate (Tac. Ann. 4.42.3, cf. Ann.
16.22.1). €govowv: Dio’s use of the present plural is suggestive — it is tempting to
think that he had in mind the joint rule of Septimius Severus and Caracalla, but it is

equally likely that he statement was a general one.
0 ve modta: It would seem from 59.9.1 that measures had been introduced to swear

by Tiberius’ acts later in his reign. When this was instituted is not preserved in the

surviving portions of Dio’s account, but it seems likely that it coincided with
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Tiberius’ withdrawal from Rome. Goodyear (1981: 139) suggests A.D. 32 for the date
of the introduction of this measure, after the fall of Sejanus, but an earlier date could

also be possible.

8.5 éxdnAdtegov: Dio reminds us again of how important it was for an emperor to be
seen to be acting in an appropriate manner. But could there be perhaps the implicit

suggestion that Tiberius’ actions drifted towards the ostentatious?

vouunviav: literally, the first of the month, yet here Dio takes it to mean specifically
the first of January (sc. &v Ti] mowTn TOoV £rovg Muépa (above)), as he does

elsewhere, e.g. 55.8.1, 58.5.5 [Xiph.], and below 57.8.6 (below)

8.6 EQL TE TOGS VEQS AOYOS X0 TTEQL TV E0QTIV ELOVTA ... YiyveaOon: ‘So it was
both for this reason that he remained outside the city on the first day of the new year,
but also in order that he might not interfere with the activities of the people, being
otherwise occupied with the new magistrates and with the holiday, or so that he might
not take money from them. For he most certainly did not praise Augustus’ conduct in
this respect: partly because it caused him much disgust but partly due to the expense
in repaying such gifts.” As we have seen already (above 57.3.5) it was part of Dio’s
compositional strategy to provide multiple causes for Tiberius’ actions. Unlike the
parallel passage in Suetonius (7ib. 34.2), Dio ascribes to Tiberius a variety of
motivations for his actions, and refrains (in this instance) from simplistic ethical

categorization for Tiberius’ behaviour.
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tag véag aeyac: From 153 B.C., the magistrates of Rome took office on the kalends
of January (Livy Per. 47; Hdn. 1.16.3). Ovid (Fasti 1.75-88; cf. Pont. 4.9.17-38)
provides a vivid description of the processus consularis which culminated in a
sacrifice at the temple of Jupiter Optimus Maximus. For discussion, see Scullard
1981: 52-4; Green 2004: 61-3. tegl TV €0@T)v: Dio’s phraseology suggests that he
is referring not to the processus consularis but the popular New Year’s Day festivities
which took place concurrently. Much of our evidence for this festival is from later
authorities. It is likely that the festival was part of the celebration of Janus (Hdn.
1.16.1), however, John the Lydian (Mens. 4.4) associated the festival held on the
kalends of January with the goddess Strenia, and was one where gifts (strenae) were

exchanged (see next note).*"”

Either way, the historical origins of this festival are
obscure: Symmachus (Rel. 15.1) traced its beginnings to the king Titus Tatius, but his
coeval Macrobius traced it to Numa (Sat. 1.13.3). The vehemence with which
Christian authors attacked the festival is perhaps a good indication of its popularity in
Dio’s own day and beyond for both Christian and non-Christian communities (e.g.
Tert. Idol. 14; Asterius Hom. 4 = PG 40: cols. 215-225; August. Serm. 198.2 = PL 38:

col. 1025; cf. Lib. Or. 9.4, [Lib.] Progym. 12.5.2). For discussion of this festival, see

Harris 2011: 11-24.

1] zal agyveLov Mo’ ovtdv AauPavny: The exchange of gifts was central to the
New Year festival (e.g. Suet. Aug. 57.1, Tib. 34.2, Cal. 42; Hdn. 1.16.2; Lib. Or. 9.8,
Progym. 12.5.5-10; Asterius Hom. 4). The practice of giving strenae to emperors
continued long into the fourth century, as demonstrated by Symmachus’ gift of gold

objects to Valentinian II, which he made on behalf of his fellow magistrates,

9 This confused aetiology has led some to assume that the new year’s celebrations were not

connected with any particular deity: CAH>11. 986 (Liebeschuetz).
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ostensibly as a mark of loyalty (Rel. 15.2). As with perhaps all acts of gift-giving,
there was the tacit assumption that the exchange would be in some way reciprocated,
hence Tiberius’ reluctance to participate (sc. ol AvaAwolv €x Thg AvTLOOoEMS
yiyveoOar). Tov Avyovotov €mi Tovte miver: See 54.35.2-3 (with Rich 1990:
215) for Augustus’ habit of accepting gifts and his generosity in repaying the giver.
Suetonius (Aug. 57.1) describes Augustus receiving gifts on New Year’s Day, which
he would evidently use to pay for various public statues. Dio is able again to draw a
point of subtle contrast between Augustus and Tiberius (and one not necessarily to
Tiberius’ disadvantage), which is not dependent on the appreciation of the earlier
reference. Indeed, Dio’s comment here anticipates a related anecdote at 57.17.1 (see

ad loc.).

dvoyéperav: A particularly strong choice of word. That Tiberius should find being
given money by social inferiors distasteful is consistent with the view of the
aristocratic psychology of patronage found in Cicero’s De Officiis (2.20.69). One
senses that it is a view to which Dio would have subscribed as well: ‘Maecenas’ notes
that any gift given to an emperor has the appearance of ‘dishonesty’ (xi3OnAiio)
(52.35.2). Interestingly, we may detect a fourth-century echo of this basic aristocratic
mindset in the New Year’s Day sermon of the bishop Asterius of Amasia (Hom. 4.4-5

= PG 40 cols. 217-220).

&x Ti|g avrdoseme: According to Suetonius (7ib. 34.2), it was Tiberius’ habit to
repay the giver of a gift with one four times as valuable. We may perhaps detect a
faint note of criticism here, but it would be incorrect to make too much of it. On the

whole, miserliness is not a feature of Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius (see below 57.10.3).
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9.1-2 TaTA ... “ovx% émreéYm”. Cf. Suet. Tib. 26.1: Templa, flamines, sacerdotes
decerni sibi prohibuit, etiam statuas atque imagines nisi permittente se poni,
permisitque ea sola condicione, ne inter simulacra deorum set inter ornamenta
aedium ponerentur. Dio’s comments are stronger than those presented by Suetonius,
leading Gradel (2002: 143, 278) to suggest that Dio’s account is a ‘garbled’ version of
the same ruling described by Suetonius. But Gradel (2002: 144 n. 7) also concedes
that Suetonius and Dio might be referring to two separate injunctions ruling against
this suite of divine honours. A third solution may be posited: that Dio did refer to the
same ruling as Suetonius but deliberately interpreted it for his purposes, that is, to
exaggerate Tiberius’ ‘republican’ credentials. Whatever the case, Dio gives the
impression that he is referring to a specific decree (note his use of the aorist
am)yoeevoe), from which he proceeds to quote the proviso (see note below 9.2) and
420

appears to refer to it again at 58.8.4: Tovto [sc. the voting of (religious) honours]

YOO QTTNYOQEUHREL UEV ®al TTOOTEQOV, TOTE OE OLA TOV ZElAVOV AVEVEMOUTO: OV

Y60 mov 6 undev autd TolovTOo YiyveohHou mrtoénmv A ye Edlet.

Leaving aside questions of Dio’s historical accuracy, the passage in question conveys
a strong ideological message. For Dio, the rejection of the trappings of personal
divinity (i.e. consecrated statues and temples) was an appropriate action of a
‘republican’ emperor (sc. TaDTG TE OVV dNUOTIRMS Supxer). Dio notes Augustus’
rejection of Agrippa’s proposal to have a temple (the Pantheon) with a conspicuously
placed cult-statue dedicated to Augustus (53.27.3; cf. Rich 1990: 163). Dio takes this

idea further in the Speech of Maecenas (52.35.3-5), where ‘Maecenas’ advises

#20 Specifically, the passage is referring to sacrifices.
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Augustus to forbid the manufacture of silver and gold statues of himself, along with
the erection of temples; not only were these expensive to erect (so Maecenas argues),
but they were no way to ensure a positive reputation (edxheiwa). Dio illustrates this
very point over the course of Books 57 and 58 where he charts the rise and fall of
Sejanus by chronicling the erection and eventual destruction of his honorific statues
(57213 [Xiph.], 58.2.6 [Xiph.], 58.11.3). For comparison, note Petrus Patricius’
comments on Didius Julianus’ rejection of a golden statue (74(73).14.2%), which are

almost certainly derived from Dio.

Of course an emperor could not stop the proliferation of such images (and the same
applies to temples), as Dio doubtless knew well (cf. Ando 2000: 228-239). But Dio’s
comments here set up a point of contrast between Tiberius and those emperors who
encouraged the creation of such public images. In the context of the Roman History,
Dio’s comments on Tiberius look back to Augustus, who permitted such worship
albeit in a limited way (51.20.7-8), but also look forwards to Caligula’s desire to be
worshipped (59.24.7). See also 57.10.1 (below) for Tiberius’ conduct with reference
to statues and shrines dedicated to Augustus. For discussion of Dio’s attitudes to the
worship of emperors with particular reference to the Maecenas passage, see Fishwick

1990a and Bowersock 1972: 202-6.

9.1 tepnéviopa: Not a classical word, but one which occurs with some frequency in

Dio (e.g. 42.26.2, 53.1.3, 55.8.2, etc.). Of the extant authors before Dio, it appears
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only in Josephus (AJ. 4.242, 18.19). How a tepéviopa differed (if at all) from a

tépevog is not clear from Dio’s usage.*'

tote ye: Dio’s qualifying remark here indicates that he was aware that permission
was at least once granted for the creation of such a sacred precinct, although no direct
reference survives in his extant narrative of the reign. It seems likely that Dio had in
mind the decision to grant permission to the koinon of Asia to erect a temple to
Tiberius, Livia and the Senate in A.D. 23 at Smyrna (Tac. Ann. 4.15; cf. Price 1984:

58,258; Magie 1950: 501), to which Dio refers at 59.28.1.

eirovo: Here used in a general sense of religious ‘image’, which could be applied to
either statues or paintings (cf. Price 1984: 176-9). Although the later jurists Marcianus
and Venuleius Saturninus make a distinction between consecrated and non-

consectrated imperial images (e.g. Dig. 48.4.5.1, 48.4.6),"*

it has been argued that
such a distinction did not apply to the Julio-Claudian Principate (Ando 2000: 236-7;
cf. Cloud 1962: 222-23), which might account for the various stories of individuals
being prosecuted for taking coins bearing images of emperors into brothels or
lavatories. The placement of images of living individuals in temples or cult sites at
Rome and in the provinces and was pre-Augustan in origin; Cicero (ad Att. 12.45.2 =

SB 290) notes that an image to Julius Caesar had been set up in the temple of

Quirinus, and at 41.61.4, Dio notes in passing the presence of another such image of

#! Professor Purcell has suggested to me that Tepéviopa may refer to a templum. I thank him

for the suggestion, but I do not think the evidence exists to allow for a firm opinion on the
matter.

2 Venuleius Saturninus wrote under the Antonines, whereas Marcianus wrote under the
Severans.
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Caesar in the temple of ‘Victory’ at Tralles (cf. Caes. BC 3.105; Plut. Caes. 47.1-2).

For further examples, see Weinstock 1971: 186-88.

9.2 mPootdN®E NEV YAQ Ti) ATOQENGEL OTL “AV Ui} YO EMTOEY®”, TYQOCETELTE
0¢ ot “ovx EmTEEYM”: An appropriately vague and potentially ambiguous
statement from Tiberius, and one which is not only consistent with Dio’s portrayal,
but also with what we know of the emperor from his own decrees. Note, for example,
Tiberius’ letter to the people of Gytheum concerning his rejection of divine/religious

honours (EJ* no. 102 = Oliver GC no. 15).

aoéPerav: Dio’s first use of the word doéPeia, at least in the received text of the
Roman History. It is conventional to understand Dio’s use of doéfeia as a translation
of the Latin maiestas (in the sense of the treason law), yet this is a point of contention
and some discussion is necessary.*”’ Bauman (1974: 5) describes Dio’s use of the
term as ‘confused and confusing’. The strength of this assertion is questionable.
Bauman’s confusion arises from his reading of 60.3.6, where Dio notes that Claudius
‘put a stop to charges of impiety, not only in cases involving written matter, but also
in cases involving actions’ (t0 te &yrAnpa Thg doefeiog Oopoimg ovx v Toig
yoaupaor povolg AL ral év talg medEeowv €mavoe). Bauman takes év Toig
yoaupaotr povolg dAAG zol €v Taig mEaEeoly to mean a distinction between verbal
and ‘real iniuriae’. This is not the most natural reading of the passage (and if Dio

wanted the passage to mean what Bauman says it does, we might wonder why he did

3 For the simple translation of asebeia as maiestas, see Mommsen Strafr. 539-40. The

standard discussion of the terminology is Bauman 1974: 1-20, especially 2-10 for Dio’s use
of asebeia, but note the objections of Brunt (1984b: 471-473) who puts forward the argument
that Dio was using asebeia literally to denote a more specific charge of ‘impiety’ which
applied to a range of offences more limited than maiestas. Brunt’s conclusions on this point
have been challenged by Keaveney and Madden (1998), but not (in my opinion) conclusively.
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not simply employ a simple AOyw/€pyw distinction). I would posit that Dio is actually
being quite literal, that Claudius did not prosecute those who wrote documents which
were defamatory or those who committed acts which could be construed as being
disrespectful to the emperor. For Dio, the latter category might well have
encompassed those offences such as swearing falsely by the emperor’s genius (see
57.9.3 below or above at 57.8.3) or something as trivial as selling a house which had a
statue of an emperor (57.24.7; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.73) or accidentally hitting a statue of an

emperor with a stone (cf. Marcianus in Dig. 48.4.5.1).

Dio’s failure to provide a textbook definition of asebeia is not only indicative of the
slippery (and ill-defined) nature of the accusation, but also of the fact (which has
often been neglected in discussions of the maiestas law) that he was writing a history
not a legal handbook. Here Dio loosely defines asebeia as covering ‘insulting
behaviour’ and ‘impious behaviour’ (t6 ye VPoioOat ... 1} »ai TO NoegPfobar...)
directed towards Tiberius and Augustus, that is, towards a reigning emperor or a
diuus *** This is consistent with Dio’s usage throughout the work. Dio’s attitude
towards charges of asebeia (however understood) is consonant with the views of
Tacitus, Suetonius and Pliny regarding maiestas. Whether an emperor (re)introduced
or suppressed accusations of asebeia was a mark of his quality as a ruler, e.g.
Caligula: 59.4.3, Claudius: 60.3.6 [Xiph.], Titus: 66.19.1 [Xiph.], Nerva: 68.1.2
[Xiph.], Macrinus: 79(78).12.1.* Such a judgment is consistent with the idea

presented in the speech of Maecenas (52.31.5-8), where ‘Maecenas’ advises Augustus

** Dio never uses asebeia for the crime of treason under the Republic, but note 37.27.2 for

his transliteration of perduellio. For the Republican origins of the laws concerning maiestas,
see generally Bauman 1970. For the putative Caesarian (rather than Augustan) origins of the
lex Iulia maiestatis, see Allison and Cloud 1962.

25 As argued by Brunt (1984b) and Keaveney and Madden (1998), there was never any
suspension of the maiestas law (contra Bauman 1974: 191-220).
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not to prosecute those who vilify (éLoldO6onoe) or who say unseemly things (T
dvemtdelov ime) about him. But as Dio was aware, Augustus did not live up to this
ideal, and punished individuals for publishing subversive materials, e.g. 55.27.1-3,

56.27.1-3.%%

moAlag €aijyov: Dio’s statement may be taken to confirm what Marsh (1931: 281)
regarded as a typically exaggerated “loose general statement”. This is not, however,
grounds for serious censure, at least from a compositional perspective. It would have
been inappropriate for Dio to have cluttered his narrative at this point with lists or
examples of senatorial and equestrian nonentities who, after all, were not convicted or
punished for ‘impiety’. What matters for Dio is that such accusations were being

made, and the manner in which they were addressed.

oenvuvov: ‘show reverence for’. Dio’s sardonic tone is unmistakable. Cf. Pliny’s
pernicious observation that Tiberius deified Augustus so as to introduce the charge of
maiestas (Pan. 11.1: dicauit caelo Tiberius Augustum, sed ut maiestatis crimen
induceret). But Dio’s negative comment here serves as a bridge to the following
chapter which outlines the various positive ways that Tiberius honoured Augustus
(see below 57.10.1). Note also Dio’s word play in this passage MoePfjofau...

aoéPeldy. .. oepuvivmv, punning on the common o€f-/ogp- root of all three words.

26 Tacitus (Ann. 1.72) notes the prosecution and banishment of Cassius Severus (PIR*C 522)

which took place between A.D. 8 and 13 by Augustus under the lex maiestatis. The earlier of
the dates is now generally favoured (e.g. Bauman 1974: 28-30; Syme 1978a: 213-14; Cohen
2008: 215; Pettinger 2012: 87), but there are exceptions who prefer the later date (e.g.
Drogula 2011: 265). There is no explicit reference to the initial banishment of Cassius
Severus, but Dio’s general statement at 56.27.1-3, has been often read in connection with his
exile. For further bibliography and discussion, see Pettinger 2012: 88-9 n. 62.

225



9.3 10 neév yaQ mTEMTOV ... TPOLOVTOS O T YPOVOoL: Again another proleptic
observation, foreshadowing the descent from the lofty ‘republican’ beginnings of
Tiberius’ rule. Dio introduces one of the central themes of the Tiberian tradition, and
indeed imperial history, that is the proliferation of accusations against prominent men

and women for acts of impiety/treason (cf. 57.19.1, 57.23.3).

TV TOYV avTov: Only one example of such a charge exists in the literary sources,

that of the equestrian Rubrius (Tac. Ann. 1.73; PIR* R 121), who was acquitted.

£¢0avarmee: Dio is referring to the prosecution of individuals who were accused of
‘impiety’ against Augustus generally, not just those who swore falsely by the
fortune/genius of Augustus (contra Marsh 1931: 281). As with the other historians of
Tiberius’ reign, Dio blamed the emperor for the executions of prominent men and
women for maiestas/‘impiety’. While such a view glosses over the fact that such
individuals were tried in both senatorial and non-senatorial courts at least until A.D.
15 (Tac. Ann. 1.72, Suet. Tib. 58; Richardson 1997: 511; cf. Jones 1955: 479),%" it is
indicative of Dio’s view of the absolute nature of the monarchy at Rome that
effectively all decisions could be seen as representing the will of the emperor.

10.1 fyyadde: A characteristically neat transitional sentence. Note Dio’s word play
fyordle [...] aydipoto. Dio continues the theme of the ways in which Tiberius
‘honoured’ Augustus (see note above 57.9.3 (cepuvivmv)) but moves seamlessly into
providing examples of Tiberius’ generosity and generally praiseworthy use and

management of finances (57.10.2-5).

#7 While it was usual for charges of maiestas to be heard in the senate, it is possible that some

cases were heard in the quaestio de maiestate, such as the trial of Antistius Vetus (Tac. Ann.
3.38; PIR* A 767; cf. Marsh 1931: 121; Talbert 1984: 466; Richardson 1997: 511 n. 7).
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TO Ovopo ovTov EnEypadé oo Further exemplary conduct from Tiberius. This
point is reiterated below at 57.10.2 with respect to buildings erected by private
individuals (ToDto 0¢ TO ®OTA TAS €MYQADAS ... émoinoe). For similar comments
on other emperors, note Dio’s comments on Augustus: 53.2.5; Claudius 60.6.8-9;
Vespasian: 65(66).10.1° [Zonar.]. Note also Augustus’ comments in the Res Gestae
(20.1): Capitolium et Pompeium theatrum utrumque opus impensa grandi refeci Il
sine ulla inscriptione nominis mei. Although Dio’s statements conform to standard
commonplace (cf. HA Hadr. 19.9-10), there is also a tacit contrast being made
between Tiberius’ conduct and that of later emperors and in particular Septimius
Severus, who notoriously inscribed his own name on buildings which he restored

(77(76).16 3 [Xiph.]).**®

Td ... aydlpore: Generally statues or images of divinities (including deified
emperors). How agalmata differed from eikones is not clear, but the traditional
reading of agalmata being those statues which received cult, seems appropriate in the

context (Price 1984: 176-9; cf. Hyper. 6. 21 with Herrman 2009: 89-90).

ta Ne®a: The temples/shrines of Diuus Augustus. Dio frequently translates diuus as
Nowg, although he occasionally uses MuiBeog (Mason GT 124-5). Dio’s usage
conforms to what we know of his adaptation of classical terminology, in this case T0
no®ov (‘hero shrine’, e.g. Thuc. 2.17.1, 3.24.1) to denote a Roman innovation, that is

a temple to a diuus (e.g. 47.18.4).

¥ Similar behaviour was displayed by Commodus, who rededicated the Colossus to himself

(73(72).22.3 [Xiph.]), and by Domitian (Suet. Dom. 5).
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%ol 060 ol dfjuot xot 00 ol d@ToL €roiovy: Dio continues to demonstrate his
interest in commenting on the spread of the ruler-cult in the Roman world (as above
57.8.3,57.9.1-2). Here, as elsewhere, Dio appreciated that the impetus for the erection
of cult temples and statues came not exclusively from the emperors or the Senate, but
from the initiative of the municipal communities and wealthy civic grandees
throughout the empire. Dio’s comment here, however, would seem to be restricted to
communities and individuals in Italy (see next note). Cf. Dio’s comment at 56.46.3

(with Swan 2004: 355) about the spread of such cult sites following Augustus’ death.

TOL UEV QUTOS %0OLEQOV ... TOV TOVIIPix®V TVl TRocéTasoe: It is known that
Tiberius dedicated a temple to Augustus at Nola in A.D. 26 and the Capitolium at
Capua (Tac. Ann. 4.57.1; Suet. Tib. 40), but the detail of Tiberius authorizing
members of the pontifical college to do similar is unattested elsewhere in the literary
sources.*” The jurisdiction of the Roman pontifices appears to have extended
throughout Italy, but not to the provinces (cf. Plin. Ep. 10.68-9; Beard, North and
Price 1998: 1.321). For the college of pontiffs, see generally Beard 1990: 20-4. Dio
appreciated well the emperor’s role in matters sacred and religious, as revealed by his
remarks at 53.17.8. For discussion of the symbolism of the emperor as chief priest and
his patronage of the priestly colleges, see Gordon 1990: 206-19; and more generally,
Millar 1977: 355-61; Cameron 2011: 132-41. t@®v movripizmv: Dio regularly
employs the Greek transliteration of the Latin pontifex rather than searching for a
classical alternative (e.g. 37.46.1, 39.11.3, 53.1.5, etc.; cf. Dion. Hal. Rom. Ant.

1.38.3; Plut. Numa 9.1).

*9 Tiberius assumed the position of pontifex maximus on 10 March A.D. 15 (EJ* p. 47).
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10.2 To0T0 8¢ TO %OTA TAS EMYQAPAS ... EMoinoe: Tiberius’ conduct must have
seemed unusual to Dio, given (what Veyne has described as) the imperial
‘monopolisation’ of building dedications in the city of Rome (Veyne 1990: 387-8
with caveat p. 469 n. 317; Eck 1984: 140-1). Dio (60.6.8) and Tacitus (Ann. 3.72)
describe Tiberius’ restoration of the Theatre of Pompey and the retention of Pompey’s
name (cf. Vell. Pat. 2.130.1). Beyond this, there is little evidence to indicate the extent
of Tiberius’ programme of restoration.”’ According to Dio (53.2.4), Augustus had
expected that the descendants of the original builders would pay for the restorations if
they had the resources. It is unlikely that there was any change in policy under

Tiberius.

Expenditure on public buildings (rather than buildings intended for private use) was
central to the ideology of euergetism (Arist. EN. 4.2.11; Cic. Off. 2.16-17, Plut. Prae.
ger.reip. 8211-822a) and became a commonplace of imperial panegyric (cf. Vell. Pat.
2.130.1; Pliny Pan. 50.1-3). Dio’s own attitudes to imperial building programmes
were conventional. ' Certainly he believed that an emperor should spend money on
such projects, but he was also critical of emperors who were extravagant (or selfish)
in their spending on buildings (59.28.2 [Xiph.]; 60.6.8-9; 65(66).10.1*-2 [Zonar.,

Xiph.]; 68.7.1-2 [Xiph.]; 78(77).9.6-7 [Xiph]).

0 Tac. Ann. 2.49 lists several buildings (re)dedicated by Tiberius following restoration, but

Tacitus maintains that the restoration had been instigated by Augustus.

B! As noted by Newbold (1975: 603), Maecenas’ comments at 52.30.1 (t0 p&v dotv

ToDTO %Ol ®ATAROOUEL TAON TOAVTELELQ ROl ETMAGUITQUVE TTAVTL ELOEL TTOVYYUQEWY) are
unrepresentative of Dio’s own general attitudes. The reason for this need not (pace Newbold)
be because the speech was intended to please Caracalla. Rather, we should think about the
comments being appropriate to the character of Maecenas in the context of the debate.
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aVTOS YOO OVOEY ... xateoxevaoato: Cf. Suet. Tib. 47: princeps neque opera ulla
magnifica fecit, nam et quae sola susceperat, Augusti templum restitutionemque
Pompeiani theatri, imperfecta post tot annos reliquit. Dio does not censure Tiberius at
all for his lack of building activity, something which Suetonius would see as being
evidence of Tiberius’ miserliness (cf. Suet. Tib. 46-48). Indeed, the image of Tiberius
presented by Dio in this chapter (especially 57.10.3-5) portrays Tiberius as a generous
emperor (as above 57.10.1 and note below at 57.10.3). Tov Avyoveteiov: The
Temple of Augustus, which was probably erected between the Capitoline and Palatine
hills (Fishwick 1992: 245-55). At 56.46.3 Dio notes that the temple was voted by the
Senate and was funded by Livia and Tiberius. It was not dedicated until early in the
reign of Caligula (59.7.1-4; cf. Suet. Cal. 21.1, Tac. Ann. 6.45.1). For bibliography
and discussion, see Swan 2004: 354-55; Fishwick 1992; Platner and Ashby 1929: 62-

6; LTUR 1.145-6.

10.3 €éAayLoTa YO0 €5 £QVTOV ... émxooudv: Note Maecenas’ advice to Augustus
(52.29.3): tic Yoo oVx Qv 0DV 0g TEOC PeV TA Oirelo. PeLOMAOTATOV QOGS 08¢ TAL
rnowva  adeldéotatov dvra, €0ehovii ouvvreléoel Ti, ol AohAAELOV nal
gbmoplov otod TO 0f mhovtelv eivaw vouilwv; The idea that a good king should
spend money not on himself but for the common good is a central tenet to several
Greco-Roman expressions of ideal kingship, e.g. Theocr. Id. 17.95-120, cf. 14.63-64;
RGDA 15-24, App. 1-4; [Aristid.] Or. 35. For the ideal of the Roman emperor as
benefactor, see Veyne 1990: 347-96, especially 386-90; Wilkinson 2012: 150-3, 161-
3; Griffin 2013: 61-86. For examples of this ideal in practice, see Millar 1977: 420-

34.
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moheou ... idumToug: The extent to which Tiberius extended his beneficence to cities
and private individuals is not known. Dio, unlike Suetonius and Tactius, seems to
play up Tiberius’ euergetism, perhaps with a view to making his portrait of the
emperor conform more to the ideal of the emperor as the great benefactor (as above).
In terms of cities, Tiberius’ assistance to the cities of Asia following the earthquake of
A.D. 17 was well advertised in inscriptions and coins (Mitchell 1987: 345-6, 350; cf.
57.17.7 below). Tacitus (Ann. 4.13) indicates that Tiberius provided additional tax
relief to cities in Asia and Greece following earthquakes in A.D. 23. It is possible that
Dio’s patria Nicaea too was the recipient of Tiberius’ generosity if we are to accept
Phlegon’s (FGrH 257 F.16a.4) notice of an earthquake striking the city some time in

the early 30s.*?

Nevertheless, it has been argued that Tiberius’ contribution to
provincial (re)building programmes was slight (e.g. Mitchell 1987: 350; Seager 2005:

145-6).

TOV T€ fOVAEVTAV GUYVOUS ... EmhovTIoEY: Dio’s comments on Tiberius’ decisions
to subsidize impoverished yet deserving senators are different from other ancient
authorities, as is the case for Dio’s comments on Tiberius’ generosity to cities and
private individuals. Tacitus concedes the same point as Dio regarding Tiberius’
efforts to subsidize certain senators, but insidiously undermines Tiberius’ actions
(Ann. 2.37-38; cf. Suet. Tib. 47). Dio’s representation of Tiberius at this point
conforms to the ideal established in the speech of Maecenas, where Maecenas advises
Augustus to give money to senators who have fallen into penury (52.19.2). That an

emperor should render financial assistance to senators so that they might meet the

#2 The date of this earthquake is not securely known. Phlegon’s account of the earthquake

was excerpted by Eusebius-Jerome and was associated with the crucifixion of Christ, c. A.D.
32-33 (i.e. in the fourth year of the 202" Olympiad).
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property qualification for the Senate, was an ideal followed by Augustus and later
emperors (e.g. 53.2.1,54.17.3, 55.13.6, 60.11.8; cf. RGDA App. 4; HA Hadr.7.9-11;

Nicolet 1984: 94-6).

unxét unde Povievery dud todT’ €0¢éhovrag: An interesting, albeit unelaborated
glimpse of the senatorial mindset. Presumably Dio has in mind the inability of some
senators to meet the expenses of office and the shame this would bring upon them.*”’
Dio’s use of und¢é (‘not even’) is particularly expressive of the enormity of the
senators’ decision. Cf. Tac. Ann. 12.52: laudati dehinc oratione principis [sc.
Claudius] qui ob angustias familiaris ordine senatorio sponte cederent, motique qui
remanendo impudentiam paupertati adicerent. Dio’s comments here are consistent
with those at 54.26.4 where he notes the reluctance of individuals to join the senate on
account of the newly introduced property qualifications (see note below 57.10.4 V7o
mtwyelog). For the financial burdens of Senators, see Talbert 1984: 54-66; cf.
Matthews 1975: 13, 384 (for discussion of fourth-century evidence). For Senators
withdrawing voluntarily from the Senate, see Hopkins 1983: 166-71; Talbert 1984:

27-29.

104 ov pévior ol axEiTmg oUTO £moiel: Revision of the senate list was
undertaken on a yearly basis by Tiberius and his imperial successors. To purge the

senate of the unworthy was seen as a way an emperor could honour the Senate

3 There were other reasons why Senators should want to leave the ordo. Some senators

appear to have felt the call to the stage (or arena): an occupation that was forbidden to
senators (48.43.3; 54.2.5; 51.22.4; cf. Talbert 1984: 46-7). The SC of A.D. 19 sought to
punish those senators who sought demotion from the order in so as to act on the stage or
engage in prostitution (AE 1978, 145; Levick 1983; cf. Tac. Ann. 2.85; Talbert 1984: 46, 439
n. 23,450 n. 140).
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(56.41.3; Suet. Aug. 35.1, Lendon 1997: 148; cf. Swan 2004: 336-7), and (in Dio’s

mind) was a necessary task for the emperor to perform (cf. 52.19.1-2).

U’ aoelyeiag: a broadly pejorative term in Dio’s ethical vocabulary which could
cover a multitude of sins, but in many instances denotes unrestrained sexual
behaviour (e.g. F 87.2 [EVV];, 78(77).24.2 [EVV]; 80(79).16.7 [Zonar.]). vmo
moyeias: Dio notes under the year 18 B.C. Augustus’ decision to increase the
minimum property qualification for the Senate from HS 400,000 to HS 1,000,000

(54.17.2, cf. 54.26.3; Nicolet 1984: 91-3; Rich 1990: 194).

v TE 0 €dWPEEITO TwoLY, ... YiyvesOor: A unique footnote to the history of
administrative corruption under Augustus. Once more Dio draws a point of contrast
between Tiberius and his predecessor, and again to Tiberius’ advantage. But Dio’s
statement looks forwards as well as back. Tiberius’ close attention to preventing such
petty acts of financial maladministration during the early phase of his reign is
contrasted to his apparent laxity following his retirement to Capri where Sejanus
came close to seizing the reigns of government entirely. ot dotijoes: An unusual
word in Dio, used only here and at 66.25.5 [Xiph.]. The general sense of paymaster or
teller is clear enough (cf. Xen. Cyr. 8.1.9), but it is possible that Dio used the term

00TNQ to denote a particular type of freedman who administered the fiscus.

10.5 €% TV vevopuouévov meocodwv: ‘from regular revenues’. Dio’s point is that
Tiberius did not introduce any new or extraordinary taxes, which was another sign of
a good emperor (cf. [Aristid.] Or. 35.16; Plin. Pan. 41.2-4). Tiberius would, however,

raise taxes later in his reign (58.16.2). Dio frequently used an emperor’s attitude
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towards taxation as a barometer of his reign: e.g. 55.25.5, 56.28.3-6, 65(66).14.5
[Xiph.], 78(77).9.1-5 [Xiph., EVV]. Moreover, Dio’s interest seemed to have extended
to the administrative aspects of taxation (i.e assessment and collection) as shown by

his discussion of these points in the speech of Maecenas (52.28-29.2).

oUTE YOO QTMEXTELVE ... TL NOYVEOAOYNGeV: That ‘bad’ emperors or tyrannical
individuals killed prominent men and women for their wealth is an oft repeated topos
in Dio (e.g. Sulla: F. 109.10 [EVV]; Caligula: 59.22.5; Nero: 62[63].17.2 [Xiph.];
Domitian: 67.14.3 [Xiph.]; Commodus: 73(72).5.3-4 [Xiph.], 73(72).7.3 [Xiph.]; cf.
Pliny Pan. 27.4, 50; Lactant. 7.11-12). This was of course consonant with ancient
political wisdom which understood tyrants as being naturally envious or suspicious of
individuals who were conspicuous for their wealth or virtue (e.g. Hdt. 5.92; Arist. Pol.
1311a15-23; Livy 1.54.5-8; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4. 56.2-3; Zonar. 7.10 [Dindorf
2.113.24-114.1]). Tote ye €édnuevoev: The practice of confiscating the properties of
condemned men by the imperial fiscus had begun during the reign of Augustus. Dio
notes that the senate proposed during the trial of C. Cornelius Gallus (PIR* C 1369)
that all of Gallus’ property be given to Augustus (53.23.7; cf. Millar 1977: 163-74;
Rich 1990: 158). For the confiscation of estates later in Tiberius’ reign, see 58.16.1
(cf. Tac. Ann. 6.19, passim). €€ €mnoeiog: ‘from oppressive measures’. Not a
classical expression. But note Herodian’s description of Severus Alexander’s
displeasure at the avaricious Julia Mamaea (6.1.8): avTOoDd dAxOVIOC TE ROL
aoydAhovrtog ovoiog TV nol xAngovouiog €E émnoeiog Vhamaodong

énelvng.
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Aiphio yodv PhHxte: Dio is our sole authority for a Tiberian prefect named
Aemilius Rectus. As a result, doubt has been expressed often as to whether this
Aemilius Rectus actually governed Egypt during the reign of Tiberius. According to
Schwartz, Dio somehow transposed the identity of the later prefect L. Aemilius
Rectus onto an otherwise unknown recipient of Tiberius’ directive (Schwartz 1982:
189; cf. Bastianini 1988: 504).** Ultimately this explanation is unsatisfying and does
not account for why Dio should supply Rectus’ name to the anecdote. After all, Dio
had no reason on narrative grounds for introducing a name into an anecdote, as he
might have made his point by reporting the apothegm in the same way as Suetonius,
that is as a general statement to his (anonymous) governors (see note below:

neloeoBal ... fovhopan).”?

Part of the problem is the assumed date of Aemilius Rectus’ prefecture. Dio’s
mention of Aemilius Rectus at this point in his narrative has led people to assume that
his prefecture was in 14 or 15. The survival of inscriptions at Karnak which attest to
M. Magius Maximus (PIR> M 89)* still holding the post during the first year of
Tiberius’ reign (Wagner 1971: 21-25 = AE 1982, 912), makes the earlier of these
dates most unlikely. Moreover, the likelihood that L. Seius Strabo’s prefecture began
in 15 (June/July?) has resulted in the further assumption that Aemilius Rectus’ tenure

was brief, squeezed between Magius Maximus’ and Seius Strabo’s, and that, as

4 The relationship between the two (?) Aemilii Recti is a further source of speculation (cf.

Demougin 1992: 180-1). It has been suggested that they are father and son, or that they were
possible one and the same, presenting us with an unusual case of an iterated prefecture
(P.Oxy. 3807 = Rea 1988: 187).

3 For Suetonius’ habit of replacing proper names with ‘vague descriptions or generic
plurals’, see Townend 1959: 288-9.

6 Bastianini (1975: 269) and Rea (1988: 186 = P.Oxy. 3807) name him Q. Magius Maximus.
It is now generally taken that his praenomen was in fact Marcus (see, Brunt 1975: 143;
Bureth 1988: 476; Bastianini 1988: 504, PIR* M 89)
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opined by Brunt (1975: 138), he was dismissed for his overzealous collection of taxes.
Here Brunt stretches the evidence too far. If Rectus were dismissed for his over-
enthusiastic collection of taxes, then it would seem incredible that such a detail did
not find its way into the present anecdote or the historical tradition. Kavanagh (2001:
383) and Bennett (1971: 49) note correctly that Dio’s comments appear outside the
annalistic narrative (as the mwote makes clear), and therefore Rectus’ prefecture need
not have occurred in 14 (or 15) as many have supposed (pace Demougin 1992: 180).
But Kavanagh’s suggestion that Rectus’ tenure ran between 12 and 15 (Kavanagh
2001: 383) must be ruled out on the grounds of the aforementioned inscriptions of

Magius Maximus.

The problem of the succession to the prefecture of Egypt following the tenure of
Magius Maximus remains. Why Magius Maximus should have been replaced by
Rectus only to be replaced by Seius Strabo in the space of one year defies ready
explanation. If a successor to the Augustan candidate Magius Maximus was needed
then why Tiberius should look to someone beyond the father of Sejanus is not clear.
After all, Seius Strabo was a safe choice for prefect,437 and Tiberius’ motivation to
install a man who he could trust to the prefecture of Egypt is easy enough to
comprehend. A possible solution to this problem would be to place Aemilius Rectus’

438
2.

tenure after that of Seius Strabo, that is sometime c. 17-2 This would fit with the

available documentary evidence which places the next known prefect, C. Galerius, in

“7 Doubt has been expressed as to whether Seius Strabo was prefect (e.g. Schwartz 1982:

192; Gambetti 2009: 275 n. 14). But the scepticism seems unjustified, based on the
cumulative evidence of Dio (57.19.5) and Pliny (HN 36.197). Cf. Rea 1988: 184 = P.Oxy.
3807; Syme 1986: 303.

% The duration of Seius Strabo’s tenure is unknown. It is usually assumed to have been brief
(Brunt 1975: 143; Bastianini 1975: 270). Rea (1988: 186 = P.Oxy. 3807) suggests the
possibility of a longer tenure of six or seven years.
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Egypt in 23 or possibly 22 (for evidence see Bastianini 1975: 270; Bureth 1988:

476)

10 TeETOYHEVOV: ‘[in excess of] the usual amount’. We need not take TO teTarypévov
in a technical sense of what had been ‘assessed’ or ‘prescribed’ (pace Brunt 1975:
139 n. 64), but simply as ‘usual’. For the prefect’s role in the collection of taxes, see
Wallace 1938: 31-3, 292-6 368 n.3; Brunt 1975: 136-41; Sharp 1999: 230-3; Jordens
2012: 57. Cf. Philo Flacc. 4, with van der Horst’s commentary (2004: 93-4). For
taxation in Egypt more generally, note the summary of Jordens 2012: 59-61; and

Wallace 1938.

%eigeofai pov ta meofata, ahh’ ovx amoEveesdar fovhouan: Suet. Tib. 32.2:
praesidibus onerandas tributo prouincias suadentibus rescripsit boni pastoris esse
tondere pecus, non deglubere; cf. Oros. 7.4. More wry humour from Tiberius. The
pun is somewhat lost in Greek, as dmo5vpeobal does not carry the same double
meaning as the Latin deglubere ‘to fleece’ (cf. Muse 2009: 310-11), providing a

440 ey
Tiberius’

strong indication that Dio extracted the anecdote from a Latin text.
comments are a reworking of a familiar fable (Babrius 51; cf. Champlin, 2008: 416-7
n. 28), which in turn plays on the widespread idea of the good king as shepherd of his
people. For discussion of the image of the good shepherd, see Brock 2013: 43-52; cf.

Dvornik 1966: 1.266-8, passim. That an emperor should (like Tiberius) control

#% The belief that C. Galerius governed Egypt from 16-31 is based on the tenuous

identification of Galerius as the unnamed Prefect of Egypt mentioned in Sen. Consol. ad
Helv. 19.6, who (if we are to trust the text) ruled for 16 years. Such an extraordinary tenure is
anomalous and Seneca’s statement here has been rightly challenged (Kavanagh 2001).
0 There is no need to posit Dio’s use of a Greek intermediary source in this instance.
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rapacious governors is a recurring theme in imperial panegyric (e.g. Vell. Pat.

2.126 4; Men. Rhet. 2.375.18-24; cf. Charlesworth 1937: 111, 116).

11.1 g0mPO660d0g ®al €VTPOGNY0QOS: ‘approachable and easy to address’. Not
necessarily qualities that are immediately associated with Tiberius. But it is perhaps
worth remembering that Dio is using these terms primarily to describe Tiberius’
conduct as a ruler, not his personal qualities. Tiberius’ accessibility in terms of the
administration of justice and public business has been introduced earlier in the
narrative (above 57.7.2). Dio now uses these ideas of approachability and affability as
a frame in which he presents Tiberius’ social interactions with the Roman elite (next
note, and 57.11.3 below), provincial populations (57.11.2), and the Roman people
(57.11.4-6), and with his friends (57.11.7). Dio’s comments here concerning Tiberius’
general accessibility (and especially to Senators), are setting up the another point of
contrast with the latter part of his reign following Tiberius’ withdrawal to Capri where
he would become difficult to access, and take on other trappings of tyrannical

behaviour.

Dio portrays Tiberius in terms of the commonplace that a king should be
approachable and affable. These ideas appear sporadically in discussions of ideal
kingship (e.g. Xen. Ages. 9.2; Pliny Pan. 47.4-48.5; [Aristid.] Or. 35.23; Poll. 1.41;
Men. Rhet. 2.375.10; Pelling 2011: 473-4 on Plut. Caes. 64-5), and were important to
Dio’s ideal of a dnuotwodg (56.43.1; 69.6.3 [Xiph.]; 74(73).3.4 [Xiph., EVV]; cf.
44.19.3; Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 35).**! Moreover, being accessible and easy to address

was commonly thought to be indicative of an individual’s ¢meirelor (hence below

#! Neither word is particularly frequent in Dio. ebmpoof)yogoc: 44.39.3,57.11.1, 74(73).3 .4
[EVV, Xiph.]; ebmpdo0dog 44.19.3,44.19.3,56.43.1,57.11.1.

238



57.11.2; cf. [Aristid.] Or. 35.23,), or in Latin terms, his comitas (cf. Davenport 2014:
107). The importance of accessibility was something not just for kings: note Dio on
Lucullus’ failure to win over his troops — he was difficult to access and was not able
to persuade or win men over through kindness (é¢mueixela) (36.16.2). It is tempting to
think that Dio’s views on these positive characteristics were not so much shaped but
reinforced by his own negative experiences at Nicomedia in the winter of 214/15,
where Dio and other ‘foremost men’ were kept waiting by Caracalla (78(77).17-18

[Xiph.]; cf. Millar 1964: 21; Davenport 2012: 802-3).***

TOVG YoUV Povievtds ... m) eotitovron: It was customary for some senators to
greet their emperors as part of the morning salutatio, a situation that was familiar to
Dio (e.g. 73(72).17.3 [Xiph.], 75(74).13.2 [Xiph.], 77(76).17.1 [Xiph.]). Dio records
that in the last years of Augustus’ reign, the emperor had discontinued the practice of
receiving senators at his home in the morning (56.26.2-3). The apparent revival of this
practice under Tiberius no doubt contributed to his reputation for accessibility (see
note above). But as behooved a ‘republican’ emperor, Tiberius showed appropriate
concern for the dignitas of his Senators, sparing them both the discomfort of being
jostled, as well as their time (cf. Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 40). Yet the Senators’ lot
would become decidedly unhappier later in Tiberius’ reign, when their attentions
would have to be divided between Tiberius and the ascendant Sejanus (57.24.4).
Moreover, our evidence for the performance of salutatio indicates that it was unusual
for an emperor to see all of the senators at once. For the performance of salutatio by

Senators, see Talbert 1984: 68-70; Lendon 1997: 135-6; Paterson 2007: 146-9.

*2 It might be added that Dio’s presentation of that winter in Nicomedia was almost certainly
shaped by his belief that an emperor should be accessible to senators and other men of
importance.
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11.2 gmeirerav: See note above 57.1.1 émewxng.

oi Podiomv ... amémempe: The story of Tiberius’ treatment of the Rhodian
ambassadors is found in Suetonius (Suet. Tib. 32.2) where it appears as an illustration
of the emperor’s moderatio. Dio’s rendering of the anecdote successfully illustrates
Tiberius’ ‘mildness’ (in so far as Tiberius was in a position to behave more harshly
towards the Rhodians). But it also dovetails with Dio’s opening sketch of Tiberius
(especially 57.1.1): Tiberius summons the ambassadors, as though he were going to
inflict some punishment (sc. HETEMEUYPATO ... ®AXOV TL dPAGOMV) — a detail not
found in Suetonius’ version. But contrary to their expectations, the ambassadors
suffer nothing of the kind. The result is that Tiberius emerges as a slightly ambiguous
exemplum of imperial mildness. On the one hand he did not have the ambassadors
punished physically, but on the other hand his behaviour was a source of morbid

anxiety for the ambassadors.

gvy0s auT®: It is uncertain what exactly Dio had in mind here. It is possible that it is
a reference to the customary prayers for the emperor’s health (pro salute imperatoris)
that were made annually on 3 January (cf. Plut. Cic. 2.1 with Lintott 2013: 132). But
Dio’s indication that he was referring to a subscription in a letter (sc. VEYoapav i
¢motoAf)) does not accord easily with this interpretation. Presumably those annual
prayers for the health of the emperor appeared in the body-text of the missive, not in a
subscription (cf. Plin. Ep. 10.35). Hence, Dio might have imagined a different type of

document, such as a petition (Levick 1976: 126). Even so, from our imperfect
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evidence of extant petitions, there seems little to indicate the systematic attachment of

prayers to all such documents.

11.3 Tovg Te ael Goyovrag mg €v Onuoxgartiq €ripo: A point of particular
importance to Dio’s senatorial heart. That a ciuilis princeps should show appropriate
respect to the magistrates (and especially the consuls) was the cornerstone of the ideal
(e.g. Plin. Pan. 64.2, 71.1-2; Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 37-8; cf. Alfoldi 1952: 125-7).
Although we may regard Tiberius’ actions here conforming to a particular ideal, we
must not lose sight of the fact that in the context of the early years of Tiberius’ rule,
such deferential behaviour was a marked change from the last years of Augustus’
reign which saw his gradual withdrawal from public life. mg év dnnoxgariq: ‘as

though in a republic’. See comments above at 57.9.1, and below at 57.15.9.

10l VaToLs %ol vraviotaro: Cf. Suet. Tib. 31.2: nec mirum, cum palam esset,
ipsum quoque eisdem [sc. the consuls] et assurgere et decedere uia. A respectful (yet
ostentatious) gesture that seems to have become conventionalized, at least in the first
and second centuries: cf. 60.6.1; Pliny Pan. 64.2, 71.2. By contrast, Julius Caesar
became notorious for his failure to stand up for a senatorial delegation (44.8.1-3; App.
BC 2.107.[445-6]; Plut. Caes. 60.4; Suet. Iul. 78.1; etc.), and Dio was scandalized by
stories of the adolescent emperor Elagabalus greeting senators while reclining in bed

(80(79).14 4 [Xiph.]). See too below (sc. €l T¢ mote ém ToD dipoov ... ela).

dewviCou: Dio switches from Tiberius’ conduct from the public to the (semi-) private
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443

sphere.”” How an emperor treated his guests at dinner parties, how he behaved, and

who was invited, are recurring themes in the imperial books of the Roman History
(e.g. 59.14.7; 60.2.7 [Xiph.]; 61.4.3 [Xiph.]; 64(65).3.2-3 [Xiph.]; 64(65).4.3 [Xiph.,
EVV], 64(65).7.3 [EVV]; 67.9.1-5 [Xiph.]; 74(73).3.4 [Xiph.]; 78(77).17.4 [Xiph.];
78(77).18.4 [Xiph]). Tiberius’ behaviour hosting dinner parties shows him very much
as the model of hospitality, acting as would any generous private individual (see
below 57.11.7 (sc. €v iduwteiq); cf. Plin. Pan. 49.4-8). In general, to be invited to a
dinner held by the emperor was a mark of honour and imperial favour (Lendon 1997:
133; cf. Paterson 2007: 149—50).444 For further on imperial dinner parties, see Roller

2001: 135-73, and also 57.12.5 (below).

&l T¢ mote €ml ToD diPoov ... gla: (cf. above note TOlg VITATOLG %Ol VITOVIOTOTO).
Note also Suetonius’ anecdote (Tib. 30): numquam curiam nisi solus intrauit,; lectica
quondam intro latus aeger comites a se remouit. UTTEN TOV TEOTOV: A typically
status-conscious comment from Dio (cf. 52.25.6-7), which reveals much of Dio’s
senatorial perception of the stratification of the Roman orders of society during the
imperial period. Presumably Tiberius’ courteous actions did not apply to those
equestrians who had risen from obscure origins to achieve their position in the ordo
equester, but those who held administrative or other public offices. Perhaps
significantly, Dio did not feel the need to elaborate. For the ordo equester during the
Principate, see generally, Alfoldy 1985: 122-6; Brunt 1983; BNP ‘Equites Romani’

(Lintott).

#3 Although as this passage demonstrates, there was little distinction between the two when it
came to scrutinizing the behaviour of emperors.

# It is for this reason that we find Dio portraying himself as an attendee of several imperial
dinner parties, e.g. Pertinax: 74(73).3.4 [Xiph.]; Septimius Severus 77(76).1.2 [Xiph.];
Caracalla: 79(78).8.4. Caligula infamously subverted this accepted system of honour by
inviting his horse to dinners (59.14.7).
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11.4-5. Tiberius at the festivals and games. As has been noted by numerous studies,
public shows offered one of the few spaces in which the emperor could interact with
the urban population of Rome. Hence arenas, theatres and other performance ‘stages’
were politicized spaces. They provided the physical contexts in which an emperor
could address and receive the support of his people (cf. Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 38). At
the same time, they were places where the people from all echelons of Roman society
could voice their pleasure or displeasure with the emperor in the safety of (relative)
anonymity. The presence of the emperor was certainly part of the spectacle and there
was an expectation (from at least some quarters) that the emperor should attend such
events. Pliny (Pan. 51.4-5), for example, praises Trajan for his visibility at the games.
Augustus notes in his Res Gestae that he had built a ‘private box’ (puluinar) in the
Circus Maximus, presumably to contribute to his public visibility (RGDA 19.1, App.
2; cf. Cooley 2009: 187-8; Edmondson 2002: 52-4). Yet the visibility of an emperor
meant that his conduct in the theatre was always subject to scrutiny. For the standard
discussions of the political nature of the public shows, and on which this paragraph is
based, see Yavetz 1969: 99-101, 107, 108-9; Cameron 1976: 156-92; Millar 1977:

369-75; Gunderson 1996: 126-33.

The view expressed above (and in the modern sources just cited) is heavily influenced
by the descriptions of the public spectacles that appear in the emperor-centric
narratives of Tacitus, Pliny, Suetonius, and Cassius Dio. Newbold (1975) has shown
how Dio’s interest was in the games as a ‘political institution’, and that an emperor’s
conduct at the games was indicator of the quality of his rulership. The material

gathered by Dio concerning Tiberius’ public conduct in these arenas is, as we would
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expect from these chapters, positive. In this, we see a marked contrast with the
negative presentations of Tiberius’ conduct at the games presented in Suetonius and

Tacitus (see below 57.11.5 sc. oU ydp olte €0mOVO00E ... OVOEV).

11.4 ¢oméQag ... eviavBa Tag virtog évuliCero: Yavetz (1969: 108-9, with 109
n. 1) sees this as one of Tiberius’ failed attempts to engage with the people. Such an
appraisal is tendentious, and no doubt exaggerates the extent of Tiberius’ alleged
unpopularity, at least at this early stage of his reign. Yavetz’s comment does serve to
highlight an obvious (yet important) feature of Dio’s narrative at this point: namely,
that he is interested almost exclusively in how Tiberius behaved, not how this
behaviour was interpreted by others.

Mt is

tOv Kawsageiov: A term almost unique to Dio (Weaver 2005: 251 n. 58).
strange that Dio does not appear to have explained this particular meaning of the term
earlier in the history. In the narrative up to (but not including) 52.24 4, oi Kowodpeiot
denotes members of the Caesarian faction during the civil wars, which he does
explain (41.39.4, cf. 41.60.3,42.35.2,49.3.5, etc.), but afterwards it changes meaning
to denote another class, probably of imperial attendants (slave or freedman) (56.32.1
(Xiph.), 60.14.1, etc; Weaver 2005: 249-50; De Blois 1997b: 3409-10; cf. Mason GT
58). This at least would account for the apparent distinction made by Dio between the
Koawodgetor here and the amerev@égor below (57.11.5). Although elsewhere Dio

seems to use the terms interchangeably (cf. 60.14.1, 60.17.8; cf. Weaver 2005: 250),

and so his choice of words here might simply have been for stylistic (rather than

5 Kawodoetol appears in a papyrus document of the reign of Hadrian (P. Oxy. 477, line 5)
seemingly denoting a group of (imperial?) officials at Alexandria. Nothing further is known
about this group, but it is worth noting that Dio styles Hiberius, the temporary successor to
the prefect Vitrasius Pollio (PIR V 523), a Kawodpetog (58.19.6).
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technical) reasons.

évnuliCero: A rare word in Dio’s vocabulary, used only here and at 50.12.8. The
register is almost martial (cf. 50.12.8; Hdt. 1.181, 9.15; Thuc. 4.54 4, etc), as though
Tiberius were bivouacking on campaign. Perhaps there is the suggestion that by

staying with servile attendants, Tiberius was ‘roughing it’ (cf. Soph. Phil. 33).

It is worth noting as well that Dio does not seem to attach any criticism to Tiberius’
decision to stay at the homes of his social inferiors (here and note also 57.11.5: €&
oixrtag ral aUTOg TOV dmehevBéQmv Tivog). Although Dio was generally critical of
emperors who prioritized their freedmen, he apparently did not see Tiberius’ actions
here being inimical to the proper order of things. Indeed, from a legal perspective
freedmen were obligated to provide such services to their former masters (Buckland
1963: 87-9; Wallace-Hadrill 1990: 76-7). Although Dio’s main point is that Tiberius
made himself accessible to petitioners, he would have also been aware of (and
approving of) actions that spared senators the expense of housing and entertaining

him for the night.

€€ ETOLUOTATOV %Ol ATOVOTATOV ... Yiyvorro: Josephus (AJ 19.24-26) notes the
custom at Rome where petitioners would make their cases to the emperor at the
games. Tiberius presumably stayed near the grounds so as to maximize the time he
could devote to petitioners. For Tiberius’ accessibility (e0mQ00000g) see note above
at 57.11.1. Interestingly, Suetonius provides a contradictory version (7ib. 47), where
he says that Tiberius rarely attended the shows so as to avoid having to deal with

requests from the people (ne quid exposceretur). For comments about the importance
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of an emperor being accessible to petitioners at the games, see Cameron 1976: 164-5;

Millar 1977: 368-75.

11.5 intmwv aydvos: presumably ‘chariot races’ (cf. [Lib.] Progym. 8.1.15), rather

than ‘horse races’, but Dio’s terminology could easily refer to either or both.

€€ oixiag ®al aTOS TOV AnehevOEQVY TIvOg ToAhdxig empa: cf. Suet. Aug. 45.1:

[sc. Augustus] ipse circenses ex amicorum fere libertorumque cenaculis spectabat.

ouveLESTOTO YOO €l TaS Ofag ... doxeiv: A notable division in the Dionian and
Suetonian/Tacitean traditions. Dio portrays Tiberius as a frequent attendee of the
games, whereas Suetonius emphasises his absences (7ib. 47). Tacitus too seems intent
upon drawing attention to Tiberius’ absence from such events, but illustrates his point
with a single example — Tiberius’ decision not to attend the gladiatorial contests
organized by Drusus (Ann. 1.76; cf. 57.14.5 below). Of course there is no way of
determining which of the two traditions better represents how frequently Tiberius
attended such shows, but we may suspect Dio’s account is closer to the mark, at least
before Tiberius’ withdrawal from the city. In the cases of all three authors, their
decision to portray Tiberius these ways was shaped by overarching narrative
concerns. In the case of Dio, it was to emphasize Tiberius’ comitas, whereas for
Suetonius and Tacitus, it serves to illustrate (amongst other things) Tiberius’
remoteness and disconnectedness. Tipfjg: Dio continues the theme of honour, this
time concerning how Tiberius’ attendance at the games was a way of honouring the

presiding magistrates of the games.
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Th|S ... eVroopioag: The only appearance of gvxoouia in the extant books of the
Roman History. Interestingly it is a word more congenial to Xiphilinus, who
introduces it into his Epitome in two places where we know Dio used other words or

expressions (Xiph. 93.26 = 54.16.3; Xiph. 175.7 = 60.6.6-7).

TOD TE OLVEOQTALELY OPiot doxelv ... Eayev: A feeling that is doubtless familiar to
many a politician or monarch who has been compelled by the expectations of their
office to attend sporting contests. As Dio recognized, it was important for an emperor
to be seen to be paying attention to the games. Indeed, emperors who showed their
lack of interest in such events or avoided the games were left open to popular
criticism (e.g. Suet. Aug. 45.1; HA Marc. 14.1; Zos. 3.11.4-5; cf. Edmondson 1996:
102-4). Yet Dio does not criticize Tiberius on account of his lack of interest in the
games (sc. ovTe 00Eav TIva Mg %ol ovomeEVdMV Tivi £€oyev). Indeed for some
senatorial writers this sort of detachment was expected (e.g. Pliny Pan. 33.2; cf.
Cameron 1976: 180), and it is for this reason that Dio is critical of those emperors
who showed excessive partisanship at games (e.g. Caligula: 59.5.4, 59.13.6; Vitellius:

64(65).5.1-2 [Xiph.]; cf. Newbold 1975: 590-1, 597).

11.6 ovtm T€ €5 mAvra ... hafeiv: Again we can see Dio’s approval of Tiberius’
conduct, and he was almost certainly aware of a contemporary parallel. According to
Dio’s coeval, the jurist Modestinus (Dig. 40.9.17) Marcus Aurelius had forbidden the
manumission of slaves ex adclamatione populi. This is consistent with an anecdote
preserved by Xiphilinus and the EVV about Marcus refusing to manumit an animal
trainer at the games, despite the wishes of the crowd (72(71).29.4 [Xiph.]). We do not

known how common such manumissions were, but we do have Republican evidence
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of this practice (Cic. Aft. 4.15.6 = SB 90), and the practice continued into the fourth
century (cf. Amm. Marc. 22.7.2). For ownership of slave-actors by the Roman elite,
see Csapo 2010: 179-85; cf. Pliny Ep. 7.24.5-8 (the freedmen actors of Ummidia

Quadratilla (PIR V 606).

0QyNoTIV TLve: ‘a certain pantomime dancer’ (cf. 54.17.4, 56.47.2; 57.13.10, etc.).
Suetonius supplies a name for this actor, Actius, and styles him a ‘comic’ actor. The
two accounts are by no means mutually exclusive. We may infer that Actius was
almost certainly a dancer of the Italian style of pantomime, which developed out of
the ‘comic style’, according to Athenaeus (1.20D). For the various terms applied to

pantomime, see Vesterinen 2005: 200-4.

v Tyv AaPeiv: The price of manumission was paid by Tiberius (Csapo 2010:
184; cf. Suet. Tib. 47). The cost of manumitting a slave-actor could be expensive:
Pliny records that it was not unusual for sums of over HS 700,000 to be paid for the

freeing of an actor during his own day (HN 7.39.128).

11.7 Toig Te €T@igols: A compact, interesting passage.446 Dio introduces two ideas
fundamental to his exploration of autocracy through Tiberius’ treatment of his friends
(cf. Suet. Tib. 55-56). The first is the idea that the ciuilis princeps/dMPoOTIrOg
ovtornedtwE was one who essentially behaved as though a private citizen (sc. €v
idwwteig). The second is the idea of how the assumption of the imperial power
changed individuals. Both of these were commonplaces of the genre of imperial

biography and panegyric (e.g. Plin. Pan. 23.6, 49 .4-8, 85; HA Ant. Pius 7.6). It also

#6 Which is replicated, in truncated form, by John of Antioch F 110 (Mariev).
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represents, at first glance, the first significant strain on Dio’s opening sketch of
Tiberius’ nature. There, Dio was keen to illustrate how Tiberius’ dissimulation
resulted occasionally in the shabby treatment of his friends (see above 57.1.2: zoil T®
duhtdt g dlhotouwtdte meooedépeto). But the two passages are not
contradictory. First, the earlier passage is concerned with Tiberius’ manner rather than
his actions. Second, neither passage claims to portray how Tiberius behaved at all
times.

Additionally, the passage presents a glimpse of the sorts of social behaviour
that Dio thought were important to friendship. To be sure, at least two of these are
conventional fopoi in friendship literature, but this does not make the fact that Dio
should choose to stress these points any less significant. In fact, it suggests that Dio
was attempting to situate Tiberius’ actions in an interpretative framework that was

instantly recognizable to his audience.

owalonévols odior ouvymvilero: Dio perhaps has in mind Tiberius’ decision to
appear in support of Urgulania (PIR V 684) in 16 (Tac. Ann. 2.34). Our evidence
precludes us from determining on how many occasions Tiberius supported his friends
in such cases. Dio’s use of the imperfect (cuvnywviCeto) suggests that it was more
than once, but Dio might well be basing his general observation on inference. That
friends should support each other in legal disputes was a commonplace of friendship
literature (Lucian Tox. 34; Plut. De Am. Mult. 6 [= Mor. 95C-D]) and was then
incorporated into discussions of imperial behaviour (54.3.1; Suet. Aug. 56; etc.).
However, such well-meaning imperial interventions would have been inimical to the

fairness of the courts (as noted above at 57.7.6).
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Ovovol ouvemoTale: An intimate detail and one not usually found in discussions of
friendship. Unfortunately Dio does not provide any further evidence for the occasion
of these sacrifices. It seems likely from the context of the passage that Dio has in
mind Tiberius’ participation in acts of private sacrifice, for example those which
aristocrats (and others) performed before harvests (cf. Fronto ad M. Caes. 4.6 = VdH?
pp. 62-3). For general comments on the communal aspects of performing sacrifices,

see Riipke 2007: 102-3.

voooivtag Te emeoxémreto: Although the visiting of sick friends was (and surely
remains) a mark of friendship (Sen. Ep. 1.9.1-8; Plut. De Am. Mult. 6 [= Mor. 95D];
Lucian Tox. 18), it appears infrequently in Dio, the only other example being the

exemplary conduct of Marcus Aurelius (72(71).35.4 [Xiph.]).

&vi ...tov émrddrov avtog eime: Cf. Suet. Tib. 32.1: quorundam illustrium
exsequias usque ad rogum frequentauit. The identity of the individual (or individuals:
sc. €vi y€) honoured by this funeral oration is obscure. Likely candidates must be
Tiberius’ loyal companion, Lucilius Longus, who received a public funeral in 23

(Tac. Ann. 4.15; PIR* 389), or P. Sulpicius Quirinius (Tac. Ann. 3.48; PIR* S 1018).

12.1 Tijg eavtod Enhodoews €vexra: The idea of the emperor being an exemplum for
others to follow is a familiar topos in Greco-Roman political thought: Men. Rhet.
2.376.8-9; [Arist.] Or. 35.26; cf. SCPP (1l. 132-3): item senatum laudare magnopere
Iuliae Auglustae] | Drusiglue] Caesaris moderationem imitantium principis nostri

iustitiam. Dio adds a degree of originality in his presentation of this commonplace as
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he depicts Tiberius as attempting to cultivate his own exemplary status (see also
below 57.13.5). In what particular areas of conduct Tiberius hoped Livia would
emulate him is left ambiguous (sc. o0 EETOVTA AVTH TOV TOLOVTWOV TOLELV TV).
Certainly the immediate context would suggest Tiberius’ conduct with respect to
honours (see above 57.8). But there may also be the sense that Dio is referring to his
characteristic dissimulation. In other words, that Livia should endeavour to mask her

great extra-constitutional power and influence (cf. 57.12.2).

ivo m) vegowvyi): A very Dionian word (sc. vmegovyéw) and idea. Aside from in
Dio (and in his epitomators) and lexical works, the verb vmegavyéw appears only in

Thucydides (4.19.4) and in the spurious letters of Phalaris (Ep. 122.2).

Dio’s use of vmegavyéw throughout the work reveals an important nexus of ideas
that is tied closely to his understanding of hybris.**’ Hence, Dio uses the verb in
connection with the Romans’ arrogance in their treatment of the Samnites, which
resulted in disaster for the Romans (F 36.10 [ES]). Elsewhere Dio uses it in
conjunction with the granting and refusal of honours. Hence Caesar was perceived to
have become arrogant due to his acceptance of too many extraordinary honours and as
a result became odious to the senators (44.8.3-4; cf. Pelling 2011: 425-7 on Plut.
Caes. 57.2-3). Finally, as with the case of Tiberius’ motivations here, Dio notes how
Septimius Severus was praised for not allowing extraordinary honours to be voted to
imperial freedmen which could have made them behave (towards senators?) in an

overbearing manner (77(76).6.2 [Xiph.]).

#7 In other words, to behave in a manner that could be described as VEQovy0Og was certainly
one manifestation of individual (or corporate) hybris.
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12.2 vy Yo uéyo »ol VAEQ mAoOS TaS TEOGOeV Yuvaizas @yxmto: A fact
recognised by contemporaries: Vell. Pat. 2.75.5: Livia [...] genere, probitate, forma
Romanarum eminentissima |[...]; and 2.130.5: eminentissima et per omnia deis quam
hominibus similior femina; Philo (Leg. 320):*** 1y [sc. Livia] 8¢ ye xa0dmep €v Toig
drholg Ohov TO Yévog ndv toUTtw [sc. mental capacity] dujveyxev [...]; etc. But
Dio’s statement has an edge to it. His choice of verb (Oyxwto) may be read in a
pejorative sense (‘puffed up’; cf. below at 57.12.5 vrégoy»ov) or suggest something
more neutral (‘exulted’). Unlike Philo and Velleius, Dio is clearly thinking in terms of
the extraordinary honours Livia accumulated during her lifetime, which he took

1t is this feature that

apparent care to record over the course of the narrative.
separated Livia from those earlier great women of Roman history (;10600¢v), but was
not (we may suspect) that different from the empresses to follow. Indeed, Livia, as the
first ‘Augusta’, may be seen to set the pattern for the empresses and dowagers to
follow in terms of her honours and public profile (cf. 61(60).33.12 [Zonar.]). For
discussion of these honours, see; Purcell 1986: 85-7, 89-90; Flory 1993; Barrett 2002:

37,137-8, 156-64.

®0ote %ol TV PouvA)v xol ToD dMuov Tovg £0¢hovros oinnde aomacouivovs
aei mwote £€00éyeo0a: Note the similar statement regarding Agrippina, which also

(according to Dio) was noted in the public records (61(60).33.1 [EVV]). Pace Baldwin

¥ The passage is purportedly a quotation of (Herod) Agrippa’s petition to Gaius (Philo Leg.
276-329), but is likely to be a free composition: cf. Smallwood 1961: 292.

9 Statues: 49.38.1; 55.5.5. Other honours: 49.38.1 (freedom from tutelage, tribunician
inviolability); 55.5.5 (ius trium liberorum); 56.46.2 (right to be accompanied by a lictor while
serving as a priestess). Buildings: 55.8.2 (Precinct of Livia), 56.27.5 (Stoa of Livia, cf. Swan
2004: 291-93). Extraordinary posthumous honours: 58.2.2-3, 6.
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(1979: 196) I see no reason to suspect one of the two statements to be dubious. For

discussion of Livia receiving people for salutatio, see Barrett 2002: 164-5.

Ta dNuocLa vropviuata: ‘the public records’. The first of three (or possibly four)
references to these documents in Book 57: see also note below at 57.16.2 t®v
onmuootwv yooppdtwv; cf. 57.21.5, 57.23.2. Dio probably has in mind the acta
publica that are noted sporadically in Latin sources (cf. Plin. Ep. 5.13.8; 7.33.3; Tac.
Ann. 12.24; Suet. Cal. 8.2; RE 1 cols. 290-295 = Acta 5 (Kubitscheck)). These are
likely to be the same as the so-called acta diurna (Baldwin 1979: 197-98; cf. White
1997: 80 n. 24; Sherwin-White 1966: 342; BNP ‘Acta’ 3 (Gizewski)), contra Syme
(1958: 120 n. 2), who suggests that acta publica and acta diurna are distinct records.
For discussion of Dio’s possible use of these sources, see Introduction, Chapter 1:

The Roman Historian at Work.

ai Te Emotolal ... opoime: Marsh (1931: 279) is certainly correct in stating that the
Gytheum inscriptions preserving the correspondence between Tiberius and the
Gytheates (and where the Gytheates seem to have addressed both Tiberius and Livia)
do not substantiate Dio’s claim. However, as noted by Barrett (2002: 155) it does not
preclude the veracity of it either. After all Dio is referring to what must have been
only a fraction of the total correspondence sent and received by Tiberius (sc. xQOvov
Twva). Dio may have also been struck by a contemporary parallel in so far as it was
the practice of Caracalla to including Julia Domna’s name alongside his on letters to

the Senate (78(77).18.2 [Xiph.]).
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12.3 ovte €5 TO GUVEDQLOV ... €6eMOELY: Dio’s comment has a somewhat period feel,
and perhaps goes back to an Augustan or Julio-Claudian source favourable to Livia.
Note the similar words of praise offered by the poet of the Consolatio ad Liviam (49-
50 with Schoonhoven 1992: 100-1): Nec uires errasse tuas campoue foroue |
Quamquam licet citra constituisse domum *° Barrett (2002: 155) says that Dio’s
statement ‘seems to undercut Dio’s own thesis’ that Livia sought to exercise
autocratic power on account of these three spaces being ‘the very places where power
could be exercised’. While Barrett’s claim might well have applied to the Republic, it
misses the internal logic of Dio’s narrative. Dio’s point (and indeed that of pseudo-
Ovid) emphasizes the fact that Livia could exert political power and influence without
physically transgressing the traditionally masculine spaces of the army camp, senate
chamber, and assembly. After all, Dio believed that the Augustan monarchy saw the
centre of political power shift from the senate and assembly to the emperor’s private

quarters, at least in terms of decision making (cf. 53.19.2-3).

€5 10 ouvvEdQLov: Perhaps the ultimate act of symbolic transgression into the
(masculine) political sphere, at least from a senatorial perspective (cf. Tac. Ann.
14.11). Outside the context of trials, there is scant pre-Severan evidence for women
attending meetings of the Senate, and even then that evidence is poor. The
pseudonymous biographer of the Vita Heliogabali (4.2, cf. 18.3) asserts that Julia
Soaemias would attend Senate meetings during the reign of her son, but we may be
justifiably suspicious of this claim. Xiphilinus notes one occasion where Soaemias
and Julia Maesa attended a meeting of the senate (concerning the adoption of

Alexander), but he adds that they were brought there by the emperor (80(79).17.2

#0 The intention of the passage is supposed to be flattering to Livia, emphasising her restraint:

Jenkins 2009: 9; pace Purcell (1986: 96), who detects the ‘latent hostility’ of the poet.
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[Xiph.]), and we may take it to have been exceptional. For further comments, see

Talbert 1984: 161-2.

&g ta otoaroneda: If Dio’s material did derive from an Augustan or Julio-Claudian
encomiastic source, then it is tempting to detect a not-so-veiled reference to the
actions of Fulvia, whose virago-like escapades during the late 40s attracted criticism
and concern from hostile witnesses (Cic. Phil. 3.4,5.22, 13.18; cf. 45.13.2; 48.104).
However, in Dio’s third century context, the comment must have seemed somewhat
quaint. As the actions of the elder Agrippina and Plancina amply demonstrate, it was
becoming increasingly common for the wives of commanders to accompany their
husbands into the legionary camps even during the reign of Tiberius (cf. Foubert
2011).*' We may assume that this was also the case for the later Roman empresses
accompanying their husbands on campaign. Furthermore, the title mater castrorum,
first held by the younger Faustina (72(71).10.5 [Xiph.]; HA Marc. 26.8) suggests that
several of the empresses of Dio’s day had close associations with the military. For
comments, see Levick 2014: 78-9 (on Faustina), and Levick 2007: 44, 136 (on Julia

Domna).

€5 Tac ExxAnoiog: Again traditional Republican political units not associated with
women. Hence, Dio-Zonaras’ vivid description of the transgressive behaviour of the
women of Rome invading the assembly during the vote to the repeal the lex Oppia

(Zonar. 9.17; cf. Livy 34.1-8.3, with Milnor 2005: 154-80).

#'It is possible that Dio is drawing a point of contrast between Livia and the Agrippina (cf.

57.5.6), but if so, the comparison is a muted one.
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£ Te YA TOU Avyovotou puéywetov 1Ndvvi01: Dio will return to the idea of
Livia’s influence over Augustus in his obituary of the Augusta (58.2.5 [Xiph.]).
Livia’s great influence was by no means a negative force. Although, Dio supports the
assumption that Livia was instrumental in persuading Augustus to adopt Tiberius as
his successor (see note above 57.3.3), it is to be remembered that Dio’s portrayal of
Livia was that generally of the good advisor, and that it was Livia who was largely

responsible for him becoming more merciful as a ruler (55.22.1-2; cf. ind. 55).

tov Tifégrov aut) avtoxedroga memomxévan €heye: Cf. Tac. Ann. 4.57: cum
dominationem ipsam donum eius accepisset. [...] idque Augusta exprobrabat,
reposcebat. A point Dio first made at 57.3.3 (see note above &€meldn 1 Awovia [...]
¢Méyeto). Livia’s comments here mirror those of the younger Agrippina to Nero
(61.7.3 [Xiph.]; cf. 62(61).13.2 [Xiph.]; 62(61).14.1 [Xiph.]), who would remind her

son that it was she who made him emperor (“¢y® oe aitorpdtogQa dmédelEa”).

%ol 0Ll TOUTO 0VY 000V EE iG0oV Ol dEYELY, AALA xot TREafeveLy auTOD 1)0ehev:
cf. 56.47.1. It has been suggested that Dio’s claim that Livia sought preference over
her son was influenced by either accounts of Agrippina the Younger (Goodyear 1972:
190; cf. 61(61).33.12 [Zonar.]: 1 [sc. Agrippina] ¢ xai icoxpatng T@ Khavdip
dvtinpug ovoudleoBor )Bele) or by his experiences of the Severan Juliae (Barrett
2002: 238, cf. 155). Both of these suggestions, I suggest, miss the mark. In the case of
the Severan Juliae, it is notable that Dio, in the extant narrative, does not portray them
as attempting to subordinate their sons to their own political ambitions.** As

suggested in the previous note, there is a close parallel with Agrippina, but this is not

#2 In the case of Julia Domna, it was only after the murder of Caracalla that she attempted to

instigate a coup to replace Macrinus (79(78).23.2-3).
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in itself strong evidence of direct influence. Rather, Dio’s comment here feeds into a
key observation about the psychology of power, and has little to do with the gender of
the protagonists. Dio’s point seems to be that those who give (absolute) power to
another feel the right to take precedence over those who receive it. Moreover, Dio
appears to have subscribed to the (sub-Thucydidean) belief that it was difficult for

individuals (or states) to share power with equals (e.g. F 7.3 [ES]).

124 00ev alho te EEM TOD vevopouévov £oepépero: These proposals were
seemingly made at the meeting of the Senate on 17 September 14 (see discussion
above § II Senatorial Business). 00gv: Dio appears to suggest that these proposals

were in response to, or recognition of, Livia’s existing power and influence.

oALOL HEV uNTEQX QUTHV TilS TTEI00G ToALoL 8¢ nal yovéa: cf. Tac. Ann. 1.14:
alii parentem, alii matrem patriae appellandam |[...] censebat. Suet. Tib. 50.3: quare
non ‘parentem patriae’ appellari [...]. All three sources seem to be derived from a
common source, with the similarity between Dio and Tacitus’ comments being
particularly close (cf. Jaeger 1910: 32-3). untéga avtv Tijs morEidog: Tiberius
would again refuse to sanction this title for his mother following her death (58.2.3).
However, as we have seen with some of the titles refused by Tiberius (see above
57.8.1), the title mater patriae does seem to have been used unofficially during her
lifetime, as indicated by a copper coin type produced at Lepcis Magna (RPC 1.1 no.
849; cf. Grant 1950: 127). Tiberius’ decision to veto the proposal to style his mother

mater patriae must have had a degree of contemporary relevance to Dio, as the first
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woman to be officially styled mater patriae was Julia Domna, who received the title

sometime late in the first decade of the third century 93

zat Tov Tifégrov am’ avtijs emuareioOoun: Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.14.1: [...] plerique ut
nomini Caesaris adscriberetur ‘luliae filius’ censebant, Suet. Tib. 50.2: tulit etiam
perindigne actum in senatu, ut titulis suis quasi ‘Augusti’, ita et ‘Liviae filius’
adiceretur. Such a proposal could easily have been construed as being offensive to
Tiberius, not only on account of it being a deviation from Roman onomastic
conventions (Koestermann 1963: 114; Goodyear 1972: 190), but also because it might
have suggested weakness or effeminacy (cf. Anacr. F 388 = Page LGS no. 318). The
only parallel for use of the metronymic for an emperor is Alexander Severus. Yet
even then it was never an official style but was used (presumably) in a pejorative

sense in response to Mamaea’s domination over her son.**

However, it is likely that
the proposal in A.D. 14 was supposed to be flattering to both Livia and Tiberius
(Barrett 2002: 157-8; cf. Dixon 1988: 77).*> Dio’s suggestion that Tiberius was to be
known as ‘Iuliae filius’ but not as the ‘Augusti filius’ (which is surely the sense of
onmg Gonep oi "EAMves moteo0ev) is almost certainly a misinterpretation of his
source material.*® Suetonius’ statement must represent something closer to the

original proposal, although ‘Liviae filius’ is surely a mistake for ‘luliae filius’. The

addition of the metronymic would have resolved the problem (if problem there was)

31t is not known when Julia Domna assumed the title mater patriae, but it has been

suggested by Rowan (2012: 254) that the appearance of mater patriae on Domna’s coinage
post-dates the fall of Plautianus in 205 but ceases after the destruction of Geta in 211.

#* The earliest surviving literary example of the style Alexander ‘son of Mamaea’ is from the
late fourth-century biography of the emperor (HA Alex. Sev. 3.1), however, it without doubt
originated in the third century, perhaps as a part of the propaganda of Maximinus Thrax.

#3 Although, note Levick (1976: 153): ‘it may have been meant to hurt’. Cf. Goodyear 1972:
190 n. 1.

#6 But hardly unforgivable. Indeed, it could be argued that this is the natural reading of Tac.
Ann.1.14.1.
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caused by Augustus’ adoption of Livia, which had left her in the peculiar position of
being Tiberius’ sister. Moreover, the assumption of both patronymic and metronymic

would have served to emphasize Tiberius’ noble lineage.*’

12.5 ayavaxtdv ovv ém T0UTOIS 0TE T& YNPILONEVE aUTH) MY EhayioTav
EMEXVOOV, OVT’ (Aho TL VTTEQOY®oV Totelv enétpenev: Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.14.2: ille
moderandos feminarum honores dictitans eademque se temperantia usurum in iis
quae sibi tribueretur, ceterum anxius inuidi et muliebre fastigium in deminutionem sui
accipiens ne lictorem quidem ei decerni passus est aramque adoptionis et alia
huiusce modi prohibuit. Unlike Tacitus, Dio does not probe Tiberius’ psyche and
provide a reason (or reasons) for Tiberius’ vexation and we the readers are left to

supply the causes ourselves.

v éhayiotwv éxexvgov: For the honours voted to Livia, see 56.46.1-2.

vaggoyxov: cf. above 57.12.2: mwévv ydQ péya ... dyrwto.

EiXOVO YOOV TOTE AUTH|S 0i%0L T® AVY0U0TE® 06LWOdoNS: pace Barrett (2002:

162) and Donahue (2004: 79), et al., there is no good reason to assume (based on its

position in Dio’s text) that this dedication occurred in A.D. 14.

*7 This has been asserted recently by Depauw (2010: 137-8) as the reason behind the

recording of the names of both parents for the priests of Apollo at Didyma during the
Hellenistic and Roman periods. Similarly, note the Cynegeticus (1.1-5) where the poet
emphasises Caracalla’s nobility based on his descent from Septimius Severus and Julia
Domna.
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OV TNV YeQovoiav YioicasBar: A curious detail — whether genuine or not. That
a vote should be taken in order to consecrate a statue in a private house (sc. oixoL)
seems extraordinary, and perhaps seemed so to Dio as well, which explains its
inclusion here. Purcell (1986: 90) suggests that there might be some connection
between this and the three-day private festival organised by Livia for her household in
commemoration of Augustus at 56.46.5. Such an interpretation is not without its
difficulties. According to Dio, that particular festival was celebrated by successive
emperors down to his own day, presumably on an annual basis.**® In contrast, the
event described here seems to be a one off event, marking the consecration of the
statue, just as the public dinners described at 55.2.4 and 55.8.2 marked Tiberius’

triumph and the dedication of the temple of Concordia respectively.

Yet it is also possible that Dio’s report here is corrupted or misleading, with respect to
the claim that the statue was in Livia’s house (oixov). It must be conceded that we do
not know where this house that Dio is referring to actually was, and it would be
unwise to assume that he was referring to the apartments on the Palatine, commonly
ascribed to Livia. Nevertheless, the two key elements (i.e. dedication of statues and
the organization of a public dinner) seem more suited to a public event, rather than
one confined to the home. It is tempting to speculate, along with Reimarus (2.857),
that Dio’s note here is in fact referring to the dedication of the statue to Augustus
‘near the Theatre of Marcellus’ noted by Tacitus and the Fasti Praenestini which

occurred on 23 April A.D. 22 (Tac. Ann. 3.64; Inscr. Ital. XIIL.2 p. 131 = EJ* p. 48).

48 Swan (2004: 357-8) identifies the festival with the ludi Palatini, which was celebrated
seemingly from 17 to 19 January.
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oUTE TOTE TOUS AVOQOS detmvicon, GAL’ aUTOS MEV TOUTOLS €xeivny O¢ TOig
yuvouEiv etotiaoe: Tiberius® actions seem to have maintained the status quo, and
need not represent (pace Purcell 1986: 90) ‘a withdrawal towards the conservative
tradition from the innovative and independent practice of Augustus’. Dio records that
under Augustus, Livia (once with the elder Julia) gave public banquets for women on
at least two separate occasions (cf. 55.2.4 and 55.8.2; cf. Rich 1990: 220, 226; Swan
2004: 48-9, 74-5). But there is no indication that Livia entertained (senatorial or
equestrian) men at such public events. For public banquets in general during the
imperial period, see Donahue 2004: 78-80. Taig yuvaulv eiotiaoe: éotiow + dat.

Evidently a typically attic construction cf. Schol. on Arist. Thesm. 941/2.

12.6 o TéhOG TAOV eV dNRosiov mavrdmaowy ... may®nc nv: There is a tinge of
irony in Dio’s comments here. Livia’s meddlesomeness, in so far as she used her
influence to represent the interests of numerous men and women, was perhaps her
greatest virtue in the eyes of contemporaries and of Dio himself (e.g. 58.2.3 [Xiph.];

SCPP11. 115-17).

wote xal € v Kamgiav o eéxeiviy ovy f)xwota peraotijvar: The belief that
Livia was the cause of Tiberius’ retirement to Capri has found adherents, ancient and
modern (e.g. Suet. Tib. 51.1: ut quidam putent [...]; Tac. Ann. 4.57: traditur etiam
[...]); Bauman 1992: 137; etc.). Whatever the truth in the matter, it seems as though
such a rumour was an important component of the anti-Livia/Tiberius tradition which
sought to emphasise the discord between Livia and her son (cf. Tac. Ann. 1.72.4;

3.64.1).
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13.1 Tadta pev mepl Tijg Awoviog mooadédotar ... pereyelpilero: Dio’s
transition from Livia back to Tiberius is jolting. Tadto pev megl Tijs Aloviag
mogadedotar: The statement suggests that the material in the preceding chapter was
something of a pastiche drawn from a variety of different sources concerning Livia
(Jaeger 1910: 32). But Dio may be aiming for a subtle juxtaposition of ideas: the
estrangement of Tiberius and Livia introduces Dio’s comment about Tiberius’ harsh
treatment of miscreants (sc. TQOVTEQOV TOVS alTLalouévoug T peteyelpileto), the
force of which relies, again, on the reader’s knowledge of Dio’s earlier portrayal of
Livia as a moderating force (cf. note above at 57.12.3 &€mi T€¢ Y@ To0 AvyoiaTov
uéywetov NOvvN0n). Otherwise, the O¢ clause is something of a non sequitur. 0 8¢
on Tiféorog avtog nev Teaytepov Tovg aittalonévous T peteyerpitero: ‘He
would treat those guilty of any offence quite harshly’.*”” Tiberius’ severity was a
constant part of the historiographical tradition. Dio, however, suppresses any overt

criticism of Tiberius, and likewise any suggestion at this point that Tiberius’ severity

might be indicative of some innate cruelty.

™ 0¢ 0 Agovoe ... mohhdxg: cf. Suet. Tib. 52.1: nam Drusus fluxioris
remissiorisque uitae erat;, Tac. Ann. 1.76. It is difficult not to read this comment with
relation to the later second century, where Dio was critical of those emperors (and
especially Septimius Severus) who did not adequately chastise their sons. But Dio’s
main point is that Tiberius was consistent when it came to punishing vicious
behaviour, irrespective of kinship ties (hence the force of the 8¢ 01), ‘and even in the
case of Drusus’). GoelyeoTaTE %ol ®UotTate: Drusus’ alleged vices are noted

frequently in the sources: for which, see Rogers 1943: 148-52; Levick 1976: 273 n.

#9 Cf. 57.19.1° = Petrus Patricius: TL TiB£010C TOUS %#ATIYOQOUUEVOUC T TIVL TUROGS

Enohalev.
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54; and below 57.14.9-10. Dio’s choice of words presents Drusus as the ethical
antithesis of Tiberius (sc. cwpoovéotata, below 57.13.3). Note also, the sequence of
aoely- and owdpoov- words in 57.13.1-3: doelyeotdtw ... cwdoovéotata ...

aoelyaivery ... cwdOovICeLv.

Agovowava: A curious detail, and one preserved only here. Given the Latinate form

of the word, we may divine a Latin source behind this triviality.

132 “Cdvrog pmév ... tedevtijoavrog™ A typically obscure apothegm from
Tiberius. Cary translates (7.142): ‘While I am alive you shall commit no deed of
violence or insolence; and if you dare try not after I am dead, either.” Chris Pelling
suggests to me that the sense could be closer to ‘just try it while I'm alive, and you
won’t even have a chance even when I'm dead’ — that is that Tiberius would stop

Drusus’ misbehaviour once and for all.

13.3 ompgovéorato: High praise indeed for Tiberius. Dio describes Tiberius’
personal conduct using the vocabulary of imperial panegyric. The somewhat
hyperbolic statement serves to heighten not only the contrast between Tiberius’ chaste
lifestyle and the debauched lifestyle of his son (as noted above at 57.13.1), but also
Tiberius’ own reputed descent into orgiastic excesses that became apparent later in his

reign (cf. 58.22.1-3).

%ol o0d¢ TOV aAhov ovdevi aoelyaivewy ... ewolale: cf. 57.23.4, where Dio

notes how Tiberius appointed a guardian for a loose-living (sc. GAoeAy®Gc) senator.
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TV Povievtdv mote ... TdEag: Following Jaeger (1910: 37-38), Gelzer (RE 10.1,
col. 530 = Iulius 154) and Seager (1972: 141 n. 3 = 2005: 261 n.71), we may safely
date this discussion in the Senate to A.D. 22, which was instigated by C. Calpurnius
Bibulus (Tac. Ann. 3.52.2; PIR* C 254), given the close parallels between Dio
(57.133-4) and Tacitus (Ann. 3.52-54).*° nara 1@V GoOTOg {OVTOV: Dio’s
language is suitably unspecific, given the context of the passage. According to Tacitus
(Ann. 3.52), the discussion surrounded a tightening up of the existing sumptuary laws,
and especially those covering what Woodman and Martin term ‘gastronomic luxury’

(cf. Woodman and Martin 1996: 376-8, 381).

zat mpooemertov ot If we are to believe Tacitus (and there does not seem to be a
good reason why we should not) Tiberius communicated his opinions to the senate by
way of a letter, which Tacitus quotes in oratio recta. While it is possible that both Dio
and Tacitus had access to an original copy of the missive, or to a source that did, it is

likely that Dio’s was a free composition.*®'

AUELVOV E0TLY 10iQ TOOTOV ... xOWVI]V OOLOL TInwEiay Eémbeivon: [he said that] ‘it
was a better method to punish transgressors in some other way in private rather than

’

to impose a public punishment on them’. However, the sense of the idigt ... xowviv
contrast could be closer to ‘to punish them individually rather than by way of
common punishment’. Dio’s choice of words seems to recall the passage just a few

lines above (57.13.1) describing how Tiberius berated his son for his misdemeanors

‘both in private and in public’ (émetipo xai idig xol dnuooio woALdaxic). Although

0 Woodman and Martin’s (1996: 384) caution is misplaced, as it is based on the erroneous

assumption that the passage in Dio occurred in A.D. 14.
4! The same is likely for Tacitus Ann. 3.53-55 as well: Adams 1973: 137-8; followed by
Woodman and Martin 1996: 384.
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here Dio’s focus is clearly on Tiberius’ treatment of individuals outside of the domus
Caesaris, and perhaps there is the recognition that an emperor ideally needed to
handle members of the non-imperial elite differently from the way he dealt with

members of his own family.

Jaeger (1910: 37) identified this passage as being an amalgam of Tac. Ann. 3.52 (num
coercitio plus damni in rem publicam ferret ... uel retentum ignominiam et infamiam
uirorum inlustrium posceret) and Ann. 3.54 (reliquis intra animum medendum est:
nos pudor ... in melius mutet). Certainly the parallel between the two accounts is

close.

13.4: viv puev yoo ... mpoupnoewv: ‘For at present at least some would behave
moderately out of their fear of the disgrace, so that they would endeavour to evade
detection; but once the law was transgressed by human nature, no-one would obey it.’
A fascinating little passage that requires some further discussion. Dio phrases
Tiberius’ response in terms of a familiar physis-nomos dichotomy.462 Tiberius’
statement conforms largely to Dio’s own predominantly bleak conception of human
nature: that is of a force which drives men to violate the laws of society (cf. Reinhold
1988: 215-7). This in turn informed Dio’s belief that harsh punishments (prescribed
by laws) were not an effective means of deterring individuals from transgressive acts

(F 17.7 [ES]; F 36.1-2 [ES]; 52.34.1;, 55.16.2; etc.).

1@ GOPw Tijg aioydvngs ... habeiv émyefjoon: Cf. Tac. Ann. 3.54: nam si uelis

quod nondum uetitum est, timeas ne uetere. Note also the distinct echoes in the

%2 For the Classical origins of which in Greek thought, see Guthrie 1969: 55-134.
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Speech of Maecenas (52.34.7-8). These views, while central to Dio’s understanding
of motivation, are ultimately derived from philosophical commonplaces, that is, that
would-be wrongdoers refrain from transgressing the laws or conventions of society
due to fear of the shame their punishment would bring upon themselves. E.g.
Antiphon the Sophist (F. 44a II. 3-10 [ed. Pendrick]: td oUv vOmupa mapafaivoy
¢av AM&ON Tovg dpohoynoavtag rat aioyvvng xol Inulag amniiaxtor p) Aadmy
O ol); Thuc. 2.37.3; Plat. Leg. 8.841a-c; etc). aioybvng: Perhaps best understood in
general terms, as ‘disgrace’ or ‘shame’. But Dio’s comment is consistent with the
philosophical definition of aioyvn as the ‘fear of just censure’ (Gell. 19.6.3: ita
enim philosophi definiunt: oioyOvn ¢otiv ¢pOPog duraiov Yoyov). For the broad
semantic range of aioylvr, see Dover 1974: 70-1; cf. Lendon 1997: 50-1 (for brief

comments on the Roman context); and now Kaster 2005 (esp. Ch. 2).

13.5 €60ijTL ahovgyel ... atayogevdey mpotegov: It is impossible to determine
when this ordinance was issued. Nowhere in his extant narrative of either Augustus or
Tiberius does Dio refer specifically to a prohibition of purple clothing. For sumptuary
legislation under Tiberius (enacted in A.D. 15), see below 57.15.1. pouwav pavoonyv:
Prima facie, like Augustus (Suet. Aug. 73), Tiberius’ choice of drab clothing seems
calculated to indicate his frugality. However, it is interesting to note that Augustus
legislated against the wearing of dark cloaks (pullati - deemed to be a foreign
influence) in the theatre or in the forum (Suet. Aug. 40.5, 44.3). Be this as it may,
Tiberius’ austerity met with Dio’s approval. As we would expect from the
traditionally-minded Dio, he regarded how an individual dressed as a maker of their
character, e.g. Marcus Aurelius: 72(71).35.4 [Xiph.], Nero: 63.13.3 [Xiph.], Claudius:

60.6.9, Elagabalus: 80(79).11.2 [Xiph. EVV], etc. For further comments, see
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Edmondson 2008: 35-7.

13.6 To00 ... uéyo ye nai Cepopavinog £4n émoier: At last, Dio closes the ring (cf.
above 57.7.1: ¢¢” 6oov 6 Tepuavirog £Tn, dupyayev). Yet, as we have seen, some
of the anecdotes used by Dio occurred after Germanicus’ death, and we should not

take Dio’s statement literally.

UETA YOQ TOVTO ouyve avTdV petéPfadrev: Dio is wise not to couch Tiberius’
change in absolute terms at this point (sc. ovyva), which at least allows him to praise
individual aspects of Tiberius’ conduct in his post-Germanicus narrative (e.g. 57.22.2-

4 [Xiph.], 57.23.4-5 [Xiph.].

&l ovv GEOVAV ... £0teEN01): Dio concludes his discussion of Tiberius’ conduct as
emperor with a comment on Tiberius’ nature. As such it recalls the opening section of
the book (57.1). It also picks up on the physis-nomos theme raised at 57.13.4 (above).
Dio’s reluctance to offer a firm opinion is surprising. Yet, his agnosticism is
appropriate for appraising the enigmatic Tiberius. The result incorporates (and
perhaps responds to?) features of both the Suetonian and Tacitean conclusions on the
matter. For Suetonius, the fundamentally vicious Tiberius was only slowly unmasked
(cf. Tib. 33.1: paulatim principem exseruit). As always, the Tacitean verdict is less
clear-cut than it may first seem, but his conclusion superficially at least resembles that
of Suetonius (Ann. 6.51, but cf. Ann. 6.48). The comments of all three writers tap into
an important question of ancient philosophy (and biography) — that is whether it was
possible for someone to experience a change of nature. For further discussion, see

Introduction, Chapter 2: Dio on Tiberius.
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¢Eoxeilag: A very Dionian word. Dio typically uses it in terms of a ‘drift” into moral
turpitude of some description (e.g. F 62.1 (Antiochus III) [EVV]; F 83.1 [EVV], cf. F
85.1 (on Tiberius Gracchus) [EVV]; 80(79).3.3: [sc. Elagabalus] é¢ 8¢ 61 tdAha

TAVTO ROl OULOYQOVQYOTATA KAL TIOLQAVOLMTATO ROl UOLPOVAOTATO EEOREINALC).

TOD AvVTayovietod £0tee)0n): The notion of the metus hostilis was an important
one for Dio, just as it was for Sallust. It can be seen in Dio’s assessment of the
behaviour of states as well as for individuals. For references, see Kuhn-Chen 2002:

174.

14.1 MEm O¢ ... a&wd €¢otrv: ‘But now I shall describe at the appropriate time how
each event happened (at least as much as is worth remembering)’. A recurring
transitional sentence used by Dio (and Xiphilinus), with occasional deviations in the
formulation, marking, in the case of Dio’s work, the transition into annalistic material
(563.22.1, 69.8.1 [Xiph.], etc.). But this transition is relatively minor. It does not
amount to a profound change in Dio’s historiographical (and biographical) focus,
which remains predominantly on Tiberius and the workings of the imperial
government. TOVg ®xouEovg: Presumably denoting the ‘appropriate’ place in the
annalistic narrative as well as the appropriate time in history (in a chronological

sense).

57.14.1-10 The Events of A.D. 15. The following table presents a comparison of Dio

and Tacitus’ accounts of the year. Items in bold represent items which occur in both

Dio and Tacitus.
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Dio

Tacitus Ann. 1.55-81

57.14.1-2 Consuls named. Distribution
of Augustus’ bequest to the people of
Rome.

1.55.1 Consuls named. Germanicus
voted a triumph by the Senate.

57.14.3 Games given by Drusus and
Germanicus. Tiberius’s absence from
the games. Prohibition of an equestrian
to fight as a gladiator.

1.55-71 The German campaign of 15.

57.144 Games held in honour of
Augustus. Administrative arrangements
upon the death of the governor of Crete.

1.72 Triumphal honours decreed for
Germanicus’ legates. Tiberius’ refusal of
honours.

57.14.5 New rules governing the time at
which governors took up their provincial

1.73 Attempted prosecution of two
equestrians, Falanius and Rubrius, for

appointments. maiestas.
57.14.6 Death of Tiberius’ grandson | 1.74 Attempted prosecution of Granius
Drusus. Marcellus for maiestas.

57.14.7-8 Tiber floods, and response.

1.75 Tiberius’ conduct in the non-
senatorial courts. Trial of Aurelius Pius.
Attempt of Propertius Celer to be excused
from the Senate on grounds of poverty.

57.14.9-10. Drusus’ behaviour as consul,
and other anecdotes concerning Drusus’
temperament.

1.76.Tiber floods. Attempt by Asinius
Gallus to consult the Sibylline oracles.
Lucius Arruntius and Ateius Capito given
charge of supervising flood mitigation
procedures. Tax relief for Achaia and
Macedonia. Games given by Drusus

and Germanicus. Tiberius’ absence
from the games.
57.14.10 Pantomime riots. 1.77. Pantomime riots. Senatorial

response to the riots.

1.78. Tarracines ask permission to build a
temple to diuus Augustus. Protests against
the one per cent. tax.

1.79 Discussion in the Senate

concerning flood mitigation.

1.80 The tenure of Poppaeus Sabinus’
governorship.

1.81 Consular elections.

Unlike Tacitus’ more traditionally annalistic presentation of material that records both

. 463 1~ . . .
res externae and res internae, - Dio’s historical focus barely deviates from res

463

Although note Tacitus’ decision to eschew the Livian formula of res internae — res

externae — res internae. For Tacitus’ annalistic arrangement of material for A.D. 15, see

Ginsburg 1981: 67-72.
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internae. Where he does note the occurrence of an event outside of Rome, it is in
response to his concern for noting administrative developments (see below 57.14 .4).

The absence of the German wars is the obvious difference between the two
historians’ presentation of the year. According to Syme, Dio’s omission was due
principally to the presentation of events found in Dio’s main source, whom Syme
identified as Aufidius Bassus (Syme 1981a: 365 = RP 3.1423).*** But Dio’s decision
to omit (or delay)*® his account of the campaigns of Germanicus and his legates in
Germany makes sense also on narrative grounds and reflects his desire to keep his
focus squarely on the actions of Tiberius and the working of the imperial government
at Rome. Where there is correlation between items included by Dio and Tacitus (see
bold items in table above), the sequence in which they are presented is notably
different.

Although many of the inclusions in Dio’s account of 15 may appear to be
mere trivialities (Syme 1981a: 366 = RP 3.1424), the selection is typically Dionian
and functions, in part, to reaffirm the pattern of imperial behaviour (viz. Tiberius and
Drusus) outlined in the preceding chapters. Apart from this, Dio does not seem to
have fashioned his material so as to create a sense of historical unity from this
collection of anecdotes, although it is worth noting how the theme of death pervades
the material in 57.14.1-6. For example: the anecdote of the funeral and the jokester
(57.14.1-2); the death of the equestrian in the arena (57.14.3); the slaying of animals
in the games in honour of Augustus (57.14.3); the death of the governor of Crete

(57.14 4); and the death of Drusus’ son (57.14.6).

4 For discussion of the sources see Introduction, Chapter 1: The Roman Historian at Work.

It is likely that Dio included a narrative of Germanicus’ campaigns at 57.18.1, which
survives only in Xiphilinus’ Epitome as a short sentence. As discussed briefly in Notes on the
Text of Book 57 (above), Xiphilinus generally omits Dio’s campaign narratives, unless they
contained particularly memorable anecdotal details: Mallan: 2013: 632; Brunt 1980: 491.

465
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14.1 Taiov Te Nwgpavov: C. Norbanus Flaccus, the (likely) brother of the eccentric,
trumpet-playing consul of A.D. 19. For the consul of 15, see PIR* N 168; Syme

1981b: 190 = RP 3.1351.

0 zotaherdOévra: ‘the bequest’. For Augustus’ bequest to the populus, see 56.32.2
[Xiph.]; Suet. Aug. 101.2; Tac. Ann. 1.8, and the full discussion by Swan 2004: 312-3;

Goodyear 1972: 144-5; Wardle 2014: 561-2.

neooxvYog EYLdvpoé: Two rare words, both appearing only here in the Roman
History. It is unusual to find a verb of ‘whispering’ (sc. €yB0QL0€) after
meoox T, though in other texts it is generally implied (e.g. P1. Euth. 279e; cf. LSS
5.v. MPOo®1ITW), but note Theophr. Char. 2.10: AMymv mEOg TO 0V¢ mMEOoADTTWV

dropOvpiCerv.

14.2 éxelvov nEv YOO QUTIXA GTEXTELVEV, (VO QUTAYYELOS OUTH, OGS TOV %o
EMOXAOTTOV £ine, YévipTon: A nice touch of gallows humour from Tiberius. The
anecdote appears, with slight changes, in Suetonius, but with the addition of a pun (sc.
debitum), which does not appear in Dio’s version (Tib. 57.2: scurram, qui
praetereunte funere clare mortuo mandarat, ut nuntiaret Augusto nondum reddi
legata quae plebei reliquisset, adtractum ad se recipere debitum ducique ad
supplicium imperauit et patri suo uerum referre). Turner (1943: 261) drew the
parallel with the story told in Aeneid 2.535-50, especially 2.547-50, and recently
Power (2012) has argued persuasively that Suetonius’ version (but not Dio’s) is

modelled consciously on Vergil. But the meaning of the anecdote is not dependent on
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any particular intertextual reference, and the form of the anecdote conforms to a

folkloric fopos (cf. Champlin 2008: 410).

As noted by Plass (1988: 69) the joke’s sinister edge reminds the reader of the
emperor’s ultimate power of life and death, which fits the context of Dio’s narrative
well. As such, it qualifies much of the image presented in the preceding chapters of
the demotikos autokrator: at once recalling the pre-accession Tiberius, the man who
coolly had Agrippa Postumus executed, and anticipating the similarly ruthless

Tiberius of the post-Germanicus narrative.

nEVTE nol EENrOvVTO doayuac: sixty-five drachmas or HS 260 was evidently paid to
the each member of the citizen body at Rome (sc. 57.14.1 T® d1uw), or at least those

who were eligible for the corn dole (Wardle 2014: 561).

14.3 »ol To0T0 pEv T mEOTEQM £reL YevésOou Tiveg Aéyover: Dio’s concern to
record an apparent discrepancy in his sources is surprising at this point. Taken at face
value, it suggests that Dio had consulted several sources in the composition of his
narrative for the year. ToUto: presumably the payment of Augustus’ bequest (see
notes above). As it is, Dio is the only extant source to place Tiberius’ distribution of
Augustus’ bequest specifically in A.D. 15. That he should have delayed in making the
distribution is believable in itself: the unexpected additional monies that were paid to
the soldiers in A.D. 14 had undoubtedly placed a strain on the imperial treasury, and
there was perhaps a desire to make a proper audit of finances before paying the

largess to the people of Rome (cf. Levick 1976: 122).
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TOTE 8¢ IMMEMV TIVOV ... povopoyijoar £0eknoavrmv: Late in Augustus’ reign
(A.D. 11), existing regulations (presumably from 22 B.C.) prohibiting members of the
ordo equester from fighting as gladiators appear to have been relaxed (56.25.7; cf.
54.3.5 with Rich 1990: 174; Suet. Aug. 43.3 with Wardle 2014: 327-8), although there
seems to have been a move by the Senate to forbid younger members of the ordo
from appearing as gladiators in that same year (Tab. Lar. 11. 17-21; with Levick 1983:
104-5, 107).*° Tiberius may have been following Augustus’ precedent in allowing
these equestrians to perform as gladiators (Levick 1983: 107), but the fact that they
sought permission from the princeps (or from Drusus?) to fight, might suggest that

these two knights were under the age prescribed by the SC of A.D. 11 (i.e. under 25).

£V TOig AydoLY ... aEOnxe: cf. Tac. Ann. 1.76.3. Whereas Tacitus uses the games to
make a comment on Drusus’ bloodlust, Dio’s interests are directed towards the
game’s programme of events. 0 AQOVGOS VALY TE EOVTOV %Ol VTEQ TOV
I'epnavizov: there were certainly dynastic motivations behind the decision to have
games given in the names of his two sons, although it was Drusus who presided,

owing to Germanicus’ absence from Rome.

TOV név aydve. abTdv ovx £ide: cf. above note at 57.11.5 (ovveyéotata Yoo €m
Tag O¢ag ... doxeiv). Dio’s brief note on these equestrians in the arena is indicative
of his fondness for such stories: e.g. 59.8.3, 59.10.2, 59.10.4, 67.14.3 [Xiph.]. In part
this was almost certainly due to the scandalous element in these sorts of anecdotes: of
elite men (and occasionally women) transgressing the expected behaviour of their

social classes (cf. Newbold 1975: 595; Swan 2004: 284). While this is undeniable,

%66 The relationship between these two actions is not known: Swan 2004: 284.
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there is perhaps a deeper current of thought behind these sorts of notices. Dio uses the
theatre or the arena as spaces where symbolic interactions between the emperor and
members of the other orders could be played out. How an emperor prohibited or
punished members of the elite for appearing in the arena, or conversely, how they
encouraged or forced individuals to appear in such contexts all contributed to Dio’s
broader discussion of imperial conduct and of contemporary social mores (cf.
Wiedemann 1992: 130-1). For discussion of the range of possible motivations of elite
performers in the arena, see Wiedemann 1992: 108-11; Edmondson 1996: 107-9;

Gunderson 1996: 140-2; Edmondson 2002: 58-60.

14.4 T@v Tod Avyovotov yevesimv: The birthday of Augustus (23 September) had
been celebrated annually since 30 B.C. (51.19.2) and from 20 B.C. with the addition
of circus events, which too became a fixed part of the celebrations from 8 B.C.
(54.8.5, 55.6.6; Weinstock 1971: 209). T®v ... yeveoimv: the form is almost always
plural (sc. Ta yevéoia) when denoting the celebration of the birthday of a deceased
individual (LSJ° s.v. yevéowog III), but note the testimony of the grammarian
Ammonius (De adfin. voc. diff. 116 [ed. Nickau p. 29]) who states that the yevéoia
was a commemoration on the anniversary of an individual’s death. However, in Dio,

vevéola refers to the anniversary of a deceased individual’s birth (47.18.5-6).

%ol Teve xol Oneia éopayn: the brief note about the addition of an event (in this
case a uenatio) is typically Dionian (cf. Newbold 1975: 596-7). Dio’s appetite for this
sort of recherché detail is patent, and especially in his desire to trace the origins of

institutions, or in this case events at games (sc. %0l TOVTO ... o) 0n).
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eV %ol ... TOTE 8¢: A particularly harsh anacoluthon, even for Dio. A lacuna may be

suspected.

1 Kot tod adoyovros: More precisely the governor of Crete and Cyrenaica
(53.12.4; cf. Strabo 17.3.25 [840]), but it is not unusual for sources to identify this
geographically divided province simply as Crete (cf. Tac. Ann. 3.38).%" The identity
of this praetorian governor is not known, although Baldwin’s (1983: 139-40)
suggestion that it might be the nouus homo, P. Octavius (PIR* O 19), who is known to
have held the post early in the reign of Tiberius, is tantalizing. However, the

governor, as with his quaestor and legate must remain anonymi.

T® T Topiq: = ‘quaestor’ (Mason GT 91). See also note below, 57.16.1.

T® M0EédE: As noted above at 57.7.6, map€dpog was Dio’s unique term for a
governor’s legatus. The governor of Crete and Cyrenaica, a man of praetorian rank,
was permitted one legate (cf. 53.14.7). Legati were usually chosen by the proconsul
from men of praetorian rank, although there are instances of legati having previously

held only more junior posts (Birley 1981: 15).

TOV Aowtov yoovov mpooetdy0n: The precedent for a legate and quaestor to take
charge of a province upon the death of a governor had been set in A.D. 6 in the
province of Achaia (55.27.6). It has been suggested that as with the arrangements of

A.D. 6 where the province of Achaia was divided between quaestor and the legate, so

%7 Certainly due to the fact that the provincial capital was at Gortyn.
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too was the province of Crete and Cyrenaica divided, with the legate taking Crete and

the quaestor Cyrenaica (Baldwin 1983: 138-9).

14.5 €émeldn) T€ OLVYVOL ... MOTE TOVS TEOAPEAVTUS QUTMV TALQA TO XAOEFTNROS
yoovilewv: That governors under Tiberius served long stints in the provinces was a
characteristic of the reign (cf. Seager 1972: 173-4 = 2005: 147; Talbert 1984: 505).
For Tacitus, this was a simple matter of Tiberius’ habit (sc. morum), of keeping the
same individual in place for a long period of time (Ann. 1.80; cf. Ann. 4.6). Dio too
notes this elsewhere (58.23.5). Here however Dio, perhaps through inference based on
the new law (see next note), recognized that there was more to these unusually long
governorships than just Tiberius’ wish to keep men that he could trust in the same
positions. That would-be governors should be unenthusiastic about their appointments
and wish not to leave Rome (sc. émi wohV €v te tf) Poun »ai v i) howry Trakig
évoLétolPov) is a sentiment found repeatedly in some of Cicero’s less equanimous
letters concerning his appointment to the governorship of Cilicia (e.g. Cic. ad fam.

3.2.1 =SB 65; Cic. ad Att. 5.10.3 = SB 103; ad Art. 5.11.1 = SB 104).

EmELd] ... adoouacBar: This is perhaps the most important piece of evidence to
indicate that the proconsular year commenced on the 1st of July (Mommsen Staatsr.’
2.255-6). How long this rule was in place is not known, as it is likely that by Dio’s
day, governors were expected to have assumed their posts by April (Barnes 1986;
Davenport and Manley 2014: 119; cf. Talbert 1984: 497-8). If Dio noted when this
change occurred (and it is almost certain that he did) then it did not catch the eye of
his epitomators. évoiEroifov: The tendency for governors to loiter in Rome before

assuming their commands seems to have been a recurring problem. Dio records under

276



the year A.D. 43 a new measure to compel governors of non-imperial provinces to

leave the city for their commands before the end of April (60.17.3).

14.6 Tod éxyovou: This putative child of Drusus is omitted from Stein’s stemma of
the Julio-Claudian family in Pauly-Wissowa (RE 10.1 = lulius), and is not
acknowledged by Gardthausen (RE 10.1 col. 433 = Iulius 136), or by many of the
standard works on Tiberius.**® He is, however, recognised by Eck (BNP Drusus I1.1),
Gelzer (RE 10.1, col. 501 = Iulius 154) and tentatively in PIR (PIR’I 219: Anno
consulatus filius eius [sc. Drusus’] paulo ante ut uidetur natus mortuus est). The
omission by Tacitus could be attributed to the annalist’s lapse,*®” but Velleius’
testimony470 is suggestive when he notes that Tiberius felt the loss of his two sons and
one grandson (sc. nepotem) (Vell. Pat. 2.130.3), which given the date of composition,
must be a reference to Ti. Germanicus Iulius Caesar (Woodman 1977: 273; Elefante
1997: 541; pace Rogers 1943: 95). Should we therefore be suspicious of the existence
of this third son of Drusus, and is the individual referred to here in fact the twin
brother of Ti. Iulius Caesar Nero (Gemellus) (PIR* 1 226), that is to say Ti.
Germanicus Iulius Caesar (PIR* 1 224), who died in A.D. 23 (Tac. Ann. 4.15.1)? In
short, no. Independent support for Dio’s identification of this grandson of Tiberius
may be gleaned from Ovid (Pont. 2.2.73-4: adde nurum neptemque pias natosque
nepotum | ceteraque Augustae membra ualere domus) who attests to sons of both

Germanicus and Drusus (cf. Rogers 1943: 95-6). If we accept that Book 2 of the

6% Marsh (1931) Levick (1976) and Seager (1972 and 2005) all do not acknowledge the
existence of this son.

%9 Although it may be said that Tacitus is usually punctilious in his recording of imperial
deaths and marriages.

70 If the text of Velleius is correct.
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Epistulae ex Ponto was composed in A.D. 12-13,"' then we may presume that
Drusus’ son was at very least two years old when he died, and perhaps older. Given
A.D. 15 was a year in which the Tiber flooded (below 57.14.7), it is possible that that
this young son of Drusus died as a result of contracting one of the diseases which

always accompanied such flooding.

0VOEV 0 TL TOV oLV MV oUx EmQate ... ngo‘faoﬂm: Tiberius’ stiff upper lip would
be again on show when he was confronted by the death of Drusus in A.D. 23 (57.22.3
[Xiph.]; cf. Tac. Ann. 4.8). As we have seen above, Dio presents Tiberius as being
aware of his own exemplary status (cf. 57.12.1). Stories of parents bearing the loss of
their children (or grandchildren) with equanimity and fortitude were, of course, a
mainstay of the Roman exempla tradition (e.g. Val. Max. 5.10, Sen. Con. Marc. 14.3;
Tac. Agr. 29.1; HA Marc. 21.3-5). For further comments, note Woodman and Kraus
2014: 232-3 (with reference to Tac. Agr. 29.1) and Davenport and Manley 2014: 193-

5.

14.7 tod te motapod Tov Tifégrdog morhd Tijc MOAEWS ROTOOYOVIOS OOTE
mhevodijvon: The flooding of the Tiber in 15 is attested by Tacitus as well
(Ann.1.76). For a convenient tabulation of the evidence for the Tiber floods recorded
in the literary sources for the period 750 B.C. — A.D. 398, see Lonardi 2013: 12-3;
and Aldrete 2007: 242-6, who covers the period 414 B.C. to A.D. 2000. From
evidence of recorded floods from modern times, it is likely that the floods of A.D. 15
occurred between January and March or (less likely) between October and December.

wote mhevodijvar: A detail which accompanies many of Dio’s notices concerning

! For dating, see Syme 1978a: 37-42.
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the flooding of the Tiber, and perhaps reflects a conventional method of describing

the extent of a flood (e.g. 53.20.1, 53.33.5, 54.25.2, 58.26.5).

14.7-8 ot puev arhor €v TéQOTOS ... éhduPavov, exeivog d¢ 1) vomiocos €x
molvmtinBiag vapdtmv: Note 39.61.1-3 where Dio also contrasts what we would
call a ‘divine’ explanation of the Tiber floods with a ‘scientific’ explanation. As noted
by Aldrete (2007: 223-224), the accounts of Tacitus (Ann. 1.76.1) and Dio are similar,
in so far as both authors present a juxtaposition of divine and rational explanations for

the flooding, with the latter explanation championed by Tiberius.

14.7 év tégatog Aoym: For the flooding of the Tiber as a portent, see Pliny HN

3.5.55; Goodyear 1981: 171.

®WonEQ OV TO TE Méyedog ... €EeTann: The grouping of this sort of material is
indicative of not only of Dio’s use of an annalistic source, but also of his willingness
to conform to the annalistic genre. However, what these omens signified for Dio is
less clear. With the exception of the death of Drusus’ son, there is little in Dio’s
narrative at this time that could be regarded as being worthy of a portent, with the
exception of the flooding of the Tiber itself. If Dio is right in placing these
extraordinary events in this year, then we may perhaps add some further context to
Asinius Gallus’ request to consult the Sibylline Books (cf. Tac. Ann. 1.76.1). T@v
ocwou®v: The absence of the earthquakes in the other accounts has led to the
suspicion that Dio invented these earthquakes so as to parallel his account of the Tiber
floods of A.D. 5 (55.22.3) (cf. Waldherr 1997: 197). This is unlikely. Dio’s brief

account of the disasters of A.D. 5 bears virtually no similarity with this present
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passage,’’> and so we can rule out the possibility of Dio simply following a template
for his account of these disasters. More likely is the suggestion that Dio is following a
different annalistic source from Tacitus (Waldherr 1997: 197), or even that they were
following the same source, but chose to excerpt different material. For further
discussion of the putative earthquakes of 15, see Waldherr 1997: 196-7. For
earthquakes as portents, see e.g. 41.14.3. T@v #egavvav: For lightning bolts as

portents, see e.g. 37.25.1-2; 39.15.1; cf. Plin. HN 2.55.143-4.

14.8 mévte el fovievtas xAEmTOUS Emuereichor ToU TOTAUOD TPOGETAEEY:
i.e. the curatores riparum et aluei Tiberis. Suetonius (Aug. 37) notes the creation of
the position of curator aluei Tiberis by Augustus, which, if not an error, must have
been superseded by the new board of five (Aldrete 2007: 199; cf. Wardle 2014: 289).
I do not see any sensible reason why we should assume that the board was created in
A.D. 16 (pace Syme 1981a: 369 = RP 3.1428; reiterated in Syme 1982: 78 = RP
4.215-6), a view based purely on the fact that Tacitus fails to mention its creation. The
precise relationship between the board of five and the two man commission headed by
Ateius Capito and L. Arruntius is not known, but it seems reasonable to assume the
board arose as a result of the findings of Capito and Arruntius (Tac. Ann. 1.76.1; cf.
Goodyear 1981: 171-2). Again, it is worth noting the contrast between Dio and
Tacitus. Dio succinctly notes the creation of a board, which continued (with some
minor changes) up to his own day and beyond, whereas the Latin annalist preferred to

describe the failure of a temporary commission. As Chris Pelling suggests to me,

72 Cf. 55.22.3: oewopol Te EEaiotol cuvéPnoav, nai 0 TiReglg THY Te YEPuoav xaTéovE

21Ol ATV TV TOALY €L ETTTA UEQOLG €TOINOE, TOD TE NAMOU T EXMTES EYEVETO, RO
MPOG ouvnvey .
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there is a general feeling of nil mutandum, or at least nothing changed much, about

Tac. Ann. 1.72-81.

149 ®omep T dwwTg deréhese: ‘conducted himself as though a private
individual’. Given that Drusus was consul, Dio is clearly thinking about Drusus’
behaviour as a member of the imperial household (and as Tiberius’ potential heir
apparent), and as such the possessor of an extra-constitutional position within the

state.

00vi] ovtm yohemi): Dio continues his predominantly pejorative characterization of
Drusus (see above 57.13.1-2). It is interesting that Tacitus chooses to develop a
similar characterization of Drusus in his account of this year as well, but does this
through his description of Drusus’ behaviour at the games (as mentioned above at

57.14.3, &v toig AyDOoLV ... OLEOMNE).

imtnel émavei: Presumably none other than the Praetorian Prefect, L. Aelius Sejanus
(Scott 1930: 155-7; Champlin 2011: 93 n. 59; cf. Tac. Ann. 4.3.2). Scott (1930)
suggests that Dio did not identify Sejanus here so as to make clear the joke about
Drusus’ nickname (see note below). But we may also take Dio’s decision to withhold
Sejanus’ name at this point as a way of building up to Sejanus’ more extensive
introduction to the narrative proper later in the book. These two suggestions are not
mutually exclusive. Xiphilinus will repeat the anecdote with a minor change after he

has introduced Sejanus later in the book (57.22.2 [Xiph.]).
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Kaotmwe magovopov Aapeiv: How Drusus’ nickname came about is not
immediately clear. The suggestion of Boissevain (2.572), followed by Cary (7.148 n.
1), that he was named after a (supposed) gladiator named Castor mentioned by
Horace (Ep. 1.18.19, with Pseudacron. ad loc. [ed. Keller 2.267]) is not compelling
and should be dismissed. Had Dio intended this connection be made, then we should
expect him to explain it, just as he did with the case of Caracalla’s nickname
‘Tarautus’ (79(78).9.3), who was a famous gladiator. Stein (1918: 219-20) and Scott’s
(1930: 157; cf. Poulsen 1991: 128) suggestion is more likely, in so far as the Dioscuri

473 But I think the name rests on two more

were the patron deities of the ordo equester.
simple associations. On the one hand, the nickname relies on the standard epithet of
Castor as immddapog ‘horse tamer’ (e.g. Hom. /1. 3.237; Hom. Od. 11.300; Hom.
Hymn Dios. 3), and thus plays on the fact that Drusus struck (or ‘tamed’) an
equestrian (sc. irtel). On the other hand, the Drusus’ nickname is ironic: Pollux was
the boxer, not Castor. moe@wvoptov: a very unusual word for Dio, appearing only

here and at 79(78).5.2. Perhaps Dio is wanting to distinguish an informal and ‘formal’

cognomen (sc. €inANOLS).

14.10 7i} Te nedn zavaxoEr)s: Drusus’ fondness for wine seems to have been so well
known as to be almost commonplace (e.g. Plut. Quaest. Con. 1.6.4 [= Mor. 624C]; cf.
Athen. 2.52C; Plin. HN 14.28.145). We may also note Dio’s continued interest in

contrasting the behaviour of Tiberius with that of his son.

eumono0eioi Tiowy: literally ‘some things that were set on fire’, but perhaps ‘some

things that were on fire’ or just ‘a fire’. How the fire started is not made clear, nor the

7 For which see Helbig 1905 and Wissowa 1912: 269.
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extent of the fire. Such particulars appear to have been irrelevant to Dio’s purpose.
For Dio the main thing is that Drusus was present at a fire, which provided the context

for his apophthegm (see next note).

Oconov ooy eyyéon xehevoan: ‘He ordered them to pour it out hot’. The request
to ‘pour it out hot’ does not, it seems, appear elsewhere in Greek literary sources. It
was perhaps a request more familiar to the tavern rather than the symposium, which
explains its absence in sympotic literature, where me might have expected to find

such an expression.

TOIS TE 0QYNOTUIS OVTM TEOGEXETO: More worrying behaviour from Drusus.
Generally, association with pantomimes (as with gladiators) was not a good character
reference in Dio’s eyes (e.g 59.5.2). However, Dio’s attitudes were not entirely
inflexible, as shown by his comments on Trajan’s enthusiasm for pantomimes

(68.10.2 [Xiph.])

®WOTE %ol OTOOLACEWV QUTOVS ... ®oBiotaoBar: ‘so that when they fell into
disorder, they could not be brought to order by the laws which Tiberius had brought
in to deal with them.” Cf. Tac. Ann. 1.77.** Dio’s link between Drusus’ attachment to
pantomime dancers and the failure of Tiberius’ ‘laws’ (t®v vOpwv) has been taken
for granted by some. The fact that the banishment of pantomime dancers and claque
leaders came in A.D. 23, the year of Drusus’ death, provides some evidence of a link,
providing of course it was the ban was introduced after his demise (57.21.3; Tac. Ann.

4.14.3). otooualery: probably just ‘fell into disorder’ or ‘rioted’, but the verb carries

4 Slater (1994: 125 with his n. 32) is misleading: the references to Zosimus (1.6.1), Velleius

(2.126.2), Suetonius (Tib. 34.1), are not specific to the riots of 15.
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the sense of ‘forming a faction’, with reference to the supporters of various

performers (cf. Tac. Ann. 1.77.1: dissensionem uulgi).

VA0 TOV VOV ... éoevivoyer: It is generally assumed that these laws were
introduced in 15 (e.g. Jory 1984: 60-1; Slater 1994: 125-6) and that they are the same
as the measures decreed by the Senate described by Tacitus (Ann. 1.77). But the
pluperfect (sc. €éoevnvoyel) might indicate hitherto unknown measures introduced in
October A.D. 14 in response to the riots at the ludi Augustales (cf. 56.47.2). If not,
and Dio is referring to the laws of 15, then two interpretations present themselves for
und’... xobioracOor. (i) We may assume (with Jory 1984: 62) that there was a
second outbreak of rioting after the one described by Tacitus in 15. Alternatively, (i1)
Dio’s comment on the failure of the laws in suppressing the disorder may refer to the
general ineffectiveness of the laws and that the pantomime actors (and their

followers) remained a problem until they were banished in A.D. 23.

There is another, less historical, reading of this passage. It is worth recalling Dio’s
comments above at 57.13.4: av 0’ dmo§ 0 vopog VmO ThHG PUOEWS ExviunOf,
undéva avtod mpotiunoetv. Might Dio’s comments on the ineffectiveness of the
laws to curb actions of the rioters be an illustration of this very idea? In other words,
just as Drusus exhibited behaviour unrestrained by convention, so too was the rioting

pantomime devotees not restrained by the laws.

57.15-16 The Events of A.D. 16. Unlike Tacitus, Dio eschews any notice of ‘external

affairs’, and as a result his material for 16 is entirely drawn from ‘urban affairs’ and
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miscellaneous ‘end chapter’ material.*’”” For brief comments on Dio’s and Tacitus’

treatment of this year, see Syme 1981a: 365-6 = RP 3.1422-5; Ginsburg 1981: 81-2.

The following table provides a comparative summary of material included by Dio and

Tacitus under A.D. 16. Items printed in bold denote items in common.

Dioon A.D. 16

Tacitus on A.D. 16

15.1 Consuls named. Legislation banning
the use of gold objects and silk clothing,
except in religious rites.

2.1 Consuls named.

2. Tiberius does not allow the Greek
word emblema to be used in a senatorial
decree.

2.1-4 Vonones and the unrest in Parthia,
Armenia and Eastern Provinces

3. Tiberius does not allow a centurion
who wished to give evidence in Greek in
the Senate, although this had been
permitted by Tiberius on earlier
occasions.

2.5 Tiberius’ desire to send Germanicus
to the East. Germanicus’ development as
a commander.

4. Tiberius’ behaviour during the trial
of Drusus Libo.

2.6-26 Germanicus’ operations in
Germany. Germanicus recalled to Rome.

5. Trial of Drusus Libo continued after
his death. Commemorations.

2.27. Drusus Libo

6. 3" example of Tiberius’ inconsistency.
Tiberius’ reaction to the pretensions of
Vibius Rufus.

2.28. Drusus Libo before the trial.
Tiberius could punish earlier, but
decided to delay.

7. Tiberius does not prosecute Vibius
Rufus. Rufus given the consulship.

Tiberius and Thrasyllus. Anecdote of
Tiberius’ dream.

2.29. Drusus Libo arrives in the Senate
for his trial.

8. Tiberius’ banishment of astrologers.

2.30. Details of the trial of Drusus Libo.

9. Illustration of ‘democratic’ form of

2.31. Suicide of Drusus Libo, trial

475

Tacitus’ account of the same year which commences with an account of the troubles

beyond the eastern frontier of the empire (Ann. 2.1-4), followed by a description of
Germanicus’ campaigns across the Rhine (Ann. 2.6-25). The terminology is that of Ginsburg

1981: 32; cf. Swan 1997: 2527.
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government, pertaining to the banishment | continues.

of astrologers.

16.1. Miscellaneous public business: 2.32. Outcome of the trial.

shortage of quaestors. Commemoration. Expulsion of
Astrologers.

2. Miscellaneous public business: 2.34. L. Piso (retirement and quarrel with

copying of public records undertaken by | Urgulania)
elected group of three senators.
Assistance of victims of fires given by
Livia and Tiberius.

3. Conspiracy of Clemens. 2.35. Suspension of Public Business
debated between Asinius Gallus and Cn.
Piso.

4. Capture of Clemens. Anecdote 2.36 Gallus v. Tiberius on the issue of

involving Tiberius and Clemens. praetorian appointments.

2.37 Speech of M’. Hortalius (on imperial
subsidy for impoverished senators ).

2.38 Opposition from Tiberius, speech of
Tiberius.

2.39. Conspiracy of Clemens.

2.40. Capture of Clemens. Anecdote of
Tiberius and Clemens.

2.41. Miscellaneous public business
dedication of temples.

15.1. Zrathiov 8¢ Tavgov perd Aouvxiov Aiffovos: The consuls for AD. 16
were Sisenna Statilius Taurus (PIR® S 851; Syme 1986: 376),"° perhaps the brother of
the consul of A.D. 11, T. Statilius Taurus (PIR* S 855), and L. Scribonius Libo (PIR*
S 266). Cf. Tac. Ann. 2.1. Although both scions of distinguished families, the careers
of both the consuls of 16 are obscure beyond the holding of the consulship (Syme

1981b: 190 = RP 3.1351-2).

76 In the fasti affixed to the index of Book 57, this consul is given the praenomen T. This

seems to be in error. For the adoption of a traditional cognomen (in this case Sisenna) as a
praenomen, see Salomies 1987: 329; cf. Salway 1994: 130.
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0 Tipégrog ... aneine 8¢ xail yovo@ oxever undévo: We know from Tacitus that
the sumptuary legislation referred to here was proposed by Q. Haterius (PIR* H 24)
and supported by a praetor, Octavius Fronto (PIR* O 34) and passed by the Senate
(Tac. Ann. 2.33.1; cf. Koestermann 1963: 309; Goodyear 1981: 287). Dio’s tendency
to ascribe laws to the emperor, rather than to individual senators is typical of his style
in the imperial books (cf. Brunt 1977: 95 n. 4). For discussion of Roman sumptuary
legislation and elite consuption, see Wallace-Hadrill 2008: 315-55; Edmondson 2008:
32-7; Holleran 2012: 238-41 cf. Newbold 1974: 130-5. For the use of luxury items in
religious ceremonies, see Cobb 2013: 143-5. According to Tacitus (Ann. 2.33.1) this
motion was put forward at the next meeting of the Senate (proximo senatus die)
following the condemnation of the alleged conspirator Drusus Libo, so may be dated

to late September or early October (see below 15.4).

onowxi): This adjective is not found in Greek literary texts before the 1* century A.D.
Dio considered it a sufficiently exotic term for it to elicit the following definition of
silk (43.24.2):
toUT0 &8¢ 10 Vhaoua MO faofdoov €oyov €oTi, ral maQ’ éxelvov ral
TROG NUAS €S TEQUPNV TOV TTAVY YUVOURDV TEQLTTIV E0TEPOITNHEV.
Dio’s comments are indicative of the degree to which silk was seen as synonymous
with vice (luxuria/truphe) (cf. Goodyear 1981: 288), which Dio often associates with

the trappings of tyrants (e.g. 59.17.3; 73(72)17.3 [Xiph.]). Cf. Plin. HN 11.27.77-8.

15.2. éupqua: A word used here in the technical sense, denoting the inlaying of

gold into silver. The term is rarely if ever found in literary Greek texts, but is more

287



common as a Greek loan word in Latin sources, e.g. Cic. Verr. 4.17.37; Quint. Inst.
Orat. 24.27. It is possible that the word (in this technical sense) entered the
vernacular spoken by the Greek-speaking merchants in the ports of the Mediterranean
and was thence assimilated into Latin. éupAn0fjvar: ‘but he forbade the word ‘insert’
to be inserted into the decree’. An irresistible punning opportunity — and one not

missed by our historian.

15.3 éxatovragyov: a centurion (cf. Mason GT 41; Freyburger-Galland 1997: 195).
It has been suggested that this centurion’s evidence was in some way connected to the
trial of Drusus Libo (Levick 1976: 152). This seems unlikely. Aside from both
incidents occurring in the same year, there is no good cause to link the two. For Dio,
the case of the Greek-speaking centurion was worthy of mention for its thematic
suitability: that is, as an illustration of Tiberius’ inconsistency, and on account of its
connection to the preceding anecdote (i.e. the use of Greek in the Senate).
Interestingly, the order of these two anecdotes in Dio corresponds to that found in
Suetonius (7ib. 71), and may reflect the order of presentation in their (common)

source.

The anecdote of the centurion who was more fluent in Greek than he was in Latin,
provides a piece of anecdotal evidence for evolution of the recruiting practices of the
Roman army, concerning the absorption of (presumably) eastern provincials into the
army. This was a process which had its genesis in the civil wars of the late Republic,
and would continue throughout the imperial period. For the changes in recruitment

practices during the early imperial period, see Keppie 1997: 97-8.
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%aime@ mMOMAOS eV dinog ... Eéme@T@V: Whether Tiberius heard many cases in
Greek in the Senate is neither contradicted nor confirmed by specific examples,
although it would seem to be the case that he did, if we admit Valerius Maximus’
shrill comments as evidence (Val. Max. 2.2.3). Dio’s vagueness is to be expected, and
serves to emphasise the inconsistency with respect to Tiberius’ attitude towards the
centurion (see next note). For the linguistic conservatism of Tiberius, see Kaimio
1979: 106-7. For the use of Greek in the Senate, see Kaimio 1979: 103-10; Wallace-

Hadrill 2008: 60-3.

15.4 ovy oporoyovuevov émpaEe: The material in this chapter focuses on incidents
where Dio deemed Tiberius’ actions to be inconsistent (cf. Baar 1990: 95). The
method of arrangement is almost Suetonian, where ostensibly anecdotal material is
arranged under a particular rubric, with the important difference that Dio appears to

have confined himself to material which he believed occurred during the same year.

Aovuov Xxzgipoviov Aifova: A mistake: the identity of the individual is M.
Scribonius Drusus Libo (PIR® S 268).477 Suetonius (7ib. 25.1) commits the same
error, and it may well be that the corruption stems from a common (annalistic?)
source used by Suetonius and Dio. L. Scribonius Libo, the brother of Drusus Libo,
was consul ordinarius for 16 (as above at 57.15.1). However, it does not seem to be
the case that Dio conflated the identities of the brothers (pace Pettinger 2012: 196 n.
3, 219). It is possible that the error originated with the copyist and not Dio. If this
were so, then the possibility of the source connection between Dio and Suetonius

dissolves.

47 For the correct order of his cognomina, see Pettinger 2012: 219-20; cf. Sumner 1970: 275

n. 113; Woodman 1977: 272; cf. Vell. Pat. 2.129.2; Sen. Ep. Mor. 70.10.1.
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Our knowledge of Drusus Libo’s career is nebulous. He was born probably around 15
B.C. (Pettinger 2012: 232). According to Tacitus (Ann. 2.28.2), Drusus Libo was
honoured with a praetorship (sc. ornat praetura) by Tiberius, although the year is not
revealed. The date of his magistracy has thus been the subject of less than fruitful
debate. There are three options: 1) that Drusus Libo held the praetorship in 16 (BNP
‘Scribonius’ I1.6 (Eck); Syme 1958: 399; Scheid 1976: 363); ii) that he was
nominated praetor designate in 16, and was to hold office in 17 (Goodyear 1981: 270-
1);*"% iii) that he held office in 15 (Seager 1972: 90; Levick 1976: 150, 270 n.14;
Pettinger 2012: 196-7). A position of agnosticism is perhaps preferable to
unprofitable speculation. Pettinger has argued that Dio’s silence regarding Drusus
Libo’s praetorship is evidence for his not possessing it in 16, as the prosecution of a
serving magistrate would have interested Dio (Pettinger 2012: 197). This is certainly a

valid point, but is not argued consistently by Pettinger.479

Aside from his praetorship,
an anecdote in Suetonius attests to Drusus Libo a member of the pontifical college

(Suet. Tib. 25.3 with Lindsay 1995: 112; cf. Vell. Pat. 2.124 4).

veaviozov: Given that Drusus Libo was in his early thirties, it may be thought that
Dio’s designation of Drusus Libo as a veavioxog, as with Seneca’s use of adulescens
(Epist. 70.10: Adulescens tam stolidus quam nobilis [...]), exaggerates Drusus Libo’s
youth. Although, note Plutarch’s designation of Dolabella (a man probably in his 30s,

like Libo) as véog avne (Plut. Ant. 9.1; cf. Pelling 1988: 136). As noted by Laes and

78 Syme (1986: 256 n.7) concedes the possibility of Goodyear’s suggestion.

Pettinger argues elsewhere (2012: 196 n. 3, 219) that Dio had conflated the identities of
Drusus Libo and his consular brother, L. Scribonius Libo, and if this were so it would still be
the case that Dio had reported on the prosecution of a serving magistrate (and a consul no
less) without drawing comment.

479
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Strubbe (2014: 23-30), the division of the life cycle in the ancient world was never
standard and a veavioxrog could apply to a man in his 20s. However, it was perhaps
not for precision that Dio styled Drusus Libo a veaviorog. That young men are given
to revolutionary designs is a common fopos in literature (ancient and modern) for
which see Laes and Strubbe 2014: 42-8. Dio does exaggerate ages for effect: the son
of the emperor Pertinax is styled a ‘a little boy’ (waudiov) at the time of his father’s
accession in 193 (74(73).7.2 [Xiph.]) and is a probably exaggeration, since it is likely
that the younger Pertinax attained the suffect consulship in A.D. 212 (cf. PIR*H

74) 480

evmot@idnv: Here used in the non-technical sense of ‘noble’ rather than ‘patrician’
(cf. above 57.1.1 TiBéprog d¢ evmoTidng uev Nv). Born circa 15 B.C., Drusus Libo
was an aristocrat of distinguished plebeian lineage, who through marriage, adoption,
and birth had connections with the dynasts and senatorial grandees of the late
Republic. The connections of Drusus Libo and his kinsmen have been extensively
explored elsewhere, so a bare outline will suffice here. Drusus Libo was the son of
Pompeia Magna, the daughter of L. Cornelius Cinna (pr. 44 B.C.) (and thus
granddaughter of Pompey the Great) and the otherwise unattested L. Scribonius Libo
(PIR* S 266), the putative son of L. Scribonius Libo (cos. 34 B.C.; PIR* S 264).
Drusus Libo was adopted by M. Livius Drusus (cos. 15 B.C.; PIR* L 295), who in
turn was the adopted son of M. Livius Drusus Claudianus, the father of Livia. For
fuller discussion of Drusus Libo’s family, see Pettinger 2012: 219-34; cf. Weinrib

1968a; Syme 1986: 255-60).

0T owe this observation to Caillan Davenport.
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00Eavta T vemtepilewv: Dio’s interest in the alleged conspiracy of Drusus Libo and
the subsequent trial is almost totally confined to what it revealed about Tiberius’
character. According to the official version of events preserved in the Fasti
Amiternini, Libo’s criminal plan (nefaria consilia) was to assassinate leading
members of the state, including Tiberius and his sons (Inscr. Ital. XII1.2, p. 193. =
EJ*: 52). Our knowledge of the conspiracy and trial is almost entirely dependent upon
Tacitus’ description of the affair (Ann. 2.27-32). For discussion of the trial, see

Rogers 1935: 12-21; Shotter 1972; Goodyear 1981: 263-86; Pettinger 2012: 9-27.

TEMS UEV £00MTO, OVX EXQLVE, VOOT|CAVIU OE ... £C TNV YEQOUCIQY E0EXOUNGE:
Dio is at odds with the other accounts with respect to the timing of Libo’s illness.
Tacitus (2.29) thought Libo’s illness (feigned or genuine), came about as a result of
the trial, whereas Dio believed that Libo was only brought to trial on account of his
illness. Shotter (1972: 90 n. 11) suggests that Dio’s account is a distortion of the (true)
version reported by Tacitus. Shotter (1972: 91) argues that this statement represents
Dio’s attempt to reconcile the apparent inconsistencies in Suetonius’ dating of the
conspiracy. According to Suetonius (7ib. 25.1, 25.3), Tiberius was aware of the
conspiracy from as early as August/September A.D. 14, but did not act until A.D. 16.
Yet given that Dio does not mention Drusus Libo with connection to the events of
Tiberius’ accession (cf. below at 57.3.4), it is odd that he should feel the need to
‘reconcile’ the source(s) at this point. Indeed, contrary to Shotter’s suggestion, it
seems unlikely that Dio is using Suetonius, and it is better to propose a common
source (Townend 1961: 228-9; cf. Introduction, Chapter 1: The Roman Historian at
Work). The discrepancy between Tacitus and Dio with respect to Drusus Libo’s

illness provides the key to understanding his treatment of the affair. Dio’s description
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of the trial of Drusus Libo functions as a self-contained anecdote, designed to reveal
something of the inconsistent conduct of Tiberius in legal matters and little more.
Dio’s point is that Tiberius could have (or should have?) taken action against Drusus
Libo while he was in good health. In Dio’s mind to delay a trial against someone
plotting revolution, and then carry on the trial after the death of the defendant was
pointless. Cf. Gértner 2010: 416, who suggests Dio portrays Tiberius waiting for such

a time as Drusus Libo would become a ‘leichtes Opfer’.

gmOavatov: ‘to the point of death’ or ‘at death’s door’. A rare word, used only here
by Dio (if Bekker’s emendation of the MS émi Odvatov is accepted), although it is
found in the Attic canon and was considered appropriate by the grammarians of the

imperial period (cf. [Dem.] 50.60; Pollux 3.106 [s.v. teQl vOoOU]).

o U0l xotootéy: a small covered litter or hammock (RE 3 Al cols. 527-9
(Rodenwaldt)). Cf. Tac. Ann. 2.29, who simply describes the device as a ‘sedan chair’
(lectica). Dio always uses the diminutive oxiumddlov, never the more common
oxripmovg, and seems to have a specific sort of covered invalid carriage in mind (see
below 57.17.6; cf. 77.(76).13.4 [Xiph.]). Gellius (19.10.1) thought of such carriages
as being typically Greek. Dio here and elsewhere (e.g. 60.2.3 [Xiph.]) associated

scimpodia with the traditional sedan chairs used by women (cf. Suet. Otho 6.3).

15.5. eavtov poaneyofoato: ‘he slew himself in anticipation [sc. of the end of the
trial]’. An uncommon phrase, although one found elsewhere in Dio (F 36.8 [LGR]; F

66.3 [EVV]). The mpo- conveys the nature of Libo’s anticipatory action.
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evBvve: we should probably expect for the aorist the augmented form n\Ovve (cf.
37.44.1: whomig te yao avtov MvOuve, ...), and an emendation would seem
reasonable. However, the unaugmented aorist form of verbs beginning in €¥- is a
common vulgarism, even among keen Atticists like Maximus of Tyre (Trapp 1997:

1694). For examples in Maximus of Tyre, see Diirr 1899: 12.

Ta TE YONUATE QUTOD Tolg %aTy0pols dwEdwxe: The distribution of Drusus
Libo’s property is noted by Tacitus (Ann. 2.32.1: Bona inter accusatores diuiduntur).
The accusers in the trial, as known to Tacitus, were L. Fulcinius Trio, Firmius Catus,
Fonteius Agrippa and C. Vibius Serenus. (For their identities, see Rogers 1935: 13,
Goodyear 1981: 272, 274). As Goodyear (1981: 280) notes, if Libo’s financial
situation was as dire as noted by Tacitus (Ann. 2.27.2), we are left to wonder the
extent to which Libo’s accusers would have gained from his prosecution. However, it
should be remembered that landed wealth did not always convert into disposable
income, and the division of Libo’s lands may have been worth a considerable amount.
As noted by Ulpian (Dig. 48.4.11; cf. Rogers 1935: 18-19; Shotter 1972: 97), the
death of a defendant accused under the Julian law concerning maiestas for plotting
against the state or the emperor was not released from the punishment of having his
property confiscated. For Dio’s comments on delatores under Tiberius, see 57.19.2

[Xiph.], 58.4.8 [EVV.].

Ouvoias ... YNOoldijvar émoinoe: As with the other material presented in this
section, the actions of individual Senators or the decisions of the Senate are presented
as those of Tiberius (see above 57.15.1 0 TiéoLog ... dmeime 0¢ nal yQVO® onelel

undéva). According to Tacitus (Ann. 2.32.2), sacrifices to Jupiter, Mars, and Concord
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were decreed by L. <Piso>,*' C. Asinius Gallus, M. Papius Mutilus and L. Apronius.
&% avT@: ‘with respect to the same’, i.e. the death and conviction of Drusus Libo.
ovy £0vToD movov Evexa ahha %ai Tod Avyovotov ... Tovhiov: ‘[sc. sacrifices]
made not only on his own behalf but also on behalf of Augustus and Augustus’ father
Julius.” A detail often omitted from discussions of the aftermath of the trial of Drusus
Libo. Ostensibly this detail sits awkwardly with Tacitus’ account of the offer of
sacrifices, but the two accounts need not be regarded as being mutually exclusive. If
we combine the accounts of Dio and Tacitus we may conclude that sacrifices were
offered to Jupiter, Mars, and Concord on behalf of Tiberius, Augustus, and Julius
Caesar. Although there is nothing unusual in sacrifices being offered to particular
gods on behalf of an emperor (Price 1980: 30-3, passim; Fishwick 1990b), it is
unusual to find examples of sacrifices offered on behalf of diui as well (as seems to be
the case here with Augustus and Julius Caesar). However, such a practice is not
unattested: Fishwick (ICLW 2.1: 565) adduces a Hadrianic inscription (SEG 2, 718)
and (more tantalizingly) the Gytheum inscription from early in the reign of Tiberius
(Oliver GC no. 15, 11. 28-9; EJ* no. 102).482 The incident may have revealed for Dio a
further point of inconsistency on Tiberius’ part, given his general reluctance to have
his name or genius evoked (see commentary above 57.8.3 v €avtod TNV
ouveymEEL). ®aBdmeQ mote £d0€doxTo: ‘as had been thought appropriate on earlier
occasions.” Dio probably has in mind here the voting of sacrifices following the
suppression of a conspiracy. The decree of a festival and sacrifices to commemorate

the fall of Catiline and his followers in 63 B.C. was according to Dio the first time

*! The identity of this individual is a matter of speculation, owing to several missing letters in

the MS of Tacitus. The emendation dates back to Gronovius. Cf. Syme 1956: 18-19 = Syme
1970: 52; Goodyear 1981: 283.

2 guétwoav oi épogol Tadl[plov LmEE THC TOV NyeudVOV %ol Oedv cwtnoiag...
Fishwick ICLW 2.1: 565 takes the Oe®v to denote the diui, which given the date of the
inscription, must refer to Augustus and Julius Caesar.
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such a measure was enacted in those circumstances (37.36.3). As with the example of
63 B.C., we know from the fasti Amiternini that the Senate decreed a holiday to

accompany the sacrifices (EJ* p. 52)

15.6 Oufie Pov¢w: C. Vibius Rufus (PIR V 396). Not the extraordinary creation
‘L. Vibius Rufus Rufinus’ as maintained by Auberger (1995: 141). For this man’s
identity, see Syme 1981a: 366-71 = RP 3.1424-1431, and below 15.7. OUpiw is

Bekker’s emendation of the hopelessly corrupt M (ovetovimt) and Xiphilinus® oviwm.

0lpo: ie. Caesar’s sella curulis. These chairs were usually made of ivory (cf.
Polyb. 6.53.9), although Caesar was granted a special curule chair, which was covered
in gold (44.11.2; App. BC 2.106.[442]; cf. Weinstock 1971: 281-4). Yet Dio does not
seem to be thinking of this particular chair, as he notes at 44.17.3 that it was carried
out of the Theatre of Pompey before Caesar’s arrival on the Ides of March. For Dio,
the symbolic act of sitting in such a chair was tantamount to the expression of
imperial aspirations. Dio notes that one of Septimius Severus’ omina imperii was his

sitting (unwittingly) on the imperial throne (75(74).3.3 [Xiph.]).

ti] To0 Kwépmvog yvvauxi ovvoxer: Dio is referring to Cicero’s second wife,
Publilia. Cicero’s first wife, Terentia, can be ruled out on chronological grounds.
Although famed for her long life — she evidently lived to be 103 (Val. Max. 8.13.6;
Pliny HN 7.158) — she would, nevertheless, have died around A.D. 8. Publilia, who
was born around 60 B.C., would have been around twenty years Rufus’ senior (Syme
1978b: 294). The suggestion that Rufus married the wife of Cicero’s son, but

pretended that she was the wife of Cicero himself is pure fantasy (pace Rowland
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1968: 134 n. 16). For comments on Vibius Rufus’ marriage to Publilia, see Syme
1978a: 84; Syme 1978b: 293-4 = RP 3.1086-8; Syme 1981a: 367 = RP 3.1425-6;
Treggiari 2007: 151. Dio’s silence with respect to the identity of Rufus’ wife is hardly
surprising: Dio does not mention her by name in his republican narrative (cf. 46.18.3-

4), and for the anecdote to work the only pertinent detail is her relationship to Cicero.

oNTme: Whatever the veracity of Dio’s waspish comments on the strength of Vibius
Rufus’ rhetorical abilities, it is worth noting that he is cited several times by the Elder

Seneca in the Controversiae (1.1.12; etc.).

15.7. vrdrevoe: Vibius Rufus appears in the Fasti Ostienses as consul suffectus in 16
with C. Pomponius Graecinus (PIR> P 717), although Vibius Rufus is erroneously
styled ‘Rufinus’ (Inscr. Ital. XIII.1 p. 185). A similar error occurs in the Fasti
Antiates minores where Rufus appears as ‘C. Vibius Libo’ (Inscr. Ital. X1I1.1 p. 303).
For discussion and correction, see Syme 1981a: 371-2 = RP 3.1430-1; cf. Rogers

1931: 204. See also, below 15.8.

It is difficult to reconstruct Dio’s intention for including this anecdote. Dio intended it
to be a companion piece to the anecdote concerning Drusus Libo, although the
connection is not clear. Certainly, Dio’s intention is to illustrate instances of Tiberius’
inconsistency, but it is not obvious as to why Rufus should have warranted
punishment. Is Dio hinting that Rufus had revolutionary designs, like Libo? Or is he
saying that Rufus’ use of Caesar’s chair was an act of impiety (Bauman 1974: 77)?
Perhaps more likely, Dio is indicating that Vibius Rufus affected the sort of openly

arrogant behaviour (sc. oepvuvopevog) that signalled imperial aspirations, and thus
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would usually attract the ire of a king or tyrant, but that it went unpunished by
Tiberius. Moreover, there the symbolism of sitting in a chair as a portent of future

imperial authority (cf. 75(74).3.3 [Xiph.]; ).

15.7. ®@aovArg: Ti. Claudius Thrasyllus (PIR> T 190), possibly from Alexandria,
amicus principis, and a figure not without historical interest in his own right. Dio
includes two other anecdotes involving Thrasyllus (5§5.11.1 = Zonar. 10.36; 58.27.1-
3) where he appears portrayed as an astrologer. Thrasyllus had been a companion of
Tiberius since the latter’s stay on Rhodes between 6 B.C. and 2 B.C. (cf. Tac. Ann.
6.21). There is no evidence that his held any sort of formal position at court (pace
Hayes 1959: 2, who styles Thrasyllus as the ‘official court astrologer’). Thrasyllus’
accomplishments apparently extended well beyond astrology, as indicated by the
potted curriculum vitae provided by the Scholiast on Juvenal (Schol. 6.576 [ed.
Wessner p.111]). Diogenes Laertius credits Thrasyllus with having organised the
Platonic corpus into tetralologies (Diog. Laer. 3.56-61), in addition to the works of
Democritus (Diog. Laer. 9.45-48). For discussion of Thrasyllus’ career and his
accomplishments, see Tarrant 1993: 1-30, 215-47 (testimonia). For Thrasyllus’
family, with particular emphasis on the (disputed) identification of his children, Ennia
Thrasylla (PIR* E 65) and Ti. Claudius Balbillus (PIR* C 813), see Cichorius 1927:

102-5; MacMullen 1967: 140-1; Pflaum 1960-1: 1.34-41; Ripat 2011: 122.

avTog TE axQpdV oVtw TO mEdyma: Tiberius’ knowledge of astrology and
divination appears elsewhere in Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius (55.11.1 [Zonar.]); and
was an established part of the historiographical tradition. E.g Tac. Ann. 6.20; Suet.

Tib. 69.
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ovaQ: ‘in a dream’, used here as an adverbial accusative (Freyburger-Galland 1999:
534; LSJ® s.v. 6vap II). Like many of his contemporaries (e.g. Galen, Maximus of
Tyre, Artemidorus, Septimius Severus), Dio was particularly interested in dreams —
his first work was a booklet of the dreams and portents’ which prefigured Septimius
Severus’ coup in 193 (73(72).23.1 [Xiph.]), and dream narratives abound in his
history. Indeed, Dio claims to have received constant encouragement from his
guardian spirit (in this case the goddess Tyche and the daimonion) through dreams
(73(72).23.4 [Xiph.]; 79(78).10.1-2; 80(80).5.3 [Xiph.]). For a discussion of dreams
in Dio, see Freyburger-Galland 1999: 533-45; Kuhn-Chen 2002: 213-17. For dream

narratives in Roman historiography, see Pelling 1997b; Harris 2003: 18-34.

dainmv tig: that daimones contacted individuals in dreams was a commonly held
belief: e.g. Plat. Symp. 202d-203a; Apul. DDS 156. See further, Kidd 1988: 430-1;

Harrisson 2013: 164; cf. Dodds 1965: 38-45.

15.8. T0oUg T& GloTEOAOYOUS %ot TOVS Yontag: Cf. Tac. Ann. 2.32.3; Suet. Tib. 36.
Astrologers and magicians were periodically the targets of expulsion from the city of
Rome, with between nine and eleven possible expulsions between 139 B.C. and A.D.
175, with the bulk of these falling between 33 B.C. and the reign of Domitian
(Cramer 1954: 232-48; MacMullen 1967: 132-3; Ripat 2011: 115 n. 2). The word
voOng was frequently used in a pejorative sense by Dio, as with other authors of his
age (e.g. 46.4.1; 78(77).18.4 [Xiph.]; Philostr. VA 1.2.1-3; 7.17.1; cf. MacMullen
1967: 128; Ogden 2007: 462-6). For astrologers (and their periodic expulsions from

Rome) see Ripat 2011; cf. Cramer 1951; Cramer 1954; Rives 2011: 683.
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TOVG nev Eévoug é0avatmae, Tovg 0¢ mohitas ... VTeemELoe: The dating of this
edict is a well-known crux. Dio, like Tacitus (Ann. 2.32.3) places the expulsion of the
astrologers and seers under the year A.D. 16. However, a fragment of Ulpian (De off.
Proc. 7 = Coll. Mos. et Rom. leg. 15.2) attributes what appears to be the same
legislation to the consulship of ‘Pomponius and Rufus’ (exstat senatus consultum
Pomponio et Rufo conss.), which has been taken to refer to the consuls of A.D. 17
(see below 57.17.1). In an attempt to reconcile the problem, Koestermann (1963:
1.309) posited the existence of two similar decrees (based on Dio’s phrase peta to
mpdtegov 0Oyua — discussed below), the first in A.D. 16 and the second in A.D. 17
(cf. Furneaux 1896: 322). Rogers (1931: 203-4; cf. Rogers 1935: 20-1) has argued
that as the suffect consuls for A.D. 16 were C. Pomponius Graecinus and C. Vibius
Rufus (see above 15.7), Ulpian’s decree belongs to A.D. 16 after all. This argument
has not received the acceptance it deserved (pro Cramer 1951: 13; Frakes 2012: 301;
contra Goodyear 1981: 285; Ripat 2011: 119-20; Pettinger 2012: 19.** Most recently
Pettinger (2012: 19 n.58) has argued for A.D. 17 based on the (false) assumption that
the identity of the suffect consul of A.D. 16 was C. Vibius Rufinus (PIR'V 395). For
the distinction between C. Vibius Rufus and C. Vibius Rufinus, see Syme 1981a: 371-

6.

A further difficulty arises with respect to the punishments described by Dio (i.e. the
banishment of convicted citizens and the execution of non-citizens). Tacitus (Ann.
2.32.3) provides the names of two individuals who were executed on account of the

decree against astrologers and magicians, L. Pituanius and P. Marcius. According to

3 Both Ripat and Pettinger have followed Goodyear, apparently in ignorance of Syme 1981a

(which does not appear in either of their bibliographies).
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Tacitus, Pituanius was thrown from the Tarpeian Rock, while Marcius was executed
outside the Esquiline Gates accompanied by the sounding of trumpets. It has been
suggested from the divergent methods of execution, that Pituanius was an alien, but
Marcius was a citizen (Furneaux 1896: 322). The most straightforward solution would
be to infer that both were aliens, and the differing methods of execution were due to
the nature of their offences, which it has been generally assumed were connected with

Libo’s conspiracy (Koestermann 1963: 1.309; Goodyear 1981: 285).

A final question we must ask of this decree is whether it was connected to the Drusus
Libo affair. Dio, like Suetonius (7ib. 36), divorces the expulsion of the astrologers
and magicians from his brief comments on the trial of Drusus Libo. Tacitus, on the
other hand, records the decree against the astrologers and magicians with the other
senatus consulta brought about in response to the trial of Libo. It is possible that
Tacitus was in error on this point, and that the legislation against the astrologers came
before Libo’s trial, and was thus the motivation for the trial in the first place (this
would accord with the seeming importance Libo’s association with astrologers played
in the prosecution’s case against him (Tac. Ann. 2.30; cf. Shotter 1972: 91-3)).
However, I am inclined to accept Tacitus’ attribution, given that the decree mentioned
by Dio and Tacitus can be dated to the latter half of A.D. 16 (when C. Pomponius
Graecinus and C. Vibius Rufus were suffect consuls, see above), and in the absence of

conclusive evidence to the contrary.

UETA TO mPOTEQOV dOYMa: This earlier decree is almost certainly that mentioned

under A.D. 11 56.25.5; cf. Rogers 1935: 20-1; Swan 2004: 280). The alternative

requires the invention of an otherwise unattested decree proposed earlier in A.D. 16.
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Some, who have attributed the edict mentioned by Ulpian to A.D. 17, have assumed
that Dio’s mpoteQov 00yua refers to an earlier decree passed in A.D. 16 (cf. Cramer
1951: 27-8; Ripat 2011: 119-20). The existence of such a decree, however, is

unnecessary for the reasons outlined above.

TOig YO0 meaoynoaoty auT®v adewe £d00n: This amnesty presumably applied
to those whom obeyed the former decree, that is the decree of A.D. 11 (see above).

Cf. Suet. Tib. 36.

15.9 éxmAlvoev: Here used in the technical sense of a tribune’s intercessio or veto.

For identical usage, see Plut. Tib. Gracc. 10 4.

10 Tij)g dMuoxgartios oyifjua: ‘the appearance of democratic government’ not ‘a
demonstration of democratic government’ (pace Cary, Loeb trans.). Perhaps
analogous to Suetonius’ comment about Tiberius speciem libertatis ... induxit (Suet.
Tib. 30; cf. Syme 1986: 372). Dio was not so naive (pace Rogers 1935: 21) to think
that the tribune’s vero in favour of Tiberius and Drusus was uninfluenced by their
wishes. For Dio’s use of oxfjua as denoting the appearance (as opposed to the reality,
note 59.20.4: to pev oyfua thg dnuoxgartiog Eéomleto, €gyov 0’ 0VdEV aUTG

gylyvero; cf. 52.7.4; etc.

otu 1 PouvM): The apparent senatorial opposition to the proposed punishment of
Roman citizens who were believed to have practised astrology or divination is
otherwise unattested in the sources. However, there is no reason to question the

accuracy of Dio’s report (Rapke 1982: 63-4; pace Marsh 1931: 281), which seems to

302



have been taken from a detailed account, derived ultimately from the acta senatus.
Two details are suggestive of authenticity: 1) that Dio provides the name of the
senator who opposed the motion (Cn. Calpurnius Piso); and 2) that Dio should name

Drusus in addition to Tiberius as two senators who supported the motion.

ovvémouvog: united with (+ dative) against. An unusual adjective, used only here by
Dio, although one which occurs in Herodotus and elsewhere (e.g. Hdt. 3.119, 5.32;

Arist. Eud. 1221a26), albeit with a different construction.

Ivaio Kahmovgvip IMicove: Cn. Calpurnius Piso (PIR® C 287). Piso’s opposition
to this decree against the astrologers is preserved only in Dio’s account. For Piso’s
career, see Shotter 1974; Syme 1986: 369-75; Note now, Drogula 2015 who argues

against the idea that Cn. Calpurnius Piso was a supporter and friend of Tiberius.

This seems to mark the formal introduction of Piso into Dio’s narrative.”** Here Dio
provides Piso’s tria nomina, as he had done in the case of Libo (see above, 57.15.4),
and calls for brief comment. There are twenty-two individuals named in Book 57
(excluding members of the Imperial house), five of whom are introduced by their tria
nomina: ‘L’. Scribonius Libo’ (57.15.4); Cn. Calpurnius Piso (57.15.9); L. Aelius
Sejanus (57.19.5); M. Gabius Apicius (57.19.5); C. ‘Lutorius’ Priscus (57.20.3). Why
Dio should single out these individuals for such precise identification is unclear. With
the exception of Sejanus, the remainder appear only fleetingly in the narrative.
Townend (1961: 228-9) argued that Dio simply copied out the name as he found it in

his source material, and that the cases where individuals are introduced for a second

¥ Piso had been duly noted as one of the consuls of 7 B.C. (55.8.1, 3).
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time (i.e. where Dio provides more than just a single name) are indicative of Dio’s
change of source. Such an argument is appealing. The ‘procedural’ nature of the
anecdote, suggests that Dio had extracted it from a source using the acta senatus (or
the acta directly), where such details would have been provided and necessary to
distinguish Piso from his brother, L. Calpurnius Piso (PIR> C 290), who had also

played a conspicuous role in the senatorial proceedings of A.D. 16 (Tac. Ann. 2.34).

However, there are possible literary-historiographical reasons why Dio should
provide Piso’s name in full at this point. Piso’s role in the death of Germanicus was
almost certainly provided in greater detail than what currently survives in the
epitomes of Xiphilinus and Zonaras, given that Dio considered the death of
Germanicus to have been a turning point in the reign (57.13.6; 57.18.9-10). Hence, we
may infer that Dio’s precise identification of Piso at this point was intended to signal
to the reader the importance of Piso’s role in the ensuing narrative. Such a reading is
be supported by the fact that Piso appears in the anecdote as the principal antagonist
of Tiberius and Drusus, thus perhaps foreshadowing the conflict played out between

Piso and Tiberius during Piso’s trial for the murder of Germanicus.

If we return to the list of individuals who are introduced by tria nomina, a pattern
does emerge. The presence of the tria nomina makes these individuals conspicuous. If
Dio does not appear to develop them as characters, consider what they represent. Libo
was the author of a conspiracy against Tiberius (the first one against Tiberius). Piso
was the (alleged) murderer of Germanicus. Apicius, according to Dio: ‘surpassed all
mankind in profligacy’, and the death of Priscus caused a new law to be introduced

allowing for a delay between the conviction in a capital trial and execution. Therefore,
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perhaps Dio’s decision to record these individuals’ names in full was not a peculiarity
of his method, blindly following the source in front of him, but a decision which

served a distinct historiographical function.

Unfortunately, no comprehensive study has yet been produced on Dio’s naming
conventions. For general observations on the presentation of Roman names in Greek

literary texts, see Dickey 1996: 56-61.

16.1 T TE OV 0TS MG OY: the three items mentioned in 16.1-2 amount to a
brief miscellany of items which caught Dio’s eye from his source(s). The arrangement
is indicative of ‘end chapter’ material gathered by annalists. The corresponding

section of Tacitus (Ann. 2.41) contains no shared items.

oi ToTe ToeOVTES EAGTTOVE OVTGOY Noav: It was usual procedure for ten of the
twenty annually elected quaestors to be appointed to a senatorial province by lot. Why
there should be a shortage of eligible candidates in A.D. 16 is unknown. For
discussion of the appointment and function of quaestors under the empire, see Birley
1981: 12-14. For Dio’s terminology for the quaestorship, see Freyburger-Galland

1997: 161-2; cf. Mason GT 91.

16.2. tdv dnuociov yoaundarmv: How (if at all) these differed from the xoiva

vropvnpata (57.23.2) or the dnuodota yoappudto described at 57.12.2 (see note ad

485

loc.) is not clear.”” White (1997: 81) suggests that the acta as a general term might

also encompass material such as ‘tabulae publicae, publica monumenta, and even

* Reimarus (2.862, cf. 2.856) believed that they were the same.
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fasti’. Dio’s usage here might be intended to cover several types of document.
Whatever the precise set of records Dio had in mind, his terminology stylistically is
consonant with the dnpooia yodppata described in the Attic orators (e.g. Dem. De.

cor. 55; Aeschin. De falsa leg. 32).

aAha xol 1 Avovia: The public role of Livia during the early years of Tiberius’ reign
certainly interested Dio, as we have already seen (cf. 57.12). According to Suetonius’
account of what appears to have been the same fire, Livia appears to have played an
active role by giving encouragement to the ‘people and soldiers’ who were fighting

the fire (Suet. Tib. 50.3; cf. Barrett 2002: 164).

16.3 Kiung tig: The story of Clemens is reported also by Tacitus (Ann. 2.39.1-
40.3) and Suetonius (7ib. 25.1, 3). Velleius passes over the episode without comment,
either through discretion or ignorance. Suetonius lists Clemens’ insurrection as one of
the three causes for Tiberius’ cunctatio in 14 (Suet. Tib. 25.1). The early dating has
been generally rejected (e.g. Shotter 1972: 91; Sage 1982/3: 299; Lindsay 1995: 110;
etc.). This episode, as with the murder of Agrippa Postumus, has attracted much
scholarly attention, yet with few profitable conclusions. Some have mooted the
possibility that Clemens was none other than Agrippa himself (Bellemore 2000: 113,
passim). Others have attempted to link the conspiracy of Clemens the pseudo-Agrippa
with that of Drusus Libo (e.g. Rogers 1943: 22-3; Levick 1975b: 128-9; Levick 1976:
150-2; Pettinger 2012: 207-15), but there is no positive evidence to support such a

connection (see above 57.15 4-5).
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¢ v Tohatiov éM0@V ... é¢m v Popnv d@popnoev: Clemens’ itinerary
described by Dio stretches the bounds of believability in what is already an unlikely
tale, and these details might well be Dio’s own embellishments (cf. Koestermann
1963: 324). Similarly, the size of Clemens’ entourage appears exaggerated: TTOMOVG
[s.c. é&v tf) Tahatiq] ... woAOVG [s.c. v Tf) Trahiq] ... moooemowoato, although
Suetonius mentions the size of Clemens’ band, albeit in similarly vague terms (Suet.
Tib. 25.1). Tacitus’ version confines Clemens’ operations to Italy (Tac. Ann. 2.39 .4-

40.1).

mosoav: The adjective occurs only here in the surviving narrative of Dio. It is used
in Isaeus (as here) in the context of inheritance left by a grandfather (cf. Isae. 3.50;

8.34).

16.4: d1d Tivov: In the Tacitean version of the story it was Sallustius Crispus who
orchestrated the capture of Clemens (Ann. 2.40.2). The veracity of Tacitus’
description of Sallustius Crispus’ role in the affair is subject to doubt. If Dio knew
about Crispus’ alleged involvement, there are sound historiographical reasons why he
should choose not to include him at this point. By eschewing the temptation of
introducing Crispus as another character into the already compressed story (keeping
in mind that Crispus does not figure anywhere in the Roman History), Dio keeps the

reader’s attention on the two key players, Tiberius and Clemens.

“dg Ayoinmog £yévov;” ... “ovtmg og #ai 6 Kaicag.”: The Tiberius-Clemens

exchange appears in almost identical form in Tacitus (Ann. 2.40.3: percunctanti

Tiberio quo modo Agrippa factus esset, respondisse fertur qguo modo tu Caesar), and
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is suggestive of a common source (Matthews 2010: 59). Later in the Roman History,
Dio replicates the scene (mutatis mutandis), in the exchange between the praetorian
prefect Papinian and the outlaw Bulla Felix (77(76).10.7 [Xiph.]). The formulaic
nature of this exchange, and the parallels with the story of ‘Alexander and the Pirate’
(e.g. Cic. Rep. 3.24)."* have been well noted in the scholarship (Wolfflin 1870: 744;
Schmidt 2000; 32-4; Champlin 2008: 410-11; Gleason 2011: 58-60). Schmidt (2000:
25 n. 29, passim) notes that the story of Clemens fits into an informal series of similar
stories (so-styled Rdaubergeschichte) recounted by Dio and Xiphilinus (but found

elsewhere), where a socially marginal figure rebukes an authoritarian figure.

Questions remain as to the function of the anecdote. Koestermann (1963: 326)
regarded the anecdote as referring to Tacitus’ earlier comments about Tiberius’
adoption by Augustus: senili adoptione inrepsisse (Tac. Ann. 1.7). Goodyear (1981:
311-12) following Seager (1972: 176 with n.2) was inclined to accept the story as
anti-Tiberian slur preserved from the period, emphasising Tiberius’ usurpation of the
throne, not specifically about Tiberius’ adoption. If this interpretation is correct, what
is interesting about Dio’s version of the anecdote is how poorly it fits with the
preceding narrative, at least with Dio’s own historical interpretation. On the whole,
Dio is not interested in questioning Tiberius’ legitimacy per se, which is the apparent
function of Clemens’ pithy reply. Alternatively, what the story may bring out is the
nature of the imperial system. Haynes (2003: 9-11), has suggested that the story is
intended,

‘to illustrate that the emperor can be seen to have no clothes — people know

that he is “made up” — and still wield political power ... The joke is that the

6 For the Nachleben of the story of Alexander and the Pirate in the Middle Ages, see Cary

1956: 95-8.
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basis of society is the fiction that sustains both Tiberius and the imposter, but
it can be articulated only as a joke, as the whole social network is implicated
init.’
Certainly such a reading is closer to Dio’s own general views of the imperial system,
with his keen sense of the difference between appearances and realities. Yet assuming
that Dio included this anecdote for any reason other than it is memorable and ‘good to
think with’, it would perhaps be unwise to assert that that Dio endorsed any one

particular reading of the anecdote.

57.17.1-8 The Events of A.D. 17. Dio’s account of the year 17 is truncated by the
lacuna in M. Dio’s selection of the annalistic material for this year in the surviving
text is something of a medley of events and anecdotes. There is a degree of symmetry
between Dio’s account of 16 and 17, in so far as both begin with Tiberian legislation,
Tiberius’ concern over the use of Greek words, and feature a truncated trial narrative.
Only two items are shared with Tacitus — the trial of Archelaus of Cappadocia and
Tiberius’ response to the earthquakes in Asia Minor. This may be accounted for by
either Dio’s use of a different source to that used by Tacitus, or simply by Dio’s
different selection from a range of texts, which might have included those used by

Tacitus.

17.1 Towog te Kauzihog: An elusive individual. The index to Book 57 styles this
consul I'. Kouxthog I'. vi Némwg 1) Pod¢og. Cassiodorus (allegedly working from
Aufidius Bassus)487 is in accord with the Dionian material, and identifies the consul as

C. Caecilius (Chron. 618/17 [= Chron. Min. 2. p. 136]), which is supported

*7 For general comments on the relationship between Cassiodorus and Aufidius Bassus, see

FRHist 3.604-5 (Levick), and above, Introduction, Chapter 1: The Roman Historian at Work.
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epigraphically by the Fasti Lunenses (Inscr. It. XIII.1 p. 310). However, the consul is
identified as C. Caelius by Tacitus (Ann. 2.41), the Fasti Ostienses (Inscr. It. XIII.1 p.
185), and the Fasti Antiates minores (Inscr. It. XIII.1 p. 303). The divergence in the
tradition is not easy to account for, as it cannot be put down to simple error on the part
of either Dio or Tacitus’ source(s) as it occurs in both literary and lapidary consular
lists. A possible solution is that the man is in fact a polyonymus: that is, a putative
Caecilius Metellus Nepos (a descendant of the consul of 57 B.C.?) who was adopted
by a Caelius Rufus (cf. PIR* C 141).** If this is correct, then we perhaps can add a

further footnote to the history of the eclipse of the Caecilii Metelli.

Aovxog ®réxxog: L. Pomponius Flaccus (PIR* P 715; cf. Syme 1981b: 192 = RP
3.1353; Syme 1981c: 129-30 = RP 3.1379-81). Flaccus was the brother of the suffect

consul of 16, C. Pomponius Graecinus (cf. note above 57.15.7).

™V vovunviav: sc. ‘New Year’s Day’. For discussion, see above notes at 57.8.6.

ovte €0¢Eato: Tiberius® ordinance presumably related to the giving of gifts after

New Year’s Day (sc. peta thv vouunviav): cf. Suet. Tib. 34.2.

17.2 évOupnBeic ovv VuxTOS ... dQuact 8¢ ot The anecdote of the interchange
between Tiberius, Ateius Capito and Porcellus appears in almost identical form in

Suetonius’ sketch of Porcellus (Gram. 22.2, see also notes below), yet in a different

¥ This Caelius Rufus may well be the suffect consul of 4 B.C. attested in the Fasti

magistorum uici (Inscr. It. XII.1 p. 284). Cf. Syme (1981b: 190 = RP 3.1351) who asserts
that this suffect consul of 4 was the father of the consul of 17. That the consul of 17 carried
the cognomen ‘Rufus’ is partially confirmed by the entry in the so-called Consularia
Constantinopolitana [ed. Burgess p. 226] where the consuls are named ‘Crasso et Rufo’.
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context (in Suetonius, the occasion is a speech delivered by Tiberius). It may be that
either Dio or Suetonius (or both) took the basic anecdote and attached it to different
occasions. Moreover, both Dio and Suetonius employ the anecdote for different
purposes. The Latin biographer uses the anecdote to develop further his portrayal of
Porcellus as sermonis Latini exactor molestissimus (Gram. 22.1). Dio employs the
anecdote as an example where Tiberius acted in his customary manner of not
punishing displays of parrhesia (cf. 57.17.3: »eivov pu&v odv 00d&v €m TolTE
1OUOV, NOLTEQ ARQATAOC TOQENOLAoAueEVOV, €doaoe). But in doing so, the
anecdote in Dio’s narrative is not all about critiquing Tiberius’ behaviour, as it is just
as much an illustration of the two stereotypical courtiers: that is the flatterer and the

advisor who offers frank advice.

' Atetov Kamitwvog: C. Ateius Capito (PIR* A 1279), the noted jurist, interpreter of
sacred texts, consul (suffectus), and toady. His fleeting appearance here in Dio

conforms to his reputation for obsequiousness (cf. Tac. Ann. 3.70, 3.75; Syme 1958:

760-1).

“ei nal unoeig ... zatagOuinoouev”’: Cf. Suet. Gram. 22.2: adfirmante Ateio
Capitone et esse illud Latinum et si non esset futurum certe iam inde [...]. €5 Ta.
agyoia: ‘following the ancient usage’ or ‘classical usage’, cf. Lucian. Lex. 25: étu
VIEQATTIHOG vl AELOV %ol TV GOVIV &g TO AQYOLOTATOV ATNXOBmUEVOS
towo vt €via [...]. In Suetonius’ version, the issue is more with the quality of diction
(i.e. whether Tiberius used ‘good Latin’ in his speech); but for Dio, the problem
seems more about classicism, and as such his rendering of the anecdote seems to have

a certain Second Sophistic gloss to it.
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II6p#erAh0g Tig: All modern editions have chosen to follow Xylander’s emendation
and identify this individual as Mdoxrehhog (e.g. Boissevain 2.574; Melber 3.279).
This is likely to be incorrect (pace Auberger 1995: 141, PIR* P 735). The emendation
was made on the basis a reference to the grammarian in Suetonius’ De grammaticis et
rhetoribus 22.1, where his name is given as M. Pomponius Marcellus. However,
Kaster has demonstrated convincingly that the text of Suetonius is corrupt (1992: 99-
102), and has in turn emended Suet. Gram. 22.1 to read M. Pomponius Porcellus, so
as to bring it in line with Dio and Seneca (Suas. 2.12-13; cf. Kaster 1995: 222-3).
Kaster’s decision seems to have met with general agreement (e.g. Courtney 1996:
347; Laurence and Paterson 1999: 185). Hence, the reading of M and Xiphilinus, who
both record the name as IT6gxelhog, should be retained in place of the long accepted
emendation. According to Suetonius, Porcellus began life as a boxer, something his
critics never let him forget, as illustrated by a malicious epigram attributed to Asinius

Gallus (Suet. Gram. 22.3 with Kaster 1995: 227).

“gv, Kaicag, ... onuact 8¢ 0v.”: cf. Suet. Gram. 22.3: “Mentitur”, inquit, “Capito,

tu enim, Caesar, ciuitatem dare potes hominibus, uerbo non potes.” The almost exact

parallel must be indicative of a source connection of some sort. As noted correctly by
Laurence and Paterson (1999: 185), ‘Porcellus was demonstrably wrong ... in these
matters ... the emperor was a trendsetter’, when it came to the coining of new
vocabulary. But there is possibly a political edge to the witticism as well. Although
Tiberius’ reputation does not include generosity in extending the franchise (Sherwin-

White 1973: 237-8; cf. Box 1931: 202), grants of citizenship especially to individuals
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in Greece and the Eastern provinces were not unknown (Alfsldy 1965: 837-9).**
Might Marcellus’ comment (if genuine) have come in the wake of some grants of
Roman citizenship? If so, the subtext of Porcellus’ comment would be along the lines
of, “You may be able to make a Greek a Roman, but you cannot make a Greek word a
Roman one”. Furthermore, as Caillan Davenport has suggested to me, Marcellus’
reply may carry the more timeless idea that even an emperor’s power had its

limitations.

17.3 tov 8¢ o Agyéraov tov tijg Kamnadoxiog pacihéa: Archelaus Philopatris
(PIR* A 830), originally of Pontic origin, was installed in Cappadocia by Antony in
36 B.C. (49.32.3; Strabo 12.2.11 [540]; Reinhold 1988: 63). His position was
confirmed by the future Augustus following the battle of Actium (51.2.1), where he
had fought on the side of Antony and Cleopatra (Plut. Ant. 61.1). After this, he seems
to have found favour with the princeps; he was granted extensions to his territory
during the 20s, and his connections with other eastern royal families were
encouraged. For discussion of the career and connections of this Anatolian potentate,

see Sullivan 1980: 1149-61; Syme 1995: 144-52; Jacobson 2001.

OV 09vilc oymv: Further characteristic behaviour from Tiberius. As we have seen,
Dio portrays Tiberius as tolerant of people who displayed parrhesia, but (less
positively) as being wont to hold grudges (see above 57.2.7 60gvmeQ nal mEOTEQOV

d1d wloovg avTd Mv). Tacitus too attributes Archelaus’ summons to Rome as being

¥ Anecdotal evidence from the reign of Augustus indicates that Tiberius had sought Roman

citizenship for one of his Greek companions (Suet. Aug. 40.3), indicating as Wardle (2014:
306) points out, that ‘Tiberius was active on behalf of clients from the Greek world from
early in his career’. The Alexandrian, Ti. Julius Alexander (PIR* 1 139) may also have been a
high-profile recipient of a grant of citizenship by Tiberius perhaps in the 20s or 30s: cf. RE
10.1 col. 153 = Iulius 59 (Stein).
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on account of Tiberius’ anger (Ann. 2.42.2, and below 57.17.4), and it is likely that
this aspect of their accounts stems from a common tradition. Modern scholars have
been perhaps too ready to dismiss the personal motivation for Archelaus’ trial as
maintained by Dio and Tacitus. Yet personal animosity between kings is seldom a
trivial matter. If there were existing antipathy between Tiberius and Archelaus, then it
would have made sense for Tiberius to remove him from power (at least in terms of

Realpolitik), lest Archelaus actually instigate a war.

MQOTEQOV 0L VAOTMEMTMAMS MOTE XAl GUVIYOQO, ... yofjoacBar: Evidence from
Suetonius indicates that Tiberius’ defence of Archelaus occurred early in Tiberius’
career (Suet. Tib. 8). The date of the trial is unknown, although it is generally
assumed that it occurred in the 20s (e.g. Romer 1985: 77-9; Levick 1971: 486,
passim, argues for 26 B.C.). Note, however, Bowersock (1965: 157-9) who presents a
cogent argument for the trial occurring between 19 and 16 B.C. vromentmzog: The
quasi-religious register emphasises Archelaus’ grovelling attempt to gain Tiberius’
help. Similarly, note also ¢0egdmevoe below at 57.17.4 in relation to Archelaus’
behaviour towards Gaius. V0 TOV EmymEinv xatnyoen0n: The grounds on
which Archelaus was indicted by the Cappadocians is not known (Sullivan 1990: 184-

5; Sullivan 1980: 1154; cf. Bowersock 1965: 159).

17.4 perd TovTo avTov ... £é0ggdmevae: This incident may be placed fairly securely
on Samos in 1 B.C., when we know that Tiberius also visited C. Caesar on the latter’s
progression to his eastern command (55.10.19 with Swan 2004: 116-7; Suet. Tib.
12.2; Romer 1985: 75-6, passim). €0ggdmevee: There is perhaps a sense of irony

here, as according to Dio’s account of the visit, Tiberius ‘abased himself’ (¢tameivou

314



... €avtov) when he paid court to his stepson C. Caesar (55.10.19 [Xiph., Zonar.]).

UETEMEMPOLTO OS ®Ol VEMTEQILOVTA Tu: Dio’s coeval, the elder Philostratus, citing a
certain Maximus of Aegeae, includes a passing reference to a plot by Archelaus
against Rome (VA 1.12.2 = FGrH 1066 (Maximus of Aegeae) T 2) 490 Although Dio
is sceptical of this allegation, it is possible that there were some grounds for this,
especially given the troubled situation in Armenia at the time (Rogers 1935: 25-7;

Romer 1985: 98-9; cf. Sullivan 1980: 1160-1; Braund 1984: 97).

zai T Tijg yegovoiog Y maeédwxev: When Archelaus was brought before the
Senate to face trial is another vexed issue, even though both Dio and Tacitus place it
in A.D. 17. The problems stem from the ambiguities of Tac. Ann. 2.42.2-3, which
have been discussed adequately by Goodyear (1981: 319). A summary of the problem
will suffice here. Tacitus notes two points: 1) at the time of the trial Archelaus had
ruled Cappadocia for fifty years (rex Archelaus quinquagesimum annum Cappadocia
potiebatur), and ii) that the trial came soon after Tiberius had taken command of the
empire (ut ... imperium adeptus est). If Tacitus is correct in calculating Archelaus’
regnal years, and if Dio is correct in placing Archelaus’ accession in 36 B.C., then we
should expect the trial to have taken place in 14 (Gwatkin 1930: 8; Magie 1950: 1349
n. 1).*! Koestermann’s suggestion (1963: 329) that Tacitus is referring to the year in
which the future Augustus reaffirmed Archelaus’ position following the battle of
Actium is closer to Tacitus’ ‘50th year’, but our surviving authorities preclude a

satisfactory resolution to the problem. In all events, late 14 seems too early for the

0 NB Radicke 1999: 169-70, who suggests that Philostratus may have inserted the reference

to Archelaus into his summary of Maximus’ account.
#! In this reckoning, Archelaus’ “fiftieth year’ might still include a part of the year 15 as well,
assuming that the anniversary of his accession was mid-year.
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trial. Any time between 15 and 17 is more reasonable. See further below 57.17.7.

devids modayodvra: A curious triviality, although it does contribute nicely to Dio’s
characterisation of the frail potentate. Yet Dio seems particularly alert to the
sufferings of individuals from gout: e.g. Narcissus (61(60).34.4 [Xiph.]); Vespasian
(66.17.1 [Xiph.]); Faustina minor (72(71).29.1 [Xiph.]), Septimius Severus
(77(76)16.1 [Xiph.]). Perhaps it was because Dio himself was afflicted by it

(80(80).5.2 [Xiph.]).

17.5: €énaBe pnev yap mote ... hafeiv: Jones (1971: 181) places the appointment of
the procurator in the latter part of Augustus’ reign, on account of Archelaus’
infirmities. But Tovto presumably refers to Archelaus’ ‘insanity’ (maQoapQovetlv),
rather than to his gout (dewvdg modayodvta) (cf. Romer 1985: 80 n. 10). Romer
(1985: 79-80) believes the appointment of the procurator coincided with the time of
Archelaus’ trial before Augustus in the 20s, with the procurator left in charge of the
kingdom while Archelaus was away. Yet if this was the case, then we might wonder
why we do not hear about a similar arrangement for the period of Archelaus’ absence
during his second trial? Moreover, it is difficult to find a time when such an
arrangement was likely to have been made. After all, Archelaus’ kingdom had been
extended by Augustus in 20 B.C. (54.9.2), and Archelaus had accompanied Tiberius
to Armenia not long after (Joseph. AJ 15.105). Nor do the following decades show
him to be out of imperial favour, or as an unstable liability. Therefore, we should
place the appointment of the procurator before, rather than after, his first trial, perhaps
in the immediate aftermath of Actium, where Archelaus’ ‘insanity’ (real or feigned)

might have been given as the excuse for his decision to side with Antony and
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Cleopatra. €mitgomov: = procurator (Mason GT 142-3).

17.5-7: o0 uévror %ol ToTe iT MOQEM)OEL ... TOTE nev ovtwg 0 Agyihnog
€o0m0n: Dio’s account of Archelaus’ trial is complicated if one is trying to tease out
the various facets of the case against Archelaus. To appreciate fully what Dio is trying
to do one has to step back from the historical questions and look at it on the narrative
level. When we do so, Dio’s love of the paradoxical, and especially of the
“unexpected outcome”, comes to the fore in his presentation of the trial. The
progression of ideas may be summarised thus: i) Archelaus is accused of treasonous
behaviour (g noi vemteiCovtd T, above 57.17.4); ii) he decides to feign insanity
during the trial to secure an acquittal (éTAGO0ETO, €l TG € ye ToUTOV owbElN); iii)
his hopes for an acquittal do not look good until the prosecution reports a comment of
his that is genuinely treasonous (£meldav oixade emavélOw, delEw adtd oia vedoa
€yw); iv) while such a statement should have been more than sufficient to condemn
him, it results in his salvation (t0te pev oltwg 6 AQyéhaog €0mO1), presumably
because only an insane man would make such a boast about his ‘muscles’ (veboa)
given Archelaus’ obvious physical infirmities (St T0 TOV dvBowmov ur dtL oTivan

AMAO unde naBiCeoban dUvaobar).

17.5 ovxzér’ avrov o Tifégrog anéxtervev: ‘Tiberius no longer attempted to put
him to death’. Note the use of the conative imperfect (sc. dméxtervev). Gwatkin
(1930: 8; cf. Goodyear 1981: 320) has indicated that this cannot be taken to mean that
Archelaus was acquitted. But Braund’s assumption (1984: 166) that Archelaus’ death
‘ended proceedings’ cannot be supported by the available evidence. Rogers (1935:

25) is (wisely) agnostic.
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17.6 év oxaumodie ®atootéyo ... mgoxpog: Within the space of a few dozen
lines, Dio tells a second anecdote involving scimpodia (see note above 57.15.4
onlumodie roatootéyw). Here Dio’s rather breathless digression on scimpodia (sc.
vouZouevov yao ... émoinoe) points clearly to his keen interest in these sorts of
high-status, senatorial objects; both in terms of recording the instances of their use
and the semiotics of such usage. »ai TovTo »ai 0 TipéoLdg mote £moinoe: ‘as even

Tiberius did on occasion’. Cf. 60.2.3; Suet. Tib. 30.

17.7 aAhowg 8’ oV moALY Votegov anédave: cf. Tac. Ann. 2.42.3: finem uitae sponte
an fato impleuit. Dio’s greater awareness of the passing of time may be important (sc.
ov ToAL® Votegov améBave), and one which may lend weight to the thesis that
Archelaus was brought before the Senate prior to A.D. 17 (see above 57.17.4). Yet
Dio’s statement might suggest anything from the passing of a matter of months to that

of a few years, and offers nothing conclusive.

N Koamnadoxio tov te Pouaiov éyévero: cf. Strabo 12.1.4 [534]; Vell. Pat.
2.39.3; Tac. Ann. 2.42.4; Suet. Tib. 37.4; Vict. Caes. 2.3; [Vict.] Epit. 2.8; Eutr.
7.11.2. For later authors, the annexation of Cappadocia was recognized as one of the
few major historical developments of Tiberius’ reign, appearing in not only the
Byzantine tradition (e.g. Malalas 10.10 [p. 178 ed. Thurn]), but even in the Ethiopian
history of John of Nikiu (69.1). For the strategic and material value of Cappadocia,

see Magie 1950: 491-3.

inmel eénerpaum): The newly formed province was under the command of equestrian
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procurators until the Flavian period, when it was combined with the province of
Galatia and given to a senatorial governor (cf. Mitford 1980: 1173-4, 1182-3). Little
is known about these early equestrian praesidial procurators. It has been suggested
that the Julio-Claudian praesidial procurators of Cappadocia were subordinate to the
governors of Syria (Brunt 1983: 56; cf. Tac. Ann. 12.49), although the evidence is
slender. Why it was decided that Cappadocia be given to an equestrian is not
immediately clear. Magie (1950: 495) thought that it indicated that the province was
treated as though it was a private estate of the emperor, with the result that revenues
went straight to the military treasury. This view, which goes back to Mommsen’s
theory concerning the creation of the new equestrian prefectures and procuratorships
(Staatsr. 2.2°: 859), has been overturned by Brunt (1983: 57-8). In fact, the allocation
of the newly formed province to an equestrian made sense on a very basic level, given
what we know about provincial administration during Tiberius’ reign. First, there was
precedent for the appointment of an equestrian in such a post. Second, and more
importantly, by choosing an equestrian it would not add additional strain on the
senatorial order to supply a (willing) proconsul or legatus Augusti pro praetore (and
quaestor) for the province: an important consideration given the persistent shortage of

governors and quaestors during Tiberius’ reign (see above 57.16.1, and 58.23.5).

Tois te év T Aciq moheor Taig VO Tov oelonoD xaxwbeicong: Tacitus (Ann.
2.47.1), Pliny (HN 2.86.200), and Seneca (QON 6.1.12) mention twelve cities that were
affected by the earthquake, a number which is confirmed by local inscriptions from
Asia Minor (ILS 8785 = OGIS 471; CIL 3.7096; IK 5 (Kyme) 20, 21).** Thirteen

cities are named by Eusebius-Jerome (Chron. p. 172 ed. Halm), a list which was to

2 The two inscriptions from Kyme are heavily reconstructed.
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become canonical in the Greek chronographic tradition, e.g. George the Monk
(Chron. p. 311 ed. De Boor); Syncellus (Chron. p. 386-7 ed. Mosshammer). A
copy493 of a statue base found in Puteoli and which may be dated to A.D. 30 names 14
cities (CIL 10.1624 = ILS 156). Eusebius-Jerome and the Puteoli inscription include
the names of cities that suffered from earthquakes during the 20s (Ephesus c. A.D. 29

and Cibyra in 23 (Tac. Ann. 4.13.1). The list of thirteen cities found in the Eusebian

tradition includes Ephesus but not Cibyra, due, no doubt, to the fame of Ephesus.

V1|0 £0TQUTNYNXOS GUV TEVTE Qufdovyols: Again Dio’s taste for administrative
niceties comes to the fore. Although apparently not interested in the number of cities
effected by the earthquake (see above note), he does provide the number of lictors that
accompanied the praetor, who is identified by Tacitus as M. Ateius (Tac. Ann. 2.47 4;
PIR* A 1278). For discussion of the evidence of imperial envoys accompanied by five
lictors, see Cotton (2000: 219-29), who suggests that these so-called quinquefascales
occupied positions of special authority, but whose authority was subordinate to that of

the serving provincial governor. gafdodyos: = lictor (Mason GT 82).

2ol YONUOTR TOALY ... £€d00n: According to Tacitus (Ann. 2.47) Tiberius promised
the cities a sum of ten million HS and tax relief for a period of five years. Cf. Oros.

7.4.18; Vell. Pat. 2.126.2; Suet. Tib. 48.2.

17.8 TV Y0 arhotoiov ... amel****: ‘For he vigorously <refrained> from the

property of others (so long that is as he cultivated the other forms of virtue’. A

3 The original was in Rome, at the base of a colossal statue of Tiberius erected next to the

temple of Venus in the Forum to celebrate Tiberius’ contributions to the rebuilding of the
cities (FGrH 257 (Phlegon) F 36.13).
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reiteration of a key feature of Dio’s portrayal of Tiberius, introduced above 57.10.5.
ame****: Here the text of M breaks off. The word supplied by Xiphilinus is

QITEYOUEVOG.
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