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PREFACE

Although no general study of Suetonius has appeared since Macé's
of 1900*, it is not my purpose here to fill that gap. This study is
intended as an essay in historiographical interpretation. A valuable
clue to the understanding of any society lies in what it makes of its
past. In the Caesars Suetonius looks back over the lives of twelve
men who had played a central role in shaping the society of his day:
what does he make of them? The purpose of these pages is to look at
the way Suetonius portrays a series of emperors and to find what light
is cast on contemporary conceptions of the Emperor and his place in
society.

Such a study inevitably must be deeply indebted to the work over
the last two decades by Fergus Millar. From examination of the behaviour
of individual rulers over a span of four centuries, he has extrapolated
a type of 'the Emperor', and in so doing, has presented a challenging
reintefpretation of the emperor's role and function. A study of
Suetonius' 'Emperor', is concerned with a related problem, but approaches
from a somewhat different angle. Millar's emperor is what he does, or
‘what he is expected to do. Suetonius' emperor exists only in the mind
(or the writings) of one man. The portrayal of an object (or a series of
objects) must be affectéd by a whole range of factors: the intellectual
and literary tradition in which the author moves, his social status, his

occupation, the quirks of his persoﬁal experience and cast of mind. There

* For bibliographical conventions see note at head of Bibliography.
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can be no hope of extrapolating a 'true' picture of 'what the emperor
was'; not even of establishing a universally valid picture of what the
emperor was expected to be at the time of writing. Rather the aim is
to come to an understanding of why Suetonius saw or represented his
'emperor' as he does.

As there are various kinds of factor that affected the author, so
there are three broad divisions to my investigation, summarised as the
'literary' (Part A), the 'social' (Part B), and the 'ideological' (Part C)
contexts. Under the first the biographical form of the Caesars is
considered. The aim here is not to construct a literary pedigree, but
to estimate the relative importance of literary tradition and of the
author's conception of the emperor. Does the form dictate the way in
which an emperor is portrayed, or does his understanding of what an
emperor is dictate the form? Under the 'social context' the part played
by the author's personal background is examined. Here my concern is
above all to make sense of the viewpoint of the scholar and equestrian
secretary. The final context is labelled (with some reservations) as
the 'ideological'. Ideals of what an emperor should and should not be
had a life of their own, especially under the guise of 'imperial virtues’.
Here I attempt to set the 'virtues' and 'vices' met in Suetonius in the
context of Roman and pre-Roman 'ideology'. Since there is much preliminary
work to be done before the context can be understood, as I suppose it,
rightly, discussion ranges far beyond Suetonius himself.

There are many questions that are not here discussed, not necessarily
because they are irrelevant, but because I have nothing new to add, or
simply for lack pf space. Two omissions in particular may be mentioned.

First, I do not discuss the truth or otherﬁise of the statements

Suetonius makes. His historical reliability is not at issue, and in that
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sense the Caesars is treated almost as a work of fiction, somewhat after
the fashion in which Paul Veyne treated Petronius. Nevgrtheless, it 1is
vital to remember that the Caesars is not fiction. The author dealing
with historical facts is bound to the facts; only in his judgement of
what is plausible and what is important and relevant can he exercise his
own imagination and reveal himself or his times.
Closely related to this is the problem of Sources. Here again I
omit discussion: yet it is clear that a historical writer's judgement
of the plausible and relevant must be affected by the judgements of those
who had handled the same material before him. I hope that I have never
lost sight of this fact. The justification for lack of explicit
discussion lies in the scale and difficulty of the undertaking. Comparison
of Tacitus, Cassius Dio, Plutarch and Suetonius has long since demonstrated
the existence of a common historiographical tradition behind them,
homogeneous to an extent hardly to be expected of a similar set of modern
sources. But the features of individual authors within this tradition
are notoriously hard to establish. I have therefore taken 'the tradition'
for granted as an undifferentiated amalgam; and in drawing comparisons
and contrasts between Suetonius and other surviving historians, I have
avoided pressing specific points, where hidden 'sources' may be responsible,
and concentrated on what is generally observable in the authors' approaches.
One final omission is worth comment. Debate still rages over the

literary qualities of Suetonius. At one extreme he is dismissed as a

'un

'blosser Tatsachensammler'; at the other he is hailed as an 'artist',
vero scrittore'. I do not here join battle; yet a point of view will
emerge in the following pages, and in one respect the question is

fundamental. The traditional hostility to and contempt for Suetonius may

be summed up in the judgement of Benedetto Croce (Quaderni della Critica
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14, 1949, 16): 'Si rimane con 1'impressione che Svetonio avesse bensi
accumulato notizie molteplici e di varia fonte e di varia autenticita,
ma non sapesse egli stesso che cose pensare di Caligola, e percio si
desse a versare sui lettori il corno d'abbondanza di quelle notizie'.
If this is right, any study of Suetonius' views is doomed to failure,
for he can have had none.

Such contempt for Suetonius seems to me unjustified;* yet one need
not go to the opposite extreme in putting a high valuation on the Caesars
as a 'work of art'. 1In doing so, Steidle and his followers seem to me
to miss some of the most valuable insights of scholars like Macé, Funaioli
(1947) and Paratore (1959). The approach of Suetonius is palpably that
of the scholar and antiquarian; he operates with detail, minute and often
petty or sordid. Drama, pathos and deep political or psychological
penetration are missing. Yet this is not to condemm the author. Trivial
detail is the stuff of biography, and Suetonius' strength lies precisely
in its accumulation, vivid and authentic. Where the detail is thinnest,
and the generalisation most impassioned and facile, in the 'tyrant' Lives,
the author is at his weakest. That the profusion of detail does not issue
formless from the cornucopia Steidle has shown. Whether or not it adds up
to a picture of the emperor of any degree of coherence or value is the

problem to which the following pages are addressed.

* For the reasons for Croce's distaste, see Piero Treves, 'Biografia e
storia in Svetonio', preface to Svetonio: Vita dei Cesari (Milan 1962),
5ff. I am grateful to the author for sending me an offprint of this
piece.
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PART A

THE LITERARY CONTEXT



Chapter I

The Portrayal of the Emperor

The rubric: weaknesses and strengths.

"Proposita vitae eius velut summa, partes singillatim neque per
tempora sed per species exequar, quo distinctius demonstrari cognoscique
possint.”" (Aug.9)

The one feature that sets Suetonius' Caesars apart, for better
or for worse, from other ancient writings is the rubric. Presentation
of material xoTa Yévog was long known as an alternative to that xata
xp6vov.1 But no historian and no biographer ever pursued an arrangement
by subject matter with such dedication, or shunned the chronological

with such determination. Every reader of the Lives has seen this; even

Suetonius' first imita;ors, the biographers of later emperors (though
their imitation of his method was at best partial).2 To explain this
phenomenon in terms of literary history was the raison d'@tre of Leo's
study of ancient biography, the watershed of modern scholarship on
Suetonius. The rubric has remained at the centre of Suetonian scholar-
ship since then; this study in its turn moves from this phenomenon.

But the rubric, so long familiar, is better known for its failings
than for its advantages. Many of the disadvantages are real. The
historian is first frustrated by the chronological obscurity that results
from the dismemberment of the customary annalistic structure. Here the
complaint is against fate rather than the author. It is the chance of
transmission that has deprived us of the annalistic works on which

Suetonius drew; and there can be no justification for supposing that the

Caesars was intended as a substitute for traditional histories, rather

3

than as an addition to them, A standard disclaimer that could well

have featured in his lost preface was that the biographer was no



historian.

More compelling is the argument that the rubric system is
directly responsible for distortions of the material that seriously
affect its historical reliability.5 The rubric attempts to establish
generalisations: it is a temptation to which Suetonius too often
succumbs to speak of a single event as if it were a practice (thus we
may reasonably doubt whether girls other than the daughter of Sejanus
were raped by the executioner: Tib.61,5). Complicated situations are
oversimplified to fit a heading, and items are divorced from their
circumstances (the Great Fire, financial crisis, the persecution of the
Christians, the rebuilding of the city and the Domus Aurea appear as
isolated items, Ner.39; 32,1; 16,2; 16,1; 31,1-2). Possible motivations
that do not fit the rubric are suppressed, and indeed alternative and
incompatible variants ﬁay appear separately under separate rubrics.
There are even plain errors of fact, which a chronological narrative would
have avoided (Tiberius is depicted before his accession as made anxious
by the conspiracies of subsequent years; 25,1). These failings and more
are undesirable side-effects of the method Suetonius chose; the moral is
that the historian should never treat an item from the Lives as if it
came from the Annals. Yet to point out side-effects is not to show that
the treatment has failed in its own purpose.

Criticism touches a more sensitive nerve in suggesting that the
system prevents an adequate depiction of the complexities of a person-
ality.6 If human nature were static, an analyticél approach on the model

of Theophrastus' Characters would be ideal. But men do not always act

in the same way; perhaps because circumstances change, perhaps because

men themselves change, perhaps because human personality is ultimately

too contradictory to rationalise. The author cannot be blamed for



innocence of post-Freudian analysis; but he can be compared with his
contemporaries.7 The biographer's Tiberius is far cruder than that of
the annalistic tradition on which he draws: dissimulation is mentioned
(42,1) but never offers the key to the understanding of the man, as in
Tacitus and Dio. Rubricisation is again to blame. Here criticism is
just; but in part is exaggerated, and in part misdirected. Suetonius
does of course allow for contradictory behaviour within his rubric-system.
The good side and the bad may be separated off, as notably with the
"tyrants' Nero and Caligula; but the discussions of Augustus' private
life (68-78) or'Vespasian's financial dealings (16-19) offer splendid
examples of how effective the rubric method could be precisely.in
assembling contradictory evidence and weighing it. The inadequacies

of the 'tyrannical' Julio-Claudian Lives should not all be attributed

to the system: prejudice and haste are perhaps more serious faults here,
and we miss both the documentation of the Augustus and the impartiality

of the Domitian.8 It is an apter criticism of the system to argue that
only by chronological narrative in the style of Plutarch can personality
be convincingly portrayed. But here again less than justice is done to
Suetonius' aims. The presentation and interpretation of human personality
as a whole is not the only task of the biographer. It suits Plutarch

with his philosophical interest in #%og; and suits the rhetorically
trained Tacitus. But for Suetonius character is at most one aspect of

a biography. He manifests none of the interest of a Buchan in the problem
of why Augustus' behaviour as emperor was so different from his viciousness
as a triumvir (Aug.29 & 51). If one wants to understand Augustus as a
personality this is a serious loss; but if the question is only what sort
of an emperor Augustus in the event made, it matters litt:le.9 Suetonius,

so it seems to me, is of greater value in answering the second question



than the first.

The rubric-system, then, is open to grave objections: if one
approaches Suetonius for the purposes of literary criticism, they must
be made. It will probably be added, on a purely aesthetic level, that
categories give a less good 'read' than narrative. Aesthetically
Plutarch and Tacitus will be preferred to Suetonius, and for reliability
as a 'source' Tacitus and perhaps even Dio allow greater confidence.

But for the historian such value-judgements are not enough. Documen-
tation of the ancient world is thin enough already, and no advantage
lies in establishing which authors can be most readily jettisoned. The
historian wants to know not only what dangers are inherent in this
source, but what it can contribute that is distinctive and valuable to
the understanding of the ancient world. Has Suetonius with his rubrics
anything to offer?

The limitations of ancient historiography are only too familiar:
the obsession with military and political narrative, the straightjacket
of annalistic form and the confusion of the search for truth with an
art-form, part poetry, part rhetoric. To complain of one of the rare
sources free of these particular limitations on the grounds that he lacks
just these features must involve an element of perversity. Here is an
author whose approach is (at its best) scholarly not literary, who wants
to improve on his predecessors not in style but in unearthing new facts,
who has‘no qualms about defacing his text with quotations of documents,
technical terms, foreign words, and the names of his authorities, and
who has no illusions about the dignity of his genre; this much at least
is acknowledged to his credit.lo But as these features are the product
of his background as guAdioyos, so is the devotion to rubrics. The one

great advantage of the organisation per species is that it raises




different questions from those in a chronological narrative.

To take an example. The life of Julius as a nartative of the
battles of one of the best generals of antiquity is little short of
derisory: the Gallic wars are dismissed in one compact paragraph (25).

But Suetonius knew that the general's own Commentaries rendered emulation

superfluous (56,1-4); and instead he gives an analysis of Julius'
generalship. He looks at his personal energy (57), his mixture of

caution and daring (58), his attitude to the omens traditionally observed
in warfare (59), his strategy in deciding when to engage in battle (60);
his personal participation in battle, cutting a figure and setting an
example (61-64); his handling of the troops, in training them for action
(65), promoting confidence (66), exercising discipline (67,1) and winning
their loyalty (67,2). After this, the devotion (68,1-2) and effectiveness
(68,3-4) of the Caesarian army is comprehensible, as is the general's own
position of (almost) unchallenged authority (69-70). 1In fact, Suetonius
~asks what sort of qualities made Caesar the outstanding generel of his
day; the excellence of his answers stands out in comparison with (for
instance) Cicero's rhetorical and unrevealing praise of Pompey's general-
ship (Imp.Pomp.29-35). Any feeling that the man who turned down a
military tribunate (Plin. ep.iii,8) had no understanding of the importance

and art of warfare must be dissolved by these chapters. Perhaps it is

relevant that the ab epistulis had some responsibility for military
promotions (Stat. Silv.v,1,94ff.); but the point here is that it is the
rubric system which has permitted an analysis more convincing and more
available than anything that could 'emerge' from a narrative.  Is this
analysis of any use to us? Perhaps the problem is that a modern scholar

would prefer to conduct his own analysis of the Commentarii;'Suetonius'

will have 'dated', like all old scholarship. But what can never 'date'



is the value of the chapters as evidence of what a Roman saw as good
generalship. Their value perhaps becomes clearer in comparison with

the analogoﬁs chapters on Augustus (20-25, esp. 24f.). This is an
analysis of the wars of a general whose conquests exceeded even those

of Caesar (21,1);: but the qualities recorded are quite different: the
strict maintenance of discipiine among officers and troops (24), the
avoidance of Caesarian fraternisation'(ZS,l); the policy of enlistment
(25,2) and of military decorations (25,3); and the criteria for picking
generals (25,4). The contrast between Julius and Augustus shows vividly

Suetonius' understanding of the differences between an imperator in the

republican and the imperial sense: between the dashing and charismatic
commander in the field and the emperor in his function as commander in
chief; responsible for the peace and security of the empire, unambitious
of glory or cheap popularity, observant of the social hierarchy, and
carefully balancing the profit and the loss of each action. We need not
accept this as an analysis of Augustus' military policy. But the questions
he raises remain pertinent; and if we wish to investigate the conception
of the'emperor's military role early under Hadrian after the collapse of
Trajan's eastern policy, this is a primary document.1

As the rubric system allows Suetonius to ask what sort of a general
Julius was, without repeating all the details of his campaigns, so it
allows on a much broader scale the investigation of what sort of an
emperor each of Julius' successors was, again without reiterating the
history of their reigns. Since Millar, the attention of the imperial
" historian has focused on the question of what the functions and role of
the Emperor were. The great strength of Suetonius' system is that it
lays out explicitly an answer to a very similar question in sétting out

what a series of emperors did, and how they performed. We need not take



the Caesars as the ultimate answer on what the Emperor was; but it is

a primary document for ‘ancient conceptions of what the Emperor was. We
may deny the author originality and intellectual penetration beyond thé
level of a library cataloguer; but the cataloguing system of a library
says something about the educational structure of a university and the

cataloguing system of the Caesars necessarily says something about what
the role of the Emperor was taken to be in the early 2nd century.

That the strength of Suetonius' unusual approach lies in this
direction has been observed by the two most important books on the
author to appear since Macé. Steidle (1951), especially in his chapter
on 'das Romische', saw how the author reflected traditional Roman
conceptions of public life and of the points considered important in a
public figure;l2 della Corte (1958) was more precise, relating the whole
approach to Roman society of the Hadrianic age, static not dynamic,
bureaucratic not senatorial, more interested in administration than
conquest, in order than in liberty.13 Both books were flawed: Steidle's
by the excess of his zeal to show Suetonius an artist, della Corte's by

14

a misconception of the relations between senate and the ordo equester,

But their contribution to the understanding of the author was real.

The aim of this study is to develop these approaches. What are the
headings Suetonius thinks appropriate to the life of an emperor, what are
the patterns of behaviour, good and bad, he considers relevant? What
factors, literary, social, personal, ideologicai, affected his selection?
The focus of attention will be on the opportunity provided by the rubric:
not the individual remark or judgement made on an emperor en passant, but

on the topics that are of persistent concern, recurring in life after

life.



The Pattern of the Lives.

The author who undertakes to write biography must necessarily find
himself affected by literary conventions of what constitutes a life, what
should be said, what omitted. Naturally the way a ruler is depicted will
vary from genre to'genre: the panegyrist may look for virtues, the public
inscription for imposing titulature, the historian for upaxat pupLdvexpot;
but only the biographer will note that Augustus' teeth were small and
rotten (éE§'79’2)'15 If the Caesars are to be examined to find what the
author thought an emperor was, the first thing to beware is the part
played by literary tradition and the peculiarities of the genre. How
far is Suetonius' depiction of a Caesar no more than a depiction of any
'ordinary' man?

The question is made particularly acute by the theories of Leo
(1901) on Suetonius' place within the genre. He divided ancient biography
into two great streams: the elevated Plutarchian tradition that dealt with
the lives of public figures by a fundamentally narrative technique (the
'"Peripatetic'); and the unpretentious scholarly tradition, designed for
the lives of literary figures, following a dry schema of rubrics (the
'Alexandrian'). The contribution, or the blunder, of Suetonius was to
apply the Alexandrian schema to the lives of emperors; his rubric style
was inappropriate for such public figures, but he had no option, once
embarked, for he lay under the 'Zwang der Gattung'.l6 Leo's structure
has since been attacked from all sides: Stuart (1928) and Steidle (1951)

argued that Roman traditions, above all the laudatio funebris, meant more

to Suetonius than any Greek genre; Plutarch scholars showed that there
was more to their author than narrative, rather a cross—current of
'chronologisch' and 'eidol_ogisch';17 Momigliano (1971) has stressed how

little we know of the so-called 'peripatetics', and the part that the



school of Aristotle played in forming the genre;18 and Dihle (1954)

held that the whole Gattungsfrage had been obsolete long before Steidle's
attempt at demolition.19 Yet though Leo's structure has collapsed as an
account of the literary history of the genre, many of his remarks on
Suetonius retain their pertinence. He knew Alexandrian and Roman
scholarship better than most subsequent writers on Suetonius;20 he saw
absolutely correctly that Suetonius stood in the tradition of the
Alexandrians and Varro, and that the Caesars are in form extremely close

to the surviving parts of the de Viris Illustribus, lives of literary

figures treated in a dry 'rubricising' style.21 It still makes sense
to characterise scholarly biography as 'Suetonian';22 and Flach (1972)
can still blame the failings of the 'Zettelkastenverfahren' on the
influence of 'literary' biography.23

For present purposes the question of literary history is not
important per se; the argument is only affected insofar as the points
Suetonius looks for in a Caesar derive from biographical traditions.

If, as was suggested above, Suetonius' aim is (partly) to analyse the
performance of a Caesar as a ruler, it makes no practical difference
whether he adopted his analytic approach under the 'Zwang der Gattung'

or adopted the Gattung to facilitate an analytical approach. The
question, therefore, is not where the rubric method derived from, but
which rubrics came from where. For this purpose I propose to distinguish
three classes of rubric within the pattern of the Suetonian life.

There is no need here to give a full analysis of the structure of
the Caesars: this has been done repeatedly for the Lives both in general
and individually.z4 It is thus possible to concentrate on some questions
of principle. Scholars have found it surprisingly hard to generalise

about the pattern of a Suetonian life; surprisingly so, because schematism
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14 L 2
and repetitiveness appear to be characteristic of the author. > The

answer to the paradox is that it is at the level of detail that he is
most repetitive: similar ideas are expressed in closely parallel
1anguage,26 similar items appear in similar contexts, and an almost
identical pattern of rubrics recurs in each life. But in putting the
rubrics together there are quite considerable variations; and it is
surely in the flexibility with which the same topics are moulded to the
circumstances of different lives that Suetonius shows himself (if not
27

a 'great artist') to be far from mindlessly mechanical.

The traditional division of the Lives is into four parts,

corresponding perhaps to the 'nomina res gestas vitamque obitumque' of
Ausonius' summary.28 These are: i) ancestry, birth and career up to the
acquisition of imperial power; ii) public life as emperor; 1ii) private

life and personal details; iv) death. The majority of the Lives have

all four parts in that order; but in some (iii) follows (iv) (Nero,

Galba, Otho, Domitian); and in the shortest lives (ii) and (iii) tend

to wither away, so that (ii) 1is completely missing from the Otho, and

{iii) appears only in skeletal form at the end of the Otho and Vitellius

(in the latter ingeniously embedded in the death narrative), and at the

beginning in the Titus.29

Distinction is customarily drawn between the first and last parts

as 'chronological narrative' and the middle two as 'analysis by rubrics'.BO
In a sense this is right; a sharp break can be felt between (say) the
narrative of Vespasian's rise to power in the ci§il wars and the analysis
of his reign (at 8,1) or the narrative of Nero's suicide and the description
of his person (51). But great caution is needed, especially in the use

of the label 'narrative' in the context of biography (this applies to

Plutarch and to all other biography). 'Narrative' is properly used of
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a story, the description of an action, but not of a person. A person
may be involved in a continuous action, and thus be the subject of
narration; but to describe his progress through life is to 'narrate'

only in a special sense. The steps of the cursus honorum follow each

other chronologically; and they form part of the 'story' of a man's rise
to distinction. But they do not involve the narrative of a continuous
action. In fact what Julius did as aedile (Jul.10) or consul (20-22)
forms inevitably a series of isolated incidents in which even the
chronological element is subsidiary. It is only when an incident of
great importance and duration arises in a man's tenure of office (e.g.
the Catilinarian conspiracy) that full-scale narrative becomes possible.
The tracing of a man's ancestors is 'narrative' in no sense at all,

The distinction is an important one. It would appear that
Suetonius misses the golden opportunity in the life of an emperor: given
a potentially exciting story, he abandons it at the climax. But a man's
life may be thought too long and disparate to form in itself a story;
exciting narrative only becomes possible when the man is‘involved in
an external action exciting in itself. Thus much of Plutarch's
'narrative' is made possible because (despite his statements of
principle) he uses biography as an opportunity for general historical
narrative.31 Suetonius is rigorous in denying himself this opportunity,
as can best be seen in his treatment of the civil wars of 68/69 AD: in
three successive lives he looks at the same historical events exclusively
from the viewpoint of the participant whose life he describes.32 The
story suffers, but it is truer 'biography'. Once this point has been
made for the relatively 'narrative' parts of a Suetonian life, it is

easier to understand what the author is doing in the parts arranged not

per tempora but per species. This treatment of the public life of an
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emperor flows from a determination not to confuse biography with
history. The emperor is deeply involved in Roman History, but Suetonius
will no more take the life of Nero as an excuse for the story of Corbulo
in Armenia than he will the life of Julius for a repetition of the

Gallic Wars. He proceeds per species because he maintains that the

part personally played by an emperor in public life is seen more clearly

(distinctius) in an approach by subject matter (Aug.9). One should
hesitate before rejecting this.

In fact it is much more helpful to see the whole of a Suetonian
Life as a succession of topics, some linked by chronology, some by
subject matter. Though chronological linkage predominates in parts (i)
and (iv) (up to accession, death), linkage by subject in the other two,
both types are found in all four sections. A chronological element is
often present in the 'public life' (ii), both in the arrangement of items
within a rubric (Tiberius' saevitia, 57-62, is an especially clear case)
and in the broad arrangement of topics, notably where there is a

degeneration from good to bad (Tiberius, Caligula, Nero, Domitian).33

The Life of Tiberius is the outstanding example of the mixture of topical

with chronological; the mixture may well be deemed a failure, though it
is hard to see how it could have been better done without the useful
Christian convention of numerical dates.34 Conversely it must be
emphasised that the topics of the first and last part, though broadly
speaking chronological.(birth to career, life to death) remain neverthe-
less a series of t0pics:35 paternal family, maternal family, date of
birth, place of birth, portents, upbringing, entry into public life,
stages of career, death of father, financial circumstances, betrothals
and marriages, patrons and friends are conventional topics in the first

part; circumstances of death, portents, last sayings, date of death,
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place of death, léngth of life or reign, funeral, disposal of remains,
will, family and descendants, posthumous honours and public expressions

of grief or joy are all typical of the last part. Naturally some elements
of this string of topics are suitable for narrative expansion: civil wars
and assassinations are the occupational hazards of emperors (actual or
aspiring). But equally they allow non-chronological expansion: the same
scholarly collection of evidence that is met in the central sections is

applied to the cognomina of Augustus (7), the birthplace of Caligula (8)

or the method of assassination of Claudius (44,2-3).

Seen from this angle, the whole of a Suetonian Life is composed
of 'rubrics', but two sets of topics swell to unusual importance, the
subject's activities as emperor, and the personal details. The first

of these may be regarded as the final step of the cursus honorum, but

expanded enormously; just as the activities of a magistracy or provincial
command (e.g. Julius as consul and in Gaul) may be analysed, so are the
activities of the emperor. It stands to reason that the categories of
analysis of a reign cannot derive from any biographical tradition, let
alone that of literary figures, for as a set they should be (and are)
exclusively appropriate to a Roman emperor (thus honours and magistracies,
jurisdiction, legislation, campaigns, tours, administration of city and
provinces, treatment of senate, equites, people, games-giving and
building activities).

With private and personal details the matter is more complex.
Suetonius again employs a succession of topics: ﬁhysical appearance,
health, blemishes; way of life, eating, drinking, sleeping, sex,
entertainments, housing, furniture, dress; exercise and relaxation;
education and literary abilities, military abilities; religion and

superstitions; family, household and friends; and traits of character.37



- 14 -

These, as will be seen in the next chapter, are the standard topics
of ancient biography, and it becomes very difficult to determine how
far Suetonius intends such private details as a critique of the emperor

qua emperor. In the first two Lives he draws a clear distinction between

the public and the private details (Jul.44,4; Aug.61,1); but the
distinction is not that simple, because the same topics are sometimes
found in a public context, sometimes in a private. . The chapters on the

forma, habitus, cultus, mores and studia of Julius (45-79) mix the public

and private indifferently; alongside details of appearance and literary
style are found the analysis of his generalship (above), avarice in

office (54), moderation in administration (75), and the arrogantia

towards the republic by which he merited assassination (76-79). For
Augustus a neater distinction is made, between public activities and
'interiorem ac familiarem eius vitam' (above): certain traits of

character, liberalitas (41), clementia and civilitas (51-56) are firmly

(and properly) identified as public, and the same traits (with their
opposing vices) recur regularly in the public sections of later lives.
Even so, a degree of flexibility remains: even these traits can be

treated as if private (Cl.34, saevitia); and while in Aug.68-78 mores

(sex, luxuries, eating and drinking etc.) are treated as private, the
vices of luxuria and libido appear as aspects of public life of some
(not all) other emperors (Tiberius, Caligula, Nero, Vitellius, Titus).
Again, family is a private matter for Augustus, but becomes public for
Tiberius, Caligula and Nero who persecute their relatives, and for
Claudius who allows his to affect his running of the empire. Singing,
dancing, fencing, racing and acting are private studia like literature
for Caligula (54 & 55); but dominate the public life of Nero (20-25).

The implication is that though Suetonius distinguished in principle
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a public and a private aspect of the imperial role, he drew no hard and
fast distinction on which topics belonged in the private.category.
Another hint that he felt that the private could sometimes (not always)
be of public significance lies in the relative placing of the 'personal'
and 'death' sections (iii & iv). One could certainly not argue that
when the death comes in the last position, the implication is that
private life is of public significance: Tiberius' expiry in his bed
(72-73) 1is unrelated to the quaint literary affectations that precede
it (70-71). But when Caligula is murdered by his subjects, his mania
for racing, including the alleged nomination of his horse to the consul-
ship, has contributed directly to their exasperation (56,1). By contrast
the details categorised as personal for Nero (51-56) are so minor in
comparison to the mighty catalogue of his vices (20-39) that the narrative
of revolt and suicide more appropriately precedes the 'private' and follows
the 'public'.

For present purposes, then, the normal quadripaftite division is
not helpful; instead I propose to distinguish three classes of rubric
according to their content, not their position. i) First the 'biographical'
topics which run throughout the whole life from ancestry to death,
including most of the private and personal details. These, as will be
seen in the next chapter, are the commonplaces of ancient biography.
ii) Next, the virtues and vices which, though falling under the biographical
category of 'personal traits of character' are normally and properly
treated as aspects of public life. For these I shall suggest that the
literary background lies in encomium rather than ordinary biography} but
that the actual choice of traits is independent. iii) Finally analysis
of imperial activity according to headings drawn from public life rather

than personal biography (games, buildings, wars, etc. listed above).
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These are free of suspicion of distortion by any literary pedigree
other of course than the historiographical one from which the majorit&
of his information derived. The main body of this study will be
concerned with the topics of the second two categories; for though the
other topics are vital to the portrayal as a whole, it is these that

form the heart of Suetonius' analysis of the emperor qua emperor.



Chapter II

- Traditions of Portrayal

The literary pedigree of the Caesars has been much discussed
since Leo. Just as his demonstration of the influence of Alexandrian

scholarly biography replaced an older theory that the form of the Lives

derived from Augustus' Res Gestae,1 so later scholars have shown that

we must allow for other influences, native Roman tradition, notably the

laudatio funebris (so Stuart), and the rhetorical tradition of encomium,

put into practice in panegyric of emperors (Steidle).2 Few now would
attempt to account for 'Suetonian form' in terms of any single literary
tradition: rather it should be seen as the intersection of a particular
type of mind with a particular type of material as well as with various
genres. It is no part of the purpose of this chapter to attempt to
construct a new literary pedigree. The question is of Suetonius'
perception of the emperor: in what respects is it predetermined by
literary tradition? He represents the life of a Caesar under various
headings: which of these stem from the fact he is simply writing biography
or following a certain literary pattern? Which would contemporaries
have felt to be peculiarly appropriate to an emperor, which peculiarly
inappropriate? The answer offered here is already implicit in the
distinction drawn at the end of the last chapter between three types of
topic or 'rubric', the biographical, virtues and vices, and the analysis
of a reign. This chaptér will look at each of these types in turn and

explore them in greater detail.
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1. Biographical topics.
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The gravestone, the commemorative plaque, the obituary notice,

even the Who's Who entry all operate on the assumption that there is

a fund of essential data by which a man may be distinguished from his
fellows; a bare enumeration will suffice, without any aspiration to
'narrative'. Biography differs from the gravestone in scale, but it
too must convey a certain basic minimum of data. Ancient biography is
little different from modern in this reSpect.4 At one extreme (especially
in the short sketch) a biography may be little more than a collection
of essential data: 'John—é-Nokes was born on the -th of -. Of his
earliest years we find.;.'5 But the writer with aspirations to bring
his subject back to life, artistically speaking, must ri#e above the
dryness of data, and call in the techniques of the poet or the novelist;
though he too is bound to convey his data, and with no less accuracy.
Suetonius adopted a dry, factual style thét for many of his readers
‘has too much of the gravestone and too little of the poet; Plutarch is
palpably an artist. In style and method the Caesars are in many respects

closer to the same author's Lives of poets than to Plutarch. But this

should not be allowed to conceal the fact that the data Suetonius and
Plutarch consider basic are very much the same. This is not simply tfue
in the otiose sense that they contain the data any biography must contain.
Plutarch has a framework of topics common with Suetonius (no matter
whether in Lives of poets7 or emperors) which must be assumed to be the
common framework of ancient biography. At the same time it is worth

asking whether any topics are more specifically Roman and which suit an
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emperor.

a) Life and Death.

The most basic of all biographical data are those that typically
cluster round the beginning and end of a Life and that are closest to
the epitaph: name, parentage, status, place of origin, date of birth,
career, date of death, length of life.

Ancestry and family stand at the head of almost every Life in
Plutarch and Suetonius.8 Two basic concerns are the family's place of
origin and its status (the rank and distinction achieved by its

. 9 3 [ [ [ [ .
successive members);” in the de Viris Illustribus where information on

family is lacking, origin and status (often in the case of grammatici

servile) are still noted.10 Just occasionally facts about the family
are used to illuminate the later conduct of the subject: Suetonius points
explicitly to the failings of Nero in his forebears (1,2 'vitia...

ingenita'), and by implication in other Lives,11 Plutarch foresees

Antony's éiev9epidtng in his father (i,1-3, cf. iv,3-4) and stresses
tyrannicide in Brutus' background (i,1-3). Names matter, particularly

for Romans; the family's cognomina are recorded and explained in this

context, personal ones at the appropriate stage. Plutarch's polemic
against Posidonius on Marius' lack of a cognomen reflects the fact that
discussion of the topic is normal (Mar.i). Suetonius' chapter on the

cognomina of Augustus, 'Thurinus' onwards, is a fine example: here (as

de Gramm.3; Plut. Fab. Max.1,3; Qgg,iv,3-5) several names are collected,
looking forward far beyond the context of infancy.12

The last item of family in Suetonius is regularly a notice of the
wife and children of the subject's father, often in the form 'obiit

superstitibus liberis (names) ex (name of mother)'.13 Plutarch too can
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employ this formﬁla (Gracch.i,3 '...televTRoal, 6enadlo maldas €x TR
Kopvnitas adTd yeyovétas uamMnévm).l4 Particulars of birth are richer
for Caesars than for others.15 Suetonius takes pains to document year,
day and place of birth (the argument at Cal.8 is the ultimate case of
this concern); sometimes he correlates the data with other events, and
records dreams and portents that foretell the baby's distinction. These
details are almost always introduced in dry epifaphic style: 'natus est
Augustus M. Tullio Cicerone C. Antonio conss. VIIII Kal. Octob ...' (Aug.5).
Plutarch has only rare details of birth: no indications of place or year,
though he does sﬁecify the day, correlate it with other events, recdrd
dreams and portents. The notice of Alexander's birth (iii,3) hés the
same documentary ring: 'éyevvAdn 6'odv 'AAéEav6pos LoTapévou unvds
'EnarouBaLmvog...Eurp...’.16 |
The framework of the early life in both authors is strictly
chronological, punctuated by indications of age, whether precise ('annum
agens sextum decimum'. Jul.1l,1) or approximate (infans, puer, pubescens,
adulescens, pLupdg, mAtTS, &vrﬁnaug, ueLp&uLov, véog etc.). Such
indications will not normally be found within the main body of the Life.
Accession marks a sharp turning point in this respect in the Caesars;

similarly in several Plutarchian lives a clear turning-point is felt,

and sometimes marked by an indication of age.

Within this chronological framework is accommodated relevant
material, whether more or less 'marrative', or topical., Naturally the
emphasis is rather different in the lives of Greeks and of Romans. For
a Greek education is crucial: Plutarch is very forthcoming with details
of nurses (Tpogn) and teachers (maidela), while in Suetonius such

information is rare.18 It is worth comparing how in the little Life of

Heracles given in Theocritus Idyll 24 (see below) much space is devoted
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to the names of Heracles' teachers (105-133). From the Cyropaedia

onwards, Greeks treated a man's education as a subject of particular
L L4 [ 1 .
biographical interest per se. 2 By contrast the Roman 1s more concerned

with public life: the assumption of the toga virilis marks his entry,

20

though it may be anticipated by the delivery of a laudatio funebris;

prima stipendia initiate him into military life (though Plutarch does

~ - 2
note wpltaL otrpatetaL for Greeks as well as Romans); 1 and the steps

up the cursus honorum are naturally indispensible.

If these details tend to follow a chronological progression others
do not. Financial circumstances of upbringing are considered significant,
and together with inherited substance; the fortune (olUola) of Aristides
provokes Plutarch to a scholarly discussion comparable in scale and

method with Suetonius (i,1—9).22

The father's death is important:
Suetonius usually, and Plutarch occasionally, will specify the subject's
age at this moment.23 Marriage is a topic which frequently goes outside
the chronological context: the occasion of a first marriage may lead on
to discussion of the marriage, divorce, and later wives.24 Amicitia 1is
a fundamental facet of Roman life: Suetonius uses the same language to
describe the acquisition of powerful friends by poets and future emperors
alike. Similarly Plutarch gives details of wbkﬂa.zs

Over the heart of the Life analysis may temporarily skip (for it
is here that the difference between the two authors is radical). Of the

death of a famous man there is often a story to be told, a fact reflected

under the early empire in the fashion for Exitus Illustrium Virorum.

Where there is a story, Suetonius, as Plutarch, tells it, along with

dreams and portents, sometimes in rubric form, sometimes so disposed as
[ L4 [ [ 27 [ L3 28

to heighten tension in the narrative;  with last sayings;  and where

there is doubt with scholarly recording of variant versions.
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After the story, Suetonius will detail place and date of death,
length of 1ife and length of reign, in a little obituary summary often
introduced with the word 'obiit' or 'periit'. This information may be
given in the course of the narrative: so Vespasian 'inter manus
sublevantium extinctus est viiii Kal. Iul., annum agens aetatis etc.' (24),
Where personal details are interposed after the death narrative, the
obituary notice is delayed until the end of the Life.30 Plutarch is no
different: anédave/éteredtnoe vel.sim. introduces details of place, date,
age, length of rule or tenure of office. Commonly this forms an
independent item, but it may be intertwined with the narrative, as for
Pompey who évenoptépnoe Tatg mAnyots, £EAxovta eV €vdg Séovta BeBLwHRS
n,. .30 -

Facts of funera132 and disposal of the remains33 follow dryly.

More interesting is the concern with public reactions of grief or joy,u
which for an emperor may be many and varied.34 Corresponding to this
theme in poets' Lives is the later reputation of their writings.35 Public
reactions may be formally expressed in posthumous honours, from public
funeral to deification.36 Plutarch will also occasionally mention the

dedication of statues and epigrams; Suetonius does not do so in the

Caesars, presumably because of the embarras de richesses, but he does in

literary lives.37 ‘

The family and descendants are another recurrent point of interest.
Sometimes a man's family shares his fate.38 Sometimes the descendants
succeed to power: Vespasian's ambitions for his family are used to round
off the life as in several cases in P1utarch.39' But generally Plutarch
is more liberal with information on descendants than Suetonius whose

subjects' families are either too well known (the Caesars) or else

» * » . ‘.0
unimportant or non-existent (most of the literary figures). On the
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other hand, Plutarch is very neglectful of a central feature of Roman
death, the will: Suetonius gives details for figures both literary
and public.41

Two further topics are used for rounding off a Life. Plutarch
is‘fond of the revenge motif, the fate of the subject's killers or
betrayers.42 The motif normally implies disapproval of those upon whom
such divine vengeance falls, and Suetonius has hardly opportunity to
employ it.43 The other topic is the historical epilogue: as at the end

of the Life of Domitian Suetonius glances forward to the Trajanic age,

so Plutarch occasionally sketches future developments.44

So far there is little to cause difficulty. The essential data
of birth and death which Suetonius docume?5§ for a Caesar are traditional
enough. There is nothing to suggest that as far as topics are concerned he
looks at details more relevant for a poet than an emperor. If there is
a contrast with Plutarch, it is that he is closer to the facts of Roman
life. But on the other hand, there is little that is specifically
imperial about these topics. The Panegyrist was expected to praise an
emperor for the nobility of his ancestry;45 in some sense high birth
was regarded as a qualification for imperial dignity, and after Commodus .
'nobilissimus Caesar' became a normal mode of alddress.[‘6 But there is

no sign that Suetonius regarded nobilitas as an important asset, except

insofar as it was regarded as glorious for any Roman.47 Galba makes no
better a ruler for being 'haud dubie nobilissimus' (2), and the Flavian
house for ;11 its obscurity did credit to the state (Vesp.l,1l 'rei p.
nequaquam paenitenda'). Similarly he documents the stages of public
career as they should be documented for any Roman; all that is
distinguishably imperial is that the Caesars enter on courses of action

(civil wars) or are carried on by the luck of birth or the freaks of
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chance such as eventually to bring them to supreme power.

b) Appearance and character.

An epitaph may, apart from giving the essential 'biographical'
data, remark on the beauty, sweetness of disposition (or whatever) of
the dead man.48 For the biographer, some sort of discussion of personal
details is almost indispensible. By their nature these details lend
themselves to static description: even if the stamp of a man's character
may be left to 'emerge' from the record of his actions, much on his
appearance and manner cannot. Suetonius devotes an analytic section to
the personal details of almost every one of his Caesars; and he does so
in precisely the same fashion as he does for the Life of a poet, notably
for Virgil and Horace. Plutarch too gives regular attention to these
details; Leo was well aware of this, but emphasised the difference of
his style, which avoids the dry analytical factuality of Suetonius, and
the formal difference of positioning, at the beginning instead of the

end of a Life.49 Whatever the explanation of these differences, the

similarities are close enough to illuminate the actual choice of topics
in Suetonius, and show how far the questions he asked were controlled
by biographical tradition and how far they are specifically suited for
the-life of a Roman Emperor.

"It is usual, I know not why, when a character is given, to begin
with a description of the person.'so Whether or not they knew the
explanation that eluded Mrs Piozzi, Suetonius and Plutarch both normally
foliowed this practice. Both may open the description of physical
appearance in dry, factual style, 'forma fuit éximia', "ueYEDEL WEV
fivees' 'Ry 6¢ 10 uev eldos...', though Plutarch likes if possible to

51

interweave this item into what precedes it. What Plutarch says by
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way of descriptibn is usually brief, and where possible related to the
personality of the subject: from it he moves directly on to consideration
of f90¢, personality in general. In Suetonius the emphasis is inverted:
the physical description is highly detailed, in the techmical style of

an elxoviopdc whether used by a physiognomist or in an advertisement for
a missing slave.52 Frequently there are included details of physical

blemishes (vitia corporalia)53 and relative health and illness (valetudo).54

But his observations on traits of character are rare in occurrence and
limited in scope. The idiosyncratic Claudius forms an exception; at some
length we learn of his bloodthirst (34), timidity (35-37), irritability
(38,1-2), stupidity (38,3) and absentmindedness (39 uetewpta and

aBAe¢la). Isolated details are given of the wit of Vespasian (22-23),

the conflicting self-confidence and fearfulness of Caligula (51), and the
desire for popularity of Nero (53-55). Part of the reason for this
scarciﬁy in the Caesars is that virtues and vices are more often discussed

as aspects of the reign. But the Lives of grammarians and poets are

little more forthcoming about character, and it is surely right to see a
fundamental difference of purpose between the authors. Plutarch the
moralist is primarily interested in character; Suetonius treats 'character'
as at best one aspect of a man, and it seems fair to suggest that this
reflects in part a contrast between Greek and Roman notions of
55 compnnl
'personality’'. (Note the poverty of Latin words to describe character [
to the richness of Greek, that leads Suetonius on two occasions to use
. . 56

Greek words in his text.)

Biographical tradition, one may conclude, demanded discussion of
appearance and character; but in emphasis Plutarch and Suetonius each

went his own way. There is little sign that Suetonius' emphasis was

much affected by the fact that his subjects were emperors: the Lives of
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Virgil or Horace are hardly to be distinguished from that of Augustus

in this respect. Observations in both literary and imperial Lives on

vitia corporalia, for instance, reflect the interests (and previous

publications) of the philologist,57 though at the same time this may
well be a specially 'Roman' interest.58 Physical appearance, indeed,
was not negligible as an aspect of the imperial image:59 statues and
coinage made the faces of the Caesars familiar throughout the Roman
world. Further, the panegyrist might be expected to compliment a ruler
on his manly form.60 The beauty of Titus gains him credit (3,1 cf.

Aug.79,1); perhaps more significant he had the necessary auctoritas
61

which deserted Claudius when in motion (3,1,cf. C1.30). But in
general it would be hard to show that the question that lies behind
these physical descriptions was 'Did he have the right physique for an

emperor?' and not simply 'What was he like?'2

c) Life~-style (6laita).

In Idyll 24, Theocritus adapts the story of the infant Heracles

and the snakes as told by Pindar to what ought to be recognised as
'biographical’ form.63 So much might be hinted at by the precise
indications of age in the opening words (‘HpaxAéa Seudunvov édvra); it
is certainly apparent in the material which Theocritus appends to the
Pindaric story (103ff.). The section on the education of the young
Herécles has already been mentioned (above); this is followed (135ff.)
by a description of his regimen: his sleeping (135-6), eating (137-9)
and dress (140). At this point our text breaks off, and a papyrus
fragment reveals that the poem continued for thirty lines but gives away

nothing of their content.64

It should be a fair guess that details of daily regimen formed a
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normal component of Greek biography from an early stage.65 Certainly
6taLta is a regular element in Plutarch's personal descriptions:66 the
important elements being sexual affairs67 eating and drinking68 and
clothing.69 These and sleeping habits made up éloita as a Greek
understood it: a Socrates could show his self-control in these areas.
The same topics are standard in Suetonian biography (whether of a Caesar

or of Vergil or Horace): sexual affairs,71 cibus,72 vinum,73 somnus

and vestitus (in the last case with the precision to be expected of the

L4 7 v L4 .
author of de genere vestium). > But there are further topics which are

not so readily paralleled in Plutarch at least in the lives of Greeks:

habitatio (not only where the subject lived, but the scale of luxury of

his houses),76 lautitiae (the luxurious trappings of a household,

furniture, objets d'art, and slaves),77 habits of gambling,78 and

convivia (scale and fashion of entertainment).79 These were aspects

of private life into which the censor traditionally enquired.80 They
are to be met in some of Plutarch's Roman lives, notably that of the
elder Cato.81 Best of all they are paralleled in the most interesting
and Roman of Nepos' Lives, that of Atticus. Nepos applies to his
subject precisely the standards Suetonius applies to emperors: his
housing was respectable, but he wasted no money on improvement (13,142);
his familia of slaves was not chosen for physical attraction and was
kept up economically (3-4); his furnishings achieved elegance without
luxury (5); his entertainments observed social rank, were limited in
cost, and decent in the forms of amusement put én (13,6-14,2); and
finally he shunned luxurious gardens and country villas (14,2—3).82
This is enough to confirm that life-style was a traditional concern of

biography, but that it is a Roman way of life that bibgraphefs of Romans

are enabled to depict. It is also worth noting that on a couple of
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occasions Suetonius gives a brief sketch of daily routine (ordo vitae).83

This too can be paralleled in Plutarch; but that the description of
daily routine had become a fashionable Roman topic, is exemplified in
Pliny's correspondence.84 That a Roman would not consider these matters

too trivial for the life of an emperor will be argued below (ch.IX,4).

d) Family.

In the Life of Augustus Suetonius describes in detail in the personal

section Augustus' relations with his family (61-5), friends (66) and

dependants (67). In most other lives similar details belong to the

chapters on public life; yet the sequence of family (from senior to junior
members) friends and dependants is the same.85 Sporadic mentions of
relationships with family and friends in. Plutarch are enough to suggest
that family was another traditional component of personal description.

But the stamp of the Suetonian chapters is evidently Roman, reflecting

the structure of the Roman household. The closest parallel in Plutarch

is the discussion of the elder Cato as head of his household (xx-xxi).
Here Cato is shown in turn as the good husband (xx,1-2), the good father
(xx,2-8) and as the master of slaves (xxi, but Plutarch has some
reservations, cf. v). Suetonius' standards are clearly traditional Roman
ones. He shows Augustus taking personal care of the education of his
daughters (64,3) as Cato does of his son (xx,4). Cato regards laying
violent hand on wife or child as sacrilege; Suetonius recounts with
predictable disapproval the violent treatment of their families by
Tiberius, Gaius and Nero.87 Severity of discipline was proper in handling
the servile household, even if Cato went too far (xxi,3); the failure of
Claudius in this respect (29) contrasts with the firmness of Augustus

who forgiQes faults against himself, but is inexorable where faults
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against society ére involved (67). The dedicated fides of Julius to

his clientes is in accord with the oldest Roman standards (71), though
for an emperor clients lose their significance.88 Amicitia was equally

an institution to which standards of conduct attached: the facilitas

of Julius (72-73) and the constantia of Augustus (66) were sadly missing
89

in some of their descendants.
In family and friends, then, we again have a topic which might

suit any biography and which perhaps was usual in ancient biography.

vﬁut the complexion of Suetonius' handling of the topic derives from

Roman life. In contrast to some of the other topics of the personal

section (e.g. personal appearance) it was a topic which had a marked

overlap with public 'history': imperial parricide, incest, palace politics

and interference of the household in public life were the stuff of

Annals, and Suetonius reflects this by promoting the topic to the 'public'

section in several lives (above ch.I). But even there his presentation

follows the arrangement normal in the private section, a hierarchic

grading according to degrees of intimacy of relationship, and not the

historian's chronological narration. Suetonius' approach was not an

inept one for the life of an emperor: Pliny's Panegyric draws on the

same categories of Roman life in order to congratulate Trajan on his
domestic life, wife (83,4~8), sister (84), amici (85-87) and liberti

(88,1-3) . 2°

e) Exercise and studies.

\

Suetonius treats the martial and the literary activities of Julius

("quae ad civilia et bellica eius studia pertineant', 44,4) as a natural

pair. (55-70). 1In other Lives military affairs take their proper place

under 'public' affairs: nevertheless there still remains in a couple of
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[ [ 9
cases a chapter on physical tolerance and exercise, 1 and sport for
. [ [ 92 . . . [
relaxation (even if only ball-games and fishing) in association with
the chapters on studia. To literary interests Suetonius devotes enormous
(one might feel disproportionate) attention, and it is notable how close
in approach the chapters on Augustus' studia are to those on a poet like
[l [ 93 . . 94 . 95
Virgil. The recurrent topics are oratory, with style” and delivery,
L4 - L4 96 L 97 L [
writings in prose and poetry, authentic or not,” with details or
. . 98 99 . P |
recitations and success, knowledge of Greek, traits of handwriting
and conversational style (sermo);101 finally other non-literary arts
(e.g. singing and dancing).lo2
Again comparison with Plutarch suggests we are on old biographical
territory. In several cases he takes physical exercise and literary
studies in conjunction;lo3 and because he gives his 'personal' details
early in the Life (not as Suetonius towards the end) the rationale of
the conjunction is much more apparent: training of body and mind are the
two main components of education. Physical training is a side which
Romans took seriously, to the detriment, Plutarch sometimes felt, of

their intellectual training.lo4 The elements of naibeia he noticeslq5

are public speaking (A6yos) with details of style and delivery,106 the

reading and writing of poetry, philosophy and history;lo7 the knowledge

of Greek by Romans;108 and particulars of surviving writings.lo9 It

may be noted that the place of singing and dancing in the Greek educational

curriculum helps to explain why Suetonius treats the 'aliae artes' of

Caligula in this context.llo
Here again Suetonius writes as a biographer; but the topics are not

necessarily designed for the life of a poet but flow from the Greco—-Roman

education that an emperor too underwent. Indeed the preoccupations of

the trained philologist are apparent; but this is not to say that they
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are out of tune ﬁith the way the rest of the Roman world saw the
emperor. Alf81di drew attention to the emphasis which ch century
sources lay on the need for education in an emperor;111 Millar has
made it clear that the expectation that the emperor should share the
literary interests and accomplishments of educated Greco-Roman society
goes back to the very beginning.112 In a later chapter I shall suggest
that the chapters on imperial studia may reflect on the official role

of the emperor's a studiis (ch.IV). 1In the context of such a society
113

it took education as well as good character to make a good ruler.
Of physical exercise there is less to be said: endurance of labour was

a traditional quality in a Roman general, yet it was less urgent in a
Roman emperor.114 Even so, hunting, the traditional and energetic sport
of kings, enjoyed a revival under Trajan and Hadrian; and Pliny could

take the opportunity to flatter Trajan by comparison with his predecessors

and assert that an emperor is betrayed by his amusements (Pan.81—82).115

f) Religion.

In a few lives, most notably that of Augustus, Suetonius says

something of attitude to religio, observance of omens and cult practice.116

There is only the slightest hint in Plutarch that beliefs and superstitions

117 It is perhaps the lack of importance

were a normal biographical topic.
of this topic that is most surprising: a modern biography might well
devote a large chapter .to beliefs. But in that religion consisted in no
more than the observance of traditional practices without a personal
commitment of 'faith' there was simply less to be said: Augustus observed

what was traditional, shunned new superstition, Tiberius was carried away

by astrology, Nero by frivolity. Cotta the Pontifex would surely have

approved of Suetonius' presentation.118
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Conclusions

Comparison with Plutarch suggests that the Caesars follows a
more or less traditional run of biographical topics covering life,
death and personal description. Where Suetonius parts from Plutarch
in choice of topics (rather than in style or format) there is no sign
that he does so because following a specialised type of biography
designed for literary personalities; on the contrary his tendency is
to stress the traditional elements of Roman society. Certainly none
of these topics have any exclusive relevance to the life of a Roman
emperor; but in that an emperor was a specimen of humanity, and more
particularly avRoman, the topics suit his life well enough.

But what has been left untouched is the core of an imperial life,
the analysis of the man's activities as emperor. Only here does it
really matter that the topics should be specifically adapted to wﬁat
is characteristic of the activity of an emperor (as against other men).
There is no sign that Suetonius was affected here by 'biographical'
tradition, let alone that of literary figures. The next two sections
will examine the types of topics he does employ, and their possible

sources.

2. Virtues and Vices.

Regular topics and static elements there may be in all biographies;
but with most men of action there is a story to tell, and most biographers
are happy to tell the story. There can be no doubt that Suetonius'
failure to tell the story is on the face of it surprising; that the

ordinary biographer would have told it is confirmed by Plutarch's handling
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of the lives of Galba and Otho, the remnants of a series running

from Augustus to Vitellius, which clearly indicate that_Plutarch
approached the successive reigns as historical narrative.1 Suetonius'
analytic treatment of the reigns of his Caesars is idiosyncratic, and
needs explaining. The explanation may be attempted both in terms of
literary tradition and of the author's conscious purpose. Leo attemptéd
to explain by literary tradition alone: but though both methods and
topics of 'Alexandrian' scholarly biography may indeed be detected in
the Caesars, it 1s not in the central core of analysis of the reign that
they are found (how could it be?) and it is this core that requires the
explanation. In the first chapter I suggested that the author had a
perfectly acceptable purpose: not to reduplicate historical narrative
but to examine what kind of rulers his Caesars made. Even so, to fulfil
this purpose he might draw on literary traditions; and parallels may

at least illuminate his purpose.

A large part of the analysis of each reign is conducted in terms
of virtues and vices. These are strictly limited in scope, and each
virtue is correlated with an opposing vice. Because the same kind of
items are adduced again and again, it is apparent that irrespective

of variations in vocabulary (e.g. cupiditas, rapacitas or avaritia) and

of whether the behaviour is good or bad (e.g. saevitia or clementia),

Suetonius is concerned with four main areas of behaviour: punishment

(clemency v. cruelty), finances (liberality and abstinence v. rapacity),
conduct . .

socia%((civ111ty v. arrogance) and private indulgence (luxury and lust

v. restraint). Augustus is liberal (41), clement and civil (51-56).

Tiberius started civil (26-32) but eventually proved indulgent (42-45),

mean. (46-49) and cruel (50-62). Caligula's faults were arrogance and

cruelty (22-35), shameless indulgence (36-37) and rapacity (38-42).
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Nero started with a show of liberality, clemency and geniality (10),
soon manifested the vices of indulgence (26-31: petulanqe, lust and
luxury), avarice (32) and cruelty (33-37). Galba was hated for cruelty
and avarice (12; 14,2-15), Vitellius for luxury, cruelty and insolence
(10-11), but especially the first two (13-14). Vespasian was always
civil and clement (12-15), but his handling of money was debatable
(16-19). Titus was suspected before accession of incivility, cruelty,
indulgence and rapacity (6-7,1) but rebutted these charges in turn by
private restraint (7,2), abstinence and generosity (7,3-8,1), geniality
(8,2) and clemency (8,3—9).2 Domitian manifested clemency and liberality
(9) until these were transformed (cf. 3,2) to cruelty (10-11) and
rapacity (12,1-2). Civility he lacked from the start (12,3-13).

In all these cases Suetonius treats these vices and virtues as
defects or strengths of the emperor in his public role. Actions are
cited in evidence to estimate the performance of each emperor in the
various areas; the actions are usually 'public' ones, but sometimes
'private' (e.g. involving the family). There is almost no variatioh
in the selection of areas considered: some emperors have idiosyncratic

' weaknesses or strengths (Caligula dévatpedia, 29; livor and malignitas,

34-35; Nero petulantia 26; Vitellius vanitas and insolentia, 10,3;

Titus benivolentia, 8,1); still, they are all sub-species or variants

of the four main areas. Nor, if we turn to the chapters on 'private’

life does a new set of qualities and defects emerge. Julius' traits

are typically imperial: indulgence (49-53), rapacity (54); mercy and
moderation (73-75) and arrogance (76-79) . The debate on Augustus'
indulgences is found in the private section (68-78). But cases where
traits mark out the individual only underline the rarity of the phenomenon:

the earthy humour of Vespasian (22-23), perhaps the enthusiasm of Caligula
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(55) and the desire for popularity of Nero (53-55), and above all
the traits of the queer Claudius, not only bloodthirst (34) and
timidity (35—37)_, but irritability (38,1-2), stupidity (38,3) and
absentmindedness (39).

Biography, as has been seen, is concerned with moral qualities.
But Plutarchian #9%o0g differs from these virtue/vice categories in
more than manner of presentation. It is not merely that Plutarch lets
characteristics 'emerge' from his presentation;3 in fact he may on
occasion gather together anecdotes which demonstrate a characteristic,
as he does for the éniveluecva of Pyrrhus (viii,4-5) or the inaccessibility
of Demetrius (x1ii). Equally important is the difference in kind between
the qualities the two authors look for. Plutarch is attempting to
identify the distinctive features of a personality; bften indeed to
identify a personality as being of one particular type (e.g. 'the
ambitious man'). Suetonius weighs the relative success or failure of
each emperor within defined areas of behaviour in which any emperor must
move.4 There is an essential difference in kind even betﬁeen the
d6tatpe¢la of which he says Caligula was proud (29,1) and the saevitia
of which this &6uatpe¢lo forms part of the evidence: the first is a
characteristic, the second constitutes a judgement on performance in a
previously defined area. The difference in kind lies behind the
difference in presentation. According to peripatetic theory, to show
a man to belong to a certain type (e.g. the guldtLuog) one would have
to narrate his every action; but to estimate a man's performance in three
or four separate areas, it may well be most convenient to take each area
separately.

Steidle rightly saw that in this respect the closest analogy to

Suetonius is in encomium.’ Xenophon's Agesilaus offers the most
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illuminating paréllel. Xenophon wishes to show that Agesilaus was an
exemplary king: he therefore examines his record in various areas,
beginning with the standard virtues of eVoEBELA (iii), Suravoolvn (iv)
owppoovvn (v) dvépela (vi,1-3) and cogpia (vi,4-8), then going on to
less familiar qualities. The method is precisely the same: a quality
is named, then documented: 'clementiae civilitatisque eius multa et
magna documenta sunt...' (égg.Sl), "rept YE unV TS €Lg XPNHOTO
Suratoouvng mota &v Tus welfw Tenpdpia €xou THVSe...' (Ages.iv,l).
Sometimes evidence is so abundant that the citation of examples is
enough: 'singillatim crudeliter facta eius exequi longum est; genera
velut exemplaria saevitiae enumerare sat erit' (Tib.61,2); '¥c yeE WAV
pLAOTOALS Aiv xa8’ €v pev €xaotov pakpdv dv eln ypageLv...0s &' év Bpaxel
elnetv...’ (Ages.vii,l).

Recent scholarship has tended to play down the distinction between
the 'genres' of biography and encomium, so sharply differentiated by
Leo.6 Steidle argued that the techniques of encomium had been absorbed
into political biography long before Suetonius; Nepos abandons historical

narrative for documentation of virtues in his Life of Epaminondas; and

it is possible (though to me implausible) that the lost half of Nicolaus'

Life of Augustus expounded his virtues.7 It is even uncertain how far

biography and encomium were ever sharply differentiated. Isocrates'

Evagoras and Xenophon's Agesilaus are vital for the early history of
both.genres.8 But the question here is not of 'Formgeschichte'. Whether
or npt Suetonius had predecessors, using similar techniques, perhaps on

" Hellenistic kings, perhaps on Roman public figures,he adopted his method
deliberately and consciously. The question remains, for what purpose

he used this approach. Does the parallel with encomium help to illuminatg

what Suetonius is doing? Did he adopt the method as no more than a
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convenient method of sorting out information or was this in fact a
useful way of treating the life of an emperor?

One may start by looking at the purpose of encomium in concen-
trating on virtues. The primary aim of encomium is to praise (just as

that of its opposite ¢b6yos or vituperatio is to blame). It is a branch

of rhetoric, the art of persuasion.9 Biography may, but does not
necessarily, have a similar purpose; where it does (as in Tacitus'
Agricola) it becomes hardest to draw a sensible distinction between it
and encomium. From the first, prose encomia employed certain topics
that were to become normal in any type of biography, since a convenient
way to praise a man was to go through his whole life step by step; but
it is not the choice of these topics so much as tﬁe use to which they
are put, that can be spoken of as distinctively encomiastic. On a
formal level, then, the biographer can only be said to borrow from
encomium when he adopts techniques specifically designed to facilitate
praise. Ancient theory on how praise is best achieved 1is propounded

in a whole series of rhetorical handbooks, stretching from Anaximenes
and Aristotle, through Cicero and Quintilian, to the Greek rhetoricians

of the imperial period collected in Spengel's Rhetores‘Graeci.10 They

base their prescriptions on a distinction drawn between the topics worthy
of praise in a man's life: on the one hand virtues, dpetai, on the other
hand what is not virtue, ta €fw TAs dpetiis, divided after Anaximenes

into two classes, the things of the body (corporis commoda) and things

external (res externae).11 This distinction is, of course, taken from

moral philosophy.12 But as it happens, 'things of the body' and 'things
external', as listed in rhetorician after rhetorician, show a high degree
of coincidence with the topics shown above to be typical of ancient

biography: external are ancestry (yévos, genus), birth (yéveois),
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upbringing (Tpo¢ﬁ), education (maibela, educatio), family, friends,
possessions, fortune; physical are strength (paun, vires), looks

(xaAAoC, dignitas) and health (Oyleva, valetudo). However, it is felt

by the rhetoricians that appropriate though these 'biographical' topics
are, they are not the proper material for praise: as Anaximenes (35,

3-4) frankly puts it, apart from virtues, the rest is cheating (ta &' é&Ew
uAérTeToL), material for congratulations not praise (oUx émalvetv dAa
HaxaplLzeLy) .

According to theory, therefore, the true core of an encomium
should be praise of virtues. Consequently the disposition normally
recommended is to arrange the subjects achievements (%péEeis, res
gestae) under the various virtues they document and not chronologically,
though indeed some authors acknowledge chronological narrative as an
alternative method.13 The rationale of preferring disposition wota

uépog to the chronological (épeific) is set out by Aristotle (Rhet.iii,

16,1416B16ff.): insofar as argument is concerned not merely to report
an action but to demonstrate something about it, its truth, quality or
quantity, narrative égeffis is inappropriate, because hard to follow; it
is simpler and more compreheneible to state which actions demonstrate
which qualities.14

If encomium, then adopts a xata uépos disposition, it is because
it regards the virtues manifested in an action as more praiseworthy than
the action per se. It would indeed be surprising if biographers of public
figures whose purpose was laudatory did not use this encomiastic technique:

Nepos' Epaminondas is an example of what was doubtless a common enough

pattern, adopted in this case because Epaminondas was regarded as a

paragon of moral virtue.15 But what differentiates the Caesafs from

a work like the Epaminondas or Xenophon's Agesilaus is that Suetonius'’
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purpose is not to praise, or even to blame, at all costs: he is
critical, apportioning praise and blame as the evidence suggests.

Suetonius' per species arrangement reflects an analytical purpose

('quo distinctius demonstrari cognoscique possint', sc. partes vitae)
which is shared by Aristotle's encomiast; but he differs from the
encomiast in remaining impartial.16 Perhaps Suetonius was the first
to see how the method could be so employed; but the nature of the
evidence allows no final answer.

Rhetorical theory may help to illuminate the purpose behind
Suetonius' method; but the question remains of whether the method was
an appropriate one for the life of an emperor. The rhetorician takes it

for granted from the philosopher that animi virtutes were the most

important point about a man; he takes over also the philosopher's

definition of which virtues matter most, courage, temperance, justice
and wisdom.17 Addressing an audience imbued with moral philosophy, he
might be expected to carry conviction. But could similar assumptions
be made in dealing with an emperor? Did the Romans; or those who read

Suetonius, really believe that animi virtutes were crucial in an emperor?

Was not the Roman more concerned with res gestae, whether a public

figure did glorious things than whether he was a 'good' man?

In answering these questions it is important to consider the actual
practice of imperial panegyric. Though only a few specimens survive,
speeches in praise of the reigning emperor must have been a regular

feature of public life even in Suetonius' day: the gratiarum actio in the

senate by a consul at least once a year; in the court speeches by
ambassadors (often chosen for their rhetorical skill); speeches of welcome

in the provinces; and in general speeches punctuated every occasion,

* L4 L .4 ® . 1
birthdays, dies imperii, adventus, profectiones and countless others.

i
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There were also the eulogies pronounced over dead emperors by their

successors, as the laudatio funebris given by Tiberius on Augustus,

by Nero on Claudius.19 If the speakers normally observed the rules of

the rhetoricians, a courtier like Suetonius must have been thoroughly

familiar with the sound of an emperor being praised for his animi

virtutes, and nothing can have seemed more natural than to adopt the
disposition for use in biography.

Yet surviving specimens give little comfort to the idea that the
handbooks were obeyed. ' Much ingenuity has been expended in tracing the
rules of Menander, easily the most explicit and interesting of the
rhetoricians, behind the panegyrists.zo But even if there are traces,
the basic fact remains that none of the surviving Panegyrici Latini,
from Pliny to Ausonius, explicitly dispose their material according to

the virtues of Menander's rules. The organisation of Pliny's gratiarum

actio is much too subtle to be subsumed under any rhetorical schema.
Certainly Trajan is praised ceaselessly for his virtutes, and certainly
there are some stretches in which evidence is piled up to illustrate

specific virtues (especially 25-43 for numerous proofs of liberalitas,

52-55 for moderatio). But the speech as a whole cannot be analysed in

terms of disposition by virtues, let alone the dpetal of Menander.21
Similarly the later panegyrists are anxious to show their emperors in
possession of all virtues, even the philosophically approved ones (e.g.

Pan.viii(vi) 4-5 on the continentia, fortitudo, iustitia and prudentia

of Constantine), yet they never dispose the main body of the speech
according to these. Indeed, Mamertinus is prepared to assert that these
virtues are of little importance in an emperor in comparison with the

pietas and felicitas of his Maximian (xi,(iii),19,2).22 It is true that

when Ammianus borrows the technique of encomium to sing the praise of
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Julian he documents the four 'canonical' virtues, in addition to
others borrowed from Cicero's panegyric of Pompey; but this is in an

epilogue after historical narrative of the res gestae.23 Only one

surviving imperial encomium, in fact, does religiously follow the school
rules, that attributed to Aristides: after long and fruitless debate over
the identity of the emperor involved, it can surely at last be accepted
that this itself is no more than a school exercise, even possibly designed
to serve as a model in the same way as Menander's hints on the BacuAuxdg
Aéyos.24
In fact, one should be extremely wary of supposing much correlation
between the theory of the Rhetores Graeci and the normal practice
(particularly by Latin speakers) of the imperial period. Even Cicero
parts from his own prescriptions in praise of Pompey. The traditional
virtues are replaced by four points requisite in a good general: 'scientiam
rei militaris, virtutem, auctoritatem, felicitatem' (Imp.Pomp.28).
Virtues proper only form part of his argument (29-42), and even here
the largest part is taken up by a list of Pompey's campaigns (30-35).25

Nor is there reason to suppose that the native Roman brand of

encomium, laudatio funebris, important though it doubtless was for Roman

'biographical spirit' was any more persistent than panegyric in sticking
to a disposition by virtues.26 Nero praised the dead Claudius

(ludicrously) for his sapientia and providentia (T. Ann.13,3), but this

need not argue a Menandrian disposition, so much as a series of exclama-

: . . Y |
tions after the fashion of Velleius' panegyric of Tiberius. What struck
" - L P ®+ e 28
Cicero about traditional laudatio was its formlessness. It was doubtless
traditional to praise virtues: the anonymous lady celebrated in our only
well-preserved laudatio is praised for many, including the domestic

qualities of 'pudicitiae, opsequi, comitatis, facilitatis, lanificiis
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tuis [adsiduitatis]' etc. (Laud.Tur.i,30). But narration of her good
turns to her husband bulks much larger, and there is nothing here of
'rubric’' style.

It would be rash, on this showing, to suggest that the clear
disposition met in Suetonius derives from contemporary laudatory practice.
But what can be affirmed is that virtues and vices were the common
currency of imperial panegyric, as of all sorts of celebration and
criticism of the emperor. Behind the model encomium of the rhetorician
lies the Socratic assumption that the only truly laudable aspects of a
man are his apetal; it is significant that Xenophon, the earliest encomiast
known to base his disposition on virtues, was himself a Socratic.29
Behind Suetonius' disposition lies a similar assumption, that the praise-
worthy emperor is marked by certain virtues, his opposite by corresponding
vices. It makes little sense to attempt to explain this assumption in
terms of}any literary or rhetorical tradition; rather one must look at the
whole pattern of Roman thought that attached importance to virtues and
vices in the emperor. This is a matter for fuller discussion (below,

Part C). But granted this assumption, and granted a habit of mind inclined
to neatly disposed analysis, it may well be that Suetonius turned to
encomium for a model of how to deal with the virtues of a ruler.

If so, it is perhaps even worth considering the possibility that he
was influenced not so much by contemporary practice, or even by rhetorical
theory, (though doubtless he was well acquainted with both) but more

specifically by Xenophon's Agesilaus. In their simple, direct, unpreten-

tious approach the authors have something in common. Moreover the idealised
Agesilaus shows many points of contact with Augustus, as lovingly portrayed
by Suetonius: his restraint in food and drink, sleep and sex (Ages.v,1-7;

cf. Aug.76-78, but 71,1 for sexual weakness); his genial approachability
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(Ages.viii,1-2; ix,1-2; cf. Aug.53,2); and perhaps most strikingly, in
his domestic life, his simple house (Xenophon draws attention to the
doors, viii,7, Suetonius to the porticos, 72,1), the furniture (Ages.viii,
7; cf. Aug.73), his behaviour at festivals (Ages.viii,7; cf. Aug.75), and
even in the restraint of female dependants (viii,7; cf. ég&.72,3).30

But there is no telling how far such links are due to direct influence,

how far to common ideals.

Conclusions

In his subordination of 'actions' to virtues and vices Suetonius
shows similarities of approach to the encomiastic tradition. Questions
of Formgeschichte apart, the similarities cast light on Suetonius'
purpose: the approach is one suitable for weighing a man against a giveﬁ
set of standards and depends on the assumption that virtues and vices

matter. This is not to say: (i) that the whole per species method derives

from encomium, which can offer no parallel to the important non-moral
categories to be considered below; (ii) that the idea that virtues and
vices matter in an emperor derives from encomium, rather than from much
more widespread views of the emperor; (iii) that the actual qualities
Suetonius looks for are those of rhetorical theory. For these, it is
argued below (Chapter VIII) we must turn to the historiographical

tradition.

Analysis of the reign.
Even if Menander Rhetor believed that an emperor's activities could

be wholly subsumed under his 'virtues', Suetonius had no such illusions.
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The main categories under which he examines the public activities of
his Caesars are not moral: they comprise the various aspects of public
life itself. Certainly these are treated as 'rubrics' (species) in
contrast to 'marrative' just as much as virtues and vices. But the
different kind of heading leads to a different kind of treatment. If
the rubric concerns a quality, every item adduced serves as evidence of
the possession or lack of that quality; but if it concerns an area of
activity (e.g. games-giving) the heading acts as no more than a definition
of an area of relevance. The items may not serve as evidence of any
generalisation at all (e.g. a factual list of games given), or they may
serve as evidence of a whole variety of separate questions (Was he
generous? Did he attend personally? Did he ensure public order during
performances? Did he respect the traditions of the occasion? etc.).
In their treatment of evidence the two types of rubric might be contrasted
as 'convergent' and 'divergent': in moral rubrics the evidence converges
to demonstrate the lack or possession of a virtue, in non-moral rubrics
it diverges to demonstrate a widening range of points.1

This contrast underlies the two standard but contradictory
complaints against the Caesars: that facts are gathered together mechani-
cally for no end (i.e. in 'divergent' rubrics), and that emperors are
judged by crude moral categories (i.e. according to virtues and vices).
Neither charge does the author justice: the Caesars are not judged in
moral terms alone, for the analysis of their administration forms a vital
part of the overall picture of the kind of rulers they made; the failure
- to attach explicit labels of praise or blame to the administrative actions
documented does not mean they are collected aimlessly, for the items
recorded might be measured by a set of standards of how a good emperor

would behave which Suetonius assumed in a Roman reader. Sometimes indeed



- 45 -

not even an implicit critical judgement is appropriate: many actions may
illuminate how a ruler exercised his power without being 'good' or 'bad'.
It is surely to the credit of Suetonius' method that it does not force
him into inappropriate black and white judgements.

This side of the Caesars, the examination of public activity area
by area, can in its nature owe nothing to encomium, theoretical or
practical, in which the aim to praise is paramount. It is necessary to
look at the headings themselves in order to understand what the author
is doing. The same headings recur from life to life, though never in
quite the same order or selection.

Analysis of the reign is built round three basic principles of
division, the geographical, the social, and the functional. The first
two represent hierarchies of status. The geographical spreads outwards
from Rome as it descends in status: Rome, Italy, provinces, 'client'
kings, foreign states.2 The social hierarchy also descends in status:

magistrates from high to low, senate, ordo equester, populus Romanus,

cives Romani, liberti, slaves.3 The social hierarchy is generally

accommodated within the geographical, since the ordines properly belonged
to Rome. Less easy to grasp, and much looser in structure is the
functional principle. The emperor had various functions, formal and
informal, in consequence of which he took responsibility for various

aspects of the state. As pontifex maximus he was responsible for

religious matters; as commander of the army (under whatever title) for
"military matters; above all, but most obscure, aé a magistrate or 'maius
aliquid et excelsius' (T. é23.3,53) he exercised care over civil affairs.
Corresponding to these three aspécts,4 three different sets of heading

° . ° . C . . 5 e o
recur: i) Religious affairs (res sacrae, caerimoniae etc.)” 1ii) Wars

. ' . . 9
external6 and internal,7 military expeditlons8 and peaceful peregrinations,
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’ . 0 . 10 . 0 0 . .
and responsibility for the forces or res militaris. ii1) Magistracies

represented the republican warrant for civil administration, and these are

duly listed, often introduced by the word consulatus.11 But it was clear

that the emperor's responsibilities did not derive from his honores, and
it is only exceptionally that his conduct in magisterial office is

. 12 . s e e e 2e 13 . . 14
discussed. As emperor he is involved in jurisdiction, legislation,
maintenance of public order,15 and censorial control,16 as well as being
responsible for every_thing within the geographical and social hierarchies
(above) . In addition to these three functions the emperor was possessed
of enormous wealth, and this he might be expected to lavish on buildings

(opera ,17 shows (spectacula),18 as well as donatives and distributions

of various sorts.19 Because of the importance of the expenditure
involved, these topics are sometimes subsumed under the moral category

of liberalitas; but normally a great deal more is involved than generosity

and the topics are treated 'divergently'.zo Two final headings which
might involve expenditure, but more importantly demanded powers of
organisation were the corn-supply,21 and the general protection of thé
city from fire, flood and riot.22
Though Suetonius' rubrics are lucid enough,23 the patterﬁ sketched
above is not wholly apparent to the casual reader, and particularly as
it has not been examined in detail before,24 it is worth illustrating how
it is adapted to the different requirements of individual Lives. In the
Julius he glides from a summary of the civil wars (34-36) to an analysis
of his period of domination ( =44,3). Triumphs (37) act as a transition
to rewards for veterans, donatives and other liberalities (38), then
shows (39). Now he turns to bringing the state to order (40,1): religious

matters first (the calendar reforms, 40), then senate (41,1-2), juries

(41,2), populus (41,3), citizens and grants of citizenship (42,1). Next
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regulations and 1egislation (42,2-3), jurisdiction and censorial
measures (43). Finally his uncompleted plans are summarised, involving
building, civil organisation (a legal Digest) and military effort,in
Rome (44,1-2), Italy, the provinces, and foreign nations (44,3).25 It
is remarkable how these brief chapters qontain in embryo all the main

headings used in later Lives, and this surely reflects the author's

(correct) belief that Julius was an emperor in embryo.

By far the fullest discussion is that of Augustus' reign (in turn
surely reflecting a belief that he among emperors performed his function
most fully).26 An account of civil wars (9-19) and external wars (20-23),
with some deference to the chronological sequence, is concluded by analysis
of his control of the armed forces (24-25). Magistracies are listed,
including the triumvirate (26-27) and a discussion of his conduct as
triumvir relieves the author of the necessity of mentioning this
embarrassing evidence in the subsequent discussion of the 'reign'; a
paragraph on his hesitations after Actium (28,1-2) introduces analysis

of the optimus status which he created (28,2-50). Overall shape is'given

by the geographical hierarchy, city (28,3-45), Italy (46), provinces (47)
~and client kingdoms (48), to which are added garrisoning and communications
in the empire (49-50). In the chapters on Rome there are multiple sub-
divisions: building and the protection of the city (28,3-30); religious

' honours for 27 . .
measures (31,1-4);Arepub11can heroes (31,5); the restoration of public
order (32,1), and the legal system (2-3), his jurisdiction (33) and
legislation (34); then the social hierarchy, senate (35-38,2), equites

(38,3-40,1), populus (40,2), civitas Romana (3-5). The heading of

‘liberality introduces donatives and the like (41) but it is emphasised

that he showed more qualities than simple generosity in dealings with the

‘annona and related questions (42). The long treatment of spectacula bears
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this out (43-45); Here then, though the discussion of administration
(even discounting bella etc.) is four times the length of the comparable
section for Julius, the choice of headings (but not their arrangement)
18 substantially the same.

For later emperors rarely more than a selection of these headings 1is
found. Claudius 13-25 is relatively full: internal troubles (13) are
split off from the one military expedition (17) by a long section on
magistracies (14-16), expanded by the inclusion of.jurisdiction and
censorial discipline over equites under this head. The geographical
hierarchy runs from urbs (18,1), through Italy (cf. 25,2) to provinces
(25,3-5) and foreign kings (25,5); overlapping with the social hierarchy,
magistrates (23,2), senate (24), equites (25,1), liberti (25,1-2),

peregrini (25,3); with a crosscurrent in the same chapters (22-25) of a

distinction of matters religious (esp. 22), civil (esp. 23) and military
(esp. 24,3-25,1). These chapters are preceded by the protection of the
city (18,1) and its corn-supply (18,2-19), building works (20), distri-
butions (21,1) and shows (21,1-6). With some ingenuity these chapters
on administration are made to precede the rubric on family and household
(26-29), so that the credit for sound administration is balanced by the
discovery that Claudius was not his own master (25,5). From the point
of view of organisation of material the most remarkable feature here is
the conflation of three principles of arrangement, geographical, social
and functional in the core of the passage. The author is evidently master
not slave of his schema.

For Vespasian a rather different arrangement is appropriate. He
dealt with first things first, bringing under control a turbulent army
(8,2-3), turbulent provinces and client kings (8,4). Then he could proceed

to the restoration of the city (8,5), to building (9,1), reformation of
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the social ordines (9,2), the courts (10) and to censorial control (1l).

Magistracies and triumphs form part of the evidence for his civilitas,

as in several other lives, and so are missing from this section (see
n.11).

The life of Tiberius is built round the theme of a gradual

revelation of cruel character,28 and the chapters on administration are
subordinated to the theme that (after a milder start) he showed himself
a conscientious ruler but a tough one. The rubrics are chosen to
illustrate the theme: judicial supervision (33), censorial control (34-35),
religious discipline (36), maintenance of public order (37,1-3), and
military policy (37,4). Discussion of his useless peregrinations (38-40)
acts as a transition to the retreat to Capri and final revelation of vice
(41££.). We miss here the usual social and geographical rubrics: even so
the section opens with the senate (33) and closes with the sequence Rome,
Italy, provinces, regna (37,1-4).

In the Lives of Caligula, Nero and Domitian this section forms
part of the evidence of good beginnings to subsequently deteriorating
reigns. Fér Caligula the sequence is brief: various measures judicial,
censorial and administrative (15,4-16,;); then magistrates, egﬁites,
populus, Italy, regna (16,2-3), closed by a lést instance of courting
popularity (16,4); magistracies (17,1), distributions (17,2), shows (18-
20), buildings (21).29 The last two rubrics are both arranged internally
to spread outwards from Rome through Italy to the provinces. Military
affairs are delayed to the build-up to his murder (43-48) . Nero 11ff.
starts emphatically with shows (11-13), moves through magistracies (14)
and jurisdiction (15,1) to the senate (15,2), city (16,1), and government
censorial, religious and civil (16,2-17). Military policy (18) and

peregrinations (19,1-2) provide a conclusion that leaves us at extreme
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geographical limits (the Caspian Gates). Domitian's good or variable
beginnings involve shows (4,1-4), distributions (4,4), building (5),
warfare external and internal (6), innovations in matters censorial,
administrative and military (7), jurisdiction and supervision of the
legal system (8,1-2); supervision,administrative and censorial, over
magistrates and equites (8,2-3); and over Vestal Virgins and other
religious matters (8,3-5).

Of the administration of the remaining four emperors there is little
to be said. Otho had no reign worth speaking of; that of Vitellius, such
as it was, was iﬁ the hands of actors, charioteers and a freedman (12).
Galba too was in the hands of his associates and decisions affecting
various ranks of men and aspeéts of government were made at their whim
(14,3-15). Not even Titus is found governing: a fact which perhaps adds
to the impression that this favourite of fortune and darling of the people
was not a flesh-and-blood emperor.v30

Despite, then, very substantial variations in the way they are put
together in each life, the headings under which Suetonius views a reign
are remarkably constant. Once they are laid out, it is immediately
apparent that there is no point in looking for literary forebears. 'Sie
entstammen also nicht der Literatur oder dem Zwang einer Gattung, sondern
dem Leben.' (Steidle 112f.). That is to say, Suetonius draws on the
traditional compartments of public life or the hierarchies and divisions
which governed the way Romans customarily perceived public life.

This reflection prompted Steidle (though he was discussing the

Caesars in general) to emphasise the links with Roman laudationes,

especially as preserved in elogia. From his valuable discussion it
emerges that such topics as honores, victories, buildings, benefactions,

games, laws passed, colonies founded must have been the traditional stuff
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of any laudation of a Roman aristocrat.?1 Yet though these confirm the
'Romanness' of Suetonius' approach, they do not touch on what is
specifically imperial. Indeed an emperor was a Roman aristocrat, but
he was also a great deal more, and Suetonius' analysis acknowledges the

fact. In this respect Augustus' Res Gestae might be expected to offer

a closer parallel, and it was long ago conjectured that Suetonius' method

* * [ L 2 . o .
drew its inspiration thence.3 But the Res Gestae is much too traditional

and 'republican' in its scope: honours, military res gestae and financial

benefactions (including, of course, donatives, congiaria, games and
building) are detailed fully enough and legislation is at least mentione’d.33
But the document no more gives a full account of the real social,
political and administrative achievements of the reign than it does of
the nature of Augustus' power.

The annalistic tradition, of course, dealt with emperors, and there
is little doubt that the vast majority of the items of information
Suetonius adduces, at least for the public life of the Caesars, were
drawn from the historians. But it was no business of the annalist to
split the functions and activities of an emperor into types. There are,

however, a couple of passages in Tacitus worth taking into consideration.

At the start of the Histories (i,4-11) he surveys the situation of the

empire iananuary 69, summarising his survey as 'qualis status urbis,
quae mens exercituum, quis habitus provinciarum, quid in toto terrarum
orbe validum' etc. The descent is hierarchical: 'patres...primores
equitem...populi pars integra...clientes libertique...plebs sordida...'
(4); then the 'miles urbanus', the crucial factor in this particular
conéextl(S). When he has finished with the city ('et hic quidem Romae')
he turns to the provinces (8-11) to which Italy 1is ironically appended

as one of the 'inermes provinciae'. Here then we see both geographical
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and social hierarchies as the basis for analysis of the parts of the
empire. They are applied more specifically to imperial administration
in the survey of the early years of Tiberius (Ann.4,6): senate and

magistrates; equites as publicani and as procurators ("spectatissimo

cuique') ; plebs and provinces; and finally the domus Caesaris, freedmen

and slaves.

These parallels, such as they are, serve only to confirm that
Suetonius' approach would have seemed natural to a Roman, not to suggest
its source. The division of imperial activity into religious, military
and civil was doubtless also self-evident to a Roman; at least, the
oppositions of 'res divinae et humanae' and of 'domi militiaeque' were
traditional.34 However, it is worth noticing that the king's functions
were divided by Aristotle and at least one subsequent Greek theorist
into priesthood, generalship and jurisdiction.35 But topics like
censorial control and supervision of public order fall outside the
Greek pattern.

One final tradition ought to be taken into consideration, that of
antiquarian research. Antiquarianism was Suetonius' personal literary
background, and it was from scholarly work that he acquired the habit
of mind that enabled him to split up diverse information into headings
and subheadings, whether types of clothing, different aspects of ludi,
or categories of swear-words.36 It would be particularly interesting to

know whether the Roman, antiquarian, notably Varro in his Antiquitates,

used anything like the Suetonian disposition in dealing with the

respublica and its institutions. At least a hint is given by Valerius

Maximus' arrangement of a series of anecdotes on the theme 'de Institutis
. [ . 3 . i . [ :
antiquis' (2,i-vi). 7 The first chapter collects edifying anecdotes of

old Roman morals in the family context (esp. of uxorial fidelity). Then
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he moves on to the unimpeachable standard set by the senate and

magistrates (ii,1-8); the old rituals of the equester ordo, including

the transvectio (ii,9); the respectful behaviour of the populus in war

(iii,1). From military institutions he 'marches on' (his own metaphor)

ad urbana castra, to the civil equivalent of the camp, which he sees

in the theatre (iv,1); and a detailed account follows of the institution
of ludi (2-7). The next chapter (v) is a ragbag: the first golden

statue (1), the publication of the ius civile (2), the establishment of

the venificii quaestio (3) the reason why tibicines wear masks (4), the

old style of public feast (5), the worship of Febris (6); this miscellany

might fairly be summarised as caerimoniae and mos civilis. The final

chapter turns attention abroad to the laudable institutes of foreign'
peoples (vi).

The parallel is only partial, but there are certainly some
relevant points. Family is distinguished from state (compare vita

publica and domestica in Suetonius); Rome from abroad; the ordines from

each other; the military from the civil; and games, law and religion
form the main components of civil institutions. The common factor may
be seen, as by Steidle, in the facts of Roman life, the structure of
Roman society. But it is a fair guess that Valerius' arrangement is
derivative, and if we knew more it might emerge that Suetonius' approach
to the emperor was an 'antiquarian' one. But this is certainly not to
say thét it was inappropriate, and does not reflect the way that Romans

in general perceived their emperor.

Conclusions

The Caesars are unlike any previous specimen of ancient political

biography that we know. Their heroes are neither offered as participants
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in exciting events, nor as moral paragons. The outlook is cooly critical,
the style drily factual.38 In trying to explain what made possible this
approach, it is vital to recall that Suetonius was by training a scholar,
and the author of biographies of literary figures. But to account for

his depiction of an emperor that is not enough. By no means does he

limit himself to standard 'biographical' topics. The heart of his analysis
of a reign owes little or nothing to biographical tradition. Aspects

of administration and the virtues and vices of rule are topics that could
only suit an emperor; and though certain literary traditions (encomium
and possibly antiquarian research into institutions) provide illuminating
analogies, they are not enough to explain why he depicted emperors in
these terms. An emperor is a historical figure. Inevitably the way

any author represents him is largely controlled by the way earlier
historians had done the same thing. But in that the Caesars differ in
form from the traditional annals, it is pointless to try to account for
the work at literary level alone; the net must be cast wider, to embrace
conceptions of the Emperor in general, and the author's social and
personal background in particular. To these questions the following

chapters are directed.



PART B

THE SOCIAL CONTEXT



Chapter III

Status and status-consciousness

Literary tradition tends to be a potent element in the make-up
of any ancient writing. But it is certainly not the only one, and in
order to appreciate Suetonius' presentation of the emperor, it is
necessary to ask in what respects it reflects the author's own standing
and background. About the biographer's life we are, at least for this
purpose, remarkably well informed, and what is known is enough to raise
high expectations of the interest of his viewpoint.

Controversy flourishes over Suetonius' career.1 It is enough here
to recall what is basic and unquestioned, and it is worth emphasising
(because so easily taken for granted) from what a lucky convergence of
disparate sources our information derives.2 From his own writings the
basic background emerges: his father an equestrian officer who fought
in the camp of the unfortunate Otho, but then, surely, transferred his
allegiance to the victorious Flavian cause;3 his grandfather one who
moved on the periphery of Caligula's court-circle, though in what
capacity or what status we do not know, nor what favour he enjoyed from
this or later emperors;4 Tranquillus himself enjoyed at Rome under
Domitian the standard rhetorical education of the upper classes of the
empire, attending the lectures of a certain Princeps, gathering practical
experience by attendance at the courts.5 From Pliny's letters we discover
the fact, and several &etails, of the patronage of one of the great men
of his day, dedicated to a renaissance of studia, letters, who saw in
Suetonius one fitted for promotion by his learning, upright character
and respectabiiity;6 and who gave him advice on advocacy (1,18), leverage

in the purchase of an estate (1,24), the chance of military promotion
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which he abandoned (3,8),7 encouragement in his writing (5,10),
perhaps a post on his staff in Bithynia, and certainly procured him
from the emperor a rare and valuable legal privilege (10,94-5).8
Pliny never lived to see the floruit of his protégé, but where the
Letters fail, three further sources supply crucial information. Mis-
fortune has deprived us of the preface to the Caesars; but it happens
that a Byzantine antiquarian who had a certain admiration for
'Tranquillus' mentions that the work was dedicated to the then praetorian
prefect Septicius Clarus (Lydus de Mag.ii,6). One cannot infer from this
that Septicius had replaced Pliny as his patron, for literary dedication,
as of the first volume of Pliny's Letters to the same man, could be
purely complimentary; but it does indicate the continuance of links
between men (a 'coterie' is too much) distinguished simultaneously in

public life and in letters from the reign of Trajan to that of Hadrian.9

To this information another admirer and imitator adds (vita Hadr.11,3):

Suetonius held the office of secretary ab epistulis to Hadrian, and was

relieved of his p&st simultaneously with Septicius. About the implica-
tions for Suetonius' views of Hadrian we can only guess; the vital fact
is that this scholarly author held office under this dilettante emperor.1
To all this is added the lucky discovery of an honorific inscription from
Hippo Regius in Africa (AE 1953, 73), the later see of St. Augustine.

The important point that it demonstrates is that the office of ab epistulis

followed two previous ones, those of a bibliothecis and a studiis; so that

we can speak of a Palatine 'career', stretching, if the latest arguments
are right; from the end of Trajan‘s reign to Hadrian's African tour of
128 AD.}! What remains unknown is Suetonius' origo. Hippo itself, or
Ostia where a priesthood of Vulcan is known, are possibilities suggested

by the inscription;12 but not the only ones,13 and though the author would
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have approved of'scholarly debate over origins, perhaps the most
interesting point to emerge from the debate is that neither his public
career nor his writings would be affected by whether he stemmed from
the centre or the outskirts of the empire.14 The distinguished and
the literate of the empire came from an ever-widening geographical
circle; but the centre of their universe geographically, politically
and stylistically, was Rome.

What gives all this accumulated information its interest is the
relation it bears to what is already known about Roman society of the
period: the continuity between the reigns of Trajan and Hadrian, the
importance attached to education and learning, the growth of an imperial
bureaucracy, the workings of patronage and the centrality of the emperor.
The facts of Suetonius' career are important because they place him not
only in relation to, but close to the heart of the society of his day.
How then did this background affect his views? Above all, can we detect
the perspective of the equestrian official?

Such a viewpoint is potentially of considerable interest. Our
knowledge of the early empire is dominated by sources (Tacitus, the
younger Pliny, even Cassius Dio) whose views are patently 'senatorial';
for whom the conflict between senate and emperor is the focus of interest,
who are supposed by many modern scholars to see the emperor 'from outside'
as an essentially threatening force, and to judge him too easily by his
treatment of the senate.15 From an imperial secretary one might hope
for a view from the 'inside'. 1In 1958 Francesco della Corte published
a book that aimed precisely to demonstrate the 'mentalita del ceto equestre'
in Suetonius (Syme's study of Tacitus as a consular historian was
published in the same year) . He discerned in him the prophet of a new

geﬁeration, breaking clear from senatorial prejudices (and the influence
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of Pliny) to write for a circle of equestrian civil servants (centering
on Sépticius). Yet della Corte's is a lone voice: most would echo the
disappointment of Herman Peter in finding in Suetonius 'die uns bekannten
Illusionen jenes senatorischen Kreises wieder'.16 Reviewers at once
pointed out the fallacies of della Corte's approach.17 The annalistic
tradition could not be contrasted as exclusively 'senatorial': the elder
Pliny was also an eques. Paratore rejected the idea of either senatorial
or equestrian perspective and revived De Sanctis' characterisation of
Suetonius as 'the man of [sic] the street'.18 More recently Cizek (1977)
has attempted a compromise pbsition: Suetonius indeed represents views
of the circle of Septicius, but they are not views hostile to the senate,
so much as moderate and conciliatory, following the Ciceronian ideal of
'concordia ordinum'.

For all dissent, however, della Corte had a case.20 The contrast
between the Caesars and Tacitus' Annals is more than one of genre. In
terms of literary history, however close the two in dat:e,21 Tacitus
looks back, the last of the republican annalists, while Suetonius looks
forward, the founder of a new style of historiography.22 The different
forms suit different purposes. Annalistic form originally made possible
the study of politics and the dynamics of a power-struggle in a society
where the annual rotation of magistrates was of fundamental importance.

Suetonius' static per species biography lends itself to analysis of how

over a period of years an emperor did his job. This is an approach

that suits admirably the 'golden age' of Pax Augustaﬁ indeed part of
Funaioli's sharp criticism of Suetonius was that he so accurately
reflected this "wiisteste Pause im Leben der Menschheit, in jener Periode
allgemeiner Welterschlafung".23 Political and military 'events' have

become the exception, not the wayfthings work; the real concern is the



- 59 -

administration of a vast empire. Such developments as there are consist

of mere refinements in the methods of sustaining this vast society in

24

peace, order and law.
In the subsequent chapters this point of view will be developed

further. But at the outset it is necessary to come to a clearer under-

standing of Suetonius' views on Roman society. The real failing of

Svetonio eques Romanus is that it rests on a misconception of the place

of the eques in Roman society and of the nature of the imperial service.
Since 1958 understanding of these questions has moved a long way forward.

The consilium principis can no longer be seen as a sort of imperial

cabinet replacing the senate, nor Hadrian as a radical reformer in this

field.25 Since the work of Brunt, Badian and Nicolet on the ordo equester

it has ceased to be plausible to look for conflict between senate and
equestrians as social classes at least in the Republic, and the same
arguments naturally extend to the Principate.26 On a social level the
great divide is not above but below the equestrian rank, between the
landowner, the educated, and the army-officer on the ohe hand and the
peasant, the illiterate, and the foot-soldier on the other.27 It is
worth looking again at the picture of society in Suetonius to show that
there is to be found neither conflict between senator and equestrian
(della Corte), nor reconciliation (Cizek), nor even undue influence of
senatorial illusions (Peter), let alomne the view of the humble 'man in
the street' (Paratore),. but a perspective that suits a man of rank in

a firmly hierarchical society.

1. The social hierarchy

The equites Romani formed not a class in the modern sense, united

either by a common socio-economic background or by occupation, nor simply
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a group of a certain degree of wealth, but an ordo: a rank of dignity

within a social hierarchy defined by the state, standing in a known
relationship to the other ranks that formed the totality of the state.28
It was axiomatic to the Romans that men, even citizens, were not equal;

they were, and must be in the ideal state, finely graded, into gradus

dignitatis. Property qualification remained a fundamental index of

respect for the Roman, and he celebrated Servius' creation of the census

system as the establishment 'omnis in civitate discriminis brdinumque'

(Livy i,42 as Cicero Rep.i,39f.). But fortuna alone was not enough;

it must be combined with dignitas, rank conferred by the state in

recognition of virtus by means of honores, and it was the task of the

censor to examine the worthiness as well as the wealth of the citizens.
Suetonius is not merely particularly conscious of the role and

dignity of the ordo eqpester,29 but of the social hierarchy as a whole,

and of the place of each grade within it. The expression 'omnes
ordines' is used several times to describe the whole of Roman society,
though taking women and children into account, 'sexum aetatem ordinem
omnem' offers fuller differentiation.31 Among the ordines two merit
specific identification, the senatorial and the equestrian; together

they form, as regularly under the empire, yterque ordo.32 There 1s no

doubt as to which ordo has seniority: the senate is amplissimus, though

\ . L4 L4 3 3
on one occasion the epithet is extended to 'both' ordines. The other

ordines are not worth specifying, though once in the de Grammaticis he

speaks of the ordo libertinus;3a he seems to adhere to the Ciceronian

pattern of 'senatus, equester ordo, omnes ordines:35 Whether or not he
would describe the populus as one of 3 ordines, as Pliny the Elder in

a famous passage, is not made apparent.



- 61 -

Suetonius' view is marked, as Gascou (1976) puts it, by 'une
° o /7 [ « / /’ . ' 37 .
conception hierarchique de la societe romaine’, The most evident

sign of his acceptance of the gradus dignitatis is his use of them in

his organisation of material. It has been shown in detail in the previous
chapter how the two overlapping hierarchies, social and geographical,act
as a basic principle of organisation in the chapters on the administration
of the state. No matter what the literary precedents (if any), this is
more than a convenient system for arranging facts. It implies the

assumption by the author that the component parts of the res publica

are precisely its ranks of dignity. Organisation and ranking of facts
goes hand in hand with the assumption of organisation and ranking among
humans. Moreover, apart from the chapters on administration, items are

again and again arranged according to gradus dignitatis: the moderation

of Tiberius (30-32) the liberality of Augustus (41) the malignity of
Caligula (35) are shown as affecting all from high to low in turn.
(Further examples will be discussed below.) It is also relevant to
recall that a similar principle of ranking is applied to the discussion
of family? dependants and friends (above p.28). For Suetonius hierarchy
is ﬁore than a convenience: it is a habit of thought.

A further indication of this status-consciousness may be found
in the frequency with which Suetonius introduces a character, particularly
in an anecdote, with no more than a reference t§ his status. Equites R.
abound.38 So the man who threw his pen and books at Claudius in court
is introduced simply as 'equitem quidem Romanum...' (Cl.15,4). This is
" not to say that the author is giving undue prominence to men of his order:
use of the label where appropriate is regular in Roman authors, as in

inscriptions.39 He is no less generous in status indications for other

gorts and conditions, senators,ao especially viri triumphales, consulares
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and praetorii, laticlavii, for primipilares (upon whom alone among
soldiers rank conferred permanent status),41 veterani, libertini and

so on. What is unusual is that Suetonius so often suppresses the

nomina of the characters involved. Tacitus labels as many equites R.,
but he never omits to give the name at the same time. He may for
instance mention that many senators and equites joined Flavius Sabinus
on the Capitol without naming them ('quorum nomina tradere haud promptum
est'): that was because so many claimed falsely to have been there
(Hist.iii,69) . The contrast is doubtless due to genre: one function

of Annales (except for the elder Cato) was to record the names of those
who distinguished themseives, that of biography to record the life of
the subject and no more.42 Suetonius retains the minimum relevant to
his narration. But the fact that it is the status indication that
remains is significant. The Claudian anecdote cited aﬁove is immediately
preceded by one in which the emperor is called an old fool by a mere

litigator Graeculus. The juxtaposition of status, Graeculus and eques,

is deliberate. 'Why, even an eques Romanus...' One may suspect that

his status indications are rarely gratuitous. It is a vir consularis

(no name) who records in his Annals an absurd detail of Tiberius' cruelty
(61,6) -~ so let the witness be believed. When Claudius made incest
between uncle and niece legal, none could be found to follow his example

but a libertinus and a primipilaris, whose weddings he attended (26,3) -

how rare and bizarre for the ruler to attend the officia of the humble.4
Particularly when a character suffers at the hands of the emperor a
status indication is likely to have emotive force; this is a point to
which I shall return in'discussing the relations of the Caesars with

the ordines. At present the only point is that Suetonius draws attention

to status, and in doing so accepts the implications of the social
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hierarchy.4

2. Mobility within the hierarchy.

Not only is Suetonius acutely aware of the nuances of the formal
stratification of Roman society; he 1is alive to the constant movement
of individuals up and down the ladder.

The lives of the Grammarians and Rhetors are relevant here. To

give details of paternity, status and origin in a biographical sketch,

however brief, was a standard part of the ancient scholarly tradition.45

But in the de Grammaticis the author has a theme, the rise in status of

literary education and its practitioners in Rome. Grammar was once

despised and practised by semigraeci (1,2), then given a boost by two

equites R. (3,1), and finally so rose in popularity that even clarissimi

viri put their hand to it (3,4). The story, like Cicero's Brutus, stops
short at its climax: the author modestly suppresses the greatest social

triumph of ypaupatuxn, that it produced an ab epistulis. Similarly

Rhetoric, once harried by the censors (25,1), gradually became honesta,
through practice by a praetor, consuls, triumviral dynasts and finally
emperors (25,2-6). As the Arts themselves rose, so did their exponents:.
Rhetoric flourished so that 'monnulli ex infima fortuna in ordinem
senatorium atque ad summos honores processerint' (25,7). Not enough of
the rhetors' Lives survive to illustrate the point precisely. But
Voltacilius Pilutus was once not merely a slave, but a chained door-keeper,
yet rose through manumission 'ob ingenium ac studium litterarum' to feach
Pompey and storm the senatorial bastion of historiography. Epidius had
been censored for calumny, Sex. Clodius was a mere Sicilian (28 and 29);
while Albucius Silus, anerstwhile dignitary of Novaria, was so conscious

of the status of his Italy as to excoriate a proconsul for treating it
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as a province (30,6). We may add that Quintilian was awarded the

ornamenta consularia, and that the last rhetor of the book, Julius

Tiro, rose to the praetorship (Macé 74).
The background of the grammarians is almost universally servile,

or peregrine (8 Pompilius a Syriamn). The lives illustrate the power of

literary studies to bring manumission and social promotion (explicitly

of Staberius Eros 13, as of Voltacilius above and of Terence in the vita).

They also illustrate more generally the unpredictability of life, in
downs as well as ups. Antonius Gnipho (7) was born free but exposed and
manumitted by his foster parent. Melissus too was exposed (21), but
because his parents quarrelled, and later was claimed by his mother; but
he preferred to remain slave to Maecenas, which won him manumission.
Valerius Cato was no libertus, as alleged, but an orphan stripped of

his capital by the chances of civil war (11). Orbilius (9) was another
orpban, his parents foully murdered by enemies and his inheritance taken.
He climbed through public service as an appéritor and in the army, and
in early retirement took up schoolmastering in his hometown of Benéventum;
thence to Rome and fame. It was a rarity for an ingenuus like Orbilius
to practise ypappatixn: only in desperation at his failure to secure a
posting as centurion did Valerius Probus turn to scholarship (24).

This theme of status pervades the de Grammaticis, to the exclusion

of themes of literary development and so to the despair of literary
historians.47 The Caesars displays the same theme, but on a grander
scale and at greater length. Suetonius is scrupulous about establishing
the precise degree of dignity of an emperor's family. How many consuls

and triumphators could the gens Claudia muster? (Iib.1,2). Who was the

first Sulpicius to confer nobility on the family? (Galb.3,2). The

gscholar is undismayed by the nature of his sources, invective and
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panegyric: some decried libertine origin in the Vitellii, others
claimed an aboriginal Latin family that had lapsed from the patriciate;
Suetonius will only put his money on what is certain, the equestrian

grandfather, procurator Augusti (Vit.1,2). He has no need to spell

out, as Tacitus, 'quae equestris nobilitas est' (Agr.4). The slanders
of Mark Antony do not fool the researcher: the Octavii were a cadet
branch of an erstwhile patrician family, of high distinction in

Velitrae where they remained, 'seu fortuna seu voluntate' (Aug.2,1-2).
Even a prince may slander his family: but it was vain for Caligula to
accuse Livia of sporting a decurion among her progenitors, for the public
records demonstrated that Aufidius Lurco held office at Rome (933.23,2).
If the emperors from Tiberius to Galba are models of pedigree, those of
A.D.69 are not. Vespasian is the most astonishing document of mobility;

but again precision is everything. His father was not a primipilaris

or even a centurion invalided out, but a publicanus: the evidence is

epigraphic (Vesp.l,2).
Upward mobility is most extensively documented, inevitably given

the subjects of his lives. But degradation often hovers in the wings.

The four sons of P. Vitellius met very different fates: all were
senatorial, but while his brothers rose in varying degrees, Quintus
was expelled from the ranks by Tiberius for 'unsuitability' (Vit.2,2).
Servius Galba became emperor; his brother lost his capital, was forbidden
by Tibérius to put in for a proconsulship, and committed suicide (Galb.
3,4).

The same concern for status and dignity leads to careful analysis

of each emperor's cursus honorum before accession. Of course this was

an indispensible part of the biographical tradition, particularly at

Rome;48 but that Suetonius had a conscious interest in the fluctuations
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of dignitas can be seen most clearly in cases where dignitas met
rebuffs. Tiberius' early career mounts to a peak of distinction
culminating at the point of his retirement to Rhodes (10,1); then
declines to a nadir of degradation when he abandons Roman dress (13,1);
and after return rises a second time to glory (20). Claudius' youth
is a story of indignities: he is assigned a barbarian as pedagogue
(2,2), underrated by Augustus, and driven by Tiberius to despair of

dignitas (5). That the equester ordo twice elected him patron demon-

strates not his popularity with that class,49 but the modest degree of
public respect he enjoyed despite all humiliations (5-6,1). Caligula
allowed him the consulship (7); but also subjected him to public

ignominia (9,2). It is surely a merit of Suetonius' account of Caesar

to see his career in its true light as an aristocrat's ruthless struggle
to vindicate his dignitas, spurred on by indignation at slights
(indignatio 4,1; nullo modo tolerandum existimans 17,2; iniuria instinctus
19,2; and the sayings of 29,1; 30,4 and 72).50

Likewise with marriages contracted in the course of a career; the
biographer is scrupulous to establish status, for it reflects on the
husband. Claudius is eﬁgaged or married in turn to a descendant of
Augustus, of the great Camillus, to a daughter of a triumphator, then
of a consular, then of a relative (26,1-2). The latter, Barbatus,
though distinguished, held no consulate: so there is here a steady
decline. There is no special credit in marrying the daughter of an
eques R. Only the special circumstance that Arrecinus had been praetorian
prefect made him a suitable father-in-law for Titus ('patre eq. R.

sed...'), and the next wife is contrasted as splendidi generis - the

5
family was consular (4,2).~1

As for marrying the delicata of an eques,

only latterly vindicated as the freeborn daughter of a scriba
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quaestorius... (Vesg.B, see n.44).

Much more detail could be adduced that serves not simply to
titillate and amuse but to trace dignitas, rising and falling. A
future emperor should hardly be pelted with turnips at Hadrumetum (Vesp.
4,3 'non sine dignatione...nisi quod...') nor run so short of cash as
to be forced to put his family in lodgings (Vit.7,2). Suetonius' account
of Vitellius' déath falls short of Tacitus' in literary art: but excels

it in the excruciating catalogue of indignities (Vit.16f. and T. Hist.

iii,84f.).

Suetonius' world is one in which the ladder of social standing is
fixed and immobile; but the place of any individual on it is subject to
violent and unpredictable change. It is right that the deity whose
presence is most keenly felt is Fortuna. Twice Galba dreamed that the
goddess visited him, on his coming of age, and immediately before his
death: in between he kept a shrine for her at his summer place at
Tusculum (4,3 and 18,2). Suetonius is taken for a superstitious man:
he may have been, but as far as the Caesars goes his §bsession limits
itself to two points, the rise to supreme power, and the fall from it.5
Titus lectures two overambitious patricians, 'principatum fato dari'
(9,1). Was he not right? The golden dice thrown by Tiberius still
glittered under the water at the fountain near Padua (14,3). Dreams,

portents, prophecies, coincidences, obiter dicta of former emperors,

even the predictions of foreign gods might have something in them. But
above all the horoscope was in vogue, and believed: an imperial genesis
could cost a man his head (Vesp.l4 and Dom.10,3).

One further point should be made. There are for Suetonius only
two routes to social preferment; public service, particularly in the

army, and literary education. Viri illustres for him, apart from Caesars,
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are literary men. >3 Valerius Probus turned to grammar as an alternative
to military service; Orbilius combined the two (above).. Suetonius
himself both tried his hand at rhetoric, and at least applied for a
military tribunate (above). The two are not even necessarily alterna-

tives: the elder Pliny combined equestres militiae with liberalia studia

(vita Plini, Roth p.300).54 What seems to be absent is the role of the
acquisition of wealth as a means of social promotion.55 Contrast the

world of Petronius and Juvenal with its captatores and negotiatores.

Trade is conspicuously absent from Suetonius' pages: it appears only
in discredited invective (e.g. Cassius of Parma on Augustus, 4,2) or
as a sign of desperation (Vespasian's descent 'ad mangonicos quaestus
sustinendae dignitatis causa', 4,3 almost a contradiction in terms) .
Claudius' offer of civic privileges to the ship-building industry is
a special case, prompted by the overriding need of the corn supply
(18,2-19).

The reason for this silence is that though wealth newly won (as
opposed to old landed wealth) conveyed enormous influence in Roman
society, it could convey no respectability. Military service and public
life (the old Roman pursuits) and culture (taken over from the Greeks
not without mi;givings) could do so, and Suetonius is only concerned

with the spectrum of honor.56 He would make a poor spokesman for a

commercial class.

3. The emperor and the ordines.

If Suetonius' view of society is such, how does it affect his
judgement of a Caesar?

First, an emperor is seen to have his own place within the

hierarchy, though indeed it is one of preeminence. He is entitled to
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a degree of reSpéct. Two feel themselves 'reduced to ranks' by
insubordination, Claudius by the disrespect of the Ostians, Vespasian
by the downright insults of Helvidius: the expression used, 'in ordinem
coactus' is only appropriate to an officer or magistrate.57 The emperor

stands at the tip of the Roman pyramid, its fastigium; but to be

persuaded that this tip surpasses principes and reges and mounts into

the heavens is sheer madness (Cal.22,2). It is firmly anchored to the

basis of Roman society, and respect is demanded for the res publica,

its officers and organs, both populus and senate (e.g. Tib.26ff., Dom.

13). The concept of excessive status, nimii honores, is clearly defined

(Jul.76,1): res divinae precede and are firmly distinguished from the

human plane in the Roman hierarchy. We may sympathise with Caesar when
he refuses 'a primo ordine in secundum...detrudi' (29,1). But in his
struégle for dignitas he did not know where to stop: when the senate
approached him 'honorificentissimis...decretis' he might have seen that
he had achieved his aim, instead of insulting them (78,1). The ability

to pitch status correctly is the virtue of civilitas, which Suetonius

played a significant part in formulating (below ch.X).

Secondly, how far are emperors judged on their treatment of
individual ordines? It is not always an easy thing to gauge Suetonius'
opinions. He is sparing with explicit judgements; often the implications
of a fact set down nakedly can only be gathered from the context. When
virtutes and vitia are.at issue the judgement is clear; but many of the
relevant items occur in the 'administrative' sections where good and
bad are mixed, and then a subjective judgement must be made on the
prejudices that lie behind the item. Nevertheless, at least the previous

discussion should provide a firm basis for inferring these prejudices.
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To begin with, is it in fact true, as della Corte supposed, that
Suetonius' judgement is more favourable towards those who enjoyed good

relations with the ordo equester? It is just possible that he does

give unusual prominence to items involving equites (though it is hard

to know how to control this impression). But what is certainly false

is that he approves of rulers who favoured this order against the senate.
The decisive passage is Vespasian's resolution of a quarrel between an
eques and a senator: 'though an eques should not insult a senator',

he rules, 'he may properly (civile fasque) answer him back', so demon-
strating that the ordines differed not in libertas but in dignitas (9,2).
Vespasian takes abéolutely the right view of the hierarchy and

58

reinforces it.

A convenient test-case might be the life of Domitian. Gsell

suggested that Suetonius took a more balanced view than the senatorial

' Pliny because of this emperor's reforms in the imperial service -
'quaedam ex maximis officiis inter libertinos equitesque R. communicavit'
(7,2).59 But Pliny makes his Domitian so black because his purpose is
rhetorical: Suetonius' approach is ever balanced. He sees both good

and bad in Domitian (3,2). There is no sign that discrimination between
senators and equestrians tips the balance in either direction. Senators
and equites benefit alike from Domitian's generosity (4,5) senators alone
are detailed as suffering from his cruelty (10,2-4). Where Suetonius'
account of Domitian is unusual is in giving credit not for any favour
shown to equestrians, but for conscientious administration.60 Nero's

proposal to exterminate.the ordo senatorius and hand over power to

equites and liberti is given as an example of indiscriminate savagery
(37,3). Caligula's declaration of war on the senate and his support

for 'equestri ordini et populo' is reported in a highly hostile context

!
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(49,1).61 Senate and equites, in fact, were not to be set at odds.

Did Suetonius approve of emperors who favoured or disfavoured
any individual section of the state against another? He was certainly
aware that an emperor might have different appeal to different sectors:
Domitian's death was taken 'indifferenter' by the populus, 'gravissime'
by the army, while the senate was beside itself with joy (23,1; equites
are not specified). Similarly it was the populus that rejoiced at the
death of Tiberius (75), so mean with shows (47) and so harsh on riots

(37,2); there were those who missed Nero (57), so sensitive to popularitas

(53); and Galba was honoured in death by the senate alone (23). Some
awareness of the conflicting political interests of senate, mob and army
emerges. Yet perhaps more remarkable is the extent to which he glosses
over and conceals any such conflict. The notices of posthumous reactions
bear little relation to the preceding narrative and are of little more
than antiquarian interest.

Nero and Caligula are preeminently rulers who made deliberate
appeal to the populus at the risk of antagonising upper class opinion.
Suetonius supplies the necessary details (Cal.15-20; Ner.11-13 and 21-25).

Tacitus recounts with distaste how the plebs sordida missed Nero (Hist.

i,4); Suetonius by contrast has 'non defuerunt qui' as the exception to
the public joy and speaks of the plebs running through the city pilleata
(57,1). Nero had provoked 'omnium in se odium' (45,2): his war-tax had

fallen on omnes ordines (44,2). Not only did he plot to poison the

senate, but to let loose fire and wild beasts among the populace (43,1).‘
His saevitia affected senators from the noblest down (36-37); but despite
dropping the senate's name in his prayers 'sibi ac populo R.', he failed
to spare the populace, and the Great Fire is confidently ascribed to his

machinations (37,3-38, on consular evidence). In his salad days, his
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liberalitas, clementia and comitas had beamed on omnes ordines, both

senate and plebs (10).

Equally with Caligula. Though it was the senate on which he
openly declared war (49) and the senate which celebrated liberty on his
death (60), it was not only the senate he maltreated (26,2-3). Similar
pride and violence were turned against 'ceteros...ordines': equites
were insulted and killed in the theatre, and so was the turba, and
famine was declared against the populus (26,4-5); and, (again hierarchi-

cally), he vilified the senate, harried the equester ordo and wished

the populus R. had but one neck (30,2). His jealousy affected all down

from the nobility, through the son of a primipilaris to the slave king

of Nemi 'tam abiectae condicionis tamque extremae sortis' (34-35).
And so on.

In fact what Suetonius likes is a sort of consensus. Despite the
differentiated posthumous reactions, Domitian was 'terribilis cunctis et
invisus' (14,1). Galba ended up 'universis ordinibus offensis' (16,1):
little wonder, for he condemned 'claros ex utroque ordine viros', was

mean with civitas R. and the ius III liberorum, and refused the requests

of all from the decuriae iudicum to the populus R. (14,3-15,2); and

above all antagonised the milites (16).

On the other hand his true hero is Augustus. The devotion for him

was shared by all (57-8): witness not only the usual senatus consulta

but celebrations by the equites R. and by omnes ordines. The feeling was

spontaneous and universal: those who acclaimed him pater patriae were

'universi repentino maximoque consensu', the plebs and senate alike (58,1).
Under such conditions Suetonius' ideal can hardly be the favouring

or disfavouring of any one ordo against the others. What then is the

imperial ideal? It is, I would argue, the acknowledgement, acceptance
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and bolstering of the hierarchy itself.

The two great rulers who emerge from Suetonius' pages are
Augustus and Vespasian. (Titus is an acknowledged freak.) Both saved
their country from the horrors of civil war, restoring law and order;
they reimposed on society a firm structure based upon Roman tradition,
eliminating the old confusion. Augustus returned to the senate its
pristine splendor, purging it of a 'deformi et incondita turba' and

expelling indignissimi (35,1); and he reviewed the equites frequently,

renewing a lapsed custom (38,3). So too Vespasian renovated the

amplissimos ordines, decontaminating them from indignissimis, replenishing

them from Italy and the provinces with honestissimo quoque (9,2).

Augustus purged the populus too, restoring ius pristinum to elections

(a return rather to days before electoral corruption than simply to the
pre-triumviral republic); above all he kept the citizen blood pure and
free from corruption, the threat being not racial impurity, but a flood
of those undeserving of honor (40,2-4). Like Vespasian he saw the towns
of Italy as a reservoir of honesti (46). His liberality extended to

63

omnibus ordinibus (41.1). The seating of spectators at games had been

lax confusion: he restored proper ordo (ordinavit), giving the first

rank to senators, keeping libertini out of the orchestra, separating

the military from the people (here again the milites appear as a
quasi-ordo) (44,1).
I note in passing that public performances recur as a context

where ordo is important, for since the lex Roscia the ranks of seats

had served as a symbol for the ranks of Roman society. Caligula

deliberately let the plebs into the equestrian rows to provoke trouble
: [ [ [3 * - 4 64

(26,4). Claudius extended the principle of order into the circus (21);

and Domitian tightening up by stopping promiscuous seating in equite
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(8,3).

In general Augustus showed respect for rank: not only in his
famous civility, showing both deference to his senatorial peers and
comitas to the plebs (53), but in his private social life. His hospi~-

tality was 'non sine magno ordinum hominumque dilectu'; no libertinus

but Mena with honorary ingenuitas sat at his board, and an ex-speculator
65

was an exception (74).

The distinction of libertini from ingenui is, naturally, a theme

of importance. Only disaster forced Augustus to enlist manumitted slaves,
and then he avoided mixing them with ingenui or even arming them in the
same style (25,2). His own liberti he controlled with severity: he
killed a favourite freedman who proved to have affaires.with matrons

(67) as Caesar had done (48). Claudius stands in contrast: though he

is exemplary in stopping libertini who pose as equites R. (25,1), he

cannot controi his own (28). What (for Suetonius) is so scandalous
about the often cited figure of 35 senators and 300 equites killed by
Claudius is that his liberti were responsible (29,2).

In general two great cardinal principles emerge. The first is
that confusion of the ordines is intolerable. An emperor should not
allow liberti to perform magisterial functions, even dropping a flag
at mock races (535.22,2). Liberality has its status side too: let an

emperor reward citharoedi and murmillones, but not with the estates of

viri triumphales (Ner.30,2). Conversely, the upper classes must not

be degraded, for instance by being made to perform in public. An eques
. ‘et . 6 .

Romanus on an elephant is an unedifying sight (Ner.11,2). 6 It is

particularly because an emperor has the power to raise men 'infimi

generis ad amplissimos honores' that he must beware (Jul.72,cf. Aug .66) .

Indiscriminate distribution of honours helped to earn Caesar his
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murder (76,1 and‘2).

Secondly a man's status earns him consideration, even from an
emperor. This was felt particularly strongly in the judicial context,67
and Suetonius is liberal with status indications in enumerating those
an emperor executed. A man of status merits dignified punishment: a
'vir equestris ordinis' should not be condemmned to operate a bilge-pump

(Tib.51,2). All men deserve a hearing before sentence, even a scriba

quaestorius, let alone a praetura functus: they happened to have been

innocent (C1.38,2). Galba condemned many 'ex utroque ordine' unheard
(14,2). Condemnation on trivial charges is peculiarly painful to those

of exalted status (Dom.10,2-3, 235.14,1).68 It was an old Roman principle
that higher status carried an entitlement to preferential treatment in
courts of law; and though it is doubtful whether Hadrian made the
distinction official by any deliberate reform, it is in this periéd

that the distinction becomes common in the sources between honestiores

and humiliores. Caligula branded or condemned to ignominious punishment

many 'honesti ordinis', an unusual and striking expression (Cal.27,3).
Suetonius makes it clear that an emperor ought to accept the same
principle.

An emperor who accepted these two principles, that the grades of
the hierarchy should not be confused and that high status deserved
special treatment, would be greatly limited in his freedom of action.
He could neither promote his friends at will nor punish his opponents
indiscriminately. The conflict of the early empire, as it emerges from
Suetonius' pages, was not between clasgés, whether senate and équites,
or between the two ordines and the plebs and army. Rather it is between
the emperor and Roman 'society' as the two sources of success and

prestige (or their opposites). The more that privileges and honours,
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and thus standiﬁg in the hierarchy, came to be the gift of the ruler,

the greater became the moral pressure on him to exercise his power

according to the rules of the hierarchy, and not his own arbitrium.

Suetonius would like us to think this ideal was that of omnes ordines;

of course it was really those, like himself, 'honesti ordinis' who cared.

4. The official on the Principate.

There is no sign that Suetonius questioned the social preeminence
of the senate or rejected 'senatorial' ideals. When Caligula fails
temporarily to replace the consuls 'fuit...per triduum sine summa
potestate res p.' (26,3).69 This does not involve any 'illusion' that
real power resided in the consuls; but it does imply acceptance of the
Roman tradition that the consuls were formally the senior and indispensible
magistrates. That was the 'offigial' view: dating by regnal years was
limited to Egypt. But while no conflict of opinion can safely be
posited between the equestrian Suetonius and the consular Tacitus,70
yet there is perhaps a detectable difference in emphasis. It is not
easy (perhaps not even justified) to disengage a coherent view of the
Principate as a political system from either author; even so some
contrasts may be drawn.

Tacitus is no republican; yet he manifests a certain nostalgia
for the days of true liberty, and a constant cynicism about human
motives and the pursuit of power. The rule of one is at best a harsh
necessity.71 Suetonius too is not without nostalgia, but it is for the
antique, not for the republican (see Excursus below). In denying
himself substantially the 'dynamic' elément of narrative of power-struggle,
he denies himself oppor'tunities'for cynicism at the expense of the |

emperor: the dissimulatio so important in Tacitus' presentation of
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Tiberius shrinks to a single sentence (42,1). Where there is narrative,
that of the civil wars which brought about the transition to the
Principate, there is no trace of sadness at the passing of the old
order. Caesar's motives are questioned (30) and the final verdict is
that he abused power and merited death (so at least it was reckoned,

76,1); there is no implication that dominatio is wrong as such.

The introduction.of a new order by Augustus is discussed more
explicitly (28,1-2). There is nothing here of the devastating counter-
point of Tacitus' presentation of the cases for and against Augustus
(Ann.1,9-10) nor of the realistic exposé by Dio (1iii,2-11) of the

charade of the surrender of powers. The return of the res publica

is a possibility which Augustus twice considers and rejects (28,1).
Suetonius recognises that Augustus' personal advantage is involved in
the decision (reputans...se privatum non sine periculo fore...), but
the motive is self-protection, not aggrandisement, and it coincides
exactly with the public interest ('et illam - sc. rem. P. — plurium
arbitrio temere committi'). There is no conflict, as in Tacitus,
between considerations of public welfare and of propriety of motivation:
the only doubt is whether motivation of effect are more to be applauded
(dubium eventu meliore an voluntate).72 Motivation is established by
the citation of a public pronouncement (no doubts are raised over the
acceptability of official pronouncements).73 A final comment by the
author allows full and.unqualified realisation of these good motives:

the novus status was one that none regretted. The chapters that follow

(28,3-56) demonstrate how this was achieved; and the claim that acceptance
was universal is documented (57-60) . Evidence for conspiracies has been
removed from notice to a brief postscript to the civil wars (19) and even

there more attention is given to the crazed camp-follower who made at
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Augustus with a hunting knife than to Varro Murena.

Treatment of the division of provinces is also to the point (47).
Augustus takes over for himself such provinces as are neither convenient
nor safe for annual sortition (nec facile nec tutum). From the point
of view of administration that is well and succinctly put (below p.142);
but it leaves the vital political point unsaid. As Dio put it, while
the npd9aoLs was to protect the safety of the state, the €pyov was to
leave any form of personal opposition unarmed (1iii,12,3).

Pax for Tacitus was purchased at the price of libertas. Wirszubski's

history of Libertas as a political idea ends with Pliny's Panegyric:

principate and liberty were reconciled, leaving liberty empty of any
meaningful content.74 Suetonius merits no discussion in the book, and
rightly so. The word libertas appears in his pages, but although it

is naturally a word of approval, in Suetonius it is almost without trace
of emotive content.75 Doubtless it would be to Otho's credit if he
killed Galba 'rei p. ac libertatis restituendae causa' (12,2, but this
is treated as an idle rumour); and it is to Tiberius' discredit thaﬁ he
betrayed the plans of Drusus to force Augustus to restore libertas
(50,1). But in both cases the word is hardly more than a synonym for
the 'pristinum rei. p. statum',76 without perceptible resonance. The
attempts of the senate to assert liberty on Gaius' death are reported
factually (92l'605‘9l'10’3)° Tiberius presumably does well to induce
'speciem libertatis quandam' in the senate (30); but what is described
is not so much an ideal which would stir a Thrasea as a rather surprising
and exaggerated revival of antiquated senatorial functions. The
intentions may be laudable, but it is not to be imagined that an emperor

who left the wording of diplomatic correspondence to the senate is being

offered by an ab epistulis as an ideal (ibid.). There is perhaps a touch
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of pathos in the.report of the young Augustus' harsh treatment of the
Nursines for commemorating their dead 'pro libertate' (12); this part
of the Life can be critical, and his behaviour is here shown as
excessive. Even so, more poignant use can be made of the anecdote as
an epitaph on the fall of the Republic.77

Twice libertas is used of freedom of speech (Aug.54; Vesp.13) but
negatively, as an unpleasance to be endured by the good emperor. This
author, has, as della Corte observes, little sympathy for the insolence
of Helvidius (Vesp.15). Not that this involves a positive rejection of
'senatorial ideals', for a middle way lay 'inter abruptam contumaciam
et deforme obsequium' (T. 525.4,20).78 Still, it is notable that in

both passages cited above libertas appears in close association with

contumacia and such expressions as 'immodicas altercationes' (Aug.54).

1f the good emperor endures verbal abuse, that is by no means to condone
the abuse itself or exalt it to an ideal. Tiberius' belief in free speech
in a free state, itself doubtless an admirable and vital quality in a
good emperor, only leads to tolerance of convicia (28). One may return
to Vespasian's handling of the quarrel between a senator and eques

(9,2): the principle on which he works is that the ranks differ 'non

tam libertate...quam dignitate'. Dignity is the ideal that possesses
real emotive force for Suetonius;.if the republic knew a confliét between
the two ideals, 'contentio libertatis dignitatisque', it is the second
that appears to have won.79 Libertas in the context is no more than the
taking of (unwarranted) liberties. In only one passage is idealism

" palpable (itself, characteristically, a citation): Augustus is acclaimed
in his last days by Alexandrian sailors, 'per illum se vivere, per illum
navigare, libertate atque fortunis per illum frui' (98,2). Here perhaps |

is the Libertas Augusta of the coinage, so hard to pin down in content,
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that was eventually to merge by a strange verbal confusion with

liberalitas.8

None of this is enough to make of Suetonius an opponent of
Tacitean views. Only in tone and emphasis is he different: less alive
to the intrinsic disadvantages of autocracy, more attentive to its
advantages, notably good adminisération and order (see below). 1In
this sense Suetonius may be cast as a loyal civil servant. But the
relations of the Roman upper classes of the early 2nd century are too
complex to allow sharp division into camps, republican versus imperialist,

1 [ 81 A L4
senatorial versus equestrian. Suetonius is a worthy successor to that

earlier ab epistulis, Titinius Capito: friend of Pliny, admirer of

republican heroes, promoter of studia and author of exitus illustrium

virorum.82 Being a loyal amicus 'principis and admirer of the novus

status involved neither necessary rejection of the .republican past nor
of traditionalism nor of the traditional social order that culminated

in the senate and its consuls.



Chapter IV

Scholar and Bureaucrat

Suetonius' strictly hierarchical view of society suits a man
of rank. May we go further and detect in the Caesars a view of the
emperor specifically appropriate to the bureaucrat, the imperial
secretary?

So much was hinted at by della Corte. Yet there are two problems
of principle to be considered before embarking on this question. The
first is one of sources.1 Every historical writer depends on his
sources, and though there is a fair amount of material, documentary and
anecdotal, that Suetonius has imported from outside, it is clear that
the core of his information derives from the annalistic tradition. In
taking over an item thgre is always the possibility that an author takes
over the attitudes of his sources. Without having the full annalistic
tradition to compare, how can one be confident that a given view is
peculiar to Suetonius and not derivative? In reply, two points may be
made. First it is not necessary to suppose that Suetonius actually
disagreed with his annalistic sources. An author derives his attitudes
from reading as well as experience; not only the imperial secretary but
even the emperor was liable to be affected in his views by literary
presentations of the past.2 Nor is it fair to distinguish the annalistic

tradition as exclusively 'senatorial' (so della Corte): the Histories

of the elder Pliny were highly influential, and there is every reason
to suppose that Suetonius saw eye to eye with this equestrian official.3
No sharp contrast should be posited between the Caesars and the previous

tradition. Secondly, even if it is dangerous to base conclusions (as

does della Corte) on individual items, one may still fairly comment on
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general approach; It may not be possible to isolate the views of the
imperial official on specific issues, but it is possible to dréw
attention td the kind of thing he lays emphasis on, and the kind of
way he does it.

The second problem lies in the extent of our ignorance of what
an imperial secretary was and how he functioned. The imperial service
had been too easily taken for an earlier incarnation of a modern civil
service. Recent works have tended to stress the dangers of this assumption
and the limitations of our knowledge. The Consilium Principis had been
too easily taken for a standing cabinet of senior department officials,
created in its final form by a 'reform' of Hadrian. Crook empﬁasised
by contrast its informality, its gradual emergence from the traditional

consilium called by the republican aristocrat, the lack of evidence for

'reform’; even questioning whether an institutionalised consilium

d L * Ld . L o L 4
principis existed before the Constantinian consistorium.  Over the

nature and activities of imperial secretaries Millar has raised
formidable objections.5 It is premature to assume a systematized
bureaucracy in Hadrian's reign. Attestation of an individual in a post
is not enough to prove the permanent establishment of an 'Amt' with its
substructure of subordinates, regular system of promotion, and.officially
defined procedure for handling business. Can we assume the office of

a studiis to have been regularly filled between Claudius' Polybius and

Suetonius? How much more formalised was Suetonius' role as ab epistulis

than that envisaged by Augustus when he invited Horace to 'help in
writing 1etters'?6 Above all it is dangerous to assume that the
secretariat had become a systematic mechanism for protecting the emperor

from the burden of his work. At least in ideal he was still expected

. to execute business personally. If a modern petitioner persuaded the
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chauffeur to stoﬁ the royal car, he would only be politely requested
to apply by the proper channels on the proper form (S. Vesp.23,2). Did
those channelg and forms even exist in Suetonius’ day?7 ;
To assimilate one institution (the imperial secretariat) to
another (the English Civil Service or the German Verwaltungsdienst)
is bound to mislead. On the other hand, an individual phenomenon may
fruitfully be compared with the general category of which it is a
specimen, and its specific features isolated. There is a recognisable
category of social organisation that may be labelled 'bureaucracy' with
certain characteristic features; and enough is known of the imperial
officia to compare them to this type and thus from comparison to identify
certain features of Suetonius' approach that may be termed 'bureaucratic’.
It might be helpful to start frovaax Weber's succinct analysis of
the features of bureaucracy (not one restricted to the post-industrial
age).8 In the system he isolated the following characteristics:
1. The division of activity among posts, regularly defined, and regularly
and continuously occupied.
2. A system of subordination.
3. The 'bureau' consisting both of personnel, and of documentary 'files',
and of a regular location of operation.
4. Expert training for the job. It is notable what an important role
is played by literary education, together with qualifying examinations
and certificates.
5. Full-time employment of staff.
6. Management of business governed by standard rules.
Of the official himself the following are typicclz

7. Office is regarded as a duty, not an opportunity for selfish

exploitation.
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8. The official enjoys social esteem in accordance with rank held.
9. The official is appointed by a superior not elected from below.
10. Position is normally held without term, though the official may

at any time give notice or be dismissed.
11. He receives a regular salary, fixed according to his rank not his

achievement.
12. He is set for a career up a hierarchical structure of offices.
To these may be added: |
13. Certain features of bureaucratic outlook: self-effacement, 'rationality',

matter-of-factness, dehumanisation ('without regard for persons').
14. Certain features of bureaucratic method: precision, speed, unambiguity,

knowledge of ddumentation, continuity, discretion, subordination.

No service need show all these features to qualify as a 'bureaucracy'.
Nor need that of the empire have sprung fully-armed from the head of
Hadrian, let alone Claudius. But enough is known to see that it
corresponds in general, even in Suetonius' day, with the general type
described. Doubt subsists over the extent to which matters had been
regularised (1,2,5,6,10,12), though in each of these there was at least
some degree of regularity, at least in comparison to republican admini-
strative procedure. The difference is of degree, not kind. Other
features certainly pertain (3,7,8,9,11). In the case of (4), while the
degree of expert training is questionable,9 it is important to observe
the marked degree of literary education testified in the secretariat, and
notably in Suetonius himself.lo Finally, and most relevant, each of the
features of bureaucratic outlook and method (13,14) seem to me in some
degree characteristic of the Caesars.
So much, then, in preliminary justification of the search for

'bureaucratic' features in Suetonius' outlook. Extreme caution 1is
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necessary; nevertheless, there is headway to be made. But rather than
starting from any Weberian analysis, it is perhaps more prudent to look
at the posts Suetonius is known to have filled, and to ask how far these
are found reflected in the Caesars. For all obscurities, there is enough
to show an interest in a range of questions that were of minimal
importance in the annalistic tradition;
The Hippo inscription revealed Suetonius' tenure of three
secretarial posts:
[...a] studiis a byblio[thecis]/
[ab e]pistulis/
[Imp. Caes. Tra]iani Hadrian[i] Aug.11

What posts he held before these is not known though it is most likely

that he was adlected by Trajan int[er selectos]i.e. as a judex.!? At
least it is worth noticing that he takes a regular interest in any
reforms affecting iudices.13 Of possible intervening posts nothing can
be said, but it seems likely that he entered the imperial service under
Trajan; according to the natural reading of the stone, only the post of

ab epistulis was held under Hadrian.14 Of a life's career in the

imperial service we can hardly speak: he was probably at least in his

mid 40s when first appointed.15 However, it now seems possible that he
may have served in all for as long as fifteen years.16 It was formerly
generally assumed that he and Septicius lost their posts at the time of
Hadnian's‘British tour, (121/2). But an inscription revealing Septicius'

colleague Marcius Turbo in Dacia on 10th August 123 has made it appear

that the placing of this notice in the Life of Hadrian (11,3) is

unchronoldgical; and Crook's old suggestion (1956/7) that the Hippo
inscriptidn belongs to the context of the African tour (128) becomes

highly plausible. Whatever the truth,17 he held at least three Palatine
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offices; and each in turn has left its impact on the Caesars.

1. a bibliothecis

To start with the least problematic.18 Public libraries in Rome
were the brain-child of Caesar and were firmly established by Augustus
(eclipsing the lead of Asinius Pollio) and from the first the librarian-
ships were an imberial appointment. Long before the Hippo inscription
came to light, Gomoll drew the inference from the frequency of references

to the bibliothecae in the Caesars and other works that Suetonius was

likely to have held the post.19 It is he who tells us that Caesar
conceived the first library (Jul.44), that Augustus built two, on the

Palatine and at the porticus Octaviae, and furnished them with librarians

(Aug.29; de Gramm.20 Hyginus, 21 Melissus). He knew the letter Augustus
wrote to his librarian Pompeius Macer forbidding him to publish the
minor works left behind by Caesar (Jul.56). Tiberius added a further
library (312.74), and ensured that the works of his favourite author
Euphorion were available to the public (70). Caligula nearly had Virgil
and Livy removed from the shelves (Cal.34); and finally Domitian rebuilt
a burnt library and sent to Alexandria for replacement copies (Dom.20).
All this information comes not from historical sources (Tacitus does not

so much as mention the word bibliotheca) but from his own researches:

the letter to Pomponius Macer is evidently his own discovery, and made
in the library. As so often he will have drawn in the Caesars on his
own previous learned works. Gomoll argued that the short historical

sketch of bibliothecae in Isidore Origines vi,3 and 5 derives from a

R ——————

lost work of Suetonius; this could have formed part of the de viris

illustribus (so Gomoll)20 or even, I suggest, of the de Insti'tutione

Officiorum (see c¢h.V).
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Now the clear connection between this interest in libraries and
Suetonius' scholarly pursuits raises the objection that this is no
evidence of the administrator. That would be to misconceive the
imperial administration. Numerous careers show that the posts of

a bibliothecis, a studiis and ab epistulis were closely connected in

the 2nd century AD and that they were held by men of literary talents.21

This may be because the job of ab epistulis required more philological

expertise than we should have guessed, a background which also suited
for librarianship; or it may be that a librarian acquired skills of
cataloguing and filing that could also be applied to the imperial
correspondence (so Gomoll). Whatever the reason, the fact is ﬁhat the
combination in Suetonius of scholar, librarian and imperial secretary

is not quirkish but regular.

2. a studiis

The function of the a studiis is the most opaque to us, which makes

it hardest to say whether experience of this office is reflected in the
Caesars.22 Cuq suggested that this official did research for imperial
decisions, pointing to an anecdote in Gellius (iii,16,12) where Hadrian
pronounces on a ten month pregnanecy 'requisitis veterum philosophorum

et medicorum sententiis'. Macé argued that he had care of all imperial
archives, and that it was in this office that Suetonius had access to

the letters of Augustus and the imperial wills that form his most striking
single contribution to the historical tradition. Millar has recently
added the conjecture that he wrote the emperor's speeches.23 All or any
of these may be true, but perhaps the most important direct evidence has
been neglected, that of Suetonius himself. There is a danger of circularity

here, since the point at issue is whether the Caesars reflects professional
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experience; even so, what a former a studiis has to say about an

emperor's studia ought to be primary evidence of what the job involved.

A regular section of the lives is dedicated to studia Iiberalia.24

Here we see the emperor declaiming (Aug.84,1), giving speeches (Jul.55
etc.) or lectures (Aug.84,2): writing, whether private literary works
(Aug.85 et passim) or letters to the senate (Jul.56,6); showing knowledge
of Greek as well as Latin (Claudius congratulated the Achaeans on their

communia studia, 42,1; also Aug.89,1; Tib.70,1f.). Not only does the

emperor produce literature: we see him as a connoisseur, reading works
(Aug.89,2; Dom.20), quoting them (C1.42,1, cf. Vesp.23); delivering
judgement on matters of style (Aug.86,2; Cal.53,2) keeping an interest
in the libraries (Tib.70,2); listening to recitations and promoting the
literature of the age (Aug.89,3), even sitting at dinner catching out

the grammatici at their own game (Tib.70,3). There is no boundary here

between official and domestic activity: Augustus sends the fruits of
his leisure reading as admonitions to governors and officials (89,2),
but Domitian restricts his leisure reading to official documents, the

commentarii of Tiberius (20). In Suetonius' eyes the whole complex of.

literary activity belongs together, and it is an essential facet of
the emperor - Domitian earns strong disapproval for his (alleged)

neglect of studia liberalia, manifested both in his choice of bedside

reading and in his use of a public speech-writer (Dom.20).
Suetonius shows emperors as integrally involved in the cultural

life of their society (a theme well stressed by Millar); the a studiis

could surely be called upon to helpthem at any point. It might be in
writing (particularly of speeches); equally it might be with providing
reading, whether classics with which to confound the professors, or the

latest publication. In this connection it might be borne in mind that
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the emperor was constantly bombarded with dedications of new works:
even the best intentioned prince was short of time for reading them
(Horace Epist.2,1,1-4, but more vividly id.1,13), yet if he did not
encourage authors, and with financial rewards, he was letting down the
struggling arts (Tiberius' reward of 200 HS for a dialogue is only made
absurd by the nature of the work, a piece of gastronomical philosophy:

Tib.42,2). The a studiis might have an important role in promoting the

talents of the age: it is Polybius, pinpointed in this office by
Suetonigs (91.28), to whom Seneca addressed his flatteries from exile.
Martial addresses blandishments to a certain Sextus under Domitian (5,5):
he identifies him as Palatine librarian, but as the man is intimate with
the 'secreta ducis pectora', it has been inferred that he was also

a studiis.25 The poet was after shelfspace in the library; a good

route not only to immortality but to the pocket of the emperor.
Our inclination is to imagine an official primarily as an aide
to the emperor in public life. The Gellius anecdote gives a concrete

example of how the a studiis might help with research in public affairs.

Another incident might illustrate private research at work. The
grammarian Charisius quotes Hadrian discussiﬁg whether the word 'obiter'
is good Latin.26 The emperor makes reference to Laberius and other
'ancients', then cites a letter of Augustus in which that emperor ticks
Tiberius off for using 'perviam' in place of 'obiter'; and yet, Hadrian

writes, Augustus was not a perfect scholar (non pereruditus) and may

have been drawing on everyday usage. How did Hadrian come across this
apposite passage of Augustus? From his own reading perhaps, but it

can hardly be irrelevant that a recent a studiis had made a cormer in

the unpublished correspondence of Augustus. Whether or not Suetonius

actually 'researched' this point, and in an official capacity, is of
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minor importance. The incident shows us an emperor interested in

grammatical quaestiones, aware of the latest philological methods and

discoveries, eager to prove himself more erudite than his great
Predecessor. To keep ahead, such an emperor needed an assistant with
the qualifications of Suetonius.

It seems fair to conclude that the discussion of the literary
interests of the Caesars is not just the product of the philologist's
pPrivate obsessions; it reflects the expectation that the emperor is

and should be involved in studia liberalia in public and in private;

and it is therefore in some sense a reflection of Suetonius' professional
acquaintance with the emperor. (The rider should be added that he is
likely to have overweighted the 'private' aspect as against the 'public',
because routine public work would be less revealing of chéracter.)

That the a studiis also acted as imperial archivist as Macé

supposed seems to me dubious.28 Each officium surely kept its.own
records.29 As for the private correspondence between members of the
imperial house, it was of no public significance; doubtless it mouldered
in the cellars of the Palatium, stashed in innumerable scrinia or

sacraria (Tib.51,1; Ner.47,2 for incidents when documents unexpectedly

emerged). No official need have had care of it; it could equally have
beén as librarian that Suetonius wondered whether the letters of Augustus
ought to be given shelf-space, only to receive some such ‘discouraging
reply as the industrious Pompeius Macer had from Augustus himself (above,

Jul.56,7).

3. ab epistulis

L R Y ) » ] : 30
The activities of the ab epistulis, finally, are no less obscure.

But without prejudice to controversy we can point to several details in
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the Caesars reflécting experience of this post. The sphere of operation
of this officium is defined not by an area of government (as

annona or vehiculatio) but by the physical form in which the business

was transacted. This adds to our confusion: epistulae might be the form

of military reports and orders (stressed by Statius Silvae v,1,81ff.);
of queries and decisions on provincial administration, or of requests
for and grants of legal privileges, rights and permissions (all as in
Pliny); of dealings with embassies, of all applications for and appoint-

ments to office, the latter technicallly known as codicilli, to say

nothing of misceilaneous communications on matters of state or, at the
other extreme, to private friends.31 This leaves little room'fbr
technical expertise in the secretary, or for reflection of it in his
writings. But the common factor throughout is the reading and writing

of epistulae and codicilli and it is precisely in this area that Suetonius

betrays interest and knowhow.32

He is interested in the physical aspect of the imperial letter.
Julius yrote to the senate not in roll form as earlier proconsuls but
in memorandum form 'ad paginas et formam memorialis libelli', probably
setting a‘precedent (29,6). Augustus put time as well as date on his
letters, and sealed them, after various experiments,’with the portrait
used by all subsequent emperors (50). He comments on the ciphers used
by both men (Jul.56,6; Aug.88), and on the handwriting and orthography
of the latter (Aug.87,3-88). He knows the circumstances of handling
correspondence: Julius read and replied at the games, rashly enough

(Aug.45,1), Vespasian had a regular session with his secretaries before

breakfast (Vesp.2l), though Titus at some stage took over the officiorum

cura and dictated letters in his father's name (6,1). Domitian was at

work dictating an official circular (formularem...epistulam) when he
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committed the gaffe of calling himself 'dominus et deus noster' (13,2).
Comment is made on the epistolary titulature of other emperors too
(Tib.26,2; Oth.7,1). He knows how vital it is for the ruler to keep
abreast with his in-tray: Nero displays his negligence in sending no
replies or instructions (rescribere...mandare...praecipere) for eight
days on end during Vindex's revolt (40,4). He is startled by Tiberius'
ways in answering the letters of kings: he consulted the senate not only
on content but on style ('quid et qua forma', 30). That an imperial
secretary distinguished matter and form might have some bearing on the
question of his own role: but he seems to disapprove of Domitian forming
his letters, as his speeches and edicts, 'alieno...ingenio'(20). Content
merits aftention, but only when it is quaint: Augustus sending his
governors, magistrates and‘domestics improving quotations from the
ancients (89,2). Glimpses of the:secregariat are rare, but still there:
not only Claudius' corrupt freedmen (29,1) but the a manu Thallus who
had his legs broken for betraying correspondence (Aug.67,2; cf. ggl.74,1

for the title).

We also see letters of appointment, codicilli, at work, but only
in cases of abuse. Tiberius gave a governorshié and the urban prefecture
as reward for a drinking marathon, and drew attention to the fact in the
codicils (42,1); Caligula similarly gave a praetorship to a good
trencherman (18,2). 1In the case of the young Claudius, the codicil 1is
used: to refuse the consulship requested‘(S);33 and it 1s codicils that
open opportunities of scandalous forgery to the same man's freedmen (29,1),
of which an example may be of Vespasian's legateship acquired through

Narcissus ab epistulis (4,1).

Cumulatively these items surely reflect the specialist interests

of the imperial secretary. This may encourage us to go on to look for
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signs of secretarial mentality in the author's approach in broader terms.
I shall glance at three points, the use of documentary gvidence, the
organisation of material, and style.

Suetonius' use of documentary evidence has long been noted in
this connection, and needs no further illustration.34 One point, however,
has not been sufficiently aired. It 'is not merely that his official
position gave him access to important unpublished material, but that he
clearly recognised in principle the value of documentary evidence.35
The palmary instance is his discussion of Caligula's birthplace where he
concludes with a statement of principle 'sequenda est igitur...publici
instrumenti auctoritas' (Cal.8,5). Likewise he uses the acta to refute
Caligula's aspersions on one of his ancestors: his tenure of office was
authenticated 'cum publicis monumentis certum sit' (Cal.23,2). After
the Capitoline fire Vespasian restored 3,000 bronze tablets; Suetoniué,
habitually brief and reserved, allows himself an uncharacteristic
expression of enthusiasm, 'instrumentum imperii pulcherrimum ac
vetustissimum', for there were recorded senatus consulta and plebiscita
on alliances, treaties and privileges from the beginning of the city
(2352.8,5). This emphasis on the:.value of documents is the more remarkable
for its great rarity among the historians of antiquity. But what is not
at all certain is how he came to this awareness: was itthroﬁgh official
activities, or as a philologist?

Tﬁe passages cited above have the ring of an official's viewpoint.

Pliny's request to Trajan for authentication of epistulae of past emperors

'in scriniis tuis' (ep.10,65,3) gives a glimpse of what must have been

a vital activity of the officium epistularum, the keeping of records of

correspondence.36 In the period when the confirmation of the beneficia

of previous rulers had become automatic (a significant development which
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Suetonius understands and attributes to Titus, 8,1), the proof of a

beneficium claimed or disputed might lie in the discovery of the

decisive epistulae (as in Pliny ep.10,58). Accustomed to producing

letters of Augustus in such contexts, Suetonius might naturally turn
to the same source for a decisive contribution to the debate on Augustus'
view of Tiberius (Tib.21,4f.) or the birthplace of Caligula (Cal.8,4).
But this is not the whole story. Suetonius had been a scholar long
before he was an official, and citation of documents was an integral part
of scholarly method. A quaestio on the meaning or usage of an expression
was resolved by quoting the authors. Hadrian, as has been seen, could
exploit a letter of Augustus in this way. It is highly likely that
Suetonius himself quoted the same source in philological works before
ever he tackled the Caesars: in a long and valuable fragment of
'Tranquillus' preserved in Isidore on different names of waves, he
quotes Aﬁgustus for the expression 'caecus fluctus'.37 Philologists
were accustomed to searching in public records to expound institutions
“or etymologies: note for instance the way that Varro in explaining

accensus quotes long passages from the Censorial and Consular Commentarii

(L.L.vi,86ff.). 1In fact, what distinguishes Suetonius from the historians
is not his consultation of documents (Tacitus after all may have used the
senatorial Acta) but his verbatim citations. Here the letters of Augustus
fall into the same class as the fragments of Greek and Latin verse
scattered through his text; and they point to the methods of ancient
scholarship, in sharp contrast to the canons of historiography.

: When, therefore, Suetonius speaks the language of archival
research (Aug.2,3 'nec quicquam ultra...repperig‘2352.1,4 'ipse ne
vestigium quidem de hoc, quamvis satis curiose inquirerem, inveni') he

speaks simultaneously the language of the secretariat (Plin.ep.10,66
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'nec quicquam invenitur in commentariis...') and of scholarship. There
is no need to chose between the two; it only reinforces the point that
philology could be a suitable training for this type of administration.
Turning to the organisation of material in the Caesars, we may
suspect the same dual background. Debate still rages over the literary
abilities of Suetonius. Steidle and his followers have demonstrated
amply that he has no lack of ability; the lives are not a mass of detail
undirected by a 'disegno organico', but firmly and intelligently
organised. But they have not shown that he is a 'vero scrittore' in
the sense of a great artist, drawing on the stops of human sympathy and
imagination (na%o¢ and év&pyeua).39 Suetonius is not an artist, but
precisely a scholar with remarkable control over a vast amount of
information. His virtue (never equalled by his imitators in biography
and history) is the clear and succinct arrangement of thousands of
diverse items of information under a simple but flexible system of

headings - the life of Augustus in particular is a tour-de-force. This

is the skill of the grammarian, trained to distinguish types of clothes,
maybe, or insults, and document them with citations from literature.
More specifically, perhaps, it is the skill of the librarian, drawing

up Pinaces or Indices of his books, listing the authors under their

different genres, cataloguing the works of individual authors under
different categories.40 40,000 volumes makes a small library by modern
standards, but to Seneca (Tranq.9,4f.) it seemed infinitely large, a
positive obstruction to studia; even the Indices were a life-time's
reading (the first comprehensive Pinaces of Callimachus had run to 120
volumes). The Caesars read at times like a library catalogue: not the
narrative of an event, but the brief outlines of its content filed under

the appropriate category. It is a fair guess that the officium
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epistularum used similar methods; but for lack of direct evidence one

must stop short at this speculation.

Finally to the style of the Caesars. Here one must trespass on
controversial ground.41 Against the modern presumption that the
secretariat was responsible for the drafting of imperial correspondence,
Millar has raised formidable objections. In ideal and even in practice
the emperor was personally involved in the wording of communications
and proclamations to an extent that now seems astonishing.42 But though
we may now question the picture of business dealt with by the secretariat
and at the last stage 'signed' by the emperor, both reason and evidence
still suggest that the first role of the secretary was to 'aid in writing
letters'. Already the conscientious Augustus found the burden too great:
'Ante ipse sufficiebam scribendis epistulis amicorum: nunc occupatissimus
et infirmus Horatium nostrum a te cupio abducere'.43 It remains at
least a plausible hypothesis that the secretary was in general responsible
for the style if not the content of imperial letters; as Suetonius puts
it, not 'quid' but 'qua forma' (Tib.30). Does the style of the Caesars
have anything in common with that of imperial correspondence?

Millar has collected the evidence of the literary backgrounds of
imperial secretaries; though he stresses that they included scholars
as well as rhetoricians, the impression gained is that the talents
required were mainly rhetorical.44 But this does not mean that the
chancery style of the 2nd century was that of contemporary rhetoric.

We happen to be best informed about 2nd century rhetoricians who became

ab epistulis Graecis because of Philostratus' Lives of the Sophists,

mentioning no less than five. This is of course symptomatic: the main

job of the ab epistulis Graecis was to deal with embassies of Greek

cities, and since sophists were so often ambassadors, he needed the



- 97 -~

qualifications to beat them at their own game.45 But the hallmarks

of sophistical style were brilliance and display, and Philostratus
makes it clear that the style appropriate to writing imperial letters
(and this he identifies as the main function of the post) was rather
different. Of Celer (perhaps the tutor of Marcus) he says he was a

good letter-writer but a bad declaimer.(yg 11,22)., He identifies Aelius

Antipater as the ideal epistoleus: his merits are clarity (ocagphveia)

and dignity (yvduns uéyedog), as well as appropriateness and a good use
of asyndeton (VS ii,24). This squares with the debate on this topic
between the secretary Aspasius and his nephew Philostratus of Lemnos
(Vs ii,33). Although the author characterises Aspasius's merits as
appropriateness and simplicity (Sonluws te nal oOv dperelq €punvedeLv)
he was taken to task for writing too 'agonistically' and obscurely, when
what was required was the authoritative prohouncement (66Ea) and clarity
(caphvera) . Though the verdict on Aspasius may be inconsistent, the
ideals are accepted by all parties to the debate.

Authority and clarity are the antithesis of sophistic practice
and required a special effort of a rhetor. They might come more easily
to a grammarian. Suetonius is in good company as a grammarian-secretary:
thevlearned Claudius Balbillus 'perfectus in omni litterarum genere
rarissime';46 the Alexandrian Dionysius, ypouuatirds and head of the
Museum (Suda); Julius Vestinus, epitomator of the Glosses of the grammarian

Pamphilus and author of. two Selections (Eclogae) of the vocabulary of

Attic orators (Suda s.v. OUnottvos), as well as librarian. The interests
of Vestinus are close to those of the rhetor and secretary Cornelianus,

to whom Phrynicus dedicated his Selection; the dedicatee is praised for
47

his Atticism, and argues the point whether Baoliicoa is proper Attic.
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Surviving imperial epistulae of the early empire, both Greek and

Latin, are not characterised by colour and flourish. They are brief,
direct, formal, dry. They set out the situation succinctly, then

deliver the imperial verdict unmistakeably,where appropriate with a

tone of righteous indignation.48 One may compare Suetonius' own judge-
ments of emperors as stylists.49 In Augustus he discerns, not (what

the letters he quotes might suggest) a lively, almost racy style,

urbane and given to cultured Greek expressions in the Ciceronian
tradition, but the avoidance of all form of affectation and the overriding
desire to express himself with clarity (86,1). Similarly he characterises
the letter to Macer, 'brevem admodum ac simplicem' (Jul.56,7). Tiberius
by contrast ruined his style by 'adfectatione et morositate nimia' (70,1).
Claudius' failing is neglect of decorum; his inapposite remarks did no
credit to a man of such learning, let alone a princeps (40,1-3). As in

appearance, he undermined his own auctoritas and dignitas (30).

0

Inappropriate joking destroys the imperial image (21,5).5 Suetonius'’
view of the proper balance between rhetoric and learning is betrayed by
his judgement of Caligula: 'minimum eruditioné, eloquentiae plurimum
attendit' (53,1).

The ideal that emerges, of clarity and authority against a back-
ground of learning, is that of Philostratus. Can the same canons be
detected in the style of the Caesars? The tone, dry, factual, concise,
unadorned, the passion .for explicitness in minutiae,51 the clarity, the
purity of language, the preference for the technically correct over the
emotive, colourful and 'artistic',52 and not least the impartiality that
suppresses the author's own views and personality,53 these indeed all

"bear the mark of the Alexandrian scholar. Yet they were also just the

features appropriate to the desiccated formality of official documents.
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The modern critic shies off official documents as too barren of style
for 'literary' interest. It is easy to forget that it is in itself a
considerable stylistic achievement to produce this formality which
suited the dignity of the ruler of the empire, above human weaknesses
and passions. 'Individuality' may, by subtle analysis, be detected in
these documents; but it is worlds removed from the individuality
stamped on the ordinary correspondence of ordinary mortals.

One or two features are worth looking at in greater detail. Onme
typical pattern of imperial letter is to set out briefly a complicated
gituation before coming to the imperial decision, in such a way that
the decision flows reasonably and clearly from the circumstances. So
Severus and Caracalla address the people of Tyre (ILS 423; Claudius'
edict to the Anauni is comparable, ILS 206): 'Although it is the case
that...nevertheless, in view of the fact that...it is our will that...
Therefore let such and such...’'. Similarly it is a feature of Suetonius,
particularly in describing an emperor's administrative activity, to
preface the record of an action or a decision with a sketch of the
circumstances or arguments that lead to it. (The whole of 2322.8-11
is constructed on this problem-and-solution principle.) So at Aug .32
he comments on the state of public disorder engendered by the civil war
('pleraque pessimi exempli' - note the tone of righteous indignation);
then goes on to elaborate on two aspects of the troubles, the activities
of highwaymen and factions. Finally he gives the solution: 'Igitur...':
police-stctions were set up, chaingangs reviewed, collegia abolished.
The resulting impression is one of effective and well-aimed action by
the emperor. Suetonius' narrative is normally too circumstantial to

carry the tone of authority requisite for imperial letters; yet it can

ceftainly be businesslike. Asyndeton, specifically applaudad by
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Philostratus in Antipater (VS ii,24, above) is a constant feature of
his style. Perhaps too he owes sométhing to official technique in his
knack for compressing a complicated situation into a single period,
long and intricate in structure, but clear in meaning (Dom.8,4 on the
execution of the Vestal Cornelia for an elaborate example).

There may be, then, something to be said for seeing the hand of
the imperial official in the dry clarity which constitutes one of
Suetonius' most formidable, if least engaging, talents. In this
connection an aspect of his selection of words may be significant. In
contrast to Tacitus who will often avoid a word that is obvious or
sordid, he shows no such scruples. This will be in part the product
of the grammarian's concern for AEELg; but explicit and legally
unambiguous expression is increasingly a feature of imperial communi-

cations of the mid-empire. He regards it as a curiosity that Tiberius

should have been squeamish about using the Greek term monopolium (Tib.

71); he allows it in his own text without comment (id.30). Throughout.
his vocabulary 1is chosen for propriety rather than decoration or effect;
he has no qualms about specialist jargon, regarded by the ordinary Roman
author with horror.55 A handful of such words concern aspects of
official life, in which Suetonius has been seen to take an unusual
interest. Especially where these are used on inscriptions and by legal
writers, and little by earlier 'literary' authors, they may be taken

as a sign of the 'official' at work.56 A list of these words is appended

immediately below.

Conclusions

How far, in summary, can experience in the imperial service be

seen to affect the Caesars? Throughout,the greatest difficulty, as it
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seems to me, is that what may be thought to have appealed to an official
would also have interested a grammarian: details of libraries, imperial
literary bents, imperial writings and style, documentary evidence, even
the proper vocabulary of whatever area he should discuss. In this
respect the Caesars might perfectly well have been written if Suetonius
had never left the grape-vines of his secluded agellus (Plin. ep.ii,24).
But at all points the interests of the secretary overlap with and
reinforce those of the scholar. Suetonius' work is clearly stamped
-with his own interests and approach: so that it is safe to examine his
treatment of the emperor as administrator without the fear that what

he says is solely dictated by the prejudices of his historical sources.
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Appendix: Official Vocabulary in the Caesars.57

officium itself is a particularly interesting case: S. provides
the first literary instance of the word in the sense of 'department'
rather than 'job', anticipated by ILS 1921, 'Nerito Divi Claudii 1lib.
principi offici imper ...'; from this point on 'department' is the
regular use of the word in epigraphic and legal sources (esp. Vesp.l4,
'quidam ex officio admissionis'; see in detail ch.V on de Institutione
Officiorum).

ducenarius: Cl1.24 is the first instance of the word to mark a
grade of procuratorship; it becomes regular in inscriptions only from
the second half of the second century AD, and is at all times rare in
literary sources.’8 This was of course the rank the author held, though
the context is an expression of surprise that Claudius granted consular
ornamenta even to ducenarii. Further, Aug.32,2 is our only evidence
that the fourth decury of iudices were termed ducenarii.

breviarium, rationarium: at Vesg.ZlAaescribes the emperor checking
the departmental minutes, 'officiorum...omnium breviariis'. Here is
evidently the word used in 'the office'. The account of the empire
Augustus left at his death, drawn up by his freedmen, he calls 'breviarium
totius imperii' (Aug.10l,4; contrast the description of the same document
at Tac. Ann.1,11 'libellum...opes publicae continebantur...'). Galba
proves his stinginess by rewarding a dispensator for his 'breviarium
rationum' with a dish of vegetables (Galb.12,3). In a different sphere
the word was used as a title for potted histories like the surviving
one of Festus (on the genre, see the edition of J. W. Eadie, 1967, 10ff.);
S. records that Ateius Philologus wrote one such for Sallust (de Gramm.
10), though of course the title may stem from S. not Ateius (Eadie p.12).

This is one of the rare cases where contemporary comment on the
emergence of a new word survives. Seneca, undertaking to write for
Lucilius a potted philosophy, points out the limitations of a summary,
and comments in passing on the word: 'haec quae nunc vulgo breviarium
dicitur, olim cum latine loqueremur summarium vocabatur' (ep.39,1).
There are various ways in which new words may appear: by the deliberate
creation of an author (so possibly with S.'s civilitas as an imperial
quality), or as the necessary corollary of the appearance of a new
object or institution (so, I argue below with officium of imperial
'posts'); one of the commonest ways must be when a word is promoted from
everyday usage, colloquial or technical ('vulgo') to accepted literary
currency ('latine'). Between Seneca's expostulation and S., the only
surviving occurrence is in the elder Pliny (twice: of Pompey's summary
of his military achievements, vii, 98; and apologetically of what seemed
to be turning into a farming manual, xviii,230). Possibly the word
started its life, as the Suetonius passage may suggest, among freedmen
secretaries: it is certainly appropriate that the author prepared to
discuss such vulgar subject-matter should use so vulgar a word .29

rationiarium imperii is used at Aug.28,1 to describe the papers
handed over in the illness of 23 BC, a document very similar to the
breviarium of AD 14. This is a &naf Aeyouevov; but there is no reason
to suppose S. invented it for himself. Rationiarius of an accountant

is attested in Ammianus (xv,5,36; xviii,5,1) and in a passage of the
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Digest (27,1,15,5) which though translating Greek, confirms the
colloquiality of the word: 'meque librarios neque calculatores quos

vulgo rationarios dicimus'.

memorialis libellus probably has a similar background. S.
attributes to Julius the innovation of writing to the senate 'ad formam
memorialis libelli' (Jul.56,6). Books were written under this title
by the jurist Sabinus (Gellius 5,6,13) and by a certain L. Ampelius,
who modestly hoped to have summarised all knowledge within 62 Teubner
pages (ed. Assmann 1935, v.praef.). Otherwise 'memorialis' is only known
from Christian authors.

formalis: Domitian is described dictating a 'formalem...epistulam'
in the name of his procurators (Dom.13,2). There is no precise parallel
for this, but it has the smell of a bureaucratic term. It is certainly
directly connected with a use of forma common in legal and epigraphic
sources, of a model decision made by the emperor, to be applied by his
subordinates in specific cases.60 So, just as Domitian circularises
his procurators on how to act, Fronto warns Aurelius that any decision
he makes will provide a forma to be followed by all provincial governors
(ad M. Caes.i,6,3,p.14N = p.11 v.d.H).

consiliarius: in three places S. talks of people acting 'as'

(ut or velut) consiliarii. Tiberius has his twenty leading citizens
'velut consiliarios in mnegotiis publicis' (55), and both he and Claudius
sit in on the courts of magistrates as assessors (Cl.12,2 'ut unus e
consiliariis; Tib.33 'se offerebat consiliarum'). The lexica distinguish
two uses of the noun consiliarius: a vague one of 'advisor', commonly
used by Cicero, and the technical one of 'legal assessor', usual in the
‘jurists and inscriptions, for which these passages of S. offer the
earliest evidence. As often, the lexicographer has been forced to an
overschematic distinction. A consiliarius is one who sits on a consilium,
and Crook has shown how the consilia of the empire flow from those of
Cicero's days. Still, there was undoubtedly a gradual process of
formalisation, seen most clearly when consiliarius emerges as the name

of an imperial post, first attested under Marcus, possibly, but by no
means certainly going back to Hadrian (Consilium Principis 73f.). If

a line can be drawn, then, Suetonius falls on the later side of it.
Looking back to the beginning of the process, he sees Tiberius' amici

as similar to, but not identical with, what he understood as a
consiliarius: one who attended a consilium on a regular basis as a paid
expert, not informally as a friend.

praeses was, by the time of the jurist Macer, the 'nomen generale'
for provincial governors, regardless of status or means of appointment
(D1g 1,18,1). It only became such gradually.6 The term is unknown
before the reign of TraJan° Tacitus was still prepared to use the archaic
praetores of governors in general (Ann.15,25). Before S. 'praesides
provinciarum' appears only once as a a general expression (Plin. Pan.70,4);
while Tacitus twice refers to praeses Syriae (Ann.6,41 and 12,45). This
looks like be1ng semi~'official' usage: Trajan writes to P11ny of his
'"Moesiae praeses' (ep.x,44). §S. generalises no less than 7 times about
praesides, and uses the singular on two further occasmns.62 From this
point on the term is found epigraphically and in the jurists.
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ordlnare was by the second century the proper term for appointment
to an imperial post (e.g. CIL vi,9100, praep031t. ordinato a divo
Tito'), 68 a usage which survives in the 'ordination' of priests. It
appears to be very rare in literary sources; but S. speaks of Vespasian
'ordaining a dispensator (Vesp.23), even of Julius 'ordaining'
magistrates (Jul.76). He provides the only known evidence for
ordinatio as a session at which promotions were made (Dom.4,2 used by
Pflaum,Les Procurateurs Equestres 203f.). 1In connection W1th this verb,
we may note the use of the adjective ordinarius, applied to a slave
appointed to a post, with other slaves (vicarii) under him. Regular
in legal sources, this is a rarity elsewhere; 0% but a Suetonian anecdote
has an 'ordinarius dispensator' (Galb.12,3).

fiscalis, confiscare: S. was aware of the vocabulary of offices

other than his own. Since the fiscus only emerged as-an institution
over the course of a century of empire, the vocabulary.connected with
it was also slow in developing. Tacitus and Pliny are both happy to
use fiscus, but are innocent of its derivatives. S. is the first to
use fiscalis (Dom.9,3, 'fiscales calumnias'), later much favoured by
the jurists. He also provides the first trace of the useful confisco,
which he favours and applies in several senses.®5 That of 'confiscate'
was to prove popular with legal writers and posterity, but that of

'stash away' (Aug.101,2) failed to win a following. Tacitus in similar
c1rcumstances had been circumlocutory: 'bona...petita in fiscum' (Annm.
2,48) .6

instrumentum: attention has already been called to S.'s appreciation
of the value of documentary evidence; in appealing to 'publici instrumenti
auctoritas' (Cal.8,5) he also employs the correct terminology for a
legal document, familiar to lawyers and official pronouncements (e.g.
Smallwood,Documents of Nerva etc. 330,22 of AD 150). He is anticipated
here only (but properly) by Quintilian (e.g. xii,8,12). He has no
predecessor, however, in referring to the whole collection of documents
in the Capitol as an 'instrumentum imperii' (Vesp.8,5), and in this
usage he coincides with bureaucratic titulature (e.g. 'adiutor ad
instrumentum commentariorum': Hirschfeld p.64).

actus rerum is not identified as a technical term by any of the
lexica. Quintilian (x,6,1) and Pliny (ep.ix,25,3) both use the plural
'rerum actus' of the conduct of legal business by advocates. But S.
four times uses the singular in a stilted way that suggests a technical
formula. Two emperors adjust the 'legal year', adding 30 days to its
length (Aug.32,2) or abollshlng semesters (C1.23,1). Odder usages are
two ablatives: Claudius revises the Jury-panels 'decurlas rerum actu'
(C1.15,1), and Nero transferred cases 'rerum actu' from the aerarium
to the forum (? 'in legal business': Ner.17). It is quite possible
that S. has preserved a technical term unknown to later jurists (as he
does with 'decuria ducenariorum').67

urbicus: alongside the traditional adjective 'urbanus', S. uses
the new formation 'urbicus', apparently with a nuance something like
'metropolitan', i.e. pertaining to the city of Rome. Twice he uses the
word of magistratus (Aug.46, Dom.8,2: yet at Vit.5 and Oth.1,2 'urbanus'
is used of office at Rome in contrast to prov1nces), tw1ce of imperial
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business in the City, 'urbicas res' (Ner.23,1), and 'annonae urbicae'
(Aug.18,2); and further of City businessmen in Bithynia (Jul.49,2).
What the pedigree of this word is, at least on present evidence, is
not clear; certainly it is very rare outside S. There are some signs
that it was a fashionable city word: Martial i,53,5 in its first
attestation contrasts purple town-dress 'urbica...Tyrianthina' with
the rustic 'lingonicus...bardocucullus'; and inscription from Bologna
advertises bathing on a private estate 'more urbico';%8 and both
Urbicus and Urbica were popular names in the city.69 There are also,
however, signs that the legal and bureaucratic world found this a
convenient term: Ulpian refers to an 'urbicam procurationem', and a
dedication of AD 137 attests an imperial Ratio urbica.70 Certainly,
then, the currency of this word was fairly new when S. took to it;
and the chances are that he picked it up from colloquial or administrative
contexts.

Tracing the history of Latin words is always a dangerous business
because of the enormous limitations of our evidence. A Suetonian 'first'
may only be evidence of our ignorance. But at least it is possible to
contrast the usage of surviving authors, and where several cases point
in the same direction, the dangers of coincidence are diminished. The
conclusion seems fair that at least to some extent Suetonius' vocabulary
was influenced by his administrative experience.



Chapter V

Excursus: On the Institution of Offices

The grammarian Priscian discussing the word puer cites Suetonius

'in 1libro qui est de institutione officiorum' (Inst.Gramm.vi,8,41f.).

Neither the Suda in its bibliography of the author nor any other source
mentions a work of a similar title, but then Suetonius' scholarly
works were copious and diffuse enough for this to be the case with
several titles.1

The title by itself has been enough to stir some interest. The
sources credit Hadrian with a reform of the 'officia...publica et
palatina' which established them in the shape in which they were to last
to Constantine and beyond (Epit.14). This is at best an oversimplifi-
cation; still, it remains fair to suppose that Hadrian did take an
interest in the organisation of the imperial 'bureaucracy'.2 Scholars
have been swift to point out the comnection. Macé suggested a work

possibly prompted by the emperor (on analogy with Julian's Perpetual

Edict), acquainting the public with the details of organisation of the
bureaucracy, della Corte a preparatory study.3 If the young cavalry

officer Pliny could write a manual on Shooting from Horseback and

Frontinus from the Chair of the Waterboard the definitive work on

Aqueducts, we are more than ready to see Suetonius as a top civil

servant under a reforming emperor coming up with a History of the Civil
Service.4

It is of some interest for the understanding of Suetonius' view-
point, and particularly of his perspective as an 'official’ to be able
to form an idea of the nature and scope of this work. But the fragments

themselves are disappointing. The Priscian citation itself is peculiarly
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unhelpful, consiéting of a collection of passages from 'the ancients'
(antiqui) to demonstrate the use of the feminine puera. He used the
same piece of learning to score a point about the birthplace of

Caligula (8,3) and there can be no guessing what point he was making

in the de Institutione Officiorum.

At first sight more promising is a fragment assigned to this work
by Roth (302f.) and Reifferscheid (fr.200) from John Lydus' de

Magistratibus (i,34 p.35 Winsch); he cites Tranquillus as authority for

the fact that Augustus in 'putting up the palace' (?building it or
establishing the imperial household: TfHv...BaoLAuLxfv dveyelpwv) introduced

o~ [ L d 6 ”
newly 716...1tdv €pywv oupuviov. This is a most obscure passage. Macé

sees in it the cura operum publicorum similarly mentioned in the Caesars
as established by Augustus (A,ug.37),7 but it is hard to see how this

can be reconciled with the context, a discussion of the praefectura urbis

which Lydus connects with the decemvirs of the early republic.8 In any
case, there is élways the danger that Lydus has drawn on precisely the
passage of the Augustus above.

In fact from the fragments nothing emerges with certainty except
that Suetonius here displayed the same philological and antiquarian
interest that is known from his other works.10 But while the business
of the collector of fragments is to locate the precise words and opinions
of his author, what is here more interesting is to establish the scope
of the work and the author's angle. Without discovering further fragments
nothing can be established with any confidence (though below for a
suggestion). But at least there ére two avenues worth exploring. Since
the scholarly works are so often reflected in the Caesars, it is worth
looking there for what he has to say about fhis kind of thing}11 and

secondly one may investigate later writings possibly influenced by this
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one. In doing so it is vital to guard against anachronistic assumptions

about the likely appearance of a 'History of the Civil Service'.

1. 'Institutions' and 'offices' in Suetonius.
One may start from the elements of the title transmitted,

institutio and officium. The meaning of institutio for Suetonius is

easily established. Though the noun is not found in the Caesars, he
uses the verb instituo and its derivatives at least 22 times of
innovations in public life by the emperors (cf. below P.153): new

customs introduced like the shortlived publication of the acta senatus

by Julius (20,1), new taxes (e.g. Jul.43,1;Ner.32,2), new cults (e.g.
Aug.31,4; Cal.l15,2), and so on.12 An especially instructive parallel
is offered by what the author has to say about innovations in Games.

Tertullian tells us explicitly at de spectaculis 5,8 that Tranquillus

recorded 'quos quem per ordinem et quibus idolis ludos instituerunt

13 Thus 'Romulus Iovi Feretrio ludos instituit',

(sc. reges et ceteril’.
Numa and, in their turn, Tullus and Ancus started others. Now it is
clear that the béoks On _Games covered many other topics, of which we
can get an idea not only from directly attributed fragments, but from

the exploitation of the pagan tradition in Tertullian and Isidore

Origines 18,16-69; but one of the concerns of the scholar was institutio,

who originated a practice, and when, and why, and doubtless what it was.
The same interest, and very likely the same material, recurs in the
Caesars, where he devotes chapters to the quinquennial games 'instituted'
by Nero (12,3) and Domitian (4,4) - note too the Neapolitan festival
'instituted' in honour of Augustué (98,5).

By analogy one can work towards the Institution of Offices. In

the Caesars he tells us explicitly: a) that Tiberius 'instituted' a new
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officium (44,2,.see below); b) that Augustus having reorganised the

city 'instituted' magistrates for the regiones and vici (30,1);

c) that the same emperor 'instituted' consilia semestria (35,3);

d) that Claudius 'instituted' the titular rank called supra numerum

(25,1); and to these passages where instituo occurs we may add:

e) that Augustus thought up (commentus est) 'excubias nocturnas
vigilesque' (30,1), and of course,f) how Augustus 'nova officia
excdgitavit' (37). Not necessarily all, if any, of these passages
had corresponding entries in the Inst.Off. but at the very least they

show the same interest in institutio in what must be broadly the same

area,
One further occurrence of instituo may be significant. It was

observed above that as a holder of the post of a bibliothecis Suetonius

showed a marked interest in imperial libraries. A paséage of Isidore
normally supposed to derive from Suetonius shows precisely an interest
in institution (fr.102 Reiff).14 It moves from a brief sketch of
libraries in Greece (bibliothecam primus instituisse Pisistratus
creditur), through the libraries of Hellenistic kings, to their arrival
in Rome (primus...advexit Aemilius Paulus); the design of a public
library by Caesar, and its eventual execution by Pollio. If we coﬁflate‘
Isidore with other passages in Suetonius, we may add the last step:

the building of the Palatine libraries by Augustus (Aug.29,3) and the

5

appointment of librarians (Jul.26; de Gramm.20 & 21).1 This coincides

with the impression given by the works On Games of what discussion of
'institution' must have been like. But before positing that bibliothecae

A3

was in fact one of the headings of the Inst.O0ff. it will be necessary

to consider the evidence for the significance of officia.
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The word has its own history, moving perceptibly with developments
in public life. The history of a word is extraordinarily hard to pin
down with precision, both because the occurrences in surviving literature
represent only a fraction of total usage, and because the boundaries
between different nuances are so very fluid. Nevertheless the broad
outlines can be traced in this case with some confidence.16

In the republican period, as represented by comedy and the writings
of Cicero, officium conveyed not concretely a 'job', but the 'role' or
'function' of a particular type of person (for Plautus a pimp, a tart,

a cook may 'do', but not 'hold', officium suum); and this shades into

the nuance commonest in Cicero of the 'duties' of a type of person, a
man, a citizen but particularly a magistrate. When Cicero speaks of
himself as having performed 'officio...consulari' (in Cat.iv,19, cf.
Rab.Post.2) he means that he has done his duty, not held the 'office’.
It is only (and significantly) at the very end of the period that the‘

'job' emerges, and I doubt whether Cicero ever uses

concrete sense of
the word unambiguously thus, though there are grey areas; he can use

the expression 'commune officium censurae...defendere' of a censor

(Prov.Cons.20), but the context makes it clear that his censor is

answering the call of duty in upholding an 'officium', not merely
entering in on a job.

When the concrete sense does emerge, it is not as a slide from the
Ciceronian 'duties of a.magistraté', and indeed I know no certain case
where a republican magistracy is described as an officium.17 Rather
it is the new non-republican special commissions that are initially so
described, especially in the military sphere. (Note that the soldier
not only has his duties, as do other types, but can 'remain in', 'desert',

or 'return to' his officium.) It is Caesar (and in the Civil not the
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Gallic War) who leads the way: 'toti tamen officio maritimo M. Bibulus

praepositus cuncta administrabat' - here is a new sphere of administrative
.18, ., . : . |

action.  With empire the irregular commissions of the civil war turned

into regular posts, and officia became a regular phenomenon. So

Velleius Paterculus is successor to his father's officium as praefectus

equitum (ii,104,3). In the period between Augustus and Trajan the scope
expands: it covers the post of procurator (Sen. NQ 4A praef.l) and the
whole equestrian career 'officiorumque per officia processus' (Sen. ep.
101,6, cf. Plin. ep.iii,5 on his uncle); and in the senatorial career

the praefectura urbis (Sen. ep.83,14), the praefectura aerarii (Plin.

Pan.91,1), the cura aquarum (Front. de aqu.l) and the supervision of

the Tiber (Plin. ep.v,14,2); and in Tacitus commonly imperial (but not
senatorial)governorships (e.g. Agr.25 'sextum officii annum').
That there should have been a semantic distinction between such

officia and republican magistratus makes sense, for it corresponds to

an ideological distinction (cf. Plin. ep.iii,1,12 obiit officia, gessit
magistratus). It is not merely that these posts are new (cf. Tac. Hist.
1,20 'novum officii genus' of Galba's equestrian commissioners), but
that they involve in some sense subordination to a superior officer.19
Officium describes the relations of two parties, the obligations of one

to another, whether in the role of miles, amicus, or whatever. A

magistracy is primarily an honos conveyed by the people, which incidentaily
has duties inherent in .it; an officium is a task undertaken by one for
another which incidentally proved honorific.2

But officium, as well as suiting the duties of a subordinate in
a military and political sphere, could also apply to the relations of
slave and master. Just as in Comedy pimps and tarts had their officia

. . . . 21
(duties), in the early empire a slave may be given an officium (a job).
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In strict usage, perhaps, a slave performed a ministerium, and only a

free agent could undertake an officium; but the servile household too
had its sense of rank and dignity, and it is clear that the word
officium was used.22 This linguistic fact is surely important for the
conceptual development of imperial 'offices'. Seneca shows the freedman
Polybius, just like the equestrian Lucilius, pressed by his 'adsidua
laboriosi officii statione' (Cons.Pol.6,4). The epitaph of one freedman
of Claudius is eloquent of the pride he took in his post:

Cl(audius) hic iaceo Diadumenus, arte poeta,

olim Caesariis floridus officiis 23
(ILS 1849).

Thus the same word could be used to describe the job assigned by the

emperor to a senior consularis and to a junior palace slave.

The final development of the word corresponds to the increasing
institutionalisation of the imperial administrative machinery. Under
the republic officium conveys an abstract duty; from Caesar a concrete
job; but from the 2nd century AD it also frequently refers to the
'department', the 'bureau' in the Weberian sense of personnel and files
and location (above p.83 ). The 'office' becomes the institution and
machinery for which one 'officio praepositus' is responsible, then the
personnel under his command, and the location where the department.
operates. By the end, paradoxically, the officium tends to exclude the
head of department.24 This sense is first attested in the inscription
of the first century AD (ILS 1921, 'Nerito Divi Claudii 1ib. principi
offici imper...'). But it is only with Suetonius himself that this
sense appears in a literary source, and thereafter it is common in the
jurists and inscriptions. It seems fairly evident that the usage is
one that has 'worked up' socially; first used among freedmen and palace

staff, and only accepted as 'good Latin' when an author of equestrian
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status comes to hold a freedman post. >

The history of the word demonstrates the important fact that
alongside the well-known institutional development brought about by
the principate, there was a conceptual development. Just as the reign
of Hadrian is the culmination of early institutional developments,
with Suetonius it seems to represent a turning-point conceptually. The
terms 'civil service' or 'bureaucracy' would have been meaningless to
him; but he could see officia as institutions, the development of which
could be recorded.

But so much said, it is not enough to assume that Suetonius wrote
the history traced above. It is natural for a modern writer to suppose
that an ancient should see the history of a development in roughly the
same terms as he does; but in practice almost always wrong. It is
therefore essential to look at the passages in the Caesars where officia
are discussed to gain an idea of Suetonius' own perspective. The
passages are fairly numerous and interesting enough to set out in detail.
i) creation of officia:

1) Aug.37 'quoque plures [sc. senatores]'partem administrandae rei
p. caperent, nova officia excogitavit: curam operum publicorum,

viarum, aquarum, alvei Tiberis, frumenti populo dividundi, praefecturam

urbis, triumviratum legendi senatus et alterum recognascendi turmas
equitum, quotiensque opus esset.'

2) Tib.42,2 'novum denique officium instituit a voluptatibus praeposito
equite R. T. Caesonio Prisco.' (cf. also no.5 below).

ii) changes in organisation/status

3) Dom.7,2 'quaedam ex maximis officiis inter libertinos equitesque
R. communicavit'.

4) Tit.6,1 'receptaque ad se prope omnium officiorum cura...praefecturam

quoque praetori suscepit nunquam ad id tempus nisi ab eq. R. admini-
stratam',

ii1) appointments

5) vita Horati 18f Rostagni: 'Augustus epistolarum quoque ei officium
obtulit' - with citation of Aug.'s letter.
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6) Tib.63,2 he gave several consulars provinces, but kept them till
he app01nted their successors...'cum interim manente officii titulo
etiam delegaret plurima assidue, quae illi per legatos et adiutores
suos exequenda curarent'.

7) C1.29,1 'suppositos aut etiam palam immutatos datorum officiorum
cod1C1llos - sc. by liberti.

8) Ner.32,4 'nulli delegavit officium ut non adiceret: "scis quid
mihi opus sit", et "hoc agamus, ne quis quicquam habeat'"' (of
appointment of procurators).

9) Galb.15,1 'existimabatur etiam senatoria et equestria officia
bienni spatio determinaturus nec daturus nisi invitis et recusantibus’.

10) Oth.7,1 'procuratores atque libertos ad eadem officia revocavit'.

11) Vesp.16,2 'creditur etiam procuratorum rapacissimum quemque ad
ampliora officia ex industria solitus promovere' (used like 'sponges').

12) Dom.1 3 'uno die super XX off1c1a urbana aut peregrina distribuit,
"mirari se", Vespasianum dictante, "quod successorem non et sibi
mitteret"'.

iv) offices at work
13) Vit.5 'proconsulatum Africae post haec curamque operum publicorum
administravit...in provincia singularem innocentiam praestitit...at
in urbano officio dona atque ornamenta templorum subripuisse'
(ferebatur) etc.
14) Vesp.l4 when Vespasian was banned Nero's court and asked what
to do, '...quidam ex officio admissionis simul expellens "abire

Morboviam" iusserat'.

15) Vesp.21 '...dein (after waking) perlectis epistulis officiorumque
omnium breviariis...'.

16) (=4) Tit.6,1 receptaque ad se prope omnium officiorum cura, cum
patris nomine et epistulas ipse dictaret et edlcta conscriberet',26

What emerges? The frequency with which Suetonius mentions 'offices'
L4 L [d L L4 2 7 '
in the technical sense is in itself worthy of comment. Most often he

speaks of administrative posts (note the use of administrare in 1,4 & 13)

delegated by the emperor (delegare: 6 & 8); but in three cases he has
the new sense of 'department' (14, 15, 16), particularly clear in 'quidam
ex officio admissionis' (14) . Those who hold offices may be senators,

equestrians, or liberti: and he speaks in the same breath of senatorial
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and equestrian posts (9) or of equestrian and libertine (3 & 10); the
appointments that the young Domitian showered may well have involved

all three classes, but we are not told (12). The frank application of
the term to liberti is a sign of the integration of the 'imperial service'
as a whole stretching down from consulars to slaves. There is no sign

that Suetonius confused officia with magistratus and honores: one point

that is distinctive of an officium is that it ends not wilu the year
but with the arrival of a successor (6, 12) and he evidently has no
sympathy with Galba's proposed introduction of a time-limit (9). When
provincial governorships are so labelled, it is imperial, not senatorial
provinces involved (6; compare the nuancing of 13, 'in provincia, [sc.
Africa proconsulari]...at in urbano officio’ [sc. cura operum publicorum]).
Does this material allow us to make any inferences about the contents
of the Inst.0ff.? Certainly it confirms the interest of this equestrian
official iﬁ his administrative world. But the balance of his interest
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