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Abstract

Living in an Age of Gold: Being a Subject of the Roman Emperor
Panayiotis Christoforou, Brasenose College, DPhil in Ancient History, Trinity Term 2016

This thesis explores the perception of the emperor in the mentalités of his subjects, exploring
the different ways he was understood. Drawing upon written material from Augustus to
Alexander Severus, this thesis explores the roles he was cast in, alluding to a discourse
concerning who the emperor was and what he should be, exploring similarities across the
period. It is argued the participants in this conversation are not restricted to an elite, but also
involved scrutiny from a wider population. Accordingly, this thesis is an alternative history
about how the Emperor seemed.

It is split into three parts according to episodes of an emperor’s life: Part 1 and Chapter 1
explore the nature of the succession, including a discussion of the scholarship concerning the
nature of the emperor’s power and its transmission. It explores the nature of the succession, the
imperial family, and perception of this issue from the perspective of his subjects.

Part 2 explores the discourse about the emperor’s conduct during his reign. Chapter 2 discusses
the issues with the evidence, and how to glean a wider perspective. Chapter 3 is a thematic
treatment of the ‘topics of conversation’ within the discourse, and each help to describe the
‘thought-world’ concerning the emperor, involving the fears and expectations of his roles in
government, culture, and society; from the banal to the fantastic.

Part 3 and Chapter 4 concern the emperor’s legacy. It discusses the impression of the emperor’s
timelessness, and the comparability of the emperorship. This is reflected in the afterlife of an
emperor, showing the relevancy of dead emperors to subsequent generations, and is manifested
in diverse ways, from historical discourse to the appearance of false emperors. Finally,
comparability is stressed, opening possibilities for further study on the nature of the
emperorship as an example of autocracy.
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Introduction: An Imagined Emperor

Aurea secura cum pace renascitur aetas

et redit ad terras tandem squalore situque

alma Themis posito iuvenemque beata sequuntur

saecula, maternis causam qui vicit Iulis.

dum populos deus ipse reget...'

... sed legibus omne reductis

ius aderit, moremque fori vultumque priorem

reddet et afflictum melior deus auferet acvum.”
The above quotations are from Calpurnius Siculus’ first eclogue, here recounting the
prophecy of Faunus inscribed on a beech tree. It is found by Corydon and Oryntus in an
effort to escape the sun in late summer.’ The inscription describes the coming of a new
Golden Age, precipitated by a young emperor who will restore peace and order to the joy
of the people.’ In many ways, it captures the essence of several themes that will be
explored in this thesis, which is a study of the perception and reception of the Roman
emperor from the perspective of his subjects. These are timelessness, comparability, and
liminality, which can be explained as follows. The temporal dimension involves the
continual existence of the emperorship, in that the idea of an emperor existing
permanently, giving him a timeless quality.” This brings us to comparability, which
invites judgement and scrutiny of different emperors from the perspective of his subjects
within the rubric of what it means to be an emperor; a conversation that is continually
being augmented with the advent of new emperors and the reinterpretation of previous
ones.’ Finally, his liminality is due to the emperor being caught between several different

roles and worlds that are inherent to the nature of the position. Depending on context, the

emperor can be perceived to be basileus, responding to petitions from his subjects, and

' Calp. Ecl. 1.42-46.

* Calp. Ecl. 1.71-73.

3 cf. Wiseman (1982) 57.

* For more on these themes, see Chapter 3.6.
> See Chapter 4.1. cf. Chapter. 1.1.

® See Chapter 3 and Chapter 4.



also the first amongst equals at Rome.” He could be a paragon of moral rectitude, distant
from the vicissitudes of luxury, but also seen in the company of freaks, engaging in
depravity.* He could also be godly, standing between humanity and the divine; a bringer
of peace and plenty to the world, a harbinger of a new Golden Age, but also a
Saturnalicius Princeps, a figure that brings about ruin and chaos.’

As a precursor, all these themes are present in Calpurnius Siculus. The lack of
specificity of the allusions to any singular emperor point to the malleability of the themes
and images with which he is elaborating.'’ Indeed, the strength of the argument that the
iuvenis described throughout as clearly being a reference to Nero was challenged by
Champlin a few decades ago, who argued for a third century date, and the young man
actually being Alexander Severus.'' This precipitated a scholarly firestorm involving
several classicists, commenced by a strong rejection of Champlin in order to bolster the
Neronian date.'”” However, the terms of these debates concerning the historical and
literary references apparent in Calpurnius Siculus, alongside analyses of his metre,
syntax, and prosody fall out of the scope here. Perhaps the key point to argue takes its cue
from Horsfall’s agnosticism on the dating of the poems, namely concerning the
timelessness of its themes."” In other words, the references above could refer to a specific
emperor, yet it is framed in such a way that it can be disputed. With this in mind, there is

a temporal wavering at play here, brought into relief by the mythological references, that

" Millar (1992) 3, 11.

8 Dench (2005) 279-292.

° Dench (2005) 280; Dickison (1977) 634-647; Trentin (2011); Braund and James (1998) 285-288; esp.
Versnel (1993a) 43ff. For more on the Golden Age, see below, Chapter 3.6

10 ¢f. Horsfall (1997) 166.

" Champlin (1978) 95-110, esp. 98-100.

2 For a comprehensive account of this debate, see Martin (1996) 34-35, n. 4. For the first reactions, see
Townend (1980) 166-174, Mayer (1980) 175-176 and Wiseman (1982) 57-67. For Champlin’s response,
see Champlin (1986) 104-112, alongside aid from Armstrong (1986) 113-136, for a more literary and
metrical analysis of the poet’s work that preferred a later date. For a sceptical appraisal of the earlier date,
see Baldwin (1995a) 157-167 and Horsfall (1997) 166-195.

'3 Horsfall (1997) 192-195. cf. Potter (1994) 141 for a similar argument with respect to the emperors in the
Sibylline Oracles.



places the discourse of what it means to be an emperor outside of time. As this thesis will
show, this developing conversation scrutinised the idea of emperor throughout the period
in question, namely the first two and a half centuries of our era, allowing for comparison
to occur between different emperors and different contexts.

Indeed, this is also observable in the quotation above, which involves a judgement
on the suitability of different emperors in their ability to ensure the peace and prosperity
of the empire. Not only does the new emperor bring a return of a Golden Age, but does
so at the expense of the previous emperor and his age of oppression. Accordingly, there
is an inherent comparability between different emperors. Furthermore, it highlights the
importance of the emperor within the conceptual framework of how the world works; it
is the emperor who is responsible and culpable for the good and the bad. It was the hope
for a melior deus who would ensure the peace and prosperity in the world, which is met
by the fear that he would fall short of the mark. Moreover, the idea that there would be a
‘better god’ highlights the extraordinary scrutiny placed on the position and conduct of
the Roman emperor, and indeed the different roles he had to fulfil.

This theme of liminality of the emperor is one that runs throughout this thesis, and
often involves the expectation or understanding of the emperor as a preternatural person
who occupies a space between the real and the imaginary; seemingly contradictory and
inexplicable. Such was the impression of the Roman emperor on the imaginaire. The
contradictory roles of the emperor can be argued to be extremes, part in parcel of the
spectrum of opinions concerning what made them ‘good’ or ‘bad’, which seem separable
and distinct. However, when the lens becomes less focused to encompass the position of
the emperor as a whole, these roles become less easily delineated. Hence the liminality:
all these roles contribute to how he was perceived by his subjects in the Roman empire,

and therefore it permeates the discourse concerning the emperor. This means that we often



get a contradictory view of the emperor; one that cannot be easily defined or explained.
A goal of this thesis is to appreciate the cracks and fissures that populate the thought-
world of the Roman emperor, in order to appreciate the different roles the emperor had to
fulfil, and also to see the differing perspectives of these roles, particularly from a wider,
inclusive perspective.

There are several avenues which a project such as this could follow. More on what
couldn’t be done with respect to the restrictive medium of a doctorate will be elaborated
below, but the conscious concentration was to explore the various written representations
of the emperor and his interactions with his subjects in order to construct a history of how
he was perceived.'* Several interesting points were revealed, which aggregated to provide
an alternative perspective of the Roman emperor in his world. It is alternative in the sense
that it attempts to flip the picture and observe the idea of the emperorship from the
perspective of his subjects, rather than attempting to assess outward representations of
the position." It is this choice of lens and focus that reveals different impressions of the
emperor.

Indeed, these impressions seem to confirm the subjectivity and volatility of the
position. It is subjective in that it seemed ideologically incumbent to the success of an
emperor to be challengeable.'® In other words, the idea that the emperor was dependent
on the consent of his subjects in order to rule. This involves the corollary that he could
lose his power. This evokes Weber’s schema of charismatic authority, which brings us to
volatility. It is volatile in both the vastly different and contradictory imaginations of the
emperor, encompassing both what was hoped and feared in his conduct, and the instability

of the system that resisted a smooth succession of one emperor to the next. In terms of

' ¢f. de Jong (2014) 244-245 for a similar argument.
'3 ¢f. further discussion below in Chapter 3.1.
' ¢f. Chapter 1 on the succession and the idea of acceptance.



the historical impact, it means that the system had a failsafe: if an emperor proved to be
unsuitable for the position, he could be removed, but not to the destruction of the system
itself. This meant that what people thought about him mattered, thus meaning that what
people thought and talked about the emperor was important to the political, social,
religious, and cultural life of the Empire.

This mentalité concerning the emperor was a moving target, constantly evolving
through time and space. In other words, the expectations and fears about the Roman
emperor were added to by both real and imagined perceptions of him and his actions,
made more and more complex by new examples being set, alongside reassessment of the
old. All this has essential implications to the sort of emperor that was imagined, giving a
different perspective than a more legal or administrative delineation of the office and his
duties. It importantly suggests an emperor with a larger-than-life role, which transcended
time and space, hinted at in the passages of Calpurnius Siculus above. To reiterate, this
means that the emperor had more liminal and celestial aspects than previously
acknowledged. His position made it necessary for him to be seen as a mediator between
worlds, taking on different guises in different contexts, which meant that he had to be
perceived to solve a wide variety of problems, from the banal to the fantastical.

The thesis as a whole is split thematically, and the different parts correspond to
different episodes in the life of an emperor. Greater detail is provided in the introductions
for each chapter, but the contents are as follows: The first chapter serves as an
introduction to the relevant themes concerning the power of the Roman emperor, and also
as a discussion on the perception of the succession. It will be argued that if acceptance
was a deciding factor in the legitimisation of an emperor’s rule, then exploring what his
subjects thought about him was essential. In particular, it explores the debate about

bloodline and adoption, their importance to the succession, and perception of this issue



from the perspective of the emperor’s subjects. The second chapter provides a necessary
excursus on the problems and issues of the evidence, and how to extrapolate wider
perspectives of the emperor. The third and largest chapter is a thematic treatment of the
different ‘topics of conversation’ within the discourse concerning the emperor, each of
which describes aspects of a thought-world about him. The fourth chapter concerns the
legacy and afterlife of the emperor, including the impression of timelessness, which saw
the continued relevancy of dead emperors to the future of the Principate.

As with all exercises of this type, there is a necessary place for res non gestae,
allowing for new avenues to be explored in the future. At certain points, depth was
sacrificed for breadth, and vice versa. Certain topics, such as the provincial and civic
organisation of the imperial cult, were avoided, due to ample scholarly treatment and the
potential that the thesis could quadruple in size. Still, there are several topics of different
sizes that could have been treated in this thesis that are worth mentioning. Of particular
note is the question of visual imagery and art historical evidence. It is unfortunate that
these could not be incorporated into the thesis, since from its inception research focused
on text rather than image, for fear of an ever growing corpus of evidence, as well as a
lack of expertise dealing with such material. Still, future iterations of this work will
endeavour to include visual material, particularly concerning representations of the
emperor at a provincial and local level in different media, such as portraiture and
coinage.'” Furthermore, also in consequence of space, more specific encounters with the
emperor and certain groups around the empire were avoided, with the view to try to stress
commonalities as well as differences between subjects in their views of the emperor. This

does not mean that certain groups, such as the military, or Jewish communities, do not

' For inspiration on this line of analysis, and where to find such material, see Clarke (2003). For
inspiriation on the type of work done in provincial coinage, see Howgego et al. (2005). For more specific
relevancy to a topic dealt with in this thesis, the collections of mirabilia at Rome (Chapter 3.4), see
Rutledge (2012) for his discussion of the material, as well as textual, evidence.



appear in this thesis, but rather that differentiation and stratification in society is more
loosely dealt with in an effort to focus on the differing perspectives concerning the
emperor. A much larger work would take this issue into consideration, and in particular,
argue for a schema hinted at throughout this thesis; that proximity to an emperor and his
power seemed to matter on how one viewed the position, giving an alternative impression
of Roman imperial society. With this in mind, such work would include encounters with
the emperor, the relationship with the army, exploring specific provincial attitudes, such
as Jewish or Christian perspectives, naming the emperor as beneficiary in festamenta, and
the devotional contexts of the Lares Augusti, amongst others.

Nonetheless, it is hoped that the breadth of topics and evidence discussed will
provide a thought-provoking tapestry on the different perceptions of the Roman emperor.
Accordingly, this thesis opens up the emperor to understandings of continuity and
comparison. Not in the sense of fixity or an unchanging impression, but rather how
different emperors from different contexts could be conceptually compared and
contrasted to each other. It also creates a study concerning how an autocratic ruler was
understood and perceived by his subjects, both revealing the weight of expectation and
the difficulty of being an emperor, and also highlighting the resonance of the emperor as

an idea for comparison with different periods of human history.'

'8 For more on comparability, see Chapter 4.2 and the Conclusion.



Part 1: Before Being Emperor



Chapter 1: Imagining the Succession: The Imperial Succession

from a Wider Perspective
1.1: Introduction

As discussed above, the emperor’s liminality is temporal. From the inception of
the Principate, the role of emperor, and its perception, was in constant dialogue with the
past, present, and future. This can be observed in calendars.' They attest to a form of
dividing and understanding time, which could vary across region and era.” As Feeney
asserts, the advent of dates on the calendar that concerned the emperor and his family
should not be underestimated:

every few days, another imperial anniversary, another commemoration of the
princeps and his family, a positive invasion, a planned and systematic act of intrusion
which has the cumulative effect of recasting what it means to be Roman.’
In the Italian fasti, each year, birthdays of the imperial family,* temple dedications,’ title
conferrals,” and even the assumption of the foga virilis of an imperial family member, are
commemorated.” Such pervasiveness is also reflected in the provinces. At the suggestion

of the proconsul Paulus Fabius Maximus, the koinon of Asia approved that the calendar

of the province be reformed to make Augustus’ birthday, the September 23, the new year:*

! Feeney (2007) 184-189.

> Morgan (2007) 244: the dating systems could include AUC (ab urbe condita) from the foundation of
Rome, Olympiads, magisterial, regnal and consular years, and also comitial days to festival days; EJ 45ff
has an edition of compiled calendars. For the compilation, see Inscr. Ital. 13.2. cf. Salzman (1991) 5-6; cf.
Feeney (2007) passim, for the nuances and differences of how the Romans imposed order and structure on
their perceptions of time. cf. Potter (1984) 137.

3 Feeney (1992) 5; Feeney (2007) 185, where he cites Horace on how the Senate and the People will
remember Augustus: ‘fuas, Auguste, virtues in aevum per titulos memoresque fastus aeternet...” (Carm.
4.14.3-5).

*EJp.51 =CIL 1, p. 246 = Inscr. Ital. 13.2.29, for the Fasti Pighiani: ‘nat(alis) Germanic(i).’ cf. SHA,
Hadr., 8.2 and SHA. Pert. 15.5 on birthday celebrations.

> EJp.45 =Inscr. Ital. 13.2.17: *Concordiae Aufgustae aedis dedicat]a est P(ublio) Dolabella C(aio) Silano
co(n)[s(ulibus)].’cf. EJp. 45 = Inscr. Ital. 13.2.22, for the Fasti Verulanli: ‘fer(iae) [e[x s(enatus) c(onsulto)
quod eo die aedis | Clo[ncordiae in foro dedic(ata) est’.

® For example, the title pater patriae: EJ p. 47 = Inscr. Ital. 13.2.17: ‘feriae ex s(enatus) c(onsulto) | quod
eo die Imperator Caesar Augustus pontifex | maximus trib(unicia) potest(ate) XX I co(n)s(ul) XIII | a senatu
populoque Romano pater patriae | appellatus’.

"EJp.48 = Inscr. Ital. 13 .2.17: ‘Ti(berius) Caesar togam virilem sumpsit Imp(eratore) Caesare VII M(arco)
Agrippa | Ill co(n)s(ulibus).” cf. Riipke (2011) 134.

8 For Paulus Fabius Maximus’ letter: EJ 98a,11.20-23 = Sherk, RDGE 65A.



OO TN Ayabf) ®ol € owtneiq deddlyBon Toig €m thg Aciag "EAnoL, Goyewy
™y véav vouvunviov maoofig] | tolc moleowv T MO €vvéa naAavOOV
Ontofeinv, fug éotiv yevéldhog Nuéoa tod Zefaotod. dmwg O¢ dei 1) {te}
Nuéga otouyf) »aO’ éxdotmv mwoOMv, ovvyonuotillew tf Popaixf xol tv
‘EAMnvienv fjuéooav. | dyecbar 8¢ tov modtov ufva Kaicoga, xobo »ai
mooePfpLotar, AQyOuelvov Amd O évvéo pev xalovomv Oxtwfoiwv,
veveOhiov ¢ Nuéooag Kaloapog...’
A rupture is created in the reckoning of time for the province of Asia: a new year starts
with a new month, called Kaisar, to be placed within the framework of the Asian calendar,
which is enumerated at the end of the inscription (Il. 68-76). Furthermore, in a more
mundane context, regnal years are utilised in documentary papyri for dating purposes.
This can include receipts, contracts, census declarations, letters, and birth certificates.'’
Knowledge of regnal years was important in order to date documents: an innocuous, but
far-reaching impact of the coming and going of imperial lives. More directly, it hints at
the pervasiveness of the Roman emperor in the minds and lives of his subjects. In general,
there are several aspects of life in which the emperor is found present as an influential
factor; from the expectations of justice being upheld from the part of the emperor to the
curious cases of monsters being kept as part of the imperial retinue."'
The imperial life punctuates and informs how time is constructed and experienced
in a community. This is an inspiration for the organisation of this thesis: the ebb and flow
of time is experienced by observing the beginnings and endings of an emperorship. It can

reflect understandings of how time progresses, and how things can seemingly change and

remain similar in comparison to different points in the history of the principate.'” This

° For the decree of the Koinon: EJ 98b. 11. 50-56 = Sherk, RDGE 65D.

10 Examples follow the above list: BGU.1.31; BGU.1.50; BGU 1.53; BGU.1.45; BGU 1.110.1 am currently
working through the mentions of emperors in papyri for a future project. Other than the A cta-related
literature, the largest percentage of papyri fall under ‘dating’ related documents. On the importance of the
Roman power and the emperor manifesting themselves on papyri in Egypt, including analysis of the poll
tax, and imperial titulature, see de Jong (2014) 243-261.

" This is tackled with greater detail in Part 2 below, particularly Chapter 3.

'2 Morgan (2007) 244 argues that the lack of more concrete understandings of time such as the calendars
and water clocks in ethical material is an indication of how they did not make an impact on more popular
understandings of how time worked. However, feasts and festival days can be an indication of an impact
of important dates in the calendar (/G VII 2712 for an inscription in Acraephia, Boiotia, for a description

10



understanding of time allows for the comparison in history between similar episodes of
different emperors. This does not mean to disregard the differences between emperors
and the progression of the office of emperor, but it allows for a wider understanding of
how the emperor was perceived. It also attests to an (a)temporality of the emperor and his
family: the perception of them is in constant dialogue with different aspects of time: the
precedents of the past, the appearance of the present, and the projections for the future."

This chapter deals with the imperial succession, which can be seen as a beginning
in the life of an emperor, even if a concrete understanding of exactly when someone
became an emperor can be elusive.'* However, it seems that attempting to find a concrete
staring point of an emperor’s reign may be a distraction from the events and experiences
that marked the road to becoming an emperor,' all of which could be essential to how the
emperor was understood from a wider perspective. Therefore, a mélange of the variant
possibilities should be constructed, appreciating the mosaic of opinion concerning which
factors were important to understanding the Roman emperor. In other words, this chapter
will attempt to explore perceptions of the circumstances leading up to the succession, and
the events surrounding the accession itself.

This chapter will be split up as follows: First, there will be an exposition of the
historical and scholarly issues that have formed the debate concerning the succession,

which will provide important background concerning the office of emperor.'® Second, a

of their festival of Proion and Kaisareon). Still, a looser understanding of time is a correct assertion, with
seasons and natural phenomena being important markers. For more, see Chapter 4.1-2.

13 See Tac. Ann. 2.41.3, where Tacitus plays with the temporality of Germanicus by comparing him to the
past of his family, the joyous nature of his present situation in the triumphal procession, and the hope/fear
of the future embodied by him and his children. For more analysis on this passage, see Chapter 1.3.2 and
Chapter 4.3. cf. O’Gorman (2000) 55.

' Béranger (1953) 7: ‘Ces événements projettent une lumiére crue sur ’accession impériale. Le Sénat
ratifie, a plus ou moins longue échéance, une situation dont il n’est point le maitre. Ce jour-la peut s’appeler
dies imperii et marquer conventionnellement le début d’une ére de légalité, ce n’est que I’anneau d’une
chaine: nous n’en tenons pas le bout.” cf. Ibid., 9-10, for differing lengths of reigns in different sources. cf.
Hurlet (1997) 3.

15 cf. Duff (1999) 19-20 for an ancient biographical debate on when should one commence an imperial life.
' Chapter 1.2 below.
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historical analysis of the role of perception in the ‘road to becoming emperor’, which will
involve the interactions between the members of the imperial family and the general
population, and its importance to the succession and the stability of the regime. It serves
as a precursor to the rest of the thesis, for it shows how the contours and conversations
over the acceptance of an emperor started before their accession to the principate,
suggesting that the criteria of ruling and the topics of conversation that criticised the
emperor’s duties and suitability was not hermetically sealed and begun after he started
his emperorship, but rather was a discourse that began early.

It will be argued that the wider population in the empire had an understanding of
the power of the emperor and his family, and were engaged in the conversation of
acceptance that helped bolster the regime.'” The ambiguous nature of the emperor’s power
meant that there was no uniformity in the potential perceptions of the emperor, allowing
for differing interactions between the emperor and divergent sections of society,
suggesting that he could fulfil different, seemingly contradictory, roles in Roman political
and social life."® For the succession, the world of observers contributed to their image of
the emperor and his family, creating divergent opinions and images, which had a
complicating effect on the politics of the succession: differing popular perceptions of the
members of the imperial family, and of the relationships within the aula Caesaris,"” give
the impression of varying preferences for certain members in comparison to others. This
suggests that the perceptions of the Domus Augusta and its members fluctuated in the

eyes of different constituencies across the empire.

7 cf. Charlesworth (1937) 5. A wider perspective has been largely neglected for various reasons, which
could be due to lack of evidence, or perhaps the belief that certain sections of society either did not matter
or did not have any political say. See Veyne (1976) 544-545; Veyne (1990) 292-296; De Ste. Croix (1981)
370-372; cf. Syme (1939) 313ff.; cf. Finley (1983) 96; cf. Wiseman (2009) 235-236; See also below
Chapter 2.2.

'8 Purcell (1999) 187; Flaig (2011) 77.

' On the aula, see Winterling (2009) 79-102, Wallace-Hadrill (1996) 283-308, Wallace-Hadrill (2011) 91-
102, and Bang (2011) 103-128.
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1.2: The Question of the Succession: Issues of Interpretation and the
Scholarly Debate

The purpose of this section is to briefly outline the debate concerning the office
of emperor, which will provide the necessary precursor to the issues of the succession,
and wider perceptions of the phenomenon. In other words, it will describe the debate on
the nature of imperial power, and the nature of the succession, before exploring the role
of a wider population in the discourse. This section does not pretend to provide a new
interpretation on the constitutionality of the princeps, or to reveal a different reading of
the emperor’s judicial powers, which would fall outside the scope of this thesis. Instead,
what follows is short discussion of pertinent sources and scholarly opinions concerning
two important issues: the debated source of the emperor’s power and his accountability,
and the problem of the legitimacy of the succession. These selected topics do not form an
exhaustive list on the subject of monarchical power, from which historiographical and
philosophical studies could be made, concentrating on the Roman emperor alone.
Studying the different influences on the Roman emperorship, steeped in precedents
derived from governmental practice, Roman mythological history, and Greek theories of
kingship, alongside the reception of these influences thereafter in modern historiography,
is a worthwhile task, but would require a much larger exposition than the one provided
here. Instead, what is discussed will provide precursory information for the main purpose
of this chapter, concerning perceptions of the emperor and the succession, particularly
concerning interactions between him and a wider population across the empire. Attention
to this viewpoint is crucial when choosing the relative relevance of different topics
concerning the ideology of the emperor. For instance, whereas knowledge of the ancient
political philosophy peri basileias is essential, it is also important to acknowledge that

many of the emperor’s subjects were not necessarily versed in the viewpoints of Plato or
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Aristotle.! This does not make it irrelevant, but it means that a wider focus is taken, which
stresses aspects of the emperor and his office that lent itself to a wider understanding of
his acceptance.

The designation of a successor to the office of emperor was a difficult task. Mason
Hammond’s metaphor ‘transmission of powers’ is perhaps just a descriptive phrase
utilised to get around a concept that is slippery at best, and perhaps purposefully so.* The
phrase suggests a process: the movement of powers from one princeps to the next; by the
voting of requisite powers at the new princeps’ accession, and/or the inheritance of power
at the death of the old emperor. However, there are problems with this manner of
understanding the issue of succession. The first problem lies in how readily monarchic,
or regal, the description of the principate becomes. Explanations of the phenomenon
involving words such as ‘king’, ‘prince’, ’throne’ etc., presupposes an equality between
the principate and other kingdoms in history without the necessary scrutiny.” Usage of
such terms becomes more of a hindrance than a help, confining the principate to models
of monarchy that seem more familiar, meaning that supposed deviations from the
model(s) of monarchic government become seen as such, even if in reality this was not

the case.” This is problematic as it influences our understanding of Roman government at

! cf. Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 32-36 on his attempt to create connections between Greek antiquity and the
Principate, assessing the peculiarities of the Roman system.

2 Hammond (1956) 64ff; Hammond (1959) 1-6. cf. Veyne (2002) 5.

? See for example Lott (2012) 1: When describing the senatorial guidelines for the commemoration of Gaius
and Lucius, he uses the word ‘princes’ to describe them, and proceeds to include the caveat ‘an
anachronistic but useful word’. Unfortunately, Lott does not explain the usefulness of the word to the
understanding of Gaius and Lucius’ position in relation to Augustus, their family, the Senate, and other
relevant constituencies across the Empire to justify its use. As such, these terms can often be distracting.
However, this is not the same as discounting comparative frameworks of analysis, such as the similarities
and differences between different autocracies across time and space. For an excellent recent exposé on this
method and its utility in the medieval and early modern world, see Duindam (2016) 1-13. cf. Veyne (2002)
7-8 for a short assessment on the differences between the principate and the Ancien Régime of France.

* ¢f. Rowe (2002) 2 for the use of ‘princes’ to denote the young men in the imperial family. The strength
of this criticism should not be overestimated as it must be said that words such as ‘prince’ are used for want
of better words. See, however, Fears (1977) for the careful use of language, particularly with much
comparative material coming from other forms of ancient monarchy.
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its highest level, obscuring the nuances of the position of princeps within its ancient
context.

The second problem involves simplicity. Again, Hammond’s phrase makes the
phenomenon seem seamless, as if the ‘transmission of powers’” was a smooth conferral of
powers from one emperor directly to the next. However, it was necessarily not
straightforward.’ The syntax of the previous sentence was arranged purposefully to point
to the inherent ambiguity of the office of emperor, and the strains that the question of the
succession put on the role. This ambiguity will be discussed further below, but it is
important to state here that the ambiguous nature of the power of the emperor was in fact
its essence. The imperial powers that derived from sources both informal, such as that of
an emperor’s own auctoritas S and formal, that voted to him on his accession, existed in a
perpetual tension that shifted between the two. Both sides were important to the
principate, for it is the combination of these sides of power that made the role of emperor

essential to the system.’

* Gibson (2012) 1. cf. Hekster (2002) 17 and esp. Hekster (2015) 2-12 for a careful and nuanced explanation
of the issue.

6 cf. Rowe (2013) 1-15 on the term, and below for a discussion on his argument.

" See below, 29-30.
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1.2.1: Ambiguity in the Office of Emperor

The ambiguity of the office of emperor has been a matter of debate for centuries,
troubling scholars in the sense that the role of emperor was seemingly contradictory. This
prompted interpretations that wished to stress one aspect over the other, such as the
constitutional aspects of the emperorship above the more symbolic sources of his power.
Enigmatically, the principate was an autocratic form of government that placed
unmatched power in the hands of an individual, yet it retained aspects of republican
terminology and nomenclature.® It was theoretically constrained by the law, yet it retained
the authority that went beyond the law and other offices of the Roman state.” This
wavering of the emperor’s powers supports the view of the emperor as a liminal figure:
the ambiguous nature of his power meant that he could simultaneously fulfil the role of
autocrat, whilst also claiming to be first among equals."

In the Romisches Staatsrecht, Mommsen discusses the constitutionality of the
emperor. In his understanding the principate was founded on the sovereignty of the
people,' which meant that the princeps was no different than a magistrate, chosen to the
supreme office, with constitutional restrictions on his power:

Alle Gewalten im Staate iiben nicht eigenes Recht aus, sondern stellvertretend

dasjenige des Volkes, und der Princeps ist nichts als ein Beamter mehr, und zwar ein
Beamter nicht mit einer Machtfiille, die ihn iiber die Verfassung stellte, sondern mit

¥ Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 32. cf. Syme (1939) 2 for his cynicism on the ‘Restoration of the Republic.’ cf.
Winterling (2009) 123-140.

% Dig. 1331 =Ulp. ad [. iul. et pap. 13; Aug. RG. 34. cf. Purcell (1999) 187.

10 Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 32ff; cf. Freudenberg (2014) 4.

" StR 11 749-750 = DPR V, 6-7. The reference here is to the populus Romanus. see Ando (1999) 14:
‘According to Cicero, "the res publica is the res populi, but a populus is not every crowd of men, gathered
for any reason, but a crowd bound by consensual commitment to a particular normative order and by
common interest." The populus Romanus was thus notionally permeable, open to those Romans willing to
participate in this consensus, and yet that consensus constructed the Roman people, in its corporate identity,
as a singular and homogeneous collective.’” cf. Cic. Rep. 1.39; cf. Gaius, 1.3. What constituted the populus
Romanus, and the difference with the plebs Romana, and indeed other collectives across the Empire, will
be discussed below in Chapter 2.2.
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einer in die verfassungsmassigen Ordnungen eingefiigten und fest umschriebenen
Competenz."”

According to Mommsen, the principate was different from what can be understood as an
absolute monarchy; it was by the consent of constituents of the Roman empire that the
emperor owed his position.”” This idea, the consensus universorum, is an important
ideological aspect of the Roman principate, and is reflected in numerous sources." To
give but one example, in the Res Gestae, Augustus states ‘per consensum universorum
potitus rerum omnium’ S His power, therefore, was claimed to be sanctioned by universal
consent. This is further reflected in the legal tradition. Ulpian wrote that

quod principi placuit, legis habet vigorem: utpote cum lege regia, quae de imperio
eius lata est, populus ei et in eum omne suum imperium et potestatem conferat.'®

Therefore, the emperor’s powers were given to him by the people.'” The primacy of the
people, and its relationship to its supreme representative, is an ideologically significant
point."®

This can be observed in the Res Gestae. For example, Augustus’ actions overseas
are done on behalf of the Roman people: ‘Aegyptum imperio populi Romani adieci;’ "’
‘Parthos trium exercituum Romanorum spolia et signa reddere mihi supplicesque

0

amicitiam populi Romani petere coegi;’™ ‘imperio populi Romani subieci protulique

fines Illyrici ad ripam fluminis Danui.’*' This can similarly be observed in the following

"> StR 11 749-750 = DPR V. 6-7.

'3 StR 11 844 = DPR V 116. cf. Veyne (2002) 6. cf. StR 11 1132-1133 = DPR V. 445-446. The consensus
universorum is a wider body of support that the populus Romanus, which would stretch Mommsen’s model.
See below, Chapter 2.2, 74-77; cf. Flaig (2011) 77.

14 See below, 33-37 on the idea of ‘acceptance’; cf. Hammond (1959) 10, 24, n. 44-48. cf. Plin. Pan. 10.1;
cf. Val. Max. 1. pr.

> Aug. RG.34.cf. StR 11844 = DPR V 116.

' Dig. 1.4.1.pr. = Ulp. Inst. 1.

7 cf. Brunt (1977) 107-8: It has been argued that by the time Ulpian wrote this, such constitutional
formalities had become fossilised in text, and did not occur in practice. Nevertheless, Ulpian’s comment
suggests that it was still an ideologically important aspect of the imperial regime.

'8 Millar (1988) 12-13. cf. Griffin (1991) 46.

¥ Aug. RG 27.1

0 Ibid., 29.2-3.

*! Ibid., 30.
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inscription, set up on an Egyptian obelisk serving as a gnomon in the Campus Martius:
‘[imp. Caesar divi f.] | [Augustus] | [pontifex maximus] | [imp. X1, cos. | X1, trib. pot.
XIV] | Aegupto(!) in potestatlem] | populi Romani redac(ta) | Soli donum dedit.’*
Therefore, both legally and ideologically, Augustus portrayed himself as accountable to
the people and the laws of the state,” to which he was the supreme magistrate and
representative.

Paradoxically, the emperor was simultaneously above the laws.” The above
quotation from Ulpian, which starts with the clause quod principi placuit, legis habet
vigorem, is a quite open ended statement that suggests that the emperor, as the principal
law giver, was above it, because his opinion meant law.” This is corroborated by Ulpian

himself with the dictum:

quodcumque igitur imperator per epistulam et subscriptionem statuit vel cognoscens
decrevit vel de plano interlocutus est vel edicto praecepit, legem esse constat.*

Therefore, the law could be made through any medium that the emperor chose, including
even outside the setting of a tribunal (de plano).”’ Still, this status did not necessarily
equate to being above the law. However, it was the case, as stated by Ulpian in his

commentary on the Julian and Papian laws, that princeps legibus solutus est.** Now, this

*ILS 91 = CIL 6.702. cf. Plin. NH. 36.71.

2 Millar (1988) 15; Brunt (1977) 109. cf. Plin. Pan. 65. 1

** See below 20-21, for the issue of dating when the emperor was above the law. cf. Wirszubski (1950)
130-136.

% ¢f. Brunt (1977) 108, 110:

* Dig.1.4.1.1. = Ulp. Inst. 1; cf. Dig. 1.2.12 = Pompom. Encheiridion 1: ‘aut est principalis constitutio, id
est, ut quod ipse princeps constituit pro lege servetur.’ cf. Gaius. 1. 5: ‘Constitutio principis est, quod
imperator decreto vel edicto vel epistula constituit.’

>’ However, Ulpian argues that this had to be within the bounds of utility: Dig 1.4.2. = Ulp. De
Fidecommissis 4: ‘In rebus novis constituendis evidens esse utilitas debet, ut recedatur ab eo iure, quod diu
aequum visum est.” See, however, Dig. 48.18.18.10 = Paulus, Sent. 5: ‘Custodiae non solum pro tribunali,
sed et de plano audiri possunt atque damnari.” This indicates a legal distinction between planum and
tribunal, which needed clarification despite the ability to try and convict prisoners in either setting. Literally,
a tribunal was a raised platform from which a magistrate could pronounce official judicial decisions, and
planum was the opposite, ‘at ground level.” That the emperor’s power would extend to both should indicate
his wide-ranging judicial powers, which included ‘official’ and ‘unofficial’ contexts, enhancing the
ambivalence of the imperial position and also extending it different, extra-judiciary settings. There is thus
a ubiquitous quality to the emperor’s powers. See Braund (2009) 224-225 for this point.

* Dig 1.3.31.=Ulp. 13 ad . Iul. et Pap.
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could be a specific statement, meant to restrict the emperor’s exemption to the marriage
laws, and not necessarily anywhere else.”” That being said, there is other evidence that
refers to this special dispensation for the emperor. In his explanation of the office of
emperor and its powers, Dio states the following:
Aéhuvtal ya 01 TV vopmv, dg avto o Aativo Ofuata Aéyer todt oty
ghe0egoL Ao TAOoNG Avayraiog VOULoems elol ®al 0VOEVL TV YEYQOUUEVMV
évéyovran.
This is reiterated again later on in the same book:
hong abToV THS TV VoUWV avayxng dmihagay, iv', dhomeo elontal pot, xol
QUTOTEMIS HVTWS KOl UTORQATMQE KAl £0VTOD ROl TOV VOUWV TdvTo Te o
Bothotto mooin zol TGvh” Goa afovioin ui) medten.!
Dio’s interpretatio Graeca of the emperor’s powers was an attempt to explain to his
audience an aspect of the imperial regime and the emperor that he perceived had been
present from the time of Augustus; namely that the emperor was above the law so that he
might do what he wished, and refrain from doing that which he did not wish.”> The
optative mood is key in this sense, and it remained so for emperors thereafter, for such
actions could happen, rather than did happen willy-nilly. Furthermore, the phrase has
precedent in Greek philosophical thought. In the fragmentary treatise On Laws,
Chrysippus discusses the Stoic theory on the pre-eminence of natural law over all:
0 vopog avtwv €0t facthevg Oelmv te xal avBownivev moayudtwy: det 6¢

QUTOV TQOOTATNV TE ELVOL TOV ROADV %Ol TOV QLOYQOV %ol GQYOVTO 1Ol
NYEUOVAL, ROl RATA TOVTO ROVOVO TE ELVOL OOV %Ol Ad(RWV %Al TOV PUOEL

* Brunt (1977) 108. cf. StR 11 751 = DPR V 8-9. cf. Murray (1971) 276-277, who argued that the
relationship between a monarch and the laws was a problematic one that had been only half-heartedly
treated in Classical Greek, Hellenistic and Roman thought until Justinian cut the ‘Gordian Knot’ with his
claim for legalistic absolutism. This may be the case, but this doesn’t solve the discourse that had existed
from the beginning of the principate.

** Dio. 53.18.1. Aativa 9fuata merits note as it suggests Dio had first-hand knowledge of the Latin text
or phrase. There seem to be close similarities between what Dio states and what the jurists say (cf. Inst.
Tust.2.17.8; Cod. Iust. 6.23.3. See below, 26-27). However, it would be hard to state definitively that Dio’s
source would directly be the contemporary legal texts. What can be said is that the passage is Dio’s
interpretation of the Latin phrase as he had understood it, whatever that source may have been. cf. Ibid.,
53.19.6 for his claim of wide knowledge, and the different sources for his evidence. cf. Millar (1964a) 34-
38.

! Dio 53.28.2

2 Compare this discretion to the anecdote of Vedius Pollio, his man-eating muraenae, and Augustus’
reaction in Sen. De Ira, 3.40.2., discussed in Chapter 3.4 below, 186-187.
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TOMTXOV TOWV TEOOTATIROV HEV MV TOMTEOV, QITOYOQEUTLXOV O& MV OV
momtéov.”

The antithesis at the end of the sentence, with the law allowing them to do what they
should, and also prohibiting them from doing what they should not, is quite similar to
Dio’s sententia above. However, there are important distinctions. In Chrysippus, the
implication is that the natural law remains above all, which would imply that the monarch
would be subordinate to it.** In contrast, Dio’s emperor is absolved from law. This can be
solved by suggesting that the nomos that Dio is discussing here is human law, or the laws
of the state, meaning that the emperor’s use of discretion corresponds to right reason and
the natural law itself that allows him to decide what to do and not do, which is compatible
with Stoic thought.” Moreover, the specific ‘xai dv0” oa dfovioin p) medrTy’ also
seems to refer to avumevOvvog Ay, the idea that monarchy was unchecked rule,
meaning that the monarch could refuse to be accountable.”® This suggests that emperor’s
powers were limitless. Needless to say, the reality of the situation was more complicated,
as were the philosophical debates, and these will be discussed further below.”” To return
to Dio’s interpretation, the desired historiographic effect was one of comparison and
similarity across the history of the Roman principate, what Pelling described as
‘generalizability’: ‘This taste for generalizabilty is a feature of Dio the historian... the
man who is interested in the way imperial history as a whole ticks.”**

However, Brunt argued that Dio was incorrect in pushing this absolution too far

back to 24 BC, and that it was rather a reflection of the reality that the emperor was legibus

¥ Dig.1.3.2 =SVFIII. F. 314 = Marcinanus Inst. 1; Murray (1971) 220.

¥ Murray (1971) 221.

¥ Ibid., 221.

3 Ibid., 216-217 on the idea of &vvmeOuvog Gy in Greek philosophy. cf. Dio Chrys. Or. 3.43: “AéyeToL
ya M uev Gy voupog avlommmwy drolnnolg xal medvola dvlohmwy ®otd vopov, factheio &
avumetBuvog aym, 0 08 vopog Pacthémg doyua.” The reference can also be to the recusatio, the
emperor’s refusual of honours. see below: 27-28

7 Murray (1971) 276-278. See below 24-30, esp. 26, n. 75.

3 Pelling (1997) 143. cf. Pelling (1983) 223. For more on this idea of comparison over different periods of
history, see below Chapter 4.1-2.
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solutus in the Severan period, with the implication that Augustus had no such dispensation
that Dio had stated.”® This still does not entirely explain away the issue of the emperor’s
supreme power, which had manifestly existed quite early on, as hinted by Ovid (res est
publica Caesar),” and Seneca (Caesari... omnia licent).*' The issue for Brunt was to find
the source of the emperor’s immunity from the laws, and whether an origin date can be
deduced. Brunt suggests that the origin of the opinion of the jurists such as Ulpian was in
what he calls ‘clause VI’ of the lex de imperio V espasiani:
utique quaecunque ex usu rei publicae maiestateque divinarum | humanarum
publicarum privatarumque rerum esse | censebit, ei agere facere ius potestasque sit,
ita uti divo Aug(usto), Tiberioque Iulio Caesari Aug(usto), | Tiberioque Claudio
Caesari Aug(usto) Germanico fuit.*
This clause gave Vespasian the right to act in a manner in which he saw fit for the matters
of the state, which extended to its dignity in human, divine, public and private affairs; an
unlimited scope that was based on the emperor’s discretion. Further, this right allegedly
went back to Augustus himself. However, Brunt was reluctant to date it back to Augustus
and Tiberius, due to their scrupulous attention to Republican sensitivities,” and prefers
the date AD 37, when Gaius became princeps.** The problem with the attempt to carefully
date the collection of powers into the emperorship is that it entails a restrictive view of
what those powers were. This is not to say that such exercises are futile. Far from it; these
powers all contributed to what the office of emperor was from a legal perspective.*’
Thus far, the discussion has concentrated on the emperor’s ambiguous power,

both in definition and source, with a particular look at the more constitutional

understanding of the position. However, this only represents one part of the explanation,

¥ Brunt (1977) 109. cf. StR 11 752 = DPR V 10. cf. Millar (1964a) 96.
0 Ov.Tr.44.15.

*! Sen. ad Polyb.7.2.

2 CIL 6.930 = ILS 244; Brunt. (1977) 103. cf. Flaig (1992) 559.

# ¢f. Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 32-48.

* Brunt (1977) 114-115.

# ¢f. Dio. 53. 17-18; Millar (1964a) 96.
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which can be described as the ‘formal’ aspect, described by magisterial titles and powers,
as discussed by Brunt.** The other, more ‘informal’ aspect evades datable acts and
measures. For example, the use of the word censebit, i.e ‘the discretion to do what he
thinks best,”*’ suggests a much more open-ended reading of imperial powers inherent in
the position of emperor. Therefore, Augustus’ wide range of powers involved that which
was defined by law, and that which was not. Therefore, the nature of imperial power and
its ambiguity, exemplified by the fact that the emperor is both absolved from the law and
lived according to it, requires supplementary explanation.*

The answer can be twofold, and in concepts more abstract than can be ultimately
described by legislation. First, the concept of auctoritas* An excellent introductory
discussion to the topic comes in the form of a history on authority from the sociologist
Frank Furedi. He expertly captures the problems and nuances in this notoriously difficult
term:

The Romans themselves used the term in an expansive sense in order to make sense
of a variety of different relationships and experiences. This was a politically contested
and protean term that could be harnessed to assist a variety of projects. However,
despite its multiple usages, auctoritas represented a claim to influence, respect, and
esteem.”’
Influence, respect, and esteem. Accordingly, auctoritas is a distinct concept to the holding
of military or political office, and the power that comes with it, which in Latin is described
by the word potestas. To have auctoritas encompassed ideas of having the necessary clout

to initiate and inspire. It had the aspect of more personal qualities that involved high moral

character, in a figure whose words and deeds carried more weight. Therefore, it was

4 See above, 20-21.

" Brunt (1977) 114. cf.n. 27 above on the discretionary power of the princeps.

*8 Brunt (1977) 108.

* Wirszubski (1950) 116-117.

% Furedi (2013) 60-62. Furedi quotes Dio to bolster his point about auctoritas, within Dio’s discussion of
the Senate’s auctoritas: Dio 55.3.5: ‘MG abrtdoITac £yiyveto, Smmg Gpavegdv o foidnua adTOV 1).
ToloUtov ydo Tt 1 dUvoug ToD dvopatog Tovtou dnhol- EAAnvicol yae avto xafdamag adivatdv
¢ot.’
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essentially difficult to define and elusive, seemingly giving its holder unparalleled
abilities to influence. As argued by Wirszubski in his work on this subject:
The practical implications of supremacy by virtue of auctoritas are far-reaching.
Unlike potestas, auctoritas is not defined, and therefore whereas potestas is confined
within certain limits, there is, in theory at least, no limit to the scope of auctoritas: it
can be brought to bear on any matter.’'
This is the general understanding of the term auctoritas, and the enormous remit it
encompasses. However, in a recent article, Gregory Rowe has challenged the orthodoxy
of the term as the catch-all way to understand the emperor’s power and authority.” The
strength in his argument lies in his discussion of the Res Gestae 34.3, where the stress of
the clause is on potestas being equal to others rather than having surpassed all in
auctoritas.” As Rowe points out, this is an ideologically important phrase, for ‘it is an
affirmation that he conformed to collegiality’.>* This has similarities to Wallace-Hadrill’s
ideas concerning civilitas.”> With that being the case, one would not expect to see
auctoritas paraded as one of the ‘virtues of an Emperor’, despite what Rowe argues,’ for
it would be remarkably different from the others, which point to restraint 57 Therefore, its
absence from ideological self-promotion is not enough to discount its importance. The
discussion on the various uses of the word auctoritas still suggests that it was a malleable
term that was associated with informal, discretionary power, which could be used to
compel and coerce:* indeed, the unsavoury idea of proscription comes to mind here, with

a particular case being Varro Murena, who was implicated in a conspiracy after the

problematic trial of M. Primus. To enumerate the issues would fall outside the scope here,

51 Wirzsubski (1950) 116.

52 Rowe (2013) 1-15. cf. Galinsky (2015) 244-249 for a rebuttal of Rowe’s arguments.
3 Rowe (2013) 9.

> Ibid., 15

> Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 32-48.

% Rowe (2013) 3-4.

57 Wallace-Hadrill (1981) 316-318; See below 28-29.

% Rowe (2013) 6-9.
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but suffice it to say that Augustus’ actions were justified by his assertion that it was in
‘the interest of the state’, which was safeguarded by his auctoritas.” It helps explain the
extra-constitutional aspects of Augustus’ power. Both the symbolic and constitutional
aspects of the emperor’s power were ideologically important to the position.”” If anything,
Rowe’s challenging paper serves to rein in over-zealousness and remind us of the formal
powers of the emperor.
To return to the problems of the Latin terms that describe power and authority,
the powers of an emperor collected from his various republican magisterial titles,
potestas, is distinct from his auctoritas, which encompasses a more abstract power or
‘clout’ that was inherent in the role of princeps.”’ This formula can be observed in
Augustus’ own words in the Res Gestae:
In consulatu sexto et septimo, postquam bella civilia exstinxeram, per consensum
universorum potitus rerum omnium, rem publicam ex mea potestate in senatus
populique Romani arbitrium transtuli. Quo pro merito meo senatus consulto Augustus
appellatus sum et laureis postes aedium mearum vestiti publice coronaque civica
super ianuam meam fixa est et clupeus aureus in curia Iulia positus, quem mihi
senatum populumque Romanum dare virtutis clementiaeque et iustitiae et pietatis
caussa testatum est per eius clupei inscriptionem. Post id tempus auctoritate omnibus
praestiti, potestatis autem nihilo amplius habui quam ceteri qui mihi quoque in
magistratu conlegae fuerunt.””

The distinction between magisterial potestas, and Augustus’ own auctoritas, is made in

this chapter. First, Augustus states that he had complete power by universal consensus,

and then transferred the res publica back to the control of the Senate and Roman People.

Thereafter, he was honoured by the Senate and the People of Rome and given the name

Augustus, an honour that was given pro merito meo.” The key lies in the last line, which

* Dio 54.3.3: ‘10D e ovvayogebovrog t@ Iloipw Awiviov Movgfivou dlha te &g adTov 0bxn
g¢mtndelo AmoEQIPavTog, ®al mubopuévou “tt d1 évtatBa moiels, rol tig oe éndheoev;” TocodTOV
povov dmengivato 8tL To dNuodotov.” On Primus and Varro, Levick (1975) 156-163, esp. 161 on this
issue.

% See below 29-30.

¢! Magdelain (1947) 49, 111-112. Wirszubski (1950) 109-123.

2 Aug. RG 34.

%3 ¢f. Charlesworth (1943) 10. On the issue of ‘merit’ and its subjectivity, see Chapter 3 in general, and in
particular 3.1, on the reception of an emperor’s virtues and vices.
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can be paraphrased as follows: his auctoritas made him pre-eminent, but his potestas as a
magistrate was no more than that of another in that office. The implication is that part of
his supreme powers rested in his auctoritas, which lay outside of what could be transferred
to him by legislation.* This situation meant that the primacy and direction of the Roman
state were placed in the hands of Augustus alone, also meaning that the power of the
emperor had this informal, extra-legal aspect that could not be delineated or regulated by
law.” Magdelain, in his book Auctoritas Principis, where he carefully analyses the
republican precedents of auctoritas and compares it to that of Augustus in the principate,”
summarises the effect of auctoritas principis on the office of emperor:
Mais, pour cela, il fallait admettre que, de Cicéron a Justinien, 1’auctoritas principis,
malgré de tres sensibles Variatigns, avait représenté la méme autorité prédestinée a
assumer le gouvernement de 1’Etat. Autorité personnelle ou autorité 1égale, selon la
forme de la constitution, mais, dans tous les cas, autorité dont la mission était, par le
jeu d'une sagesse providentielle, d'assurer le bien commun.*”’
Magdelain’s solution to the problem of understanding imperial power was to concentrate
on the result of having said power instead of where it came from, for therein lay the
purpose of the emperor—to have the requisite authority, aided by providentia, to ensure
the common good.*”® This is significant, as it highlights the tension inherent in the office
of emperor that reconciled the preeminent authority of the princeps with the notion that
this authority was predicated on the maintenance of peace and prosperity in the Roman
empire.” This tension is encapsulated well by the nebulous meanings of the term

auctoritas, as it encompasses the necessary clout and authority to enact and compel, but

also involves the notion of accountability, in the sense that it was a subjective quality that

6 Magdelain (1947) 48-49. cf. Syme (1939) 322-3. cf. Rowe (2013) 9-10 for a different interpretation.

% See above, 18-21; cf. Brunt (1977) 116.

6 Magdelain (1947) 35-6, 39.

7 Ibid., 111-112.

8 Wirszubski (1950) 116-117; cf. Nutton (1979) 209-221. cf. Béranger (1953) 210-217 and Norefia (2001)
159 on providentia.

% cf. StR 11 844 = DPR V 116. cf. Flaig (2010); Veyne (2002) 6: This again pointed to how consensus was
important for the imperial regime, with the corollary if it as lost by a ‘bad’ emperor, he could be removed.
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had to be cultivated. This placed enormous weight on how the emperor seemed with
respect to the success and stability of the regime.”

This leads on to the second aspect, which involves the ideological importance of
the perceived accountability of the emperor.” To return to the legal realm, despite the
apparent separation of the power of emperor from accountability to the law, the statement
that the opposite was true was an important facet of the imperial regime. This can be
observed in legal literature. For example, Justinian quotes Severus and Caracalla
concerning inheritance of defective wills:

secundum haec divi quoque Severus et Antoninus saepissime rescripserunt: ‘licet
enim,” inquiunt, ‘legibus soluti sumus, attamen legibus vivimus 72

A similar opinion was expressed by Alexander Severus:
Ex imperfecto testamento nec imperatorem hereditatem vindicare saepe constitutum
est. Licet enim lex imperii sollemnibus iuris imperatorem solverit, nihil tamen tam
proprium imperii est, ut legibus vivere.”
Of note here is the juxtaposition between what was allowed, and what was proper for an
emperor. On one side, the emperor was perfectly capable of exploiting his personal
exemptions from the law,” as cited by each Severan emperor. On the other, the repetition

of legibus vivere, ‘to live according to the laws’, is an interesting phrase to use to describe

the relationship between the emperor and the law.” Despite the exemption, the emperors

" For more on this subjectivity, see the discussion below 33-37 on Flaig’s acceptance thesis, and its
connection to Weber’s ‘charismatic authority’. cf. Weber (1978) 1114-1115.
"L ¢f. above on consensus universorum, 17.
2 Inst. Iust. 2.17 8.
7 Cod. Iust. 6.23 3. cf. Dio. 53.18.1.
™ ¢f. StR 11 750-752 = DPR V 7-9.
> This seemingly innocuous term legibus vivere has largely escaped scrutiny in the legal commentaries.
However, it does not take long to find parallels, particularly in philosophy. Similar phraseology appears in
Cic. Leg. 1.56., where the thoughts on how to live from the Academic/Peripatetic and Stoic schools are
contrasted, with the latter resembling the sentiment we have in the legal texts: ‘aut naturam sequi et eius
quasi lege vivere, id est nihil (quantum in ipso sit) praetermittere quominus ea quae natura postulet
consequatur, quod item hoc valet, virtute tamquam lege vivere.” Moreover, it points to parallels in Greek
thought, with an example being the following from Plato (P1. Leg. 874¢): ‘mgogomntéov 01 TL meQl TévTmv
TOV TOLOVTMV TOLOVOE, Mg dQa vOpovs avlpmmolg dvayxratov tiBecBou nal THv xotd vopovugs 1
unoev dradpépety TOV VTN AyoLwTdTnV Bnolnv.’

As Murray has shown throughout his thesis [Tegl Baouketag, the debate on the relationship between
the king and the law, which he called ‘central problems, which were only desultorily discussed in
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here are shown not to have exploited advantages in private law, but live by the laws, and
live by the example of what should be the proper conduct of the imperial office.”® This
also can be observed in a statement made by Pliny, ‘quod ego nunc primum audio, nunc
primum disco, non est “princeps super leges’, sed ‘leges super principem’.” All of this
evidence suggest both a choice and an obligation. The reality was that the emperor was
above the law through his pre-eminence. However, it was also essential for emperors to
exhibit restraint and choose to subject themselves to it.”

Therefore, an emperor’s appearance and conduct mattered.”” In a compelling
recent article on the power of the recusatio imperii, the emperor’s action of disavowing
autocratic aims and to stress consensus, and how it relates to contemporary poetic
recusationes, Freudenberg discusses the idea of res non gestae: what Augustus had
reverentially refused to do to safeguard ‘traditions of the Roman republic, and therefore
worthy of being revered.”®® However, the wish to uphold the mos maiorum allowed for

him to demand powers in order to maintain it, which seems counter-intuitive, as he gained

Hellenistic and Roman thought’. In general, Murray argued that Hellenistic writers agreed that the king
should obey the laws, even though practically they rarely did. (Murray (1971) 276-277). However, of
interest here is the relationship between the emperor and the natural law, as opposed to the law of the state.
It could be this distinction that the Severan emperors are referring to; in other words, that even though they
are not bound by the laws of the state, they are still charged to live according to the (natural) law, with
deferment to reason. (See above 18-20; Murray (1971) 220-221).

Also of interest is the idea of the Hellenistic ruler as the embodiment of law. cf. Béranger (1953)
154; Xen. Mem. 4. 6. 12, on the difference between good kingship and tyranny being the monarch’s ability
to rule according to the laws: ‘“Tnv p&v yaQ ExOVIWV TE TOV AVOQOTMV %Ol RATA VOUOUS TOV TOLEWV
agyMv Pactieiav Myetto, TV 8¢ AndVTOV T %Ol U ratd vouovgs, A 6mtwg 6 doywv Botlotto,
Tvavvida.” see Wirszubski (1950) 133-134; Millar (1992) 3-4; see Braund (2009) 24-27 for a short
discussion of kingship in Greek literature; cf. Ibid., 40-42.
7% Ideologically, that the emperor and his family lived by example is important. One is brought to think of
Julia’s misbehaviour under Augustus, and the reported consternation it brought. Suet. Aug. 65.
" Plin. Pan. 65.1. cf Sen. ad Polyb.7.2. cf. Dio 69.20.4, where Hadrian states that Antoninus Pius had been
reared ‘®0Td TOVG VOUOUG’ .
78 cf. Brunt (1977) 109: Pliny was comparing the conduct of Trajan and Domitian, with the latter being the
one who placed himself super leges, which meant Domitian had failed to heed to this etiquette.
" Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 40. cf. Charlesworth (1939) 1-10 for the refusal of honours; StR II 750 = DPR
V. 7: ‘Also liegt es im Wesen des Principates, dass der Princeps als der erste der Biirger durch die Gesetze
des Staates ebenso gebunden ist wie jeder andere auch.” CIL 6.930 = ILS 244,1. 22; cf. Brunt (1977) 103,
109; Plin. Pan. 65. 1.
% Freudenerg (2014) 3. cf. Béranger (1953) 218.
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‘the very powers he so persistently sought to eschew’.*' Thus, the recusatio serves as a

1.2 This allows for

method of reaffirming his power whilst seemingly being reverentia
Freudenberg to coin a new term ‘Augustanate’, ‘which is to say that the Roman republic
autocratically stabilised, adhered to, and guarantc—’;ed.’83 Even though he seems to base this
assertion on Augustus’ auctoritas, his suggestion is that the republic was remade, with a
monarchic failsafe to prevent it descending into chaos. This brings up an important point
about the Principate: to call it a monarchy dressed up in a Republican fagade does not
express its construction properly, for it suggests that all the republican niceties could fall
away, leaving a stable monarchic core. Instead, the ambiguity was the point, as both his
pre-eminent authority and accountability allowed for the state to function, with both
affirming his power.* In reality, the emperor required aid and acceptance from different
constituencies around the empire to maintain his principate, which meant for the ordo
senatorius a reaffirmation of their status as the ruling class of the empire.*’
Continuing with conduct, Wallace-Hadrill argues that a new ideological concept
was created and developed through the imperial period called civilitas, which
aptly evokes the behaviour of a ruler who is still a citizen in a society of citizens,

where the freedom and standing of the individual citizen is protected by the law, not
the whim of an autocrat.*

8 Freudenberg (2014) 7

82 Béranger (1953) 149-150.

% Freudenberg (2014) 4.

% Indeed, this is reflected in the discourses about his power and role in the world, as argued in Chapter 3,
particularly 3.2 on justice.

% cf. Flaig (2011) 75: in his estimation the ruling aristocracy is maintained, but is accepted by a wider
population ‘only if mediated by a monarchic person’. This idea of the emperor as a mediator will be
discussed further in Chapter 3, with reference to both more concrete legal cases (3.2) and the more fantastic
3.4).

8 Wallace-Hadrill (1982a), 42. On the civilitas’ development from adjective/adverb to abstract noun, Ibid.,
43. cf. Griffin (1984) 62.
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The evidence above fits nicely into this concept of civilitas,”’ and a matter articulated well
by Pliny:

non enim de tyranno sed de cive, non de domino sed de parente loquimur. Unum ille

se ex nobis—et hoc magis excellit atque eminet, quod unum ex nobis putat, nec minus

hominem se quam hominibus praesse meminit.**
Accordingly, civilitas was a virtue and method used by the emperors to cultivate favour
and ingratiate themselves with Roman society; an important factor in the political
functioning of the state.* Wallace-Hadrill’s thesis was to argue that civilitas had a wider
applicability; namely that its casting of the emperor as a fellow citizen was important not
only for the Senate, but the populus Romanus as whole. Moreover, this stress on the
citizen meant that it reinforced the traditional social hierarchy. However, this can be
criticised. First, even if we include all the citizens in the Roman Empire, it was still a
restrictive category of people; so how do we understand the role of the emperor in relation
to other sections of the social matrix? Second, the emperor had an autocratic image, which
also placed him outside the social structure, particularly separate from the upper orders.”
Therefore, the emperor took on different guises depending on the situation at hand.

Similar sentiments were expressed by Veyne in his illuminating essay Qu’était-ce

qu’un Empereur Romain.’' He discusses the paradoxical nature of the office of emperor,

and stresses that the political system worked because of a mutually beneficial

compromise:

%7 See above, 16-27; cf. Vell. 2.124.2: ‘pugnantis cum Caesare senatus populique Romani, ut stationi
paternae succederet, illius, ut potius aequalem civem quam eminentem liceret agere principem.’; cf. Ov.
Tr.4.4.13: ‘ipse pater patriae—quid enim est civilius illo?’.

% Plin. Pan.2.3-4; cf.Ibid., 24. It is significant that Pliny uses homines, which points to a wider constituency
than citizens that the emperor condescended to. In contrast, see the reported conduct of Domitian in Suet.
Dom. 13.2: ‘cum procuratorum suorum nomine formalem dictaret epistulam, sic coepit: "Dominus et deus
noster hoc fieri iubet.”’

% Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 45-48.

% Tbid., 47: 1 agree that civilitas was important, but it was only the ‘tip of the iceberg’ (Purcell (1999) 187).
These ideas will be developed further below in both the wider applicability of the expectation directed
towards an emperor, and the guises he took in Chapter 2 and 3 below.

! Veyne (2002) 3-25, in particular 8-9.
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Le régime impérial ne maintenait pas sa facade républicaine par une fiction, mais aux
termes d’un compromis; le prince ne pouvait ni ne voulait abolir la République, car il
avait besoin d’elle: sans I’ordre sénatorial, sans les consuls, sans tous les magistrats,
I’Empire, dépouillé de sa colonne vertébrale, se serait effondré. De son c6té, pour la
majorité des nobles, le régime impérial était préférable: il imposait une reégle du jeu
dans le match de leurs ambitions de carriere, alors que la République avait fini en une
lutte anarchique entre quelques rares magnats pour la tyrannie. Bref, le systeme
impérial (au prix d’une distinction que nous dirons) reposait sur la noblesse
sénatoriale, au moins jusqu’au troisi¢me siecle.”
Such a ‘compromise’ was expedient in order to ensure the stability of the regime. Veyne’s
‘compromise’ rests on the senatorial order, which concentrates on the running of the
Roman state and relations within the upper classes. However, the stance can be widened.
The consensus universorum involved a wider constituency than the Senate alone,
meaning that other constituencies contributed to the acceptance of the system and the
emperor.” What seemed to be constitutionally contradictory prima facie, was in essence
the role of the Roman emperor: he had to exhibit the requisite flexibility in his interactions
with different sections of Roman society, opening up the idea that the Roman emperor
meant different things to different people.”*

To continue with Veyne, he states that one of the duties of an emperor was to
secure a peaceful succession. Even though Veyne observed a pattern of the son, whether
adopted or biological, succeeding his father to the principate, it was unlike the hereditary
monarchies ‘comme au moyen dge et sous I’Ancien Régime, d’institution dynastique qui
faisait du trone la propriété d’une famille déterminée.”® The nature of Veyne’s Roman

state, based on consensus and compromise,” further complicated the understaning of the

principate and its succession.

°2 Veyne (2002) 8; see also Ibid., 11. cf. Dio. 53.12.1
%3 cf. Flaig (2011) 77. See below, 33-34.

% See Chapter 1.3.

> Veyne (2002) 5.

% Tbid., 10-11.
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1.2.2: The Transfer of Power: Legitimacy, ‘Acceptance’ and the Dynastic Question

As tricky as it is to define the nature and power of the position of emperor, so too
it is to describe how the office was passed on from one emperor to the next.”
Constitutionally, it follows that the emperor received his powers from the people,” which
was confirmed by the Senate and popular comitia, meaning that the Senate and People of
Rome gave power to a new princeps.99 Therefore, it can follow, in an extreme
interpretation, that there was no succession in the monarchical sense, but rather that the
principate died alongside the death of an emperor, and was re-instituted once a new
princeps was confirmed by the political organs of the Roman state.'” Indeed, this was the
argument put forward by Mommsen in the Staatsrecht in an attempt to understand the
transferral of power in the Roman Empire. In his discussion on the legitimacy of
Augustus’ principate, he stated:

Es hat wohl nie ein Regiment gegeben, dem der Begriff der Legitimitéit so vollig
abhanden gekommen wire wie dem augustischen Principat; rechtméssiger Princeps
ist der, den der Senat und Soldaten anerkennen und er bleibt es, so lange sie ihn
anerkennen.'”'
Accordingly, the ideological self-image of the office of emperor was predicated on this
idea of recognition, which also included the threat of the violent removal of the princeps,

making recognition essential to its stability.'”> As discussed above,'” a concentration on

the powers given to a new princeps at his accession only illuminates one side of the coin;

%7 Mastrocinque (2011a) 1-3, on the literature that stresses the non-hereditary aspect of power.

% See above, 16-18; Gaius. 1.5: ‘Nec umquam dubitatum est, quin id legis vicem optineat, cum ipse
imperator per legem imperium accipiat.’

 Hammond (1959) 6-8; Veyne (2002) 3.

19 §¢R 11 844 = DPR V 116; Flaig (2010) 277. For the issues of collegiality, see StR 11 1145-1146 = DPR
V 459-461.

101 S¢R 11 844 = DPR V 116. cf. Flaig (2010) 276-277; cf. Weber (1978) 1114-1115, 1125.

102 See above, 17-18; cf. Veyne (2002) 3; cf. Béranger (1953) 72; cf. Gruen (2005) 38. cf. Flaig (2010) 277;
cf. Flaig (2011) 77; Flaig (1992) 11ff: As Egon Flaig argued, the threat of violent removal, which came to
fruition under Usurpationen, highlighted the importance of this recognition, which he called Akzeptanz: a
complicated system of acceptance that involved different sections of Roman society. This is discussed
further below, 33-37.

19 See above 21-26.
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for the law cannot bestow auctoritas."™ This could potentially be misleading, as the nature
of the succession was more complicated than that.

To begin, there is the question of type of succession. Mason Hammond split it up
into two rough categories: the changeover occurred either under peaceful or violent
conditions. The ‘peaceful succession’ was by the designation of an heir, through filial

105 which occurred at the death of

line, adoption, or the institution of an heir in testament,
the previous ruler. The violent succession was either the assassination of a sitting
emperor, or a successful revolt and deposition of one.'” In the peaceful succession, an
important aspect of securing the following reign and the dynastic line was to prepare the
heir to political and social life as a presumptive successor to the emperorship.'”’
Alternatively, as outlined by Frédéric Hurlet in Les Collégues du Prince sous Auguste et
Tibere, there were varying degrees of collegiality, which ranged from being designated
as an heir, gaining powers, plus magisterial and military posts, to actually becoming a full
colleague as an Augustus.'” Indeed, collegiate association at the apex of the Roman
Empire seemed to be an important aspect of the succession. In Doppelprinzipat und
Reichsteilung im Imperium Romanum , Kornemann compiled statistics on the number of

years imperial powers were shared in the time between the start of the principate and the

institution of the tetrarchy of Diocletian. His research showed that out of the 311 years of

1% For example, see Suet. Vesp. 7.2: ‘Auctoritas et quasi maiestas quaedam ut scilicet inopinato et adhuc
novo principi deerat; haec quoque accesit.’

19 Hammond (1959) 1-6: Hammond’s summary is useful, even with the tendency to interpret the succession
as a hereditary monarchy; cf. Hammond (1956) 63-66. cf. Syme (1939) 341. For the various methods of
instituting successors, see Corbier (1991) 63ff. and Champlin (1989) 154-165.

1% Hammond (1959) 5-6.

197 This will be discussed further below, Chapter 1.3.

% Hurlet (1997) 541; cf. Hammond (1959) 2-3, 11; The differences between what can be termed
‘exposure’, which involved the public exposition of the male members of the imperial family across the
Empire, and ‘collegiality’, which was the grant of magisterial powers to other family members, will be
discussed in Chapter 1.3.2.
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the Roman Empire up to that point, 125 years were shared at the apex of power.'”
Therefore, it seems that this method of collegiality was used to ensure dynastic
longevity.'"”

This brings us to the issue of legitimacy. As seen above, Mommsen argued that
legitimism did not exist in the principate, but was rather predicated on the active
recognition of a new emperor by important political actors, such as the senate and
military.'"' This sentiment has been echoed in historiography since then in similar forms.
For example, Rostovtzeff argued that the reality of Augustan power was based upon
military loyalty.''> Therefore, he rejected the idea of a hereditary monarchy for the
principate, as it could not confer legitimacy to a successor. Rather, it was the ‘good-will
of the army’ that maintained the emperor, suggesting that ‘every member of the senatorial
class had theoretically the same right to the office of supreme magistrate of the Empire.’'"
What Mommsen argued thus follows: that the right for an emperor to rule was predicated
on his acceptance by relevant sectors of the political order.

Moreover, Egon Flaig argued more recently that the word legitimacy itself was
inappropriate in describing how the emperor maintained his reign, since it inherently
suggested an irrevocable right to rule uncontested.''* Instead, he moves the question of

legitimacy from the person of the emperor to the monarchy itself, for it was the latter that

was legitimate and inviolable. As for the emperor, he was devoid of legitimacy by the

19 Kornemann (1930) 179-184, esp. 184. In the 262 years between Augustus and Alexander Severus, 106
years were shared. This equates to 40.45% of the time, showing little statistical difference with the third
century, which if included drops to 40.19% of the time. cf. Hurlet (1997) 3.

"% Hurlet (1997) 541: ‘L’exercice d’une “co-régence” était loin de se limiter a la volonté du régime de
donner au concept de succession dynastique un fondement légal; il visait aussi - et surtout - a conférer au
collegue une légitimité que personne ne serait en mesure de lui contester et qui lui permettrait le cas échéant
de garantir, avec les meilleurs chances de réussite, la continuité du pouvoir impérial a sein de la Domus
Augusta.’ cf. Rowe (2002) 2.

""" See above 18.

12 Rostovtzeff (1957) 77.

3 Tbid., 77. cf. Syme (1955) 22; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.13.2.

4 Flaig (2010) 276.
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simple fact that he could lose his right to rule, and therefore his life.'"” Flaig chose the
word Akzeptanz to describe the process by which an emperor secured his reign. He
defines it as follows: ““acceptance” is to be defined as the fact that relevant sectors of a
political community support the rule of a specific person by their explicit or implicit
consent.”''® The key phrase is ‘relevant sectors’, for Flaig argues that in the hierarchy of
Roman society, not all sections had political impact on the maintenance of imperial
‘acceptance’. For him, these were the Senators, the plebs urbana at Rome, and the citizen
soldiers in the military. Accordingly, it was the beneficial and proper cultivation of
relationship between the emperor and these sectors that ensured that he could maintain
‘acceptance’ throughout his reign.

Flaig also rejects the idea of hereditary succession being important to the
acceptance of an emperor,''’ making his paradigm antagonistic to a competing conception
of the succession that stresses the dynastic perspective. As seen above, peaceful
succession could be conducted by giving powers to an heir, who was either related
through blood or adoption.'"® The question then becomes more specific. To what extent
did the legitimacy or ‘acceptance’ of an emperor derive from his familial connections to
the imperial dynasty? In that sense, the dynastic element might become very important.
As argued by Hammond and Hurlet, the legitimacy of a successor was bolstered by the
cultivation of heirs within the system."® However, this was not necessarily always the

case.'” In Brunt’s astute formulation:

15 Flaig (2010) 278-279.

"% Ibid., 278.

"7 Ibid., 279.

'8 See above, 32; Hammond (1959) 1ff. On adoption and the dynastic principle, see Hekster (2001) 35-49;
Hekster (2002) 15-30 and Hekster (2015) 2-12.

19 ¢f. Hurlet (1997); Hammond (1956); Hammond (1959); Hammond (1968); cf. Gray (1970) 233-234; cf.
Zanker (1988) 215; cf. Tac. Ann. 3.56; cf. Ibid., 4.8.4-5, and a discussion of this passage below in Chapter
1.3.1.

120 Griffin (1984) 190.
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On accession Gaius, Claudius and Nero each possessed only that prestige which

accrued to them as members of the imperial dynasty; none had any personal

achievements to show, and their capacity to rule could be doubted.'!
Nevertheless, each became emperor by virtue of their membership of the Domus A ugusta,
a matter which Dio argues for on the accession day of Claudius:

Emerta. 9¢  yvwploovteg  auTOXQATOQA TE mEOONYOEEVOAV nal €5 TO

0TQATOMEDOV AVTOV Tyayov, ®dx TOUTOU UETA TOV GAA®V, olo. TOD TE

Baotxod yévoug vt nai Eruewrel vopuLopéve, T O xQdTog adTd Edmnav.'
Two reasons are mentioned for the choice of the soldiers: one being Claudius’
connections to the imperial family, and also because he was thought suitable. The
suitability of Claudius is left unelaborated here by Dio, but his political career thus far
had been underdeveloped. Claudius’ political exposure was confined to a single
consulship in his 50 years of life up until that fateful day,'”” meaning his being a legitimate
candidate for the emperorship derived from his familial connections.'**

The juxtaposition between Flaig’s acceptance hypothesis, and the ‘dynastic

principle’, may seem irreconcilable on the face of it, but this is not the case.'” Flaig’s
argument is based on crisis situations during the history of the Roman principate. His

interest lies in usurpation, for he believes that the true character of the regime can be

understood in those high stress situations.'** Therefore, his paradigm does not necessarily

2! Brunt (1977) 115.

'22 Dio 60.1.3. The word €mewxel is of interest. It has been translated as ‘agreeable’ or ‘suitable’, but its
status as the word used to translate clementia means that it cannot have been chosen lightly. cf. Barden-
Dowling (2006) 5; Braund (2009) 33-40. Clementia involves similar issues of ambiguity, such as the
paradoxical relationship between the emperor and the law, for it involves just and right actions of the
emperor, and shows him exhibiting self-control and leniency when it comes to punishment. Such sensibility
involves hierarchy, as Braund argues (Ibid., 32): ‘Only some in a position of superiority can grant
clementia; the corollary is that he also had the power to act severely and punitively.’; cf. Sen. De Clem.
23.1.

' Dio 60.2.1. cf. Levick (1990) 31-33.

24 This will be discussed in further detail below: Chapter 1.3. cf. Wiseman (2004) 252-253. cf. Levick
(1978) 96 and Levick (1990) 16, 21.

125 Hekster (2001) 35-49; Hekster (2015) 11 for his arguments against Flaig’s insistence that the dynastic
principle did not exist in the Roman context.

12 Flaig (1992) 11: ‘Doch kein Phinomen taugt so sehr dazu die Struktur der Akzeptanz, der Loyalitit, die
Bedingungen des Funktionierens der romischen Monarchie zu erhellen wie diese extremen Fille politischer
Krisen.” cf. Shaw (1984) 34, on the power dynamics of civil war and usurpation: ‘During any period of
upheaval such as civil war the whole process whereby legitimacy flowed downwards through the political
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reflect how the succession was secured in peaceful situations; his concern is to see how
‘acceptance’ was lost, rather than how it was gained."”” Acceptance could be won and
lost, despite familial connection, but being a member of the imperial family was a key

128

factor in being included in the conversation. ™ Moreover, having usurpations in

monarchic systems of government against the ruling dynasty is not impossible; just
because there are challenges does not mean that a dynastic principle did not exist.'”
Despite these objections, Flaig’s acceptance hypothesis is essential as it takes into account
the impact of the opinions of different constituencies across the empire. An alteration
proposed here is to reintroduce a certain degree of importance in dynastic issues, as it
helped inform the opinions expressed within the dialogue of ‘acceptance’.

In the end, the discussion on the derivation of the emperor’s power and authority,
and the evident problems and tensions they entailed, reveals an aspect of the emperorship
that is observable in his relationship to the law, the formation of his auctoritas, and indeed
Flaig’s contention that the legitimacy or ‘acceptance’ of an emperor was not inviolable,
and that it could be challenged. All of these point to the importance of perception; namely
how the emperor seemed to his subjects. A form of connective tissue can be observed in
the similarities between the subjectivity in auctoritas and Flaig’s acceptance thesis with
the Weberian ideal type concerning ‘charismatic authority’. As Weber said, a leader with
charisma meant that he possessed

a certain quality of an individual personality, by virtue of which he is considered

extraordinary and treated as endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or at least
specifically exceptional powers or qualities.'”

system by a process of state definition, finally to be invested in the hands of the individual soldier, could
be reversed.’

127 Flaig (2010) 275-288.

28 This will be elaborated on below in Chapter 1.3, particularly in the interaction between the young men
of the imperial family and the people. It seems as if the people understood this dynastic principle, and
expressed opinions on the matter.

129 Hekster (2001) 36.

130 Weber (1978) 241.
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Furthermore, Weber’s thoughts on charismatic authority’s inherent instability provide
interesting parallels:
Charismatic authority is naturally unstable. The holder may lose his charisma, he may
feel “forsaken by his God”, as Jesus did on the cross; it may appear to his followers
that “his powers have left him.” Then his mission comes to an end, and hope expects
and searches for a new bearer; his followers abandon him, for pure charisma does not
recognise any legitimacy other than one which flows from personal strength proven
time and again. The charismatic hero derives his authority not from an established
order and enactments, as if it were an official competence, and not from custom or
feudal fealty, as under patrimonialism. He gains and retains it solely by proving his
powers in practice."'
Indeed, the Roman emperor can be understood in this framework. The tension between
the enormous powers invested in an individual and its instability, i.e constantly having to
prove and secure one’s preeminence, is something that can be observable in this context.
Not only is this reflected in the conversation of acceptance concerning an emperor with
respect to his succession, but also throughout his reign, and indeed after it. However, one
caveat: this does not necessarily have to be manifested in finding evidence for the real
impact of a wider population in the deposition of an emperor; this would stretch the
concept and this thesis too far. Instead, what is argued is that the ‘acceptance’ of an
emperor was continually challenged and reshaped, suggesting that he was constantly
being criticised and scrutinised for his conduct. In the end, it is an indication of an
evolving thought-world concerning the Roman emperor and his place in the world,
showing the power of the emperor on the Roman imaginaire."
More specifically, this chapter explores how a more general population received
and understood the succession in the imperial regime, and how they interacted with the

dynastic question and the conversation of acceptance. Concerning the succession, it

seems that a wider population perceived the emperor and his family, or the Domus

P bid., 1114.

132 Indeed, this conversation continued before, during, and after an emperor’s term, which is a recurrent
theme throughout the remainder of this thesis. See in particular Chapters 3 and 4 for this varied and
fascinating phenomenon.
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Augusta, as a separate aristocratic entity that derived its legitimacy from its primacy in
the Roman world."” From their perspective, they understood that the legitimacy of a
Roman emperor could be defined by his familial ties to the ruling dynasty, and interacted

with a potential princeps on these terms."**

33 For a similar, recent argument, see Hekster (2015) 177.
134 ¢f. Rowe (2002) 174; Hekster (2001).

38



1.3: The Road to Becoming Emperor: Wider Interactions with the Potential

principes of the Imperial Regime
1.3.1: Family Matters: The Domus A ugusta and the ‘Legitimacy’ of Potential principes

In a remarkable portion of the Annals, Tacitus provides the reader with a moment
of clarity in the character of Tiberius, who kept true sentiment hidden beneath the
surface.' It was an exposition of status quo behind the facade of a Res Publica Restituta;’
namely that the survival of the state rested upon the scions of the house of Augustus:

Augusti pronepotes, clarissimis maioribus genitos, suscipite regite, vestram meamque

vicem explete. hi vobis, Nero et Druse, parentum loco. ita nati estis, ut bona malaque

vestra ad rem publicam pertineant.’
The speech starts with Tiberius addressing the Senate directly, mentioning the excellent
stock of the young men, beseeching the conscript fathers to recognise, direct, and
finishing raising them, a duty (vicis) which both belongs to them and to Tiberius himself.
The parental images are striking, and it suggests a great importance was placed on their
education.’ To elaborate slightly, the duties of the surrogate parents would involve their
proper education, which not only meant their teaching in rhetoric and letters, but also in
political, governmental and military training.” A detailed analysis concerning the history

of their training falls out of the scope of this chapter. The point to stress is their exposure

to educative experiences early in their lives and their careers, and that these were received

" Tac. Ann. 1.4.3-4: ‘Tiberium Neronem maturum annis, spectatum bello, sed vetere atque insita Claudiae
familiae superbia, multaque indicia saevitiae, quamquam premantur, erumpere. hunc et prima ab infantia
eductum in domo regnatrice; congestos iuveni consulatus, triumphos; ne iis quidem annis, quibus Rhodi
specie secessus exul egerit, aliud quam iram et simulationem et secretas libidines meditatum.’ 1bid., 1.6.3,
2.36,4.9.1; cf. Suet. Tib. 24, 57. The tradition of Tiberius’ character is ambiguous and often contradictory:
cf. Champlin (2008), 408-425 and Chapter 3.4-5 for a further discussion of this phenomenon.

> StR 11 746; = DPR V. 2; Syme (1939) 323-4; cf. Velleius. 2. 89. 4: ‘prisca illa et antiqua rei publicae
formarevocata’; cf. Suet. Aug. 28. 1; cf. Aug. RG. 34. cf. above Chapter 1.2

’ Tac. Ann.4.8.4-5.

* Parker (1946) 29-50; cf. Bloomer (2011), 53-54, 84-85; This idea of education, and the proper bringing
up the young men of the domus Augusta will be discussed generally below, esp 56-57.

3 Parker (1946) 29-50; Bonner (1977) 11-12. See Dio 45. 2. 7-8, for the training of the young Octavius: ‘¢
ovv 100tV 6 Kaioag peydho én abtd énehmicog £g Te ToVg eVmMOTEIdNG 0TOV 0T yaye ol &m
TV dEYNV fjoxel, xai Tave  doa meoofrel T® pEAAOVTL RaADGS ®ol xat dElav THxodTO %QEATOG
dloxnoely VIdEyeL Aropdg éEemaidevoe: AOYyoLs Te YO ONToQLXolS, 0VY OTL T TOV Adtiverv dAAa
xal tOe tf) YADOoo, Noxeito, nail év talg otpatelolg £0muévmg €Eemoveito, TA T TOMTIHA ROl TA
AQywa loyvods £01ddoneto.’ cf. Suet. Aug. 64.1 for Augustus’ conduct with his grandsons.
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and commemorated publicly.’ Therefore, alongside the general ethos that their well-being
was important to the state are the more specific events in their lives, such as their
assumption of the toga virilis.” The direction of the speech then shifts suddenly to address
the young men, Nero and Drusus, who are shown their new surrogate parents.® It ends
with the reiteration of their place in society by their birth, for which their fortune (both
good and bad) will have an effect on the state. This phrase rounds off an important theme
that runs through the speech: the importance of time in the lives of these young men. They
are simultaneously being affected by their past (being Augusti pronepotes, clarissimis
maioribus genitos), their present (their location in front of the Senate, and their status as
a ‘duty’ for proper upbringing) and their future (being potential principes).’ This temporal
flux elucidates the nature of the road to becoming an emperor, with a constant negotiation
between the past, present, and future.'” The following section concerns this period, how
a wider populace understood it, and what they expected from the Domus Augusta.

As argued by Hurlet, one of the secrets of the regime was to place a male member
of the imperial family in a prominent position so as to avoid any question of a vacuum at
the death of the sitting emperor.'' Theoretically, this subordinate role could have been for
anyone who was capax imperii.'> However, the issue then becomes who would be

considered for the emperorship. It seemed to be that the principate was handed down

® For a detailed look at the formative years of the young men of the Domus Augusta under the early Julio-
Claudians, see Hurlet (1997) passim.

" 1bid., 117. AE (1915) 1 = IGR 4.1756 = EJ 99. 1. 10: ‘Tiv fjpéoav v éx moudog dvdoa teknodoay
aUtoV’, referring to Gaius’. cf. the Feriale Cumanum (CIL 10.3682 = CIL 10.8375 = CIL 1,p. 229 = Inscr.
Ital. 13.2.44 = ILS 108, where Augustus’ is commemorated; See above, 9-10.

¥ See Bonner (1977) 11-12, on the Roman ideal of the father being the instructor of his child. cf. Pliny. Ep.
8.14.4-6, esp. 6: ‘Suus cuique parens pro magistro, aut cui parens non erat maximus quisque et
vetustissimus pro parente.’

® ¢f. O’Gorman (2000) 55. cf. Chapter 4.3 on similar themes of fear and fortune.

' For further on this negotiation of time, see Chapter 4.2-3.

" Hurlet (1997) 539. cf. Hammond (1956) 67.

12 Rostovtzeff (1957) 77-8. cf. Syme (1955) 22; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.13.2-3; cf. Ibid., 1.28 4
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hereditarily from father to son, either by adoption or by blood," but the reality was wider
than that."

As shown in the previous section, the nature of the office of emperor and the
nature of the ‘succession’ were ambiguous." The end of one emperorship and the start of
a new one is difficult to describe; using the model of hereditary monarchy based solely
upon the dynastic principle, and using terms such as ‘prince’, ‘throne’, and ‘coronation’
are all misleading insofar as they suggest a clear-cut method and mode of succession that
had been pre-ordained.'® However, there were different criteria that contributed to the
‘acceptance’ of an emperor, and being a blood relation with the emperor did not
necessarily guarantee accession to the emperorship, meaning that blood or familial
connection was not an inviolable legitimator in becoming emperor.'” To reiterate what
was argued above, this is does not mean that the dynastic question did not matter;
contrarily, it was an important criterion of ‘acceptance’.'"® Moreover, the framework with
which we view the dynastic issue is extremely important to our understanding of the
succession. As Corbier argues, the Romans had a complex family structure that allowed
for the reordering of relationships:

ils ne sont pas limités... a la ordre des générations institué par la nature ni aux liens
réels fondés sur la consanguinité (au sens actuel du term) et sur 1’affinité."

Therefore, a wider focus than the father-son relationship is required; the process by which

the young men of the imperial family were placed to succeed was more complex.” This

'3 This is the basic argument made by Hekster in Hekster (2001) 35-39, in answer to Flaig’s idea of
Akzeptanz. cf. Hammond (1959) 1. Corbier (1995) 182-192; cf. Corbier (1991) 63-74. See Chapter 1.2.2.

4 ¢f. Flaig (2010) 279.

1> See Chapter 1.2

' Osgood (2012) 24-25; cf. Gruen (2005) 38.

17 cf. Flaig (2010) 278-279. See above, Chapter 1.2. It should be reiterated here that Flaig’s ‘acceptance’
thesis is not incompatible with the dynastic principle: it will be argued that familial connections were an
important criterion in the conversation of ‘acceptance’. cf. Corbier (1994b) 246.

'® See above Chapter 1.2.2

19 Corbier (1994b) 246. This ‘complex family structure’ and how it contributed to the idea of the Domus
Augusta will be discussed below.

* Ibid., 243-290.
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wider approach appreciates other male members within the family who could be seen as
potential principes given their closeness to the imperial family, and also the role of women
in the power politics.”' It is the complex nature of the Domus Augusta, their interactions
with, and the popular perceptions of them across the empire, that is the focus of this
section.

The following sections will be organised as follows: First, there will be a
preliminary discussion of Roman familial concepts and groupings, such as gens, familia,
and domus. Second, a discussion of the evidence of interaction between the male
members of the imperial family and a wider population within the context of their
introduction into political life. This is followed by a discussion about the perception of
new emperors who had not been thus introduced.”” Third, the idea of competition within
the imperial family, with a particular look at the perceptions and reactions of the wider
population to the relationships between different family members of the Domus Augusta.

The first discussion will be split roughly along the lines of terms of familial
groups, including gens, familia, and domus. To start with the idea of gens, Mommsen
begins his discussion of the term with the following statement: ‘Die Gesammctheit der zu
einem Geschlecht vereinigten Personen, der Mdnner wie der W eiber, heisst den Romern
gens’.” This is quite a loose definition, as it seems to encompass quite a wide range of
people.** This requires further delineation. Christopher Smith elaborates:

The nomen was inherited through the male line, and so the gens can be seen as a group
comprising all agnates, and so, potentially at any rate, a collection of families. Agnates
are defined as legitimate descendants of a common male ancestor, through the male

line only, but for some purposes at least this stopped at what was known as the sixth
grade (i.e. second cousin); there was no such limit on the gens. In the gens of the Fabii

2L ¢f. Rogers (1955) 190-212. Corbier (1994b) 243-290.

2 ¢f. Lott (2012) 15: See below, 65-69; cf. Corbier (1994a) 69 and Corbier (1995) 184-185.

2 §tR M1 9 = DPR VI 8-9; For whole discussion on the gens in Mommsen, see SR 111 9-19 = DPR VI 8-
20.

** cf. Smith (2006) 13-15: the idea of gens being a group with a common ancestor, that becomes more
nebulous as it encompasses more people, to the ‘wider sense of a nation or people.’
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then, every free member born into the group took the nomen Fabius and was a
gentilis >

Accordingly, the gens is a family group that consisted of all relations along the male line
of descent, who would share the same nomen.”® Therefore, despite the potential size of
such a group, it is nonetheless restrictive in the sense that the gens does not pass through
the female line.”’

Something similar can be seen with relation to the familia. It is worth looking at
the definitions provided by Ulpian:

Familiae appellatio refertur et ad corporis cuiusdam significationem, quod aut iure
proprio ipsorum aut communi universae cognationis continetur. iure proprio familiam
dicimus plures personas, quae sunt sub unius potestate aut natura aut iure subiectae,
ut puta patrem familias, matrem familias, filium familias, filiam familias quique
deinceps vicem eorum sequuntur, ut puta nepotes et neptes et deinceps. pater autem
familias appellatur, qui in domo dominium habet, recteque hoc nomine appellatur,
quamvis filium non habeat: non enim solam personam eius, sed et ius demonstramus:
denique et pupillum patrem familias appellamus. et cum pater familias moritur,
quotquot capita ei subiecta fuerint, singulas familias incipiunt habere: singuli enim
patrum familiarum nomen subeunt. idemque eveniet et in €o qui emancipatus est: nam
et hic sui iuris effectus propriam familiam habet. communi iure familiam dicimus
omnium adgnatorum: nam etsi patre familias mortuo singuli singulas familias habent,
tamen omnes, qui sub unius potestate fuerunt, recte eiusdem familiae appellabuntur,
qui ex eadem domo et gente proditi sunt... Item appellatur familia plurium
personarum, quae ab eiusdem ultimi genitoris sanguine proficiscuntur (sicuti dicimus
familiam iuliam), quasi a fonte quodam memoriae.*®

According to Ulpian, familia is a group of people that are placed under a single authority,

that of the paterfamilias, even if he does not have a son. He also elaborates on the title’s

> Smith (2006) 15-32 - based on Cic. Top. 29: ‘itemque [ut illud]: Gentiles sunt inter se qui eodem nomine
sunt. Non est satis. Qui ab ingenuis oriundi sunt. Ne id quidem satis est. Quorum maiorum nemo servitutem
servivit. Abest etiam nunc. Qui capite non sunt diminuti. hoc fortasse satis est...” On the term gentilis, see
StR 11 10 = DPR VI 9.

6 Smith (2006) 18-20 for a discussion on the nomen and a history of the tria nomina. cf. StR III 16-17 =
DPR VI 17. There are, of course, other issues to do with the gens, such as its interpretation throughout
historiography, and how it informs mythological identity, but that would fall out of the scope of this section.
On these topics, see Smith (2006) passim, esp. 32-44. cf. Saller (1984) 336-355.

7 cf. Smith (2006) 25-6, where he discusses the issues of property succession. In the case where if there is
no proper heir, then the estate would pass to the agnates (Gaius. Inst. 3. 9: ‘Si nullus sit suorum heredum,
tunc hereditas pertinet ex eadem lege X1I tabularum ad adgnatos.’ cf. Smith (2006) 23 for a transcription
of the fifth table, from Roman Statutes 2.40, pp. 580-581; Ibid., 641-642 for commentary). This is
elaborated further by the fact that in terms of agnatic line (Smith (2006) 25): ‘sons of a sister are not
encompassed, nor are any relations whatsoever on the wife’s side.” cf. Gaius. Inst. 3. 14 for more on the
complications of inheritance with respect to women.

* Dig.50.16.195.2,4 = Ulp. ad. ed. 46. Saller (1984) 337-338.
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transmission: once the paterfamilias passes away (or a son is emancipated), then those
who were under his authority become independent with their own familiae.” However,
despite this separation, Ulpian states that they still constitute a familia, since they came
from the same house and race. This points to the idea that gens and familia were similar
terms, and had some overlapping meanings, even if not totally synonymous,” as indicated
by the distinction Festus provides about how several families make up a gens.”'

One point of similarity between gens and familia, also referred to by Ulpian, is
the importance of the agnatic relationship.” This meant that, despite the fact that familia
could be used to denote a larger group of people,” it was restrictive in the sense that it
was only passed through the male line.* This can be observed with the status of the wife.
Depending on the nature of the marriage, the wife may or may not enter into the potestas
of her husband.” The result that it was ambiguous whether or not the term familia
encompassed the wife, and indeed, by our period, she often was not.*® A famous example
would be Livia, Augustus’ wife, who would not have entered into the gens Iulia when she
married Octavian, but rather when she was adopted after his death.”” This meant that she

would not have been part of the familia (or gens) Iulia prior to the adoption.

2 ¢f. Saller (1984) 338-339. cf. Weaver (1972) 299.

0 Saller (1984) 341. Note in Dig 50.16.195.4, Ulpian comments on the idea that a familia is also one that
has an ‘ultimate ancestor’, which is similar to the idea of the gens. Indeed, that the terms were conflated by
Ulpian is shown by his citation of the familia Iulia as an example.

3! Paul. Fest. 94 = Festus, Gloss. Lat. p. 214: *‘Gens Ae<mi>lia quae ex multis familis conficitur, quoted
in Saller (1984) 341. cf. Corbier (1994a) 67, who stated that familia ‘désigne normalement un rameau de
la gens.’

32 Corbier (1991) 53; Corbier (1994a) 69: ‘La famille impériale comprend les personnes du sexe masculin
et du sexe féminin qui descendent en ligne agnatique, c’est-a-dire en ligne masculine, du fondateur de la
dynastie et les épouses de lui et de ses descendants agnatiques... Il est vraisemblable qu’on est parti méme
la du principe fondamental qui domine tout le droit de famille romain, du principe de la descendance
agnatique.’

3 See n. 30 above.

* Dig. 50.16.195.5 = Ulp. ad ed. 46: mulier autem familiae suae et caput et finis est. cf. Smith (2006) 27
on the restrictions on women.

35 Corbier (1994a) 70; Saller (1984) 338-339. The distinction is between marriages cum manu, where the
wife enters into her husband’s family, and sine manu, where she does not.

36 Saller (1984) 338-339 for the legal/non-legal uses of familia.

37 Saller (1984) 339; Tac. Ann. 6.51.1, which concerns both Livia and Tiberius: ‘Pater ei Nero et utrimque
origo gentis Claudiae, quamquam mater in Liviam et mox Iuliam familiam adoptionibus transierit.’
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This brings us to term domus, and the appropriate Latin term for a kinship group
that cuts across the restrictions of gens and familia to include both agnate and cognate
relations.” Saller provides the following possible definitions for the word:
Domus was used with regard to household and kinship to mean the physical house,
the household including family and slaves, the broad kinship group including agnates
and cognates, ancestors and descendants, and the patrimony.*

The third definition, concerning who is included in the group, is where domus differs to

familia and gens. Corbier summarises the difference as follows:
Le concept de domus, nous explique Saller, inclut un groupe plus large que la famille
agnatique a laquelle sont réservés les termes de gens et de familia: font partie
notamment de la domus (ou peuvent en faire partie) I’épouse (qui, lorsqu’elle n’a pas
été épousée cum manu, n’est pas membre de la familia), les parents par les femmes —
petits-fils utérins, collatéraux, ancétres maternels —, ainsi que des parents par alliance,
tels que le gendre ou le beau-frére. L’absence de toute définition juridique fait de la
domus un espace familial aux fronticres assez floues qui peut se limiter a la
“maisonnée” ou englober un cercle de parenté plus étendu, mais qui, a la différence
de la gens et de la familia, inclut les cognats et les affins.*

The effect is that domus is a more malleable term, which lends itself to a wider

interpretation of who was included within the kinship group. This has important

implications for the Domus Augusta, as it allowed for a wider understanding of the

membership of the imperial family.*'

Continuing with the theme of the Roman family is the issue of heirship. As

outlined by Corbier, divorce, remarriage and adoption were all strategies used by the

Roman aristocracy to shape political alliances.* To start with succession and inheritance,

38 Corbier (1994a) 70; Saller (1984) 342, 344-346, for examples of the differences between familia and
domus in literature, and how it is used to include cognate relations.

9 Saller (1984) 342.

0 Corbier (1994a) 70; cf. Saller (1984) 344: ‘Domus could refer variously to a man’s circle of living kin or
to his descent group including ancestors and descendants. The extent of the kin encompassed by the domus,
as by the familia, could be more or less great, from the whole gens to a much narrower circle of relatives.
In these respects, domus is very much like familia, but there is one notable difference: domus is an
appropriate term for cognate, as well as agnate, kin.’

*! Not all the members of the Domus Augusta were members of the same familia or gens. See Corbier
(1994a) 66-69, on the contours of convergence between the gens Iulia and the Domus Augusta. Sometimes
they overlapped, but they were not synonymous; cf. Fishwick (1991) vol. 2.1, 423; cf. below, 51-52.

2 Corbier (1991) 63.
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Roman society was patrilineal, where the father passed down property, status and name
to his children.* Children inherited through this relationship, and it is how families were
maintained across generations. However, having your own children was not the only
method of succession: adoption provided a man with progeny, so as to transmit ‘name,
wealth and rites’.** There were different types of adoption in legal terms: adoptio was the
movement of someone under the power of one father to the power of another; adrogatio
was when ‘a person sui iuris placed himself under the potestas of another of his own
accord’.* Added to this is the idea of ‘testamentary adoption’, which is technically not

adoption, but the institution of an heir in a will.**

Therefore, there were different ways
under different legal terms to designate an heir and successor. This is the context in which
the Domus Augusta and the succession can be understood: for despite the multivalent
nature of the succession throughout the imperial period, the existing methods of heirship
(in its different forms) were utilised by the Roman emperors.*’ It was possible to employ
these familial strategies to place the male members of the imperial family in the position
to be able to take the reins of empire.

This brings us to the term Domus Augusta.*® In his book, Death and Dynasty in
Early Imperial Rome, Lott places great importance on the ability of the regime to pass

down its power to the new generation.* Accordingly, the family was the essential vehicle

with which this could be done:

# Dig 50.16.195.2 = Ulp. ad. ed. 46, quoted above, 43; cf. Corbier (1991) 53.

* Ibid., 63: Corbier quotes Cic. Dom. 35 (hereditas nominis pecuniae sacrorum) in the context of Cicero
questioning the validity of P. Clodius’ adoption. cf. Corbier (1994b) 246: ‘L’adoption leur permet de se
donner des enfants placés dans le méme rapport d’agnatio que les enfants par la naissance.’

45 Corbier (1991) 63-64: Gell. NA. 5. 19; Gaius. 1. 99, 134.

* Corbier (1991) 76; Champlin (1989) 154-165.

7 ¢f. Corbier (1991) 66-67; cf. Hekster (2002) 19-20; cf. Mastrocinque (2011a) 4-5; cf. Tac. Hist. 1.16. on
Galba’s solution to the issue of succession.

* For a recent overview and analysis of the implementation of the the domus augusta and its iterations from
Augustus onwards in its projection through inscription, coinage, and portraiture, see Hekster (2015) 162-
202, esp. 177: ‘The continuous central formulations of imperial descent created a new social structure, in
which the elevated position of the imperial household became obvious to all’.

* Lott (2012) 5.
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The language of fatherhood was a staple metaphor for Roman political and divine
leadership... but when the whole state publicly offered the role of pater to Augustus,
it suggested that the whole state was now part of the household (familia) of Augustus,
subject to his paternal as well as political authority. Gaius and Lucius could inherit
this relationship: an heir normally took control of his father’s property and household.
Importantly the senate took this moment to redefine the important relationship
between the prosperity of the state and the stewardship of the saviour Augustus. Now
eternal prosperity depended on the continued good fortune of Augustus and his
domus. This was a clear dynastic statement: the domus of Augustus would inherit his
special responsibility for the prosperity of the state, which could thus continue
forever.”

In this argument, the fate of the state hinged upon the successful maintenance of the
imperial domus, and familial terminology was used to describe positions of power and
authority. Moreover, the analogy of the emperor and the position of pater suggested the
implied relationship between the emperor and the people: one of paternal authority, and
filial piety.”' Dio describes it as follows:
7ol 1] ve ToD maTEOg Emmvupio Tayo pev xal ¢Eovaoioy Tiva autolg, v mote ol
TOTEQES €71l TOVS TTotdaLg E0Y OV, RATA TAVTWY MOV didwov, o pévtol xol Em
TO0TO AEYNV €YEVETO AAA’ €C TE TNV %Ol €C TTOQAIVEDLY, IV’ aUTOL T€ TOVG
AQYOMEVOVUG MG «al Taldag Ayam®dev nal Exelvol OPag MG 1Al TATEQOS
aid@vrar.”
In Lott’s estimation, it was Augustus’ intention that the success of the regime was
directly proportionate to the continuation of his family; the Domus Augusta.”” The term
itself is a ‘new collective concept’, which describes the familial connections and

strategies used by the emperor to set the future succession, rather than Augustus’ actual

family:

% Lott (2012) 9.

! Weinstock (1971) 200-201, esp. 204: ‘Caesar was the first for whom the title meant more than glory. It
became part of his nomenclature and was a reinterpretation of his unlimited political power: it was not
tyranny but patria potestas... The consequences were far-reaching. His relation to his fellow citizens was
completely changed. They all were now bound to him. Like the son to his father, by pietas, began to pray
for his welfare and to swear by it, to worship his Genius as if it were their own. And conversely those who
had broken this bond and were excluded from the community, the exiles, were not allowed to show
themselves in his presence, just as a banished son was not allowed to return to the house of his father.’

>2 Dio 53.18.3. It is important to note Dio’s temporal sensitivity here. He argues that the appellation of pater
had been one of honour, whereas it developed into giving the emperor patria potestas over all. Saller (1994)
102-132, on potestas and pietas.

>3 Lott (2012) 5; cf. Hekster (2015) 58-109 for the continuation of this theme through the early principate
towards the Severans.
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Domus could refer either to a physical house or to its inhabitants. It had become a

preferred term in the late republic because it was less restrictive than familia. It was

first used to describe the imperial family already in 2 BC when Augustus was offered

the title pater patriae. Now it reappeared to denote the structuring of the artificial

dynasty as opposed to the natural family of Augustus. The domus Augusta

represented Augustus’ plans for the future political leadership of the empire

(including women), not his natural family.>*
The problem with this understanding of the Domus Augusta is that it presupposes a policy
or strategy of succession, with little voice afforded to the various constituencies across
the empire.” However, the nature of the succession and the ‘legitimacy’ of the Domus
Augusta was wider and more fluid. In terms of ‘acceptance’, it seems that it also covered
Augustus’ domus. Suetonius records the following when Augustus was acclaimed as
‘Father of the Country’ in 2 BC:

Is mandantibus cunctis: “Quod bonum,” inquit, “faustumque sit tibi domuique tuae,

Caesar Auguste! Sic enim nos perpetuam felicitatem rei p. et laeta huic precari

existimamus: senatus te consentiens cum populo R. consalutat patriae patrem.”
Therefore, the acceptance of Augustus as pater patriae came with honours given to his
house as well, which suggests that ‘acceptance’ could also be accorded to his family and
heirs.”

The issue now becomes which parts of the family this acceptance was accorded.

The reception of the Domus Augusta was ambiguous and uncertain. As described by
Millar in his discussion of Ovid and contemporary literature, there was

a systematic uncertainty as to what, or who, the proper focus of loyalty should be.

That object was in any case a moving target, repeatedly transformed by death, and by
reversals among the members of the domus Augusta.™

> Lott (2012) 15. See also, Corbier (1995) 178: ‘the House of the Caesars was an original and intentional
construction’, that allowed for the legitimacy to rule to be transmitted within the family. cf. Corbier (1994b)
246.

%3 ¢f. Gruen (2005) 38-39; cf. Osgood (2012) 24-25.

% Suet. Aug. 58.2; cf. Millar (1993) 7; RG 35; cf. Ov. Fast. 2. 127-8: ‘Sancte pater patriae, tibi plebs, tibi
curia nomen hoc dedit, dedimus nos tibi nomen, eques.’

57 cf. Weber (1978) 246-248 on the idea of ‘hereditary charisma’; cf. Béranger (1953) 143; cf. Mastrocinque
(2011a) 3-5.

8 Millar (1993) 8; cf. Lott (2012) 15. See above, 45-47.
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This was no doubt confounded by the fact it was by definition a more flexible term.
Therefore, despite the historical analysis of familial and succession strategies,” it did not
mean that these complexities were fully understood by the wider population.”” The
willingness of different constituencies across the empire to accept and continue to support
members of the imperial family, even those who were seemingly out of favour,’”
suggested that the whole household could be subject to adulation, and that acceptance
ebbed and flowed according to the varied fortunes of members of the Domus Augusta.
This is observed by the ambiguity of Ovid’s use of the name Caesar, which Hardie
argues gave the impression that even though separate individuals were implied,
differences were elided to the extent that an ‘unbroken succession’ within the family was
maintained. This is seen in Tristia 2.230: ‘bellague pro magno Caesare Caesar obit.”**
Another example appears in the context of Tiberius’ triumph on October 23, AD 12 (Pont.
2.2.67-74):
tempus adest aptum precibus. valet ille videtque
quas fecit vires, Roma, valere tuas.
incolumis coniunx sua pulvinaria servat,
promovet Ausonium filius imperium.
praeterit ipse suos animo Germanicus annos
nec vigor est Drusi nobilitate minor.
adde nurum neptemque pias natosque nepotum
ceteraque Augustae membra valere domus.

The family is presented as a collective, alongside the mention of successive generations,

with the wish for good health for the whole Domus Augusta. Moreover, Ovid’s

% Lott (2012); Corbier (1995) 178-193.

0 Corbier (1994a) 67-68, on the evidence from Carthage and Corinth that talks of a gens Augusta, which
seems to be a conflation of terms that Corbier calls non-sensical. Carthage: ILAfr. 353; Corinth: Corinth,
8.2.17. See discussion below, 51-52.

5! Suet. Aug. 65, esp. 3 for the calls for the Elder Julia’s return: ‘Nam ut omnino revocaret, exorari nullo
modo potuit, deprecanti saepe p. R. et pertinacius instanti tales filias talesque coniuges pro contione
inprecatus.’

%2 Hardie (2002) 254-255:" The ambiguity is a hazard of the imperial fiction that ‘Caesar = Caesar’, power
maintained in an unbroken succession through individuals with the same name, and in a sense the same
person. In exile poetry Ovid uses repetitions of Caesar to blur the difference between biologically separate
individuals of the imperial family, Augustus and Tiberius’; cf. Pont. 2.8.1, 37-8.
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descriptions of the imperial family, even if laudatory, are nevertheless vague and
transferable; few members get named explicitly, allowing for Ovid to be supple and alter
the subject matter as the fortunes of the Domus Augusta unfolded. Compare the above
excerpt, written in AD 12.% where Germanicus and Drusus are the only named members
of the family, with familial nouns used instead, such as coniunx and nepos, with Ov. Pont.
4.13.25-33, written in the aftermath of Augustus’ death in AD 14:
nam patris Augusti docui mortale fuisse
corpus, in aetherias numen abisse domos:
esse parem virtute patri, qui frena rogatus
saepe recusati ceperit imperii:
esse pudicarum te Vestam, Livia, matrum,
ambiguum nato dignior anne viro:
esse duos iuvenes, firma adiumenta parentis,
qui dederint animi pignora certa sui.
Similarly, save for Livia and Augustus, the members of the domus are not mentioned by
name, allowing Ovid to be vague, and stress the family.** However, this was one possible
reaction to the Domus. Wrinkles in allegiances existed across the empire, with support
for different members of the imperial family (not constricted by gender) contributing to
the mosaic of opinion that informed the wider population’s view of the emperor, his
household, and the question of succession.

Epigraphical evidence points to this. The complicated nature of familial ordering
in the imperial family would potentially serve to confuse people across the empire,
leading to different responses, that would involve inclusions and exclusions in the
conception of the domus, as well as issues of proper naming. One example comes from a
dossier of documents from Sardis, that date from 5 to 2 B.C.” They honour Menogenes,

a Sardian aristocrat that went on embassies to Augustus. In the first document (1. 7), he is

called ‘0 mpeoPutatog TV T0D Zefootod maidwv’, the eldest of the children of

8 of. Inscr. It. 13.2.17: Ti. Caesar. triumphavit | ex Illurico.
% See Millar’s analysis in Millar (1993) 12-13, 15-16.
% EJ99 = IGR 4.1756 = I. Sardis 7.1.8. For a further discussion on this inscription, see below, 57-58.
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Augustus. The second document (1. 26), which is Augustus’ epistolary response to the
Asians and Sardians, corrects this slightly with ‘Tod mgeofutégov pov Tdv madwv’,
the elder son of two.% Furthermore, to compliment this more restrictive picture, is a more
inclusive statement (11. 26-27):

gmouv@® o0V VUGS Puhotelpovpévoug avd’ v ebepyeltofe VT €uod
gLy aQ{0TOVS ATOVG €l TE EUE ®Ol TOVG EUOVGS TTAvVTag £vOeirvuoDaL:

Thus, Augustus includes his whole family into the equation. Nonetheless, the Sardians
seem to respond to the latter of Augustus’ statements in the third document, and duly
includes expressions of joy and goodwill that concern his domus (11. 33-34):

%Ol CVVTLY OV TOL ZePaotdl EdHAmoey TNV ThHg TOAews £m TdL Tatmt yaoav xol
| Tepl GAOV TOV OLXOV QUTOD €VVOLAY.

However, they maintain the eldest appellation for Gaius (Il. 30-31: ‘mpog I'diov
Kaioapa | tov mpeofitatov tdv maidwv’, suggesting that their reception of Augustus’
domus, and perhaps the nature of the succession, was different to the emperor’s.”’

There is an inscription from Carthage where there is a conflation of Latin terms,
using the more restrictive gens with Augusta: ‘Genti Augustae | P(ublius) Perelius
Hedulus sac(erdos) perp(etuus) | templum solo privato | primus pecunia sua fecit.’®® This
is mirrored in another inscription from Corinth: col. I: ‘Tiberio | Caesari; col. II:
Ant(oniae) | Augu(stae) | Genti Augustae.’® Corbier identifies those commemorated as
Tiberius Gemellus and Antonia, ‘niece d’Auguste, mere de Germanicus et grand-méere de
Caligula’ , who is not part of the gens Iulia, if that indeed is what the inscription was meant
to allude to.” Perhaps this can be explained as a confusion about the appropriate term for

the imperial family, and indeed, there is evidence from Corinth under Nero for the use of

% T owe this point entirely to Rowe (2002) 146, who argues that this means Agrippa Postumus is excluded
from the equation, meaning to include Gaius and Lucius.

%7 Ibid., 145-147.

8 JLAfr353; Corbier (1994a) 68.

% Corinth 8.2.117.

0 Corbier (1994a) 68.
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domus Augusta,' but it shows the scope of confusions as to how and who to
commemorate.

In conjunction, the oath of allegiance at Paphos on Cyprus takes an interesting
view of the domus of Tiberius:

Tipéorov Kaioapa Zefaotod Vov Zefoao | TOV ouv Tl drovtt ovtod olnmL nol
[ TOV QUTOV €xelvolg Gthov te »al €000V | €EeLv petd te TV dAMwV Be®V Hovolg
I Poun »oi Tiegimt Kaioogl v Zefaotod vidl | Zefaotdt voig te Tod | aipatog
abTod v 2ol 000evi dAM | TV Thvtwv glonyhoeobon Yyndio[alo[Oa].”
This suggests that their allegiance was restricted toward blood relations of the imperial
family, and perhaps even Tiberius’ branch alone, meaning that the more fluid notion of
the domus Augusta was not necessarily understood.”

Staying on Cyprus, there is a commemorative inscription of a gynamsiarch who
was also high priest of the imperial cult at Salamis.” What is interesting is that it was
emended. The first edition was dedicated to Augustus and mentions that the gymnasiarch
was a priest for Gaius and Lucius as well. The second edition inscribed on top removed
the names of the twins and placed the names of Tiberius' grandchildren, Tiberius
Gemellus and Germanicus, instead. This indicates a Salaminian sensitivity to the
changing make up of the imperial family, for they changed the names of those who would
be the future of the empire once new scions of the domus appeared.”

Perhaps a more direct attestation of popular opinion can come from the graffiti on

the walls of Pompeii. For instance, in the vestibulum of the house of Q. Poppaeus Sabinus

"' Corbier (1994a) 68; Corinth, 8.2.68: ‘C(aio) Iulio Laconis f(ilio) | Euryclis n(epoti)... archieri domus
Aug(ustae) | [in] perpetuum primo Achaeon(!) | ob v[iJrtutem eius et animosam | flusijss[im Jamque erga
domum divinam et erga coloniam nostr(am) | munificientiam tribules | tribufs] Calpurniafe]| [pajtrono.’ cf.
IG. 3.805 for the title of his priesthood in Greek: ‘Téd - ToOhov Emaguialtinov doyegéa Oel[dv]
Zefoot@v x[ai] | [yé]voug Ze[plaotdv.’

2 Mitford (1960) 75-79; SEG 18. 578.

3 Lott (2012) 15.

™ Mitford (1947) 222-223; IGR 3.997.

5 ¢f. Tac. Ann. 2.84. cf. Scott (1930a); Scott (1930b).
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(Casa del Menandro),”® where there was a Lararium called the Lares Augustosi,” the
outside wall has the following graffito on Octavia: ‘Octavia Augusti [vale hjabias
[prjopit[— ] sa(lutem).””™ This should be read in the context of other graffiti in the area,
namely those that favourably mention her erstwhile husband and his new wife, the
Pompeian Poppaea: ‘iudiciis Augusti Augustae felicit(er). Vobis salvis felices sumus
plefrpetuo.’™ Thus, the existence of this evidence suggests a mosaic of opinion
concerning the domus Augusta, where well-wishes for different, competing members of

the imperial family could appear simultaneously.

’® Franklin (2001) 109ff.

" CIL 4.8282. cf. Franklin (2001) 112; cf. Hopkins (1978a) 211-212 on the Lares.

" CIL 4.8277; Franklin (2001) 112. I wonder if there is a sense of irony with this graffito, a facetious
allusion to her demise.

" CIL 4.1074; See in particular Franklin (2001) 121-122, where there are numerous graffiti concerning
Nero and his wife.
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1.3.2: The Generosity of Potential principes with a Wider Population

Part of the public presentation of a young male member of the imperial family
was the interaction with the people.* This involved meeting the people in public spaces,
engaging with them by means of gesture or speech, distributing largesses, and giving and
attending public shows, such as circuses, theatre or gladiatorial combats. These public
meetings were a place where the people could communicate sentiment and opinion
toward the emperor and the men of the imperial family.*' Therefore, it was a method by
which the people could join into the conversation of acceptance, which started early in
the life of a potential emperor.
The evidence for this is as follows. Augustus alludes to this in the 22" chapter of
the Res Gestae, where he lists the times he gave a spectacle. Interestingly, Augustus also
lists the spectacles that were held not only under his name, but also under the names of
his sons and his grandsons:
Ter munus gladiatorium dedi meo nomine et quinquiens filiorum meorum aut
nepotum nomine, quibus muneribus depugnaverunt hominum circiter decem millia.
Bis athletarum undique accitorum spectaculum populo praecbui meo nomine et tertium
nepotis mei nomine... Venationes bestiarum Africanarum meo nomine aut filiorum
meorum et nepotum in circo aut in foro aut in amphitheatris populo dedi sexiens et
viciens, quibus confecta sunt bestiarum circiter tria millia et quingentae.*

His descendants, alongside Augustus himself, gave gladiatorial shows under their name,

athletic contests and venationes in different locations at Rome to the people. The nature

of this phrase in Latin (meo nomine aut filorum meorum et nepotum) is important. It is a

singular name shared by all of them, meaning that these games were under the name of

% For examples of work along these lines see Hurlet (1997), Rowe (2002), Hekster (2002) 30-39, and
Bowersock (1984) 169-188. However, it is important to note the difference between what is outlined here,
and the advancement of the political careers of the young men, as senators and as potential partners in
power. This is the difference between their appearances with the people, and the magistracies they fill. Both
have political implications (see Hurlet (1997) 233; Yavetz (1969a) 9-37), yet are different in purpose.

81 ¢f. Millar (1992) 369-375, where he lists the evidence for the interactions between the princeps and the
people at Rome in public spaces throughout the history of the principate.

52 Aug. RG.22.
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Caesar (perhaps also under the gens Iulia). As seen above the word nomen was important
in denoting a family group, suggesting that its use here denotes the imperial collectivity.
Thus, Augustus and his sons are portrayed corporately in front of the populus Romanus.
This placed Gaius and Lucius in the role of benefactor in direct communication with the
people,* in a medium where popular expression could reach them directly.**
This is corroborated by other evidence: Augustus is shown with his grandsons at
the theatre;* he also exhibited Germanicus with his children at a public show.*® The
crowds at the theatre reacted to Gaius and Lucius with cheers and applause.*’ Also, in the
reign of Augustus, Tiberius is seen to have given a banquet and largesses to the people:
‘Prandium dehinc populo mille mensis et congiarium trecenos nummos viritim dedit.”®
Drusus (Germanicus and Claudius’ father) is eulogised by Augustus in front of
the people:*
cum Augustus tanto opere et vivum dilexerit, ut coheredem semper filiis instituerit,
sicut quondam in senatu professus est, et defunctum ita pro contione laudaverit, ut
deos precatus sit, similes ei Caesares suos facerent sibique tam honestum quandoque
exitum darent quam illi dedissent.”

Drusus is an interesting case, for even though Drusus did not have a direct filial

connection with Augustus, he was nevertheless, according to Suetonius, a co-heir

(coheres).”' This suggests that Drusus could be interpreted as a potential emperor.

8 Veyne (1990) 347.

8 Millar (1992) 369-370.

% Suet. Aug. 43.5. cf. Dio. 54.27.1; Ibid., 55.9.1-2.

% Suet. Aug.,34.2: ‘Sic quoque abolitionem eius publico spectaculo pertinaciter postulante equite, accitos
Germanici liberos receptosque partim ad se partim in patris gremium ostentavit.’

¥ Tbid., 56.2: ‘Numquam filios suos populo commendavit ut non adiceret: “Si merebuntur.” Eisdem
praetextatis adhuc assurrectum ab universis in theatro et a stantibus plausum gravissime questus est.’; Dio.
54.27.1; Dio. 55.9.2. cf. Osgood (2012) 24-25. These passages highlight an interesting debate on the issue
of how to deal with popularity, namely the vacillating spectrum of levitas and gravitas. This issue has been
discussed in Yavetz (1965) 99-110 and Yavetz (1969a) 97-102.

% Suet. Tib. 20.1.

% Suet. Claud. 1.5.

% It is interesting to note Augustus’ prayer that he would get as honourable a death. See Chapter 4, for the
interest in imperial legacies.

°! Corbier (1991) 74.
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Germanicus’ popularity reportedly preceded him to the extent that his life was put

in danger when he made public appearances:

sic vulgo favorabilis, ut plurimi tradant, quotiens aliquo adveniret vel sicunde

discederet, prae turba occurrentium prosequentiumve nonnumquam eum discrimen

vitae adisse.”
Fortunately, there is papyrological evidence that can shed light on Germanicus’
interaction with a large crowd in public. In P.Oxy 2435,” there is a scene in Alexandria
where Germanicus’ speech is interjected repeatedly with laudatory acclamations from the
Alexandrians to the effect of wishing luck, life and health on him,”* to the extent that
Germanicus had to implore that they refrain from showing approval until he had
finished.” The vociferous public adulation of Germanicus that has been recorded suggests
that a wider population expected that Germanicus was to become emperor in the future,
and they were using public occasion to express their acceptance of this possibility.

Tiberius gave largesses to the people on the occasions that his grandsons, via his

son Germanicus, came of age:

Cum ex Germanico tres nepotes, Neronem et Drusum et Gaium, ex Druso unum

Tiberium haberet, destitutus morte liberorum maximos natu de Germanici filiis,

Neronem et Drusum, patribus conscriptis commendavit diemque utriusque tirocinii

congiario plebei dato celebravit.”
In conjuction, Nero (the son of Germanicus) is shown at his first entry to the forum to be
giving largesses to the plebs.”” The references to the dies tirocinii and the first entry to the

forum are of interest, and they refer to the start of the educative experience in military

and political life for young men.”® As pointed out by Bonner, this tirocinium, either fori

%2 Suet. Cal. 4.1. cf. P.Oxy 2435; EJ 375.

% P.Oxy. 2435 recto = EJ 379.

* Ibid., 11.4-5, 17;

% Ibid., 11.5-9. cf. EJ 320, 11. 41-45 = Sel. Pap. 11,211, where Germanicus reproaches the Alexandrian crowd
for addressing him with ‘ico6¢ovg éxpwvioers’ (1.36). For more on more divine guises of the emperor,
see Chapter 4.3.

% Suet. Tib. 54.1.

°7 Tac. Ann.3.29.1-3.

% cf. above, 39-40.
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or militiae, can be translated as ‘recruitment to the forum’ or ‘recruitment to military life’,
respectively.” This was a year that commenced when the young man assumed his toga
virilis. As stated by Quintilian, the timing of the firocinium was essential, as if done too
early, they would be ill-equipped, and if done too late, then the fear of public speaking
would increase.'” The key was to experience first hand the skills of public life, by doing
and by observation.'”!

Moreover, this perhaps has parallels in the title princeps iuventutis, a title given

to Gaius and Lucius by the equites,'”’

the point being that this was the beginning of their
road to being the leaders of the next generation.'” It is also a title that is not restricted to
the Julio-Claudian period, as there are many attestations on inscriptions from different
eras of the principate, such as Domitian under Titus’ reign,'* Commodus, under his father

6

Marcus Aurelius,'” Lucius Helvius, Pertinax’s son,'” and Geta, Septimius Severus’

son."”” The passage from childhood to manhood is also commemorated in the Menogenes

> Bonner (1977) 84-85.

19 Quint. Inst. 12.6.2-3 (3 is quoted): ‘nec rursus differendum est tirocinium in senectutem: nam cotidie
metus crescit maiusque fit semper quod ausuri sumus, et dum deliberamus quando incipiendum sit incipere
iam serum est.’

%" Bonner (1977) 85; Quint. Inst. 10.5.19; Tac. Dial. 34.

12 1 ott (2012) 7; RG 14. See Vassileiou (1984) 829.

103 Lott (2012) 8; Ov. Ars. Am. 1.194: ‘nunc iuvenum princeps, deinde future senum’; cf. Millar (1988) 18;
cf. Tac. Ann. 12.41.1. for Nero’s advancement, including the title princeps iuventutis; cf. Suet. Ner. 7.2:
‘deductus in Forum tiro populo congiarium’.

104 CIL 3.12218, from Apa in Galatia: ‘[Imp(erator)] T(itus) Caesar dilvi Vespasiani f(ilius) Aug(ustus) |
pont(ifex) max(imus) trib(unicia) potest(ate) X | imp(erator) XVII p(ater) p(atriae) co(n)s(ul) VIII
desig(natus) | VIIII censor et | [Domitianus [Cae]sar divi | [V espas Jiani f(ilius) co(n)s(ul) VII desig(natus)
VIII | sacerdos omnium collegilorum princeps iuventutis | per A (ulum) Caesennium Gallum | co(n)s(ulem)
X Vvir(um) s(acris) f(aciundis) leg(atum) A ug(usti) pro pr(aetore) | straverunt.” cf. Hammond (1956) 83.
% SHA. Comm. 2.1-2; cf. CIL 8.11928: ‘[Pro salute Imp(eratoris) Caes(aris) L(uci) Aureli Commodi
Germ Janici Sarmatici principis iuf[ventutis co(n)s(ulis) des(ignati)...”; cf. Dio 72(71).22(2).1: ‘®g ®ol &g
épnpPoug §On tekely duvdpuevov...” For evidence of Marcus Aurelius’ time as princeps iuventutis: Dio
72(71).35.5.

196 AE (1904) 65, from Bostra, Arabia (Southern modern Syria): ‘Imp(erator) Caes(ar) | P(ublius) Helvius
Pertinax Augus/tus princeps senatus conlsul iterum pontifex maxim[u]ls tribuniciae potestas(!) pat[er] |
patriae et Caesar L(ucius) Helvius | filius princeps iu(v)entutis pler] | Severianum Maximum plro
praetorem(!) \Frontonem leg(atum) Aug(usti) | pro pr(aetore) | XX VI.’

7 CIL 8.17727, from Aquae Flavianae in Numidia: ‘Imp(erator) Caes(ar) L(ucius) Septimi[us Severus]|
Pius Pertinax Aug(ustus) Arab(icus) Adiab(enicus) Plart(hicus) max(imus) imp(erator) XII] | trib(unicia)
pot(estate) X VI co(n)s(ul) Il p(ater) [p(atriae) proco(n)s(ul) et] | Imp(erator) Caes(ar) M(arcus) Aurelius
Antoninus Aufg(ustus) imp(erator) Il trib(unicia) pot(estate) XI co(n)s(ul) III et] | [[P(ublius) Septimius
Geta nob(ilissimus) Caes(ar) princ(eps) iufventutis Aug(ustus) co(n)s(ul) I1]]] | Aquas Flavianas vetustate
conla[psas per vexillajltionem militum suor(um) restitue[runt].” It should be noted here that this is a
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dossier at Sardis.'” The first document reports the sending of an embassy from the Asian
league and Sardis on the occasion of Gaius’ assumption of the toga virilis:
‘Emei I'diiog TotvhMog Kaioag 6 meofitatog tov tod Zefaotod maidwv Ty
eUUTALOTATNYV | €% TeQLToQPUEOV AAUTEAV TO TAVTL RO<O>U® Avelhnde
mPevvov, fdovral te mhvteg | dvOowmoL ouvdleyelpopévag OQMVTES TQ
ZePaotd tog VmEQ TOV madwV gVydg, )] Te Niuetéoa OGS €ml Tf) TooODTY)
gvTuyig TV NUEQaY TNV éx Tondog dvopa teAnodoalv] | aTov iegav ExgLvev
elvat...'”
Thus, the city would commemorate this day, on which wreathes would be worn, sacrifices
made, and wishes of welfare for Gaius professed,''” which would be replicated on the day
that they received the news.'"' Further, Gaius’ image would be set up in Augustus’
temple.''> Here is evidence of the temporal interest in the lives of the young men of the
domus Augusta: not only is the felicitous present being commemorated civilly, but the
hope of the future.'"
Claudius is seen to exhibit his son Britannicus in front of the soldiers and the
people:
Britannicum vicesimo imperii die inque secundo consulatu, natum sibi parvulum
etiam tum, et militi pro contione manibus suis gestans et plebi per spectacula gremio
aut ante se retinens assidue commendabat faustisque ominibus cum adclamantium
turba prosequebatur.'"*

This is also reflected in the Trojan games, where Claudius showcased both Britannicus

and Nero:

reconstruction of the text, as Geta’s name was chiseled out. However, the line is still legible, with PRINC.
IV. at the end of the fifth line. This is compared with another of Septimius at Lauriacum in Noricum (AE
(1912) 293 = AE (1909) 248 = AE (2006) 1001 = ILLPRON 961), which has the same title restored, but
less concretely.

1% Mentioned above, 50-51. For more on Menogenes, and the growth of self-promotion and city euergetism
in this period, see Rowe (2002) 145-147.

"% EJ99 = IGR 4.1756 = I. Sardis 7.1.8,11. 7-11.

"0 Ibid., 11. 11-13

" bid., 14-15.

"2 Ibid., 11. 13-14.

'3 For more on this narrative of hope for the future, see Chapter 4.3.

"4 Suet. Claud. 27.2. cf. Ibid., 43.1, on wanting to give Britannicus the toga virilis: ‘Cumque impubi
teneroque adhuc, quando statura permitteret, togam dare destinasset, adiecit: "Ut tandem populus Romanus
verum Caesarem habeat.”’
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sedente Claudio circensibus ludis, cum pueri noblies equis ludicrum Troiae inirent
interque eos Britannicus imperatore genitus et L. Domitius adoptione mox in
imperium et cognomentum Neronis adscitus.'"
In a similar situation, Nero and Britannicus appear together at circus entertainments: ‘et
ludicro circensium, quod adquirendis vulgi studiis edebatur, Britannicus in praetexta,
Nero triumphali veste travecti sunt.”"'® Nero is also shown to have given largesses to the
people on his coming of age.'"”

Progenies Caesarum in Nerone defecit. As Suetonius so pithily stated, the death
of Nero spelt the end of the race of the Caesars.'"* This opened up the pool from which
an emperor could be made.'"” However, the system of presenting an heir to the soldiers
and the people remained a factor past the Julio-Claudians, through the second century to
the Severan age. For instance, according to the Historia Augusta, L. Ceionius Commodus
was adopted by Hadrian in A.D. 136, was thus named L. Aelius Caesar, which was
thereafter followed by circus games and a donative to the troops and people: ‘ob cuius
adoptationem ludos circenses dedit et donativum populo ac militibus expendit.”'*® Similar
evidence can be seen for Antoninus Pius in the context of his adoption by Hadrian:
‘congiarium populo de proprio dedit et ea quae pater promiserat’.'*' Under Marcus

Aurelius, Commodus is seen to be giving largess as part of his move towards adolescence:

‘cooptatus est inter trossulos principes iuventutis, cum togam sumpsit. adhuc in praetexta

""" Tac. Ann. 11.11.2; cf. Suet. Ner. 7.1.

" Tac. Ann. 12.41.2.

"7 Suet. Ner.7.2; Tac. Ann. 12.41.1: ‘additum nomine eius donativum militi, congiarium plebei.’

""* Suet. Gal. 1.1.

"9 Plin. Pan. 7. 6: ‘Imperaturus omnibus eligi debet ex omnibus’; Syme (1958) 234. cf. Tac. Hist. 1.16. The
nature of choosing an emperor, which can be seen in the argument of blood vs. adoption, typified by the
aforementioned Tacitus passage, has been an issue in the history and historiography of the principate (See
above, 1.2.2). However, the debate is a manifestation of the conversation of acceptance, from which familial
ties formed a part of a phenomenon which seemed quite complex. This will be discussed further below in
Chapter 1.3.3.

20 SHA, Hadr.23.12.cf. SHA, Ael. 1.2: ‘quorum praecipue de Helio V ero dicendum est, qui primus tantum
Caesaris nomen accepit, adoptione Hadriani familiae principum adscitus.’” For the issues concerning the
succession of Hadrian, see Barnes (1967) 74-79, Champlin (1976) 79-89. On L. Ceionius Commodus, PIR?
C 605.

21 SHA, Ant. 4.9. cf. Dio 69.20.2-5.
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puerili congiarium dedi atque ipse in basilica Traiani praesedit.”'** Septimius Severus

3

bestowed names and titles on his sons Caracalla and Geta,'” and gives the troops a

donative within the context of Severus’ Parthian campaign: ‘harum appellationum causa
donativum militibus largissimum dedit.”'**

All the above passages point to a direct interaction between the male members of
the imperial family and a wider population. A familial aspect was accentuated by these
meetings, and allowed an emperor and potential heirs to cultivate their relationship with
the wider population (including the military) in order to bolster the acceptance of their
position in the world, and to ensure that the succession was tied to the imperial family.'”
These interactions of generosity were an important topic in the understanding of the
Roman emperor’s role in the world that not only started early before the assumption of
his principate, but continued thereafter."** However, the nature of the succession was more
complicated than the assertions that membership of the imperial family and/or being
presented to the people or the troops would mean a successful reign. This does not mean
to discount the evidence of this interaction, but rather that this was one part of a long
conversation of acceptance that took place between the emperor and different
constituencies throughout his reign. Case studies of different accessions point to the array

of criteria that could be called upon when discussing an emperor’s acceptance in that role,

which follows in the next section.

22 SHA, Comm. 2.1. cf. above, 56-58, for the discussion on the toga virilis and princeps iuventutis.

'23 On the nature of Severan succession and the issues therein see Mastrocinque (2011b) 71-83, Hammond
(1956) 114-115; cf. SHA. Sev. 10. 3-6.

"2 SHA, Sev. 16.5.

125 ¢f. Osgood (2012) 34; cf. Rowe (2002) 87-88.

120 See further below, Chapter 3.3.
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1.3.3: Modes of Acceptance

The ambiguity of the imperial position and its definition, the ambiguity of how
powers were transferred from one emperor to the next, and the difficulty of negotiating
the ideological tight-rope between republican sensibilities and the prospect of hereditary
monarchy were all important facets of the imperial regime.'?” The previous sections have
shown both this difficulty in interpretation, and the idea that, despite variances, the
Roman principate was described with familial concepts, which included the nature of the
succession. However, the succession is not as easily explained by describing it simply as
passing from father to son, or through familial connection, for it reduces a quite complex
process to a dynastic certainty. One recourse could be to cite the sixth clause of the Lex
de imperio Vespasiani,*® where the emperor had the discretion to do what he thought
best.'” It follows that under this wide remit of imperial power came the choice of a
successor, eliminating any succession crisis or lack of leadership. Easily stated in theory,
less so in practice: the history of the early principate has furnished numerous examples
of accessions that problematise the historical understanding of the principate. In essence,
the manifestations of different accessions, which could for instance involve the passage
of the principate from father to son, or the choice of a candidate by the military, all
propelled the prospective emperor into a conversation of acceptance that would not
necessarily lead to the eventual goal of becoming an emperor.'*

When the line of Caesars had been spent,”' the connection of blood to Augustus
could no longer be a factor in the choice of an emperor: a fact that a pithy Tacitean remark

on the ancestry of L. Silanus perhaps best elucidates: ‘nobilem et, quod tunc spectaretur,

12" see above Chapter 1.2.

128 CIL 6.930 = ILS 244; Brunt. (1977) 103, cited above, 21.

'2 Brunt (1977) 114. See above, Chapter 1.2.1-2 for a further discussion on the emperor’s powers.
130 cf. Flaig (1992); Flaig (2009) 177.

! Suet. Galb. 1.1; Tac. Hist. 1.16.
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e Caesarum posteris’."”> This seemingly innocuous line shows that the conversation had
shifted slightly: the succession of the principate was still discussed using familial terms,
yet it showed that the criteria for the succession would include other factors. These
criteria, which can involve the merits or vicissitudes of an emperor, plus characteristics
of an emperor that seemed to appeal to a wider population, will be discussed further below
in Part 2. Here, it is important to discuss an ancient manifestation of this debate of
acceptability, which comes in the form of the virtues of blood versus adoption.'”
In a famous passage in the first book of Tacitus’ Histories, the emperor Galba
extolls the virtues of being able to choose a suitable heir by adoption, comparing his
solution to the precedents of the Julio-Claudians:
nunc me deorum hominumque consensu ad imperium vocatum praeclara indoles tua
et amor patriae impulit, ut principatum, de quo maiores nostri armis certabant, bello
adeptus quiescenti offeram, exemplo divi Augusti qui sororis filium Marcellum, dein
generum Agrippam, mox nepotes suos, postremo Tiberium Neronem privignum in
proximo sibi fastigio collocavit. sed Augustus in domo successorem quaesivit, €go in
re publica... sub Tiberio et Gaio et Claudio unius familiae quasi hereditas fuimus:
loco libertatis erit quod eligi coepimus; et finita Iuliorum Claudiorumque domo
optimum quemque adoptio inveniet. nam generari et nasci a principibus fortuitum,
nec ultra aestimatur: adoptandi iudicium integrum et, si velis eligere, consensu
monstratur.'**

However, it is impossible to interpret this passage as unproblematically supporting the

merits of adoption.'” The principle of choosing the best by adoption rather than from a

bloodline is presented here as an ideal, and one that becomes less stable as more

information is supplied. First, the last statement above, which can be translated ‘if one

wishes to make a choice, it is demonstrated by common consensus’, points to the

"2 Tac. Ann. 13.1.1

133 ¢f. SHA Severus, 20-21., where the scriptor of the Life produces a rhetorical piece using historical
precedent to argue that natural sons succeeding their fathers in authority led to disastrous results, placed
here to show the failure of Septimius Severus’ legacy in his children, as opposed to Antoninus Pius’ success
at leaving his two adopted sons, Verus and Marcus Aurelius. This passage adds to the debate, but it also
deals with issues of legacy, and the appropriation of the Antonine line by the Severans. cf. Marastoni (2011).
For more on the formation of legacy and its fluctuations, see Chapter 4.

13 Tac. Hist. 1.15-16; Syme (1958) 151-152 for an eloquent paraphrasing of the passage.

135 Syme (1958) 207-208.
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subjectivity of the choice made that depends on the approval of others, thus taking the
situation out of the hands of the princeps. In other words, the choice of the ‘best’ could
prove to be futile if that opinion is not reciprocated. In the continuation of the speech,
Galba discusses the insecurity of the world that is challenging his principate, highlighting
the uncertainty of his rule, which he is to bequeath to Piso. Their fate is portrayed to be
in the mercy of their reception:
nos bello et ab aestimantibus adsciti cum invidia quamvis egregii erimus. ne tamen
territus fueris si duae legiones in hoc concussi orbis motu nondum quiescunt: ne ipse
quidem ad securas res accessi, et audita adoptione desinam videri senex, quod nunc
mihi unum obicitur. Nero a pessimo quoque semper desiderabitur: mihi ac tibi
providendum est, ne etiam a bonis desideretur. monere diutius neque temporis huius,
et impletum est omne consilium, si te bene elegi. utilissimus idem ac brevissimus
bonarum malarumque rerum dilectus est cogitare quid aut nolueris sub alio principe
aut volueris; neque enim hic, ut gentibus quae regnantur, certa dominorum domus et
ceteri servi, sed imperaturus es hominibus, qui nec totam servitutem pati possunt nec
totam libertatem.'**
The passage is full of future tense and conditional clauses, all pointing to the bleak future
of Galba and Piso, which it indeed proves to be as Tacitus’ narrative unfolds in the
Histories, culminating in their gruesome death in 1.40-49, and the elevation of Otho to
the principate.””’ Galba did not have deorum hominumque consensus as he claimed at the
beginning of the speech. Thus Tacitus, bringing out further his theme of utter chaos and
lawlessness that ruled this year,"® juxtaposes a political doctrine that meant to elevate the
best and provide stability to the principate, but in fact exposed the importance of the
acceptance of the emperor and heir to the success of the regime.

A similar picture is portrayed in Plutarch’s account of the situation, where Galba’s

adoption of Piso appears in the context of the unravelling of his principate, at the mercy

"% Tac. Hist 1.16.3-4.

37 Morgan (1994) 236-244.

138 Ash (1999) 23-72 on the characterisation of the armies in Tacitus; Ash (2009), 90-95, on the moral
depravity of the troops, and the portrayal of the state as an uncontrollable beast.
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of the irrational collective forces of the military."” In the narrative, the portrayal of

41 2

Galba’s character, age,'* parsimony,'*' and indecisiveness,'** is accentuated by the
brewing discontent of Plutarch’s collective forces, meaning that his intentions go
unheeded.'* More concretely than Tacitus, but in a similar vein, Plutarch states the
following: ‘6 8¢ TaABag el pev nv dfjlog meod Tod idlov TO xowdv TBépevog, nal
ItV oy avT® 6£000u TOV jdLoTOoV, AMG Popaiols OV ddehpdtatov.”** Same

intentions, but also to no avail: the following narrative shows Otho and Vitellius’

145 6

usurpations,'* the unpropitious context of Piso’s adoption,'** and Galba’s gruesome
death.'"’

Perhaps this evidence can be dismissed as specialised, applicable only to the
context of A.D. 69. However, as Flaig argues: ‘Political systems are best understood by
considering their deepest crises. In the Roman monarchy, these were the violent changes
of emperors.”'** This need not be overstated as an orthodoxy, but it is important in the
sense that general conclusions can be taken from what may seem to be quite specific
contexts and circumstances. Indeed, it points to the wider conversation on acceptance that

was not restricted to the beginning of an emperor’s reign, but continued throughout, and

that dynastic or familial claims were still subject to scrutiny.

139 Plut. Galb. 1; Ash (1997) 192: cf. Ash (1997) 192: ‘Plutarch’s interest is in neither Galba nor Otho as
individuals, but in the similar forces to which they both fell prey, even though they were very different
men.’; cf. Pelling (2002) 261; cf. Ibid., 318. This context will be discussed further with excerpts of the
Tacitus’ and Plutarch’s texts in Chapter 2.3.

10 Plut. Galb. 17.1: 'O 8¢ meeofing Ndeito 1o pev medTa Tod Ovwviov xaxds dotwodvrog, a 8¢
avTog 000Mg mpomneeito diafdilovrog i) xwhbovtog:’ Ibid., 3.5.

1 Ibid., 3.4: ‘10 8¢ ehnohov atTod ThG daitng ®nai GedWAOV év damdvolg xai dméQurtov aitioy
€oyev O0UTORQATOQOS YEVOUEVOU uxQohoytag, 1jv EwAOv Tiva 00Eav evtaiag €dege xal
owdooovvng’; cf. Ibid., 16.

2 Ibid., 22.1: ‘KatahopPdver 8’ adtov EtL pélhovio xai fovievopevov éxgayévra ta Feguovind.’
¥ ¢f. Ibid., 18.

" Ibid., 21.2.

143 Vitellius: Ibid., 22-23; Otho: Ibid., 23-24.

146 Ibid., 23.3: as seen with the tempestuous weather on the day of Piso’s unveiling at the Praetorian camp.
cf. Tac. Hist. 1.18.1

"“7 Plut. Galb. 27.

'8 Flaig (2010) 275.
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Nevertheless, it was still a criterion that was taken into account.'*® Even though it
seemed from the evidence that emperors took care to introduce their heirs to the wider
population, this would not necessarily dictate what was taken into account once the time
came for them to accede to the emperorship. The attempt to find the ‘best’ candidate
through adoption could fail, so also it could be that one who was part of the family, yet
relegated to the background, could be propelled to the forefront. Such is the complex
nature of the succession, and the process of acceptance.

A good example of this is Claudius. According to Suetonius, in a letter to Livia,
Augustus had concerns over Claudius’ physical ailments and their potential effect on
public perceptions of the family and of Claudius himself, particularly when the public
was accustomed to deride such things.'” Therefore, Augustus’ suggestion was to keep
Claudius away from the limelight by not allowing him at the imperial seat at the circus:
‘spectare eum circenses ex pulvinari non placet nobis; expositus enim in fronte prima
spectaculorum conspicietur.””" Therefore, unlike his other male relatives, such as his
brother Germanicus, Claudius was placed in the background."”” Despite these problems,
there is evidence for opinion concerning Claudius prior to him becoming emperor.'” In
particular, during Gaius’ principate, Claudius was hailed at spectacles when he presided:
‘praeseditque nonnumquam spectaculis in Gai vicem, adclamante populo: “Feliciter’
partim “patruo imperatoris” partim “Germanici fratri”’"** These acclamations are

interesting, for they concentrated on his familial connections. He is acclaimed because he

149 ¢f. Brunt (1977) 115.

130 Suet. Claud. 4 .2; cf.Ibid., 2.1. For the quotation and analysis of this passage within the context of wonder
and monstrosity and their connection to the Roman emperor, see Chapter 3.4, 176.

151 Suet. Claud., 4 .3.

152 ¢f. Ibid., 5-7, on Claudius’ political life

33 1bid., 5: ‘cum interim, quanquam hoc modo agenti, numquam aut officium hominum aut reverentia
publice defuit.

** Ibid., 7.
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is a member of the family, and because he is the ‘uncle of the emperor’ and the ‘brother
of Germanicus’.

This can also be observed in the accounts of his accession. The demise of Gaius
was met by deliberation of the Senate on what government should be created, whilst the
military seized Claudius and hailed him as emperor, because of his projected clemency

and membership of the basilikou genous.'”

Accordingly, different sections of Roman
society and state were expressing their opinions on the future of the Roman government.
An important player in the discussion of the acceptance of a new ruler was the military.
In Josephus’ account of the events, the soldiers’ deliberation on the matter is interesting:
oM ThelV 1) EmPolTNolg NV TOV 0TEATIWTMV Y00 TV Oy dexouévols Tod
Khavdiov, megl mhelotou e v avTolg avtordtoga otnoacdal tov dvlomwmov
evvola te T Fegpovinod. ddehdog 0¢ v adtod £m uéya mioLy Tolg MuANrROoLY
ratahehowmmg #héog T avtod.*
The importance of Claudius’ relations is reiterated: the soldiery were willing to accept
Claudius on the basis of his brother’s fame. However, an interesting wrinkle is included.
The soldiers feared that if a candidate not chosen or supported by them had become
emperor, it would be problematic:
TOOG O& 1Al TO AU OVOV TOD TTQAYUATOS RATEVOOUV, RAL TTAAV €iG €VOG YNV
pedotapévav tTdv OAmV xvOUVOUg avTolg GEQey U EVOg ®TNOAUEVOL TV
agyny pedotopévav Thv OV maQ OV émymenoel ral evvolg T aiTdV
Lafovra Khavdov pvnuovevoelg te xaoLtog autols amoddovTa Ty, 1) ém
TolotTolg Yévort av dorodoa.’”’
Here we see the tensions apparent within the succession. It could be interpreted as the
soldiers wishing to be compensated for their support, perhaps monetarily. However, this
reveals the dependence of an imperial candidate on the acceptance of their rule from

different constituencies, and that there could be a difference in opinion on who that

candidate should be. They call upon Claudius’ familial connections to justify their choice,

155 Cited above in Chapter 1.2.2, 35; Dio. 60.1.1-3. cf. Suet. Claud. 10.1-3.
1% Jos. AJ. 19.223
157 Ibid., 19.225.
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which reveals that it was an important criterion for acceptance, but it is the acceptance
itself that places him in the position to become emperor, meaning that it was a
complicated process to which many factors contributed, including Claudius’ ancestry.
The people at Rome expressed similar sentiments on the issue. In the deliberation,
the crowd expressed their wishes and opinion:
verum postero die et senatu segniore in exsequendis conatibus per taedium ac
dissensionem diversa censentium et multitudine, quae circumstabat, unum rectorem
iam et nominatim exposcente.'”®
So, whereas the Senate is presented as divided,'” the crowd is unanimous in wanting one
ruler; specifically naming Claudius, a member of the imperial family. This juxtapostion
between the Senate and the people is also a theme in Josephus:
dieotirecay d¢ ai yvdpor Tod dfHov »al TOV €x Ths PouAfic: ol pev aElmuatodg
T€ TOD TPOTEQOV OQEYOUEVOL ROl OOVAelaY EToxTOV 0UTOLS VRQEL TOV TVEAVVWV
YEVOUEVIV PLLOTLHOV UEVOL OLALOLOQATHELY OOV TALQAOYOV, O 08 dfjuog HPOOGVE
Te OG éxrelvnv naBLOTANEVOS %Ol TOV TAEOVEELMV TG EMOTOIUOUO TOVG
avTO®EATOQAS €OMS %ol avtod rataduynv Epaev Khavdiov tf) domoyi
otdowv te Eupvlov, omolo ol ém IMToummiov yévoito, AmaAAAEELY QUTOV
vreMaupavov TodTov avtorpdroga nadwotduevov.'®
The reasoning that Josephus provides us as to why the people (0 df)uog) were opposed
to the restoration of senatorial primacy suggests the following: there was a fear of a return
to the civil strife of the previous century. In other words, the emperor ensured the peace.
Also, they preferred the new power structure that was created by having an emperor, for
it kept the senate in check, and provided the people with a refuge. The use of the words
TOV TAEOVEELDV... ¢moTOou, ‘a curb of greediness’ gives the passage a strong

antagonistic tone: the emperor is portrayed as a foil to the excesses of the Senate in the

mind of the people.'® There are a number of interesting aspects to the phrase. If we follow

158 Suet. Claud. 10 4.

159 ¢f. Tbid., 10.3:

1% Jos. AJ. 19.227-228.

11 ¢f. Ibid.,19.224 for a similar sentiment expressed amongst the soldiery.
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162 there are differences and inconsistencies in the text that

Wiseman’s commentary,
suggest Josephus used different sources for the construction of this narrative. If the source
was Latin, the word would have been frenum, which translates as a horse’s bit, but was
often used in political contexts to mean the control of power, and the restraint of
ambition.'® If this is the case, then the source would emphasise the shortcomings of the
Senate, and contrast it to the wish for protection from the people.'® This perhaps betrays
a Roman popularis perspective, typified by a strong antagonism towards the patricians,
steeped in republican precedent. The possibility is striking,'® and perhaps points to an
understanding that placed relations between the Senate, People and Emperor within that
older framework. Whether this can be extrapolated to include the perspective of the lower
classes at Rome in general is not clear, but it does reveal tensions of interpretation
between the upper and lower sections of Roman society.

This brings us to the interpretation of how a wider population perceived the
political and social structure of the Roman world. Using this passage of Josephus, Veyne
argued that the general population of the Roman empire was ‘monarchic by a sort of anti-
parliamentarianism’, because the existence of a monarch created a patriarchal system that
prevented senatorial rivalry and fighting.'®® This is an interesting proposition. The
emperor is cast in the role of overseer and mediator between groups in society; a figure
that can safeguard peace and prosperity in the empire. The emperor and his family created

a new set of dynamics in Roman politics and society, re-configuring the power structure

to the extent that the emperor and his family became a new ‘social structure’ that was

162 Wiseman (2013) 70, 88.

1 TLL 6.1.1294.19ff. e.g. Ov. Fast. 1.532: ‘hanc fas imperii frena tenere domum. cf. a discussion of
similar Platonic imagery of the bestial being restrained as a metaphor for government in Chapter 2.3.

1% This was to be achieved, according to popularis ratio, by the tribunician power: Tac. Ann. 1.2.1: ‘et ad
tuendam plebem tribunicio iure contentum...’ Griffin (1991) 27: ‘the tribunate is there to diminish and
control the consulare imperium and the potentia senatus.

165 Griffin (1991) 32.

166 Veyne (2002) 19, quotation is my translation. cf. Hekster (2002) 21.
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separated from the senatorial one.'”’ This added a new layer onto the multivalent society
across the empire that cut through older boundaries, creating new dominant-subordinate

power relationships in its wake.'®®

Moreover, the emperor’s subjects had to navigate
through these new currents. As shown in this chapter, they grappled with these slippery
concepts that formed the thought-world of the Roman emperor, which began early in an
imperial ‘life’. The discourse discussed and scrutinised the expectations directed towards
the emperor on his conduct and actions, and it continued throughout his reign and
thereafter into discussions of his legacy. The themes of acceptance, discursive
conversations about the suitability of an emperor, and perceptions of the unusual place
the Roman emperor held in the world that have been introduced in this chapter will be
developed further in the subsequent parts of this thesis. What follows next is a discussion
of the problems and pitfalls of placing our literary evidence under this sort of scrutiny,

with explorations of different solutions that could help excavate the perceptions of the

Roman emperor from the perspective of his subjects.

167 Hekster (2015) 177, see 37-38 above; cf. Lott (2012) 15.
'8 For more on this, see Chapter 2.2.
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Part 2: The Life of An Emperor
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Chapter 2: Discourses of the Emperor and his Subjects
2.1: Introduction: Talking about the Emperor, and Finding the ‘Popular’
Voice in the Conversation

But no power, no empire, can hope to exist for long unless it wins the assent and trust
of the majority of its subjects, and the question that this lecture aims at answering is,
‘What did the common people under the Empire expect of their rulers, and how were
they satisfied?’ It is no good simply referring the inquirer to such treatises as Seneca
On Clemency, Dio Chysostom On Kingship, or the younger Pliny’s Panegyric on
Trajan. Instructive these treatises are, and useful... but they have one common fault:
with their elegance and sophistication, their almost painfully literary quality, they can
have reached and influenced only a small circle, whereas we are concerned with the
ordinary people, ‘What did the farmer in Gaul, the corn-shipper in Africa, the
shopkeeper in Syria, expect?'
At the Raleigh Lecture on History in 1937, M. P. Charlesworth showed his interest in the
attitudes of subjects towards the empire, and asked the question of what they expected
from the emperor, and what they thought about him. An interesting question, which is
fraught with difficulties and pitfalls. For one thing, Charlesworth’s solution to his enquiry
was to explore the ‘propagandic’ output of the centre, including observing imperial
coinage, arguing for both the purposeful propagation of an imperial idea or image, and its
unproblematic reception by a wider population.” In other words, Charlesworth’s method
was to extrapolate popular opinion on the emperor from evidence of his actions and
images, including media which could be interpreted as having been disseminated by the

government.” This ‘top-down’ approach to the understanding of ideology and image

dissemination in the empire has had a large impact in the historiography of the Roman

' Charlesworth (1937) 5.

* Charlesworth (1937) 12-13: ‘In addition coins could act as a sort of newspaper or official gazette to the
provinces, and those handling them would be continually reminded of the benefactions, the good deeds, or
the glorious exploits of their emperor... ‘The use of these legends assumes a large number of people able
to read them, and to be affected by them.’

? Norefia (2001) 147: ‘each coin minted at Rome was an official document and as such represented an
official expression of the emperor and his regime’ cf. Norefia (2011), who has a similar approach to
Charlesworth, but his interest is in understanding imperial ideals from the side of its production and
dissemination, rather than its reception in the wider world.
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empire.* However, the approach is different here, exploring the topics of conversation
about the emperor that discuss the roles and expectations placed on his position.

Before commencing with the difficulties of this subject, which is the major
component in this chapter in particular, it is important to outline the underlying premise
of Part 2. As highlighted by Charlesworth in the quotation above, the idea that the imperial
regime and its power was derived from the consensus of different constituencies has been
important to the understanding of the Roman government in the early principate.’ The
previous chapter discussed the nature of this ‘acceptance’ and its importance to the
ideology and legitimacy of the imperial regime. The corollary of this premise is that the
dialogue that existed between emperor and subject was important to this idea of
consensus, and that the thoughts and opinions of people on the emperor mattered. The
distinction that needs to be drawn here concerns how they mattered. Looking for the
political impact of opinions on the actions and history of the regime would be a chimera,
as such an interpretation would presume a large degree of political agency resting with
the silent masses of the Roman empire, suggesting that this was the sort of discourse that
could make or break an emperor. This would go too far. Nonetheless, the evidence for the
expression of these opinions points to the interest in understanding the emperor from a
wider angle, with the lens of lower class individuals or groups revealing variegated

perspectives about the ruler of the Roman world. Put differently, the goal is summarised

* Ando (2000), esp. 19-48; Flaig (1992); Syme (1939) 448-475; Norefia (2001) 146-168; Norefia (2011),
esp. 1-26; Nutton (1978) 209-220; Rogers (1991); Veyne (2002) 3-25; Wallace-Hadrill (1981) 298-323;
Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 32-48; Wallace-Hadrill (1982b) 19-36; Winterling (2009) 9-33; Zanker (1988),
esp. 3; See Chapter 1.2 for a short discussion on the understanding of the Roman emperor, and Chapter 3.1
for a discussion of the alternative thematic method used in this thesis.

> Discussed in more detail in Chapter 1.2.1; StR 11 749-750 = DPR V 6-7; Hopkins (1978a) 198; Veyne
(2002) 3; Flaig (1992) 11; Rowe (2002), esp. 1-2; Norefia (2011) 7: “With these influential collectivities
the emperor was in constant dialogue, both real and symbolic, interacting with each in a highly prescribed
manner calculated to elicit the public displays of consensus, or ‘acceptance’, upon which imperial
legitimacy ultimately rested.” cf. Weber (1978) 1114-1115 on charismatic authority, whence the kernel of
these ideas is derived.
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in an alteration of Millar’s famous dictum: whilst it is true that ‘the emperor was what the
emperor did’®, it is also apparent that ‘the emperor was what the emperor seemed’.

The purpose of this chapter is to outline, problematise, and discuss the various
analytical issues that arise from attempting to observe and record what people thought
about the emperor. It commences with the problems of interpretation, and the attempt to
read the opinions of a wider population in the evidence. Next, the issues of time and space,
contrasting the contextual specificity and wider universality of stories about emperors and
their interactions with people. This seeming paradox reveals the tension between the
constructed world in which the discourse of interaction between people and princeps
operates, and the world that it alludes to.® Such is the difficulty of finding that line
between the reality and a mirage. Depending on the cynicism of the author, the ability to
read the ‘real’ situation behind the vignette can be variable, and problematic. However,
the substance of talk and discourse about the emperor in the contexts described, for
instance at the imperial court or the circus, are in themselves abstract phenomena that
represent opinion, rather than giving a real break down of what people thought about the
emperor.’ That is lost to history. Nonetheless, the recording of such material suggests the
modes in which the emperor was discussed and understood, which could open a window
into the discourse about the emperor, which is useful even in falsehood." This
interpretation takes a literary perspective quite seriously, whilst also attempting to
appreciate the historical context in which this evidence was written, and in which it

describes.

® Millar (1992) 6.

7 cf. Laurence and Paterson (1999) 183: ‘Millar has taught us that the emperor was what the emperor did;
this paper explores the proposition that the emperor was also what the emperor said.” See below, Chapter
3.5, and Potter (1984) 99 for variations on this theme.

¥ For example, see Beard (2014) 140, on the tension between the literary representation and the ‘social
reality’ of laughter between emperor and subject.

? I owe this point to my discussion with Professor A. Wallace-Hadrill.

' This point is argued throughout this Part, particularly in Chapter 2.2 and 3.4.
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2 .2: Problems of Interpretation

How do we access the opinions and thoughts of a wider population in the empire
about the emperor?' Unpacking the question, and also the problem of sources, poses more
questions than at first meet the eye. what is meant by a ‘wider population? Is ‘public
opinion’, or even the opinions of that wider population in the empire, accessible? How
do we approach the evidence of potentially ‘popular’ opinion in our ‘elite’ sources? Can
such a binary opposition of ‘elite’ and ‘non-elite’ perspectives be easily delineated? Are
some sources of evidence better than others? This section can serve as a beginning to
tackling these difficult issues and to find new perspectives.

First, the issue of a wider population. This thesis seeks to provide an inclusive
history of the perceptions of the Roman emperor from the perspective of his subjects. The
argument for these shared perspectives that could cross social, political, cultural and
economic lines will be discussed further below,” but there are certain problems that
require further thought, particularly concerning terms such as populus and plebs, the
meanings and prejudices they evoke, and ultimately who is meant by a ‘wider population.’

To start with the people at Rome itself, the emperor constitutionally derived his
powers from the populus Romanus in the form of a lex, which was officially confirmed
in comitial procedure.” However, this duty has been interpreted as perfunctory: ‘the
comitia, which had long since ceased to represent the whole citizen body had no effective
role at all: its votes could hardly be said to convey the endorsement of public opinion.’*

This is echoed by Millar: ‘“Though... the electoral assemblies took place at least until the

! cf. Beard (2014) 4, on this problem with accessing how Romans laughed.

2 See below, 80-84, and Chapter 3.5.

? See above Chapter 1.2.1. cf. Brunt (1977) 95-96. Dig. 1.4.1.pr. = Ulp. Inst. 1; cf. Brunt (1966) 5-7.
* Brunt (1977) 95. cf. Yavetz (1969a) 3-5.
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early third century, from AD 14 onwards their business was purely formal’.” Accordingly,
the role of people in the act of the conferral of powers on to a new princeps was a
ceremonial and ideological one at most.’

It has been argued that without this political function, the Roman people were
reduced to murmurs and shouts at the street corner, theatre and circus.” This is indeed the
impression that comes from ancient literature. For example, Juvenal famously versed:
‘nam qui dabat olim imperium fasces legiones omnia, nunc se continet atque duas tantum
res anxius optat, panem et circenses.’® A similar picture is given by Tacitus: ‘plebs sordida
et circo ac theatris sueta’’ This is significant. The reduction of people’s political force,
and their portrayal as being taken by bread and shows, has had an impact on the
historiographical perception of the people at Rome in Roman history. For example,
Hammond argues that ‘the people had had no share in the grants of powers to
subordinates. Thus the sovereignty of the Roman people passed in fact to the senate and
the expression of the will of the populus, or of the plebs, in the formal votes of the various
comitia disintegrated into the shouts of the rabble.’'* Hammond’s description conforms
to and derives from the image received from Juvenal and Tacitus. Although not as
extreme, this cynicism on the role of the people at Rome can be found elsewhere. Moses
Finley in Politics in the Ancient W orld argued that the populus Romanus did not in reality
have governmental or voting power, but rather exercised influence ‘by taking to the

streets, by agitation, demonstrations and riots, and this long before the days of gangs and

5> Millar (1992) 368; cf. Ibid., 301-302; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.15; cf. Suet. Cal. 16.2; For the third century, Dio.
58.20.4: ‘nal petd TovTo £€g e TOV dfjuov nal &g TO TANOOG ol TEOoTHOVTES £naTEQW, THS doyalag
oolag €vexra, naBameQ nol viv, Mote £V eindvL doxnety yiyveoBal, é016vieg amedelnvuvro.’

® Griffin (1991) 39, 45.

" Ibid., 40-1; Hammond (1959) 8;

8 Juv. 10.78-81. cf. Wiseman (2009) 236.

° Tac. Hist. 1.4.3

' Hammond (1959) 8; cf. Hammond (1968) 146 in particular for a lengthy derogatory description of the
Roman people. cf. Tac. Ann. 1.15. cf. Millar (1988) 12.
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private armies of the civil-war century.”'’ De Ste Croix argued that people’s role in
conferring powers to an emperor was a facade, and that it ‘was virtually a fiction from
the first” because of the fact that their political and law-making powers had been taken
away from them in the principate.'” Griffin gives quite a bleak appraisal on the importance
of the plebs in the political processes at Rome, coldly observing that they did not have
any political force in practice:
Lampoons and grumbling at street corners, or rather in the large and convenient
gathering places in which the poorer inhabitants of a Mediterranean city spend most
of their time, were hardly a serious threat."
Griffin could only take the people of Rome seriously if they had any feasible impact on
the political direction of the state. If this could not be shown, then by logical consequence
their inanis rumor'* was just that; inane, inconsequential rumour. Such is the prejudicial
impression of the people at Rome.

This entire framework is rather restrictive. In terms of political activity, the shouts
and acclamations of the people in the street, theatre and circus directed toward an emperor
can be seen as a vehicle of public opinion,"” and the perception and understanding of the
Roman emperor is not restricted to constitutional or political themes. Moreover, the above
scholarly prejudice is directed toward a narrow group of people. The terms populus and
plebs, in the sense in which they were used in constitutional contexts, both were quite
restrictive collective nouns. Cicero defines populus as follows:

Estigitur... res publica res populi, populus autem non omnis hominum coetus quoquo

modo congregatus, sed coetus multitudinis iuris consensu et utilitatis communione
sociatus.'

! Finley (1983) 91.

12 De Ste Croix (1981) 384-386.

13 Griffin (1991) 40-41.

' Tac. Ann. 1.15.

'S On public opinion, see discussion below, 77-80. Zanker (1988) 147. Aldrete (1999) xviii; Millar (1992)
369-375.

'S Cic. Rep. 1.39.1. Ando (1999) 14.
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Accordingly, Cicero’s populus is defined by a collective consensus of interest and justice,
and is not any congregated mass of people. The jurist Gaius gives us a political
understanding of the word populus, and how this can be distinguished from the idea of
the plebs:
plebs autem a populo eo distat, quod populi appellatione universi cives significantur,
connumeratis et patriciis; plebis autem appellatione sine patriciis ceteri cives
significantur."”
The populus signifies the whole of the citizen body. The plebs, on the other hand, includes
only the citizens outside the patrician class. Both can be interpreted as restricted groups
of people.

Thus, instead of over-stretching these terms either by using them to denote the
‘lower class’ at Rome and to attribute the term to other groups, or in a more restrictive
sense of attempting to recover the opinion of the plebs at Rome specifically, the rubric
suggested here is to talk about an inclusive discourse that had the emperor as its subject,
and was being contributed to by different people in different times and contexts.'® This
part of the thesis in particular pursues this wider world of observers, expressing divergent
and disparate views on the emperor.

Second, the issue of public opinion. As Habermas shows, in the eighteenth
century, public opinion came to mean the rational and enlightened ‘outcome of common
and public reflection on the foundations of the social order.’"” Therefore, in the modern
age public opinion has been important in understanding democratic societies, with a
particular interest in gauging the position or stand of individuals and groups in society on

topics pertaining to government and their actions.”® This understanding is seemingly

7 Gaius, 1.3.

'® This will be elaborated further below, particularly concerning the problems of the binary division between
‘elite’ and ‘non-elite’.

' Habermas (1989) 89ff., 96 for quotation, who also discusses the etymology of opinion. cf. Kuhn (2012b)
13-14 on Habermas’ contextually specific thoughts on offentlich meinung.

* Benson (1967) 523-524, cf. Kuhn (2012b) 11-13.
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wedded to its modern context: a scientific study of the break down of voting or poll data
on relevant issues.”’ An essential question is whether we can retroject this concept to pre-
modern societies, where such data is lacking.”* As Christina Kuhn has argued on the issue
of ‘public opinion’ in classical studies, a problem lies in whether scholars agree public
opinion exists or not.” Paul Veyne argued in his seminal Bread and Circuses that the idea
of finding public opinion on the emperor was problematic:
The Emperor’s name was spoken with respect, but people did not have political
opinions and political discussion was unknown.... The thousands of graffiti and
painted inscriptions to be read on the walls of Pompeii surprise us, for there is not a
single one that we should call political — only repetitions of ‘Long Live the Emepror’
(Augusto Feliciter). The Emperor is not politics...>*
In Veyne’s estimation, even in the medium that had access to ‘thoughts on the street’,
graffiti in Pompeii, were markedly apolitical when it came to the question of the emperor,
a manifestation of a ‘political discussion’.” This would be a narrow view of what could
constitute ‘public opinion’, which for Veyne does not include the expressions of
‘submission’ and loyalty toward the emperor, but rather the opinions of senators, ‘the
narrow ruling class who had knowledge of public business and public events, represented
a sort of public opinion.’*® As Kuhn rightly points out, such a view of public opinion is

indebted to Enlightenment conceptions of rational thoughts and criticism on politics, as

described by Habermas.”” This is a restrictive framework in both its purview of what was

I Back (1988) 279. This paper argues for the manifestation of ‘public opinion’ in literature as an actor that
forces the attention of rulers, esp. 283-284.

22 Kuhn (2012b) 13, 15; cf. Benson (1967) 563.

» Kuhn (2012b) 15: *Sie ist geprigt von einer Kontroverse, in der sich die inhaltliche Diskussion auf die
Grundsatzfrage von Existenz oder Nicht-Existenz dffentlicher Meinung in der antiken W elt zugespitzt hat.’
2 Veyne (1990) 296.

2 cf. Franklin (2001) 108, which records CIL 4.8075 = AE (1962) 133, given there as ‘Cucuta ab
raftfioni[bJus | Neronis Augusti. This would seemingly be innocuous if it recorded a name, but if a pun is
intended, then the reference to hemlock, or poison, may be a jab at the emperor for his methods of improving
his accounts. Would such a comment count in Veyne’s thought of ‘political discussion’? Perhaps not, but
itis a revealing anecdote about potential opinions on an emperor’s actions. Beard (2008) 50-51; cf. Purcell
(1999) 183; cf. Suet. Cal. 29.2: ‘decimo quoque die numerum puniendorum ex custodia subscribens
rationem se purgare dicebat.’

% Veyne (1990) 295.

*" Kuhn (2012b) 14-15; Habermas (1989) 89ff.
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involved in the political arena, and also in that it curtails its participants to subjectively
rational people. Accordingly, it disregards the more bizarre and unusual interpretations
of the Roman emperor, which were a part of the discourse about who the emperor was
and how he seemed to be.**
Diversity is key when discussing ‘public opinion’ and the Roman emperor. As
Hopkins has argued, such a narrow conception obscures the nature of the situation:
There was a wide spectrum of values, beliefs and attitudes. At a rational level, several
of them were probably incompatible, yet in fact held by the same people
simultaneously. Indeed, people often pick values, beliefs and attitudes from a
common social stock and give them different emphasis and expression according to
the demands of social circumstances. For example, different values and beliefs are
expressed at cocktail parties or stag parties and in church, in public and in private, at
the emperor's court, in the royal presence, and in a philosophical discussion. It is both
impracticable and undesirable to compress this huge variety into a single historical
account, whether our subject is beliefs in contemporary England, America or in
ancient Rome.”
The variety that Hopkins describes is daunting, yet it reveals the hazards of eliding
differences and conceiving of public opinion in programmatic statements. This brings us
to nuance in the evidence, which can include opinion that varies in geographical,
temporal, spatial, and social contexts. How do we differentiate between opinions of those
between social boundaries, geographical or cultural variances, or different time periods?
The question of evidence is one that troubles the study of the majority of people
in the ancient world. How do we get to the opinion of those who are rendered silent by
time and history? The statement that our sources come from an urban male elite
perspective is a truism, and is rarely challenged: it is cited often with chagrin that we have

a tiny percentage of the total literary output of antiquity, and that it comes ‘entirely (from)

the work of an elite of birth, wealth, and education’.*® Nonetheless, the ‘elusive quarry’

* For instance, see Chapter 3.4 in particular on the more bizarre and wondrous associations.
* Hopkins (1978a) 216.
3 Beard (2014) 4.
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has been searched for exploitation by numerous scholars.”’ Before engaging with the
methods utilised by these scholars, there is a distinction that needs to be made here. The
studies that have explored these methods of analysis have had the expressed wish to
ascertain and determine popular, as opposed to elite, culture, with the attempt to regain
information about a large proportion of people whose story has been lost to history, or at
best badly (mis)represented in the evidence.”” This part of the thesis attempts to focus on
the discourse surrounding the figure of the Roman emperor; a figure of prominence in the
literature of the Roman empire, which had an interest in recording and discussing what
people said and thought about him.” Thus, a popular culture is not necessarily being
resurrected here, but rather the substance of discourse that was shared by a wider
population that would include voices across socio-economic boundaries.

How does one go about finding the opinions of the emperor’s subjects from
literature which cannot be argued to be representative of a majority of people in antiquity?
One method is to study the discrepancies in power relationships between the dominant
and subordinate in society, in order to appreciate the nature of the discourse in public in
the face of power, and the corresponding discourse in clandestine confines.** This
methodology takes its cue from James C. Scott on discrepant power relations in Southeast
Asia, and his understanding of social interaction between these groups. He creates a
model of three modes of speech that describe the interaction between the subordinate and

the dominant:* First, is the public transcript, which is a facade put in place by the

31 Horsfall (2003) 20-23; Morgan (2007) 3-4; Toner (2009) 5-7; Kurke (2011) 3; Forsdyke (2012) 16-18;
Beard (2014) 4. cf. Burke (1978).

32 For instance, see discussion on plebs above (74-77), and Plutarch’s discussion on collective forces in
Chapter 2.3 below; cf. Horsfall (2003) 26; Purcell (1994) 644.

33 ¢f. Purcell (1999) 183.

* Forsdyke (2012) 6-18. cf. Ahl (1984) 174-208, on the intricate ‘art of safe criticism’.

3 ¢f. Burke (1978) 23-24: This model of different transcripts has its parallels in Peter Burke’s utilisation of
the social anthropologist Robert Redfield’s model of the Great Tradition and the Little Tradition, where the
former is the closed, elite discourse, and the latter is popular. The similarity lies in the existence of different
vernaculars that had varying degrees of overlap, meaning that seemingly distinct social groups nevertheless
shared culture.
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subordinate classes that mirrors the ideology and concerns of the dominant class, thus
maintaining and affirming the social order: “That the poor should dissemble in the face
of power is hardly an occasion for surprise. Dissimulation is the characteristic and
necessary pose of subordinate classes everywhere most of the time—a fact that makes
those rare and threatening moments when the pose is abandoned all the more remarkable.
No close account of the life of subordinate classes can fail to distinguish between what is
said “backstage” and what may be safely declared openly’.”® Second, and in opposition,
is the hidden transcript, which basically is what the lower classes say about the higher
classes behind closed doors:
Every subordinate group creates, out of its ordeal, a "hidden transcript" that represents
a critique of power spoken behind the back of the dominant. The powerful, for their
part, also develop a hidden transcript representing the practices and claims of their
rule that cannot be openly avowed. A comparison of the hidden transcript of the weak
with that of the powerful and of both hidden transcripts to the public transcript of
power relations offers a substantially new way of understanding resistance to
domination.”
Third is a mix between the two, a transcript that is purposefully ambiguous and
misleading in order to confuse and hide their true opinions; a transcript that could include
‘rumor, gossip, folktales, songs, gestures, jokes, and theater of the powerless as vehicles
by which, among other things, they insinuate a critique of power while hiding behind
anonymity or behind innocuous understandings of their conduct.’*®
A key point of Scott’s paradigm is how discrepant power relations affect the
nature and content of the discourse between the subordinate and the dominant. In different

contexts, different opinions on the emperor could be expressed, and some which may

seem contradictory to each other, and may hide an alternative meaning to what is being

36 Scott (1985) 284; cf. Scott (1990) 4,n.7.

7 Scott (1990) xii.

% Ibid., xiii; cf. Ibid., 19 and Forsdyke (2012) 40-41 for a discussion on this idea; cf. Scott (1990) 4: ‘the
dialectic of disguise and surveillance that pervades relations between the weak and the strong will help us,
I think, to understand the cultural patterns of domination and subordination.’
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openly said. However, this should not be taken too far, for the paradigm can be
problematised as follows. One issue is the identification of ‘subordinate’ and ‘dominant.’
It would perhaps be easy to use this opposition in correspondence with the seemingly
straightforward dichotomy of ‘elite” and ‘non-elite’.*” However, the negotiation of power
relations in the Roman world was much more complex, and complicated further by the
existence of the emperor in the social framework.* This can be observed in an
illuminating passage of Epictetus’ Peri Eleutherias:

todto GV g droton dolmatog, v pév moadfg dtL ‘GaAAd ol ye codhog &l,
000V TEOG ¢ TODTA,” CUYYVAOETAL OoL. GV & aT® Tag dhnOelag elmng Ot
“TOV TOIC METEAUEVMY 00OEV SLadEels TEOS TO Ui %ol ovTdg dodhog elvar,’ T
AdAho 1) n?mydg oe Ogl n@oaéo%dv ‘Jw”ag V6.0, qmoiv ey 60f)7\ég el O J‘carﬁ@
skevﬁsgog 1 uTno ekeveega ov wvnv 0VOElG EyeL: AL nal Ovy%)\nrmog 8L}.LL
rol Kaioapog ¢pihog »nal vmdtevro xoi dovAovg moAoUg Exw.” TEMTOV usv ®
[SEMLGIS ovy%)»nrme raxa ooV %Ol O nom]g rnv avTnV 0ovAeiav doDAog NV nal
n pnTno ol 0 J‘camog rnol 8¢8§ng nowrsg oi JEQOYOVOL el 9 on ol T paktora
noow ekevGSQOL T{ TO0TO TEOG O¢; Tt YO, €L Exelvol pev yevvaLOL noav, ov &’
dryevvig; éxelvolr pev ddofor, ov O¢ delthdg; éxetvolr pev €yrgatelg, ov o
dnoOhooTog; %al T, Ppnot, TodTo mMEOg TO dodhov givar; — 0VdEV coL paiveTal
glval 1O ExOVIA TL TOLELY, TO Avayxalopevov, T otévovta meog TO dodlov
glvar; — todTO PEv EoTw, Pnoilv. dAG Tig pe dvatar dvayxdoar, g pr 6
mdvtov ®0Log Katoog; — olxodv éva pev 0eomdTny oavtod %ol oV avTog
wporldynoog. 0t 8¢ mAvVTWV, (i)g Aéyeig, xowc’)g goTv, nésv og TO0TO
TaapvOelodm, MO Yiyvwore, 6TL ¢ peydhng oiniog dodhog &i.’

Itis a dialogue between a senator and Epictetus, an ex-slave, who challenges the statement
that he is no different than a thrice-sold slave by arguing for his status and his freeborn
status.” The quoted section ends with the acknowledgement that only one can compel
him, the emperor:

But who is able to compel me, if not Caesar, the lord of all?—There, you yourself

admitted that you have one master. But that he is the common master of all, as you
say, let it not at all reassure you, but realise that you are a slave from a great house.”

3 ¢f. Toner (2009) 5-6.

% Shaw (1982) 30-33, 36-37, esp. Fig. 2, for Shaw’s interesting schema on social relations in the Roman
empire; Winterling (2009) 12-28; Alfolfy (1985).

*1 Arr. Epict. Diss. 4.1.6-13. cf. Philo, Leg. 119, who creates a similar comparison between slavery and
being subject to a despotic emperor in particular: ‘T( ydo &v ein do0Ap Pagitegov nvoxov 1| deomdtng
€x0006¢; dodhot 8¢ avtorpdtogog ol Vmnroot...”

2 Millar (1965) 144; cf. Starr (1949) 25-26. cf. Arr. Epict. Diss. 4.1.45-48

# Translation is my own adapted from the Loeb.
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It is a startling passage, which fits into others from Epictetus on the position of the
emperor relative to society, often citing the dangers of being close to the princeps.** The
stark power of the emperor in comparison to others is outlined in the passage, which in
essence indicates the nature of power relations in the Roman empire: the position of the
emperor above all redefined power relationships across the empire, which created
uncertainties and discrepancies between social groups.* This puts Scott’s paradigm into
perspective: discrepant power relationships could be felt by those considered to be ‘elite’
actors in the Roman empire, suggesting that they could fulfil the ‘subordinate’ group in
Scott’s model, which further suggests that they themselves could engage in a ‘hidden
transcript’. Put differently, given the higher powerful position of the Roman emperor with
respect to (for instance) the senatorial class, the discourse they engaged in could be argued
to have had ‘hidden’ components: criticisms and true sentiment concealed with various
techniques.*® Thus, it becomes problematic to delineate where an ‘elite’ transcript ends
and where a ‘non-elite’ one begins, since it is a shared phenomenon. However, this is
only an issue if one insists on a stark polarity between elite/non-elite, since the reality is
more complex. What will be argued is that experiences of the emperor, and the
conversations about him, were experienced by different people and groups up and down
the social scale, all of which contributes to the image of the emperor that has been handed

down.*” In other words, lines between groups are blurred in the experience of the

# Starr (1949) 24-25; Millar (1965) 143-144; Millar (1992) 78: Arr. Epict. Diss. 1.2.19-24;2.14.18; 4.1.45-
48;4.13.5.

* There is much to unpack with the social and political dynamics introduced by the emperor and his court
in the imperial period, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 3.2, on the dynamics of justice in the
empire. See Tac. Ann. 3.36, on the use of the image of the emperor as protection against legal reprimand
from the higher orders. cf. Price (1984a) 191-194. See Plin. Ep. 7.29; 8.6, on Pliny’s letters discussing the
honours given to Pallas, Claudius’ powerful freedman.

¢ Ahl (1984) 174-208, for this very phenomenon of what he calls the “art of safe criticism’. cf. Chapter 3.5.
7 Purcell (1999) 183.
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emperor’s power, which suggests similarities in discourse on the emperor between the
‘low’ and the ‘high’.

Another issue comes in the form of narratives of resistance, which is an explicit
goal of Scott’s model. A strong current in the historiography of the Roman empire
concerns assessing responses to the Roman empire.* Coming in different forms, in the
previous century it manifested in the debate on ‘Romanisation’, which betrays a
contemporary concern with cultural continuity and change across the empire. Despite the
attempts at nuance in this subject, the debate is almost always reduced to the binary
opposition of compliance and resistance, narratives that on one hand favour the story of
difference being elided under the ‘superior’ civilisation of Rome, and on other hand the
heroic resistance to the creeping imperialism of the Romans, indicated by the persistence
of ‘native’ forms of identity in the material record, with a middle ground stressing a more
complex picture that depended on context.” It is as if modern Roman historians have
wanted, and thus attempted, to place our evidence into normative categories of resistance
and compliance, making it a more comfortable comparison to better documented
responses to modern imperialism. However, the understanding of responses to modern
imperialism are far from straightforward, meaning that such categories can rarely describe
the situation at hand.”® In a recent paper on the historiography of ‘resistance’ in Roman
studies, Greg Woolf gave a bleak picture on the subject’s future.”' His conclusion was
that no satisfactory ‘history of resistance’ had been made, hence explaining its lack of
persistent interest in scholarship. However, Woolf suggested a solution to his highlighted

problems of the lack of evidence, and the concentration on resistant groups at the edges

8 Macmullen (1966); Bénabou (1976); De Ste Croix (1981); Dench (2005) 5-11; Whitmarsh (2010);
Mattingly (2011).

* Woolf (1998) 6-7; Dench (2005) 5-11; Whitmarsh (2010). Mattingly (2011) 38-41.

% Webster and Cooper (1996).

> In a paper titled ‘Who could resist Rome?’. at the Corpus Christi Classics Seminar, 22" October 2014.
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of society; namely, studying reactions and opinions concerning imperialism from the
common texts of the field and seeing how they fit into narratives of resistance and
compliance in order to reveal a more nuanced picture. Here, instead of adamantly drawing
out narratives of resistance from the evidence concerning the Roman emperor, this thesis
stresses the debate on the merits and faults of an emperor within imperial literature. The
debate is not necessarily about whether the emperor should exist or not, but about his
worthiness for the position, which encompassed actions, appearances, and interactions
with his subjects.”® Therefore, contours of acceptance and criticism of emperors can be
observed without attempting to fit them into the extremes of resistance or sycophancy.

This brings us to the nature of the evidence—in particular the literary evidence—
and finding different transcripts. Given the issues of textual transmission and the
predominance of an ‘elite’ perspective, can there be an appreciation of opinion ‘from
below’? Scott’s paradigm can help, but it is important to acknowledge the modes in which
interactions between the wider population, or non-elite individuals, and the emperor are
depicted in literary sources. Importantly, this is not to state that all descriptions of their
interactions are literary facades meant to obscure historical interpretation, or rather that
this means that nothing can be trusted, but rather that there is always a literary context to
contend with in these stories, and that it needs to be appreciated before we can ascertain
the nature and content of how people talked about the emperor.’

The aspect of how narratives construct the relationship between emperor and
groups of people, such as soldiers or the plebs at Rome, will be dealt with further below
in Chapter 2.3. However, the attention focuses on anecdotal material that depicts

interactions between the emperor and a wider population, either as individuals or groups

>2 See further Chapter 3.
33 ¢f. Laurence and Paterson (1999) 189-194.
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of people.”® Interestingly, the problem has its parallels in attempting to ascertain
personality and character from anecdotes or dicta about emperors that appear in
biographies or collections of sayings,”” which is a subject that has close kinship with the
one pursued here. As Yavetz stated, at first with caution, and then with unbridled
optimism:
It should be said that from the outset that of course Augustus’ dicta must be taken
with a grain of salt... For our purposes, however, it does not matter whether Augustus
actually said certain things... It is with Augustus’ public image that we are concerned.
From this point of view, his dicta and apophthegmata are of primary importance. They
reveal very interesting character traits, which, in my opinion, are undoubtedly his.*
Contradictions arise with the statement, for Yavetz at first rightly stressed that these
anecdotes would have travelled through many media before reaching the surviving text,
and that they reflect sayings that were attributable to that person in the context of the
discourse. However, disregarding these caveats, and returning to the idea that in the end
real nuggets of information about the emperor’s personality remain, undermines the
carefully analysed issues with the evidence at hand. For example, note the following
passage from the Historia Augusta, where the author lists the personality traits of Hadrian:
‘idem severus laetus, comis gravis, lascivus cunctator, tenax liberalis, simulator
<dissimulator>, saevus clemens, et semper in omnibus varius.””’ The set of contradictions
tells the reader nothing about Hadrian’s personality, suggesting how obscure, and perhaps
diversionary, this information can be.

Therefore, a stumbling block for scholarship has been the assessment of these

anecdotes’ authenticity. In an article about the problematic use of anecdotes in modern

3% cf. Saller (1980) 70-72, where Saller breaks down forms of story-telling, exempla and how they passed
into literature, through collections of exempla to biographies.

% cf. Pelling (2002) 65-90 for apophthegmata in Plutarch.

* Yavetz (1990) 31-32; This is quoted as such in Laurence and Paterson (1999) 186, where Yavetz’
argument is subject to scrutiny of his final point: that Augustus’ character was somehow salvageable from
these stories and sayings. However, cf. Yavetz (1990) 28, for a more balanced view on what these sources
reveal about personality.

" SHA, Hadr. 14.
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history in order to gain ‘social, economic, and administrative details’,”® Saller gives the
following possibilities of reconstructing the ‘reality’ behind the story since it was
divorced from its context:

The details in an anecdote could reflect any one of four ‘realities’: an accurate
reproduction of the details of the time of the original story, anachronistic accretions
grafted on at some unknown point during the transmission, accretions by our literary
source reflecting the author's own times, or accretions by our literary source reflecting
what the author envisaged the period of the anecdote to be like.”

These points are valid, particularly if one wants to reconstruct the real context of the
events. However, discussing the discourse and stories that surround the emperor in the
early principate is a different matter. In this sense, authenticity is not an issue, as the
substance of discourse doesn’t have to be truthful, for it is more important that these
stories were said and circulated. Indeed, Saller implies this early in the paper,” and states
explicitly at the end:

In contrast, anecdotes can be valuable evidence for the attitudes and ideologies of
peoples... First, several different levels of attitudes and beliefs should be
distinguished, for example, with respect to the emperor. There is the level of ideology,
which reflects what people thought an emperor should be. The anecdotes concerning
Augustus' generosity and tolerance were held up as exempla for future emperors to
emulate, and may be found to be more directly relevant to how later generations
thought a good emperor should act than to Augustus' behaviour. To be distinguished
from ideology are the people's beliefs as to what the emperor really was like: some
anecdotes may reflect a cynicism that the emperor did not fulfil the ideal. In some
matters the people's realistic beliefs should be distinguished in turn from what actually
happened: for instance, Romans may have been aware that certain emperors were not
as generous as they had hoped, but they may still have misjudged the actual extent of
imperial beneficence. Rarely serving as evidence for what actually happened,
anecdotes should be evaluated and interpreted according to whether they reflected
ideology or beliefs about reality. Once these distinctions are made, the interesting

%% Saller (1980) 69.

% Ibid., 80-81.

% Saller (1980) 73: ‘The important conclusion to be drawn about these contexts for generation and
transmission is that when modern scholars tap anecdotes for historical information, they are using them for
a different purpose than the Romans who recited them. Accuracy of content and reliability of sources were
not matters of concern for the gossip, the story-teller, the orator, the moral philosopher, the literati, or the
biographer, as Pliny indicates that they were supposed to be for the historian.” Saller is referring to Plin.
Ep.9.33.1: ‘Incidi in materiam veram sed simillimam fictae dignamque isto laetissimo, altissimo planeque
poetico ingenio; incidi autem, dum super cenam varia miracula hinc inde referuntur. Magna auctori fides.
Tametsi quid poetae cum fide? Is tamen auctor, cui bene vel historiam scripturus credidisses.’

87



question of how ideology, realistic belief, and behaviour influenced one another can
be addressed.”’

These stories about the interactions between emperor and a wider population can be
utilised to understand the thought-world concerning the emperor. Their importance
should not be underestimated, as stated by Purcell:
Those stories, fabulae, are integral to the working of the Roman system, and so is the
paradox that their subject should be precisely the more covert behaviour of the rulers.
What we are seeing in all of this is the most distinctive feature of the early principate:
the intimate involvement of ordinary people in the construction and definition of the
image of the emperor, his role, and his family.

Nonetheless, is it possible to ask the question of the suitability of sources, that is,
whether some are better than others in finding different voices in the conversation about
the emperor? As outlined by Teresa Morgan in her work on popular morality, there were
forms of ‘literary’ work that had a wider appeal, such as oratory, mimes, and farces, and
even forms of literature that were represented as having ‘lower’ origins, such as fable and
proverb. It is from these forms of literature that Morgan could construct popular ethics.”
However, to take fable as an example, despite one that refers to the emperor Tiberius and
an ardalio,”’ and another with Augustus trying a case,” the animal stories provide more
fluid images; ones that evade specific context:*

RANAE METUENTES TAURORUM PROELIA
Humiles laborant ubi potentes dissident.

Rana in palude pugnam taurorum intuens:

‘Heu quanta nobis instat pernicies!’ ait.
Interrogata ab alia cur hoc diceret,

de principatu cum illi certarent gregis

longeque ab ipsis degerent vitam boves:
est statio separata ac diversum genus;

o' Saller (1980) 82.

62 Morgan (2007) 4-8.

% Phaed. 2.5; ardaliones, seems to be a derogatory term for a court busy-body: ‘est ardalionum quaedam
Romae natio, trepide concursans, occupata in otio, gratis anhelans, multa agendo nil agens...” cf. Mart.
2.7.7;4.78.9. cf. Henderson (2001) 10-13; cf. Champlin (2008) 417. For more on this passage, see Chapter
3.5.

% Phaed. 3.10. cf. Henderson (2001) 38-41.

% Phaed. 1.30; Morgan (2007) 57-63.
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expulsus regno nemoris qui profugerit,

paludis in secreta veniet latibula

et proculcatas obteret duro pede.

Ita caput ad nostrum furor illorum pertinet.*
The pertinence of struggles between the powerful have rippling effects down towards the
weaker, which points to the interest in fables to give general lessons, such as the
description of power relations between the strong and the weak.” If taken with Scott’s
paradigm, such interest in discrepant power relationships could open up a world where a
‘hidden transcript’ was being discussed. Accordingly, fables can be used historically if
its context is appreciated. As shown by Morgan, this point is extremely valid for the topic
of constructing popular ethics, or perhaps even for more popular understandings of power,
but less stable when attempting to read reactions to the emperor specifically in these
stories.”® Therefore, caution is necessary when dealing with this material, to the extent
that it should be avoided if not directly relevant.” Nonetheless, the reference to Augustus
and Tiberius in Phaedrus provides an essential look at the figure of emperor, which can
be exploited in aid of understanding the nature of the discourse about him.

The fluidity of fable is another issue of importance, and one that is shared by many
of the anecdotal, incidental, and fabulous attestations of the emperor and his interactions
with the people. Temporal and spatial accuracy and precision are blurred, which can make
historical context more difficult to ascertain.”” Take for instance the anecdote about
Hadrian and the old woman, which Millar used on the first page of his Emperor in the

Roman World.' When the woman asked for the emperor’s time and the latter declined,

she made the famous retort: ‘Don’t be king then.””> Millar’s use of the anecdote served as

% Phaed. 1.30., cf. Ibid., 4.6.

7 Morgan (2007) 63-68.

% Ibid., 57-68.

% Ibid., 63.

0 Ibid., 236-239: ‘An event which is supposed to have happened once in the past has universal relevance...’
I Millar (1992) 3.

2 Dio 69.6.3, quoted in full below, 114.
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a precursor for a theme in his work; namely the perceived accessibility of the emperor.
Nonetheless, parallels of the same story—about Philip II, Demetrius Poliorcetes in
Plutarch, and Antipater in an author called Serenus—" made Millar think about its
authenticity.”* It is the same problem as discussed above with the authenticity of
anecdotes. However, the point to stress here concerns the notion of a similar story being
told in different geographical and temporal contexts. The parallels of such stories do not
restrict themselves to Greco-Roman antiquity. In a masterful paper, Edward Champlin
explores the different competing narratives concerning Tiberius’ character, looking at
different anecdotes and vignettes of the emperor and his conduct, and also looking to
world folk-literature to compare and contrast the stories to others across the world in
different time periods.75 Similar to the criticism of Yavetz above, he effectively shows the
difficulty of stressing certain evidence over others to create a comfortable, non-
contradictory reconstruction of an emperor’s character, showing us that there were indeed
different images of Tiberius in our evidence.”

However, Champlin seems to argue through use of world literature that the stories
of Tiberius’ bad actions were stereotypes, which often circulated around powerful men,
and therefore could not be historically trusted.”” Perhaps his purpose was to be
iconoclastic of the received tradition of ‘Tiberius the Monster’ in an effort to rehabilitate

the emperor, but the issue of fluidity needs comment. The first example Champlin used

3 Plut. Mor. 179 C-D; Plut. Vit. Demetr. 42; The story about Antipater is quoted in Stobaeus: Stob. Flor.
3.13.48. All three stories have the exact same ending retort.

™ Millar (1992) 4: Millar spends time discussing the potential purpose of these stories in Plutarch, but then
argues that the conceptions evoked by the author ‘imposed themselves firmly and concretely on the real
life and routine of the emperor.” cf. Champlin (2008) 414: ‘Tales of power gravitate naturally to a princeps:
the cumulative effect of these monarchical stereotypes must be to cast doubt on the historical truth of any
single item.’

> Champlin (2008) 408-425. cf. Champlin (2015) 277-295.

’® Champlin (2008) 418.

"7 1bid., 413-414. cf. Champlin (2015) 295, for the attribution of such tales to nefarious peddlers of fiction.
To reiterate, finding a singular culprit does not diminish the creation of negative traditions, which, true or
false, contributed to the discourse about an emperor.
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is Tiberius and the Fisherman, showing the ‘paranoia and the cruelty of the aged tyrant’.”®

Champlin thereafter looks and finds parallels in folk literature that concentrate on the
punishment.” However, the story of a monarch and a fisherman (and indeed a large fish)
have its parallels in ancient literature, notably in Herodotus with Polycrates,” and Juvenal
in his fourth satire with Domitian.*' Further analysis of this will be attempted in Chapter
3.4.% Also, finding parallels in other ancient and world literature is only part of the job,
and subsequently using the fact to question the historicity of the stories would sell this
evidence short.*” Context does indeed matter. As Saller described in his second point
about the utility of anecdotes:
Secondly, when considering ideology and attitudes, attention should be given to the
social, geographical, and chronological contexts of the narrator. The ideology and
anecdotes of the imperial freedmen no doubt differed from those of the African
colonus, and his in turn differed from those of the urban prefect. Anecdotes in the
East may have been more influenced by the Hellenistic tradition of kingship than
those in the West. The imperial ideology evolved over time, and with it the attitudes
expressed in anecdotes may have changed.*

These contexts are essential. Indeed, they can be supplemented with what can be

described as the literary context, which would include the author’s context and use for

® Champlin (2008) 408., citing Suet. Tib. 60, discussed below in Chapter 3.4.

7 Champlin (2008) 409-414.

80 Hdt. 3.42: “Avio dMedg Mafav ixOuv péyav te nol xahov NElov wv IMokvredtei Sdoov dobfjvar’
81 Juv. 4.37ff, esp. the meeting at the court, 65-71: ‘tum Picens “accipe” dixit “privatis maiorafocis. genialis
agatur iste dies. propera stomachum laxare sagina et tua servatum consume in saecula rhombum ipse capi
voluit.” quid apertius? et tamen illi surgebant cristae. nihil est quod credere de se non possit cum laudatur
dis aequa potestas.” cf. Mart. 13.91; Sen. Ep. 95.42, for more fish stories. cf. Courtney (2013) 168 and
Chapter 3.4 below.

%2 Roman Satire provides an interesting case for its ambiguity. The method of its mockery is taken from the
free speech (parrhésia) of the Cynic, a person who assumes a low role to take jocular poses against those
more powerful. However, it is argued by both Braund and Plaza that satire should not be read as subversive,
but as buttressing the regime: ‘Contrary to first appearances, Roman satire on political subjects affirms
rather than challenges the status quo and buttresses the present regime’ (Braund (1993) 67; cf. Plaza (2006)
54-56; cf. Ruffel (2003) 44). I do not dispute this astute point, but rather point to this world of discourse
that satire is involved, criticising and making fun of emperors, utilising techniques seen as ‘from below’,
requires further comment, particularly from the perspective that many actors in these forward and unbridled
stories are from lower down the social scale (cf. Beard (2014) 135-136). This will be discussed in further
detail below, Chapter 3.5.

8 Millar (1992) 4; Saller (1980) 73; Champlin (2008) 414.

8 Saller (1980) 82.
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these stories, and also the context within the narrative as a whole. Nonetheless, they point
to a fascination of how the emperor seemed.

As a final example, this mutual curiosity has been described by Wintrobe as the
Dictator’s Dilemma, which involves the problem faced by those in absolute power, the
inability to know the minds of their subjects: *

The dilemma is... a paradox: As the dictator's power over his or her subjects
increases, his or her problem appears to become larger. The more threatened they are
by the ruler, the more the subjects will be afraid to speak ill of or to do anything which
might conceivably displease him or her... The greater the dictator's power, the more
reason he or she has to be afraid... The problem is two-sided... As much as dictators
want to be loved, the subjects want them to believe that they are loved, for only then
are the people safe from them. If they can make their dictator believe that they truly
worship (or even that they support) him or her, then he or she need not fear them; and
if in turn the ruler does not fear them, they need not fear him or her.*
This paradox reveals the similar issue that Scott discussed in his system of different
transcripts, as discussed above.*” It points to an elaborate game that involved emperor and
subject, entailing the discourse that existed between and about them. It also finds a direct
parallel in the appearance of emperors and potential heirs going incognito; dressing up to
find out what others truly think about them, such as Germanicus did amongst his troops
in Germany.* Accordingly, smoke and mirrors are a part of the discourse, heightening
the probability of maskings and falsehoods. It reveals a danger in such discourse, with the
possibility of it being fatal to both sides. It also suggests an interesting power dynamic,

which subordinates Wintrobe’s ‘dictator’ by the fear of negative opinion being held by

his subjects. This rejigs the nature of absolute power, revealing the precariousness of

8 See Wintrobe (1998) 20-2; cf. Back (1988) 283; cf. similar point in Chapter 2.1.

8 Wintrobe (1998) 22. See Morgan (2015) 86-89 for a similar discussion on the difficulty of building ‘trust’
in relationships between ruler and ruled, in understandings of both ‘good’ kingship and tyranny, with a
particular citation of a negative example in Seneca’s De Clementia, 1.26.1: ‘aliquando sua praesidia in ipsos
consurrexerunt perfidiamque et impietatem et feritatem et quidquid ab illis didicerant in ipsos exercuerunt.
quid enim potest quisquam ab eo sperare quem malum esse docuit.” Also compare with Ibid., 1.26.2, and
the trepidation of the people once cruelty has taken its toll.

87 See above, 80-81

8 Tac. Ann. 2.13; cf. Suet. Ner. 26, Dio 61.9.2, and Plin. NH. 13.126 for evidence of Nero’s
masquerading, and Dio 54.35.3 for Augustus’. cf. Jasnow (2015) 313-331 for analysis.
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being a ruler, and giving his subjects the ability to criticise him (albeit a dangerous one).
In this sense, it is a marrying between Scott’s paradigm of a hidden transcript and Flaig’s
Akzeptanz thesis, in that there was an importance placed on how the emperor was
perceived. However, one should not place this in a totalitarian framework, with binary
oppositions between the benevolent and tyrannical, or the good and bad.* Rather, it
reveals a spectrum of opinion that constantly scrutinised and criticised the emperor for
his conduct, which in turn shows a deep curiosity in his position in the world. This
phenomenon as present in the Roman world is essential to the success of this study, as it
reveals a transcript of criticism that existed, and recorded the reception of an emperor
from the perspective of his subjects.

This section has hopefully shown the problems and difficulties of the evidence,
and the utility of using conceptual frameworks with which a wider perspective could be
gleaned from our evidence. In the end, caution should be advised: attention to context
will be appreciated first before historical analysis that points to the potential ‘reality’ of
the discourse behind the stories of a wider population and the princeps. Nonetheless, the
many interactions between the emperor and the wider population in text are numerous
and will be tackled in the subsequent chapters. Next, there will be an exploration of how
authors explore the relationship between emperor and the people in narratives, with a
particular look at AD 69 and the parallel accounts of Tacitus and Plutarch. Hopefully this
will be an interesting exposition of the interaction between emperor and people in the

literary evidence, which will point to the world of discourse on the subject of emperor.

% A further discussion on this categorisation of the emperors will be undertaken below in Chapter 3. See
Champlin (2008) 408-425 for a successful problematisation of the received impression of Tiberius as a
‘bad’ emperor.
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2 .3: Historical Narratives of Emperor and People

The purpose of this short section is to explore the interaction between groups of
people and the emperor in ancient historical narrative, with the appreciation of the
methodological issues outlined above.' The focus here is to exhibit the usefulness of this
sort of analysis in order to appreciate the discourse concerning the Roman emperor,
particularly with regard to his conduct towards his subjects.> With this in mind, the
concentration will centre on Plutarch and Tacitus’ parallel accounts of A.D. 69 and their
interest in the interactions between large groups of people, be it a military contingent, or
a civilian crowd, and the emperor. The discussion will include their depiction and
characterisation, with the goal being to explore the substance of talk about the emperor,
concentrating potential discrepancies that could point to a wider thought-world about the
princeps.

Plutarch’s account of the tumultuous civil war of A.D. 69, appearing in the only
extant biographies of Galba and Otho that formed a part of the larger Lives of the Caesars,
has been understudied and often derided.’ These Lives have puzzled scholars for their
style and content,’ and they have been criticised for not having the same impact and
aesthetic excellence as Tacitus’ account in the Histories, or in comparison to his own
Parallel Lives. For example, as Pelling put it when comparing their respective eulogies of
Galba: ‘it is easy — and right — to praise Tacitus for his greater epigrammatic force and

bite.”” These criticisms aside, or perhaps because of them, the Galba and Otho have both

! See above, Chapter 2.2: Compare with work on crowds/collective forces, and leaders in narrative: Ash
(1999); O’Gorman (2000) 49-55; Pelling (2002) 207-226, 242-242; Said (2004) 7-25; Hardie (2010) 9-27
* This is a comparable exercise in a more historiographical sense with the analysis undertaken concerning
the emperor’s timelessness in Chapter 4.2.

? Note Morgan (2006) 286 for his description of Plutarch’s account as sausage meat.

* Syme (1980) 104-105: Syme called them ‘sliced up narrative history’: cf. Morgan (2006) repeats this
Symian dictum thrice in his appendices (272, 285, 286). See Ash (1997) 189 for the scholarly criticism of
omitting childhood stories of both emperors compared to Suetonius’ account.

> Pelling (2010b) 423.
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been largely neglected, and the more recent studies on them have concentrated largely on
literary characteristics of the texts, such as Plutarch’s use of Platonic philosophy,’ his
narrative structure,” and his characterisations of the main protagonists.® Their work is
particularly important to the following analysis, especially their interest in Plutarch’s
depiction of collective forces and their relationship to the emperors. Hopefully, this can
help our understanding of the relevant historical context, which in turn can provide a
Plutarchan perspective of the thought-world of the Roman emperor.

In the proemium of the Galba, which served as the prologue to both extant lives,’
Plutarch uses historical fact and philosophical authority to argue that military forces, if
unsound and disunited, would be uncontrollable and given to irrationality, even if there
was a good leader at the helm:

0 8¢ ITAGTwv, ovdev €Qyov OOV dEYOVTOS AyafoD xal 0TEATNYOD OTQATLAS
ut) copoovovong unde opomadovong, AAAA TV TEOaQYLUTV AQETTV OLOLMG TH)
Baounf) voullwv ¢voemg te yevvaiag ral Todfis Prhoodpou delobau,
udioto T mTEAM xol GrhovOeOT® TO Bupoeldés val dQUOTNQLOV ERUEADG
AVOREQUVVUUEVNS, GO TE TTAON TTOAG xol TO Popaiolg ovummecovTa Petd v
Néowvog tehevtnv €yxeL poTLOLL ®ol moQadelypota Tod pndgv eivon
doPepomtegov  Amoudeltolg YEWuEVNG xrol AlOYols OQuals €V Tyepovia
0TRATIWTIXAS duVApEmS. '
The Platonic argument outlined by Plutarch in this segment is complex, particularly since
it rests on a delicate balance in the relationship between leader and troops: for the virtues
of the leader to be fully appreciated, the army had to be under control (clwpoovoiong...
opomafovong), which was based on their obedience (T1v el QyLunv aQeTv) which,

like kingship, harmoniously combined the passionate and the active with gentleness and

humanity. This is an interesting passage, which can easily go unnoticed in the shade of

¢ Ash (1997) 192-196.

" Georgiadou (1988) 349-356.

8 Keitel (1995) 275-284.

 Bowersock (1998) 204. This is confirmed by the quite abrupt beginning to Otho (O 8¢ vedTeQog
oUToORQATMWE AN NUEQa mEoelBwv gig T0 Kamtdhiov €0voe- Plut. Otho 1.1). cf. Georgiadou (1988)
351-352 for their connectivity.

' Plut. Gal. 1.3-4.
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the following line, which describes the frightfulness of the ‘uneducated and irrational
impulses’ of an uncontrolled soldiery. If this final phrase in the quotation is taken as
absolute, then the nuance in Plutarch’s argument is diminished: the precariousness of a
symbiotic relationship is not necessarily a polarised one between the rational leader and
the irrational group. Rather, there is a tension of rationality within the leader and the
soldiery, both separately and when conjoined in a system, which can easily be disrupted.
In other words, the irrationality of the soldiery is not inevitable, but is rather predicated
on the ability of the ‘head’ to control the ‘body’."

The use of such terms highlights the weight of Platonic philosophy contained in
this passage, and the Galba and Otho in general. First, the relevant concordance in Plato
seems to come from the Republic at 375c-e."* This part of the dialogue discusses the
precarious balance between the gentle and the spirited in the soul, without which a good
guardian is not possible, despite the opposition of these traits:

T odv, v & &yd, mowoopev; mO0ev dua medov #ol peyoldOvupov noog
gvpNoouev; évavtio ydo mov Oupoeldel moaeta pvots... AMA péviol ToUTwV
Y€ OOTEQOL OV oTéENTAL, GUAAE AyaBOg oU ) yévntor tobta 8¢ aduvdtolg
gowev, nai ot &1 ovuPaivel dyadov piara ddivatov yevéoba.
The use of similar terminology (Bvuoedeg and me@og) and a similar tension between
parts, with their difficult reconciliation being necessary for functionality, mirrors the
delicate mix of Plutarch’s passage above."

Second, Platonic imagery extrapolates the tension within to a macro level between

groups of people, which involves the description of collectives as the irrational segment

! For analysis on the headless imagery that runs throughout these biographies, see Ash (1997) 196-200,
and Plutarch himself, Plut. Gal. 4.5: ‘@A’ émeldn) Aopmodg TOV mOhepov exdpivag 6 OVIVOLE Eyparpe
™0 TdABo Taganaldv AvadEéEacHal TV 1 yeLoVIay ral TAQOOYELY EAVTOV LoYVOY oOUATLTNTOoDVTL
repov...’

12 Cited by Ash (1997) 193,207 n. 16 and Pelling (2010b) 419.

5 Pl. Resp. 375¢-d.

'* Ash (1997) 193: The Platonic importance of balance in the soul is again seen in a related section at PI.
Resp.410e.
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of society. In a paper concerning the representation of the masses in Plutarch’s Parallel

Lives, Said argues that Plutarch’s ideas on masses were influenced by the Republic, which

compares the three parts of the soul, with the three parts of society, with the demos being:
AhoYLOTOV TE ol EmOuunTrdV, “the irrational appetitive part” (439d), “which is
the largest in each person’s soul and is by nature most insatiable of money” (0 Om
AeloTOoV TG YuyS €V EXAOTE €0TL nal XONUATOV GUOEL ATTANoTOTATOV, 4424).
Accordingly, the “huge strong beast” (Bgéupatog peydhov zot ioyveod), which
represents the people in book 6 is given to “violent emotions and desires” (TG
OpYdc. .. nal gmbvupiag, 493a-b)."”

Third, these Platonic representations of the people abound in Plutarch. Said has
collated the terms in the Parallel Lives used to describe the people, which include words
such as ol mohhot, mAfB0g, dyAhog, dfjuog, including the number of occurrences of each
word.'® Of interest are the adjectives used to describe them, which mostly seem quite
pejorative. For instance, throughout the Parallel Lives, the people are called the
following: lazy, ignorant, overconfident, insolent, violent, disorderly, loud and useless."”
Moreover, bestial imagery can be observed in the Moralia, with examples from the
Praecepta Gerendae Rei Publicae 800c (®omeQ Onplov Vmomtov »ol mowrilov) and
802d-e (dnuaywyia ya 1 Oudt AMoyou melBovTmv €0tiv, ai 08 Tolodtol TilooeVoeLg
TOV Oxhwv o0dev dAOyov Thwv dyoag #ol Pouvroifioems dadégovowy).'
Furthermore, Rhiannon Ash has shown this to have resonance in the extant emperor

biographies themselves, not only including the passage above quoted (Galba 1) but

bringing in different parts of the narrative to argue the importance of the ‘collective

15 Said (2004) 14.

16 Said (2004) 9ff for the relevant citations in Plutarch’s works.

17 Said (2004) 10 (all citations refer to Plutarch’s Parallel Lives: d@yog or oyohaotilg (Per. 11.6; Sol.
22.3), dpabeig (Sol. 5.6), Bgaottng or BpacvvesBau (Lyc. 2.5; Sol. 19.1; Cor. 5.4), VPoLg or vB(Cev
(Ibid., Cam.12.4,Cor.5.4,23.6, Lyc.5.2), Pia (Cam.39.4), nO0pov oUx €xoVong or AocvnTaToV (Pyrih.
13.7; Per. 12.5), mAf|Bog dmogov »al Boupomoldv (Mar. 28.7), and dyonotog (Sert. 13.9-10; Pomp.
28.1). See de Blois (1992) 4578-4599 for the elision of different types of crowds in Plutarch, notably the
demos and the soldiery.

'8 Compare with other bestial images alluded to in Said (2004) 21, in particular, Plut. Mor. 821B.
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forces’ in the descent into chaos." The uncontrollability is highlighted with the simile of
the charioteer that has lost control of the reins at Galba 6 4:
gmel 8¢ ta Ovepywviov nol OVivOog otoatevpaTo TEOTOV TLva Pig TOUg
NYEUOVOG, DOTEQ TOVG NVIOYOVUS ®QATH oL YOhvdv ur duvnBévtag, eig udynv
gEeveyroOvTa LeYAANV OUVEQQUEQY. ..
This is equated with the similar language found in Plato’s Phaedrus 253-4, where ‘the
soul is divided into three forms, two of which are like horses while the third has the role
of the charioteer’, with the latter having to restrain the ‘horse’ given over to passion.”
Such is the argument of the literary depiction of the military and the demos in Plutarch,

both described in similar ways as a large group of people,”

and the importance to the
structure of the narrative in Galba and Otho.”

It is precisely this curiosity in the actions and words of the ‘collective forces’
towards the emperor and vice versa that makes this an interesting historical source to
engage with. Take for instance the episode mentioned above in Chapter 1.3.3, which
depicted the armies in Germania Superior questioning the acceptance of Galba:

ral ote Béag oliong, xal TOV KMAQY®Y %ol hoyoydv to Pwuaiolg ovnOeg
evtuylav émevyopévov 1@ avtoxrgdrtool I'dra, dieBoolfnoav ol mohhol To
TOMTOV, ETOL TARG VY AIC EMUEVOVIWY Exelvarv aviepdvouy “gi dElog.”

Within the context of a growing discontent at Galba’s principate,”* Plutarch tells us about

how a seemingly routine exercise of wishing health and happiness to the emperor Galba

19 Ash (1997) 192-196

* Tbid., 193, quoting Pl. Phdr. 254e: ‘0 & Mvioyog 1L pahhov tadtov mdbog maddv, Homeg Ao
VomANYyog avamec®v, €t paAlov Tod VPELoTOD (mmov €x Thv ddOvVI!WV Pig dmlow omdoag TOV
XOAVOV, THV TE RARNYOQOV YADTTOV %Ol TAS YVAOOUS ®aBfHoEev xal T4 onéAN TE nal TA oyl TEOg
Vv YRy €oeloag 60Uvalg Edmuev. dtav 8¢ TaUTOV MOAAAXLS ThoYWV O TOVNEOS THc VPoewg AMEN,
tamevmBelg €metat /10M T ToD Nvidyov moovoig, xat dtav (dn tov ®ardv, OPe ddrlvtar dote
ovpPaiver TOT” §OMN TNV TOD £0a0TOD YUYV TOig TOLOLROIg aidovuévny e nal dediviav €xecbal.’
The similie should not detract from the similarity of themes discussed above in Plutarch’s prologue to the
biographies, namely about the instilling of obedience and the importance of control.

2! De Blois (1992) 4599.

2 For more interesting work done in this vein, see Godolphin (1935) 324-328; Keitel (1995) 275-288; Ash
(1997) 189-204; Pelling (2010b) 417ff.

* Plut. Gal. 18.9.

* Ibid., 17-18, concentrating on Galba’s age and his parsimony. cf. Suet. Gal. 12.3-13.1, with the Atellan
farce verse, venit Onesimus a villa, supposedly referring to his stinginess. cf. dvfjoipog, meaning useful or
beneficial. Irony? See below, Chapter 3.2. in the topic of generosity.
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turned sour, where the soldiers at first expressed their discontent, and thereafter would
only reply ‘if he is worthy’ at the persistent entreaties of the tribunes and centurions. It
could perhaps be listed as consistent with other parts of the biography depicting the
insubordination of a collective of troops. However, the description of noise and reply adds
a different texture and dimension.”® The multitude at first make a great noise, and then
reply ‘el GELog’ to those waiting to hear the customary vota. Responding with the idea of
worthiness evokes the process of acceptance to which the emperor was subject.”®
Furthermore, it is unclear from this evidence that these troops fit into the construction of
the ‘collective forces’ as argued by Ash. With an analysis predicated on the irrational and
bestial, and the total uncontrollability of the soldiery, then it would follow that entreaties
to worthiness of an emperor would be drowned out with disorderly actions. However, this
is not the case. It suggests that despite arguments for rhetoric and literary allusion
obscuring the historical picture, the heterogeneity of the historical material allows for a
more nuanced understanding of collective responses to the emperor; namely those
including verbal reactions.”” In this case, the repetition of ‘if he is worthy’ places an
importance on the reactionary aspect of Roman politics, and the place of acclamation.”®
As argued by Campbell on a different, but related, matter:

The political importance of acclamation is highlighted by the fact that from the time

of Gaius emperors apparently considered their acceptance by the army as their first

salutation. Indeed from this time part of the accession ceremony of a new emperor
was perhaps carried out in the form of an acclamation.”

» cf. Said (2005) 10: cf. BoguBomotdv in 97, n. 17 above.

*% See Chapter 1.2.2 for the discussion on acceptance.

" Compare with Galba 1.2, where Plutarch’s description of an unruly band of soldiers uses words ‘Aahidg
nol tepleQylag’, which is not necessary the image one gets from irrational beasts. They respectively mean
talk (or chatter) and curiosity. It is the substance of chatter and curiosity that is the subject of Chapter 3.5.
I owe this point to my supervisor, Nicholas Purcell. cf. Leigh (2013) on this subject in general.

28 Both Roueché (1984) 181-184 and Aldrete (1999) 87-91 argue for the value of acclamation as a manner
of response to the emperor. Further, Aldrete argues for the importance of gesture as well: Aldrete (1999)
90: ‘In these circumstances, however, gestures were not a one-way form of communication, but were
employed as part of a truly interactive dialogue between ruler and ruled... public rituals, and particularly
entertainments, were approved settings for the people to make known their opinions to the emperor on a
variety of subjects.’

# Cambpell (1984) 126-127.
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The episode in Plutarch suggests that this acceptance was reviewed regularly, and could
be lost. In the end, it should not detract from Plutarch’s thesis discussed above, which is
more nuanced than a monolithic treatment of ‘collective forces’ acting as irrational beasts.
The question then concerns the criteria of worthiness, and whether or not nuance
can be extrapolated from the evidence at hand.” Further thematic discussions on
congiaria, donatives and generosity follows below, but the attestations of wishes for
monetary gain in the biographies would suggest that the ability of an emperor to give was
one of these criteria:”'
émel 8¢ ueppopévovg arovoag Apfine poviy Nyepuove peydho meémovoay,
eV elwOévol RATAAEYELY OTQATIOTAS, OU% AyoQdlelv, mubouévolg todto
dewvov eioNhOe ploog ol GyoLov eog aToV.”
Galba’s aphorism that he would not buy the soldiers is met with hatred and savage
feelings, exhibiting a quality of a leader that Plutarch commends. This is consistent with
both the bestial representation of the troops and Plutarch’s criticism of demagoguery
(Plut. Mor. 802d-e). It also seemingly creates a comfortable dichotomy between an “elite”
and “common soldier” perspective, crudely being that the former opposes giving gifts for
demagoguery, while the latter approves. This would be too simplistic.”” For perspective,
one can look to the Life of Otho and the aftermath of his death:
AQAUEVOV OE TV TTOlOMV OLHMYNV, EVOVS ATV TO OTEATOTEOOV RAL THV TOALY
gmelye nAowOUOg #al ol oteoTIdTOL HETA Pofg eioémecov €m Tag Oag nal
®AOPVEOVTO, TeQUTOOODVTES Ral AoLd0QOVVTES £0VTOVG, W) UAGEQVTAS TOV
avtorpdtoga unde xwlivoovrog dmobavelv VEQ ALTOV. ATEoTn O¢ oVOElS,
TOV 20T QUTOV, £YYUS OVTMV TOV TOAEULOV, GALL ROOUNOAVTES TO MU ROl
TUQAV RATAOKREVAOAVTES, £EenOMLEOV €V Tolg dmholg ol pBdoavteg VTOdDVAL
rol faotdoal TO AYog emyaugoipevol. TV 8¢ dALMV ol uev TO TeaDua TOD
vexpold xatepilovv mpoomintovieg, ol 0 MNmTovio TOV YeWOV, oL Of
mpooenivouv moeewOev. &viol 0¢ Tf) mued Aaumddog VPEvteg, £avtovg

améopakav, ovdev éndNhmg olte memovOoTES YENOTOV VIO TOD TEBVNHATOG,
olte meloeoBar detvov VO TOoD %EATODVTOG OedLOTES. AL’ EoLne undevi TOV

% More on this in the thematic approach in the following section, Chapter 3.1.

3! See Plut. Gal. 17, 18; Plut. Otho 3. See Chapter 3.3 for a discussion on generosity.
2 Plut. Gal. 18 4.

3 ¢f. above on this dichotomy, Chapter 2.2.
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TOITOTE TURAVVOV 1] PaoAEémV delvOg oUTmg Qg €yyeveéoDal 1al TEQLUAVIG
10D doYEw, g éxelvol Tod deyeoal xai vaxotery ‘O0wvog Nedodnoav-**

The wails and shouts of the people and the soldiers, accompanied by their lamentation
and preparation for the funeral, kissing, touching and prostrating before the body. These
emotional scenes are incongruous to the idea of a mob motivated solely by monetary gain.
The emotionality could fit into the theme of irrationality, however, the reported devotion
of these people toward Otho shown by action and voice, allows for a more complicated
view of their opinions, potentially revealing the in turn complicated nature of the
perception of an emperor from the perspective of his subjects.”

In contrast to Plutarch, Tacitus has been commended for his variegated
interpretation of the very same collective forces.” As Ash argues for Tacitus’ description
of the feared mutiny against Otho at Histories 1.80-82, as compared to Plutarch’s version
in Otho 3:

the fragmentation is striking... the soldiers act together, but Tacitus allows his
audience to see the diverging motives which lie behind this apparently unified
collective movement. By contrast, Plutarch restricts himself to external focalisation,
which draws a veil over the soldiers’ different motives.”’
The passage in question is as follows:

septimam decimam cohortem e colonia Ostiensi in urbem acciri Otho iusserat;
armandae eius cura Vario Crispino tribuno e praetorianis data. is quo magis vacuus
quietis castris iussa exequeretur, vehicula cohortis incipiente nocte onerari aperto
armamentario iubet. tempus in suspicionem, causa in crimen, adfectatio quietis in
tumultum evaluit, et visa inter temulentos arma cupidinem sui movere. fremit miles
et tribunos centurionesque proditionis arguit, tamquam familiae senatorum ad
perniciem Othonis armarentur, pars ignari et vino graves, pessimus quisque in

occasionem praedarum, vulgus, ut mos est, cuiuscumque motus novi cupidum; et
obsequia meliorum nox abstulerat. resistentem seditioni tribunum et severissimos

** Plut. Otho 17.6-11.

3 Perhaps there is a connection in other expressions of grief at the loss of the potential future of an emperor,
as seen at the death of Germanicus in Tacitus, or the grief of the city after the lugubri prospectu of Galba’s
death. see Tac. Hist. 1.40, 50, or the funeral of Pertinax in Dio 75(74). 4-5, These narratives of fear of the
future is discussed further in Chapter 4.3.

3% Notably Ash (1999) passim for arguing this. However, Tacitus is also noted for his derogatory terms for
the mob, such as Tac. Hist. 1.32.1, where the clamour for the death of Otho is interpreted as adulatio, and
the famous plebs sordida at Tac. Hist. 1.4.3.

7 Ash (1999) 27.
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centurionum obtruncant; rapta arma, nudati gladii; insidentes equis urbem ac Palatium
38
petunt.

The noise aspect reveals itself again in Tacitus’ use of language—fremit, adding the
dimension of the soldiers howling and sharply accusing the actions of their superiors.
Ash’s phrasing rests upon Tacitus’ rhetorical and epigrammatic force of showing the
different motives of the soldiers in question, to accentuate the chaos of the civil war. This
historiographical point is interesting, but what is the historical significance of these
differing motives attested by Tacitus of the troops for taking up arms and rushing to the
Palatine to protect Otho? Four reasons seem to be provided: the first (and main one) being
the fear of the treachery of their superiors; the second, ignorance and wine making them
follow aimlessly; the third, looking for their opportunity to loot, the fourth, as is
accustomed with a mob, desiring something new, often translated into English as
revolution, with the night carrying away the loyalty of the ‘better’ section of the soldiery.
It would be unsatisfactory to categorise these explanations as stereotypical biases of an
“elite” perspective, for unrest of this sort could happen for various reasons.” Despite the
rash action and emotion, different reasons for their actions are provided, working against
a monolithic understanding of their motives and opinions. It thus gives us a potential
range of indifference to devotion towards the emperor.

Tensions in these historical texts allow for the potential to glean discourses about
the emperor from a wider perspective, which involves the conversation of acceptance, in
turn cedes to an ancient thought-world about the Roman emperor. It must be stated that
truth and fact were not the goals of this exercise per se: conversations about the emperor

need not to have been true to have had an impact on the historical, social and cultural

* Tac. Hist. 1.80.

* The contradictions in a sense make it plausible: even if the mob, desiring something new, mobilised to
then go and protect the sitting emperor. Compare with the reactions of the soldiers after the incident at Tac.
Hist. 1.82.3: ‘sensit invidiam miles et compositus in obsequium auctores seditionis ad supplicium ultro
postulabat.” This can be compared to the soldiers’ obedience at the death of Otho
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context of the Roman empire. Once rumour and stories promulgate, they become
historical entities in their own right, revealing the reception of an emperor in the Roman
world. It is this ancient thought-world that is being suggested in these historical
narratives. The interest in our ancient sources to depict and record occurrences, sayings
and interactions between the emperor and wider society reveals a curiosity about how the
emperor seemed.

This curiosity is the subject of the following chapter, which involves a more
thematic approach of the evidence in question. This includes anecdotes and stories of
interactions between the emperor and people of humbler backgrounds, split roughly along
‘topics of discussion’ such as justice, emperors and mirabilia, generosity, wisdom and
wit, and hopes and desires. This list should not be interpreted as an encyclopaedia of
“what the subjects of the Roman empire actually thought about their emperor”, but an
account of situations where emperor and people came into contact with each other,

revealing the mentalities of these episodes of interaction.
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Chapter 3: Topics of Discussion
3.1: Introduction

Considera igitur an in hac secunda ratione officiorum contineatur eloquentiae
studium. Nam Caesarum est in senatu quae e re sunt suadere, populum de plerisque
negotiis in concione appellare, ius iniustum corrigere, per orbem terrae litteras
missitare, reges exterarum gentium compellare, sociorum culpas edictis coercere,
benefacta laudare, seditiosos compescere, feroces territare.'
In an illuminating section of Fronto’s letters—dubbed de eloquentia—the famous teacher
and friend of the emperor Marcus Aurelius lists the different duties of a Roman emperor.
The passage, and indeed the letter as a whole, is geared towards persuading Marcus
Aurelius on the importance of excellent rhetorical skills. In other words, how to persuade
effectively in order to govern smoothly.” Fronto’s list of duties is one of great importance
in the understanding of the role of the Roman emperor. Alongside things that one would
expect such as ways to persuade the senate, ways to address the people, ways to deal with
foreign kings, responding to queries and letters of provincials, aspects that form an
essential part of Millar’s understanding of the ‘Emperor at Work’,’ there is also great
importance placed on how the Roman emperor should be projected. Images of
responsiveness, accessibility, and justice are all alluded to here.* Furthermore, there
seems to be a tension in the passage between these duties of the emperor, in particular
between those of response and suggestion, and those of force and compulsion. One phrase
has particular resonance in these lines—Feroces territare—which means to frighten the

savage; a reference perhaps to the martial role of the emperor, and the suppression of

revolt and resistance both within and outside the empire. It does seem to intensify other

! Fronto, ad M. Antoninum de eloquentia 2.6; the cited text is from the more recent 1988 Teubner edition
of M.P.J Van Den Hout (p. 139 Naber; Haines (Loeb) II 58).

? Millar (1992) 203-4 on the importance of the emperor’s eloquence; Champlin (1980) 123 for the context
of this passage, and other relevant concordances in other parts of Fronto’s correspondence. cf. Ibid., 127,
esp. Fronto, Ep. Ver. Imp.2.1.9 (Naber, p. 119; Haines (Loeb) II 136)

3 Millar (1992) 203. Millar uses the passage as a springboard to his argument about the day to day functions
of the emperor, involving ability with oratory (204-207), writing of pronouncements and correspondence
(207-209), and discussions of evidence on the emperor’s daily schedule (209-212).

* These indeed correspond to some of the ‘Topics of Discussion’ about the emperor in this chapter.
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clauses in the passage, particularly reges exterarum genitum compellare, sociorum culpas
edictis coercere and seditiosos compescere. To have benefacta laudare sandwiched in
between these more harrowing images of the emperor should draw attention to the
juxtapositions of these quite different duties, and thus the difficulty of maintaining an
equilibrium between the variant potential images of the Roman emperor.

Numerous images spring to mind, some of which were discussed in the previous
sections with Plutarch’s Platonic images of the army in civil war.” Moreover, the coin
legends and reliefs that depict subjugated personifications of nations and their
counterparts in art and architecture as seen at the Sebasteion at Aphrodisias.’ There is a
certain uneasiness between this image of a terrifying emperor, the man with whom you
could not be candid lest he unleashes his many legions,’” and the benevolent harbinger of
peace to the Roman world.® It points to a schizophrenic mentality about the emperor, who
is simultaneously different things to different people, and also an attempted reconciliation
of inherent antitheses. This was seen in Chapter 1 concerning the nature of his power and
of succession, and it is true of his reception within his reign. Nonetheless, we should
always take care to appreciate these different images of emperors and not try to stress one
over the other: they rather make a mélange that forms the substance of how the emperor
was perceived by his subjects. In this chapter, an exposé of these different strands,

pointing to the varying mentalités of the emperor, will be attempted.’

* See above, Chapter 2.3.

® See Goodman (1991) 237 for speculation on the power of these images on numismatic circulation:
reminders of the example made of Judaea (for example: RIC 159). Smith (1988) 50-77 for the Sebasteion
at Aphrodisias.

" SHA, Hadrian 15.12-13: ‘et Favorinus quidem, cum verbum eius quondam ab Hadriano reprehensum
esset, atque ille cessisset, arguentibus amicis, quod male cederet Hadriano de verbo, quod idonei auctores
usurpassent, risum iocundissimum movit. ait enim: "Non recte suadetis, familiares, qui non patimini me
illum doctiorem omnibus credere, qui habet triginta legiones.”’

¥ See further, Chapter 3.6. cf. Lendon (1997) 114-115 for this balancing act.

? See above, Chapter 2.2 for a deeper discussion on the problems of interpretation that are raised with this
question.
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However, there is a danger to fall into comfortable categories, which in this case is
the discussion of a ‘canon of virtues’. It has been contested that a ‘canon’ exists, or that
a defined set of virtues were outlined for each emperor. Indeed, this has been done
effectively by Wallace-Hadrill over thirty years ago, when he showed that there was no
consistent set of virtuous terms that were promulgated, were not necessarily equal to the
apetal of Greek philosophical precedent, and often changed as the Roman principate
progressed deeper into our era.'” Wallace-Hadrill went further and saw a tension between
different modes of understanding an emperor’s virtues, which would only be elided and
distorted by a strict reliance on a canonic view of a set of particular virtues. For him, this
was between the Greek philosophical reflections on what constituted the duties of a good
man, or king; the opinions and thoughts of the aristocracy, which involved their wishes
to pressurise the emperor to conform to a behaviour conducive to their interests; and the
promulgation of virtues on imperial media such as coinage. His solution was to appreciate
the contexts of the evidence, in the ‘way that individual sources adapt general
assumptions that the ruler should be virtuous to their own purposes.’'' This meant that the
choice of criteria that would have created an ‘ideal-type’ of emperor would necessarily
be dependent on context and agenda, suggesting that any overt concentration on a single
virtue, or ‘canon’ of virtues, would omit important facets in the understanding of the
Roman emperor. Thus, we move away from a singular ‘ideal’ type of ruler, and towards
a dialogue of different understandings of the emperor throughout his reign, and
importantly one that acknowledges the thoughts and opinions of a wider population. This
point is a departure from Wallace-Hadrill’s argument, which concentrated on the dialectic

between Greek philosophy, the aristocratic elite, and official media.'

' For the discussion on this see, Wallace-Hadrill (1981) 299-319; cf. Ryberg, I. S. (1966) 238, and
Weinstock (1971) 228-259 on the clupeus virtutis.

" Wallace-Hadrill (1981) 318.

12 Tbid., 298-323.
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In a similar vein, more recent work by Carlos Norefia has shown the wide variety
of these terms that appear in different media from the ancient world; including literature,
panegyric, inscriptions, and coinage.”” However, Norefia’s interest lies in the construction
of an ethical profile of the Roman emperor, which is a looser taxonomy than a “canon of
virtues”, yet it is closer to a model than Wallace-Hadrill’s conception."* For him, the
concentration on virtues highlighted a shift in political discourse: from the discussion of
the merits of different forms of government towards the discussion of ‘the personal
character of the reigning emperor’, which manifested in discussion of the ‘myriad of
virtues and vices attributed to real emperors and imagined monarchs.””® Accordingly, a
‘normative framework in which emperors operated’ was created from this, producing a
‘real-world model of behaviour for emperors to follow.”'® Norefia goes further and argues
that the emperor knew exactly what was expected from him, as the ideology and the
public discourse on virtues justified and propped up the imperial system.'” It seems that
Norefia’s goal was to chart and understand the virtues that were seen as important to the
imperial regime itself. In other words, these were the terms that were most used by the
government in the projections of its power, which conglomerated to form a ‘coherent
semantic and ideological system’."®

There are several points of potential discussion from Norefia’s arguments. To start
with the last point, there is no real issue in attempting to create an idea of policy or agency
in the dissemination of images and ideals from the part of the Roman government."

However, as Wallace-Hadrill’s work has shown, the difficulty then becomes how to

'3 Norefia (2001) 146-168; Norefia (2011).

' Norefia (2011) 55-62.

'3 Ibid., 56.

' Ibid., 56-57.

' Ibid., 56-57, 318-320 for further discussion on this argument by Norefia.

'8 Ibid., 57; cf. Ibid., 59 on coinage’s ability to reconstruct his official taxonomy of imperial character’,
from the perspective of the regime itself.

' See Zanker (1988) as another example for his attempt at looking at the Augustan regime in this light.
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understand the evidence in different areas of the political discourse. What is seen as
essential to the concept of the emperor’s virtues in one medium does not necessarily
translate to another context. Thus, there can be danger in any exercise that attempts to
construct a hold-all semantic system, or a single normative framework within which the
emperor was understood and perceived.” It must be stated Norefia’s primary goal was
first to observe a centralised projection of power, and how it was received and re-
projected by the provincial aristocracy in the Roman west.*' This is different from the
goal here, which is to explore an understanding of the emperor from a wider perspective,
meaning that a more fluid understanding of the reception of the Roman emperor is
required. Convergence in parameters and thought comes in the argument that the emperor
was the resonant symbol that was shared empire-wide, the universalising factor in the
interactions between Roman power and the provinces.”> However, this does not mean that
there was one set of rules, or one set of virtues, or one conversation, about what it meant
to be the Roman emperor. This is too restrictive a view of a dialogue between subject and
ruler on the ideals and realities of the autocratic emperorship.

Furthermore, there is a tension between the ideal and reality that is not fully
appreciated in Norefia’s model. The above statement about the ‘real emperors’ and
‘imagined monarchs’ is a short-hand explanation that points to a more complicated
discourse than may appear at first.””> The impression is that an ideal emperor is created
from discourse that is then implemented in the real-life behaviour of the Roman emperor.

However, this dichotomous understanding is problematic. As the vignettes in this chapter

20 of. Hekster (2015) 1 for a similar argument.

*! Norefia (2011) 245-276 for his study of honorific inscriptions from the Roman west, and their use of
similar titles and terms to honour the emperor, in a way to construct a dialogue between the centre and the
periphery in how to honour the Roman emperor. It should be stated that his argument does not push a ‘top-
down’ view of the honorific system, but a local engagement in the imperial system that in turn stood to
reinforce social hierarchies, and helped legitimise local regimes. For a summary of this argument, see 271-
273,318-319.

2 This forms an important leitmotif in Norefia’s book: see Ibid., 5, 275, 318, 323.

» See above discussion on fiction and reality in literature in Chapter 2.2.
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will show, the notion of an ‘ideal’ and a ‘real’, or even a ‘good’ or ‘bad’, model of the
emperor is too simplistic. The nature of our evidence blurs the categories and stories,
creating a disparate, and even contradictory view of the Roman emperor with respect to
the supposed ethical program that seemed to define the expected and realistic roles that
the emperor should and did fulfil. In other words, the Roman emperor could fulfil roles
that were ideal, realistic, monstrous, and fantastic simultaneously, suggesting the
existence of different mentalités of the emperor, and his position within that discourse as
a liminal figure: evading easy definition.

A final point arising from Norefia’s book is the concentration on the ethical profile
of the emperor, and in particular the concentration on personality traits. The point that
there was a concern in discourse about the character and conduct of the emperor is
excellent and needs stressing, for it illuminates his reception as an exemplary figure for
praise or derision.** Nonetheless, there was also a cognitive aspect to these conversations
that did not necessarily always have to do with an ethical conundrum or a decision about
what was right or wrong. This is not to say that ethics were not an important part of the
emperor’s reception, but it also must incorporate the accumulation of knowledge about
him. In other words, the stories and tales about the emperor contributed to how he seemed,
which meant that there was a curiosity about what the emperor did within the walls of his
court, both imagined and real.

Therefore, whilst terms of vices and virtues will form important parts of the
discussion, they will not frame the themes discussed. It is important to elaborate further
on this decision. First, to concentrate on the virfutes would follow the categories that

appear on official projections of power from the Roman state,” or would be coloured by

4 Norefia (2011) 57.
2 cf. Norefia (2001) 147; cf. discussion above, Chapter 2.1.
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an aristocratic or upper-class bias in literature, which could be thus charged with an ‘elite’
understanding of the role of emperor.” In the end, the result would resemble the work
done by numerous scholars who have talked about virtue and the emperor, including the
examples of Wallace-Hadrill and Norefia provided above.” Instead, a more fluid
treatment of the themes will be attempted. It is possible to over-correct, and believe that
everything comes from an elite perspective, suggesting that all the evidence can only be
used to construct the social and cultural history of the educated, literate, powerful, and
socially-advanced sectors of society.” This does not deny that the view provided from
much of our ancient literature comes through certain lenses, but equally, transmission of
culture was not a one-way street, to use a crude analogy. The point of this exercise is to
observe what was coming from the other direction, and see a world within an inclusive
rubric, where difference and conflict no doubt existed, but conversations shared similar
topics and vernaculars.

Second, the difficulties of appreciating the various virtues and vices that litter our
sources, such as pietas, liberalitas, humanitas, clementia, iustitia, indulgentia, not to
mention synonyms and Greek equivalents,” should not be underestimated: indeed, many

of these specific ‘virtues’ have not received the attention that they deserve.” Needless to

¢ Both Wallace-Hadrill (1981) 317-318 and Norefia (2011) 55-57 argue for the aristocratic elements in the
discourse of virtues. Compare with discussion in Chapter 2.2.

" See n. 30 below on the scholarship on virtue and vices of the Roman emperor, including the study of
specific virtues.

* See discussion above in Chapter 2.2,

* The list provided was not meant to be representative of the quite complex and large list of terms that were
associated with the emperor and imperial ideology, or even a list of ‘most important’ virtues. Rather, it is
just an example of the variety of conceptual words. For an example of the diversity, see Norefia (2011) 37-
38.

% Wallace-Hadrill (1981) 298-323, esp. 300-306. cf. Béranger (1953) for a discussion on the different
virtues that contributed to the ideology of the principate. cf. Charlesworth (1937) 10-17, for an early
discussion on the virtues, and the various media, a discussion of the clupeus virtutis, and a brief discussion
of certain virtues, with a particular concentration on their dissemination on coinage. A similar, much deeper
analysis, is achieved by Norefia (2011), building upon his earlier work (Norefia (2001) 146-168) by first
observing Greek, Hellenistic, and philosophical precedents (37-55), then looking at the frequency of certain
terms of virtue on coinage, in an attempt to form a ‘taxonomy of imperial character’, with a particular
concentration on what Norefia calls the ‘five core virtues’: aequitas, pietas, virtus, liberalitas, providentia.
These were the most ‘publicised ethical qualities’ of the emperor’ on coinage (61, 63-100). Weinstock
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say, to define and discuss each of these terms in their own right and to the extent that they
merit would exponentially increase the size of an already large chapter. What should be
stated is that these concepts are slippery at best, and often elide into each other.”!

Lastly, a study that encompasses such a large breadth of space and time would
necessarily involve certain caveats. In a lecture on the modern historiography of the
ancient world, Teresa Morgan used an analogy from physics, which basically stated that
one can observe either ‘particles’ or ‘waves’, but it is quite difficult to observe both
simultaneously. The analogy for history is that one can undertake a deep study in a
particular time period or region, or one can observe trends and changes during time and
space, but it is difficult to encompass both breadth and depth in a single historical work.
This is an issue with the present thesis, for it is an attempt to observe and synthesise
differing opinions and perceptions of the Roman emperor for the first two centuries of the
position’s existence, whilst also attempting to appreciate nuance in specific context.”
However, a prolonged attention to both would expand the size and remit of the present
work, meaning that sacrifices and assumptions need to be undertaken.

Thankfully, there is a solution. There is a certain permanence to the institution of
emperor. This is not to state that the office did not change over time, or that it remained
a single monolith that survived for centuries, but rather that the mentalités of the emperor,
its ambiguities, powers, pretensions, betray a certain stability.” This is a remarkable trait

of the discourse about the emperor during the first two centuries, for it means that

(1971) 228-259, for a detailed discussion of the virtues that appear on the clupeus virtutis, and their
Caesarian and Augustan contexts; Fears (1981), 841-845, n. 67, for a bibliography of works for various
virtues, including aequitas, iustitia, aeternitas, clementia, concordia, felicitas, fides, hones, libertas,
liberalitas, moderatio, pax, pietas, providentia, salus, spes, and virtus. cf. Morgan (2007) 10-11.
Furthermore, of interest is Morgan’s recent work on Fides: Morgan (2015).

3! See for example, Norefia (2011) 64, discussions on aequitas and collocations with similar terms, such as
temperantia, fortitudo, and prudentia, citing Cic. Cat. 2.25, amongst others. Similar analyses are done for
pietas (71-72), virtus (80), and liberalitas (84-85). For a different perspective, see Morgan (2007) 191-206,
for a popular language of morality, which outlines a different taxonomy of ethics.

32 See for example Chapter 2.3 for this approach.

3 This is developed further in Chapter 4.2.

111



similarities of topics can be compared and contrasted through time and space, even when
one appreciates the nuances and differences in context. Thus, the following section will
attempt to map thematically the various vignettes of the Roman emperor that seemed to
betray a wider appeal, alluding to a curiosity about how the emperor seemed in different
contexts. These are as follows: justice, or the popular perception of the emperor in terms
of the law and juridical contexts; generosity, or the interaction between emperor and
subject through benefaction; wonder tales, or the understanding and location of emperors
in mirabilia and paradoxographical literature; wisdom and wit, or making fun of the
Roman emperor; and hopes and desires, or the place of the emperor in thoughts about a
Golden Age. Unfortunately, this cannot be an exhaustive treatment of every potential
interaction between people and princeps, but rather it is a synthetic exploration of

different interactions across time and space in the first two centuries of our era.
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3.2: Justice

In her discussion on the relationship of law and justice in popular morality, Morgan
argues that there is an uneasy understanding of its interaction. The material she uses,
which includes proverbs, fables, gnomai, and exempla, point to a world where justice and
law are symbiotic.' In other words, ‘sayings and stories which deal with justice are set in
legal context or use legal imagery.’> Accordingly, justice was an important topic of
discussion that transcended social boundaries. However, the stories reveal a tension
between justice and the execution of law, which basically involves the reality of how the
law could be abused or undermined. One example that Morgan provides involves
Babrius’ fable, which described a swallow who constructed her nest in the wall of a
courthouse, but had her hatchlings eaten by a snake.’ This meant to highlight how those
of unequal status did not necessarily have equal access with respect to the law. As Morgan
put it:

Popular morality, it seems, would like to trust the law to resolve conflicts justly, but
fears that it does not. The institution of the law, which exists to mediate conflicts, has
developed faster than the public belief and confidence in institutions which it needs
in order to function well.*

The problem comes to a head once the emperor becomes involved. How does one
reconcile an inherent mistrust of the law and legal institutions, the desire for justice, and

the paradoxical relationship of the emperor and the law, where he simultaneously lived

according to, and above, it? As seen in Chapter 1, the issue of the emperor’s relationship

' Morgan (2007) 169; cf. Ibid., for each of the stated genres respectively: 40-41, 66-67, 109-111, 136.

2 Ibid., 169; cf. Norefia (2011) 64-65, esp. 62, for Norefia’s discussion on the term iustitia being relatively
less frequent than other types in imperial coinage, and that its corollary, aequitas, was meant to refer to
fairness in the administration of the imperial mint. Thus, a ‘virtue’ of importance was left underrepresented
in the ‘official’ ideological medium. This suggests that representation, meaning and reception could be
different in different contexts. It also allows for the importance of justice to be amplified in a wider context,
rather than stressing a narrower applicability to state ideology alone.

3 Babrius 118; Of particular note is what the swallow states after the death of her nest:
“Thic éuing £ym potong: dmov vouoL Yo xol Béuoteg avlommmy, EvOev xeMdmV NONuévn pelyw.
* Morgan (2007) 1609.

““ofpol” Méyovoa,

999
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to the law was and has been an important factor in understanding the nature of the office
of emperor.” The liminal position of the emperor with accordance to the law meant that
its ambiguity translated into his perception. This meant that the emperor could be seen as
acting justly in interactions with his subjects, notably according to or even superseding
the law, but simultaneously in discourse, he could be seen acting with cruelty and
injustice. Thus, there is a tension between what he ideally seemed to be and what he was
feared to be. This is not to question the historicity of these episodes, or to call them fictive,
but rather to reiterate a different aspect. Whether true or false, once promulgated, these
stories contributed to the mystique of the Roman emperor. Connections can be made once
disparate anecdotes are aggregated, meaning that seemingly innocuous or singular tales,
previously dismissed as unimportant historically,’ can indeed be seen as relevant, as they
point to a discourse about the perception of the Roman emperor.
The emperor was a locus of contested legality and justice, both in the presence of
the emperor himself and his image,” where there was a competition for favour and fear of
potential cruelty. As an introductory example, this is acutely observable in the often
quoted anecdote about Hadrian:
EPeQe YOO TO TOLODTA, ROL OVK NYAVARTEL €L TL KOL TTOQA YVOUNV ROL TTQOS TOV
TUXOVTIOV OPEAOLTO. AUELEL YUVOUROG TTALQLOVTOG QUTOD OB TLvi deopévng, TO
UEV TTOOTOV eleV AT OTL “0U 0YoAATW,” Emerta g Enelvn dvarpayodoo Edn
“nol u) Pactheve,” Eneotoddn te nol Moyov avth Edwxev.”

Accordingly, the tension between what the emperor seemed to be, and what he was feared

to be, is present in this passage.’ It is interesting that the verb dyavoxtém is used at first,

for it suggests that it would be understandable if the emperor had responded less than

° See above, Chapter 1.2, esp. 18-21,26-27,

® See above Chapter 2.2 on these issues in general.

" Encounter with the emperor’s image will be discussed below, 116-125.

8 Dio 69.6.3. cf. Millar (1992) 3. cf. above, 89-90.

? Compare with Fronto’s list above in Chapter 3.1, and esp. 105, n. 7 on Hadrian and Favorinus.

114



favourably to his interactions with those present.'’ It comes to a head once Hadrian speaks
to the woman in question, at first with a curt refusal, then with acquiescence after her
reprimand.'" As such, the role of the emperor in this situation is blurred by an expectation
and fear of rebuttal; that an audience could be met or denied with equal plausibility.
Furthermore, the anecdote alludes to a perception that the emperor should be available to
his subjects in order to serve justice, and that if this was not met, then he could be
criticised and lose his acceptance.'> Moreover, it is comparable to the preceding anecdote
of Hadrian’s actions with a wider population in Dio’s narrative."” Hadrian’s conduct
towards the Roman people (tov dfjuov T®v Pwpoaiwv) at a gladiatorial show is
commented upon, where he not only refused to give them their request, but ordered a
‘Domitianic’ utterance (éxéhevoe tobTO O TO TOD Aowtiavold xunouyOfval
“olmhoate”) to be stated by the herald." The herald did not, but by gesture achieved
Hadrian’s wish, with the result that Hadrian did not get angry. Thus, there is an
ambivalence to potential reaction of the Roman emperor, informed by examples of fear
and expectation at what action would follow.

These contours of fear and expectation are explored in different contexts. First,

there will be a discussion of the ubiquity of the emperor’s image across the empire, and

12 See Millar (1992) 271-272 in particular for this point. The citation he gives comes from Herodian 1.2.4,
which is in the context of the beginning of the work, with Marcus Aurelius’ death coming near, and
Commodus’ principate about to start: ‘maQelye 0¢ %ol TOlg AQYOUEVOLS EQUTOV ETEWT] Al UETQLOV
Paoiiéa, Tovg Te TEOOoLOVTOGS 0EELOVUEVOS HMAV MV TE TOVG TTEQL AUTOV H0QUPOQOUS ATTOCORELY TOVG
évtuyydvovtog.” This both showed the way in which he conducted himself towards those he ruled
(merciful and moderate), and how his actions towards approaching petitioners allowed for them to get near,
despite the bodyguards, suggesting that this was not always the case. Of interest is the use of the verb
évtuyydvw, which does mean petition, but also to converse, giving the image of proximity between
emperor and subject. It conjures an imagined world of spoken interaction between the emperor and his
subjects, whether collectively or individually. Indeed, it can be comparable to similar petitionary images
written by Ryszard Kapuscinski of the Ethiopian emperor Haile Selassie, who would be approached by
throngs of people outside his palace in his motorcade, and him receiving petitions through the windows
(Kapuscinski (2006) 13).

" The boldness of her speech and her lower status is comparable to other evidence, discussed below in
Chapter 3.5.

"2 Flaig (1992) and Chapter 1.2.2.

" Dio 69.6.1-2.

'* On the importance of gesture in communication, see Aldrete (1999), esp. 78-9 on heralds.
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how this led to problems of interaction and justice, particularly concerning charges of
maiestas or improper conduct with respect of imperial images, and also the phenomenon
of seeking asylum at an emperor’s statue. Second, more unusual forms of evidence are
explored to observe the theme of fear and expectation with respect to justice, highlighting
how it was present not only in historical narrative and biographical works concerning the
Roman emperor, but also legal texts, inscriptions, acta literature, and even hermeneumata.
Third, there will be a discussion of the relationship between the emperor and brigandage,
and how the perception of emperors and bandits was problematic in their similarity. In
the end, it hopes to provide an alternative perspective of the perceptions of the Roman
emperor from the perspective of his subjects with respect to justice, seeing how disparate
and widespread the thought-world concerning the emperor was.
First, on encounters with the emperor’s image.'” It is perhaps an obvious point, but
the ubiquity of the images of an emperor should not be underestimated. Other than resting
on the assumption of the wide circulation of images through coinage and statuary edifices
across the empire, there is an anecdote in Fronto about the continual encounter of imperial
imagery in the everyday:
Scis ut in omnibus argentariis, mensulis, perguleis, taberneis, protecteis, vestibulis,
fenestris usquequaque, ubique imagines vestrae sint volgo propositae, male illae
quidem pictae pleraeque et crassa, lutea immo, Minerva fictae sculptaeve; quom
interim numquam tua imago tam dissimilis ad oculos meos in itinere accidit, ut non
ex ore meo excusserit rictum osculei et savium.'’

There is interest in Fronto’s description of the various representations of Marcus Aurelius

that he encounters ‘anywhere and everywhere’ in the streets at money-changers, porches,

windows and tabernae, particularly in the sense that the representations could get it

'> This theme has been discussed with relevant evidence in both legal and literary text by Bauman (1974)
82-92 and Hopkins (1978a) 221-225.

' Fronto. Ad M. Caes. 4.12.6 cf. Suet. Titus. 4.1 for the ubiquity of Titus’ image, and cf. Apul., Apol. 85.2,
of images of Antoninus Pius in a tribunal setting: 'pro tribunali procons. recitet apud virum sanctissimum
Cl. Maximum, ante has imp. Pii statuas filius matri suae pudenda exprobret stupra et amores obiectet?’; cf.
Ando (2000) 232-239 for a different examination on the power and ubiquity of the imperial image.
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wrong, suggesting that what the emperor and the imperial family looked like in the minds
of the general population could be obscure and unknown; a general impression of
greyness, uncertainty and contradiction in their thoughts on how the emperor looked.
Indeed, this is comparable to a scene at the beginning of the Periplus of the Black

Sea in Trapezus in north-east Anatolia, where Arrian describes a statue of the emperor
Hadrian that was not good or had any resemblance to him, with the result being a request
for its replacement:

O UEV YaQ avdpLag €éotnurev 6 00g, TO uev oxnuott NOEmg — ATodeirvVLOLY YaQ

™V 0dhattov —, TNy 8¢ €oyaociav olte dpoLOg ool ovTe GAAmG ROAOS (HOTE

TEpPov avooLdvta dEov émovoudleobal ooV €v T avTd TOUTQ OYNUATL TO

YaQ xwElov EmmtndeldTATOV €5 PViiuNV aidviov."”
Furthermore, the ubiquity of images points to the numerous potential encounters that
could ensue between the emperor and subject, often with litigious implications, which
would be of higher probable occurrence than actual interactions between the emperor and
a wider population."®

This proposition can roughly be divided into two categories. First is the problem of

desecration of an image, and thus potential charges of maiestas. The title in the Digest
that concerns the Lex Iulia Maiestatis has numerous excerpts concerning statues of the
emperor,” which describe the possible problems of interpretation in legal cases when
damage is inflicted upon an image of the Roman emperor. For instance, where as the
excerpt from Scaevola’s Regulae, which states that those who melt ‘rejected’ statues are

not liable under the law of maiestas,™® Venuleius Saturninus states in his De iudiciis

publiciis that melting already ‘consecrated’ statues or images, or any similar action, would

" Arr. Peripl. M. Eux. 1.3-4. Compare with the curiosity of how the emperor seemed in Chapter 3.5.

'8 On the ubiquity of the Roman emperor, see Potter (1994) 137.

' Dig. 48 4; cf. Bauman (1974) 82-85.

* Dig.48.4.4.1 = Scaevola Reg. 4.: ‘Hoc crimine liberatus est a senatu, qui statuas imperatoris reprobatas
conflaverit.
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result in liability.”' Therefore, there is a problem of consistency between these
pronouncements, for the line between what could be argued as ‘rejected’ or ‘consecrated’
would have been subjective, not to mention whether or not the case would have been

prosecuted at all.*®

This problem can be seen further in a rescript of Septimius Severus
and Caracalla, included in the same title of the Digest:

nec qui lapide iactato incerto fortuito statuam attigerit, crimen maiestatis commisit:
et ita Severus et Antoninus Iulio Cassiano rescripserunt.”

Again, there is subjectivity to this ruling, as the believability of the stone being thrown
indeterminately and happened to strike a statue of the emperor is at least questionable,
meaning that it could be completely discretionary whether or not such cases were tried.
In essence, it highlights the potential problems that could arise from the interaction
between representations of the emperor and people across the empire.

With this in mind, statues are symbols of contention, as observable in the historical
and biographical evidence. Similar to the legal evidence discussed above, Suetonius

provides the potential cases that could be seen as maiestas in his narrative of Tiberius’

life:?*

*' Dig 48.4.6 = Venuleius Saturninus de iudic. publ. 2: ‘Qui statuas aut imagines imperatoris iam
consecratas conflaverint aliudve quid simile admiserint, lege iulia maiestatis tenentur.’ For a discussion of
the origins of this particular problem, see Bauman (1974) 82-83, referring to a passage in Tacitus where
Tiberius vetoes a case concerning a L. Ennius, who had been charged with maiestas for melting a silver
statue of Tiberius (Tac. Ann. 3.70). The problem highlighted by both Bauman and Tacitus is where the
injury lied, and under whose jurisdiction this case would fall under. This concerns the enormous powers of
the emperor and thus the position of the Senate in that reality. However, despite the stern pronouncement
of Tiberius, the problem remained ambiguous insofar as it seemed to be at the discretion of the jurors
whether or not such damages against imperial images constituted maiestas. Bauman’s concern was to
establish precedents and cases where there were clear examples of desecration. I, however, do not think the
line was terribly clear. Again, discretion mattered.

> See previous note on this issue. cf. Bauman (1974) 84 and Plin. Ep. 10.81.2, concerning the charges
against the orator Dio Chrysostom for placing a statue of Trajan near the sepulchre of his wife and son.
Trajan (Ibid., 10.82) rejects the suit: ‘non ex metu nec terrore hominum aut criminibus maiestatis
reverentiam nomini meo adquiri. Omissa ergo ea quaestione, quam non admitterem etiam si exemplis
adiuvaretur...” The implication is that such a case could have been taken up, if it was not or Trajan’s
intervention. Thus, there were many potential permutations from such cases.

> Dig 48.4.5.1 = Marcianus Reg. 5.

** cf. Gladhill (2012) 315-348 for an adjacent discussion of the dynamics between statuary representations
of the Roman emperor and his argument of Suetonius’ inversion of their form through his ecphrasis of their
physical characteristics. This mixes well with the contention here that these statues were symbols of
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Statuae quidam Augusti caput dempserat, ut alterius imponeret; acta res in senatu et,
quia ambigebatur, per tormenta quaesita est. damnato reo paulatim genus calumniae
eo processit, ut haec quoque capitalia essent: circa Augusti simulacrum servum
cecidisse, vestimenta mutasse, nummo vel anulo effigiem impressam latrinae aut
lupanari intulisse...”
Thus, problems could abound from improper conduct with imperial images, which is
reflected in further evidence. The nature of the evidence does not seem to make clear
whether or not such instances resulted in trial and capital punishment, but it is not the
purpose here to discuss the remit and validity of maiestas trials, but rather highlight the
notion that images of the Roman emperor could be problematic nodes of contention in
society. Furthermore, earlier in the Tiberius, it is said that the citizens of Nemausus in
Transalpine Gaul threw down Tiberius’ images and busts during his exilic years before
he became emperor.* In the Nero, the emperor’s statues were being decorated with props
and verses in criticism of his proclivities and waning acceptability.”’” In the Galba, one of
the reported omina that predicted the fall of the Julio-Claudians saw the heads of statues
of the Caesars struck off.”® In Plutarch’s Galba, scenes of vigilante justice occur in

proximity to fallen statues of Nero, where Spiculus the Gladiator gets destroyed.”” In Dio,

there is a case that is comparable to the list Suetonius provides above, where a woman

contention. See also Varner (2004) passim, esp. 1-9 for a study on the impact of damnatio memoriae on the
violent defacing of imperial portraiture as part of an emperor’s legacy. cf. discussion below in Chapter 4.2.
» Suet. Tib. 58; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.74: In Tacitus’ example, Granius Marcellus, proconsul of Bithynia, is being
tried, and the charges of placing his statue above that of the imperial family, and also replacing the head of
Augustus with Tiberius on another statue (which is similar to what is reported in Suetonius’ account), are
part of the accusations, rather than the impetus. cf. above 118, n. 21 on Tac. Ann. 3.70.

% Suet. Tib. 13.1: ‘adeo ut imagines eius et statuas Nemausenses subverterint.” cf. Chapter 1.3, for the
issues of competition within the imperial family.

" Suet. Ner. 45.2: ‘Statuae eius a vertice cirrus appositus est cum inscriptione Graeca; nunc demum agona
esse, et traderet tandem . Alterius collo ascopa praeligatus simulque titulus: "Ego quid potui? Sed tu culleum
meruisti.” cf. Suet. Dom. 13.2, for another example of a quip placed on an imperial monument: ‘lanos
arcusque cum quadrigis et insignibus triumphorum per regiones urbis tantos ac tot exstruxit, ut cuidam
Graece inscriptum sit: arci.’” The Greek can be translated as ‘enough’, which should perhaps be seen as
jocular.

* Suet. Galb. 1: ‘Ac subinde tacta de caelo Caesarum aede capita omnibus simul statuis deciderunt.’

» Plut. Galb. 8.7: *Zminhov u£v obv TOV povoudyov avdoudot Négwvog Ehrnopévolg UoBaiovTeg év
ayoQa duEdOelgav...” cf. Ibid., 22.4 and 26.7, where statues of Galba are overthrown by soldiers. cf. Dig.
48.4.7.4 = Modestinus, Pand. 12., which states that any violations of images or statues are more serious
when perpetrated by soldiers.
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gets sentenced to death for undressing in front of an image of Domitian: ‘“yuv) Y40 Tig
Ot amediooto Evavtiov eivdvog attod éxpidn te xal dmdieto.”” In the Historia
Augusta, the author describes the fall of Commodus’ regime as the ‘casting down’ of his
statues: ‘sane iam postero kalendarum die cum statuae Commodi deicerentur.””" Under
Caracalla are further stories of instances which correspond to Suetonius’ list above, which
includes a young knight who took a coin with the emperor’s image into a brothel,” and
an example of men being condemned for urinating near the statues and images of the
princeps.” In a final example from the Historia Augusta, Elagabalus orders his men to
smear mud over Alexander Severus’ name on his statues at the Praetorian camp at Rome,
which was an example of Elagablus’ efforts to defame his heir.”* Despite the nuance and
difference in these stories, they all contain the focal point of the Roman emperor’s image
at its core, with the correlation that these ubiquitous images were locations of social
cohesion and conflict, used in a myriad of ways to express opinion, allegiance, and
disparagement towards the emperor.

The second category of potential encounter concerns the use of these statues as
refuges or asylums.” Similar to the issues of maiestas, the Digest contains many different

excerpts concerning the status of statues and images of the emperor, particularly

* Dio 67.12.2. cf. Dio 68.1.1.

3 SHA, Pert. 6.3. cf. Gleason (2011) 49 for a discussion of Commodus’ fall, and Dio 74(73).2.1 in
particular: ‘mol\d ye €5 UTOV ®al deLva ®al TS fovAilc »al Tod dfpov cvpPonodvinv. néAncav
HEV YA %Ol TO OOUO U TOD 0DQOL %ol dlaoTdoal MomeQ »al Tag eindvag.” cf. Barry (2008) 222-246
for the evidence of collective violence and the mutilation of bodies during the ritual executions at the Scalae
Gemoniae at Rome.

2 Dio. 78(77).16.5: “Om veavionog Tig imeds vOuopa Ty gixdva adtod &g mogveiov ofveyrey,
E0elEav &p° @ O TOTE PV g %ol BavatmOnoduevog £8£0m, Votegov 8¢ televtiioar GpOGoavTog
oUTod AmeAO).

3 SHA, M. Ant. 5.7: ‘damnati sunt eo tempore qui urinam in eo loco fecerunt in quo statuae aut imagines
erant principis, et qui coronas imaginibus eius detraxerunt, ut alias ponerent, damnatis et qui remedia
quartanis tertianisque collo adnexa gestarunt.’

¥ SHA, Heliogab. 13.7: ‘misit qui et in castris statuarum eius titulos luto tegeret, ut fieri solet de tyrannis.’
The last line, ‘as was customarily done towards tyrants’, is an interesting phrase as it suggests the normality
of either reverential or destructive actions towards symbols of the emperor’s image. cf. Chapter 4.2 for a
discussion concerning the memorialisation of the emperor.

3 Bauman (1974) 85-92.
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pertaining to use of these as sources of protection or places of refuge.’® The opinions of
the jurists can be split into two groups, which take different stances on the validity of
taking refuge at an imperial statue. Ulpian describes the duties of governors in cases of
maltreatment of slaves at the hands of their masters. It is in this context that Ulpian
provides an example from a rescript of Antoninus Pius which involved the fleeing of
slaves to an imperial statue due to alleged brutal treatment, which is as follows:
“Dominorum quidem potestatem in suos servos illibatam esse oportet nec cuiquam
hominum ius suum detrahi: sed dominorum interest, ne auxilium contra saevitiam vel
famem vel intolerabilem iniuriam denegetur his qui iuste deprecantur. ideoque
cognosce de querellis eorum, qui ex familia Iulii Sabini ad statuam confugerunt, et si

vel durius habitos quam aequum est vel infami iniuria affectos cognoveris, veniri iube

ita, ut in potestate domini non revertantur. qui si meae constitutioni fraudem fecerit,

sciet me admissum severius exsecuturum’.”’

Accordingly, those at the bottom of society were here seen to have used images and
statues of the emperor for protection against their masters, and even if the rights of the
master were protected, there was this sense that one could appeal to Caesar for
protection.” However, more should be said about this problematic issue. Hopkins rightly
pointed out that in this rescript Antoninus Pius had to tow a fine line between protecting
the rights of the masters and saving the slaves from cruelty.” This could be developed
further to comment on the ambiguous role of the emperor as mediator between different
groups in society, being seen and expected to rule in favour or against people and groups

in society according to appropriate context.*” Thus, steering a ‘delicate course’ could

%% Dig. 1.6.2 = Ulp. de off. procons. 8; Dig. 1.12.1.1 = Ulp. de off. praef. urb. 1; Dig. 21.1.17.12 = Ulp. ad
ed. aedil. curul. 1; Dig. 47.10.38 = Scaevola Reg. 4.; Dig. 48.19.28.7 = Callistratus de cogni. 6

7 Dig. 1.6.2 = Ulp. de off. procons. 8; cf. Dig. 1.12.1.1 - Ulp. de off. praef. urb. 1. on the similar duties of
the prefect at Rome. Compare with an early statement from Seneca in his De Clementia, on the ability of
slaves to take refuge at the emperor’s statue: Sen. Clem. 1.18.2: servis ad statuam licet confugere. cf. Dig.
21.1.17.12 = Ulp. ad ed. aedil. curul. 1, which includes the opinion that slaves who flee to statues should
not be seen as fugitives; cf. Hopkins (1978a) 222.

¥ Hopkins (1978a) 222-224.,

¥ Tbid., 222.

0 The multivalency of potential legal cases that were brought to the attention of the emperor is staggering
as shown in Millar (1992) 507-549, which provides a comprehensive look at the various cases. Whereas
Millar’s breadth and comprehensiveness cannot be matched here, certain relevant examples will be
discussed further below: 125ff.
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actually be the perception of support for one group over another, leaving a polarised
impression of the emperor’s conduct in terms of law and justice.’ Moreover, it brings
into relief the potential actors in this particular legal interaction: not only masters and the
slaves, but also governors, urban prefects, and curule aediles. They had to navigate the
intricacies and ambiguities of these cases that revolved around the contested legal space
that an imperial image or statue created, which was a novel and abundant locus of
interaction between different sections of society. This meant that the emperor was not
only the mediator that had to solve disputes, in that he had the power to enact and override
statutes, with expectations of fairness and civility being placed on him in order to find
solutions to social and legal problems, but he was also the reason such interactions could
occur in the first place. Depending on perspective, he could be seen as both the problem
and the solution to this issue, no doubt at least to chagrin of slave owners. In the end, this
created a disjunctive picture of the emperor, allowing him to be cast into different roles
in the minds of his subjects.

Therefore, it should not be surprising that the second group of opinions concerning
images and asylum would restrict the inviolability of that refuge. An excerpt from the
jurist Callistratus outlines how it is prohibited to seek sanctuary at an emperor’s image
with intent to injure another person:

Ad statuas confugere vel imagines principum in iniuriam alterius prohibitum est. cum
enim leges omnibus hominibus aequaliter securitatem tribuant, merito visum est in
iniuriam potius alterius quam sui defensionis gratia ad statuas vel imagines principum
confugere: nisi si quis ex vinculis vel custodia detentus a potentioribus ad huiusmodi
praesidium confugerit: his enim venia tribuenda est. ne autem ad statuas vel imagines

quis confugiat, senatus censuit: eumque, qui imaginem caesaris in invidiam alterius
praetulisset, in vincula publica coerceri divus Pius rescripsit.*

*! cf. above Chapter 1.2, for the similar problem of the emperor’s relationship to the law.
* Dig. 48.19.28.7 = Callistratus de cogni. 6.
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This excerpt provides an interesting case, as it conflates what can be argued as two
separate ordinances into one.”” One concerns the seeking of sanctuary at a statue to incite
injury, and the other is the use of portable images to do the same.* The differences are
slight enough that confusion could occur, since both cite the end result being the incitation
of some sort, either using an image as refuge after insulting someone, or using an image
as protection in an act of provocation. However, instead of stressing the conclusion that
the law made the seeking of sanctuary at imperial images restrictive, thereby suggesting
that most cases ended against the refugee, it should be stated that it proves the status of
these statues as places of contention between different groups in society, leading to
intricate and complex legal issues with the emperor as its focal point.

A striking example of such an interaction is the case of Annia Rufillain A.D. 21, as
written by Tacitus. Her actions were described as part of a growing tendency for those of
lower station in society provoking the boni in society by grasping an imago Caesaris. The
result was a seeming change in the power dynamics between opposed groups: ‘libertique
etiam ac servi, patrono vel domino cum voces, cum manus intentarent, ultro
metuebantur.”* Against this general background was the more specific case of Gaius
Cestius and Rufilla, with the latter abusing the former in public and then seeking
protection from an effiges imperatoris.”’ In light of such occurrences, Cestius himself
sought refuge in appealing to Drusus the Younger for aid, since he argued the laws

effectively had been overturned and become useless.’” The result was that Drusus set an

> Bauman (1974) 88.

* ¢f. Dig. 47.10.38 = Scaevola Reg. 4., which cites a senatus consultum that prohibited the carrying of a
statue of the emperor for use at detriment of others. cf. Bauman (1974) 87-89 for a discussion on the origins
of the law and the problem of distinction between movable and immovable asylum, and the problematic
relationship between the rescript of Antoninus Pius in Callistrus’ discussion with the senatus consultum
cited by Scaevola.

* Tac. Ann.3.36.1

% Ibid., 3.36.3

7 1bid., 3.36.2-4: ‘abolitas legs et funditus versas...’
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example by convicting and imprisoning Rufilla.*® It is interesting that both chose a
recourse that involved the emperor or the imperial family. The early date of this example
may point to the specific context of the problem; namely a struggle to understand fully
the implications of autocratic rule in the early principate, with different sectors of society
attempting to find their position within the power dynamic. However, this could be
classed as a form of competition for imperial favour, which as a concept is not alien to
the understanding of social and power relationships across the Roman empire, and it was
not restricted to the early principate.”” More specifically, the Callistratus excerpt above
suggests that such cases remained problematic into the second century.” It alludes to the
perception of the emperor as the source of law and justice that was not restricted to a
certain sector of society.’’ This in turn problematises the power dynamic and the
dichotomy of ‘elite’ and ‘sub-elite’ in the Roman empire. Utilising Scott’s paradigm as
discussed above,”” what Rufilla was emboldened to do was to expose a ‘hidden transcript’:
subversive opinions about one more dominant in comparison to her in society, in this case
Cestius and his senatorial milieu. This was possible due to the altering power dynamics
in society introduced by the emperor and his image. Within this understanding, the
imperial image, and by proxy the emperor, would be seen as a protector of her opinions
and thoughts, shielding her from potential reprimand and litigation from others in society.
Accordingly, the emperor and his image was thus a pressure valve, adding to the idea that
they were locations of social cohesion and conflict, where problems of justice could be

negotiated. Furthermore, Cestius’ actions indicate that recourse to the emperor was

* Tac. Ann.3.36.4.

* The bibliography on this is enormous, with general views seen in the following volumes, which does not
pretend to be exhaustive: Millar (1992), Veyne (1976), Ando (2000), Norefia (2011).

% Dig. 48.19.28.7 = Callistratus de cogni. 6.

3! ¢f. Bauman (1974) 91 for further examples on the issue of asylum. Of particular note are Philostr. VA.
1.15., for a magistrate in Aspendos clinging to a statue of Tiberius during a food riot.

52 Chapter 2.2; Scott (1985), Scott (1990).
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similarly employed by the ‘elite’, and that their position below the Roman emperor
allowed for the existence of their own ‘hidden transcript’ in light of his power.” The
existence of multiple transcripts with no simple dichotomous ‘elite’ and ‘sub-elite’
division shows the intricate complexity of Roman society, and the precarious position of
the Roman emperor within it. In terms of perceptions of the Roman emperor with respect
to justice, it meant that he could be seen as a protector and a feared arbiter by his subjects.
This is highlighted by the expectations of success and fear of failure with respect to justice
and legal matters, not only shown above by the contentious space of the emperor’s image,
but also more generally in other representations of the emperor’s conduct in legal cases
with his subjects across the empire.

Importantly, the representations appear in more unusual genres of literature, which
fall outside canonical historical and literary works. One such example is Artemidorus’
Oneirocritica: a book of dream interpretations written in the second century A.D.** There
are a few dreams he describes in his work that involve the Roman emperor, particularly
concerning civil cases. As Millar argues:

Artemidorus... accepts appearances in court before the emperor simply as one out of
many categories of crucial events in which men’s anticipations of success or failure
might be keenly aroused.”

The excerpts Millar refers to are Artemidorus’ analyses of the different sorts of dreams,

supplemented by an exemplary passage, with specific referrals to cases and petitions

>3 cf. below in Chapter 3.5 for a similar discussion on competing transcripts.

% On Artemidorus and the study of dreams, see Bowersock (1994) 77-98 and Price (1986) 3-37 on the
concerns of Artemidorus, the profession of dream interpretation and its connection to scientific inquiry, and
the difficulty of analysing the ancient conceptions of dream applicability, particularly with reference to
Freudian theory. Bowersock argues for a more Freudian understanding of ancient dreaming, namely that
the evidence outside Artemidorus was interested in the study of inner desires, rather than predicting the
future. Price places Artemidorus within his intellectual milieu, with a particular concentration on his interest
in predictive dreams, and what can empirically be said about the future from their interpretation. cf. in
particular Artemidorus’ distinction between €vOmvio. dvelpot, Artem. 1.1; Price (1986) 10-12; Bowersock
(1994) 80.

> Millar (1992) 528. cf. Artem. 2.30 on a different theme that involves an emperor, concerning dreams of
being the emperor, and what it means for different people.

125



involving the emperor. The first refers to a dream about receiving something from the
mouth of the emperor, resulting in favour of the receiver, using an example of a
Chrysippus of Corinth, who dreamt that he received two teeth from the emperor’s mouth,
which resulted in him winning two cases in which the emperor was the judge.® The
second example involves a Cilician who petitioned the emperor for his brother’s
inheritance, but dreamt that he sheared a sheep half-way, but was unable to get the
remaining wool. This resulted in the false expectation of receiving half of the inheritance,
when it transpired that he would receive nothing.”” The third example warns against
untrustworthy etymologies, with the case being a dream about a certain Nixwv (winner)
helping an attorney with a case before the emperor. He thought that this was a propitious
sign for the result of the case, but Nikon had lost a judgement previously, which in turn
was the correct premonition for a defeat.”® A final example highlights the intercessory
power of the emperor:
"ES0EE Tic vahnhneog év Maxdowv vioolg elval xol Vo TOV Hohov
ratéyeobon, Emerta ENOOVTA TOV Ayapépvova amolboor aitov. Ayyoeig
TEQUIECMYV VIO TV €MTQOTMWV TOD AVTORQATOQOCS RATEOYED, EMELTAL EVTUY WDV
10 Paohel dpeibn Tig dyyageiog.”
Thus, the dream of Agamemnon releasing the ship-captain from the bonds of the heroes

in the Isles of the Blest translated into the emperor releasing him from his liturgy and the

custody of the imperial procurators. These no doubt apocryphal stories stretch credibility,

% Artem. 4.31: O 1 v é% T0D otOPOTOS P O Paoihels, I dmopdocmg ddelfoel TOV hafovia.
XoUoumog 60 KopivOiog éx 10D otopatog tod Pacthens 0o Aafmv 006vTag ud Nuéoq dvotv
amoddoeoty ém tod Pacthémg duvalopevog évinnoev.” cf. Dio 65 (66) 1.3, where Nero loses a tooth in
Vespasian’s dream, meaning that he would become emperor. cf. below Chapter 4.2, 238.

7 Artem. 4.51: “Ta Nwteld) TV foyov dmoatiov onuaivel teleiov nol 000 Tag doyag maéyel. O
KiME adeldpod whijoov Amo Tod Pacthémg aitdv €008 mEOPATOV REIQELV UEYOLS TUOELS, XAl TOD
mO%ov hafelv [10 mheloTov] TO mEQLooOV o duvdpevog Srwmvicon. Kai mpoodoxnia uev v avtd to
flov Tod nAngov AMecBat, Ehafe o oVOEV.’

% Artem. 4.80: ‘Mépvnoo 8¢ dtL edPNUmV OVoudTOoV dmoTtol ai fTupoloyial, £0v i) xol Td %ad’ dv
Tétantal T0 OvopoTa gig Tato Qémm. Olov Madlog O vouuxrdg dixny Exwv £m 10D adTo%EAETOQOG
£d0Eev avTo® ovvayopevely Nixwvd tiva nakotpevov. Hv 8¢ obtog 6 Nixwv méhat moté £m tod
avToxedrogog dixnv frrmuévog. Kot 6 pév Madlog 1@ OvOpaTL Hove meooelyev, v 88 adtd
#aTadinng onuavTinog 6 dvelpog 6p0MC xal xatd Adyov, 8t iy 6 Nixwv Aeheluuévog.’

% Artem. 5.16. cf. Millar (1992) 499. This fits into a wider theme of petition for exemption from civic
duties, or liturgies, in the Greek world: see Millar (1992) 499-502; Dmitriev (2005); Zuiderhoek (2009).
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but they reach a world of a mentalité that connects imagination with the emperor. They
show a conceptual connection between expectations and fears about justice manifested in
dreams, and their perceived correlation in reality.

A brief excursus is necessary: mention of procurators and other imperial officials
being superseded by appeal to the emperor is an important theme in the study of the
perception of the emperor’s justice. An important example of this comes in the form of
petitions from peasants and villagers across the empire.”” One example is a fragmentary
inscription from near Vaga in Africa (Béja, Tunisia) dated to 181 A.D., in which peasants
complain of the excessive demands placed upon them, and ask for the intercession of the
emperor:

...roJgamus domine per salutem tuam succurr[a]s nobis et [- - -] [ -]nt aratorias IIII

sartorias IIII messicias IIII et CVI[- - -] | [ -]Jrum fructum et tabernae quae semper
publicis usibus. ..

Millar compares this inscription with another from the imperial estate saltus Burutianus,
with similar language.®” It seems that repeated complaints of the tenants against the
procurators to the emperors go unheeded, resulting in a subscriptio from Commodus,
which restated the rule that the procurators follow his commands.”’ Despite the curtness

of the reply, it indicates a similar theme to the inscription from Vaga: that recourse to the

% See Millar (1992) 246-247, 542-543 for examples of this sort of interaction. Millar creates a connection
between the communities on imperial estates and villages of unknown status, sending petitions to the
emperor as complaints of exploitation. cf. Abbott and Johnson (1926) nos.139, 141-144, for examples of
petitions from imperial estates. For a newer editions and more comprehensive look at these inscriptions,
see Hauken (1998), especially with additions to the dossier of related inscriptions of petitions/responses
from similar communities; cf. Philo, Leg. 161, for evidence of Tiberius ensuring the proper delegation of
just conduct on his subordinates, with particular reference to their relations with the Jews.

1 CIL 8.14428 A, 11. 12-13; cf. Hauken (1998) 31-33 for transcription, suggestions for the lacunae, and
commentary; Millar (1992) 542.

2 Millar (1992) 246; CIL 8.10570 = CIL 8.14464 = ILS 6870, iii; For transcription, translation, and
commentary, see Hauken (1998) 2ff, 8-10 for the following transcriptions: ‘[Quae res compulit nos
m[iJserrimos homill[nes iam rursum divinae providentiae | [tuae supli]care. et ideo rogamus salcratissime
Imp. subvenias...’

8 ILS 6870, iv: ‘[Imp. Cajes. M. Aurelius Commodus Anl[tonijnus Aug. Sarmat. Germanicus | maximus
Lurio Lucullo et nomine alliorum. Proc. contemplatione dislcipulinae et instituti mei ne plus | quam ter
binas operas curabunt | ne quit per iniuriam contra perpeltuam formam avobis exigatur| et alia manu scripsi
recognovi.’
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emperor was conceivable for complaints towards imperial officials, even from peasants
or tenants at the imperial estates. Thus, there is a correlation between expectations and
fears in this epigraphical material with the dreams that Artemidorus compiled. They
indicate the liminal presence of the Roman emperor between the conduct of legal and
petitionary procedure and the imagination of just outcomes.

Similar contours of hope for success can be seen in the Hadriani Sententiae. These
are curious documents from the early third century, preserved with bilingual word-lists
from the ancient world, which were called Hermeneumata. They are themselves bilingual
texts that preserve legal pronouncements of the emperor Hadrian, meant to be a teaching
aid for language learning.** Scholars have been mostly reticent in using them as a
historical source, preferring to see them as fictitious wise judgements of a later date, and
therefore providing little if no representative material for the conduct and execution of
Hadrian’s judicial activities.”” However, their form and content can instead be used as
evidence for the mentalité of the Roman emperor as an arbiter of justice. Here, questions
about whether or not they represent a reality of the procedure of imperial judgement are
secondary to the descriptions of interactions between emperor and subject, and what they
can reveal about the concerns in the imagination of what could be expected from the
Roman emperor in this juridical context. These Sententiae include actors from different
sectors of society, including soldiers, freedmen, an owner of fabernas, and parents,
involving cases on a wide array of topics, such as the request of military appointment and

congiaria, to requests from parents to force their children to take care of them.®® In these

6 Lewis (1991) 267-280; Dickey (2012) 28; Millar (1992) 532.

% Dickey (2012) 28. cf. Lewis (1991) 269-270 for a scholar named A. Arthur Schiller’s attempt to
rehabilitate these texts as representative of hearings before the emperor. Of note is the papyrus SB 6.9526
= P. Col. 6.123 (cited by Ibid., 273), which gives us evidence of dmoxgipata resemble the Hadriani
Sententiae. The papyrus is online: http://papyri.info/ddbdp/p.col;6;Apokrimata.

% Citations of the Sententiae come from the recent Teubner edition by Giuseppe Flammini, called
Hermeneumata Pseudodositheana Leidensia under the third book, and are separated by case, from nos. 1-
15 (pages 67-77, or 3.1716-1960). See 1 = 3.1747-1759 for the soldier, 2 = 3.1760-1771 for the ex slave-
owner asking for his lost freedman’s congiarium. (Lewis (1991) 274-275 for further analysis), 7 = 3.1814-
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sententiae, Hadrian does not always grant the wishes of the petitioner, but also refuses
them. This suggests a perception that emperor was not an indiscriminate giver.
Furthermore, there is a continual juxtaposition between the different potential reactions
of the emperor, from sympathy and benevolence, to reprimand and cruelty. An example
of the former would be the no. 12 in the sententiae, which gives a story about a father
who had lost his sons to the military and feared for their safety from any action extra
ordinem. He asks Hadrian to allow him to be a servant to them, and Hadrian responds by
making him a centurion.”’” An example of the latter would be no. 15, in which Hadrian
details the punishments for parricide:
Fit quaedam lex eiusmodi omnibus hominibus, uti qui parricidium fecisset, publice in
culleum missus consueretur cum vipera et simia et gallo et cane, impiis animalibus
impius homo, et in plaustrum iunctum nigris bovis deportaretur ad mare et in
profundum mitteretur; ostenderunt exemplum poenae, ut magis timeant *** sic
crudelem opus fecit.”®
The punishment for parricide of being tied in a sack with an assortment of dangerous
animals, taken by cart and then thrown into the sea is couched in tradition, as an excerpt
of Modestinus in the Digest indicates.” It is interesting that a description of such a

punishment would appear in the bilingual teaching tradition, as it suggests a certain

banality; such knowledge was seemingly common. It perhaps is what it tells us, an

1827 on the tabernae owner and the freedmen who run them, 3 = 3.1772-1781, 10 = 3.1856-1878, 11 =
3.1879-1895, 12 = 3.1896-1914, 13 = 3.1915-1926, for petitions from parents on different matters. Further
analysis will be undertaken below on the mentions of the congiaria in Chapter 3.3.

" Hadriani Sententiae 12 = 3.1896-1914. I include the Latin version: ‘Interea autem interpellavit <quis>
Adriano dicens: “Filii mei, Domine, militiae capti sunt."; Adrianus dixit: “Feliciter!" respondit: “Sed
inscientes sunt et timeo ne quid extra ordinem faciant et miserum me relinquant." Adrianus dixit: “Ne quid
timeas; in pace enim militant", cui pater dixit: “Remitte ergo me, Domine imperator, vel ministrum eorum
esse, ut eos adtendam." Adrianus dixit: “Ne id faciant dii, ut te obsequentem filiis tuis faciam, sed vite
accepta centurio eorum esto.”’

% Hadriani Sententiae 15 = 3.1946-1959.

% Dig. 48.9.9pr = Modestinus Pand. 12: ‘Poena parricidii more maiorum haec instituta est, ut parricida
virgis sanguineis verberatus deinde culleo insuatur cum cane, gallo gallinaceo et vipera et simia: deinde in
mare profundum culleus iactatur. hoc ita, si mare proximum sit: alioquin bestiis obicitur secundum divi
Hadriani constitutionem.” The Hadrianic embellishment of the law is a seemingly interesting parallel; For
further evidence of such punishment: Cic. Ros. Am. 70, Cic. Inv. Rhet. 2.149, and Suet. Aug. 33.1, for an
example of Augustus showing his diligence for justice by not sewing up a parricide in the sack.
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exemplum poenae, employed for fear.”” The imagination of the emperor’s status as an
arbiter of justice thus straddles the potential for benevolence and the potential for
punishment.

Furthermore, of particular interest are the Acta Alexandrinorum, and similar types
of literature, such as the Acts of the Apostles and Philo’s Legatio ad Gaium.”" The Acta
Alexandrinorum, or the Acts of the Pagan Martyrs, are fictionalised accounts of
Alexandrian embassies to Rome, where they face the Roman emperor and their
Alexandrian Jewish antagonists. They attempt to evoke sympathy for the Alexandrians
against an unsympathetic emperor, unfavourably depicted as siding with the Jewish
community.”” Andrew Harker’s recent work on the Acta, Loyalty and Dissidence in
Roman Egypt, has effectively compiled and synthesised the evidence, arguing for a
consistency in narrative type across the documents, importantly in the depiction of the
emperor.” Thus, exchanges are hostile, and the emperor is often perceived as tyrannical,
regardless of which emperor is being portrayed. A full treatment of the various Acta
papyri, which span over two centuries in both compositional and dramatic dates, would
be impossible.” Thus, certain examples will be chosen to highlight the different
representations of the Roman emperor, and the potential perceptions of his role as a judge

in these hostile accounts.

70 ¢f. Coleman (1990) 70-73, esp. 72, for the parallel of the emperor as patron of ‘fatal charades’: spectacles
of death in the arena meant to solidify the emperor as ‘the authority of the supreme purveyor of justice.” It
places a great importance in the exhibition of autocratic power and the interaction with wider society. A
deeper discussion follows below in Chapter 3 .4.

" For a recent study and the connection of the A cta to the aforementioned Christian and Jewish texts, see
Harker (2008) 32-34, 141-173. Harker also provides a recently up-to-date list of acta literature preserved
on papyrus (Ibid., 179-211).

2 Harker (2008) 1.

> Harker (2008) 91; cf. Ibid., 43.

™ The richness of the record is well explained by Harker (2008) 31-47, 48-98. For the papyri used in this
section, the number assigned by Musurillo in both the Oxford and Teubner editions of the texts will be
used, alongside the corresponding papyrus collection publication number when first cited.

130



First are the so-called Acta Isidori, preserved on different papyri of different
provenances,” which are accounts of the trial of Isidorus, a gymnasiarch of Alexandria,
within the context of embassies to the emperor Claudius by the Alexandrian Greeks and
Jewish community.”® The less fragmentary col. ii. of recension A reveals the scene of the
encounter in some gardens ([¢Vv Toig] Aavoig x1molg) in the presence of King Agrippa,
twenty senators, sixteen of whom were of consular rank, and certain matronae at the
court.”” The conversation begins with a plea from Isidorus to Claudius for a hearing:
‘nOoué pov Katoog, T@v yovd[twv cov déouat] | drodoal pov to movodv[ta T
otidL.] 1 6 attoxpdtme: uepiom ool tadTny Tv] | Huéoav. ™ However, in col. iii,
the exchange had changed to hostility and insult, with Claudius accusing Isidorus of
killing many of his friends, and Isidorus arguing that it was from the orders of the then
emperor Gaius that he did so, and offered to do so again.” Thereafter are exchanges of
insults of low birth: Claudius asks Isidorus if he was the son of a musician, to which
Isidorus states that he is neither a slave or a musician’s son, but a ‘gymnasiarch of the
great city of Alexandria’ (draof)pov tohews [AlheEavi[do]ei[ag] yvuvaoiogyos), and
ends by calling Claudius the son of a Jewess Salome.* The scene ends with Lampon,
another Alexandrian delegate, calling Claudius deranged, leading to the order of their

execution.®’ The impression is that Claudius did not give them the day for the hearing,

> For the complex information on provenance, date, and different published textual editions, see Musurillo
(1954) 117-118 and Harker (2008) 187-189, under A PM 4.A = Chrest.Wilck 14 = C.Pap .Jud. 11 156A,156d
(cols i-ii: BGU 511 + col. iii: P.Cair.Cat 10448), APM 4B = P. Lond. Inv. 2785 = C.Pap .Jud. 11 156b, and
APM 4.C =P.Berol. 8877 = C.Pap .Jud. 1l 156c.

S On the embassies and trials, see Harker (2008) 39-44. On the historical context of embassies from
Alexandria to Gaius and Claudius, see Ibid., 9-31. On Isidorus and his contemporaries, see Philo Flacc. 18-
21, 135-137, Musurillo (1954) 98 and Harker (2008) 15.

7 APM 4.Aii4-8.

8 Ibid., 4.A.ii.11-13; cf. Ibid., 4.B.i.6-9.

" Ibid., 4.A.iii.5-6: Paohéwg frovoa tod TOTE | [EmitdEavTog. %ol ov Aéye Tivog Oéheig |
[2a]tyoenow.

% Tbid., 4.A.iii. 7-12: For Salome, part of the Herodian dynasty of Judaea, see Musurillo (1954) 128-130.
8 APM 4 .A iii.14-17: ‘t{ yao Mo &xopev 1) maga[dploovodvil facthel TomOV StdOVaL.’
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but quickly condemned them to death, being represented as unfairly biased towards the
Jewish people.*

Comparisons to the reality of the situation, namely with the famous letter of
Claudius to the Alexandrians calling for a calming of civil strife in the city and asking
both communities to respect each other, have yielded a more balanced view of Claudius’
conduct to the Alexandrian problem.* It is unfortunate that a deeper study into the Jewish-
Greek relations in Alexandria cannot be elaborated here.** It is important to state,
however, that Claudius does not apparently side with any one side over the other, and
states that the Jewish community should respect his ruling, lest they feel his wrath:

el 8¢ W), mavta TEOTOV avTovs émeEelevoopon ®aBATEQ ROV TEWVA TG
olnovpévng vooov éEeyeipovrag.”

Thus, the impression of the emperor here is different from the one given by the Acta
Alexandrinorum; a problem of great difficulty when attempting to reconstruct the
historical reality of the situation and the nature of Claudius’ actions towards Alexandria.
However, the Acta Isidori as preserved date from much later to the late second or early
third century, and present a more stylised view of these trials in front of the Roman
emperor. This is not to discount the problem of historicity and the pursuit of historical
evidence from this material, but to use them for a different purpose: the exploration of the
perception of the Roman emperor from alternative perspectives, which similar to the
evidence outlined above, give different and contradictory impressions of his reception.
Moreover, they contribute to the discourse about the emperor, which is a historical

phenomenon in its own right, as it frames how people thought about him. In the Acta

82 ¢f. APM 4.B.i.17-18: ‘»0o1t pov Kaioag | ti [uéher oot e Ayoim]mov Tovdaiov touwpoheiov. ..’
cf. APM 4.C.ii.23-24: ‘“n]oi 6Anyv v olnovuévnyv [B€hovot | tapdo]oety...” as other examples of anti-
Jewish sentiment. cf. Harker (2008) 43.

3 P.Lond.6.1912 = Sel .Pap 11.212 (online: http://papyri.info/ddbdp/p.lond;6;1912).

8 cf. Harker (2008) 10-24 for a deeper analysis of the historical context.

% P.Lond. 6.1912,11. 98-100.
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Isidori, the emperor Claudius is portrayed as a tyrant, prejudicially predisposed against
the Alexandrians, and therefore the definition of an unjust ruler.*

Once compared to similar examples in the A cta A lexandrinorum and parallel forms
of literature, such a polarised view of the Roman emperor is not surprising, despite any
apparent disjunct between the ‘reality’ and the ‘representation’. For example, the
representation of Trajan in the Acta Hermaisci reflects a similar picture to the one
constructed of Claudius in the Acta Isidori.*” In this case, the delegations from both the
Greeks and Jews of Alexandria appear at the emperor’s court. There is an immediate
juxtaposition between how the envoys from the different communities were treated. The
Jewish delegation was greeted most cordially (6 6¢ Kaioap evpevéotata avltovg
T’]cm[étc]onto),88 but the Greeks coldly, with an accusation of misconduct towards the
Jews: <O 8¢ ovx dumvriloato, aM [el]mev: youpetiCeté pe dg dEwoL Tuylydvovt[eg]
10D yaipev, Towadta yolemd ToMunoavte[c] Tovdaiows;”® Thus, the proceedings
were presented as rigged from the start. In comparison, the account of an embassy to
Caligula, where Philo describes the cold conduct of the emperor towards the Jewish
delegation, in comparable fashion to the treatment of the Alexandrian Greeks in the
aforementioned A cta:

Nueis 8¢ i altov eiooy0évieg duo T@ BedoaoOar pet’ aidods xal evhaPeiog
T amdong vevovreg eig Toldadog €0eElovueba, Zefaotov AvTorQdtoQa
n@oosmc’wreg 0 0¢ oVTIg émsmoﬁg %Ol q)LkowE)@d)m)g dvrl,rc@oonyégevoav (bg
un uovov rnv voBeowy ocMoc ®al TOCHV omovavm 00Q1ATwV ya@ ocua nol
0e0NQMG, “DuElS,” gimev, “€oTe ol Oeopuoels, ol OOV ) VOpLCOVISg elval pe, Tov

0N mod Aol Tolg GAAOLS AVOUOAOYNUEVOV, GAAAGL TOV GRATOVOUAOTOV
VULV;”... wOoNg eVOVg dvemAoBnoav N0ovig oi Thg évavtiog pueeidog meéofels,

8 Harker (2008) 43.

7 APM 8 = P.Oxy.1242. cf. Parker (2008) 189 for the information on the papyrus.

% APM 8.ii.30-31.

% APM 8,col.ii,34-37. cf. Musurillo (1954) 162 who argues for the falseness of this vignette, and Trajan’s
strong record on justice (cf. Dio 68.6.2, 5.3). That Trajan was seen as a just emperor should not be doubted.
Rather, it is important to acknowledge the possibility of as a less favourable representation, shown here that
fits into the general theme of the A cta.
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AN notwefoxéval St Tig momTNg AvapOéyEemg Tatov v moeofeloy
vouiCovreg-™

Gaius is shown as being predisposed against the Jewish delegation. The ironic mentions
of clemency and humanity by Philo, and the questions of Gaius, indicate the presented
unfairness of the emperor in this situation. There is a spectre of competition in this excerpt
from Philo, and an expectation that the emperor should be a fair mediator in these
proceedings, even if he did not fulfil this role in the presented situation.

There is an important distinction made in the previous statement. It could be argued
that these representations of ‘bad’ emperors, in both the A cfa literature and Philo, indicate
the existence of a healthy and continued opposition to the Roman empire, and that they
represent an affirmation of dissent towards the Roman order in Alexandria.”' However,
this may go too far. Within these stories, the emperor remains the conceptual centre of
power and justice in the world, or the location where problems, dissent, and competition
can be discussed and debated. This is not the same as wishing the existing order to be
replaced or overthrown, but rather an engagement in the discourse of expectations and
fears about the Roman emperor. This is particularly reflected in the comparison of the
present emperor in the stories with other previous emperors. In the A cta Isidori, Isidorus
reveals to Claudius his loyalty to the previous emperor, and promises to do the same for
him.”* Earlier in the Legatio ad Gaium , Philo engages in lengthy comparisons with both
Tiberius and Augustus, including their respective treatments of the Jewish people, and

laudatory descriptions of their reigns, thus providing a juxtaposition to the present age of

% Philo, Leg.352-353. cf. Ibid., 361-3, where the hostility of Gaius continues and he makes fun of the Jews
for not eating pork, much to the amusement of the Alexandrian Greek delegation; see Harker (2008) 32-33
for his analysis of this situation. For analysis concerning the godly understanding of the emperor, see
Chapter 4.3 and the Conclusion.

%! cf. Harker (2008) 8, 174. cf. above Chapter 2.2, on the discussion of the problematic concept of resistance
in the study of the Roman empire. cf. Macmullen (1966) 84-90 for this interpretation of the Acta
Alexandrinorum .

%2 APM A.iii. 5-6. See 131, n.79 above.
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Gaius.” Furthermore, the Acta A ppiani, another example of Acta-related literature,
records a heated exchange between the emperor Commodus and an Appian, another
gymnasiarch and ambassador from Alexandria:®*

abTOREATWQ imtev- vOv 0% oidag Tivi [Aa]Aelc; |

Anmovog: émiotapor Am[m]ovog Tuedvve. | attoxpdtwe [olx,] dAld Paothel.

Anmolvog: todto urn Aéye: td yoQ 0ed Aviwveivo [t]d mfot]ol cov Emgeme

aDTOREATOQEVELY.”
The dialogue continues to list the good qualities of Marcus Aurelius—his philosophy, his
lack of avarice, and his love of goodness—and then Commodus’ opposite qualities of
tyranny, dishonesty, and crudeness.”® Thus, Appian compares and contrasts the fitness of
each to the emperorship, with the result being that Commodus did not meet his
requirements.”” In his conclusion, Harker argued that the A cta A lexandrinorum were less
about anti-Roman feeling in Alexandria, and more about the exhibition of Hellenic
identity in the city at the expense of other ethnic and political groups.” This may be the
case, but the open criticism of the emperor within these stories requires separate comment.

The fact that other forms of literature shared this suggests a widespread appeal of this sort

of discourse.” However, such discourse did not necessarily question the legitimacy of the

% Philo, Leg. 141-142 for Tiberius, Ibid., 143-147 for Augusuts, Ibid.,156-158 for Augustus’ treatment of
the Jews, Ibid., 159-161 for Tiberius’. An example of the laudatory language is as follows, Ibid.,149: ‘00
povov 6t 1o Zefootod yévoug dyn TS EYEVETO kAl TNYT, 0VOE OTL TEMTOS KOl HEYLOTOS KAl
®ROWVOC eVEQYETNG, AVTL ToAvapyiag £vi ®uPeeviTn TaEadovg TO KOOV OxAPOg olarovouelv
¢avtd, Bovpaoto Ty fyepovixiv émotiuny.” For more on representations of a Golden Age, and in
particular, Philo’s representation of Gaius, see Chapter 3.6.

% APM 11.A = P. Yale Inv. 1536; Ibid., 11.B = P.Oxy. 33.

% Ibid., 11.B.ii.3-9; cf. Musurillo (1954) 205-211.

% APM 11B.ii.9-13. cf. SHA. Marc. 1.1.

%7 cf. Harker (2008) 90-91 for his analysis of the passage.

% Ibid., 175-176.

% A further comparison would be the trial scenes of Jesus in the gospels and Paul’s trials in the A cts of the
Apostles. They share similarities with the acta in the tradition of exhibiting trials. Of particular importance
is Paul’s appeal unto Caesar (Acts 22.25-27, 25.11-12). The legal and historical problems of making such
an appeal were discussed in Sherwin-White (1963) 48-70. However, that Paul would appeal to Caesar
indicates the perception of the supremacy of the emperor. However, see Rowe (2009) 95-102 for the
argument of the essential subversiveness of early Christianity, and how the proclamation of Christ as King
was incongruous with allegiance to the emperor. This suggests a simultaneous habitation of the imaginaire
between Jesus and the emperor, which is a wrinkle in the perception of the Roman emperor that would
require much further careful study.
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emperorship, or the position in itself, but rather the acceptability of the person who was
emperor.'” The disappointment and open criticism of this literature suggest that it was
part of a critique of a hoped ideal and feared reality of the imperial persona, which placed
the emperor at the epicentre of mediation between themselves and their enemies, with
hope for justice and a resignation at a harsh outcome.

A final example concerning justice is the collocation of brigandage and the Roman
emperor. It would seem that the proximity of the emperor as a protector and bandits as
disturbers of the peace would be contradictory, as they are antithetical figures in society."""
However, as figures in the imagination, the bandit and the emperor could be seen as
counterparts; perhaps even two sides of the same coin.'”> An interesting case is the story
of Bulla Felix during the reigns of Septimius Severus and Caracalla, which appears in
Dio. It recounts the tale of an Italian bandit, who with his six hundred men plundered
Italy for a period of two years, and much to the chagrin of the emperors and the army he
was able to avoid capture:'”

EOLOXETO UEV YOO VIO oUYVAV AvOQMV, GLAOTILWS QUTOV AV VEDOVTOS TOD

Zeovnoov, olte 08 €wEATo OQWUEVOS 0UTE €VQIORETO €VOLOROUEVOS OVTE
#OATENAUPEVETO AMOROUEVOS TOOADTY ®al peyohodwoig xal codig éxofito.'™

19 ¢f. above Chapter 1.2.2 for further discussion.

cf. Jones (2001) 163, 166 for a more recently found monumental inscription in which Claudius is
commemorated for saving the Lycians from brigandage, amongst other laudations, highlighting the position
of emperor as a protector against bandits.

192 Veyne (1990) 359; cf. Hobsbawm (1981) 56 and Shaw (1984) 51, for the citation of August. De. civ. D.
4.4, who argues for the close comparison of regna and latrocinia. cf. further discussion below, 139-140. On
Bandits generaly in the Roman empire, including the historical and more mythical aspects of them, see
Griinewald (2004), esp. chapters 4, 6, and 7 for conflicts with authorities, and their status as counterparts.

1% Dio 77(76).10.1.

1% Ibid., 77(76).10.2; cf. Forsdyke (2012) 39 for the use of rhetorical device called polyptoton, in which
words of the same root are repeated; cf. Griinewald (2004) 110-120; cf. Gleason (2011) 56-60, for her
analysis of the Bulla Felix episode, and the inclusion of two other subversive stories in Dio’s Severan
narrative, which are Dio 75(75).2.4 and Ibid., 76(75).5, which have to do with Claudius, a masquerading
Syrian outlaw’s infiltration of Severus’ camp, and Numerianus the schoolmaster’s precipitous military rise
and subsequent retirement, respectively. Like Bulla Felix, they both throw the legitimacy of Severus’
principate into relief. Of note is this pithy observation by Gleason (2011) 57, on the nature of these
anecdotes: ‘People enjoyed telling it because such stories were good to think about the legitimacy of
imperial power.” As such, these stories were part of the imperial discourse concerning the emperor.
Compare with similar discussion in Chapter 4 4.

101
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Thereafter, Dio provides a few stories that illustrate his point, which are the following:
Bulla’s seeming omniscience in the movements from Rome towards Brundisium;'®” Bulla
masquerading as a governor of his country (thaodpevog Mg THS mATEId0S dQYWV),
being about to persuade the jail-keeper to let two of his captured brigands escape being
thrown to the beasts;'*® Bulla, again pretending to be someone else ((homep ALOC TIC
V), tricking a centurion to follow him on the false information that he would lead him
to the bandit leader. He then proceeded to ambush him, and hold a mock trial as a judge
(¢ T PRpo avePn oxfpa doyovtog dvaraPmv), ordering that the centurion’s head
be shaved, and that he be sent back with the following message: ‘dyyelhe TOig
deomdTaug cov &1L Tovg dohovg POV TEéDETE, (va pi) Anotebwot.”'”” These stories
about Bulla Felix are tales of reversal, where the authorities are shown to be incompetent,
and the bandit leader instead fulfils the role as a protector of justice, literally
masquerading as an authority in defiance of the ‘real’ authority. According to Brent
Shaw’s analysis of these passages, Bulla Felix is revealed as an anti-emperor, and should
be seen as a semi-fictitious device, used as a challenge to the legitimacy of the sitting
emperor whose power could be questioned.'” This could certainly be the case, but there
are several present tensions that require comment.

The description of Bulla Felix as a foil to the authorities, seeking justice for his
companions and freedmen at the expense of the emperor and the military, has led to the

analysis of this story as an example of a bandit tale, with questions of its historicity and

1% Dio 77(76).10.2-3.

1% Ibid., 77.10.3.

197 Tbid., 77.10.4-5. cf. George (2011) 397 on the representation of slaves in material culture with shaved
heads, with the implication that the centurion was in fact a slave. This conflation is enhanced by the next
phrases’ explanation of the statement, pointing out that many of Bulla’s bandits were freedmen. This has
similarities in Epictetus’ discussion on freedom above in Chapter 2.2, and also the attestation of the
emperor’s protection of slaves who seek asylum at his statue after maltreatment from their masters. cf.
above, 120-123.

1% Shaw (1984) 48. cf. below Chapter 4.4. on further examples of bandits and the theme of masquerade in
Herodian.
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meaning.'” The historiographical impetus for such analyses takes its cue from Eric
Hobsbawm’s book Bandits, in which he argues for the existence of ‘social banditry’ in
peasant societies throughout history.''” However, the problem of the historicity of such a
perception and the reality behind what they convey formed the basis of the scholarly
disagreement with Hobsbawm’s thesis.''' In terms of the study of banditry in the Roman
world, Brent Shaw has articulated this issue as follows:
The one aspect of them which cannot be ignored, however, it the question of their
historicity. The bandit tales reflect all the tensions between the literate upper-class
traditions of their authors and the obvious oral popular milieu from which they were
ultimately derived. There can be no doubt that the stories themselves mirror popular
aspirations attached to an ideal figure of the bandit, but our enquiry must press the
linkage between this popular desire for a figure of protest and empirical reality.'"?
This is a similar predicament to the one discussed further above in Chapter 2.2. No doubt
Shaw is correct in the mixed tradition of these stories, and also the stark reality of the
actual experience of bandits and their actions in the ancient world.""®* However, the stress
on the ‘empirical reality’ of bandits does not discount the power of the idea on the social
imagination, particularly one that Shaw himself argues was a shared phenomenon that
transcended social boundaries. Nonetheless, Shaw’s careful balance in this statement is

something that should be stressed, for one can easily go too far and argue that a story such

as Bulla Felix in Dio derives entirely from a tale told amongst slaves.

19 Shaw (1984) 46-49; Forsdyke (2012) 39-40, 45.

"% Hobsbawn (1981) 17: ‘The point about social bandits is that they are peasant outlaws whom the lord and
the state regard as criminals, but who remain within peasant society, and are considered by their people as
heroes, as champions, avengers, fighters for justice, perhaps even leaders of liberation, and in any case as
men to be admired, helped and supported.’

""" Shaw (1984) 4-5,n. 5.

12 Shaw (1984) 44.

3 bid., 5, for his discussion of a passage in Galen (Gal. De A natomicis Administrationibus 1.2 (Kiihn, C.
G. (1981) Claudii Galeni opera omnia, vol. 2 (Leipzig) 221-222), where he describes the skeleton of a
bandit being left at the side of the road, with the local inhabitants refusing to bury it. cf. Shaw (1984) 5-6,
for his discussion of this passage as an example of the complicated reception of bandits, and Ibid., 10, n.
25 for a compilation of inscriptions from across the empire on the tombstones of people who were killed
by bandits (interfectus a latronibus).
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For instance, Forsdyke argues that this episode is a case of slave tale; an example
of the hidden transcript of a lower class that sees a world upside down and wished for
different power relations.'"* There is a remarkable power to this argument, as Dio’s
narrative gives the impression of a folk tale: the intrepid bandit’s cunning and humorous
evasion of the Roman authorities and emperor. However, this cannot be taken in a vacuum
or as fully representative of the potential perceptions of the Roman emperor, or that it can
reveal a single perspective from one section of society. Instead, it adds to the mosaic of
opinion about him and his role in society, which in an alternative implementation of
Scott’s paradigm would be simultaneous mixing of different hidden transcripts, rather
than attempting to place it all as an expression of resistance of the low against the high.
Accordingly, there must be a reconciliation between the different strands of discourse
about the emperor. As a comparison, the scene in Apuleis’ Metamorphoses, where in an
attempt to get aid and free himself from the bandits who stole him, the attempted
exhortation for safety towards the Roman emperor comes out as a donkey’s bray.'” An
amusing episode that perhaps points to a wider theme of importance in this section: that
the emperor could be seen as a protector against bandits, which is problematised by the
Bulla Felix episode.

However, this should not be seen as inconsistent. Instead, it indicates the existence
of a discourse that involved contributions between differing perspectives, allowing for
the liminal placement of the emperor between the rule of law and banditry, and for him
to be interpreted in different ways. This can be observed in the later equation of regna

with latrocinia in Augustine’s De Civitate Dei:

4 Forsdyke (2012) 39-41.

"5 Apul. Met. 3.29: ‘Sed mihi sero quidem, serio tamen subvenit ad auxilium civile decurrere et interposito
venerabili principis nomine tot aerumnis me liberare. Cum denique iam luce clarissima vicum quempiam
frequentem et nundinis celebrem praeteriremus, inter ipsas turbelas Graecorum genuino sermone nomen
augustum Caesaris invocare temptavi. Et “O” quidem tantum disertum ac validum clamitavi, reliquum
autem Caesaris nomen enuntiare non potui.’
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Remota itaque iustitia quid sunt regna nisi magna latrocinia? quia et latrocinia quid
sunt nisi parva regna? Manus et ipsa hominum est, imperio principis regitur, pacto
societatis astringitur, placiti lege praeda dividitur. Hoc malum si in tantum perditorum
hominum accessibus crescit, ut et loca teneat sedes constituat, civitates occupet
populos subiuget, evidentius regni nomen adsumit, quod ei iam in manifesto confert
non dempta cupiditas, sed addita inpunitas. Eleganter enim et veraciter Alexandro illi
Magno quidam comprehensus pirata respondit. Nam cum idem rex hominem
interrogaret, quid ei videretur, ut mare haberet infestum, ille libera contumacia: Quod
tibi, inquit, ut orbem terrarum; sed quia <id> ego exiguo navigio facio, latro vocor;
quia tu magna classe, imperator.''°
This negative equation of the political structure of bandit groups and imperial states is
striking. It points to the potential of political coercion, economic exploitation, and
imperial expansion in both structures, allowing for the comparison to be made. It is
remarkable that in the Acta Alexandrinorum, there is evidence for calling the emperor
‘brigand-leaders’, such as in the A cta Appiani, Appian calls Commodus a brigand-leader:
Mjotagyog.'” This is also seen elsewhere in Dio’s narrative, in the context of a
fragmentary description of the emperor Macrinus’ death, in which he invokes the
simultaneous distinction and similarity between emperors and bandits, and how his fall

meant that he would be treated as a robber:

debyov e .. ... .. one 1) vevix . . . ., dpoameteboag Sud TV £0virv mv 1ote,
oVMNPOELS VIO TOV TUYOVTWV Mhomep T Motrg. ..

This suggests that a similar direct conflation happens elsewhere and in reference to the

Roman emperor.'"

To return to the story of Bulla Felix, the last impression of him
provided by Dio is a retort of the bandit leader towards the famous jurist and praetorian

prefect Papinian: ‘xal attov 0 [Tamviavog 6 €magyog avijpeto 0w T éAfjotevoag;’

7ol a0TOg AmexivaTo ‘dud Tt o Emayog &i;’ ' The implication of this exchange is

1% August. De civ. D. 4 4.

"7 APM 11 B.iv.7-8; For further examples, see Harker (2008) 90, 163.

8 Dio 79(78).40 4-5.

"% Indeed, in this and the subsequent chapter of Dio (Ibid., 79(78)40-41, he explores the nature and
precariousness of imperial power: how quickly it can be lost, and how paradoxical it can be for one with
such power to also be able to lose it. For further discussion on the nature of imperial power and the problem
of legitimacy, see Chapter 1.2.

20 Dio 77(76).10.7; cf. Champlin (2008) 410-411, on how this can be compared to other stories of similar
retorts to authority in ancient and world literature. cf. Chapter 4 4.
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similar to the Augustine’s example of the pirate’s reply to Alexander the Great and the
Acta Alexandrinorum, where brigandry and imperial authority are seen as similar. Thus,
there is a spectre for a simultaneously positive or negative impression of the Roman
emperor from these stories, just as banditry can be seen in a similar paradoxical light."”'
In the end, the story of Bulla Felix allows us to access a thought-world of the Roman
emperor from a wider perspective. It contains concepts of a mixed social background that
reveals differing images of the Roman emperor. In terms of justice, this section has
attempted to give an impression of this rich variety of vignettes of the emperor’s
reception. It is remarkable that so many different fears and expectations of the Roman
emperor could exist with respect to justice, meaning that he was the topic of discussion

and disagreement in different media across social boundaries. The following sections add

to this complexity.

121 ¢f. Hobsbawm (1981) 53 for the paradoxical thought that if a bandit is just, then at a certain point he

would not be able ’since the noble robber is just, he cannot be in real conflict with the fount of justice,
whether divine or human. There are a number of versions of story of conflict and reconciliation between
bandit and king...’
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3.3: Generosity

Natura autem benevolentissimus... In ceteris vero desideriis hominum obstinatissime
tenuit, ne quem sine spe dimitteret; quin et admonentibus domesticis, quasi plura
polliceretur quam praestare posset, non oportere ait quemquam a sermone principis
tristem discedere; atque etiam recordatus quondam super cenam, quod nihil cuiquam
toto die praestitisset, memorabilem illam meritoque laudatam vocem edidit: “Amici,
diem perdidi.”!
The above anecdote about the emperor Titus provides an illuminating impression of the
perceived function of the imperial office.” The passage connects two closely related
vignettes, justice and generosity, revolving around the expectation of favour from the
emperor in the granting of requests. Equally important is the corollary that these requests
and expectations would not necessarily always be met, as is shown in the above passage,
where Titus’ household officials advise him not to promise that which he could not
deliver. To take Suetonius’ example of Titus as an orthodox ideal would stretch the
evidence on the logistics and feasibility of granting requests, but its inclusion helped
Millar argue for the ideological expedience of the emperor’s benevolence, which in turn
added to the spectrum of potential interactions between emperor and subject.’ Hence, we
see similar tensions in the reception of the Roman emperor.

In his discussion of interaction between the emperor and private persons, Millar
states that an important function of the emperor was his accessibility.* Indeed, this forms
a part of a wider ‘petition and response’ thesis about his conduct towards the general
population. As Millar states on the importance of the appearance of being accessible:

It is crucial to all that has been said, that it was not merely a fact but a general
expectation that the emperor would give ear to his subjects, and that the answers they

would receive would be in both content and tone in some real sense his own, and
would embody the values of that same traditional culture which both they and the

' Suet. Tit. 8.1.

> Millar (1992) 469, for his use of the same passage for the point about a ‘conscious ideology’ of the
emperor to respond favourably to requests, juxtaposed by Millar to anxieties about the success of such
approaches, reflected above in Chapter 3.2.

? Tbid., 469-470

* Ibid., 467.
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emperor shared: the expectation is far more significant than the fact it was not always
fulfilled.

This idea of an emperor’s accessibility forms part of a wider historiographical
theme in the study of the Roman empire and the nature of its society, which involves the
understanding of the ideology that governed political and social interactions. Vivian
Nutton called this the ‘beneficial ideology’, which was an intricate social and political
contract that ensured peace and prosperity in the Roman empire, bolstered by consensus,
and guaranteed by the Roman emperor.® This thesis has had a powerful impact on the
study of the Roman empire. There is scholarship on a wide range of topics that involve
the competition and exchange of benefits across the empire, from the proclamation of
local, civic, or provincial identity through the medium of benefaction, to the importance
of the emperor within this rubric of imperial benefits.” To elaborate further on the latter
point, an essential component was the role of the emperor as supreme benefactor in the
Roman world, which to Paul Veyne was fundamental to the emperor’s style
monarchique.® According to Veyne:

Liberalities, or what were called such, were an important part of the Emperor’s
activity in the eyes of the average Roman. Liberalitas is the Latin word for the quality
that makes a euergetes: the Greek work euergesia, or good deed, was translated as
beneficium, benefaction. Ancient historians talk endlessly about the liberalities and

benefactions of the Emperor, and either approve or disapprove of them according to
their political and religious opinions.’

5 Millar (1992) 271.

® Nutton (1977) 210-214. cf. above Chapter 1.2 for similar themes.

’ Norefia (2011) 106. There are numerous works on the provincial identity, competition and the concept of
euergetism. See in particular: Veyne (1976) for a general overview, Price (1984a) for these themes with the
imperial cult; Ando (2000) for both the engendering of provincial loyalty, and the importance of the
emperor in the ideological framework; Norefia (2011) 101-177 for a recent discussion on the different
‘benefits’ of the Roman empire, the nomenclature of virtues that describe them, and their exhibition on
coinage; Zuiderhoek (2009) for the importance of euergetism in the political and cultural life of the cities
of Roman Asia Minor.

¥ Veyne (1976) passim, esp. 622, 636. cf. Norefia (2011) 106-107.

® Veyne (1990) 347. cf. Veyne (1976) 621 for the French original. cf. Nutton (1977) 219; cf. Forbis (1996)
29-42, for terms of financial generosity.
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There are a few relevant sub-divisions that form part of this theme that require further
comment. First, the concentration on the liberalities of the Roman emperor from the
perspective of the government of the empire has seen it as a political action in order to
encourage loyalty and reciprocal obligation from his subjects.'® With this in mind, there
has been a biased concentration on the importance of the emperor within that ideological
framework (i.e. reasons why it would be necessary for him to be seen giving largesses),
rather than looking at the perspective of the recipients in this transaction; namely
concerning their expectations and fears concerning the emperor’s generosity. As
discussed above in Chapter 2.2, there are problems of bias with respect to this topic, which
involve negative characterisations of the recipients of liberalities, including the citation
of oft-quoted aphorisms such as panem et circenses and plebs sordida."' There is nothing
incorrect in looking at the perspective of the government apparatus on such actions of
generosity, or indeed exploring the prejudices and biases that existed between different
sectors of society. However, a more nuanced approach to the interaction between the
emperor and the people is required to create a fuller picture of the situation.

This point directs us to the second sub-division, which includes scholarship that has
attempted to appreciate the nuances. There has been a significant interest in understanding
the public interaction between people and princeps, which is the context where such acts
of generosity are reported to have taken place. This concentrates predominantly on the
city of Rome itself and the discussion of the urban plebs’ relationship to the Roman

emperor, which includes several themes of importance, such as displays of the emperor’s

' Ando (2000) 201: ‘Roman emperors... accepted the consensus of the population as expressed in their
acclamations as one measure of their legitimacy. What is more, acclamations by the populace could balance
and even suppress the disapproval of the Senate; they were the natural means of expressing gratitude for
the congiaria and frumentationes that the princeps dispensed in his role as protector and patron of the plebs.’
cf. Forbis (1996) 40, for a similar argument of political gain for the emperor as the reason for the
implementation of the alimenta scheme. See further below, 149-154.

! See Chapter 2.2, 75.
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liberality in the exhibition of games, the use of public spaces such as the Circus Maximus,
amphitheatre and theatres as forms of communication and demonstration, and the
importance of acclamation and theatricality as part of the intricate performance of
interaction between the princeps and the people.'” These are important topics of study,
and they have been essential in the development of this thesis, but certain points should
be stated outright. A thorough repetition of their findings and points would only serve to
increase the size of this section exponentially. Therefore, instead of treating these themes
separately in their own right as distinct topics, they will rather form the basso continuo
behind the main theme of this section. In essence, it is about exploring the evidence of
the interaction between the emperor and the wider population across the empire in terms
of his giving, hopefully revealing the discourse about their hopes and fears in this context.
The evidence of generosity indicates that benefaction is an essential component in
an emperor’s life."” However, the forms and distribution of imperial beneficence is a
complex problem with several moving parts, in particular because what could be
considered as falling under the emperor’s generosity is wide-ranging.'* The essential point
to make about the variegated evidence concerns consistency: it all falls under the rubric
of the emperor’s benefactions and generosity, even with the appreciation of the political,
social, economic, and ideological contexts, as argued by Norefia:
the subjects of a pre-modern empire had difficulty distinguishing between the

institutional apparatus of the state and its embodiment in the figure of the emperor,
and, even more important, because the ideal of imperial beneficia corresponded to a

2 On the plebs in general, see Yavetz (1969a), Horsfall (2003), and Courrier (2014). On public spaces as
arenas of interaction in society, see Yavetz (1969a) 9-37, Veyne (1976) 702-706, Millar (1992) 365-366,
Zanker (1988) 147-152, Coleman (1990) 72; cf. Harries (2003) 125-140 for a late antique parallel; On
acclamations, see Aldrete (1999) 90-97, Roueché (1984) 182-186, Ando (2000) 201-205; On theatricality
and the emperor, Purcell (1999) 181-193, Bartsch (1994), esp. 10-12.

13 ¢f. Chapter 1.3.2, for evidence of liberality with members of the imperial family.

4 Veyne (1990) 347-377; cf. Millar (1992) for his discussion of the emperor’s benefactions in different
arenas: 368-375 (the people at Rome), 401-410 (on the acquisition of city status and the importance of the
emperor), 410-434, 447-456 (for the interactions between cities and the emperor for the securing of
privileges, maintenance of status, problems of exemptions, monetary contributions for building projects,
reconstructions after natural disaster, and the maintenance of temples, priesthoods and festivals), 477-506
(for grants of citizenships, freedom, cash liberalities and exemptions from local liturgies).
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popular mentalité and to the desire of the emperor’s subjects to image that they were
ruled by a “good” sovereign."

Thus, there is an inevitable conflation of these different forms under the banner of the
emperor’s generosity, which makes it difficult to tease out the nuances of context. The
first example from Dio about Marcus Aurelius will highlight the potential anatomy of
discourse about imperial generosity. In the epitome of book 72, different examples of the
emperor’s generous and financial actions appear in the same chapter, something that is
also reflected in other texts.'® The first vignette is of Marcus’ return to Rome and his
audience with the people, in which there is an interactive scene, in which the people shout
and gesture the number eight in order to get gold pieces for banquets, and Marcus replies
and gives them eight hundred sesterces each."” This fits into the theme of the emperor

8 and also the

giving out one-off gifts of money, known as congiaria, to the people,'
equivalent largess, or donativum, to the military."”

The second vignette involves Marcus Aurelius’ remission of debts owed to what

Dio calls ‘T0 faothxov’ and ‘10 OnuodoLlov’, that is, to the fiscus and the aerarium, the

'3 ¢f. Norefia (2011) 107, for his discussion of the attribution of all governmental actions to the person of
the emperor, citing Veyne (1976) 658-660.

16 See for example, Suet. Aug. 41-42; Suet. Tib. 46-48; Suet. Cal. 17-18; Suet. Claud. 18-21; Suet. Vesp.
17-19; Suet. Tit. 8.3-4; SHA, Hadr. 7.6-12,10.1, 17.3; SHA, Ant. 8-9; cf. Barbieri (1957) 838-877 for the
extensive treatment of the different forms of the emperor’s liberality, esp. 839 for his discussion on the
problem of distinguishing liberalitas from congiaria, one-off donations to the people, and 875 for the same
with donativi, similar donations but for the military.

"7 Dio 72(71)32.1-2: ‘eMOv 8¢ &g TV Phunv xai meog TOV dfuov diaheyouevog, émeldi) petatd
Méyovrog avtod Té Te dAha nal 8T ToAOIG ETEOLY ATodedNUNADE NV, AVERONTAY “O%TD” %0l TODTO
%ol Tolg yeoolv, (va 01 ol yQuoodg TtoocolUtoug &g TO Ogimvov AAPwot, meooevedelEavto,
Otepeldiaoe xal EPN ®al AUTOG “ORTM,” 1Ol UETA TODTA AVA dLOrOC(0G OQUYIAS AVTOLG RATEVELUEY,
doov olim mEdTEQOV gilNdecav.” Aldrete (1999) 91 on this scene; cf. Dunbabin (2003) 72-102 on public
dining and banquets.

'8 Millar (1992) 135-139 for further examples; cf. Barbieri (1957) 837-8 for a discussion on the definitions
of liberalitas and congiarium; ‘In senso traslato questa parola esprime il dono concreto che viene dato per
liberalita del donatore, per esempio il congiarium, ossia la distribuzione di una somma di denaro fatta
dall’imperatore al popolo in determinate circostanze.’

' Veyne (1990) 338-341. Some examples: RG 15.3; Suet. Aug 101.2; Suet. Tib. 48.2; Tac. Ann. 12.69.2;
Plut. Galb. 2.2; Suet. Dom.2.3; SHA, Hadr. 5.7; SHA, Marc. 7.9; Hdn. 1.5.1 On donatives to the military
and examples, see Campbell (1984) 165-171. cf. Chapter 1.3.3 for the connection of the congiaria and
donativa with the imperial succession.
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treasuries of the emperor and the state, respectively.”’ The problems of distinction in the
organisation and revenue of the government’s wealth aside, these distinct bodies of wealth
nonetheless exhibit a wavering between public and private, which should not be
surprising given the ambiguities of the office of the Roman emperor. Here, the power of
the emperor is such that a remission of debts for both were under his jurisdiction, which
could only add to the idea of the emperor being the primary benefactor in the government,
and the primary source of generosity.”

The third vignette records Marcus’ donations to many cities, in particular a donation
to Smyrna for earthquake relief.”> Importantly, the final phrases of the chapter expose the
spectre of refusal in the actions of the Roman emperor:

G’ ovmeg %ol VOV Bavudlo TOV aitlmpévov adTtdv ig ov peyarodoova
yvevopevov: To eV yae GAAa oixovoux®totog ®g AAnOmg my, TOV &

avayrotov dvolopdtov ovde €v €Elotato, xraimeQ unte TWvo €0mQAEEL

YONUATWV, MOTEQ €OV, AVAMV, ®al mielota doo €5 avayxng €Ew TdV

gynunhiov damavdv’.?

Dio is incredulous that Marcus was still in the third century being accused of not being
generous, offering various examples as evidence to illustrate that the emperor always
undertook necessary expenditures, never forcibly exacted money, and also paid above the
ordinary expenditures. This elucidates the wide-reach of the emperor’s potential
generosity and the personal discretion in decisions involving the action and refusal of

gift-giving, allowing for an equally wide-range of potential opinions and interpretations

* Dio 72(71)32.2: ‘Tadtd T Empae, »ai tolg Opeihovol T T faothixd xai Td dnuooio maot Thvta
Ta Opelhopeva Adpiinev Amo ETOV £E nal TECO0QAROVIA, Y WIS TV Exnaidexa ToD AdQLavoD: xail
ThvTo TA TEQL AUTAOV yodpuata &v Tf dyoed ravBfvan énélevoe.” cf. Millar (1963b) 29-42 on the
remit of the imperial fiscus, and esp. 41 on the difficulty of distinguishing between public and the private
in terms of its impact and revenue. cf. Millar (1992) 198-199. On the aerarium, see Millar (1964b) 33-40.
2l ¢f. Norefia (2011) 107. cf. Barbieri (1957) 876, on evidence on the remission of debts, including the
parallel account of remission under Hadrian in Dio (Dio 69.8.12) and the Hadrianic inscription
commemorating the event (CIL 6.967 = ILS 309).

* Dio 72(71)32.3: ‘xofuotd te molhais moreow Edmuev, v aig nol th Zpdevn dewvdg VIO oeLopoDd
dBapeion: xat avTv ®al fovievtii éotaTNYN®OTL dvotrodopfjoat mpooétakev.” cf. Philostr. VS
2.9(582) for Marcus’ tears at Aelius Aristides’ lamentation for Smyrna’s devastation. cf. 145, n. 14 above
on the emperor’s generosity towards cities, esp. Millar (1992) 423.

% Dio 72(71)32.3.
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of those actions.” It is significant that the perception of these actions fell under the ethical
rubric of the emperors’ generosity, contributing to his perception and legacy. This may
feel like a truism, but it needs to be emphasised as it is a different mode of thinking from
a more modern economic approach. As with the concept of justice, here there is
expectation and fear with respect to generosity.

To tie it further with understandings of justice, it is interesting to note that examples
of generosity feature in the Hadriani Sententiae. As noted above, the corpus contain
examples of interactions between people of different social standing and the emperor
Hadrian.” Of particular note are petitions on financial issues, such as the case of a woman
petitioning against her child’s guardian for the dereliction of maintenance payments and
the appropriation of the child’s congiarium:*®

Petente quadam muliere de curatore filii sui, qui ei triennium non praestiterat
alimenta, et hodie congiarium eius abstulit, Adrianus curator<em> interrogavit,
quando esset procurator datus, et si quid praestitisset pupillo. Curator <dixit>,
quoniam socius eius absens esset, et non potuisset aliquid solus praestare; Adrianus
dixit curatori : “Propter hoc ergo datus es, ut fame neces pupillum? pro modo ergo
facultatis alimenta ei praesta.””’
In this case, Hadrian finds against the guardian and orders him to supply some of the
maintenance for his ward in order to prevent the death of the child. It indicates a potential
mentality that the emperor’s indulgence and generosity would safeguard the maintenance
of children. Interestingly, it bears close resemblance to a nearly-mid first century papyrus

from near the south coast of the Dead Sea in Arabia. It forms part of the ‘Babatha dossier’,

which contains legal documents on a Jewish woman called Babatha attempting to secure

** ¢f. Dio 72(71)3.3-4, for the example of an ethical appraisal of Marcus’ refusal to give a donative to the
troops, exhibiting the necessary characteristics to control the troops. This concern is important in the
historiographical understanding of the Roman emperor, as discussed above in Chapter 2.3, in discussing
the negative examples of Galba and Otho. However, such refusals allow for the interpretation of him ‘o0
peyaropoova yevouevov’.

» See above Chapter 3.2, 128-130.

% Lewis (1991) 279.

*" Hadriani Sententiae 11 = 3.1879-1895.
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the tropheia for her son Jesus from the pair of his guardians.”® Of note is the deposition
recorded in P. Yadin 15, and in particular lines 5-15, where Babatha argues for the
dereliction in duty from the guardians, request for the resumption of maintenance
payments through the implementation of an alimenta scheme. It involves an interest of
1.5% on a security for her property, which is then sequestered as the child’s upkeep. The
case progesses, with one of the guardians being summoned to the tribunal on the charges
that he profited from the money of the orphan.” It is important to note that this sort of
thing could and did occur in the empire, and that an illiterate Jewish woman could use
legal channels to secure her interests, and that recourse to the Roman government was an
option.30 Thus, the more fictitious Hadriani Sententiae and the documentary evidence of
the Babatha dossier converge in theme, even if there is no direct appearance of the
emperor in the proceedings.’'

Furthermore, this evidence touches upon another scheme of imperial generosity;
namely the alimenta in Italy at the turn of the first century.” In short, these were fund
raising initiatives in order to finance small monthly cash payments for the upkeep of
children across Italy. The Veleian inscription of the alimenta lists that 245 boys of
legitimate birth received sixteen sesterces per month, 34 girls of legitimate birth 12
sesterces per month, and a boy and a girl of illegitimate birth 12 and 10 sesterces per

month respectively.” They were paid for by the donated interest on a loan given by the

% P.Y adin 14ff; ‘tpodeia’ (P.Y adin 15.1.6) is also used in the Greek version of the sententia (Hadriani
Sententiae 11 = 3.1880) cf. Lewis (1991) 279 for the connection. See in particular Grubbs (2002) 250-254
for the papyri of the dossier, selected translations, and analysis of the legal problems.

¥ P.Yadin 15.11. 5-15, Online at: www.trismegistos.org/text/23494; Grubbs (2002) 252-253 for translation
and commentary.

3 Grubbs (2002) 251.

3! There is mention of the governor of Arabia, Julius Julianus (P. Yadin 14; P, Yadin 15, esp. 11. 10-11:
‘poxogLoTdrols »awols Nyleluwv(ilag Tloviiolv [Toviavod...]". For perceptions of fortune, hope,
and a prosperous age, see discussion in Chapter 3.6 and 4.3.

32 On the explanation of the nature of the system, see Duncan-Jones (1964) 123-124, 145, Duncan-Jones
(1976) 288.

3 CIL 11.1147 = ILS 6675; cf. Veyne (1990) 367.
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government to the landowners.* The workings of the loan system, the impact on the
economy of Italy, whether or not it reflected agricultural issues, and the debate on their
purpose, whether for charitable, eugenic, or ideological reasons, have all interested
scholars for generations.” However, the rationalisation in the over-explanation of the
economics of the alimenta may go too far, particularly when other factors outside
monetary or demographic gain can help colour decisions. As Bossu puts it when
discussing these explanations:
Au fond, elles veulent toutes “rationaliser” le project: elles lui attribuent une fonction
qui est acceptable pour les “utilitaristes” des temps modernes, c’est-a-dire qui ne se
content pas de I’indulgentia mentionnée dans les inscriptions... L’acte de donner, de
se montrer généreux est inhérent a la dignité de ’empereur et les alimenta forment un
autre exemple.*
It is the reported aspect of the recipients that is of interest here, and what that could
potentially tell us of the perception of the emperor with respect to the alimenta and
generosity in general.

A potential example would be Pliny’s description of a similar scheme for children
at Rome in the Panegyricus. In his discussion of Trajan’s generosity, Pliny concentrates
specifically on children, and thus the beneficiary of alimentary schemes. The first scene,
one where the populace gathers for the reception of a congiarium is worth furnishing:

Adventante congiarii die, observare principis egressum in publicum, insidere vias
examina infantium futurusque populus solebat. Labor parentibus erat, ostentare
parvulos, impositosque cervicibus adulantia verba blandasque voces edocere:
reddebant illi, quae monebantur. Ac plerique irritis precibus surdas principis aures

adstrepebant; ignarique quid rogassent, quid non impetrassent, donec plane scirent
differebantur.”

* Duncan-Jones (1976) 288.

% For analysis of these issues, see Veyne (1990) 367-377, Duncan-Jones (1976) 291-319, Patterson (1987)
124-144, and esp. Bossu (1989) 373-382, for a clear description of the scholarship on the alimenta. For the
issues of Trajan’s scheme and the demographic makeup of the participant landowners, see Garnsey (1968)
367-381; For the argument of increasing the birthrate of Italy, see Duncan-Jones (1964) 127 and Patterson
(1987) 127-133. For stress on the ideological and a careful refutation of previous arguments, see Woolf
(1990) 197-228. See Houston (1992-3) 97-105 for an illuminating discussion on what farmers could spend
the loan money on in agricultural terms. For a more recent discussion and scholarship, see Pagé (2012) and
Dall’ Aglio et al. (2014).

3% Bossu (1989) 382.

7 Plin. Pan. 26.1-3.
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Pliny provides a vivid picture of the customary expectations and fears of the populace at
the appearance of the Roman emperor: they place their children on their shoulders and
teach them to get the attention of an emperor passing by, in hope of receiving favour, but
in realisation of probable rejection.” It is an acknowledgement that not all requests could
be acquiesced to, and that it was an issue in perpetuity. Pliny switches to Trajan’s
perspective, and commends his refusal for the alternative of them being enrolled into the
care of the government, from the alimenta as children to the stipendia of the military:*
Tu ne rogari quidem sustinuisti, et quamquam laetissimum oculis tuis esset conspectu
Romanae sobolis impleri, omnes tamen, antequam te viderent adirentve, recipi, incidi
lussisti, ut iam inde ab infantia parentem publicum munere educationis experirentur,
crescerent de tuo, qui crescerent tibi, alimentisque tuis ad stipendia tua pervenirent,
tantumque omnes uni tibi, quantum parentibus suis quisque deberent.*
The temporal aspect is reiterated by Pliny, who turns to the future to argue for the
securement of stability and prosperity, and the importance of the emperor in the direction
of the pauperes:*'
Locupletes ad tollendos liberos ingentia praemia et pares poenae cohortantur,
pauperibus educandi una ratio est bonus princeps. Hic fiducia sui procreatos nisi larga
manu fovet, auget, amplectitur, occasum imperii, occasum rei publicae accelerat
frustraque proceres plebe neglecta, ut desectum corpore caput nutaturumque instabili
pondere, tuetur. Facile est coniectare quod perceperis gaudium, cum te parentum,

liberorum, senum, infantium clamor exciperet. Haec prima parvulorum civium vox
aures tuas imbuit, quibus tu daturus alimenta hoc maximum praestitisti, ne rogarent.*

¥ This passage reveals the spectre of impossibility at meeting all requests, and the difficulty of interaction
and accessibility in terms of logistics and the emperor’s refusal. cf. Millar (1992) 469; cf. Chapter 3.2, 128-
130 for further discussion, and Chapter 3.5 for similar vignettes of interaction.

9 ¢f. Patterson (1987) 127-128 for the argument that the alimenta fit into a Trajanic ideology for the
replenishment of the military, citing Plin. Pan. 28.

“ Plin. Pan. 26.3. cf. Woolf (1990) 226 for a comment on the connection of the image of pater patriae with
the alimentary scheme—the parental concern for children seen directly, and as a metaphor for the emperor’s
generosity in general. Compare with familial terms discussed in Chapter 1.3.1.

* Tt is interesting to note the care for posterity in this passage: (Plin. Pan. 26.4) ‘Recte, Caesar, quod spem
Romani nominis sumptibus tuis suscipis. Nullum est enim magno principe immortalitatemque merituro
impendii genus dignius, quam quod erogatur in posteros.” The mention of spes is of importance, as it opens
up a different conversation about the hope for a secure future. For further discussion on these themes, see
Chapter 3.6 and 4.3.

2 Plin. Pan. 26.5-7. Note the inclusion of the Platonic image of a body without a head, with the analogy
being the destruction of the state; cf. discussion of this imagery in Plutarch, Chapter 2.3.
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The image is that of the emperor being the ultimate futor in the lives of the people, and
perhaps their only failsafe. This is an important point, and perhaps also a truism: the
implication is that the actions of the emperor had repercussions down the social scale,
meaning that his action and words mattered to them. One could accuse Pliny of laudatory
hyperbole as is the wont in panegyrical literature,” yet this idea of the emperor as a
safeguard of justice and aid is reflected elsewhere, as shown above, and also by honorific
inscriptions on behalf of the children of the alimenta in Italy. The evidence is as follows.

They range in location and time period, from the beginning of the scheme in the
first years of the first century AD to the early years of the reign of Marcus Aurelius in the
160s, and come from the mountains of Umbria to the coast of Latium.** All of them
contain similar, but not identical, formulaic dedications to the current emperor or a
potential successor, sometimes mentioning the emperor’s liberalitas and indulgentia, and
then the mention of the dedicators (variations of pueri et puellae alimentari) save for one
from Sestinum in Umbria, in which the recently deceased Antoninus Pius is the
dedicatee.” The earliest one in the dossier, from Ameria, is set up by public decree, and
perhaps funded by the municipality, but the majority seem as if they were dedicated by
the beneficiaries themselves.” Thus, there is an impression of a direct line of
commemoration between the pueri et puellae of the scheme and the emperor. Scholarly

debate has been undertaken on the cost of these dedications, which could perhaps reveal

* However, see Bartsch (1994) 148-154, for a different analysis of Pliny’s Panegyricus as an attempted
reconciliation between ‘public’ and ‘hidden’ transcripts of the emperor’s subjects, using Scott’s paradigm
to explain Pliny’s argument, and an attempt to distance it from the view of it as an unproblematic
representative of imperial ideology. cf. Chapter 2.2.

# ¢f. Woolf (1990) 206 for his discussion of these inscriptions. CIL 11.4351 (Ameria, 101-102 AD); CIL
11.5989 = ILS 328 (Tifernum Mataurense, 136 AD); CIL 11.5956 (Pitinum Mergens 139 AD); CIL 11.5957
(Pitinum Mergens, 149 AD); CIL 9.5700 (Cupra Montana AD. 148-149); CIL 11.6002 (Sestinum, 161
A.D.); CIL 14.4003 = ILS 6225 (Ficulea, 162 A.D.); AE (2009) 207 (Cereatae Marianae, Hadrianic date:
the mention of his third consulship gives a terminus post quem of 119 A.D., but the inscription is quite
fragmentary, with the reconstruction of the word puellae being the clue that this is an alimentary
dedication); CIL 11.5395 = ILS 6620 (Asisium - unknown emperor)

# CIL 11.6002: ‘divo | Antonino | Aug(usto) Pio | alimentari(i).’

* Woolf (1990) 206.
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the economic situation of the beneficiaries involved in the scheme. In particular, Duncan-
Jones and Woolf are diametrically opposed on whether or not they were actually poor,
with Duncan-Jones arguing that the low rate of the subsidies meant that they were for the
poor, and Woolf arguing for a wider range of statuses.” However, not all of the
beneficiaries had to be extremely poor or destitute to the extent that building a statue
became unaffordable, and also it is dangerous to assume that the alimenta were the sole
source of subsistence for these children. Decrying the material effectiveness of the
alimenta should not discount what the act of liberality could mean to the community and
society. Indeed, this is where both scholars more or less line up in thought. As Duncan-
Jones argues:

exchanges of this kind were important in Roman munificence: the recipient was

expected to show tangible signs of gratitude as part of the social rapport which the

gift established.**
Woolf pushes this idea further, and argues that these inscriptions should be read as part of
the reciprocal network of patronage and beneficia, thus stressing the ideological aspect of
the alimenta scheme as a method of symbolic binding of the emperor with people and
communities across the Italian peninsula.*” Thus, what is more important to him than the
demographic, economic, and agricultural impact of the alimenta is their performative
aspect as a cultivation of the relationship between the emperor and his subjects, and

indeed that such interactions were a two-way street.”’ It places the alimenta within the

wider network of the emperor’s benefactions, and one in which the recipients took an

*7 Duncan-Jones (1976) 301-302 and Woolf (1990) 206-207

*8 Duncan-Jones (1976) 302.

¥ Woolf (1990) 226-227.

% Ibid., 227-228: ‘The alimenta were theatre, drama played out by the emperors to the people with the
imperial and local aristocracies taking bit parts. Appreciating that theatre involves entering into the thought
world of the participants: such verstehen can only ever be partly realised, but the contextualisation of the
alimentary schemes in customs of food-giving and patronage, in imperial myth and moral crisis can evoke
a shadow of the original performance.’
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active role within this performance of reciprocity, thus binding different people from
different backgrounds together under the rubric of the emperor’s generosity.

These vignettes of imperial generosity leave the impression of an ideological
concern for the presentation of the emperor as being ‘good’. It is notable that the evidence
that points to potential opinions of a wider population on this matter seem to conform to
these notions, thus confirming Veyne and Norefia’s ‘beneficial’ emperor in an age where
no one talked politics.”’ One should not despair and think that this is a facade, and that
the engagement of a wider population in the framework of the beneficial ideology is false
or simply a ruse to confuse the dominant in society, for it seems to be a fundamental
aspect of how the Roman empire functioned.” However, it would be incorrect to assume
that this was the only manner in which the emperor was perceived, thus leaving the picture
incomplete. What follows is an attempt to colour in other aspects of a fragmentary picture
with evidence that points to the wondrous, fantastical, teratological, and humorous;

vignettes of the Roman emperor that deserve attention and closer scrutiny.

! Veyne (1990) 295-296; cf. Norefia (2011) 106-107.
32 cf. Chapter 2.2.
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3.4: Wonder Tales

The topics of conversation about the Roman emperor that have been discussed thus
far are ones that figure prominently in historical treatments of the Roman empire, namely
concerning themes of the dispensation of law and justice, the importance of benefaction
and euergetism in political and social relationships across the empire, and what each
contributes to the historical understanding of the interactions between the emperor and
his subjects. These are essential components to understanding the function of the emperor
in the Roman world. Needless to say, this chapter has been indebted to the depth and
breadth of Millar’s Emperor in the Roman World. Despite the criticisms levied against
him by Keith Hopkins on what had been left out,' the vast array of topics covered by
Millar concerning the different aspects of the emperor’s life and duties is astounding, even
more so due to the convincing argument of ‘petition and response’ that weaves throughout
the work.” That there is often a perception of a personal interaction of the emperor with
his subjects in different contexts is a phenomenon that should not be understated, for it
seemed ideologically incumbent for the emperor to be seen as accessible to his subjects.’
Millar’s project is therefore to delineate the emperor’s role in the government of the
empire, looking at where, how, and with whose assistance he conducted the business of
governance. However, the focus here is to explore how the emperor seemed instead,
meaning that the impressions and perceptions of the Roman emperor from the viewpoint
of his subjects had an effect on the way the emperor was thought and talked about.

Whereas Millar was constructing a historical understanding of the emperor’s duties,
this thesis is focused on the historically relevant perception of the Roman emperor from

the perspective of his subjects, and how it manifests in the discourse about him. The

! Hopkins (1978b) 178-186.
? cf. Chapter 3.2-3 for a deeper discussion of this argument.
? Millar (1992) 3-4.
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content of this discourse has been the focus of this chapter in particular. Much of the
content of this discourse necessarily coincides with the content that Millar provides.
However, a focus on how people perceive and what they say about the Roman emperor
allows for a greater prominence of spurious or fictive sources and perspectives.* What
this means is that different relevant perspectives of the Roman emperor can be
constructed, which involve seemingly contradictory and ambiguous representations.
When taken together, the juxtapositions seem inherently bizarre, to the extent that it seems
unbelievable that they could be characterising the same figure. However, this can be
reconciled and explained. First, what is important to assert is that the variant vignettes of
the emperor that are discussed in this section and in this chapter as a whole should be seen
together in a continuum that comprises the thought-world on what the emperor was.
Given the perspectives that aggregate to form this thought-world, it should not be
surprising that the emperor could be interpreted as an ambiguous or contradictory figure.

Second, there are several axes in which the emperor is caught in the middle, which
leads to an assertion that he is a liminal figure: caught between polarities of morality,
power, and divinity, which makes the understanding of his nature extremely difficult.
However, this is only problematic if one insists in a consistent characterisation of the
Roman emperor—that the historical understanding of his actions had to be logical, rational,
and neatly delineated. Put in another way, this means that he could be different things to
different people, suggesting that perspective mattered, and that he could occupy roles that
seem illogical and irrational, particularly to a modern observer. This also means that
polarised perspectives of the Roman emperor which seem unequivocal are just as valid
as hazy and ethereal perspectives, that is that perspectives on the emperor’s more

administrative and judicial roles as delineated over a century ago by Theodor Mommsen

* See discussion in Chapter 2.2.
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in his Staastrecht are still just as important as more monstrous impressions. In the end,
they all come together under the discourse of the emperor, co-existing simultaneously in
the discussions of what he was, is, and meant to be. This suggests that anything could be
cited and alluded to, leading back to the impression of an enigmatic and contradictory
figure. However, the discourse is reconciled by it being a function of the different
perspectives that form that impression. They form a map of the potential roles and guises
that the emperor was cast in, allowing for the construction of a historical framework that
appreciates these disparate perspectives as being historically relevant openings into how
and what the subjects of the emperor thought about him.

This section in particular explores the gaudy side of the emperor, examining the
evidence for the emperor’s proximity to mirabilia and wonder. Perhaps the most important
thing to stress here is how the content of these stories is not the most absurd or bizarre
component from a modern perspective, but rather how normal it seems for the emperor
to be a part of miraculous and wondrous stories, and that it could be conceived of in the
same breath as more realistic and concrete examples of an emperor’s duties and actions.’
His status as emperor meant that there was a cognitive association between him and the
wondrous. This means that he could be seen in roles that suggest ambiguity and
contradiction, or instance as an arbiter and patron of oddity as opposed to a monster
himself. However, this seeming polarity becomes hazier when both characterisations exist
simultaneously in discourse. In the end, they both populate the thought-world about what
the emperor seemed to be, thus both contributing to his reception.

An interesting example that can act as a bridge between the themes of justice and

generosity to tales of wonder is an excerpt from Menander Rhetor. It comes from his

> A neat example of this seeming contradiction is the triumph, which is discussed in greater detail further
below, 172-173.
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basilikos logos, a third century epideictic treatise on how to compose an imperial
encomium:®
Kot év pgv tf) dtwarootvy to UEQOV TO TEOG TOVG VINUOOVS EMOLVEDELS, TNV
TROG TOVG deouévoug prhavBowiav, 1o eVmTEOc0dov. OVTWS OV POVOV €V TOig
7rato TOV TOhepov Eoyols O Paocthevs Nuiv Bovpdolog, AL ®al €v Tolg ®aT
el VNV BavpooLwTEQOS: TG YO.Q OUR AYACALTO TMV EQYWV; %Ol TIROOONOELS OTL
raBdmeo oi AoxAnmddar odlovol Tovg dpewotodvtag, 1 ®abdmeQ Tovg
ratapevyovrog €m ta dovha Tepévn Tod xeelttovog €otv idelv QaoTtmvng
Tuyxdvovtag (o0 yaQ QTOOTAV €myeloluev ovdéva) oltwg O Paothémg
SYPeoLy EvTuymV TOV devv dmnilaxtol.’
This particular passage is about the commendation of the emperor for his justice, which
involves his gentleness towards subjects, humanity towards the needy, and accessibility
(evmEH0000V). It has references to themes about the perception of the emperor that have
already been discussed above, and it provides an interesting counterpart to Millar’s thesis
of the Emperor at work.® Furthermore, there are parallels to the idea of refuge and asylum,
in that he who comes into the sight of the emperor would be set free from peril.” That this
passage appears in a handbook on imperial encomia, laudatory orations on praising the
Roman emperor, would perhaps discount it as material of excessive flattery, or templates
from which further examples of laudation could be embellished.” However, such a
conclusion would discount the interesting parallels in other evidence. Even if not literally
veracious, that this passage is from the discourse about how one should talk about an
emperor is relevant to the theme at hand. Perhaps more importantly, it forms a bridge
between a thematic and conceptual divide in both this section and the evidence; between

the realistic and the wondrous. The translation by Russell and Wilson renders the second

line of the excerpt as ‘thus not only is the emperor to be admired for his deeds in war, but

® Men. Rhet. I1. 368: 'O Baoihinog MOoyog Eynduov ¢otv Baothéms.’

7 1bid., 375.8-18

¥ See above Chapter 3.2

? See above discussion on the emperor’s statue as a place of refuge, in Chapter 3.2, 120-125.

12 See above Chapter 2.2 on the problems of interpretation. cf. Rees (2002) 25-25 on the issue of excessive
flattery in panegyric.
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even more so for his acts in peace.” The conveyed meaning of the phrase is not incorrect,
save perhaps potential latitude of meaning from the word Oavpdorog. This could entail
something admirable, but also wondrous, extraordinary, and moving towards the absurd.
Such a phrase would then imply that the actions and conduct of the emperor were
something that could be described as wondrous.

The purpose of the following section is to explore and describe the stories of the
Roman emperor that involve wondrous topics, including his appearance in wonder tales,
mirabilia, and paradoxographical literature.' Before relevant evidence can be discussed,
certain points need to be made. The section will be split up as follows: First, there will be
a discussion of the appearance of mirabilia and paradoxography in ancient literature, and
connected relevant themes, which involves the problems of locating the wondrous in
knowledge and the world, the importance of imperialism and Rome itself as a place to
order, collect, and display wonders, and the issues of morality and fiction with respect to
the interest in mirabilia. Second, there will be a discussion of the relevance of the themes
outlined previously in the reception of the Roman emperor, with a particular
concentration on previous interpretations of the emperor and his association with
mirabilia. Third is the discussion of the different evidence that connects the emperor with
mirabilia, which will consider, respectively, the emperor being a patron and arbiter of
wonders, and his characterisations as a monster himself within various contexts, such as
in the arena, triumphal procession, the gardens at Rome, and at court. However, the
dichotomy between the two should not be overstressed, as both appear simultaneously in
discourse, showing that the line between the emperor as a patron of wonders and a wonder

himself was hazy, and that he was seen to take on different guises.

' ¢f. Petsalis-Diomidis (2010) 155: ‘It is thought that works of paradoxography appealed both to an elite

audience, including those with antiquarian interests and authors using the compilations for their own
writings, and to a non-elite audience as the subject was simultaneously entertaining and educational.’
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First, on the nature of mirabilia, and their appearance in ancient literature. With the
campaigns of Alexander the Great and the birth of the Hellenistic successor kingdoms
thereafter, came a growing curiosity and interest in paradoxographical treatises and
literature, which recorded fantastic stories about paradoxical and unbelievable
phenomena.”” As Gabba stated in an article about the tastes for truth and falsity in
historical literature:

The extension of geographical knowledge after Alexander encouraged contact with
distant peoples, to whom strange customs could be attributed, and with previously
unknown countries, where stories of the most fantastic kind could be located. The
result was the emergence of a literature which was specifically and explicitly
paradoxographical; in some cases, for instance that of Callimachus, learned research
was involved; but the result for the most part was a pseudo-historical literature,
popular and escapist."
The existence of both the genre, and its stories within other forms of literature, show the
curiosity and taste for the wondrous. There are certain aspects that require further
discussion, some of which were alluded to in the Gabba quotation above: namely, the
connection of the wondrous to spatial configuration and the expansion of empire; and the
problems of credibility and fiction, with closely concomitant issues such as the interest
of these stories in the evidence, the moral depravity of such interests, their status as baser
forms of curiosity and literature, and thus their ‘popular’ appeal.

It is difficult to pin down the location of mirabilia in the world. It would be simpler

to argue that the spatial configuration of such stories could be delineated according to the

distant and the near, with the geographically and conceptually ‘far’ being simultaneously

the location of wondrous things. This is no doubt part of the story, but it would be

12 Schepens and Delcroix (1996) 403-408; Gabba (1981) 52-53; Beagon (2005) 18-20. Even with its
existence in prior literature, the idea of an expanded interest should not be underestimated. cf. Schepens
and Delcroix (1996) 380-408, for a description of the genre in Greek literature: the organisation of their
works, concerns, and arguments for credibility; cf. Ibid., 425-442, for the various appearances of
paradoxographical tales in different genres of literature. cf. Dench (2005) 283-287, for a brief history on
the taste for the strange, from Homer through Alexander the Great and the Hellenistic Age, to the displays
of the Roman potentates of the late Republic.

'3 Gabba (1981) 53.

160



incomplete. Further to the problem of geographical distance are the interactions between
the centre and the edges, the celestial and infernal, and the temporal.'* This tension could
be described as the simultaneous distance and proximity in the concept of the wondrous.
In other words, there is a symbiotic relationship between the distant and the adjacent,
whether in geographical, spatial, or temporal terms. This is well exemplified by two
passages of Plutarch. The first comes in the proemium to his Life of Theseus, in which
he depicts both a simultaneous curiosity in edges of the world and the haziness of the
inquiry, for reasons of distance (in its different meanings) and the lack of knowledge,
allowing for their population with incredible and wondrous things:
"Qomep v taig yemyoadialg, ® Sdooie Sevexinv, ol ioTogrol T¢ dtadedyovra
TV YVOOLV aUTOV TOlg €0YATOLS PEQEDL TMV mmvaxmv mefodvies, aitiog
naeayQddovoty Ot "ta & éméxerva Biveg dvudool xai ONELmoes”, 1} "TnAog
AOVNG”, 1] “ZrvOnov ©V0C”, 1) "MEAAYOS memmyds,” oUTmG €U0l TTEQL TV TOV
Blwv TV TOQaAANAWY YoapnV TOV EPLTOV elndTL AMOY® %Ol BAcLuoV ioToQid
TOAYUATWV E£XOUEVT] X0OVOV SLEROOVTL, TTEQL TV AVTEQW HAADG ELXEV ELTTETY:
“TOL O EMENELVOL TEQATMON ROL T, TTOWTOL %ol puBoyeddol vépovrar, nol
0vnét EyeL oty 000 cadvelav.”
Thus, the temporal distance of Plutarch’s subject matter leads him into an apology for his
method, moving from the world of reason and basis in historical actions to that of the
monstrous, poetical and mythographical.'® Furthermore, it seems that geographical and
temporal distance are equated here; both are locations where wondrous things exist,
suggesting that these different types of distance were conceptually similar. Accordingly,
the location of mirabilia is far away in this description.
However, this temporal and spatial distance is juxtaposed with the appearance of

wondrous phenomena at the centre, exemplified by Rome in Plutarch’s second passage.

As the nucleus of the empire, Rome was the place were mirabilia would be transported

'* Beagon (2007) 21-35, for a careful discussion of these different locations of the wondrous, especially in
Pliny’s Natural History.

" Plut. Thes. 1.1-3.

'S ¢f. Bowersock (1994) 1-27 for a discussion of such intersections in ancient literature.
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and displayed as part of the trappings of imperial expansion.'” This status of Rome as a
locus for curiosities is seen in the second Plutarch passage, from the treatise De
Curiositate in the Moralia:
Qomeg ovv &v Phun Tiveg T Yoadas xol Tovg dvdgudvtag ol vij Ala td
UMM TOV OVIOV TOUdWV 1ol yuvarr@v €v undevi Aoym Théuevol el TV TV
TEQATWV AYOQAV AVOOTEEPOVTAL, TOUS ARVIULOUS KOl TOVG YOAEAYRWVAS HOL
TOVG TELOGOGAOVS %ol TOvg oteovBoxepdhovg xatapavidavovies nol
Cnrodvreg el L yeyévntal “ oOurTov eld0g ®ol ATOPMOALOV TEQAS”, AAN' €av
oVVEXDS TIS €AYy TOlg TOLOUTOLG OUTOVG Oeduaot, TOYY TANOUOVI)V %ol
vavtiav moéEet, oUTmg ol T TeQL TOV Plov AoToYNUaTO ROl YEVOV aioyn %ol
OLaoTQOdAg TIvag év oirolg dlhoteiolg ral Anuuelelag TOAVTQOYLOVODVTES
TOV TEMOTOV AVOUUVNOXRETWOAV €0VTOVS OTL Ydowv xal dvnowv ovdepiov
> 18
fveyne.
Plutarch’s purpose here is to comment on the taste of his described molvmdypoveg,”
whose interest lies not in the beautiful and intellectual, but the irregular and deformed
catered by the so-called ‘market of monsters’, in which you could find people with no
calves, short arms, three eyes, and bird-heads, along with other wonders of ‘commingled
shape and misformed prodigy.”®' Thus, the tépata of legend and foreign lands are
brought into the centre of the empire, for the tastes and consumptions of its inhabitants,

meaning that there is an experiential factor in the encounter of the wondrous that

problematises its distance and unbelievability.

'7 Beagon (2007) 29-31 for Rome as the location of the wondrous; cf. Rutledge (2012) for Rome as a place
for collecting wonders, intersecting especially with artifacts and art history, and esp. 221ff for the place of
the Emperor in this rubric; cf. Murphy (2004) 20, for a discussion of how Pliny’s Natural History places
Rome at the centre of a world of knowledge, bordered by the exotic. cf. Clavel-Lévéque (1984), esp. 15-16
for the status of the games at Rome as the arena of social interaction, and the space in which the exotic and
wondrous were displayed—a sign of Rome’s widespread domination of nature and the world; cf. Edwards
(1993) 119; Gunderson (2003) 637-658.

'8 Plut. Mor. 520.C-E. cf. a discussion of this in Trentin (2011) 197, including the comparison with a passage
in Quintilian on the higher price of deformed slaves, also echoing sentiments described by Plutarch in the
above quotation — (Quint. Inst. 2.5.11: ‘Nam sermo rectus et secundum naturam enuntiatus nihil habere ex
ingenio videtur, illa vero quae utcumque deflexa sunt taminquam exquisitiora miramur non aliter quam
distortis et quocumque modo prodigiosis corporibus apud quosdam maius est pretium quam iis quae nihil
ex communis habitus bonis perdiderunt.’

' On polypragmosyne, see Leigh (2013), esp. 123 on the emperor’s status as a curiosus himself.

%0 ¢f. Mart. 8.13 for an example of a potential ToAVTEAYWU®V, Wwho was left disappointed in his search for
an unintelligent slave: ‘Morio dictus erat: viginiti milibus emi. redde mihi nummos, Gargiliane; sapit.’

! The quotation is a fragment from Euripides’ Cretans (Eur. Fr. 472a = 996), here given in the Loeb
translation of Plutarch’s Moralia. Further commentary on the translation and the other appearances of the
fragments is done in the main text.
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There are other themes relevant to the wondrous in the above. For instance, it is
important to comment on the Euripides fragment that Plutarch alludes to in this passage.
Other than in the Moralia, it appears in a different form in his Life of Theseus, ending
instead with ®dmopmdAiov Beédog, a ‘hybrid birth of monstrous shape’, rather than the
‘marvel’ or ‘portent’ that is referred to with Tépac.” The word dmmodpdAov has been
rendered differently in different commentaries, but there is a meaning of ‘emptiness’ or
‘sterility’. Perhaps there is also a reference to the word ¢pwAeia, which denotes a bestial
life in a hole or a cave.” This phrase therefore denotes both a depravity and uniqueness—
not repeated and without offspring—in the teratological. This meaning should be a part of
the passage inserted by Plutarch into his description of the monster-market. Moreover,
there is also an encounter of intellectual, mythological and the teratological in Plutarch’s
choice of phrase. The allusion to Euripides would perhaps be satisfactory to intellectual
erudition, but it is important to note that it comes from the context of the description of
the Minotaur; an evocation of the mythological, present at the market in Rome.

Citation of this particular myth brings to mind an example in Martial’s Liber
Spectaculorum of what Coleman called ‘Fatal Charades’: examples of capital punishment
being exacted through the spectacle of mythological reenactments.”* In this particular
poem, Martial describes a staged scene of bestiality in the new Colosseum that was a
rendition of the mythological scene of Pasiphaé€ and the bull; the union that bore the

Minotaur:

22 Plut. Thes. 15.2; Translation from the Loeb edition.

» A TLG search produced an entry for the word in the Lexicon of Photius, a ninth century patriarch of
Constantinople: Photius, Lexicon (A-A) 2719 ‘Amodpdiov: OMyov GElov, dmaidevtov, dteyxvov,
pétalov. ol 8¢ dyoLov i) AdORLPOV 1) ONOL®OT, ATO TV dwAedV.’

2 Coleman (1990) 63-64: Coleman discusses the scene in the context of bestiality in the Roman world,
within a history of staged executions. cf. Bowersock (1994) 8-9 for a similar comment on Martial’s Liber
Spectaculorum. cf. Gunderson (2003) 637ff., for a more general appraisal of the arena as a locus for
communication, Wiedemann (1992) 3ff., on games as an interactive play of power, and cf. Edwards (1993)
99ff., for a similar argument with respect to theatre, especially with concern for the moral aspect.
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Iunctam Pasiphaen Dictaeo credite tauro: vidimus, accepit fabula prisca fidem. nec se
miretur, Caesar, longaeva vetustas: quidquid Fama canit, praestat harena tibi.”

An ancient tale is rendered a reality in the arena under the auspices of the emperor; a story
of temporal distance brought close for autopsy and thus made more credible. It is therefore
conceptually similar to the description of Plutarch’s monster-market and an interest in
mirabilia. Furthermore, it suggests a continual play between different worlds, which
perhaps would be more simply and more comfortably kept separate, but instead belong
together in the same conceptual space. Therefore, ‘fact’ and ‘fiction’, ‘myth’ and ‘reality’,
‘intellectual” and ‘baser’ pursuits are mixed together in the perception of the wondrous.
This wavering is also present in the issues of fiction and morality with respect to
mirabilia. Both the passages of Plutarch above highlight these issues. The first one
illustrates the problem of the line between fiction and history:*® there seems to be a
haziness between what could be considered truth or fiction, and thus what could be
included in a work about historical events. Indeed, Plutarch states in the same chapter that
he attempted to infuse reason into what he called 10 pvO@®deg and thus take on the guise
of history,” which seems to concede a symbiotic relationship between what was
considered true or false, rather than arguing that it is an example of the stark polarity
between the historical and the legendary, which is something that is reflected in wonder
tales. This is similar to what Bowersock argued in his appraisal of literature in the early

Roman empire, and was essential to his argument for understanding of its history: ‘For

» Mart. Spect. 6(5). Allusion to the patronage of the emperor here is key, as Martial places him as the
overseer of the re-enaction of myth, meaning that he is the patron of the wondrous. This idea will be
elaborated further below, 173-174.

% cf. above Chapter 2.2 and Bowersock (1994) 1-27.

77 Plut. Thes. 1.5: ‘gin pgv ovv Huiv éxnabagduevov Aoym 10 pudddeg Vmaxodoor xoi Aafeiv
iotoglag OYuv: Bmov & Gv avBaddg Tob mBavoD TEQLPEOV %Al uh déxNTAL TV TEOG TO €inOg
LEIELY, EVYVOUOVOV dxnoaTdV denodpeda nol mEAms TNV dgydloloyiav mooodeyouévawv.” These
are lines of equivocation rather than complete contrast, pointing to a potential spectrum of believability left
to the decision of the reader. Despite the potential lack of credibility, the fabulous are still recorded. cf.
Schepens and Delcroix (1996) 383 for the concern for credibility, by citing authorities on the subject and
autopsy. cf. Plin. NH. 7.8 and Gell. 9.4.3, 13, for similar citations of authority in the discussion of
paradoxical stories.
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any coherent and persuasive interpretation of the Roman empire it becomes obvious that
fiction must be viewed as part of its history.”* It follows that mirabilia would fall under
this understanding.”

Indeed, such arguments appear elsewhere. At the beginning of book 7 of the Natural
History, Pliny discusses that which he does not want to omit from his study of the human
animal: the stories about peoples who live far from the sea, which would seem to be
prodigiosa and incredibilia in the views of many.”® Pliny proceeds to justify his choice by
blurring the line between the credible and incredible:

Quis enim Aethiopas ante quam cerneret credidit? Aut quid non miraculo est, cum
primum in notitiam venit? Quam multa fieri non posse prius quam sunt facta
iudicantur? Naturae vero rerum vis atque maiestas in omnibus momentis fide caret, si
quis modo partes eius ac non totam complectatur animo... Nec tamen ego in plerisque
eorum obstringam fidem meam potiusque ad auctores relegabo, qui dubiis reddentur
omnibus, modo ne sit fastidio Graecos sequi, tanto maiore eorum diligentia vel cura
vetustiore.”!
Within Pliny’s universalising rubric of knowledge concerning nature, the possibility of
the miraculous becomes more feasible, particularly when the unknown slowly becomes
the known. Nonetheless, this argument does not discount the possibility of fiction, and
trust has to be placed in the authors who transmit these stories, with the ultimate onus
remaining on the audience about whether or not to buy into them. A similar dilemma is
presented by Aulus Gellius. It describes the story of transit between Greece and Italy,
where Gellius happened upon old Greek paraodoxography books. He describes them as

being simultaneously unbelievable, and from authors of some authority:

Erant autem isti omnes libri Graeci miraculorum fabularumque pleni, res inauditae,
incredulae, scriptores veteres non parvae auctoritatis.”

2 Bowersock (1994) 12; cf. Gabba (1981) 54 for a similar argument and the vexatious problem of
distinguishing ‘true’ and ‘false’ as experienced by ancient historiographers.

¥ cf. Bowersock (1994) 31-37 for this argument

% Plin. NH. 7.6; cf. Beagon (2005) 116-117: Pliny implies the Mediterranean with it being the centre of the
system, meaning populations far away were exotic in their distance from it.

3! Plin. NH. 7.6-8. The omitted lines contain further examples of the great variety in humanity and nature,
and accordingly the logic of their difficulty in comprehension.

2 Gell. 9.4.1-3.
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He then states that he includes some of the stories, so that the reader would not be ignorant
to them, which echoes Pliny’s sentiment.”® Later in the text, Gellius bemoans the interest
in non idoneae scripturae taedium, but at the same time justifies their inclusion with
mention of Pliny himself, who he states was a writer of great authority, and not only had
heard and read, but also had known and seen that which he wrote.** Therefore, there seems
to be a disdainful, but keen, interest in these tales.

Therefore, the line of fiction and fact is difficult to delineate. Perhaps it is the
ambiguity of these stories that is appealing, as they occupy liminal spaces in the mind.”
Indeed, this could be said of the moral reticence exhibited towards mirabilia and the
teratological by the authors cited above, particularly the second quotation by Plutarch:*
they decry the interest in them, but nonetheless engage in the discourse. Then, it perhaps
would be too simple to describe it in dichotomous terms: the good and morally upright
deriding popular or credulous attitudes towards these stories. This is not to discount the
importance of negative moral interpretations of mirabilia, but rather to suggest that they
were part of a shared conceptual spectrum in which these stories were understood.”” This
could be a way to explain an apparent dissonance in the evidence; between the derision

of mirabilia in moral and intellectual terms, and the continual appearance of such tales in

3 Gell. 9.5.

* Ibid., 9.12-13. For further analysis of this text and the paradoxographers Gellius mentions, see Schepens
and Delcroix (1996) 410-424.

¥ cf. Schepens and Delcroix (1996) 448-451, for a discussion on the Romans’ interest in paradoxa. cf.
Gabba (1981) 57-61 for the discussion of the appeal of the utopian and local in paradoxography, and how
that they infiltrated historical texts, which to him indicated the wide appeal of these stories in different
contexts, leading to a reassessment of what was perceived to be legendary or historical.

% ¢f. Romm (1992) 95. cf. Dench (2005) 288-290 for emphasis on narratives of luxury and the moral
judgement of emperors, delineating the ‘good’ from the ‘bad’ in their conduct towards the ‘freakish’.

7 Murphy (2004) 8 for the argument that Pliny’s Natural History included such stories in order for the remit
of his knowledge collection to be complete (cf. Plin. NH. 7.6-8). Note, however, Ibid., 7: ‘we know much
less about the symbolic culture of antiquity than that of today because of the aristocratic bias of the
surviving literary sources. The oratory of courts and schools, epic poetry and imperial history imply
versions of Roman culture, but they value certain tones and registers and suppress others, embracing tragic
and heroic codes while they exclude the banal, the commercial, the technical, and the trivial.” I would argue
that interest in paradoxography gives us evidence that transcends this preventative barrier; a potential
window into a shared register between divisions in society.
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variant forms of literature, from paradoxographical treatises such as that of Phlegon of
Tralles, to the biographies and histories of Suetonius, Tacitus, and Dio. It is also useful to
acknowledge the existence of a negative moral or intellectual perspective without
adopting it as our own, meaning that paradoxical stories, as well as paradoxographical
texts, should be part of the historical understanding of the Roman empire. Furthermore,
it may point to the wider appeal of paradoxography that Gabba argued for, but it would
not be in spite of its ambiguities, but because of them.” They could be a part of a wider
conceptual framework in which these stories circulated, in which credulity and moral
judgement were tested. This subjectivity should not be seen as historically unusable or
irrelevant, for they are a potential window into a common thought-world; one that
involved a curiosity about the Roman emperor.

It is therefore important to locate the Roman emperor within this discourse of
mirabilia. As alluded to above, the implication of the growing thirst for wonder
knowledge is that it is inexorably tied to the expansion of power. As more of the earth
becomes a part of the aegis of the empire, there is a greater interest in attempting to order
and compile what may lie at the edges and in between, what Purcell calls a ‘conceptual
geography’ of the world.” It therefore binds the peripheries of the mind to the reality of
their centre, facilitated by the route connections laid down by the power of imperial
expansion. What is particularly interesting for our purposes is the status of the Roman
emperor as the ‘traveller’ on this journey. Even if vicarious, his patronage means that he

is the mediator between the extremes, and the orderer and organiser of the world,

38 See 160, n. 13 above.

39 Purcell (1990) 178, 179: ‘ Alexander was Odysseus’ successor, and the king’s experience was crystallised
as empire by his journeying and the accounts that were written of it. In the actual journeys of the later
generals like Pompey, Lucullus, Mucianus, or the vicarious experience of emperors through their
emissaries, the concern was with the individual who reaches significant places and... ‘knew the minds’ of
their inhabitants.’
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including the obscure edges.” He is then inevitably coloured by these conceptions;
wondrous by association, and obscured through them. The curiosity included the
discourse of the emperor, interested in his own wonder tales and how he seemed, glorious
or monstrous as they may have been.

To continue with the theme of imperial expansion as catalyst, it has been argued
that the collection and display of mirabilia are part of the intricate negotiation of power.*'
In a recent work named Pliny the Elder’s Natural History—the Empire in Encyclopedia,
Trevor Murphy argues for Pliny’s work being a cultural artefact of the Roman empire; a
compendium that collects universal knowledge as the corollary to Rome’s vast empire.*”
A part of this argument includes the importance of the emperor’s position, which involved
the ability to control mirabilia as part of his imperial remit:

The collection, selection, control, and publication or display of knowledge about
nature was also an attribute of the emperors’ power; emperors were the most
authoritative of natural historians, not in the sense of observers or writers about
nature, but as arbiters of what was to be regarded as true.*’
This is an important manner in which to describe the emperor’s position in terms of
wonder tales: stories show him to be this mediator, and therefore the apex of power in the
world.

However, when juxtaposed with other interpretations of the emperor and mirabilia,
a different impression could be taken, which points to the wavering of themes just
discussed above. These other interpretations can be exemplified by the following two

works of scholarship. First is Emma Dench’s Romulus’ Asylum. This work is a wide-

ranging and interesting appraisal of Roman identities and their construction over a long

0 On the wonder of the edges of the world in Pliny’s Natural History, see Beagon (2007) 21-23.

I Schepens and Delcroix (1996) 450: ‘the possession of the unique, of the strange, also had its function
within power relations: it could be considered a symbol of domination.’

2 Murphy (2004) passim. but particularly 197-203. cf. Beagon (2005) 23-24, esp. n. 73 for a brief
bibliography on these points.

# Murphy (2004) 197. cf. Champlin (2008) 414-415 for a similar argument with respect to Tiberius.
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period of history, spanning from the middle republic to the high empire. Within this
greater rubric of discussion is a chapter on race, blood, and physiognomy, which includes
a discussion of the taste for the strange and deformed.* Dench’s interest lies in attempting
to describe the Roman fascination with what she terms as ‘freakish’.*’ She is interested in
looking at attestations for anything that could be described as such, which in Latin are
mirabilia, prodigia, monstra, ostenta, ludibria and miracula.*® Thus, all these terms are put
under the label ‘freak’ as a shorthand to accentuate the otherness of the deformities she is
describing; something that denotes prodigious difference, used to invoke what Dench
calls a ‘Roman anxiety’ for perceived disorder in nature.”” It is this construction of
otherness that the emperor is then juxtaposed, as Dench argues that a ‘general connection
in Roman thought between freakishness and the person of the emperor includes the idea
of the collection and display of freaks, the prominence of freaks within the imperial court,
and the emperor himself as freak.*® The repeated use of the word ‘freak’ is appropriate
in this sense, as it attempts to view the emperor through a lens of obscurity and difference,
coloured by prejudicial conceptions of otherness.

Indeed, this is a similar approach to one taken by Robert Garland in The Eye of the
Beholder. This work is a general history of deformity and disability in Greek and Roman
antiquity, which contains a chapter with the particular goal of describing the Roman
interest in deformity during the imperial period.” Part of that chapter is a discussion of

the emperor and his ‘singular status and excessive power’, which to Garland made him a

* Dench (2005) 280-292.

# cf. Dench (2005) 281-282 for this term, and esp. n. 167, on the problems of this term. I prefer the terms
mirabilia, wondrous, and monstrous to describe the evidence, with no real preference for a hold-all term.
* Ibid., 281-282.

" Tbid., 282. For further on the study of wonders and mirabilia in the ancient world, Schepens and Delcroix
(1996) 373-460, Beagon (2007) 19-40, (esp. 29-32 for the Roman emperor); On deformity and their
connection to the emperor: Garland (1995). esp. 45-58, Trentin (2011) 195-208.

*8 Dench (2005) 283; Bowersock (1994) 33 for a similar argument.

* Garland (1995) 45-58.
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monstrosity himself, much like the deformed people he kept.” It should be stated that
both works form important inspirations for this section, but there will be important
departures taken here. Importantly, the concentration on the ‘freakishness’ and
‘monstrosity’ of the Roman emperor alone would reveal an incomplete picture. This
should not be seen as a criticism, as the relevant sections of both works concentrate on
placing deformity into its ancient context. Here, however, it is important to see where the
emperor figures in this discourse of wonder, which is a subtle difference in approach.
Proximity to the wondrous complicated the emperor’s reception, which is a point
that Dench implies in her discussion of this topic:
If the emperor’s display of his ability to muddle ‘normal’ categories and conventions
of society could suggest deep truths about the arbitrary nature of his power, other
stories about emperors and freaks suggest in addition the quality of refinement gone
berserk, like the excesses of tyranny.’’
The emperor as ‘freak’ would be one-sided. It should rather be compared and contrasted
to Murphy’s understanding of the emperor as a patron and mediator of wonder, as
discussed above.”> However, it would be simplistic to distill these into ‘good’ or ‘bad’
vignettes of the Roman emperor, as both coexist and contribute to the reception of the
position. Therefore, in the following discussion of the emperor and mirabilia, the
importance of both in the discourse will be stressed rather than attempting to place
examples of the emperor (or individual emperors) as a mediator or a monstrum into set
categories of ‘good’ or ‘bad’ emperors. This is not the same as denying the existence of a

‘good’ or ‘bad’ interpretation of the emperor, but rather to state that the emperor could

seem both good and bad simultaneously.”® This does not mean to push the emperor too

% Garland (1995) 50-51.

! Dench (2005) 289. cf. Garland (1995) 45 for a similar argument.

32 See above 168; Murphy (2004) 197.

>3 This is similar to the interpretation of Tacitus’ Tiberius in the A nnals - a brooding, calculating emperor,
having been exhibited by good and bad qualities, but with the added difficulty of not knowing his
countenance precisely. Tiberius’ dissimulatio may be a special case, but it forms part of the larger discourse
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far on the scale towards incomprehensibility, but rather to stress his liminality,
counterpointed by the other vignettes of the emperor as described in this chapter. This
section does not set out to explain or delineate a ‘Roman anxiety’ to deformity in its
entirety per se, or social perceptions and reactions to wonder or disorder, but rather to
place the Roman emperor within a discourse of mirabilia and wonder.” The Roman
emperor populating these stories could highlight his position in the mentalité of his
subjects, suggesting that he could be a patron and arbiter of wonders, or monstrous in
himself, enhancing both the obscurity and the curiosity of what the emperor was.”

First is the evidence of the emperor as patron and mediator. This comes in different
forms, including the collection and display of wondrous things from across the world in
different contexts, in the presence of the emperor at his court and his own private
collection, or in public display at the arena or during a triumphal procession.”® The
intricacies of the pageantry and the negotiation that are involved in the study of the
triumph and the arena are separate topics in their own right, which have both received
singular attention and also deserve a greater appraisal, and as such differences should not
be underestimated. However, it would be impossible to undertake this task of complete
differentiation here. The centrality of the Roman emperor means that there is a regression
towards the mean: his status as patron and mediator in these different contexts means that
similarities can be extrapolated, particularly with reference to the emperor himself and

the involvement of mirabilia. Moreover, the specific concern here is to explore the

about the Roman emperor. cf. Champlin (2008) 408-205, Pelling (1993) 58-85 and further discussion above
in Chapter 2.2 and below, 186.

> North (1986) 256: ‘prodigies began in the late Republic to shift from their traditional ground and to
cluster—not within senatorial proceedings and minutes—but in significant moments in the lives of great
men.’” Cited by Dench (2005) 282.

% ¢f. Garland (1995) 49-52 on the argument on the Roman emperor’s fascination with the monstrous and
his power and status making him a monster himself.

% For the relevant evidence on this topic, see Beagon (2007) 30-32; Garland (1995) 48-52, and esp.
Rutledge (2012) 221-286. For the triumph, see Gagé (1933) 1-43; Versnel (1970), esp. 356-396;
McCormick (1986) 11-34; Beard (2003b) 550-552; cf. Edwards (1993) 119; cf. Gunderson (2003) 640-
658.
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perception of the interaction between the emperor and the wondrous in our sources across
both time and space, rather than a separate historical analysis of any single context, such
as a triumph. It is therefore the similarities across these contexts, rather than their
differences, that will be stressed here, as they all show the emperor’s proximity to
mirabilia.

It is best to commence with the triumph, as it can represent the bridging of the
conceptual chasm between the imperial centre and the conquered periphery, and indeed
between the emperor’s more concrete role of conqueror and that of an arbiter of wonder.”
The triumph is a context in which wonders were brought to Rome from afar, exhibiting
Rome’s world power, and importantly for the imperial period, the position of the Roman
emperor as the triumphant general and patron of the mirabilia on display.”® The Flavian
triumph of A.D. 71, as described in detail by Josephus, was full of displays of riches and
natural rarities, which were collected in greater concentration than usual, and exhibited
the vastness of the Roman empire.” This included vast quantities of gold, silver, and
ivory, which seemed to flow like a river;*® embroidered cloth and gemstones, with the
latter in such great quantity that it was hard to imagine their rarity;®' statues of the gods
made with expensive material for the occasion; and many animals and multitudes of

captives as part of the procession.”> Additionally, Josephus describes in detail the ‘carried

37 ¢f. above, 167-171 for a discussion on the historical importance of both sides of this seeming dichotomy.
%% See Beard (2003b) 551-552 and Beard (2007) 123 on the triumph being a physical realisation of Roman
imperialism, and Beard (2003a) 37-43 on the triumph as a performance of imperial power at its centre, and
particularly on examples where the display was ‘fake’ (See Tac. Ann. 2.41.2 for Germanicus, Suet. Cal.
47.1, for Gaius, and Tac. Agr. 39.1, Plin. Pan. 16.3 for Domitian). Compare with Gunderson (2003) 654
for a similar argument for the fabrication of truth in the Flavian amphitheatre.

%% Joseph. BJ. 7.133: ‘oyedov yaQ oa toig hmote AvOodmols evdaipoviioaoty éxtiOn xatd uéQog
GMo o’ dAlols Bovpaotd ®ai rolvtehd], Tadta m Tig fuéoag éxelvng aboa ths Pwpainv
fyepoviag £€delEe To puéyebog.’

% Ibid., 134.

o' Ibid., 134-135: ‘tocodtol magnvéxOnoav, Gote padelv dtu pdrny eivai T TodTOV OTEAVIOV
VREMDOopeEY.’

%2 Ibid., 136-138: ‘Cwv e oML GPVOELS TOQTYOVTO ROOUOV OIXEIOV GTAVIWV TEQUXELUEVOV. .. 7T
100TOIE 0VOE TOV iy pdAmTov 1)V idelv yhov xOounTOoV, AL 1) TOV £60TTWV TowriAla %l TO ®EANOg
aUTOIG TV ATO TG XOXRDOEMS TOY COUATWY ANdiav Endemte Thc dyewgs.” Compare with descriptions
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stages’ or floats, on which reenactments of the battle scenes in the Jewish War were shown
to the spectating public, which also included the representations of fortifications, temples,
and natural formations.”” Furthermore in detail are the descriptions of the spoils of the
war, including those from the Temple in Jerusalem.* Finally is the description of the
imperial family in pomp:

ued’ o Oveomoaolavog NAavve mpdtog xot Titog eimeto, Aopetiovog O

noQ{mmevey, aTOG TE OLOTTRENDS HEROOUNUEVOS Ral TOV (TmoV oéymv B€ag

GEov.”
The Flavians appear as a unit as patrons of the event and conquerors, and the ostentatious
display of riches and wonders from across the oikoumene is directly connected to them.
Thus, the specific spoils of the Jewish War along with the display of the vast power and
geographical enormity of the Roman empire are combined to prove the clout of Vespasian
and his sons, and similarly to Murphy’s argument about Pliny’s Natural History, and to
help exhibit the emperor as an arbiter of the wonders of the world.*®

The proximity of the emperor to mirabilia is a theme that is observable throughout

the history of the early principate. To continue with the Flavians and public display of

of Gaius’ triumph in Suetonius and Dio (Suet. Cal. 47; Dio 59.25.3-5), which both detail the farcical display
of both his spoils and captives. cf. Dench (2005) 37-38 for analysis of these scenes.

% Joseph. BJ. 7. 139-147: (quoted fom 139) ‘Oadua &’ €v tolg pdhota maQelyey 1| TOV GeQopévoy
ypdtov rataoxevi)’ It is notable that Josephus uses the word Badua, or cognates, throughout the
passage (Ibid., 132-152), accentuating the ‘wonder’ of the procession. cf. Tac. Ann. 2.41.2 for a similar, if
shorter, parallel: ‘vecta spolia, captivi, simulacra montium fluminum proeliorum’.

% Ibid., 148-151, which included the golden table, menorah, and the laws of the Jewish people. cf. Beard
(2003b) 550-551.

% Joseph. BJ. 152. cf. Tac. Ann. 2 .41.3: ‘augebat intuentium visus eximia ipsius species currusque quinque
liberis onustus’. Note that both depict that the family is a spectacle in itself, which conceptually places them
in the same category as the others displays in the triumphal procession.

% Murphy (2004) 197-201; cf. Beagon (2005) 23-24. There could be an objection to the specificity of the
Flavian context. While acknowledging this context of the attempt establish Vespasian’s legitimacy, it
nonetheless exhibits wider themes of importance: Negotiations of power and legitimacy were always
essential to the function of the principate within the conversation of acceptance. These themes were
discussed above in Chapter 1. Therefore, what could be seen as a specific political act can also be interpreted
within a wider theme across the history of the emperorship—namely the importance of displaying the
emperor as a patron and mediator of wonders. It was part of the mystique of the Roman emperor, which
helps us understand the nature of the position and its reception. Indeed, a similar issue is observable in the
discussion of Vespasian’s healing miracles at Alexandria, as discussed in Luke (2010) 77-106, from Suet.
Vesp.7; Tac. Hist. 4.81-2; Dio. 65.8.1-2. Unfortunately, there is not enough space to discuss these events
in detail, but they should also be seen within the wider context of emperors and mirabilia.
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wonder as a bridge into this material, the aforementioned Liber Spectaculorum of Martial
contains many examples of vast geography and wonders of the world being collocated at
Rome under the emperor, and in this case, the Flavian amphitheatre. In addition to this
are descriptions of executions as mythological reenactments, venationes, naumachiae,
and gladiatorial combats.®” Accordingly, the nature of the shows and the descriptions are
different, but they all fall under the auspices of the emperor; he is the equalising factor
and patron, and so accordingly is at the determining reason for the occurrences in the
arena. In poem 3, Martial describes the vast diversity of races and tongues being present
at Rome: ‘vox diversa sonat populorum, tum tamen una est, cum verus patriae diceris
esse pater’ ** In poem 17, an elephant is calmed by the presence of the emperor after its
fight with a bull.”” In poem 33, a doe bows down at the feet of Caesar, and the Molossian
hounds that were chasing it cease; a feat attributed to the emperor’s divine presence.”” As
such, the curious events that occur in the amphitheatre are explained by the emperor’s

presence.”!

7 A list of the relevant examples: Mart. Spect. 1-33. 1 follow the recent numbering as delineated by
Coleman in her commentary of the work. See Coleman (2006) xlv-Ixiv for a discussion on the problematic
and elusive identification of the ‘Caesar’ mentioned in the poems. in which she argues for a middle ground,
which means mixed composition dates for different epigrams, even if they were collected and published
under Domitian. See esp. ibid., xIvi, n. 92 for the scholarship on the commonly accepted date of A.D. 80
being the inauguration of the amphitheatre under Titus, and Buttrey (2007) 101-112 who argues strongly
for a Domitianic date. However, I agree totally with Coleman (2006) Ixiv in her argument for Martial’s
Caesar to be an ‘idealised abstraction’: ‘In any case, readers in either category may have been less
preoccupied with imperial prosopography, or even with amphitheatrical Realien, than with the marvels of
Man's mastery over the natural world... For scholars today who are preoccupied with historical specificity,
the 'Caesar' of most of the epigrams, and the occasion of any particular manifestation of his wizardry, must
remain a tantalizing puzzle. Yet, if one sets that conundrum aside, Martial's 'Caesar' starts to look almost
like an idealized abstraction, above identification; maybe that impression is not so far from the experience
of some of the readers among Martial's wider public, especially those further afield, as the instances of
imperial largesse in the capital merged into one glorious legend of theatrical marvels on the sands of the
arena.’

% Mart. Spect. 3.

% Ibid., 20: ‘Quod pius et supplex elephas te, Caesar, adorat, hic modo qui tauro tam metuendus erat, non
facit hoc iussus nulloque docente magistro: crede mihi, nostrum sentit et ille deum.’

" 1bid., 33: ‘Concita veloces fugeret cum damma Molossos et varia lentas necteret arte moras, Caesaris
ante pedes supplex similisque roganti constitit, et praedam non tetigere canes. haec intellecto principe dona
tulit. numen habet Caesar: sacra est haec, sacra potestas, credite: mentiri non didicere ferae.’

"I Coleman (2006) Ixxv for further examples of the different guises that ‘Caesar’ is depicted in the Liber
Spectaculorum . cf. Coleman (1993) 72-74 for an earlier iteration of this argument.
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Indeed, the occurrence of such mirabilia in the presence of the emperor appears in
different contexts and sources of the early principate. Natural oddities gravitated towards
him, whether they were part of the emperor’s entourage at court or were gifts from across
and outside the empire, and whether they were kept at court or displayed to the public.””
To start with the first emperor, King Porus sent Augustus an assortment of wonders from
India; animals including large snakes, a tortoise, a partridge, and a man who was born
without limbs;” Pausanias tells us that Augustus took the tusks of the Calydonian boar
from Tegea and displayed them at the sanctuary of Dionysus at Rome;”* Suetonius reports
that wondrous animals were also displayed by Augustus in different contexts across
Rome;” Pliny the Elder states that he displayed two preserved giants called Pusio and
Secundilla at the Sallustian Gardens, and that Augustus’ female relatives kept dwarves in
their entourage.”” Such a cornucopia of mirabilia surrounding the Roman emperor
continues through the reigns of different emperors. Tiberius similarly kept a dwarf as part
of a group of court jesters, or copreae, as they were called;’”’ he also received reports of
wonders from across the empire, including the finding of a large skeleton, from which a

large tooth was sent to Tiberius himself to inspect,’”® a report from Lisbon of a cave which

2 The following list is indebted to the evidence included in Beagon (2007) 30-31, Garland (1995) 48-49,
and Dench (2005) 287-288. For a comprehensive look at the emperor and wonders in Pliny’s Natural
History, see Baldwin (1995b) 56-78. On imperial colletions at Rome, see Rutledge (2012).

3 Strabo 15.1.73.

™ Paus. 8.46.1, 5: ‘xal VOg tod Koludwviov tovg 086vtag #hafev 6 Popaiwv Bactheds
A{youoTog... Tod 8¢ VOGS TV 000VTWY xatedybal pev TOv £1eQoV ooy oi £m toig Badpaoty, 6 8
€11 €€ aUTdV Aewmduevog avéreLto v facthémg nmoLg &v ieo® Atovioou...’

> Suet. Aug. 43.3.

® Plin. NH. 7.75; cf. Suet. Aug. 83: note how there is quite a bit of evidence for Augustus’ proximity to
mirabilia, even though Suetonius states he avoided dwarves and cripples (Nam pumilos atque distortos et
omnis generis eiusdem ut ludibria naturae malique ominis abhorrebat). cf. Dench (2005) 287-288 on the
complex and contradictory reception of Augustus’ persona, and how this translates to a contradictory
tradition of him being rejecting such oddities as luxuries, but having them gravitate towards him regardless.
cf. also Trentin (2011) 202, on the place of deformed individuals at court.

" Suet. Tib. 61.6. cf. Chapter 3.5 on the open criticism of emperors. For more on the copreae, their name,
and the evidence for them, see Beard (2014) 143-144, and Purcell (1999) 182-183 on performers at the
court of the emperor, and their effect on his perception.

® Phlegon, Mir. 13-14; cf. Beagon (2007) 34, n. 64 for other findings of large skeletal remains. cf. Paus.
8.29.3-4.
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had a shell-playing Triton, and another on the existence of Nereids.” Gabbara, a giant
from Arabia was brought to the emperor Claudius;* Phlegon of Tralles tells stories about
hermaphrodites, including one who had suddenly changed from female to male and was
subsequently sent to Claudius, and another with a similar change who was kept at
Agrippina’s country house at Mevania.*' Moreover according to Pliny, Claudius is also
sent a phoenix,* and a hippocentaur that had been preserved in honey.*’ Indeed, Claudius
himself is depicted as an oddity to be kept at court, as observable in Suetonius’ Claudius,
where is mother calls him a portentum $and Augustus is not sure how to deal with him:
Sin autem NhatTt®oOAL sentimus eum et PefAdpOon zal gig TNV TOD OOUATOS KOl
elg TV TS Yuyis deToOTNTQ, praebenda materia deridendi et illum et nos non est
hominibus T& TOLADTO OXOITTELY ROl PURTNEILEWY ElwOOOLY.*
Under Nero, Tacitus describes the prodigious and depraved nature of Nero’s court,

including a deformed man named Vatinius,*

as well as opulence of his feasts and
banquets, which included birds, beasts and marine life from distant places.”” According

to Suetonius, there was even a story that Nero kept an Egyptian omnivore that would eat

anything given to him.* Phlegon reports that a child with four heads was presented to

" Plin. NH. 9.9: This passage also contains a report to Augustus from the governor of Gaul on dead Nereids
found on the shore.

* Plin. NH.7.74.

8! Phlegon, Mir. 6-7.

%2 Plin. NH. 10.5.

% Plin. NH. 7.35: *Claudius Caesar scribit hippocentaurum in Thessalia natum eodem die interisse, et nos
principatu eius adlatum illi ex Aegypto in melle vidimus.’ Note that there are reports of two centaurs here,
and one with the alleged autopsy of Pliny. cf. Beagon (2007) 37-38 for the preservation of such wonders,
and Phlegon, Mir. 34-35, who reports of the centaur being preserved in the imperial storehouses during
Hadrian’s reign. However, it doesn’t seem clear that Phlegon is reporting on the same persevered centaur.
8 Suet. Claud.3.2.

85 Ibid., 4.2, cf. Ibid., 3-4. For Claudius’ illness, see Levick (1990) 13-14, and esp.200,n.7; Osgood (2011)
9, and Valente et al. (2002) 393-395 for a modern differential diagnosis of both his congenital ailments and
his death. Also, it would require further research, but a potential answer for why the descriptions of Claudius
are in Greek could be that the science of physiognomy comes from Greek learning.

% Tac. Ann. 15.34.2: ‘Vatinius inter foedissima eius aulae ostenta fuit, sutrinae tabernae alumnus, corpore
detorto, facetiis scurrilibus...’

¥ 1bid., 15.37: ‘volucres et feras diversis e terris at animalia maris Oceano abusque petiverat.’ For more on
Tacitus and this interest in paradoxography, and in particular these cited passages of the Annals, see
Woodman (1992) 173-188. On banquets being a place for the exhibition of monstrosities, see Trentin
(2011) 202-203,

% Suet. Ner. 37.2: “creditur etiam polyphago cuidam Aegypti generis crudam carnem et quidquid daretur
mandere assueto, concupisse vivos homines laniandos absumendosque obicere.’
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Nero.*” Furthermore, Pliny states that Nero possessed hermaphrodite mares,” and that his
wife Poppaea was said to have bathed in the milk of donkeys, and also wanted to provide
her favourite mules with gold shoes.”" According to Suetonius, Domitian kept a boy with
a small head, dressed in red at his feet at gladiatorial shows.”” Under Trajan, Phlegon
reports a story of a two-headed foetus being born, who was then thrown into the Tiber at
the behest of the haruspices,” and also reports of a woman in Alexandria giving birth to
multiple offspring, with Trajan providing their upkeep.”* Pausanias records a story of an
emperor, arguably Lucius Verus, who wanted to build a canal for navigation to connect
Antioch to the sea. The works revealed the remains of a giant, identified by the oracle at
Claros to be that of Orontes from India.”” This story connects two themes: that of the
emperor as an imperial voyager who alters the landscape by the building of thoroughfares,
and the discoverer and arbiter of wonders. Thus, the parallel themes of imperialism and
mirabilia are combined under the auspices of Roman emperor himself.”

As final examples to round off the period in question, the Historia Augusta gives
examples of Elagabalus’ famed luxurious tastes and exotic wild animals,” and that he

enjoyed the company of men with different physical deformities for his amusement.’® The

% Phlegon, Mir. 20.

% Plin. NH. 11.262.

1 Tbid., 11.238; Ibid., 33.140; cf. Dio 62.28.1 for both stories; cf. Baldwin (1995b) 74 for the citations.

%2 Suet. Dom. 4.2: ‘Ac per omne gladiatorum spectaculum ante pedes ei stabat puerulus coccinatus parvo
portentosoque capite.’ cf. Zadorojny (2015) 294-295 for this passage as part of his argument that colour
forms an interesting tool in the characterisation of the emperor in Suetonius’ Lives: ‘To put it bluntly, in
each Life the Princeps is the only figure who can own colour, interact with colour, and have a say, for better
or worse, over matters of colour.” As such, it provides an extremely interesting historiographical
manifestation of imperial power.

% Phlegon. Mir. 25.

% Ibid., 29: ‘obg avToxEdTwE Toamavog &éxéhevoey éx TOV WiV yonudtwv Teédpeoar. It is
interesting that Trajan is the one depicted taking care of these children, particularly when compared to his
alimentary initiatives in Italy. cf. above Chapter 3.3.

% Paus. 8.29.3-4; see Jones (2000) 476-481 for his identification of the emperor as Lucius Verus and the
corroborating evidence, including discussion of the remains of the mythical Orontes and his provenance.
% cf. discussion above, 167-168, esp. Purcell (1990) 178-192.

" SHA. Heliogab. 22-24.

% Ibid., 29.3: ‘Habuit et hanc consuetudinem, ut octo calvos rogaret ad cenam et item octo luscos et item
octo podagrosos, octo surdos, octo nigros, octo longos et octo pingues, cum capi non possent uno sigmate,
ut de his omnibus risus citaret.’
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Historia Augusta goes on to describe how Alexander Severus, his successor, disposed of
all the mirabilia and oddities Elagabalus had accumulated.” Notably, he gave them to the
public: ‘Nanos et nanas et moriones et vocales exsoletos et omnia acroamata et
pantomimos populo donavit’.'™ All this evidence shows the Roman emperor in close
proximity to the wondrous, which helped shape the nature of the discourse about him. To
build upon the theme alluded to in the context of Alexander Severus, the difference in
potential interpretation is nicely exhibited by juxtaposition between the public display of
these wonders, as opposed to their maintenance, hidden away in the court of the emperor.
This question of the accessibility of mirabilia was seen above in the evidence from the
triumph and games, and is a theme that is reflected in the evidence. Martial, Pliny and
Josephus separately admonish Nero for keeping his collection of wonders locked away at
the Domus Aurea, whilst simultaneously praising Vespasian for doing the opposite, which
is part of a moral discourse involving these wonders, and how they effect the perception

of an emperor.'”'

However, as argued above, the line between narratives of ‘good’ and
‘bad’ is not clearly defined, meaning that the emperor could easily slip into either
characterisation, since all this evidence depicts the emperor having patronised and
maintained mirabilia, whether in a private collection or part of a euergetical public
display.

In the end, it is interesting that the emperor would be depicted as closely associated

with mirabilia, and that his reception would be affected by this. This gives the impression

of the emperor as an inherently complex and ambiguous individual. However, to leave it

% SHA, Alex. Sev. 34.2-4. cf. Garland (1995) 49-50, Beagon (2007) 32 and Trentin (2011) 203 for this
evidence and their analysis.

0 SHA. Alex. Sev.34.2.

191 Mart. Spect. 2; Plin. NH. 34.84; 35.120; cf. Joseph. BJ. 7.158-160 cf. Beagon (2005) 23 and Beagon
(2007) 31 for further analysis on this juxtaposition, and Darwall-Smith (1996) 58-68 on the Domus Aurea
and Vespasian’s Templum Pacis. For more on the function of the Templum Pacis, see Norefia (2003) 26-
217.
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at that would be similar to concluding that there were binary ‘good’ or ‘bad’
understandings of the emperor. Alternatively, there is a flexibility to his reception in that
he could be cast into different roles by different people, which all contributed to the
discourse about who he was, and what he was meant to be.'"”” As regards to mirabilia, it
should be remarkable that the emperor is seen in close proximity to unbelievable and
bizarre things, particularly from a modern perspective. It seems that it was normal for the
Roman emperor to be associated with the wondrous. Therefore, there was a cognitive
association of the emperor and mirabilia, which could be interpreted in moralistic terms
(as perhaps either ‘good’ or ‘bad’), but not in a way that it was an impossibility. In other
words, it was obvious for the emperor to be close to mirabilia because he was the
emperor.'” Furthermore, this cognitive association allowed for the emperor to seem as
wondrous as the wonders themselves. Hopefully, the following short examples will
illustrate these points.
First are the stories of the emperor and marine life. As argued by Purcell, fish were
paradoxical and ambiguous, much like the wonders discussed above, particularly
concerning their consumption:
Eating fish could be as morally ambiguous, therefore, as eating dog, as taxonomically
disturbing as a diet of locusts, and as dissonant with the dispositions of Nature as a
nice glass of sea-water.'”

Briefly, there are several axes of ambiguity that concerned the sea and marine life, which

included the sea’s paradoxical poverty and provision of luxury, and that fish could be

thought of as inedible, yet also an important source of food.'”” Therefore, it should not be

12 See above, 170-171.

103 ¢f. Garland (1995) 49, Beagon (2007) 31, Murphy (2004) 197, and Dench (2005) 287; cf. Veyne (2002)
19, who cites Fusel de Coulanges on how the emperor was a god because he was emperor. This suggests
an interesting parallel to the imperial cult and questions of the emperor’s divinity, which could be reconciled
with his proximity to these wonders. This will be discussed further in Chapter 4.3.

1% Pyrcell (1995) 132.

195 Tbid., 133-136, 144; cf. Plin. NH. 9.104-105, who comments on the inedibility of fish, and its potential
as a source of luxury and corruption.
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surprising that stories about marine life are similar to stories about wonders and mirabilia,
and accordingly that the emperor would also be present within this context.'”
Interestingly, the emperor can be portrayed as having a commanding effect on the sea and
its inhabitants, which is perhaps a reflection on the perception of his power, significantly
in relation to a liminal and feared sea. Pliny tells of a story where a fish jumped out of the
water and landed at the feet of Octavian, which was interpreted by seers as testament to
his future dominion of the seas.'” He also provides an anecdote on how a small fish
attached itself to the rudder of Gaius’ ship, preventing its movement.'” In his section on
killer whales, Pliny provides a story of an encounter between Claudius and a whale that
had gotten caught up between a shipwreck and the harbour at Ostia:
Orca et in portu Ostiensi visa est oppugnata a Claudio principe. Venerat tum
exaedificante eo portum, invitata naufragiis tergorum advectorum e Gallia...
Praetendi iussit Caesar plagas multiplices inter ora portus profectusque ipse cum
praetorianis cohortibus populo Romano spectaculum praebuit, lanceas congerente
milite e navigiis adsultantibus, quorum unum mergi vidimus reflatu beluae oppletum
unda.'”
It is notable that Claudius is described as having personally led the attack by boat to
encounter the ‘beast’; as such the emperor is seen to fight a monster of the sea, bringing
into relief the direct association of an emperor with the wondrous. Furthermore, there is
a sense of wonder to the proceedings, particularly when Pliny describes it as a

spectaculum, making it conceptually akin to shows in the arena that were described

above—an aquatic venatio of sorts.'"’

1% For the relevant references in the Natural History, see Baldwin (1995b) 56-78. See also Purcell (1995)
137 for the citation of Oppian’s Halieutica (1.56-72), a poem on fishing, which includes a dedication to
Marcus Aurelius and Commodus, and the imagery of plentiful fish giving themselves willingly to the
emperor.

17 Plin. NH. 9.55: “piscis e mari ad pedes eius exilivit, quo argumento vates respondere, Neptunum patrem
adoptante tum sibi Sexto Pompeio— tanta erat navalis rei gloria— sub pedibus Caesaris futuros qui maria
tempore illo tenerent.’

19 Plin. NH. 32.4: ‘tenuit et nostra memoria Gai principis ab Astura Antium renavigantis; ut res est, etiam
auspicalis pisciculus, siquidem novissime tum in urbem reversus ille imperator suis telis confossus est...’
' Ibid., 9.14-15.

19 See above, 174. cf. Coleman (1993) 56, Suet. Claud. 21.6, Tac. Ann. 12.56, and Dio 61(60).33.3 for
evidence of Claudius’ staged naumachia at the Fucine Lake. Potentially, Claudius and the killer whale
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Finally, there are scenes that depict the emperor being presented with a large fish
by a fisherman, which includes Suetonius’ story of Tiberius being presented with a mullet
on Capri,'"' Seneca’s anecdote about Tiberius being given a huge mullet, which he
promptly sent to be sold,''? and Juvenal’s Fourth Satire, in which a fisherman presents
Domitian with a turbot of similarly large proportions, prompting a meeting of the imperial
advisors to discuss finding a suitable plate to hold it.'”’ The story about Tiberius on Capri
will be discussed below, but it is important to tease out the relevant themes that are shared
by these stories. First is the size of the fish in question, which is invariably large, and
accordingly described with hyperbole, as Juvenal does with his turbot—incidit Hadriaci
spatium admirabile rhombi.'"* This is comparable to other instances in the poem where
the fish is described: in line 45 as a ‘monster’ (monstrum), line 72 for the lacking of a
dish big enough for such a fish (sed derat pisci patinae mensura), and lines 121 and 127,
both instances describing the turbot as a ‘beast’ (belua). Thus, its size and bestial
proportions makes it strange and paradoxical; a true wonder from the sea. Second is the
exorbitant prices that went with fish of such sizes: again in his fourth satire, Juvenal
describes a mullet that was bought for six thousand sestertii by a Crispinus, an elusive

member of Domitian’s court.'”” Juvenal continues to joke that he could have bought the

should be seen within the context of spectacle. See Coleman (1993) 48-74 for similar evidence, and esp.
66-67 for evidence of venationes with an aquatic element, particularly Mart. Spect. 34.3-4: ‘vidit in undis
et Thetis ignotas et Galatea feras’.

"1 Suet. Tib. 60; cf. Champlin (2008) 408-409, 423-424 for his analysis of this passage, including his
arguments on its parallels in international folk literature, as discussed above in Chapter 2.2, 90.

"2 Sen. Ep. 95.42., cf. Suet. Tib. 34.1 for Tiberius attempting to regulate the market after three mullets sold
for 30,000 sesterces. cf. Champlin (2008) 423-424.

'3 Juv. 4 37ff., esp. 65-72. cf. Courtney (2013) 168-169.

14 Juv. 4.39; cf. Sen. Ep. 95.42 for his description: ‘Mullum ingentis formae... quattuor pondo et selibram
fuisse aiebant.” cf. Suet. Tib. 60: ‘grandem mullum.” cf. Andrews (1949) 186 on the various evidence for
the size and price of these specimens.

5 Juv. 4.14-15. See Baldwin (1979) 109-114, and esp. n. 1 for the discussion on the prosopographical
identification of Crispinus as eques and praetorian prefect, against which Baldwin argues quite strongly for
him being a scurra (dandy or jester) at court, with reference to Juv. 4.31. That he is called a monstrum at
Ibid., 4.2 bolsters this point, suggesting that he himself was a wonder himself, as were the copreae that were
discussed above (175).
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fisherman for less.''® Remarkably similar sentiments are articulated by Pliny the Elder,
where Asinius Celer bought a mullet for eight thousand sestertii in the time of Gaius, and
the creeping luxury is described by the exchange rate of three cooks for the price of one
fish.""” These fish are presented as symbols of luxury and depravity. Yet paradoxically,
the concentration is placed on the luxurious aspect of mullet trade, in that they would cost
so much, which is starkly juxtaposed to the implied poverty of the fishermen who are
depicted in these stories, who seem invariably to give their monstra as a gift. Such is the
paradox of seafood:
A taste for fish was something only affordable by the seriously well-to-do; the very
wealthy went even further than eating them and reared them, nurturing them with
personal attention while they appropriated for their own exquisite life-style other
aspects of the destitution of the sea-shore.'"®
The paradox is taken further in Seneca’s anecdote about Tiberius and the mullet. As with
the evidence above, Seneca admonishes the buyer for spending five thousand sestertii on
the fish, yet is not as outraged with the first individual who had given it to Tiberius as a
present, since he thought it ‘Caesar worthy’."" Thus, such large fish, whilst being
monsters and symbols of luxury to be avoided, are simultaneously seen to be obvious
gifts for the emperor,"” which nicely fits into the theme of this section on how such
mirabilia gravitated to him. The preponderance of this evidence that places the emperor
in close proximity with paradoxical marine life suggests that he himself was shaped by

that association. In other words, the narratives of luxury and the monstrosities of the deep

inevitably coloured the way in which the emperor was perceived.

16 Juv. 4.25-26: *potuit fortasse minoris piscator quam piscis emi’ . cf. Andrews (1949) 186 for the evidence
on the prices of mullets in antiquity.

"7 Plin. NH. 9.67.

8 Pyrcell (1995) 136.

"9 Sen. Ep. 95.42: ‘Numerare tantum Octavio fuit turpe, non illi qui emerat ut Tiberio mitteret, quamquam
illum quoque reprenderim: admiratus est rem qua putavit Caesarem dignum.’

120 On gift-giving towards the emperor, see Millar (1992) 139-144.
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Second are the stories where the emperor is depicted as a mediator in problems
arising with the wondrous."”" Several anecdotes depict the emperor in a situation that
places him in the role of an arbiter in order to settle disputes and give opinions that were
meant to prove decisive.'”* As such, they could be associated with legal disputations and
dispensations of justice, which were discussed above in Chapter 3.2. As argued above,
there is a spectre of hope and fear when it concerns the potential reaction of the emperor
in these situations, allowing for the possibility that he could respond either positively or
negatively.'” However, there is a significant difference, given that the subject matter that
is being disputed has to do with wondrous objects instead. The ‘tale of the unbreakable
glass’ should be viewed within this rubric, and it appears in different forms and sources.'**
Petronius’ version has Trimalchio tell a story of a cup that could not be broken: the
inventor goes in front of the emperor to show him his invention, gives an demonstration
of its malleability and inability to shatter, but unexpectedly gets beheaded in order to keep

' The alleged reason for this response was the fear

knowledge of the invention contained.
that gold would become worthless if such an invention were to hit the market.'* Pliny the

Elder provides a less morbid parallel about flexible glass in the time of Tiberius’

21 The closest to a systematic analysis of this sort of material is Champlin (2008) 408-425, on Tiberius.
22 Two examples are worth mentioning, but unfortunately cannot receive full attention. Both involve
Tiberius calling for enquiries and seeking help to solve issues pertaining to the wondrous. These include
the story of the tooth mentioned above (175) and the story of the death of Pan being shouted at near the
island of Paxoi in the Ionian Sea, and consequently being lamented at Palodes on the shore of Epirus (Plut.
Mor. 419b-d). They are dealt with in Champlin (2008) 422, 414 respectively.

12 ¢f. below Chapter 3.5

124 Champlin (2008) 411 for the phrase and a discussion of the relevant evidence, to which the following
passage is indebted.

12 Petron. Sat. 51.

12 Ibid.: ‘quia enim, si scitum esset, aurum pro luto haberemus.’ cf. Ash (2015) 269-271 for an illuminating
discussion on the moral ambiguity of gold, and indeed how this ambiguity is depicted in Tac. Ann. 16.1-3,
which show’s Nero’s treasure-hunt to find Dido’s gold, which contains similar themes to what is been
discussed in this section.
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principate, which resulted in the destruction of the workshop in which it was made,
accompanied by similar reasoning for the feared devaluation of precious metals.'”’

In Dio’s version of this story, which occurs also under Tiberius, the inventor is rather
an architect who also invents a pulley system to repair a portico that had been leaning.'*®
Due to the emperor’s jealousy, the man is exiled from the city. However, in the scene in
which the inventor pleads for pardon from Tiberius, the tale of the unbreakable glass gets
repeated, which bears greater resemblance to Petronius’ version with its morbid

conclusion.'” Problems of historicity aside,'”

they are historically relevant as they exhibit
perceptions of an emperor dealing with wondrous invention in different ways,
accompanied by reasoning for why this was the case. This is also why the story about
Vespasian and the mechanical engineer should be seen as similar to the previous stories,
which tells of another wondrous pulley mechanism that gets suppressed by the emperor:
mechanico quoque grandis columnas exigua impensa perducturum in Capitolium
pollicenti praemium pro commento non mediocre optulit, operam remisit praefatus
sineret se plebiculam pascere."
Despite the significant differences, the presence of the emperor is common, which
suggests that there was a conceptual framework in which the emperor was expected to
deal with these situations, whether positively or negatively. To push it slightly further, the
desired outcomes of Petronius’ and Suetonius’ different stories are quite similar, given
that it was meant to be protective by keeping the value of gold stable and securing jobs

for the plebs, but the manner in which it is achieved is different. This could indeed be a

moral discussion of what ‘good’ or ‘bad’ emperors do, but it also betrays a cognitive

2" Plin. NH. 36.195. However, Pliny goes onto state that this was of little consequence, since under Nero
similarly strong cups called petrotos (stony, presumably in reference to their durability) that sold for 6000
sesterces.

"** Dio. 57.21.5-6.

"% Ibid., 57.21.7

130 ¢f. Plin. NH. 36.195 for his remark on this matter: ‘eaque fama crebrior diu quam certior fuit.” cf. above,
164-166, on truth and fiction.

B Suet. Vesp. 18
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aspect that places the emperor in a position to make these decisions, and in all cases to
the detriment of the wondrous invention at hand. It suggests that he is an arbiter and
protector, much akin to how he is portrayed with mirabilia in general.

In a similar way that Suetonius organised his Life of Caligula, so now we turn to
exhibitions of the emperor’s monstrosity: ‘Hactenus quasi de principe, reliqua ut de
monstro narranda sunt.”"** As outlined above, the proximity of the emperor to mirabilia
and the wondrous allowed for the imagination of the Roman emperor to encompass more
fantastical and monstrous guises, in which he was the object of wonder and fear.'” Indeed,
Seneca likens a ruler that takes delight in cruelty to a beast:

Crudelitas minime humanum malum est indignumque tam miti animo; ferina ista
rabies est sanguine gaudere ac vulneribus et abiecto homine in silvestre animal
transire. Quid enim interest, oro te, Alexander, leoni Lysimachum obicias an ipse
laceres dentibus tuis? Tuum illud os est, tua illa feritas.'*
Thus, the emperor’s actions allow him to be conceptually linked to the bestial, and
accordingly start to be viewed as a beast himself. As a bridge from the previous

discussion, the anecdote about Tiberius and the fisherman on Capri provides an

interesting case study. As outlined above, this story has parallels with others that present

132 Suet. Cal. 22.1. cf. Gladhill (2012) 315-348 for an exploration of Suetonius’ ecphrases of the emperor’s
bodies, looking at the lines between biography and sculpture. Gladhill argues that Suetonius inverts the
omnipresence and power of the imperial image by using his description to influence his audience’s
perception of the principate. Using physiognomic readings as reflections of characteristics, he explores the
‘good’ and ‘bad’ emperor axis through the physical appearance of his emperors. It is notable that his
arguments focus on the contrast between his elevation and depicted beauty against baser, more monstrous
descriptions, which fit into the themes of this section. Unfortunately, a full appreciation of physiognomy is
impossible here. See Garland (1995) 86-104 and Barton (1994) 95-131 on the status of physiognomy in
Greek and Roman antiquity.

133 Garland (1995) 51. Note that this is a similar argument as the one above (Chapter 3.2), in which nature
and power of the Roman emperor was open to ambiguous interpretation, with the spectrum of cruelty and
justice, and generosity and parsimony could be equally exhibited. cf. Braund and James (1998) 285-311,
on the depiction of Claudius’ monstrosity in Seneca’s A pocolocyntosis. and in particular Sen. Apoc.5.1-3,
which describes Claudius’ physical appearance as monstrous. The richness of the themes that are treated in
this short article is astounding, which ranges from physiognomy to the Saturnalia. These themes are more
properly served in Chapter 3.6.

134 Sen. Clem. 1.25.1; cf. Braund and James (1998)

293; Braund (2009) 367-369, for the juxtaposition of crudelitas and clementia, and particularly on the
reference to Alexander’s savagery, with relevant citations in works by Seneca and others that relate to the
specific story with Lysimachus.
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a large fish to a monarch, but here, the encounter is unexpected, prompting a gruesome
reaction from the emperor:
In paucis diebus quam Capreas attigit piscatori, qui sibi secretum agenti grandem
mullum inopinanter obtulerat, perfricari eodem pisce faciem iussit, territus quod is a
tergo insulae per aspera et devia erepsisset ad se; gratulanti autem inter poenam, quod
non et lucustam, quam praegrandem ceperat, obtulisset, lucusta quoque lacerari os
imperavit.'”’
This has been described as an example of a tradition that depicts Tiberius as tyrant:
dissimulating, grim, cruel.”® It is remarkable that an emperor would be depicted as
terrified (territus) of a fisherman, which calls to mind Fronto’s de eloquentia, in which

the emperor is called to ‘frighten the savage’ (feroces territare),"”’

which suggests that it
was within the remit of the emperor to be terrifying as well, particularly those at the edge
of society. This indicates a liminality that is shared by both the emperor and the fisherman
in that they could be feared."*® Furthermore, if juxtaposed to the passage from Seneca’s
De Clementia, where the cruel ruler becomes a monster by association, so also potentially
is Tiberius in Suetonius’ vignette when sea creatures are used to torture the fisherman.

A further parallel can be created to compare the potential reactions of the emperor
in such situations, and the contours of justice and monstrosity: Vedius Pollio and his man-
eating muraenae.” There is a consistency within the different traditions of this story, that

tell of Vedius Pollio’s cruelty from his feeding of slaves to morays. The version in

Seneca’s De Ira has a slave being punished for breaking a crystal cup by being fed to his

135 Suet. Tib. 60

136 See Syme (1958) 420-430 for a description of this received tradition on Tiberius’ characterisation, with
particular reference to Tacitus’ treatment. The ambiguity of this tradition that gets so excellently analysed
by Champlin is also present here.

37 Fronto, ad M. Antoninum de eloquentia 2.6; (p. 139 Naber; Haines (Loeb) II 58). See above, Chapter
3.1,

138 ¢f. Purcell (1995) 136 for the precarious life of a fisherman, who seems to occupy the edge of society,
being more prone to chance and the potential boom or bust of the sea. See also Chapter 2.2 on Wintrobe’s
Dictator’s Dilemma (See Wintrobe (1998) 20-21), which describes a monarch’s inability to know the minds
of his subjects, meaning that they could be feared. cf. Chapter 3.5.

% On Vedius Pollio’s identity, see Syme (1961) 23-30. For the evidence, see Purcell (1995) 141, which
are as follows: Sen. De Ira, 3.40.2; Sen. De Clem. 1.18; Plin. NH. 9.77; Dio 54.23.
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eels. As with the slaves who fled to statues of the emperor for asylum, so to does this
slave to Augustus,'* with the result being the destruction of Vedius’ cup collection and
his fish-ponds. Seneca then gives Augustus’ verbal reprimand:
Fuit Caesari sic castigandus amicus; bene usus est viribus suis: “E convivio rapi
homines imperas et novi generis poenis lancinari? Si calix tuus fractus est, viscera
hominis distrahentur? Tantum tibi placebis, ut ibi aliquem duci iubeas, ubi Caesar
est?”'!
However, when compared to the story of Tiberius and the fisherman, and the nature of
the evidence in terms of imperial justice, the answers to these rhetorical questions could
be a ‘yes’, and indeed perpetuated by Caesar himself. Such was the unpredictability of
the potential response by the emperor, which was predicated on bene usus est viribus suis.
So too was the reception of the emperor with respect to wonders, since by his close
proximity to them in the Roman mentalité, he would be coloured by their implications.
The point of this juxtaposition is to highlight how the evidence can reveal different
perspectives, and that there are always potentially negative characterisations possible
with any topics that have been discussed thus far, whether it concerns the public display
of mirabilia in the arena, or a large fish being presented to the emperor at court.'** An
excellent example of the themes explored in this section comes in the form of Dio’s
description of Commodus’ exploits in the arena. It comes in the context of Dio’s

description of senatorial acclamations toward Commodus, calling him the first and most

fortunate, which fits into a wider theme, which remains observable in the epitome, of

140 See Chapter 3.2. Compare, however, with the story from Suet. Aug. 67.2, where Augustus orders the
legs of a trusted slave broken after being bribed. Also, Suet. Cal. 32.2 for cutting his slave’s hands off and
handing them around his neck for his guests to see. cf. Trentin (2011) 201-202 for more examples of this
sort.

' Sen. De Ira,3.40.2.

142 ¢f . Garland (1995) 50-52; cf. Trentin (2011) 195-207.
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Commodus’ expectation of constant honouring.'"* However, the reaction of the people at
Rome was one of feared anticipation at what the emperor would do:

e\

toD 0¢ O Aouwtod dfuov oAhol uev o1de €ofhBov éc tO Béatgov, ewol & o
TOQOXVYOVTES ATTNALATTOVTO TO PEV TL QLOYVVOUEVOL TOLG TTOLOVUEVOLS, TO O
rnol OedLoTeg, meldn AOyog OABev OtL ToEeboal Tivag é0eioel MomeQ O
‘Hooaxhiig tag Ztupparidas. xai émotetdrn ye ovtog 6 AOyog, émeldn) mote
dvtag Tovg TOV TodOV €V Tf) TOAEL VIO VOoOU 1) ®al £T€QOG TLVOG GUIDOQAS
goteponuévoug dbpoioag dganrdvimv Té€ TIva aUTolg €01 mEQL TA YovaTa
neQLémheEe, nol omdyyovg avti MOwv Pdilery dovg dméntevé odpag QOTAAD
nalwv g yiyovrag.'™
There are several themes in this passage that are relevant to the emperor as a monstrosity,
which can be compared with the general discussion above.'*> As described, the people did
not dare to enter the arena due to fears that Commodus would reenact the myth of
Hercules and the Stymphalian birds.'** Myths are restaged in the arena, thus making the
wondrous an enacted reality, with the emperor himself at its centre. As outlined above,
there is a connection between myth and reality, which is played out in the reported fears
of the would-be spectators. What is essential here is the contamination of the emperor in

this process: instead of being perceived as a hero, Commodus the ersatz-Hercules is

feared for the rumour that he would turn his bow and arrow towards the crowd and kill

'3 Dio 73(72).20.2 for the acclamations of the senators; Ibid., 73(72).15.1-6, for the excessive honours
given to Commodus: ‘dué e TdMa xai dt fvayrdlovro, & T@ motel avtod *at ehvolov
gYnodiCovro, tadt éxelve dua GOPov dmovépery €€ emrdyuartog.” For a discussion on the interesting
dynamics of fear, representation, and interchangeability of personal identities in Dio’s contemporary books
of history, see Gleason (2011) 33-80, and esp. 33-52 for Commodus’ reign.

14 Dio 73(72).20.2-3. cf. Hdn. 1.14.7-15.7. for Herodian’s descriptions of the reactions of the people
towards Commodus’ exploits in the arena. Herodian displays Commodus as losing favour with the people
for producing a ‘dark spectacle’ (tote oxvVOQWTOV £idev 6 dfuog Ofapa) by debasing the emperorship
due to his appearance in the amphitheatre as a gladiator. The moral judgement aspect of this conversation
should not be ignored, and indeed has been an important theme in this section and the thesis as a whole,
however, it is interesting to compare and contrast the reactions of the crowd to Commodus’ exploits. What
seems common in their descriptions is an ambivalent fascination and disgust, whatever the authorial
justifications, suggesting an ambivalent reaction to the emperor. As such, an excellent contrasting image
appears in Hdn 1.15.1, where rumour had spread across Italy to come and see what they hadn’t seen or
heard of before: ‘dradoapotong 8¢ thg dphung ouvvébeov €x te thg Traklog mhong zai TV OPOQWV
£0vav, Beaoduevol & pi) meodTeQoV uifte Empdnecav ufte Nrnrosoay.” At first glance it would seem
contradictory to the quoted Dio passage above, but when combined they highlight the fascination and
uncertainty in the understanding of the Roman emperor, which elucidates his status as an oddity in of
himself.

145 See above, 160-167.

146 Hekster (2002) 120ff, 146-147 for Commodus’ gladiatorial display and his presentation as the Roman
Hercules.
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them, like Hercules had the Stymphalian Birds.'*’” Indeed, there are ambivalences of
identity at play throughout the passage, for not only is Commodus an emperor
impersonating a deity in the arena, the would-be spectators fear that they too will be
perceived as beastly—themselves figures to be feared. Furthermore, this is stressed by the
subsequent story that Dio provides, which he argues made the potential Stymphalian birds
encounter a believable event. Combined with what was described above about the
teratological, namely the interest in the ‘freakish’ or deformed, and the emperor’s status
as a ‘patron of human oddity’,'*® the spectre of a staged gigantomachy using rounded-up
disabled people without legs as giants (with appendages attached to their knees to make
it appear as if they had serpents for legs instead) should not be surprising.'*’ Indeed, this
same scene is repeated in the Historia Augusta, with the manner of their execution the
main difference:

debiles pedibus et eos, qui ambulare non possent, in gigantum modum formavit, ita

ut a genibus de pannis et linteis quasi dracones tegerentur, eosdemque sagittis

confecit."
The staged mythical reenactment becomes a gruesome scene of mass execution, with the
emperor at the centre perpetrating the act, meaning that he is the focal point of the display,

and also that he has muddled his status with his proximity to the mythological and the

teratological. In other words, he is feared to be a monster as well."'

147 ¢f. Ibid., 12-13 on the ambiguity of Hercules

148 See above 170-171, n. 51. For Commodus’ interest in mirabilia and the deformed, see SHA, Comm.
104-11.4.

149 ¢f. Coleman (1990) 44-73 on her ‘fatal charades’. This evidence from Dio should be read within that
context. What seems different here is that the ‘giants’ are the sick and the disabled across the city, which
could both show the subversion of this form of execution (hence the fear of the crowd), and the precarious
status of the disabled in the Roman world; cf. Garland (1995).

10 SHA, Comm. 9.6. cf. Garland (1995) 51-52; cf. Dio 73(72).21.1-2; Hdn. 1.15 4-5. for further examples
of Commodus’ exploits in the arena and the consequent reaction.

131 Compare with Beard (2003a) 39: ‘one of the characteristics of monstrous despots is that they literalize
the metaphors of cultural politics - to disastrous effect.” Thus the line between the performance of ideology
and it becoming a reality is thin, also suggesting a similarly thin line between being an emperor and a
monster.

189



In his chapter named ‘The Roman Emperor in his Monstrous World’, Garland
describes the paradoxical nature of the emperor and his power due to his anomalous
position, reflected in the monstrosities he patronised, which in turn made him monstrous
himself:

Freakish both in appetite and behaviour, taste and temperament, the emperor was

more licensed than Petronius’ grossly self-indulgent Trimalchio to satisfy his

grotesque whims.'>
This is an important point, and indeed it helps explain much of the evidence that has been
discussed in this section. However, Garland is not quite there. The continuum of stories
that show the emperor in close proximity to mirabilia betray a much more complicated
picture, which does not so easily fit into archetypal categories of ‘good’ and ‘bad’, with
Garland concentrating on the latter. The vignette is more complex: there is the potential
that the emperor could be benevolent and monstrous simultaneously. These stories were
formed and discussed over time and space, attributed to emperors for many reasons, but
all pointing to a larger thought-world about his nature. It points to a certain precariousness
that would shape the opinion of an emperor during his reign, and indeed after it, and were
essential components of the conversation of acceptance. These sorts of stories added to
the mystique of the imperial office, obscuring the machinations of the emperor in his
court. This is testament to a curiosity of what the emperor seemed to be, which is
contrasted to exploring what the emperor actually did. They are two sides of the same
coin: the vulgarisation of these wondrous stories meant that they formed part of what the
emperor was in popular discourse, thus colouring the perception of him. This discourse
continued throughout his reign and into his legacy, which is an essential theme to the
remainder of this thesis, which will concern making fun of the emperor, or speaking

openly, ambiguities of the Golden Age, and the formation of an imperial afterlife.

152 Garland (1995) 51.
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3.5: Wisdom and Wit: Making Fun of the Emperor

rol moté g avie Faldng idmv avtov €m Pripatog VYNAoDd év Alog &ldel
xonuotiCovra éyéhaoev- 6 ¢ I'duog endheot te abTov %ol Gvi)eeTo “Ti 6oL dond
ebvaw;” nol 0g anexivato (€00 YR avTo TO AeyBev) ot “uéya mogarfonua.”
®al 00deV pévrtol detvov €mabe: orUTOTONOG YaQ NV. OUTM TTOV GOV TAS TOV
TUYOVTWV 1) TAG TOV €V AELDOEL TV OVIWV TTaENoiag ol TolodTol pégovot.’
The above anecdote provides a convenient and interesting transition from the wondrous
to interactions between him and his subjects, particularly concerning themes of jocularity
and open speech. The context of Xiphilinus’ epitomised section of Dio concerns
Caligula’s pretensions towards the divine, precipitated by a decree that the emperor
should sit on a high platform even in the senate-house, so that he would be elevated and
unable to be approached.” This physical separation, as argued by Dio, allowed for Gaius
to claim a further divine separation from his subjects.” This was compounded by the
display of Gaius in the guise of numerous deities, changing appearance and costume to
impersonate Gods such as Zeus, Poseidon, Hercules, Dionysis, Hera, Aphrodite, and
Artemis.* As with the Wonder Tales, the emperor’s proximity to the mythological and
wondrous is being described here, with the emperor being the wonder in question.
Concomitant with that, however, is the spectre of negativity and fear in its interpretation,
a similar theme to what was described above. The tone of these passages is one of derision
and ridicule against the absurdity of Caligula’s actions, which culminates in the anecdote

of the Gaulish shoemaker near the end of the chapter. With reference to what Dio had

been describing prior, with Caligula on a high step in the guise of Zeus, the Gaulish man

' Dio 59.26.8-9.

? Dio 59.26.3: “ho0évTog Te &m To0Te Tod Fafov nal pHoavtog avTolg oAl Tovnyvoelg Té
Twvog éyneioavrto xal Omwg xol Ppatt VYNA® xol &v avtd T® Povievineiew, dote undéva
€EunvetoBau...” The passage also states that Caligula’s statues got similar treatment; cf. Chatper 3.2, 116-
120.

3 Dio 59.26.5: ‘¢mouvoipevog ovv dud TadTo T Pev GO T 8¢ nai £ ddnOelag, ol TV pev flowa
Thv 0¢ Beov aUTOV Avaxralolviwv, dewvdg €Eepodvnoev. NElov pPEv yaQ xol TQATEQOV UTEQ
avBowmov vouileoBar...” cf. Suet. Cal. 22.2-4, esp, Suetonius’ first phrase of the cited section: ‘Verum
admonitus et principum et regum se excessisse fastigium, divinam ex eo maiestatem asserere sibi coepit...’
* Dio 59.26.5-8; cf. Suet. Cal. 22.2, where statues of Gods from Greece get imported and altered to carry
the bust of Gaius.
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let out a laugh.” This prompted the emperor to ask the man who he seemed to be. The
Greek “t{ 0oL dond elvay;”, is actually quite loaded with a few interpretations. Perhaps
it could be taken as rhetorical, meaning that it was clear that he seemed to be Zeus, making
the laugh absurd. Similarly rhetorical is that it could be interpreted as a statement of fact,
that it should be clear that he was emperor, with all that is sinister behind that implied.’
Similarly possible is the straight-forward understanding of the question, of what he
seemed to be, which brings us to an interesting proposition.

The implication that Gaius’ display was open for interpretation and opinion, even if
it was not always expressed openly, exposes a dynamic in the perception and critical
discussion of the Roman emperor. It finds its parallels in Wintrobe’s Dictator’s Dilemma,
as it is in the interests of the autocratic ruler to obtain this information—something that is
a potential interpretation of Gaius’ question to the shoemaker.” Thoughts and opinions
about the Roman emperor would be kept secret unless expressed in different forms,
whether openly or more obscurely. Nonetheless, ancient literature is littered with
attestations of spoken opinion of these different forms that thus give the impression of
how the emperor seemed, and interestingly, it is often exhibited using interactions
between individuals or groups of non-elite backgrounds expressing themselves towards
the power of the emperor. This phenomenon is of great interest to this thesis, as it is a
potential window into a thought-world concerning the emperor, and particularly in this
case about the discourses of criticism using humour and joke.® Therefore, this section

concerns these humorous scenes and jokes. It should be noted that the evidence provided

% Beard (2014) 135 for her interpretation of this scene.

¢ See Ahl (1984) 174-208, Rudich (1993) and Rutledge (2001) for the history of potential misfortune if one
was not more careful with one’s words. See above Chapter 2.2 for the problem of speaking truth to power,
and also the subsequent discussion in this section of this problem of open speech towards the Roman
emperor.

7 See above Chapter 2.2; Wintrobe (1998) 20-22.

¥ This is similar to a ‘hidden transcript’. as discussed above in Chapter 2.2, in which ‘true’ opinions of
subordinates in power relationships are obscured, but surface intermittently in ‘hidden’ forms, such as in
privy conversations between themselves, and folkish expression, such as fable and song.
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here does not pretend to be exhaustive in that it will catalogue and analyse every
attestation of a humorous encounter with the emperor,” but will cover problems and
themes that are evoked in these jokes. This includes the problem of ‘elite’ as opposed to
‘popular’ discourses, the extent to which such evidence can reveal a ‘hidden transcript’,
or rather concealed opinion being veiled in jocularity, the problem of ‘good’ and ‘bad’
characterisations, and what such discourse can tell us about the thought-world concerning
the Roman emperor.

Indeed, the example provided above can be a good springboard to these themes,
which are relevant to this section as a whole. Translators have rendered ‘péyo
moQoAnonua’ as ‘piece of absurdity’, which in truth does not convey the full spectrum
of its meaning, as it only seems to give a visual aspect: basically that Gaius looked absurd.
It seems related to the verb mopaAneéw, which means to talk nonsense, or be raving
mad, and it seems to give the sense of being gibberish or engaging in incomprehensible
chatter.'” Perhaps then, alongside a sight that is risible, is the meaning that the Gaulish
shoemaker called the emperor crazy. Understandably, the boldness of such a statement
directed toward an emperor without consequence required explanation. The argument
adopted by Dio once it was determined that nothing bad happened to the man was that it
must have been due to his lower station.'"" This sentiment is echoed by Tacitus in the

Annals, in the context of the popular reaction at Rome to Nero’s divorce of Octavia and

° Beard (2014) 128-155 for a discussion of this sort of evidence, Toner (2009) 100-101 for a shorter section
on jokes and the emperor, and Laurence and Paterson (1999) 183-197 for the evidence of the emperor’s
dicta, including those with humour.

' Qutside of its appearance in Dio, and in Zonaras and Xiphilinus, a TLG search gives a majority of
examples for the word’s use after the tenth century in Byzantine authorship, yet they retain the meaning of
‘nonsense’ or ‘absurdity’. cf. Winterling (2009) 104-106 on a discussion on ancient views on ‘insanity’ in
his assessment of the strong historiographical impact of the view that Caligula was crazy. It is here that the
thoughts of A. Cornelius Celsus on insania, and in particular how his view of the ‘disease’ would manifest
itself in incomprehensible chatter seem a most relevant parallel to the choice of the word ‘mapalijonua.’:
Celsus, Med. 3.18.1-2: ‘Incipiam ab insania, primamque huius ipsius partem adgrediar, quae et acuta et in
febre est: poévnowv Graeci appellant. Illud ante omnia scire oportet, interdum in accessione aegros desipere
et loqui aliena.’

" Beard (2014) 135.
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subsequent betrothal to Poppaea, which was an active and vociferous support of Octavia:
‘inde crebri questus nec occulti per vulgum, cui minor sapientia ex mediocritate fortunae
pauciora pericula sunt’."” Thus, both authors overlap to state that despite the implied
danger, both the shoemaker and the people at Rome did not received reprimand for their
outspokenness, meaning that their boldness came from the lack of consequences due to
their non-elite backgrounds, or even as Tacitus states, their lack of wisdom and their ‘not
knowing any better’. This could be interpreted as elite prejudice against the humiliores in
society, which in turn problematises the historicity and historical relevancy of these
attestations."”

This reveals the problem of ‘elite’ and ‘popular’ perspectives, and the issue of
historical relevance. Firstly, the existence of several jocular interactions between an
individual or group of people of a non-elite background and the emperor is an invaluable
source of material, which reveals an aspect of the imagination of the emperor’s conduct
towards his subjects. However, as Beard rightly stated in her recent work on laughter in
ancient Rome, not all such interactions between the emperor and his subjects would have
been humorous.'* This may seem like a historical truism, but it should be noted that the

potential reality of these situations could be unsavoury or violent, as suggested by

"2 Tac. Ann. 14.60.5; cf. Ps.Sen. Octavia1l. 273-281, where a chorus of the Roman people appear and give
their support to Octavia and her ancestry. There have been numerous debates on various important aspects
of the play, such as its date, genre and political purpose: Kragelund (1982); Flower (1995); Kragelund
(2002); Ferri (2003); Boyle (2008). Such uncertainty means that a caveat must be placed with any historical
conclusion taken on its context. In essence, it provides us a literary construction of the people, which is by
no means monolithic or straightforward, particularly since there are two choruses, one that favours Octavia
(273-376), and another that favours Poppaea (877-982), and it provides interesting elaborations on what
Tacitus describes in the chapter cited above. See Ferri (2003) 382-384 on the two choruses, parallels with
Greek tragedy, and the trope of the fickle mob. cf. Chapter 4.3.

13 ¢f. Morgan (2007) 66 for a comparison in fable of a similar sentiment; namely that the more prominent
are in greater danger, and that there is ‘safety in obscurity’: Phaed. 4.6.11-13: ‘Quemcumque populum
tristis eventus premit, Periclitatur magnitudo principum; Minuta plebes facili praesidio latet.” cf. Braund
(2009) 224, 243ff for this sentiment in Seneca, Sen. Polyb. 6.4: ‘Multa tibi non licent, quae humillimis et
in angulo iacentibus licent.” cf. in general, Sen. Clem. 1.7.4, 1.8.1-5. (eg. Grave putas eripi loquendi
arbitrium regibs quod humillimi habent...)

4 Beard (2014) 136.
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evidence collated by Yavetz for the plebs at Rome during the Julio-Claudian period."”
That a bold openness in the discussion of the Roman emperor could bring consequences
is discussed by Epictetus in his Discourses 4.13 (I1pOg Tovg €0ROAWG ERPEQOVTOS TAL
avTt®Vv), which is a treatise about those who are too frank with their own affairs,
particularly when one could be tricked into revealing too much. The anecdote Epictetus
provides is one of military incognito informants, who were seemingly ubiquitous at
Rome, drawing people into their trust, and thus increasing the potential of being caught
saying bad things about Caesar:'’
obtw ol VWO TOV oTRUTWTMOV &€V Phun ol mpometels AapPdvovral.
ToQureXABE GOL OTRUTIOTNG €V OXNUOTL DTN ROl AQEAMEVOS %aNDG
AéyeLtov Kaloaga, elta ob domeg évéyveov map avtod hafov tig motems 1o
avTOV Thg Aowdoptag ratioyxBal Aéyels xal avtog oo Gpoovels, eita 0ebelg
iy
There is seemingly no class bias in these seizures. Therefore, there is the spectre for a
favourable or unfavourable reaction to frankness of opinion. We are in a similar
conceptual space as to what has been described throughout this chapter; namely that these
anecdotes allude to a mentalité concerning the emperor, in which expectations and fears
of his reactions are negotiated in discourse. This is subtly different to the creation of a
historical account that would concentrate on the realities of the potential interactions
between emperor and subject—topics that have indeed been discussed in this thesis as a
whole, and more systematically by Millar.'® Rather, what we have here is the existence of

a shared imagination concerning jokes with, or at the expense of, the emperor. Therefore,

it can provide an account of both jocular and critical discourse about him, which reveals

' Yavetz (1969a) 24-37, on the violent protests of the plebs and the consequent reactions of the emperor
to them.

'6 Millar (1965) 143 on the dating of the anecdote; cf. Rudich (1993) 286: Suet. Tit. 6.1, which details Titus’
time as praetorian prefect, and gives a similar anecdote to the one provided by Epictetus: ‘praefecturam
quoque praetori suscepit numquam ad id tempus nisi ab eq. R. administratam, egitque aliquanto incivilius
et violentius, siquidem suspectissimum quemque sibi summissis qui per theatra et castra quasi consensu ad
poenam deposcerent, haud cunctanter oppressit.” cf. Millar (1992) 61-66.

"7 Arr. Epict. Diss. 4.13.5

'8 Millar (1992), esp. 363-549.

195



a functional critique on what the emperor was perceived to be, both positively and
negatively.

Similar tensions are observable in the utilisation of a literary perspective. Work in
this vein has given fruitful and thought-provoking analyses of the stock characterisations
of the Roman emperor, such as Champlin’s article ‘Tiberius the Wise’ and Jasnow’s
‘Germanicus, Nero and the Incognito King in Tacitus’ deserve particular mention. Both
utilise examples from world literature to explore the different literary guises in which the
emperors get portrayed.'” Moreover, in attempting to construct the perception of the
emperor by using this method, the context of the time period within which it was utilised
and the people that it characterises becomes important for a historical interpretation of
the evidence. For instance, to use narratological analysis for the example provided above,
the Gaulish shoemaker can be interpreted as a ‘focalisation’, where the author puts words
into the mouth of the character in order to put into relief a certain opinion, which can be
built upon to help aid our understanding of its historical context. If this was indeed a
focalisation, does it then reveal an opinion of the source or the author in question about
the emperor Caligula? Is it a device in itself used to engage with a discourse of criticism
towards the office of emperor? If so, how representative of a wider thought-world can it
be? These questions both reveal the inherent tension and bias present, and their tantalising
utility. In short, the problematic depiction of non-elite actors in their encounters with the
emperor reveal an interest in this sort of interaction, even if it could be argued that they
were used for “elite” perspectives. As argued above, a more inclusive understanding of
the discourse criticising the Roman emperor allows for different voices to be heard in the

rubric. This not only appreciates the literary context of criticism, but also points to a world

' Champlin (2008) 408-425; Jasnow (2015) 313-331.
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where it seemed plausible that a shoemaker could and would openly criticise an emperor,
suggesting a mentalité that such action would be tolerated, despite the inherent dangers.”
Indeed, the perspective of the ‘elite’ in terms of libertas has received greater
attention, particularly in terms of negotiating a right for political free speech in an
autocratic environment. More recently, studies seem to concentrate on the understanding
of the rhetorical techniques of hiding one’s opinion properly, thus being able to claim
plausible deniability in the face of claims of derision.”' Interest also lies in exploring the
role that ‘free speech’ had in the judicial aspect of maiestas trials, which have allowed the
early principate to be interpreted as an oppressive police state, which actively sought to
oppress the opinions of the elite in Roman society.”> Material abounds on this topic, which
involves the discussion and understanding of terms such as libertas and parrhesia, using
figured speech to disguise opinion, the problem and number of accusations of maiestas
and its impact on society.” In essence, this section attempts to come at the issue of free
speech from a different angle. Instead of exploring the definitions of terms and the
nuances of maiestas in a general sense, it rather analyses a more specific register of
evidence by analysing the attestations of jocular interactions between an emperor and
individuals or groups of people of a lower station, in order to find a wider perspective on
the issue of the freedom of speech and criticising the emperor.”* Such evidence can be a
potential window into a shared thought-world about the emperor. As Beard argues:
...In Roman writing, confrontations between the ruler and individual representatives

of the ruled were overwhelmingly delineated, debated, and discursively formulated in
terms of laughing and joking. Literary representations, at least, used of laughter to

% See deeper discussion on these themes in Chapter 2.2.

21 Ahl (1984); Bartsch (1994); Sluiter and Rosen (2004).

22 See Rudich (1993) and Rutledge (2001) in particular.

» Compare with discussion of maiestas with respect to the emperor’s statue in Chapter 3.2.

** This is inspired by the work of Scott; cf. further discussion of his points in Chapter 2.2. This is not to say
that perspectives on libertas and further topics concerning free speech aren’t extremely relevant, but rather
that it unfortunately can’t be given full treatment in this thesis.
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facilitate communication across the political hierarchy, allowing a particular form of
jocularized conversation to take place between high and low.”

Thus, this sort of evidence was part of this discourse of power relations between emperor
and subject, potentially revealing a shared critical register of making fun of the emperor,
and is an integral part of the historical understanding of the perception of the Roman
emperor.

There is also the problem of the categorisation of these stories, particularly
concerning the moral designation of a ‘good’ or a ‘bad’ emperor. To return to the anecdote
about Gaius and the Gaul, the assertion that nothing ill happened to the shoemaker is
written with a tone of surprise, with the more believable and expected outcome was the
man’s execution for such ridicule. There is a disjunct between this anecdote and the
impression received about Gaius.”® For instance, there are numerous allusions to his
cruelty throughout Suetonius’ Life, and the constant fear of execution is presented as a
permanent possibility around Gaius.” It adds a wrinkle to perceived stereotypes of
Caligula’s character as a tyrant and as a monster if he is seen to be magnanimous towards
the Gaulish shoemaker. This suggests a possibility of a spectrum of different opinions that
could exist about the emperor, espousing positive, negative, or ambivalent sentiments.*®
That being so, the extent to which archetypes of the Roman emperor could be created
becomes more nuanced. In terms of jocularity, the basic characterisation is as follows:

The basic Roman rule... was that good and wise rulers made jokes in a benevolent
way, never used laughter to humiliate, and tolerated wisecracks at their own expense.

> Beard (2014) 136; cf. Laurence and Paterson (1999) 188-189 on how this discourse ‘crossed class and
social lines.’

% Dio 59; Suet. Cal. 11, 22ff, esp. 33 on his morbid sense of humour; Philo, Leg. passim, esp: 28-31, on
the demise of Tiberius Gemellus; 73, on Gaius’ cruelty; 119, on Gaius as slave-master.

* See for instance, Suet. Cal. 32.3: ‘Lautiore convivio effusus subito in cachinnos consulibus, qui iuxta
cubabant, quidnam rideret blande quaerentibus: "Quid," inquit, "nisi uno meo nutu iugulari utrumque
vestrum statim posse?”’ An appropriate parallel, complete with an example of laughter.

% ¢f. Champlin (2008) 414, and above in Chapter 2.2, 90-91, esp. n. 74, on the similar impression about
the tradition of Tiberius’ character and conduct.
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Bad rulers and tyrants, on the other hand, would violently suppress even the most
innocent banter while using laughter and joking as weapons against their enemies.”

With Gaius being seen as a ‘bad’ emperor, the story in Dio would thus seem incongruous—
for it seems that Gaius ‘tolerated’ a wisecrack, rather than suppressing it unequivocally.

It does not require much digging to find examples that do not fit comfortably with this
basic rule. However, being overly critical on the lack of nuance in this short
characterisation would miss the point, which Beard rightly stresses as ‘basic’, and rather
is representative of something wider: ‘they point to a bigger truth—a political lesson as
much as an urban myth—that laughter helped to characterise both good and bad rulers.”*
If taken a step further, this truth’ is representative of a discourse that utilised jokes and
laughter as tools to help understand and criticise an emperor. Moreover, and similar to the
arguments outlined above, there is ambivalence to this discourse: there is a moral aspect
of how ‘good’ or ‘bad’ emperors respond to jocularity, but the impression is not
necessarily binary. As before, there is an unpredictability to the nature of the emperor’s
reaction, which means that he could respond favourably or unfavourably, with hope for a
good outcome, accompanied by fear that it could end badly, which is something that is
seemingly shared across the received impression of ‘good’ or ‘bad” emperors.’' Therefore,
instead of a polarity, there was a framework in which the emperor is seen as a focal point
of laughter and joking, from which moral interpretations could be inferred, all

contributing to how the emperor was perceived.”

* Beard (2014) 130. To be fair to Beard, she does describe the nuance, and does stress that this juxtaposition
is only a ‘basic’ rule to understand the characterisation, without putting to much weight on its accuracy. It
still provides a pithy statement about the nature of the evidence and how it has been understood. cf. Trentin
(2011) 200 for a similar sentiment.

3 Beard (2014) 130. cf. Laurence and Paterson (1999) 193 for a similar interest in the characterisation of
emperors through their dicta.

3! ¢f. Chapters 3.2-3.

32 ¢f. Laurence and Paterson (1999) 184 on a similar argument on having ‘to hand on the emperor’s every
word’, with particular reference to Tiberius’ characterisation in Dio 57.1, concerning the emperor’s
notoriety for being difficult to read and his inconsistency in reaction. cf. Tac. Ann. 1.74.5. for Cn. Piso’s
remark to follow Tiberius’ lead lest he makes the wrong choice.
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These numerous points and issues are the necessary background to assessing the
evidence for making fun of the emperor. A good example is the emperor Vespasian. For
instance, Beard cites him as providing a neat example of an emperor’s civilitas:*

¢c 8¢ 0N TAAAO TAVTO %OWOC %ol L60dloUTOS GPLoLY nv ®nol Y0 €onmITTe
OMUOTIRAS nOl AvTeorMITTeETO NOEWGS: €l Té TLvaL Yodupata, ola elwBev dvivuua
€C TOUC aVTOXQATOQOS, TROTNAAKIOUOV avT® ¢égovta, €Eetédn moté,
dvreEetifel T MEOOdoQa undev TaaTTOUEVOG. ™
It is notable that Dio refers to how Vespasian treated his subjects, and that he joked on a
‘popular’ level, and would give as good as he got. In particular, the exchanges seem to
get heated, if we take the work mpommAaxiopdg (literally to sling mud) at its meaning
for slander, ridicule, and insult. The contents of such insults are unknown, but what seems
important is how Vespasian was unfazed by them, with Dio providing an extremely
interesting context of how such insults were circulated, and even how an emperor could
respond. The word €Eeté0n suggested that the anonymous slanderers set up their insults
in written form, giving the image of phrases marked out or painted on walls,” with the
emperor responding in kind (dvteEetiBel) with appropriate retorts. First, this suggests
that the form of joking that is alluded to here is not a restrictive category, but one that is
shared across class and social boundaries, and carried out in the public realm.*® Second,
what Dio does not say is also of note, given that it would seem entirely plausible that an

emperor would not take such insults lightly and instead prosecute perpetrators, evoking

the image from Epictetus of the informants eavesdropping waiting to catch people out.”

3 On civilitas, see Wallace-Hadrill (1982a) 32-48, and Chapter 1.2.2 for further discussion.

* Dio 65(66)11.1; cf. Suet. Vesp. 13.1 for a similar sentiment: ‘A micorum libertatem, causidicorum figuras
ac philosophorum contumaciam lenissime tulit.’ cf. Ibid., 22-23 on Vespasian’s propensity for joking and
making fun of himself.

% For the evidence of graffiti and its content on emperors, see Chapter 1.3; cf. Franklin (2001) 108, on CIL
4.8075, discussed above in Chapter 2.2, 78, n. 25.

% ¢f. Laurence and Paterson (1999) 189, who don’t cite this particular passage, but provide apt analysis:
‘Using dicta was an excellent way of constructing a persona attractive to all sorts and conditions of people,
and of exploring a broader shared culture.” cf. SHA, Hadr. 20.1: ‘In conloquiis etiam humillimorum
civilissimus fuit...’

37 See above, 195.
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It perfectly encapsulates the nature of fear and expectation when it comes to making fun
of an emperor; in how people were able to criticise an emperor, with expectations on how
an emperor should respond, and that there was always a lingering danger to the imperial
response. In the end, it gives a tantalising glimpse into the nature of such attestations, and
how much of these interactions would have been transitory in medium to the extent that
they could not survive for posterity.

Nonetheless, there seems to be a public nature to the form and content of these
jokes: on the streets, in the arena and theatres, at the baths, at dinner, and in the presence
of the emperor himself. One can then perhaps infer that people enjoyed these jokes within
the same contexts. This may seem counterintuitive to the seemingly clandestine
anonymity of Dio’s letters, but these were publicly posted. Indeed, the subsequent
example of Vespasian’s civilitas that Dio uses in the passage is in a public setting. It
involves a certain Phoebus who had rebuked him during Nero’s trip to Greece when
Vespasian had seen the emperor’s antics and was told to ‘go to the crows’—&g ®OQonac—
which could be idiomatically translated as ‘go to hell!’. After Vespasian assumed his
principate, the new emperor responded to Phoebus in kind, but it was interpreted as wit,
since nothing ill happened subsequently to Nero’s erstwhile freedman.” The phrase is
seemingly common, and is used as an ‘imprecation’, as Liddell and Scott state in their
entry under x0QaE, perhaps referring to improper burial and being left out to the ravenous
birds. In a search in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae database, it appears across the corpus,
notably in the comedies of Aristophanes.” It also appears once more in Dio in a shorter

and more general form, where Phoebus uses the rebuke to dismiss someone who had been

% Dio 65(66).11.2: “0meg To0TOUV 0VV dToroyoupévou Tod Poiffov oiite T xaxdv abTov elpydoato,
oVUte dmenivato avTd dAlo ovdEV AV avTO ToUTO OTL “€5 ROQONAS dmehde.””

¥ For example, Ar. Ach. 864; Ar. Eq. 1314; Ar. Nub. 123, 133. cf. also Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae, for
examples of comic fragments: Ath. 1.8e.
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refused audience with Nero.* All this shows the morbidity of this sort of humour, and
how in a different context there could be an unsavoury outcome to the situation.
Furthermore, it should be noted that this sort of joking evokes a certain urbanitas, a
form of joking that seems conceptually related to the streets and crowds of the city. It is
an elusive category that appears intermittently in our sources, which depict humour and
knowledge of a lower status.*' The study of this phenomenon would require a thesis in its
own right, but there is a point of similarity that needs to be stressed here. Much like the
mirabilia and also the dream-book interpretations discussed above, there is an ambivalent
reception of this urbanitas—looked down upon, yet something to engage and be conversant
in.*” It is interesting that the emperor would be depicted as part of this world as well. This
sort of apologia is seen in the same book of Dio cited above about Vespasian’s civilitas,
which records Domitian’s habit of impaling flies and an anonymous witty remark about
it:
TODTO YA €l ®ai AVAELOV TOD Thig loToEing &yrov €otiv, A OTL Ye iravig TOV
TeOmOV  aUToD €vdelnvutan, Avayraiwg Eyoaypa, %ol LLdX}Ge’ ot nal
pHovoynoos Opolmg avto €motel. 00ev ovn AYOQITWS TS ELTE TTROS TOV
gomtioavta “ti modrtel Aotiovog;” ot “idudler te, ral ovde puia avTd
ToandOnTaL.”*
As stated by Dio, this anecdote is simultaneously unworthy of history, yet worth recording

as relevant to the understanding of Domitian’s character. It follows that the content of the

anecdote and its jocular medium are also ambivalent in this manner: both unworthy and

“ Dio 62(63)10.1a: ‘®0l (g 0V% £8¢xETO AVTOV, Exelvou eimdvTog “xal mod AméMOw;” & Poifog O
ameletBepog ToD Népmwvog amexgivato autd “eig nOganac.” Perhaps a different transmission of the
same story with Phoebus and Vespasian.

*I This was discussed in detail by Prof. Nicholas Purcell in a paper entitled ‘Vernacula Urbanitas’, which
included evidence of such a ‘lower-class sense of fun’ from the Natural History, the antics and discussion
at Trimalchio’s Dinner in Petronius’ Satyricon, and particularly Tac. Hist. 2.88, and the practical joke gone
wrong on the outskirts of Rome, in the context of the Vitellian army camp and the Nonae Caprotinae: ‘inter
incuriosos milites vernacula utebantur urbanitate: quidam spoliavere, abscisis furtim balteis an accincti
forent rogitantes.’

#2 ¢f. Quint. Inst. 6.3.17 on urbanitas.

# Dio 65(66).9.3-5. On the importance of recording such material, see the discussion of Dio’s
historiography in Chapter 4.2.
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necessary at the same time. It therefore follows that this is a similar framework of
understanding to the appearance of emperors in mirabilia: just as the emperor could be
seen to close to wondrous things, so also he could be the subject of a joke.

Returning to Beard’s paradigm of how good emperors can take criticism, it should
be noted that the tradition is not as neat as Dio’s statement at 65(66).11.1., in which
Vespasian was accustomed to respond with wit and grace. Again in the same source,
which is in the historical context of Vespasian’s visit to Alexandria during the civil wars
of A.D. 69-70 and his pursuit of the emperorship,** the Alexandrians taunted the emperor
for increased taxes and Vespasian’s pursuit of money:

ol 6" ovv AheEavdpeic Sud Te éxneiva, nol 8Tl #ol TOV Pootheiwv TO TheioTov
Aédoto, yohemdg ¢éovieg GAAO Te €5 aUTOV AmegimTovv xai OtL “E§
O0PoAlovg mpooattels”, Mote nal TOV OVEOTAOLAVOV ROUTTEQ EMMELEOTATOV OVIAL
YOAETAVOL, %Ol ®eheDoaL PeV xal Tovg €€ Ofolovg xat Avdga éomooyOfvaur,
Bovievoaoal 8¢ xol Tipwweioy abTd®V Totoaodou-*
Here, Vespasian is seen to respond angrily to the shouts of the Alexandrians, resorting to
fine them the amount of six obols about which they were chanting, with view of punishing
them further. To reiterate the publicness of such proceedings, the medium of their
discontent was in rhythmical chanting. Indeed, Dio is specific that this aspect is what
raised Vespasian’s ire, which was the anapaestic thythm of the chants, which seems to
contain one syllable too many, perhaps making it uncomfortable:** ‘xal &% TOD
ROTOREXAOOUEVOY TOD TE AvoutoioTov od®OV oUx oty O TL ovn OQYNv ol
¢vemoier’ " It is notable that it is a recitative metre, used in the parabases of Attic comedy,

or the chorus’ chant to the audience. This accentuates the image of a collective recitation.

This is evidence in support of acclamation and shouts in public towards the emperor being

* For a discussion on the chronology of the early years of Vespasian’s principate, see Henrichs (1968) 51-
54.

* Dio 65(66).8.4-6.

* 3BSAoUs TPSOATTELS.

7 Ibid., 65(66).8.4-5.
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the method with which honours, and indeed grievances, could be expressed to the higher
authority.”® As such, the impact of Vespasian’s taxation is being exemplified in Dio by the
audible frustrations of the Alexandrians, which is an interesting way of expressing and
understanding the effects of an emperor’s actions, insofar as they were scrutinised in a
public verbal reaction. Furthermore, it seems to find corroboration in Suetonius’ account
with the nickname of Cybiosactes, or ‘Salt-fish dealer’, which the Alexandrians were
accustomed to call him after a previous ruler who had been stingy.*’ This evidence seems
to contradict Vespasian’s image of clemency, on which Suetonius gives a few examples
of this and his wit with particular reference to similar monetary issues.”

Moreover, a negative interpretation of Vespasian’s conduct is shown by the story of
Empona in Plutarch’s Moralia, in which he recounts a story about the wife of Julius
Sabinus, who took part in the Batavian revolt of Julius Civilis in A.D. 69. It is within the
context of Plutarch’s dialogue concerning love, in which Empona is the exemplum of a
devoted wife in her steadfast loyalty to her husband in his self-imposed hiding. After a
lacuna in Plutarch’s text, the story culminates in her execution at the orders of Vespasian,
presumably after the couple had been caught.’’ The climax of the story is Vespasian’s

anger at the woman’s brave retort, when she claims she had been happier in the cave than

48 Cameron (1976) 162-168 on the evidence of these sorts of interaction from the time of Augustus towards
late antiquity, and esp. 162: ‘From Augustus on it became normal and common for the people to make
requests of the emperor at the circus and theatre-requests to which he was morally obliged at least to reply’.
cf. Roueché (1984) 182-183; cf. Aldrete (1999) 8§9-92

¥ Suet. Vesp. 19.2: ‘Alexandrini Cybiosacten eum vocare perseveraverunt, cognomine unius e regibus suis
turpissimarum sordium.’ cf. Str. 17.1.11 for the nickname belonging to the son-in-law of the thirteenth
Ptolemy. cf. Ath. 3.118a, in which a fragment of Alexis’ Apeglaukomenos comedy from the Hellenistic
period contains a passage about the price of ®Uftov, which seems to be the cured fish referenced in the
nickname, and how it cost three obols. What is more interesting is the supposed fluctuation in prices of the
salt-fish dealer (here toQuyomWANG). Perhaps the cry of ‘six obols’ is related to the selling of fish. For
popular epithets given to emperors, see Bruun (2003) 69-98. The evocation of fish, and the implication that
being such a dealer was dishonest, perhaps should be viewed with other fishy stories that emperors appear
in: see above Chapter 3 4.

% Suet. Vesp. 23.1-3, which includes the various corrupt practices of Vespasian, including a tax on toilets,
along with his witty remarks in response, in this case asking his son Titus whether or not the money stank.
*' Plut. Mor. 770¢-771c.
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Vespasian had been happy ruling.”> Despite the absence of humour, the boldness of
Empona is part of this theme of open response towards an emperor, accentuated by her
subordinated role as a subject and a woman. This evidence is not meant here to place
Vespasian within a category of ‘bad’ emperors, but rather to show that the number and
nature of such stories allowed for emperors to be cast in this light, and remembered
accordingly. Therefore, these anecdotes about jokes and vocal expressions can be vehicles
of a thought-world about the Roman emperor, in which his subjects negotiated who the
emperor seemed to be. In other words, it was a way to explore and understand the power-
relationship between ruler and ruled, with humorous or morbid outcomes being two sides
of the same coin.

This potentiality is something that has been observable in representations of the
interactions between emperor and subject throughout this chapter. Indeed, many have
humorous turns, such as the interaction between Hadrian and the Old Woman,>® and the
example of Bulla Felix’s masquerades that fooled Septimius Severus across Italy.**
Certain examples are conceptually related to stories with humour, such as the evidence of
the ‘tale of the unbreakable glass’.” The more humorous counterpart involves the
emperor Claudius and Titus Vinius before his fame in 69 as one of Galba’s advisers. Like
the ‘tale of the unbreakable glass’, this story involves crockery:

dettvayv 0¢ mopa Khavdim Kailoagl motiolov doyveodv Udeiletor mubouevog
0¢ 0 Kaloap tf) votepaio mdhv avtov €m detmvov éndheoev, EAOOVTL O¢
enéhevoev énelvy undeév doyveodv, Al %neQduo TAVTA TROODEQELV KL

nogatféval Tovg vimeétag. TodTo uev obv S Ty Kaloagog petoiotnra
AOUAROTEQAY YEVOUEVTV, YEAWTOG, 00 OYTg GELOV £d0EeV-°

2 Plut. Mor. 771c: ‘raitol 1OV oixtov ¢Efpel TOV Oewpévov T0 0agoaiéov adThg xal peyaiiyoQov,
O ol pdhota moedEuve OV Oveomaotovdv, Og AmEyve Thg owtnelag TOg adTov dhhaymv
nehebovoa: PePrwnévorl yae 1o oxdTe nol xatd yig ooV 1| facthevewy éxeivov.” cf. Ash (2008)
567-568 for further analysis of this passage, its moral implications, and how it differs from Dio’s at
65(66).16.2.

%3 Dio 69.6.3. cf. Chapter 3.2, 114-115 on this anecdote

> Dio 77(76).10. cf. Chapter 3.2, 136-137, for analysis.

%3 See Chapter 3.4, 183-184, for analysis.

%% Plut. Galb. 12.4-5. For analysis of this passage, and particularly Plutarch’s characterisation of Claudius
in this passage in comparison to images in different authors, see Ash (2008) 560-561.
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Claudius’ wit was such that he teased the stealer of his silver cup by bringing out
earthenware at the next dinner. Plutarch interprets the scene as a joke, attributing his
moderation being the reason that this incident seemed worthy of laughter, and not anger.
“EdoEeVv’ is the operative word here, which places the onus on interpretation and
perspective. For instance, Suetonius in his description of Claudius at dinner describes
situations where Claudius was the butt of jokes, rather than vice versa.”’ Furthermore, as
Ash points out, other authors characterise Claudius differently, particularly with respect
to his short temper.” Tacitus’ version of this cup story is telling in this manner:

servili deinceps probro respersus est, tamquam scyphum aureum in convivio Claudii
furatus, et Claudius postera die soli omnium Vinio fictilibus ministrari iussit.>

The humorous gloss Plutarch provides in his version is absent from Tacitus’, and instead
focuses on Claudius’ anger and Vinius’ humiliation.”” Thus, tradition effected the
reception of an emperor’s sense of humour, which reveals in this particular case the
different ways a story could be interpreted, and also how a joke could be taken seriously
or not.

As Laurence and Paterson argued in their article on imperial dicta, the witty remarks
of emperors were important contributing parts of biography and history, and reflected that
they were ‘matters of key importance to those around him.”®" Accordingly, these sayings

became important ways to think about the emperors in question, were seemingly subject

7 Suet. Claud. 8, which revolved around those present, and in particular the copreae. cf. above Chapter 3.4,
175n.77.

% Ash (2008) 560-561, with the examples of Tac. Ann. 11.26.2 and Sen. Apoc. 6.2.

* Tac. Hist. 1.48.3.

% Tacitus’ characterisation of the scene as Vinius being disgraced as if a slave reveals an important theme,
which Matthew Roller discusses at length the perception of a master-slave relationship and its applicability
to understanding the Roman emperor. For Roller, it serves as a vehicle in understanding the meaning of
libertas, and therefore the perspective of the literate elite on the autocracy in which they were living. It
should be noted that the master-slave paradigm is conceptually similar to the dominant—subordinate
relationship described by Scott, but the differences lies in what parts of society are included in this
understanding, on which Roller concentrates on the elite. See Roller (2001) 214-247.

¢ Laurence and Paterson (1999) 183-187, quotation from 183-184.
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to keen observation, and had implications for the legacy of these emperors as well. The
importance of legacy to the reception of the Roman emperor will discussed further in
Chapter 4, but it should be stated that many of these dicta survive through sources written
many years after their dramatic dates. This reflects the longevity of these stories in the
imagination about emperors, and how they become timeless character sketches, malleable
to different contexts, and part of the conversation about what the emperor was and should
be.

These different potential interpretations through time makes this evidence
fascinating, such as the jokes of Augustus that appear in the treasure trove of miscellany
that is Macrobius’ Saturnalia.”® Analysis of all thirty-one examples would be enjoyable,
but a couple will suffice. One portrays a petitioner hesitating in his quest to present a
request to Augustus, who asks the man if he thought he was giving a coin to an elephant.”
Similar versions of the story with slight variation appear both in Quintilian and Suetonius
as examples of wit, which points to the longevity of this story in particular.”* However,
while Augustus is commended for dispelling the tension, his joke does not hide the
elephant in the room. For, given how stressful it must have been to present a petition to
an emperor, the metaphor was quite apt. So, by way of this joke, not only is the legacy of
Augustus’ wit maintained, but also a seeming truth about the emperor’s presence: one of
potential jocularity, but present fear and danger.

Another anecdote from Macrobius highlights a connectivity of genre in these

stories—between history, biography, fable, and mirabilia. Verses 29 and 30 both contain

%2 Macrob. Sat. 2.4.1-31.

% Tbid., 2.4.3: ‘Idem Augustus cum ei quidam libellum trepidus offerret et modo proferret manum modo
retraheret, “putas,” inquit, “te assem elephanto dare?”’

% Quint. Inst. 6.3.59: ‘cuius est generis <illud> Augusti, qui militi libellum timide porrigenti "noli” inquit
"tamquam assem elephanto des’; Suet. Aug. 53.2: ‘Promiscuis salutationibus admittebat et plebem, tanta
comitate adeuntium desideria excipiens, ut quendam ioco corripuerit, quod sic sibi libellum porrigere

dubitaret, quasi elephanto stipem .’
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stories about talking birds being trained to acclaim Augustus on his victory at Actium
with versions of the phrase ‘ave Caesar victor imperator’. The result is that he buys the
birds at the sum of 20,000 sesterces.”> After Augustus had bought four different birds, the
stories end with a poor shoemaker attempting to get into the racket by purchasing a raven
to perform a similar deed:
qui impendio exhaustus saepe ad avem non respondentem dicere solebat, “opera et
impensa periit.” aliquando tamen corvus coepit dicere dictatam salutationem. hac
audita dum transit Augustus respondit, “satis domi salutatorum talium habeo.”
superfuit corvo memoria, ut et illa quibus dominum querentem solebat audire
subtexeret: “opera et impensa periit.” ad quod Caesar risit emique avem iussit quanti
nullam adhuc emerat.*
Thus, despite Augustus’ menagerie of talking birds being full, he accepted yet another at
higher price for the amusement of the bird repeating his owner’s frustrations. A charming
story no doubt, but there is a precariousness to these stories in general, with the potential
that the emperor could respond negatively to these requests. It also alludes to a historical
phenomenon of expectations of generosity from the emperor, which gives a humorous
flair to counterpart examples of the emperor’s generosity discussed above in Chapter
3.3.°7 Furthermore, there is a flair of popular imagination in these stories about talking
birds, not only in the lowly origins of such fabulous accounts, but to the interesting
parallel of a talking raven that appears in Pliny’s Natural History, in which there was a
young raven who flew from its nest at the Temple of Castor and Pollux, and was
interpreted as a religious bird by the cobbler across the way. It was accustomed daily to

greet Tiberius, Drusus and Germanicus by name before returning to its perch at the

cobbler’s. Its death by a jealous neighbour prompted the latter’s exile from the city and

% Macrob. Sat. 2.4.29: the second bird got trained to acclaim Antony, the defeated triumvir. Augustus
bought this bird also.

% Macrob. Sat. 2.4.30.

%7 A parallel story could be the one about Hadrian in the baths giving a soldier slave so he could rub his
back down, with the result of others looking for the same generosity from the emperor at his next visit.
SHA. Hadr. 17.6-7; cf. Beard (2014) 135-136.
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an elaborate funeral for the bird.”® This story contains similar ingredients to the one in
Macrobius, but it importantly suggests historical relevancy, insofar that Pliny notes their
esteem by the people of Rome: ‘Reddatur et corvis sua gratia, indignatione quoque populi
Romani testata, non solum conscientia’.”* Whatever the historicity of Macrobius’
anecdote, this corroborating evidence supports the existence of these talking birds in the
imagination and stories of the common people. This necessarily extends to the emperor
also, as Augustus, Tiberius, Germanicus and Drusus all appear in the stories as recipients
of salutations. Therefore, as Purcell argued: stories, or ‘fabulae’, were ‘integral to the
working of the Roman system’ and that there was an ‘intimate involvement of thousands
and thousands of ordinary people in the construction and definition of the image of
emperor, his role, and his family.””

This point can perhaps be observed in the genre of fables itself, and in particular
within the corpus of Phaedrus. As argued by Morgan, it is difficult to define precisely
what fables are,”' but they ‘function generally as moral and educational’ stories.” It has
been argued that they also provide opportunities to gain access to a different, more
popular perspective, as hidden transcripts that contain opinions of the weak against the
strong.” Given their timeless appeal and applicability, finding the relevant context for the

early empire can be challenging.”* However, the oeuvre of Phaedrus contains fables of

direct relevance to the context of the early Roman empire and the emperor in particular.”

% Plin. NH. 10.121-124. T owe this reference to Prof. Purcell’s Vernacula Urbanitas, cf. above, 202 n. 41.
% Plin. NH. 10.121.

0 Purcell (1999) 183, analyses the scene in Suet. Aug. 70.1 about the ‘dinner of the twelve gods’ during a
famine, with epigrams and lampoons circulating about it.

"I Morgan (2007) 57-59, on different definitions supplied by antiquity

2 Ibid., 60.

3 On this matter, see Chapter 2.2. cf. Morgan (2007) 59 on modern scholarship on fable that interprets
them as such, and also Forsdyke (2012) for a recent study in Greek history using fable to access slave
culture.

™ See Chapter 2.2, 88-89, for analysis of Phaed. 1.30 on this issue. cf. Morgan (2007) 62 on this problem
as well.

> Henderson (2001) 10. On Phaedrus, see Champlin (2005) 97-123.
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One fable is about the encounter of Tiberius and an atriensis, or steward,”® in which
Tiberius reprimands the man for expecting too much for his actions:

Heus!” inquit dominus. Ille enimvero adsilit,

donationis alacer certae gaudio.

Tum sic iocata est tanta maiestas ducis:

“Non multum egisti et opera nequiquam perit;

multo maioris alapae mecum veneunt.””’
As Champlin points out, the wit and wisdom of Tiberius is highlighted in this passage for
posterity, which gives a distinct image of that emperor’s legacy with respect to his
appearance in Tacitus.”® However, Champlin uses this passage as an example of how
Tiberius’ image in popular imagination was one of a wise old man, which seems to
contradict his argument in the article ‘Phaedrus the Fabulous’ that Phaedrus was not a
Greek freedman at all, but rather a Roman aristocrat.”” Indeed, the lampooning of a
parasite at court seems to fit into the more general theme of disdain for these characters,
which would include freedmen that surrounded the emperor.80 Thus, there seems to be a
logical contradiction at hand here: a genre that conveys a popular mentality, yet also
betrays seemingly elite Roman concerns. However, there is a solution. First, the form of
the story is structurally similar to the jokes that have been discussed throughout this
section: the encounter of the emperor with a subordinate, resulting in humour, but with
the fearful expectation of unfunny reprimand. Therefore, this fable fits into that thought-

world of the emperor which sought to discuss and criticise how the latter dealt with his

subjects.

® Phaed. 2.5.1. Phaedrus calls his milieu ardaliones, which is a rare word that according to the TLL
2.0.481.20 corresponds to the Greek work dpdarog, described in the LSJ 6 pn xo8aodg TOV (which has
similar unclean connotations to the scatological copreae) or dddlov, which means water pot, which
makes sense given his job of sprinkling water on the hot ground. Nonetheless, there is a negativity to its
meaning, and should perhaps be seen in the same company as the scurrae or parasites of the court.

" Phaed. 2.5.21-25. cf. Henderson (2000) 10-31 and Champlin (2008) 417 for analysis of this fable.

® Champlin (2008) 417, 424-5. For more on Champlin’s Tiberius, see above Chapter 3.4.

" Champlin (2005) 117.

8 ¢f. Plin. Ep. 7.29, 8.6 for perspective on Pallas, the freedman of Claudius
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The second part involves the idea of the hidden transcript, and the question of the
dominant-subordinate relationship. The nature of the position of Roman emperor suggests
that his subjects would necessarily experience the subordinated role, which would also
include those higher up on the social scale. As such, the subversive element of the fable
still remains in that it still criticises power structures. The final interpretation may be
distinctive, and therefore imbued with elite concerns, but the material from which that
interpretation is formed is part of a shared conceptualisation of the Roman emperor,
suggesting that he was a contested space, open to scrutiny and criticism from his subjects.
Thus, instead of stressing a negative characterisation of this evidence as being
contaminated with elite concerns, it rather opens up a different, more inclusive mentality,
which in turn can provide a different way in how the Roman emperor was perceived,
including rather than excluding those of an elite milieu. In other words, it is extremely
interesting that fable was a shared way to criticise and understand the Roman emperor,
which is testament to his impact on the minds of his subjects. It is in this context that

these stories of jokes and humour should be viewed.
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3.6: Hopes and Desires: A Golden Age

Denique quod optimum videri volunt saeculum, aureum appellant;' this is how
Seneca ends a portion of his 115" letter. It comes within the context of a discussion of the
contemporary love of money and care of the superficial.” The description of a Golden
Age is here associated with wealth and money and is discussed negatively by Seneca—
desire for wealth is framed in terms of metal and typifies the moral depravity of the age
in question. To him, there is a connection between the use of metal imagery in poetry to
describe the gods, and the assumption that wealth is the highest attainment for mankind,
which culminates in the widest assumption and appellation—the Golden Age.’ Seneca is
able to bring several themes pertinent to the Golden Age into his discussion: invocations
of divinity when discussing the presence of a Golden Age,' the moral dubiousness of
coveting wealth and money, and the seeming ubiquity of using the word aureus with
passages of time.’ Indeed, there is a banality to the manner of this statement: ‘Finally, that
they wish to view as the best age, they call Golden.”®

All this suggests a certain malleability to the term ‘Golden Age’, and how it can
be interpreted differently according to different times and contexts—used here in a
moralistic argument on wealth. Its broad designation makes it a descriptor that can more
comfortably be associated with wider perspectives, which have been pursued in this

chapter. As an epilogue to ‘Life of an Emperor’, what follows is a short discussion of the

"Sen. Ep. 115.13.

? Ibid., 115.11: ‘Admirationem nobis parentes auri argentique fecerunt...’

3 1bid., 115.12: ‘A ccedunt deinde carmina poetarum, quae adfectibus nostris facem subdant, quibus divitiae
velut unicum vitae decus ornamentumque laudantur.” Seneca (Ibid., 115.13) also quotes Ov. Met. 2.1-2,
107-109, which describes the palace and chariot of Sol, both of which are wrought in gold.

* On Seneca describing the popular connection between wealth and dedications to the gods, Sen. Ep. 115.11:
‘Deinde totus populus in alia discors in hoc convenit; hoc suspiciunt, hoc suis optant, hoc dis velut rerum
humanarum maximum, cum grati videri volunt, consecrant.’

> cf. Wallace-Hadrill (1982b) 27f for more negative interpretations of a ‘Golden Age’

® cf. Baldry (1952) 90, for the status of this term after the Augustan age as a commonplace and further
evidence; cf. App. Verg. Aetna 9: ‘aurea securi quis nescit saecula regis?’; cf. Tac. Dial. 12.3: ‘ceterum
felix illud et, ut more nostro loquar, aureum saeculum...’
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framework of the Golden Age being used to understand and describe the Roman emperor,
with a particular look at how the use of Golden Age imagery can not only reveal elite
concerns and perspectives, but also more popular ones. In this way, this particular vignette
can be seen as a small-scaled simulacrum of this whole chapter, as it contains many of
the themes that have been discussed throughout: the desires of justice, the hope for plenty
and generosity, the proximity to the wondrous and miraculous, the closeness of the
emperor to those of lower social position, and the jocular discourse involving the emperor,
all find parallels within the idea of the ‘Golden Age’.

It would be impossible, however, to give this wide topic the full appreciation it
deserves. There are numerous aspects of the Golden Age that could be discussed here,
which could include wide reaching analyses of similar texts and traditions in different
contexts, including Greek antiquity and other world cultures, to a more specific appraisal
of the use of golden age imagery in Augustan literature and art.* What follows is a more
specific discussion of a passage of Philo’s Legatio ad Gaium, in which Philo describes
the celebrations following the accession of Gaius to the principate. The discussion of this
text will be the context from which scholarly and historiographical points will be
appreciated. In other words, instead of a historiographical essay on the wide array of
scholarly work on the Golden Age, only work deemed pertinent to this section in
particular will be discussed. As a preview, what will be concentrated on is signs and
suggestions that framing the emperor through a ‘Golden Age’ lens had a wider appeal to

his subjects in general, a matter which has been a goal throughout this thesis. In particular,

7 cf. Wallace-Hadrill (1982b) 29-32 for the importance of the emperor with the idea of the return of the
Golden Age.

¥ Baldry (1952) 83-92, which explores use of golden age imagery in ancient literature from Hesiod towards
the Augustan Age; Forsdyke (2012) 53-59 for a comparative approach between Greek evidence and other
folk traditions; Versnel (1993a) 89-135 on Kronos and the Kronia, 136-227 on the Roman counterpart of
Saturn and the Saturnalia, and esp. 192-205 on the Augustan age. For a similar discussion by Versnel, see
Versnel (1993b) 99-122; For more work on Augustan ideology and a new Golden Age, see Weinstock
(1971) 191-196, Zanker (1988) 167-183.
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there will be discussions of the Saturn(al)ian characteristics as delineated by Versnel in
his Inconsistencies in Greek and Roman Religion, alongside Scott’s hidden transcript
paradigm, and Forsdyke’s more recent implementation of this to write a history of slaves
in ancient Greece.’

Before the discussion of Philo’s Legatio, a couple of preliminary themes should
be stated with respect to the Golden Age and how it relates to understanding the Roman
emperor. First is a definition. Roughly, the ‘Golden Age’ denotes a time of happy
existence, an imaginary utopian world typified with no hard labour, peace, and plentiful
abundance that provided for all needs and wants; a time that had existed in a bygone era
deep into the mists of time and had certainly vanished from the earth."’ Yet with Vergil’s
fourth Eclogue, the idea of the return of a Golden Age was fostered,' pointing to an
important novelty of the paradigm in the imperial period: that the Golden Age could be
renewed and brought back, and that it was closely related to the Roman emperor. In short,
the emperor fulfilled the role as supreme benefactor, ensuring the maintenance of peace
and prosperity in the empire, which was framed with the blissful image of the Golden
Age.”

A second point is the ambiguous reception of the Golden Age. Connected with
material plenty and licence, the Golden Age was a time when Kronos, or Saturn in the

Roman tradition, ruled. As Versnel shows in his study of Kronos and Saturn, and in

particular the Saturnalia (a festival of reversal filled with revelry, licence, and waiving of

® Versnel (1993a); Scott (1990); Forsdyke (2012)

10 Baldry (1952) 83-84; cf. Wallace-Hadrill (1982b) 20; cf. Versnel (1993a) 192.

! On the fourth eclogue, see du Quesnay (1976) 25-99 and Miller (2009) 254-256; For Vergil’s originality,
see Wallace-Hadrill (1982b) 20-22 and Gatz (1967) 87-103.

"2 Versnel (1993a) 195-198, for the importance of the emperor within this paradigm, and in particular, the
emperor as a benefactor and being honoured as such by communities across the empire. See in comparison
the theme of benefaction that runs throughout the second chapter, and particularly in 3.2 and 3.3. Also,
Versnel brings about the connection between the Golden Age and the divine status of the emperor. This
theme will be elaborated on further in the discussion of the emperor’s divinity in Chapter 4.3.
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social norms),” there were both attractive and unsavoury aspects of these deities.'"* To
elaborate on the myths, rituals, and festivals would unfortunately fall outside the scope of
this section."” Nonetheless, the notion of ambiguity is important to point out. As Versnel
puts it:

Though on the one hand generally pictured as a realm of bliss and happiness on the

brink of history, it is also described as the amorphous period before human civilisation

during which man led a slothful, and indeed beastly life."
The interpretation of the Golden Age to have both positive and negative aspects; it is
precisely in this respect that the malleable paradigm can be usefully compared to
perceptions of the Roman emperor. As this chapter has endeavoured to expose, the Roman
emperor fulfilled a number of different roles in the mentalities of his subjects, which were
shaped by their hopes and fears; hopes for justice, peace and prosperity, and fears of
rebuke and reprimand. Accordingly, the connection between the Roman emperor and
depictions of the age of Saturn is striking, allowing for the interpretative framework of
the Golden Age, with both its positive and negative aspects, to be applied to the reception
of the Roman emperor.

Indeed, it is this framework that Philo utilises to describe the early reign of Gaius.

The work describes the encounter of both Alexandrian Greek and Jewish embassies with
Gaius within the context of ongoing inter-community strife in Alexandria in the early first
century A.D."” However, before the description of the audience with the emperor, Philo

gives a lengthy account of Gaius’ rise to power, using the opportunity to view Gaius

13 Versnel (1993a) 146-148 on the customs and evidence of the Saturnalian festival, and 191, on the anxiety
of it lasting longer than it should.

' For instance, alongside the revelry associated with the Saturnalia is the gory images of Saturnian cult—
Macrob. Sat. 1.7.31: ‘cumque diu humanis captitibus Ditem et vivorum victimis Saturnum placare se
crederent...’ cited in Versnel (1993a) 146.

15 ¢f. Versnel (1993a) for a full treatment, esp. 106 for Kronos and 142-146 for Saturn.

' Versnel (1993b) 99.

'7 For more on this context and the generically similar A cta Alexandrinorum, see above Chapter 3.2 and
Harker (2008) 31-34.
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critically, both in terms of what is expected from a good ruler,'® and also how he compares
to the examples of his two predecessors, Tiberius and Augustus.'” Within this long
diatribe are the following details of revelry:

¢p” ol & ¢ Popaiov dfuog £yeyh0el xol mooa Trakion Td te Aotovae #ol
Evowmaia £€0vn. dg yaQ €T 0UOEVL TV TMITOTE YEVOUEVOV QUTORQATOQMV
dmovteg Nydodnoov, wTHowv ral xenowv idimv 1e ®ol ®owdv dyoddv ol
e\iCovreg €Eetv, AMN Eyewv 10M vopiCovtes mifowpd Tvog evtvyiag,
¢pedpevotong eddarpoviag. oVdEV yodv 1 idelv Etegov xatd mohelg i) fwuoic,
iegeta, Buoiog, hAevyelpovodviag, €0Tepavopévoug, GatdQolg, evuévelay 5
IA0QGg TS OYewg mEodaivoviag, €0QTAS, TAVYUQELS, LOVOHOVS AyMDVOGS,
LTImodQoWag, *OUOVGS, TAVVLYIOOS HET AVADV xal %OGQAS, TEQYELS, AVEDELS,
gneyelplag, mavroiog Ndovag Ol hong aiobnoews. ToTe 0V TAOVOLOL TEVIHTMV
ol deQov, ovr €vOoEoL AQOEWV, OV OOVELOTOL YOEWOTAV, OV Oe0mOTOL
doUAwv meQuoav, icovoutav Tod ®aod dLOOVTOg, MG TOV QO TOMTAlS
avayoadévra Koovirov Piov punrétt vouileobar midopo pobou ol te TV
eVONviav xal evetneioy To te dlvmov ral dpoPov xal Tag mavoriog OpoD ral
TavOnNuous ped” fuEgav Te ®al VORTWE EVPQOCUVAS, Ol HEXQL UNVAV ETTTO TOV
TODOTWV ATOVOTOL ®al ovveyelg Eyévovto.”

' Philo describes a universal

There are several notable aspects in this passage.”
phenomenon of rejoicing that spreads across the oikoumene, from the Roman people to
the whole of Italy, and the European and Asian nations. He suggests the existence of
subjective judgements of emperors in comparison with each other, in that there were
different opinions about their actions and legacies, and that they could fluctuate.”* Also,
the reason that Philo provides for the outpouring is the expectation of good fortune and
happiness. Accordingly, Philo is suggesting that the future hopes and desires of large

populations in the empire are conceptually affected by the emperor.”® Furthermore, this

language fits in nicely with the laudatory tone of honours given to emperors by

'8 Philo Leg. 44-51

" Ibid., 141-151.

* Ibid., 10-13.

! cf. Versnel (1993a) 200-201 for his analysis of this passage.

*> The ebb and flow of opinion and how it could reveal very contrasting vignettes of both the same and
different emperors in comparison has explored in this chapter; cf. Philo, Leg. 141-151 for this theme in
Philo. For another succinct example see Chapter 3.4 on Tiberius. For the comparisons of historical legacies
and memory, see Chapter 4.2.

> For more on this phenomenon, see Chapter 1.3. on how potential emperors are honoured in similar terms,
and Chapter 4.3 on the concept of fluctuating fortune in the lives and health of emperors.

216



communities across the empire, which have been discussed above in both Chapters 1 and
3, particularly in the ‘Justice’ and ‘Generosity’ sections.

However, what stands out here is Philo’s framing of the scenes of enjoyment and
revelry as a manifestation of a Koovirog loc—a ‘Life of Kronos’, which refers to the
Golden Age when Kronos reigned. The examples that Philo provides contain all the
ingredients of the Saturnia Regna: happiness, prosperity, feasting, and the topsy-turvy
role reversals between the high and low, creditors and debtors, masters and slaves.
Furthermore, Philo is not alone in recording the revelry surrounding the accession of
Gaius in this manner, with notable other examples such as Suetonius describing the happy
crowds that met him on Tiberius’ funeral train towards Rome,”* and the utopian metaphors
utilised in a decree from Assos.” Therefore, there is evidence for this sort of
conceptualisation from separate traditions. Still, Philo’s mention of a Life of Kronos is
exceptional, and thus requires further comment.

As mentioned above, ‘Golden Age’ imagery, which involves descriptions of times
when Saturn or Kronos reigned, has a rich history. There are thus many avenues of
relevant analysis that could be made, which could involve a comparative approach
exploring the continuities and changes of the imagery from Greek poetry through
philosophy towards the Augustan age and beyond.”* More specifically, both Wallace-
Hadrill and Versnel have separately argued for a more nuanced approach to understanding

the Golden Age, arguing that its reception was more ambiguous than the overtly laudatory

** Suet. Cal. 13: ‘tamen inter altaria et victimas ardentisque taedas densissimo et laetissimo obviorum
agmine incessit...’

2 Syll.3 797 = IGR 4.251 = Smallwood, Gaius, 33 = 1.Assos 26: ‘€mel 1| %ot eVyv MAoWY AvOQOITOLG
éhmobeioa Talov | Katoagog I'eguovivotd Zefaotod fyepovia ratfyektor, | ovdev 0 péroov
XaQag eVENUE O KOOUOG, TAoO 08 TOMG | nol AV €Bvog Emi TV TOD B0 O v Eomevnev, dG OV TOD
[ NdioTov avBpmmolg aidvog viv éveotdtog’. Similarly, it comes in the context of ab embassy, here sent
on occasion of Gaius’ accession. cf. IG 7.2711 from Acraephia, which has evidence for a Boiotian embassy
for like purpose.

26 of. Baldry (1952) 83-92; cf. Forsdyke (2012) 53-59.
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tone suggests.”” This potential wavering of opinion brings about the theme of
subversiveness and the carnivalesque in representations of the Golden Age.”® In short,
scholarship since the mid-twentieth century has sought to excavate the remains of popular
culture from literature in an attempt to reconstruct a cultural history from below, most
famously taking inspiration from Mikhail Bakhtin’s Rabelais and His World, which
studied the subversiveness of the carnival as a festival of reversal.?’ In a similar vein,
Scott has argued for a similar reading of these sorts of festivals when studying social
dynamics in South East Asia, and indeed referred to the Saturnalia as an ‘authorized ritual
occasion when it is possible to break the rules... that allow subordinates, momentarily to
turn the tables.” Accordingly, a festival of reversal was an arena of direct encounter
between the high and low, where roles could be reversed and traditional power structures
could be subverted; and which therefore could reveal popular concerns normally kept
hidden under normal circumstances.
At first glance, Philo’s summary of the activities is extremely promising. As

Versnel argues in his analysis of this passage:

The Saturnia Regnahave returned and brought peace, prosperity and justice and, even

more emphatically, social equality to the unmatched extent that the masters are not

better off than their slaves.”
It could follow, then, that Philo’s passage is a prime example of subversive opinion; a
potential window into the thought-world of a more ‘popular’ perspective. However, one

must be more nuanced in the analysis of this material than simply ascribing it to popular

" Wallace-Hadrill (1982b) 27-32 and Versnel (1993a) 205-210 on his analysis of a negative interpretation
of a Saturnia regna in Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis.

8 On the ‘carnivalesque’, see Versnel (1993b) 99-111 and Braund and James (1998) 298-299.

* See Forsdyke (2012) 8 and Beard (2014) 60-62 for a discussion of this work and its influence. For
attempts at studying ‘popular’ culture in antiquity, see Horsfall (2003) 20-21; Morgan (2007) 3-4; Toner
(2009) 5-7; Kurke (2011) 3; Forsdyke (2012) 16-18; Versnel (1993a) 115-121 and 160-161,n. 106 provides
discussion of the carnivalesque and its utility in a Greek or Roman context.

0 Scott (1985) 287, n. 88; cf. Forsdyke (2012) 14-15 on Scott’s influence.

3 Versnel (1993a) 200.
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viewpoints willy-nilly.*”* For instance, in a recent criticism of the Bakhtinian approach,
Beard has problematised the transposition of the carnivalesque into the ancient world, in
particular as regards the Roman festival of the Saturnalia, arguing that either the evidence
does not exist for the Bakhtinian carnival, or that what does survive does not sit well with
that paradigm.” Moreover, Beard makes the valid point that the aspects of inversion
which were part of such festivals could serve to reinforce, rather than challenge the status
quo.*

With this in mind, there are a couple of points that could alleviate these concerns.
First, it should be stated that even if conceptually related, Philo describes the revelry
surrounding Gaius’ accession as if it were exhibiting the life of Kronos, and that it was
experienced across the empire for a long period of seven months, rather than the ritualised
Saturnalia at Rome. As such, they are in different contexts, allowing for greater
spontaneity during the festivities, and perhaps less controlled than the impression of the
finite period of the Saturnalia.”® Second, it is interesting that Philo’s interpretation of such
events is through an overly negative lens, which is bolstered by his seemingly incredulous
description of the honours paid to Gaius in comparison to his two predecessors, Augustus
and Tiberius.”® Accordingly, there are several potential differing perspectives as described

by Philo, which includes that of wider revelry at the joyous accession of Gaius, and that

of his own milieu of the Alexandrian Jewish community, as well as a wider Jewish

32 cf. further discussion of this problem in Chapter 2.2.

3 Beard (2014) 63-64 for a short explanation of the festival, and that its ‘distinctive features’ such as ‘the
gross overconsumption, the emphasis of inversion, on the lower bodily stratum, and even the laughter...’
are mostly absent from representations of the Saturnalia.

* Ibid., 62 and 64, in which Beard distinguishes between the return of primordial equality stressed in the
Saturnalia and the more Bakhtinian reversal of fortune. cf. Braund (1993) 68 for a similar argument
concerning Roman satire: ‘the satire which at first sight may appear to be so revolutionary and anarchic
and likes to lay claim to a certain freedom of speech can itself, in its denigration of earlier emperors, be
viewed as a disguised form of flattery and affirmation of the present regime.’

¥ ¢f. Beard (2014) 65, calling it a ‘rather prim—or at least paternalistic—occasion’. For a more
‘carnivalesque’ reading of the Saturnalia in particular, see Versnel (1993a) 146-163.

% Philo Leg. 141-151.
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perspective on the desecration of the Temple at Jerusalem.”” Third, the long list of
descriptions include signs of happiness, feasting, ‘every kind of pleasure appealing to
every sense’, and examples of equality between high and low.® This fits more
comfortably with a carnivalesque interpretation. Therefore, the examples of revelry as
described in the above passage could in fact be a window into a wider perspective, and
particularly one that involves perceptions of a Roman emperor.

Yet, does this passage reveal ‘popular’ concerns about the Roman emperor?
Perhaps, but not in a direct, unfiltered manner. The power dynamics in the passage seem
to be the most revealing, which suggest the existence of the hopes and desires of a wider
population across the empire being manifested in reality in direct response to the
accession of an emperor. Accordingly, Gaius provides the environment in which social
norms are revised, and exuberant celebration can occur, which suggests that he was
perceived to safeguard the hopes and desires of a wider population across the empire,
instead of those few within his milieu.”” Yet the ubiquity of Golden Age imagery, and the
fact that it was a common motif in the literature and poetry of the elite means that one has
to be careful with the extent this is ascribed to a popular mentality. However, this
dichotomous designation between ‘elite” and ‘popular’ is problematic. Instead, there is a
shared thought-world about the Roman emperor, in which he can be understood and
described in this context along the lines of the Golden Age. In other words, the emperor
could be thought about as a harbinger of a Golden Age, yet there was subjectivity in this
interpretation, allowing for nuances and differences in opinion to exist within a similar

framework of reference.

37 On Philo’s interpretations of Roman rule, see Barraclough (1984) 449-452.

¥ ¢f. Versnel (1993a) 200 for the adapted transition of the passage.

% This is a similar impression to the expectations and fears concerning the emperor as discussed in detail
above throughout Chapter 3.
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Indeed, it is fascinating that the Roman emperor was associated with the Golden

Age, given its ambiguities as described by Versnel.*” Depending on context and
perspective, the theme of the Golden Age could give a more negative impression. Of
particular note is Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis.*' In this work, Claudius is depicted in the
role of the foolish ‘Saturnalicius princeps’.** As Braund and James describe it:

Claudius’ rule is represented as something suited to festival time, but not to the

seriousness of everyday political use, hence the horror of discovering that the

monster-emperor was in for a lengthy turn of office.*
This negative interpretation of Claudius’ rule is further enriched by his teratological
description when he meets Hercules after his death:

Tum Hercules primo aspectu sane perturbatus est, ut qui etiam non omnia monstra

timuerit. Ut vidit novi generis faciem, insolitum incessum, vocem nullius terrestris

animalis sed qualis esse marinis beluis solet, raucam et implicatam, putavit sibi

tertium decimum laborem venisse. Diligentius intuenti visus est quasi homo.*
This representation connects the Saturnalian context with the world of mirabilia, in which
Claudius himself is the ‘sea-monster’ of unknown provenance, which further highlights
the absurdity of his status as emperor.* Accordingly, this vignette stresses the negativity
of this interpretation of a potential Golden Age gone wrong, giving an impression of the
scope of potential interpretations. The issues of authorship and its subsequent audience
being within a small circle should not be problematic, as the Apocolocyntosis draws upon

themes of wide resonance. Indeed, it is interesting that these seemingly ‘subversive’

descriptions are utilised by Seneca to describe Claudius, which reveals power dynamics

“ Versnel (1993b) 109-111.

1 See Versnel (1993a) 205-210; Braund and James (1998) 285-311; Dickison (1977) 634-47.

2 Sen. Apoc. 8.2.

* Braund and James (1998) 298. cf. Sen. Apoc. 12.2: ““dicebam vobis: non semper Saturnalia erunt.” cf.
Fronto, Principia Historiae 20 (Haines (Loeb) II 217) on the importance of unserious aspects of the
emperor’s time within the context of Fronto’s advice to Lucius Verus, which vibes well with the impression
given in the expectations for wondrous things and displays as described above in Chapter 3.4: ‘imperium
non minus ludicris quam seriis probari atque maiore damno seria, graviore invidia ludicra neglegi.’

* Sen. Apoc. 5.3-4.

# ¢f. Chapter 3.4 and in particular, wondrous stories of emperors encountering sea life and being perceived
as the monstrosities themselves.
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that place him and his milieu in a subordinate position, using this satirical medium to
reveal a ‘hidden transcript’ of opinion, even if Seneca is not the typical ‘subordinate’
imagined.** However, this does not necessarily serve to problematise this issue, but rather
bolsters the present argument that they all form strands of the same wider conversation,
with many layers of complexity, which is evidence for a thought-world concerning the
emperor from the perspective of his subjects.

In the end, allusions to a Golden Age and an emperor throughout the period in
question should be seen in this subjective and impressionistic light, altered by context,
whether positive or negative.*” It highlights how Golden Age imagery became a powerful
tool in shaping the understanding of what the emperor was and could be, in terms of both
hopes and fears. This is much like many of the themes that were explored in the third
chapter, from expectations of justice, generosity, and wonder, to fears of punishment and
monstrosities. Moreover, it also points to the theme of comparison and how emperors
could have their memory and legacy reshaped with the alteration of context, seen
succinctly in the historical context of Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis. This word of legacy is

where we now turn.

% ¢f. Braund (1993) 67-68 and Chapter 4.2. on Roman strategies of shaping memory.

" There are many allusions to the Golden Age (or its demise) with different emperors throughout our
period, helpfully compiled by Gatz (1968) 138-139, which unfortunately cannot receive full treatment.
They include: Augustus: Verg. Aen. 6.792-794; Tiberius: Suet. Tib. 59.1; Nero: Sen. Apoc. 4.1; Calp. Ecl.
1.42:1.64;4.6-7;4.140.Sen. Clem.2.1.3; Domitian: Mart. 6.3. Antoninus Pius: Aristid. Or.26.106. Marcus
Aurelius: Dio 72(71).36.4. Commodus: Dio 73(72).15.6; SHA. Comm. 14.3 Pescennius Niger: SHA Pesc.
12. 6; Probus: SHA Prob.23.2.
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Part 3: The Legacy of An Emperor
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Chapter 4: The Permanence of an Emperor in Transition
4.1: Introduction

In an early fifth century letter addressed to his friend Olympius, Synesius of
Cyrene describes the utopian remoteness of the southern extremity of Cyrenaica, praising
its culture and rustic lifestyle in comparison to more worldly or better connected areas of
the Mediterranean world. Part of that utopian reality was the lack of much news or
knowledge about the Roman emperor—the tax collectors would come and go-but other
than that, not much was known:

todTd ool %ol TowdTa 7O’ MUV MELoL nob AEyaio ®ol TEVITOV Ayadd:
Baowhevg 8¢ nai Pacihémg Gpihor ol daipovog dEyNoLg, oo O ovvVIOVTES
AnOVOUEV, OVOLOTA TivoL ®aBATeQ ai pAOYES ml péya ThHg 00ENS éEartoueva
rol offevvipeva, tadto 0eDQO Emerds OLyaToL, RAl OYOA Talg Gx00ig
TOLOVTWV AXQOOATOV. £mel xal Paothevg Ot pév Cif g del, todt’ fowg
gnioTavtol oadp®g (VITOUUVIOROVTOL YOQ AITOY 10T’ £TOG VIO TOV EXAEYOVTMV
TOVGS POQOVG), HOTIS 8¢ OVTOS €0TLY, OV UAAA €TL TODTO COPDOS AML’ €L0T TLveg
&v Hulv ot péyoL ol vov Ayouéuvova xoately fynvrol tov Atoeidnyv, tov ém
Toolav, ToOv paha ®oAOV TE %ol AyaBOV: TODTO YaQ TondO0eV MUV 1S Paotxrov
nopadEdoTaL Tovvoua.'
There is a fascinating temporality to Synesius’ words here. In this description, the
permanence of their old tradition is compared with the fleeting igniting and extinguishing
of the emperor and his favourites. The specifics of a certain emperor or his rule is lost to
the continuity of time. This is intriguingly similar to the conception of time, or kairos,
that Morgan described in her Popular Mordlity in the Early Roman Empire > Accordingly,
time often stood static, only really punctuated with events, rather than a conception of
time that moved directionally. This is interestingly similar to what is described by
Synesius in the passage. What is even more intriguing about this is that the concept of an

emperor existing is an accepted phenomenon, but that who that may be is open to debate.

The example used by Synesius is Homeric, stating that certain of his fellow countrymen

! Synesius of Cyrene, Letters, 148.130-143; cf. Birley (1999) ix for the reference, and Lendon (1997) 267.
2 Morgan (2007) 248-251.
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supposed that Agamemnon was still king, ‘the one went against Troy, the very good and
great one’. Of course, it could be stated that Synesius is utilising trope and literary
allusion, particularly revolving around bucolic fantasy and the simplicity of a rural and
agrarian lifestyle, as well as the Homeric flourish. However, the mention of Agamemnon
is striking in the sense of a static popular opinion, and perhaps how he and an emperor
could be conflated. For instance, in Artemidorus’ Oneirocritica, a ship-captain dreamt of
deliverance from Agamemnon, which resulted in him being excused from his civic
duties.’ Furthermore, Suetonius mentions the accusation put against a poet who depicted
Agamemnon negatively in a tragedy during Tiberius’ reign.* This suggests a comparison
at least, or a conflation between the emperor and the Mycenaean king, which can be
pushed back further from Synesius’ fifth century context into the world of Suetonius and
Artemidorus, with the latter in particular potentially referring to a similar thought-world
that allowed for such elisions to take place.’

With this in mind, there is universality to the emperorship that Synesius describes
in this letter; namely, the impression that the emperor had always existed, and would
always exist. It is a hint to a peculiarity about the reception of the emperor: the idea and
office of emperor as an entity was an important component to the understanding (and
criticism) of the position, which is contrasted to the same process towards individual
emperors. In other words, discourse (or criticism) contributed both to reception of the
individual emperor in question, and to the idea of the emperor as a whole. It should be

stated that this designation is not dichotomous, and that this was not a phenomenon that

3 cf. Artem. 5.16, discussed above in Chapter 3.2, 126. See Millar (1992) 499 on the passage and similar
gifts of immunity from the emperor.

* cf. Suet. Tib. 61.3: ‘obiectum est poetae, quod in tragoedia A gamemnonem probris lacessisset’. cf. the
attestations of Pompey the Great being called Agamemnon in Dio 42.5.5: ‘IToumflog pev 01 »QATLotog
mpdtegov Popainv vouobeis, dote nai Ayapéuvova avtov émnrareiobar...” cf. Plut. Caes. 41.2;
Plut. Pomp. 67.5.

> Compare with the proximity of the emperor to the mythological discussed above in Chapter 3 .4.
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appeared instantaneously from the time of Augustus, but rather formed and gestated over
time and across the two centuries that have been the remit of this thesis, and indeed
beyond. There seemed to be an idea, or template, of what the emperor was and what he
should be, which was continually modified by the discourse of the legacies of past
emperors, and constantly added to by the actions and words of sitting emperors.

This tradition is a manifestation of the discourse about the Roman emperor that
had a temporal aspect. Much literary evidence that was discussed in the previous chapters
are posthumous retrospectives on the particular emperor in question, with more
contemporary aspects being much rarer, such as the graffiti on the walls of Pompeii, or
perhaps even inscriptions produced in the subsequent months or years after the event.
With this in mind, the history being constructed in this thesis has sought both to describe
the discourse about the emperor in thematic terms, relevant to the hopes and concerns of
his subjects, and also to acknowledge how this was conducted throughout time. It is this
complex temporality that is the subject of this chapter, which seeks to explain the
appearance of the emperor as a transcendent figure across time, how this was manifested
in the discourse about him, namely concerning criticisms of an emperor’s legacy and
memory, and how it could have a historical impact.

Therefore, the chapter will be divided as follows. As a continuation of the
introductory part of this chapter, first there will be a discussion of the commemoration of
the Roman emperor, with a particular concentration on his posthumous criticism in
historical text and its contributions to an emperor’s legacy. The subsequent section builds
upon this by further discussing narratives of fear and fortune concerning the potential
death of an emperor, with a particular look at fortuna and the evidence for devotiones on
behalf of the emperor’s health. It is in this section that the ever present issue of the

emperor’s divinity will be discussed. The final section will discuss the manifestation of
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challenges to the legitimacy of an emperor through the appearance of pretenders
masquerading as previous emperors or members of the imperial family, and how this is
representative of both the discourse on the legacy of an emperor, and a window into the
thought-world of expectations and fears concerning a Roman emperor.

Before continuing, there will be a short meta-analysis of this thesis, with relevant
strands of argument from all chapters being combined to provide the context and
inspiration for this section in particular. The first chapter of this thesis discussed the nature
of the office of emperor and the precariousness of its maintenance, which included the
question of the succession and the designation of the next emperor. It also included the
idea that ‘acceptance’, which was important in the establishment of a new principate
(which essentially entailed the ratification of a new regime from relevant sections of
society), and how this conversation of acceptance included a wider population of people.
The second and third chapters dealt with the continuation of this conversation during the
reign of an emperor, exploring the different topics of discussion that concerned the Roman
emperor, and the different guises he was perceived in, which all contributed to the image
of what he seemed to be. The fourth chapter builds upon these themes by looking at the
peculiar phenomenon of the emperor’s legacy, which has relevance on a historical level,
and indeed a meta-historical level.

This thesis has hopefully so far shown the precariousness of the emperor’s
position and the various, seemingly contradictory roles he fulfilled in the minds of his
subjects. The bizarre coexistence of absolutism and accountability in the office of
emperor at first seems irreconcilable, but it becomes less difficult to accept under the
rubric of universalism. There seemed to be an acceptance to the idea of an emperor
existing at all times, but not always of an inviolable individual emperor. This would allow

for a great deal of flexibility in what an emperor could be, given the stability of the idea,
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and the ability to criticise an emperor’s conduct. This delicate balance has been a
challenging concept to come to terms with throughout this thesis, but it was also one that
the emperor’s subjects wrestled with. Most importantly, however, is that they contributed
to the discourse of what the emperor was and should be, which in turn is testament to an
ever-evolving thought-world about the Roman emperor.

Thus, the tensions of the office of emperor were indeed perceived and commented
upon, which can explain why the characterisations of an individual emperor could seem
so contradictory. This is part of the systemic criticism that existed which concerned the
emperor—the discourse and criteria of what it meant to be a good or bad one. It seemed
that it was a cleansing mechanism that allowed for the shaping of an emperor’s memory,
or as a challenge to the sitting emperor, but not necessarily to the system in itself. In other
words, whereas Flaig was correct in his acceptance thesis insofar as an individual emperor
could lose his acceptance, there was a strong legitimacy to the idea of the emperor that
was not necessarily challenged.® This notion that there was and will always be an emperor
was powerful, and this had repercussions and implications for the perception of the role
of the emperor through time. The designated universality of the position allowed it to
maintain its legitimacy. The understanding of this idea goes a long way in explaining why
the emperor was perceived in so many different guises, with many different fears and
expectations placed upon him. He was a steady presence in the passage of years. In other
words, the emperor is.

In terms of a meta-narrative, this phenomenon gives both the evidence and this
thesis an interesting perspective. Throughout my research for this project, I was struck by
the extremely flexible nature of the evidence in terms of its applicability through different

times and places. It seemed that the way one talked about the emperor changed little

® Discussed above in Chapter 1.2.2, and esp. Flaig (2010) 276-277.
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throughout the centuries, and even well into late antiquity and the medieval period,
despite the palpable and apparent differences in the political, social, economic, and
cultural makeup of the times. This suggested a certain permanence to the Roman emperor
that in modern historiographical parlance is termed his universality, which described the
idea that the emperor had always existed, and always would. It is this idea that allows for
a biographical periodisation of Roman imperial history from Augustus to occur, as the
way to think and write about history becomes shaped by the steady presence of an
emperor. Importantly, it is this enduring consciousness of permanence which makes
possible and useful a study of the imperial office over three centuries and different
contexts, as exemplified by Millar’s seminal The Emperor in the Roman World. It allows
for theses such as Anthony Kaldellis’ in The Byzantine Republic to be constructed about
the nature of the government during middle Byzantium, and how it inherited essential
qualities from its Roman predecessor. Finally, it allows for the present thesis to be written
the way it has been, divided across segments of an emperor’s life, exploring similarities
of perception and narrative across two centuries. Yet this idea of permanence should not
be mistaken for synchronicity; instead, there is a tension between this idea of permanence
and the repeated episodes or revolutions of critical discourse that continuously altered
and shaped what it meant to be an emperor in the minds of his subjects, added to not only
by the words and deeds of the emperors themselves, but also from the reshaping and
rewriting of previous emperors’ legacies, creating the mélange that was the discourse of

the Roman emperor.
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4.2: Commemorating and Criticising the Roman Emperor through History

Incohavit, cum in Germania militaret, somnio monitus: adstitit ei quiescenti Drusi
Neronis effigies, qui Germaniae latissime victor ibi periit; commendabat memoriam
suam orabatque, ut se ab iniuria oblivionis adsereret.'
Thus the Younger Pliny describes a dream that his uncle had on duty in Germany, which
inspired him to write his history of the German wars: in it, Drusus, father of Germanicus
and Claudius, and brother of Tiberius, appeared in apparition, exhorting Pliny to praise
his memory and save him from obscurity.” This is an emotive and evocative illustration
of the culture of commemoration at Rome.’ As Flower put it in her recent book, The Art
of Forgetting: Disgrace and Oblivion in Roman Political Culture:
Roman memory (memoria) was designed precisely in opposition to the vast oblivion
into which most of the past was conceived as having already receded. Such an attitude
was a product of a world in which life was often short and unpredictable...*
Within this context, Pliny the Elder is inspired by unresolved memories of the past, urged
on by effigies of a broken branch of the imperial family, urged to preserve and enhance
the fallen for posterity’s sake.’ Therefore, this passage is a window into perceptions of
memory, as it shows strategies of commemoration that the Romans used to combat

oblivion. From this passage alone, it is notable that the clout of a great man is worth

cultivating, and that a method for doing this is the writing of history.

" Plin. Ep. 3.5.4, cited in Flower (2006) 3. For more on dreams, see Chapter 3.2.

% On the dates of Pliny’s military service at Rome, see Syme (1969) 205-208, with three separate posts
between the years 46-58 A.D, with the interval between the second and third being four years. His nephew
is vague enough that it could have happened at any point during his time in Germany. However, it seems
to be more politically expedient to have an earlier date for this dream, to his service before the death of
Claudius in 54, using the opportunity to praise the memory of emperor’s father. I owe this point entirely to
my supervisor, Nicholas Purcell. cf Hekster (2015) 49-50, n.24 for coin types under Claudius that stress the
paternal bond between him and Drusus, and in particular the stress on his German campaigns, making it a
ripe situation for Pliny. cf. also Ibid., 56-7 for the resurrection of Drusus coin types under Vespasian, for a
new paternal-filial context for the success of Pliny’s history.

? For this argument and analysis of this passage, see Flower (2006) 2-4. cf. Marincola (1997) 47-48.

* Flower (2006) 3.

> cf. Ibid., 4, who argues for this ‘emotive and very personal’ reading of Pliny’s motivations, and how this
could have affected his contribution to historiography and Drusus’ memory, citing Tac. Ann. 1.33.2 on his
popularity. For more on Drusus, see Chapter 1.3.2.
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There are several potential avenues to explore Roman strategies of memory, which
is a complex and variegated topic. As Flower argued in the above mentioned book, which
explores methods of commemorating and damning elite and imperial personas from the
late republic to the early empire, memory was a

symbolic space, a power and definitive marker of elite status, (which) stretched across
the various visual and textual media and between the generations to ensure the
survival and continuity of the community and of the particular culture of its political
families... The politics of the present were expressed in terms of a narrative of the
past, by those who had or claimed the authority to shape and to pass on that narrative.’
Accordingly, the commemoration of the past was a complex tapestry, which was passed
on and added to with each successive generation through different media, which
according to Flower’s wide designation includes monument, text, and ritual.” In terms of
commemorating and remembering in the Roman world, which would include the
emperor, these memory games could range from architectural monuments such as tombs
and mausolea, to texts such as honorific inscriptions, funeral speeches and historical
works, and to ritualistic activity such as the funeral trains involving the procession of
ancestral masks, the consecration of a recently deceased emperor, and the civic and
provincial rituals involving the imperial cult.® Added to these various methods is the
aspect of negative memory, most famously known under the modern term damnatio
memoriae, which is the damnation of an individual’s legacy through various ways, such

as the the mutilation of their portraits and images, the removal of their imago from their

family’s ancestral masks, and the erasure of their name from inscriptions.’ All this reveals

® Flower (2006) 276. cf. Veyne (1988) 8-9 on a similar argument in the construction of historiography.

" Flower (2006) 276.

¥ For monuments, see Davies (2000) 13-48; See Flower (2006) 115-256 on the strategies of memory in the
early imperial period, particularly to do with damnatio memoriae; On the imagines, funeral processions,
and laudationes see Flower (1996) 16ff, 223-255; 911f; and 128ff. On the consecration of the emperor, see
Price (1987) 56-105 and Bickerman (1973) 3-25. On the imperial cult in general, see Price (1984a),
Fishwick (1987) vol. 1.1, Fishwick (1991) vol. 2.1 and Gradel (2002), and the next section.

? For a clear general discussion and different methods of defacing or altering portraits, see Huet (2004) 237-
253. For a complete recent appraisal, see Flower (2006) esp. 132-138 with particular look at the famous
case of Cn. Calpurnius Piso as recorded in the famous document known as Senatus Consultum de Cn.
Pisone Patre. For the mutilation of portraits, see Varner (2004), esp. 2-9 for his general discussion of
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the vast potential for different methods of commemoration, and also how subjective the
production of memory could become.

Accordingly, there are numerous avenues that could be taken to provide a
comprehensive account of Roman memory and the treatment of an emperor’s legacy.
However, the remainder of this section will be devoted to the discussion of the
contribution of historiography to an emperor’s legacy, looking at the part of history in the
production of memory." This is particularly relevant given that the vast majority of
evidence used in the thesis as a whole was precisely part of this tradition, which is to say
the textual remains of the discourse about the Roman emperor. It takes further inspiration
from the phenomenon of the universality of the emperor, as described above in the
introduction to this chapter, with the peculiar effect it had on the construction and shaping
of historical narrative, as hinted by Pelling: ‘Given the power now exercised by one man
who dominated the world, the line between imperial biography and history was always
likely to be a thin one.”"’

Returning to the excerpt from Pliny about his inspiration for writing a history of
the German wars, there seems to be an impact to history which is meant to resonate in the
context of its publication and subsequent reception. This idea of history being able to
contribute to the discourse gives the medium power in how an emperor is understood and
received, which means that it in itself was a part of the reception of the emperor that
placed him in a more passive role, not necessarily able to control and shape his narrative
or legacy fully, particularly since the conversation continues decades or even centuries

after his death.

damnatio. For the provincial politics and the unsystematic dynamics of divinisation or damnation, see H-v.
Cauwenberghe (2008) 161-179.

10 ¢f. Sailor (2008) 9.

' Pelling (2010) 418; cf. Marincola (1997) 30-31 for his analysis on historiography’s reaction to one-man
rule. cf. Feeney (2007) 190-193 on the emperor’s effect on historical time, fasti, and the writing of annalistic
history.
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The inspiration for this argument comes from the first third of a book about early
modern scholarship and its pitfalls by Constantin Fasolt, titled The Limits of History. In
that section, Fasolt write about successes and pitfalls of modern historical writing,
particularly concerning the purpose of writing history and the generic expectations of this
pursuit. He argues that history is going through an existential crisis brought along by what
he describes as the strict adherence to the tenets of history, which are as follows: First,
that ‘the past is gone forever,’; second, ‘to understand the meaning of a text, you must
first put it in the context of its time and place’; and third, ‘you cannot tell where you are
going unless you know where you are coming from.”'* Accordingly, historians strive to
look back at the past and provide an accurate account of that time and context in the past,
which has the danger of being lost to oblivion, either without received bias from the
historian’s period, or the expressed acknowledgement of that bias, in order to give the
most accurate and unadulterated account of the truth.

In short, Fasolt problematises this premise by arguing that the writing of history
was an inherently political act. This is more than saying that there is inherent bias in every
pursuit of historical knowledge. In fact, he goes further by arguing that history in its very
structure has political implications, insofar as it involves the act of looking into the past
and interpreting it for its utility in the present and future."” The following quotation is a
telling paradigm of his viewpoint:

History only appears to be a form of knowledge about the past. In truth history serves
to confirm a line between now and then that is not given in reality. The complementary
relationship between history, politics, and nature... goes deeper than mere agreement
on dividing respective spheres of influence... The prohibition on anachronism? It
merely seems to be a principle of method by which historians secure the adequacy of
their interpretation. In truth the prohibition on anachronism defines the purposes for

which the discipline of history exists: to divide the reality of time into past and
present. History enlists the desire for knowledge about the past to meet a deeper need:

12 Fasolt (2003) ix.
13 Ibid., 3-45.
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the need for power and independence, the need to have done with the past and to be
rid of things that cannot be forgotten.'

Fasolt’s iconoclastic approach to historical thought directs its blows toward the process
and writing of modern historiography and its expectations. However, his point about the
relation of history to politics, and that history can be a powerful tool in shaping how one
receives the past could have resonance in how the Romans approached memory. It seems
that ancient historians were more comfortable with what Fasolt highlights as problems in
the philosophy of modern historiography, particularly stressed by the different methods
and concerns present in ancient historiography. An important point of departure is the
notion that ancient historians were involved in politics, and indeed their experience
counted in favour of their authority as historians.” Thus they had political lives; Dio and
Tacitus both held consular rank as part of the senatorial elite, Suetonius was an ab epistulis
in Hadrian’s court, and Plutarch being involved in local politics of his native Chaeronea
and Boeotia, and his ties with philhellene Romans. Even Herodian, whose elusive
political career has been difficult to extrapolate from his histories constructs a narrative
that is interested in emperor and political history, whatever Herodian meant by his
statement in 1.2.5: ‘Bott & ®V nol melpq petéoyxov &v Paoraic ) dnuooioug
vrnpeotoug yevopuevog’ .

Moreover, the self-professed goals of ancient historians feel much more profound
than those of its modern counterpart. This is seen in ancient historiography’s reflection

about its utility in the present and future for subsequent audiences, seen again neatly in

' Fasolt (2003) 13.

!> Marincola (1997) 133-148, and esp. 143-144 for historians writing under the Roman empire; Sailor
(2008) 7-8: ‘In justifying his historiographical activity, a historian often used in his favor his own political
experience, which established his right to speak knowledgeably about the events he was reporting. Writing
history was then a lot like politics, in that the practitioners of each were, at least in theory, to be drawn from
the same pool.” I was referred to Sailor’s volume by my colleague Dr Bram ten Berge when I delivered a
version of this section at a seminar in Oxford.

1o ¢f. Kemezis (2014) 307: ‘While it is true that claiming to have political experience was a standard
authority-building technique for ancient historians generally, Herodian’s version of that claim is
deliberately, even parodically, generic and unverifiable.’
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Pliny’s quotation above. Of course, there are different approaches and opinions in
antiquity on what this constitutes,'” but the aspect that is pertinent here is the goal of
timelessness; that history pretends to be something to withstand the ages; to be
reinterpreted accordingly in the future. In more immortal words of Thucydides: ‘xtfjud
1€ £¢ aiel padhov i) dydviopa &g TO mopayefua axovewy Evyxertar’ . In our period,
this concern is also reflected in what Pliny tells Tacitus about the ravages of memory and
time, and his expectation that they would stand that test:
Nec ipse tibi plaudis, et ego nihil magis ex fide quam de te scribo. Posteris an aliqua
cura nostri, nescio; nos certe meremur, ut sit aliqua, non dico ingenio (id enim
superbum), sed studio et labore et reverentia posterorum. Pergamus modo itinere
instituto, quod ut paucos in lucem famamque provexit, ita multos e tenebis et silentio
protulit."
Reverentia Posterorum—the fear of oblivion is combated by the hope for future
recognition, helped by their own care for posterity. There is thus a personal and emotive
context to their pursuits, with the hope that they themselves may be remembered also.
This sentiment is well-articulated by Sailor:
a history stands on a continuum with lyric poetry and encyclopaedias, with tombs and
public architecture, with priestly duties and triumphal processions, with cultivated
dress and comportment. The function of a history is to be a writer’s public
monumentum both present and posthumous, to attract good repute and weight to his
name — in short, to be a “big deal” and to make him a “big deal” as well.*
Thus, the claim to be effectively immortal through their actions, including their
writing, is perhaps something to take seriously.”’ In this sense, there seems to be a

competitiveness in the field of memory, which is all the more contentious with the

existence of a supreme figure such as the emperor within that rubric. As this thesis has

17 For a discussion on the call to history, see Marincola (1997) 34-62.
8 Thuc. 1.22 4.

' Plin. Ep. 9.14.

2 Sailor (2008) 9.

*! cf. discussion on timelessness in Chapter 4.1.
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exhibited thus far, there was a great importance placed on how the emperor seemed.”
Accordingly, historical treatments of the emperor would play a part in that reception, both
as being a part of the wider discourse about a certain emperor, and as an authoritative
interpretation of his legacy for a subsequent audience. This means that history would be
a contentious space for the discussion of emperors, which is to say that historiography
was an arena in which the emperor’s deeds and actions could be scrutinised in great detail.
Indeed, as seen in the third chapter, much evidence points to this contestation, which
serves to contribute to the way an emperor is perceived in posterity.” This suggests a
certain ‘unsafeness’ to the composition of history: perhaps it was dangerous in the sense
that criticisms towards any emperor could be interpreted as slights to a contemporary one,
but this is not to argue the existence of authorial intent to resist the emperor explicitly or
to question the legitimacy of the Principate systemically, nor the thought that Rome was
a police state akin to an Orwellian dystopia, suggesting that everyone was in danger of
fatal repercussion. Instead, the idea should be framed differently, in the sense of the
contestation of the historical legacy of the Roman emperor, and the important role that
historiography had in that conversation. In other words, there always was an inherent risk
in thus criticising the emperor, but it was an important contributing part of the discourse
of what the emperor was and what he should be. So, ‘safe’ is a euphemism that sterilises
history, and thus makes it seem inconsequential to the context in which it was written,

and to what it could mean for subsequent audiences.

2 ¢f. Chapter 1.2 particularly, on the charismatic nature of the emperorship and idea of ‘acceptance’,

inviting scrutiny on the emperor.

» For an excellent discussion concerning the potential reception of history by the regime, see Sailor (2008)
252-259, on the ways that Tacitus’ Annals could have been received. cf. Syme (1958) 499: ‘No emperor
could approve of a work like the A nnales of Cornelius Tacitus’, from his arguments that it was filled with
criticisms against Hadrian (492-503), which even if not fully convincing to a modern reader (see Sailor
(2008) 256) nonetheless allows for the possibility that it could have been interpreted as criticism. cf. Turpin
(2008) 399.
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The themes discussed above will be drawn out from the discussion of three
passages, which includes one from Dio, and two from Tacitus, from both the Annals and
the Histories. To start with Dio, much of the later books of his Roman History survive in
epitome and excerpt, truncated versions of the narratives of the contemporary Severan
world that he himself witnessed. Despite the difficulties of the text, there is much that one
can glean from them, as shown by Maud Gleason in her article on the identity crises
exhibited in Dio’s contemporary narrative, through images of impersonation and
masquerade.** She shows the interesting work that can be done with the anecdotal material
that abounds in those books, which have been essential in understanding the perception
of the Roman emperor, as utilised in previous sections of this thesis.” One in particular
includes a description of Dio’s inspiration for writing his history, which comes at the point
in the narrative at the end of Commodus’ life and the beginning of the civil wars leading
to Septimius Severus’ principate:
BBMov TL mEQL TOV OVERGTWV %Al TOV onueiwv 8L v O Seovfjpog TV
avTonEdTOoQO AQYNV MAmmoe, yodyog €dMuooievoa: %ol avTd %ol €XElVOog
TEPPOEVTL TOQ EUOD EVTUY MY TTOMG POt xal ®aAO AVTETEOTELLE. TADT OVV EYD)
O Yoduuoto meog £omégav Mo AaPav ratédapbov, xal por xobevdovil
moo¢Take TO daupdVIOV ioToQiov Yoddewy. ral oVvTw 01 TadTo TEQL WV VIV
raBlotopor €yoopa. nal émeld) ye tolg te dAAOLS ®al aUT) TH ZeoVTom
udAota fjgeoe. .. Tv O 01 Beov (TUYMV) TAHTNV EMEOWVVVUOUCAV UE QOGS TV
lotogiav eVAAPOS TEOG aAVTNV %Al OUVNEDS dloxrellevov, ol TTOVOUUEVOV
ATay0QEVOVTA Te AvarTOUEVNV Ol OVELRATWV, ol ®aAdS EMTOOS meQL TOD
LEAMALOVTOG %0OVOU SLOODOAV POl MG VITOAENPOUEVOL TTV L0TOQIOY 1Ol OVAAUDS
ALOVQMOOVTOG, EMiOROTOV THS TOD PBlov diaymyig, dg €otrev, elhnya, ®al dud
t00T0 AT Avaxepon.”

There are several points that should be commented upon here. The nature of the times

was such that it was substance of history, which is alluded to by the mention of civil strife

at the beginning. However, it is interesting that Dio’s first stated experience in erudition

** Gleason (2011) 33-86.

» See Chapter 3.2 and 3.4 for analyses of passages of Dio’s contemporary books, in particular Dio
77(76).10 on Bulla Felix, and Dio 73(72)20.2-3, on Commodus in the arena.

*% Dio 73(72).23.1-5.
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and publishing was for a book on dreams and portents, which adds an interesting wrinkle
to what could be seen as acceptable themes for the writing of history.”” That this was a
field of interest and erudition should not come as a surprise when compared to
contemporaries; Artemidorus and Aelius Aristides are notable examples of those who
thought and wrote about dreams and their interpretations.*® Within this context, both Dio’s
penchant for dream interpretation and the fact that he received his inspiration via a dream
would suggest a certain seriousness placed on the power of dreams on the imagination,
and importantly for this context, their interpretative power in explaining political events
and phenomena in the world that concerns the Roman emperor.”

Moreover, this material was important in the very relevant sense of omina imperii,
or the portents for the future power of a potential emperor, and signs (including dreams)
litter the narratives of historians of the period, which includes an interesting case of Dio
mentioning Vespasian’s dream of receiving a tooth from Nero which directly reflects a
dream interpretation of Artemidorus of receiving teeth from a King.”® The similarity of
this evidence suggests a shared framework of understanding, which transcended genre,
and which in this particular case utilises dream interpretation to make sense of the
transition between one emperor to the next. Indeed, Dio’s supposed role in providing
encouragement to Severus can show the political nature of this material, and how it could
elicit serious consequences. Therefore, Dio used his work as a historical agent to affect

change for the future, which not only affects his own clout, but that of Severus as well.

*7 ¢f. a similar intellectual debate on the acceptability of studying mirabilia as a worthy pursuit, as discussed
in Chapter 3 4.

2 On Artemidorus and dream interpretation in antiquity, see Price (1986) 3-37; On Aristides, Artemidorus,
and the medical context for dream interpretation, see Israeclowich (2012) 71-86. For more on dreams, see
Chapter 3.2.

¥ cf. a more skeptical interpretation of this scene in Marincola (1997) 50-51.

* Dio 65(66).1.3: ‘nol maQ Ovelgatog Epadev 61, dtav 6 Kaioag Négwv 0d6vta dmofdin,
avtapyhoer ®ol ToDTo Te TO RATA TOV 000VTO. T Emoon Nuéoa ouvnvéyOn..."; Artem. 4.31. Cited
above in Chapter 3.2, 126 n. 56.
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The evocation of fto daimonion and Fortune in his inspiration should also be
commented on, even though would be impossible to discuss the intricate detail of the
religiosity here.’’ In my opinion, it exhibits the lofty claims of historiography as
something that should be undertaken as a calling or obligation, with the end product being
preserved for posterity and having divine sanction. Thus, there is a universality of history
being there to stand the test of time and provide accounts of importance for the future. It
is also interesting that Severus is mentioned as having read Dio’s book approvingly, given
its favourable prognostication for his future emperorship. In a Fasoltian sense, Dio seems
entirely comfortable with the political implications and purposes of his work (both the
dream interpretations and the greater history), given that it concerned the direction of the
state and the person of the emperor. Indeed, this emperor-centric conception of historical
writing is observed further in an earlier section of book 73, which comes in the context
of Commodus’ exploits as a gladiator in the arena, and describes the necessity of including
all the details for the memory of those in the future who may find importance in it.”* Even
with the apology for the nature of the account, it was deemed relevant for the presence of
the emperor and the sensory experience of the exhibition. It is even further bolstered by
Dio’s treatment of Severus in later books, which exhibits him unfavourably in many
ways,” which suggests the power of historical writing in the interpretation of an
emperor’s life, and how open-ended that interpretation could be. Essentially, Dio reveals
part of the process of the construction of history and also how the passage of time could

alter the interpretation of that history: at first, it would include omina that were favourable

3! For more on fortune and its interpretative impact on the lives of emperors, see Chapter 4.3.

2 Dio 73(72).18.3-4: ‘Ko pf) pé Tig xnhdodv 1oV tiig ioTogiag yxov, dtL ol T towadta ouyyeddo,
vouion. Mg pev YaQ 0bx Av eltov adTd: £medn) 8¢ g Te TOD ADTORQATOQOG EYEVETO ROL TTAQMOV
adTog &yd xai eidov Exaoto xai fjirovoo xai EAdAnoa, Sixarov fynodunv undev avtdv
amoxrVYPaobat, GAAG xol oUTé, HomeQ TL GAAO TOV PEYIOTOV ROL AVOYRALOTATOV, TR LVvAuUY TOV
¢otmerta éoopévarv mogadodvar.” cf. Gleason (2011) 45-46.

3 For a discussion of his treatment by Dio, see Gleason (2011) 52-60.
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to the potential emperor and thus receive his personal approbation; but it could also
include less savoury aspects of an emperor’s conduct, allowing posterity to interpret and
reinterpret his legacy, outside the power of the princeps to alter. It shows that the promise
and legacy of Severus’ reign remained contested and open for scrutiny, which opens up
the reigns of other emperors to similar criticism.
Tacitus also provides an illuminating case on the political nature of emperor
history. There are many potential passages from his oeuvre that could come under scrutiny
with this particular topic in mind, but two will be included here, Histories 1.1, and A nnals
1.9-10., the latter of which involves the discussion of Augustus’ legacy in the aftermath
of his death. Sailor’s lengthy treatment of the preface to the Histories is of particular note,
as it attempts to dissect the problems raised by Tacitus in his short history of
historiography and its apparent decline, whilst simultaneously elevating his subject as
worthy of record, its difficulty, his own lack of bias, and a recusatio for not extending his
history beyond the end of Domitian’s principate.”* Accordingly, Tacitus highlights the
importance of political history to posterity, and the dangers of writing it under the power
of an emperor:”
Mihi Galba Otho Vitellius nec beneficio nec iniuria cogniti. dignitatem nostram a
Vespasiano inchoatam, a Tito auctam, a Domitiano longius provectam non abnuerim:
sed incorruptam fidem professis neque amore quisquam et sine odio dicendus est.
quod si vita suppeditet, principatum divi Nervae et imperium Traiani, uberiorem
securioremque materiam, senectuti seposui, rara temporum felicitate ubi sentire quae
velis et quae sentias dicere licet.*

Thus, Tacitus attempts to accentuate his closeness to the conduct of politics in the age,

whilst also absolving himself from any implication of unfair bias, either negative or

positive, towards any emperor in particular.’’ This is part in parcel of the nature of his

3% Sailor (2008) 121-160.

3 Tac. Hist. 1.1.

3 Tbid., 1.1.3-4.

37 Sailor (2008) 152; Marincola (1997) 144.
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subject—in a Fasoltian sense, the closeness of the political is patent in this historical
endeavour. Despite any negative connotations that it could evoke are downplayed, as
Pelling argues: ‘his political experience and the insight he will have gained... builds his
authority with his readers even as it may arouse their suspicions.”*® As such, despite the
difficulties, Tacitus’ subject is one of great importance: cura posteritatis; posterity was a
stated goal, and so he deals with this material for later generations. To evoke Pelling yet
again, Tacitus’ use of his personal voice in this preface, and his involvement of the reader
(facile averseris), invites his audience to be critical in their reading of his history, as they
had been wont to do, regardless of assurances of fairness and non-bias.” This puts into
relief his final line of this passage, on the felicity of his own times, opening it up also to
scrutiny on whether or not ‘they can (actually) say what they feel.

This can be pressed further. Tacitus elevates the importance and impact of his
histories in competition to the emperor, since he is asserting his independence in thought
and historical inquiry. His apparent deferential refusal to engage first then in a history of
Nerva and Trajan due to femporum felicitate means to assert its impartiality to the
felicitous age in which he writes.”” This allows for what is not included, namely the
accounts of those reigns, to be placed under similar scrutiny to those of previous
emperors, and in particular allowing for the silence about Augustus’ reign to reflect his
silence on Nerva and Trajan, and perhaps even on how this would reflect onto Hadrian
later. Accordingly, Tacitus creates a power struggle over the production of historical
memory for future generations. As Sailor puts it, Tacitus’ preface

makes a strong declaration of authorial control and of authenticity: Histories is not

really Trajan’s version of the past rendered in Tacitus’ words, but, rather, emphatically
the creation and property of the historian himself."*'

3 Pelling (2009) 149.

% Ibid., 150 on Tac. Hist. 1.1.2.

0 Sailor (2008) 157.

* Tbid., 160. cf. Turpin (2008) 399.
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This shows that the history of the emperorship itself was a contested space, over which
an emperor did not necessarily have full control.

This is reflected in Tacitus’ treatment of Augustus’ death. As Tacitus describes it,
in the immediate context of Augustus’ funeral there was much talk about his principate
and legacy: ‘Multus hinc ipso de Augusto sermo’.** The talk included trivialities and both
positive and negative remembrances: from the coincidence of dying in the same room in
Nola as his father Octavius,” the number of offices he had held,* his conduct during the
civil wars,"” the security and peace in the empire, and the adornment of Rome itself,** to
the bribery,” proscriptions and betrayals,” periods of war and conflict,” his desire for
divine honours,” and the vicissitudes of his family.’' Indeed, the final point about Tiberius
is telling to the subjectivity of opinion:

ne Tiberium quidem caritate aut rei publicae cura successorem adscitum, sed,

quoniam adrogantiam saevitiamque eius introspexerit, comparatione deterrima sibi

gloriam quaesivisse.”
Thus, Tacitus gives agency to those present in the aftermath of Augustus’ death to give
their own variant perspectives on the memorable deeds of the deceased emperor.
Furthermore, Tacitus gives Augustus an imagined perspective also, with his hope that he
would seem better than his successor. Whether or not this was true is immaterial, as it
serves to add further patterns in the formation of Augustus’ memory. Tacitus is playing
with time here, giving the impression of numerous voices adding to the tradition of

Augustus’ legacy, through the present time of Tacitus’ context of criticising Rome’s first

* Tac. Ann.1.9.1
# Ibid., 1.9.1.

* Ibid., 1.9.2.

4 Tbid., 1.9.3-4.
*® Ibid., 1.9.5.

7 Ibid., 1.10.1-2.
8 Ibid., 1.10.2-5.
* Ibid., 1.10.4

0 Ibid., 1.10.6

! Ibid., 1.10.5, 7.
2 1bid., 1.10.7. cf. Tac. Hist. 2.47.2, for Otho’s concern for how future generations would remember him.
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emperor, providing this tradition and his treatment of it for posterity’s sake. Accordingly,
the formation and reception of an emperor’s memory and legacy is not a static, monolithic
phenomenon, but constantly changing according to context and interpretation.

In the end, this shows the contribution of historians to that conversation of an
emperor’s legacy, adding to a larger discourse of who the emperor was and who he should
be that had numerous participants across time. Furthermore, there is an uncertainty in the
future, which reveals an anxiety that the Romans attempted to alleviate through their
shaping of memory. In effect, this anxiety translated to fear about the fortune of emperors

and their families, leading to interesting manifestations of this phenomenon.
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4 3: Narratives of Fear and Fortune

In a summary of the historiographical tradition about the Roman plebs,Zvi Yavetz
used a small section of Tacitus’ Annals to sum up his view that the stock characterisation
of the people was overtly negative: ‘Hence the rulers could not rely on the people’s
affections, these being fleeting and unblest: ‘brevis et infaustos populi Romani amores.’"
What Yavetz wanted to stress was the opposite; that the loves of the Roman people were
not fleeting, and that they in fact remembered their allegiances.> However, there is an
alternative reading to Tacitus’ text. In the context of the chapter, Tacitus was discussing
the scene of Germanicus’ triumph, and had just informed the reader of public devotion of
the people toward Marcellus and Drusus. This had been disadvantageous to their
longevity, suggesting that their popularity was their demise:

sed suberat occulta formido reputantibus haud prosperum in Druso patre eius favorem
vulgi, avunculum eiusdem Marcellum flagrantibus plebis studiis intra iuventam
ereptum.’
Therefore, the statement about the brief and unfortunate devotions of the Roman people
has another meaning; they were short and unfortunate because of the short lives of their
favourites, rather than them being fickle. This suggests an innate fear for the future of
their favourites, and perhaps hopes that misfortune would not come to pass, revealing a

potential manner of thinking concerning the success or demise of an emperor as perceived

by his subjects. This section is about this phenomenon, which will at first consider the

" Yavetz (1969a) 4-5: Yavetz was quoting Tac. Ann.2.41.3; cf. Yavetz (1965) 101. The use of the religious
word infaustus is striking, for it points to the potential role of bad luck and fortune in the demise of these
favourites. It is all the more striking in the fact that this term and synonyms such as felix and fortunatus are
found with the positive antonym faustus when describing the future of the emperors. It seems that it is with
this language that the hope of the future was described. cf. Norefia (2011) 136-138.

* Yavetz (1965) 101: ‘La pléebe romaine avait donc une longue mémoire et nous n'aurons aucun mal, dans
le cours de cet exposé, a réfuter le jugement de Tacite.’

* Tac. Ann.2.4123.
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case of fear and fortune as depicted by Tacitus in the A nnals, followed by a discussion of
a method to combat this anxiety, namely the devotiones.

Germanicus, like many figures in Tacitus’ Annals, is enigmatic and difficult to
understand. His significance does not adhere to a strict chronology, as he is
simultaneously a relic of the past and a symbol of the future.* As such, his characterisation
seems anachronistic: This is similar to the argument that Pelling offered in his 1993 essay
on Tiberius and Germanicus; that Germanicus cut an attractive figure, but was
anachronistic; unsuited to the brutal world of the Principate. This anachronistic quality,
which O’Gorman describes as a ‘continual movement between retrospection and ...
anticipation’,” is present in the passage above. The scene of Germanicus and his children
is focalized through the onlookers, who now not only see the present triumphal parade,
but the past and future appearing simultaneously in situ.’ The first line augebat visus,
which has been translated as ‘sight... intensified’ suggests a keen and broadened
interpretation that points to a revelation: namely of the hope for the future embodied in
Germanicus and his family. However, the antithesis immediately comes after, with an
occulta formido—a hidden dread existing within the mind of the spectator: that his past
kin, his father Drusus, and his uncle Marcellus, had not been so fortunate and had met
early demises. The fear is accentuated by a common denominator: favorem vulgi and
flagrantibus plebis studiis; popular favour, popular zeal or perhaps even just popularity.
With that being the case, different scenarios are acted out: one where the hopes of the
spectators are realised and Germanicus and his kin will take the reins of empire, and
another where the brevis et infaustos amores of the people meant the doom and demise

of the family.

* Pelling (1993) 77-8; O’Gorman (2000) 46.
> O’Gorman (2000) 55.
® Ibid., 55.
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Tacitus’ point may reflect the range of potential perceptions and emotions from a
wider perspective, which could be informed by popular morality.” The striking allusion
here concerns Fortuna. This is a slippery concept, and there are different, seemingly
contradictory ways to approach this idea in antiquity.® Scholarship has largely created two
broad concepts of Fortune: one that emphasises the good aspect, that there was a ‘force
of a benevolent goddess’ that brought good luck: and another, that was unpredictable,
fickle, and often brought bad luck, connected to the Greek concept of tyche’ This version
is apparent in from Isidore of Seville:

Fortunam a fortuitis nomen habere dicunt, quasi deam quandam res humanas variis
casibus et fortuitis inludentem; unde et caecam appellant, eo quod passim in quoslibet
incurrens sine ullo examine meritorum, et ad bonos et ad malos venit. Fatum autem a
fortuna separant: et fortuna quasi sit in his quae fortuitu veniunt, nulla palam causa;
fatum vero adpositum singulis et statutum aiunt.'
From this understanding of fortune, it is an unknowable force that affected good and bad
alike, with no consideration of merit. The allusion to this world of understanding is what
Tacitus has focalised through the people in Annals 2.41.3: the people fear their love was
unlucky, and that this will lead to an unpropitious future. This opens a potential window
into a popular mentality, informing perceptions of the future of an imperial favourite,
which in turn could also inform how they perceive the emperor.

This uncertainty is exploited in Tacitus’ narrative to accentuate the antagonism
within the imperial family, including the exploration of problematic relationships between
a sitting emperor and another imperial family member, or between two potential heirs to

the emperorship. This is an important theme that runs throughout the Annals, which

elevates the fear of chaos from the perspective of the people.'' The people are also cast in

" Morgan (2007).

¥ Morgan (2007) 33,77, 111-113, 134-135, 161-162, 165, 242-243.

® Norefia (2011) 136; Kajanto (1981) 525ff. cf. Chapter 4.2 on Dio’s inspiration from Tyche.

1 Isid. Etym. 8.11.94.

' See, for example, Tac. Ann. 3.31.1: ‘nam triennio ante Germanici cum Tiberio idem honor neque patruo
laetus neque natura tam conexus fuerat.’
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the role of an antagonist; exhibited as vociferously taking the side of one over the other,
something which would seem to have consequences for the development of the narrative.
The antagonism between Tiberius and Germanicus is outlined early, where Tiberius is
shown to have seized power after Augustus’ death quickly, with the fear that Germanicus,
his son by adoption,'”> would take the initiative and become emperor himself:
sed defuncto Augusto signum praetoriis cohortibus ut imperator dederat; excubiae,
arma, cetera aulae; miles in forum, miles in curiam comitabatur. litteras ad exercitus
tamquam adepto principatu misit, nusquam cunctabundus nisi cum in senatu
loqueretur. causa praecipua ex formidine, ne Germanicus, in cuius manu tot legiones,
immensa sociorum auxilia, mirus apud populum favor, habere imperium quam
exspectare mallet."”
One of the reasons that Tacitus provides for Germanicus’ ability to assume the role as
emperor is his favour with the people. It also becomes a primary reason for there to be
animosity between them, for we have a juxtaposition between a popular potential emperor
within whom the hopes of the wider population lie, and a dissimulating emperor who
preferred to remain distant and aloof.'* Therefore, Tacitus uses the people to signify that
all is not well in the Domus A ugusta:
neptem eius Agrippinam in matrimonio pluresque ex ea liberos habebat, ipse Druso
fratre Tiberii genitus, Augustae nepos, sed anxius occultis in se patrui aviaeque odiis,
quorum causae acriores, quia iniquae. quippe Drusi magna apud populum Romanum
memoria, credebaturque, si rerum potitus foret, libertatem redditurus; unde in
Germanicum favor et spes eadem. nam iuveni civile ingenium, mira comitas et diversa
ab Tiberii sermone vultu, adrogantibus et obscuris."
The disquiet signified by the people returns when Germanicus appears in front of them at
his triumphal procession in Tac. Ann. 2.41 quoted above. There is a fear that Germanicus
would meet an early end, and that the potential for him becoming emperor would

diminish. The fear would come true, and their despair justified at his death. Even at his

demise, the antagonism is accentuated by the cries of the people at his funeral:

12 Tac. Ann. 1.3.5.

1 Ibid., 1.7.5-6.

1 Ibid., 1.76.4; Ibid., 1.54.2.
15 Ibid., 1.33.1-2.

247



Dies, quo reliquiae tumulo Augusti inferebantur, modo per silentium vastus, modo
ploratibus inquies; plena urbis itinera, conlucentes per campum Martis faces. illic
miles cum armis, sine insignibus magistratus, populus per tribus concidisse rem
publicam, nihil spei reliquum clamitabant, promptius apertiusque quam ut meminisse
imperitantium crederes. nihil tamen Tiberium magis penetravit quam studia hominum
accensa in Agrippinam, cum decus patriae, solum Augusti sanguinem, unicum
antiquitatis specimen appellarent versique ad caelum ac deos integram illi subolem ac
superstitem iniquorum precarentur.'®
The atmosphere in the city is one of deep mourning, which culminates in the people
shouting that the state had fallen and that there was no hope left. This is the manifestation
of the fear that was hidden in the triumphal scene of Annals 2.41.3; that a favourite had
now met an early and unpropitious end. However, augebat visus is implied again; the
object of laudation has now shifted from Germanicus to Agrippina. Similar to the
triumphal procession, Agrippina is now the timeless figure; someone that represents the
glorious past of her ancestry and the hope for the future; that she and her progeny (and
for that matter Germanicus’) may outlive their opponents.'” The words used here, decus
patriae, the honour of her country, solum Augusti sanguinem,® the only one with
Augustan blood, and unicum antiquitatis specimen, the sole example of ancient (morally
better) times, all highlight an interest in the past; one that was made present by the
existence of Agrippina, and also projected into the future by the prayer for her and her
children. As such, this branch of the domus Augusta is representing different aspects of
time simultaneously. The rift between Tiberius and Germanicus widens even in death,

and the people at Rome are thus presented as one sided, unquestionably in favour of

Germanicus and his kin, to the detriment of Tiberius."

' Tac. Ann. 3.4; The fact that the people are presented in their tribes is interesting — it was a state affair, so
they came organised in their official capacity. cf. Tabula Siarensis b. 11 155 ([quo ad lugendum Germanicum
Caesarem efusissime accensae] essent tribus urbanae...) transcribed and translated in Lott (2012), 94-95.
17 ¢f. Flower (2006) 138-143 on her afterlife.

'8 ¢f. above Chapter 1.2. This may point to the different conceptions of the imperial family, and in this case,
one that stresses blood relations, rather than looser concepts of kinship; Smith (2006) 33

19 ¢f. Tac. Ann. 2.84. This passage is quite arresting, as it juxtaposes the reported joy of Tiberius to have
twins entering his house, including the allusion to fortune in his words, and the people’s pain that Drusus’
gain would be Germanicus’ demise. It’s a zero-sum game, and the people come out on one side or the other.
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Tacitus’ historiography is complex and qualified: his opinions and thoughts on the
republic and empire are brought out by the comparison between Tiberius and Germanicus,
and it is but one comparison and theme that runs throughout the Annals.*® As Pelling has
argued, Germanicus is not just a simple foil for Tiberius:

we should rather think of the whole world in which Germanicus moves, his style of
fighting, leadership, and politics, as a contrast to the world and atmosphere of the
principate, so devious and complex, so subtle and unsavoury. Germanicus and his
style serve as a sort of alternative, which helps to highlight what is distinctive about
the principate itself.”"
Yet, this does not mean that the assessment of Germancius is overtly favourable, for
Germanicus is seen ‘rather as he (Tacitus) regards the past, particularly the republican
past: nostalgically attractive, brilliant, the sort of thing it is good to write about; but out
of keeping with the real needs of the modern world.’*

These themes continue in the later books of the Annals. Similar scenes are
constructed: exposure of the young men of the imperial family in public, in the context
of which the people are shown to be taking sides, with an interest in the past, present and
future of the domus Augusta.” It is within this sort of scene, in the context of Claudius’
Secular Games,** that Britannicus and L. Domitius Ahenobarbus are shown in the ‘Trojan’
game. Within the bustle of this scene, Tacitus brings the reader to concentrate on the
juxtaposition between Britannicus and the future Nero: not only has Tacitus told the future
of the empire lies in Nero, but also that the favor plebis was on his side, and from this

early date.” This is compounded further in the next chapter: ‘verum inclinatio populi

supererat ex memoria Germanici, cuius illa reliqua suboles virilis.*® The reader is

2 Pelling (1993) 59-85, esp. 78.

*! Ibid., 68.

2 1bid., 77-78. cf. Tac. Ann. 4.32-33.

» Compare with the fuller treatment in Chapter 1.3.

2 ¢f. Weinstock (1971) 191-197. cf. Zanker (1988) 167ff.

» Tac. Ann. 11.11.2: ‘favor plebis acrior in Domitium loco praesagii acceptus est.’ cf. Chapter 1.3.2 above
on similar scenes.

*% Tac. Ann.11.12.1.
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reminded of Germanicus and his popularity in the past, which is now being transferred to
his last remaining scion, Nero. Again, this is visually accentuated with their appearance
at more circus entertainments, in the context of Nero’s assumption of the toga virilis: ‘ut
spectaret populus hunc decore imperatorio, illum puerili habitu, ac perinde fortunam
utriusque praesumeret.””’ From the opposite appearance of Britannicus and Nero, the
people are shown to be making assumptions of the future, to the presumed detriment of
Britannicus. In other words, a potential rift is accentuated by the projected thoughts of the
spectating public; they are cast in the middle of dynastic politics.”®

All of this is evidence of a sophisticated narrative that has different layers of
temporality, using the perspective of the people in different ways to accentuate both the
rifts in the imperial family and indeed how uncertain the future was for emperors and
their kin: vicissitudes of fear and fortune move on as time continues, transferring to new
situations and new characters. Tacitus gives the impression that this uncertainty was in
full view of the emperor’s subjects, toying with the future stability and prosperity of the
empire. Yet, however fruitful the scrutiny of one source may be, does this translate to
perceptions of the future and the fear of the untimely demise of an imperial favourite?

An interesting source of evidence for the anxiety of the future comes in the form
of devotiones on behalf of the health of an emperor.”’ These are related to the devotiones
of the republican period, which saw either the self-sacrifice of a general or the dedication
of an enemy’s territory and population to the gods of the underworld.”® Accordingly, in
the imperial period, as Versnel puts it, there was ‘a new phenomenon of people making

vows to offer their lives for the well-being of the emperor.”*" A particularly interesting

" Tac. Ann.12.41.1.

28 ¢f. Rogers (1955) 190-212.

» Versnel (1980) 562-577; Versnel (1993a) 219-227.

* Versnel (1976) 365-410 on the complex distinction between these different types of devotiones.
3 Versnel (1993a) 219.
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case comes from Gaius’ principate, within the same context of the Golden Age revelry
that was discussed in Chapter 3.6 above. After the time of celebration, Gaius fell deathly
ill, to the extent that there was a precipitous fall from happiness to sorrow, described by
Philo in close proximity to the long account of the celebrations following Gaius’
accession:
ouvvolog Te ®ol notndelog maoo otnia ®ol TOAG YEYEVNTO HEOTH], LOQQOTM
AOT TG RO WXEOD Y0EAS AUPLRALVODG YEVOUEVNG. TG YOO MEQN TTAVTOL THG
OOV UEVNS OUTQ oVVEVOONOE, POQUTEQQ VOOW XOUOAUEVA TS ROTOOYOVONG
Talov: énelvn pev yap odPAtog v avtod povov, 1 8¢ TV mavtayol mdviwy,
Yuyrdg evobevelog, eipfvng, EMmtidwv, petovotog xai dmohaboswg dyaddv.”
Such was the empathetic fear for the demise of Gaius, which seems to square well with
the emotionality of the people’s responses concerning Germanicus and his family, as
discussed above. Yet, this context is further enriched by corroborating evidence for
devotiones. In Suetonius’ account of this episode, people surrounded the Palatine, with
some vowing to fight as gladiators, and others by placing placards devoted their lives for
his health.” Dio provides similar information, but this time providing names:
ITotvmog 8¢ Adpaviog TTotitog dNUATNG Te OV %ol VIO PWQEAS XOMAKREIS OV
uovov €0ghovtiig Alla nai €voprog, dv ye O I'dwog owOf), televthoewy
VOoYOUEVOS, ATAViOg Té€ TIg ZexoDvOog el 1€ MV %ol HOVOUOYNOEWV
gmayyethduevog
According to this evidence, anxieties about the health of an emperor were thus alleviated:
by dedicating their lives, they would thus ensure the future of the emperor, and
furthermore, ensure that peace and prosperity would continue in the empire. Moreover, it

is not restricted to this context,” but also seen in more stylised and formal contexts in

hundreds of inscriptions involving the formula devoti numini maestatique eius, which are

32 Philo, Leg. 15-16

3 Suet. Cal. 14.2: ‘non defuerunt qui depugnaturos se armis pro salute aegri quique capita sua titulo
proposito voverent.’

* Dio 59.8.3. cf. Suet. Cal. 27.2, where Gaius forces a man who had vowed to fight as a gladiator to do so
after he recovered.

33 For a collection of this evidence, see Versnel (1980) 565-575.
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dedicatory vota to the emperors that call for peace and prosperity in the empire, ranging
from the time of the Severans through the third century into the late empire.”® This
suggests an active participation in an ideology that saw the emperor as the provider of
peace; a potential response within a wider context of possible interpretations of the role
of the emperor in the world, which included the emperor as an upholder of justice, a
generous benefactor, and a mediator between the known and unknown phenomena in the
world.”

The context of devotiones brings us to a subject that has largely remained in the
background so far in this thesis; namely the place of the imperial cult and the divinity of
the emperor within the discourse of who an emperor was in the mentalité of his subjects.
I have left the subject to this chapter in order to explore it in a different way, in contrast
to the illuminating scholarly work on the organisation of the imperial cult, and in
particular, civic building, competition and organisations of temples, festivals, and ritual
activities across the empire.” Still, the divinity of the emperor and indeed the
manifestation of the imperial cult require comment. As argued above, the emperor was a
difficult figure to conceptualise,” which is a notion reflected in scholarly treatments of
the emperor’s divinity also. This aspect boils down the question of whether the Romans
actually believed that the emperor was a god. Unfortunately, there is no space to recount

the scholarly treatments of the divinity of the emperor from the early twentieth century

36 cf. Charlesworth (1937) 22, 31 n.52 for evidence of this formula, and an argument seeing these
inscriptions as evidence for vociferous loyalty. For instance one to Julia Domna, Septimius Severus’ wife
(CIL 2.810) from Céparra in Lusitania: Iuliae Aug(ustae) matri castror(um) | coniugi Imp(eratoris)
Caes(aris) L(uci) Sept(imi) | Severi Pii Pertinacis Aug(usti) | et matri M(arci) Aur(eli) Ant(onini)
Imp(eratoris) |... ordo splendidis[simus]|Ca[perensium d(evotus)]| [n(umini) m(aiestati)q(ue) e(ius)]

*7 See Chapter 3 for a fuller treatment of these roles.

* In general on the imperial cult, see Price (1984a) for the idea of civic competition in the east; Fishwick
(1987-2005) for the epigraphical and archaeological evidence of the imperial cult in the western part of the
empire; Gradel (2002) for a more recent appraisal of the imperial cult in Italy. cf. Hopkins (1978a) 197ff.
% See Chapter 1.2.
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onwards.* Still, it is important to outline the studies that have informed this thesis. First
is the basic premise included in Veyne’s essay on the position of the emperor, which
included a quotation from the nineteenth century French historian Fustel de Coulanges:
‘Il n’était pas dieu en vertu de son mérite personnel, il était dieu parce qu’il était
empereur.’*" This is an important conceptual distinction, as it ties the emperor’s power
and charisma to his position, and importantly acknowledges his divine status in antiquity.
Subsequent scholars have made similar arguments on the place of the emperor in relation
to the divine in attempts to come to terms with his ambivalent position between humans
and the gods. For instance, Hopkins argued that the emperor’s ‘subjects who rarely see
an emperor come to terms with his grandeur and power by associating him with the
divine’.* Further, in an article that explores the Greek terminology for the divine
appellations of emperors, and thus deals with the concepts of divinity in and language of
honour in relation to the emperor, Price ultimately draws an ambivalent conclusion:
The predication of theos places the emperor within the traditional religious system.
He was located in an ambivalent position, higher than mortals but not fully equal of
the gods. The cult he received was described as isotheoi timai, and the eusebeia which
the cult displayed was compatible with honours not fully divine.*

Yet, it is possible to be stronger in asserting that subjects of the emperor perceived
divine qualities in him, without necessarily removing the ambivalence that Price observed
in his studies. Gradel describes ‘religion’ as a concept:

defined by action of dialogue—sacrifice, prayer, or other forms of establishing and

constructing dialogue—between humans and what they perceive as ‘another world’,
opposed to and different from the everyday sphere in which men function.’**

0 See Price (1984a) 7-22 for a short introduction to the prior scholarly communis opinio cf. Gradel (2002)
4-8 for his polemic against a christianising and monotheistic interpretation of the emperor’s divinity.

I de Coulanges (1891) 191-192, quoted by Veyne (2002) 19.

2 Hopkins (1978a) 197.

* Price (1984b) 94.

* Gradel (2002) 5.
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Perceptions of the emperor, part of a dialogue and often portrayed the emperor as being
in ‘another world’, suggests a certain religiosity to the way people thought about him.
This thesis has furnished vignettes that discuss the emperor’s divinity, and therefore
manifestations of an ‘imperial cult’, but through alternative means than a theological
discussion of the nature of the emperor’s divinity or a direct study of ritual practices in a
provincial and civic context. Rather, it looks at different conceptual contexts, in which
the emperor is cast in different roles, yet is still imbued with religiosity. These include the
expectations of justice and generosity, the fear of reprimand and retribution, and in
particular, the emperor’s proximity to wondrous things and being the instigator of a
Golden Age. As such, there is a great deal of evidence to suggest that the emperor was
thought about in close proximity to the divine.

More specifically, what this section has hopefully shown, through the examples
of devotiones and interpretations of fortune, is that the emperor was conceived of in terms
that were related to divine matters.* In this case, what was at stake here were concepts
and strategies that served as ways to understand and secure an uncertain future, in which
the health of the emperor and the concomitant prosperity of the oikoumene were

inextricably linked, but not guaranteed.

* Indeed, Versnel (1993a) 219 argues that the devotiones were rituals as part of the emperor cult.
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4 4: Contested Acceptance: Impersonations, Resurrections, and the
Afterlife of an Emperor

During the principate of Commodus, a certain Maternus, who was an ex-soldier
turned bandit, ravaged Gaul and Italy with his band of criminals, attacking cities, freeing
prisoners from their cells, and burning settlements." The story continues to reveal
Maternus’ grander designs, which were to overrun Italy also and challenge the emperor’s
legitimacy. This culminated in the planned attack, to take place in the spring festival of
the Hilaria dedicated to the goddess Cybele, in which disguises and masquerades were a
prominent part of the festivities.” Maternus hoped that with his disguise as a praetorian
he could infiltrate the guards in the procession, and thus cut down Commodus at the
opportune moment.” However, was betrayed and ultimately executed:
AMO TRodOGlOg YEVOUEVNC AL TLVMV TOV OVV aVT® TQORATEADOVTWV €ig TNV
oMV ral TV EémPouiy  xotemdviov (pOOvog yaQ avtovg ég todTo
mapwEuvev, €l 81 Euehhov avti Anotod deomdtny £Eetv nal Paothéa), molv
gAOELY TNV €0QTNV aVTOS TE O MAteQvog ouAAPOELS TV redainV dmeTunon,
ral ol ovveopotor aglog VEoyov dlnag. 6 8¢ Kopodog OVoog te tf) Oed nol
Y OLOLOTQLO. OLOAOYNOOG TV £0QTNV EMETENEL, TTALQETEUTE TE TNV OO0V Yaipwv.
7ol oWt ToD Pacthéme 6 dfjuog uetd T £0pThc Emaviyvotlev.t

As with other stories of bandits, which were discussed in Chapter 3.2, Maternus could be

interpreted as a foil to Commodus, appearing to challenge the legitimacy of his rule.

Moreover, the description being in the context of the Hilaria, which incorporates elements

of a festival of reversal, accentuates a link between a bandit and an emperor as opposite

sides of the same coin, in which bandits could be come emperors and vice versa.’ This

" Hdn. 1.10.1-3. On Maternus, problems of authenticity and fiction, and connections to themes of banditry,
see Griinewald (2004) 120-136.

> Hdn. 1.10.5.

3 Ibid., 1.10.6: ‘€80Ee 6N T® MatéQve ®adg mthdelog eival gig TO v EmPoviv habdsiv. fHimoe
Y avTdg 1€ AVALAPOV TO TOV d0QUPOQWYV TYTHA ROl TOVS OUV AVT® OTTAoS OUOtmg dvauEag
Te T TANOeL TOV aiypodpoowv %ol ThHG mouThg vouobelg pégog, undevog 81 mpopuiatTopévou,
aipvidimg emmeomv tov Kopodov duayonoeoban.’

*Ibid., 1.10.7.

> For analysis of this episode, see Shaw (1984) 45-46.
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story in particular also brings up the question of being an impostor vying for power. In
this scene, Maternus has designs on becoming emperor himself, and uses a disguise in
order to achieve this goal. However, in this confrontation, he fails: as Herodian describes,
his true identity gets revealed. This is accentuated by the actions of Commodus and the
people in consequence to Maternus’ attempts, with sacrifices to the gods and thanksgiving
for the safety of the emperor. Nonetheless, it is an episode where Commodus’ principate
is challenged, leading to an evaluation of his principate before its reaffirmation.

Within this rubric of imposters and impersonators is the evidence of the
appearance of false emperors or members of the imperial family, which litter the histories
and biographies of emperors.® Like the story of Maternus above, these apperances share
similar characteristics: such stories involve an individual who invariably is of lower
status, who is found to either resemble or be impersonating a deceased emperor or
member of the imperial family in a region at suitable distance to the sitting emperor. As
time wears on, rumour spreads of the resurrection of this formerly deceased individual,
escaping notice and evading authority until his luck runs out, when he invariably gets
executed.

Indeed, this is a skeletal representation of the story of Clemens, the slave of
Agrippa Posthumus who had impersonated his deceased master before being caught.” In
Tacitus’ version, Clemens, who is presented as cunning and crafty, goes to the isle of
Planasia where Agrippa was being held.® After finding that he had been killed, he

vanished to improve his resemblance to his master: ‘donec crinem barbamque

® Impersonators: Agrippa Posthumus (Tac. Ann. 39-40, Dio 57.16.3-4); Drusus, son of Germanicus (Tac.
Ann. 5.10); Nero (Tac. Hist. 1.2.1, 2.8-9. Suet. Ner. 57; Dio 63(64).9.3, 66.19.3b). cf. Potter (1994) 109;
On False Neros, see Bowersock (1987) 308-311. For discussion on Nero’s appearance in Talmudic legend,
see Bastomsky (1969) 321-325, and in general, Pappano (1937) 385-392. cf. Gleason (2011) on
impersonation in general. cf. the joke of Macrobius, (Macrob. Sat. 2.4.20) where a young man who looks
like Augustus gets an audience with the emperor. cf. Griinewald (2004) 137-154 on this topic.

7 Tac. Ann. 2.39-40; Dio. 57.16.3-4.

¥ Tac. Ann.2.39.1

256



promitteret: nam aetate et forma haud dissimili in dominum erat’’ Thereafter, rumour
spread, allowing for the cultivation of the story that Agrippa was in fact not dead, but
alive."” Accordingly, the story allows Tacitus to put Tiberius’ legitimacy into relief,
exposing a familiar theme in the Tiberian hexad of the brooding, sinister, and untrusting
emperor.'' Furthermore, Tacitus also accentuates the popularity of the imposter Agrippa,
stating:

vulgabatur interim per Italiam servatum munere deum Agrippam, credebatur Romae;

iamque Ostiam invectum multitudo ingens, iam in urbe clandestini coetus

celebrabant."
This affects the perception and legacy of Tiberius and Agrippa in multiple dimensions. In
the context of the past, the impression Tacitus gives is that not only is the legacy of
Agrippa Posthumus (as a potential emperor) being cultivated, so too is the acceptance of
Tiberius’ principate, suggesting that Tiberius could lose it."” In the context of constructing
history, Tacitus is adding to the edifice of Tiberius’ legacy, which Champlin has shown
was rich and variegated.' It culminates in the encounter between the imposter and
Tiberius himself: ‘percunctanti Tiberio, quo modo Agrippa factus esset, respondisse
fertur: 'quo modo tu Caesar."” The bold joke is similar to those discussed in Chapter 3.5,
in that a person of lower status has the audacity to speak openly in front of an emperor.
In that context, as in this one, the joke is used as a method of criticism, in this case to
suggest that Tiberius himself was an impostor too.

Indeed, this joke is an element that is shared by both Tacitus and Dio’s versions,

to similar effect:

? Ibid., 2.39.2.

' Tac. Ann. 2.39.3-40.1.

" Ibid., 2.40.1-3

"2 Ibid., 2.40.1.

13 ¢f. discussion of similar issues in Chapter 4.3 with Tacitus’ treatment of Germanicus and Tiberius.
'* Champlin (2008); For more on the images of Tiberius and his tradition, see Chapter 3 .4.

"> Tac. Ann. 2.40.3.
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2&v 1O avtd €rer KMung tig, 000A0G Te ToD AYQImmov Yeyovag xal m) ol
TQOCEOLLMG OUTY, EMAAOATO OUTOG ErelvOg elvar, »al &g TNV Lohatiov EAOmV
ToALOVG pEV €vtadBa molhovg O¢ xol év T Trahiq Votegov mpooemooato,
7ol TEAOG ®al € TV Pounv dopnoev ig xoi TNV TATIOOV HOVAQY oV
ATTOAYPOUEVOC. TAQATTOUEVIV TE OVV 7L TOUTM TAV €V T( AOTEL, ROl CUYVDV
avT® meootfepévmy, 0 TiRéolog codig aiTtov dd vy mg ral to €xelvov
boovolvimv €xelpmooto, %ol UeTd ToDTo Pooavicag ivo TL mEQL TOV
OVVEYVOROTWV 0T paOY, €mert émedn undev éEehdinoev, émbbeto atod

“nig Ayoimmag £yévov;” nal ¢ dmerpivato ot “olitwg hg xal oV Kaloap.”'
Both versions of the story, even if Dio’s is much shorter, contain very similar elements,
which suggests a similar source. The difference lies of course in the characterisation of
Tiberius, as in Tacitus’ account, the impression of that emperor is seemingly more
negative.17 However, this serves to bolster the point made about the contribution of
historiography above in Chapter 4.2, and indeed any story such as this, to the formation
of an emperor’s memory and legacy. Here, we see the same story in different iterations,
which ultimately give differing perspectives on Tiberius’ conduct, which would
ultimately affect the development of his legacy, which by the time of Dio was in its second
century. For instance, Clemens’ characterisation is less cunning, and Tiberius is the one
who gets credit with his ‘co¢piq’, whereas in Tacitus’ version, it is Sallustius Crispus who
was responsible for the arrest of Clemens.'"® Whichever was true, it suggests differing
traditions on Tiberius’ character. In comparison to the general themes of this thesis, this
adds to the strong impression of a continual imperial discourse, in which an emperor’s
deeds and actions are scrutinised, and in this case, his legacy is discussed and reformed.
An enigmatic collection and source for such impressions of the Roman emperor

comes in the form of the Sibylline Oracles, the prophetic hexameter poems with a deep

and varied tradition."” As Potter has argued, they can be indispensable evidence for an

' Dio. 57.16.3-4.

'7 cf. Furthermore, the joke included at the end bears resemblance to the encounter of Papinian and Bulla
Felix at Dio 77(76).10.7, cited above in Chapter 3.2.

'8 Tac. Ann.2.40.2.

1 Potter (1990) 95ff, on the dates and extant collections; cf. Potter (1994) 71-75 and Lightfoot (2007).
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alternative view of imperial history, and a different perspective on the reception of the
emperor.”® A more complete appraisal of the appearance of both the empire and the
emperor in the Oracles are discussed by Potter,”' however, a couple of points prove their
relevancy to both the section and this chapter. First, a more general point on the nature
of historical reckoning and the division of time. At the beginning of the Fifth Oracle,
Julius Caesar and the emperors are referred to not by name, but by number or letter,
alongside descriptions that identify the specific emperor in question.”” For example,
Augustus is referred to by the first letter in the alphabet, and his victories, namely against
Cleopatra, his statutes and long reign.”> As argued by Potter, the appearance of these lists
allowed for the provision of historical context, heightening the chance of trust and belief
in the veracity of the prophetic visions, and also giving them a temporal framework.**
This conceptualisation is thought of within the rubric of emperor history, in that the
emperor was a vehicle in which one thought about time.”

Second, such temporal games continue with the idea of the return of Nero. For
example, in the Fourth Oracle, Nero flees East (4.119-124), with the spectre of a later
return bringing war to the West:

g 0¢ OOy TOTE Velnog Eyelpopévor molépoto fiel xot Poung 6 ¢puyag, péya
gyyoc detpag, Evpoftny diafag morlaic dua puorddeosory.

Bowersock created a connection between this more general description of an

eschatological return, and the idea of ‘the ‘False Neros’ who return with Parthian aid to

2 Potter (1994) 137.

! Potter (1994) 137-145, esp. 140-141 on the broad impressions about the emperor in the Oracles, and the
argument for them not being as subversive as assumed.

** Orac. Sib. 5.12-51.

» Ibid., 5.14-20 (1. 15 is cited): ‘oTougeinv SoTIg Mye YOAUUOTOS GQYT V- .

4 Potter (1994) 138.

» See more on this argument above, in Chapters 1.1, 4.1-2.

* Orac. Sib. 4.137-139.
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destabilise the empire, which litter the historical tradition.”” This is mirrored in the Fifth
Oracle:
7al E7ixAOTTOG £V SOMOTNTLEEL O €V TTEQATWY YNNG UNTEORTOVOS (VIO helymV
noe vow OEvotopo peounoitwv, Og maoov yailav xobehel xol mhvta
roathoet...”
Both temporal and geographical wavering are present here. The mention of the Euphrates
and the ‘ends of the earth’ evoke the theme discussed in Chapter 3.4 about the emperor
being the mediator between near and far, here evoked in a destructive and eschatological
sense, associating Nero with the wondrous. Moreover, he is a trigger for a challenging of
world order; a conceptualisation that the emperor is a key component in the differences
between periods of time, and a testament to anxieties being mapped on both the rise and
fall of emperors and their evolving legacies. With this in mind, it evokes the theme of
timelessness that has been discussed throughout this chapter.

In the end, the appearance of false pretenders to the emperorship in ancient
literature serves as an interesting example of thought-world concerning the Roman
emperor. These stories contain many of the elements that were present in previous
discussions of this thesis, most broadly a manifestation of the conversation of acceptance,
in which an emperor was criticised. It shows the precariousness of his position, meaning
that he had to contend with unfavourable opinion and the chance of usurpation. It also
shows the nature of the critical discourse, which was complex and vibrant, with seemingly

numerous contributors and participants, indicating the impact of the emperor on the

imaginaire.

¥ Bowersock (1987) 308-311, citing Dio, Tacitus, and Suetonius, all of whom are cited above, 256, n. 6.
B Orac. Sib. 5.362-365.
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Conclusion

A single figure stood at the heart of the polity, governing as well as representing the
realm as a mascot or totem. All kings, talented or inept, were subject to certain
structural complications. The more the position of the ruler was elevated to
omnipotence or sacrality, the more it tended to circumscribe the person on the throne.
Hierarchical pre-eminence and ritual responsibilities severely limited the freedom of
incumbent kings, complicated their personal relationships, and thwarted active
political roles..."'
In his recent monograph Dynasties: A Global History of Power, 1300-1800, Jeroen
Duindam states the above in comparison of different monarchic polities from across the
world in the early modern period. His global comparative framework that includes East
Asia, Africa, and the Americas, draws similarities between different and disparate
contexts, fruitfully comparing how ruler and subject interacted in the successful running
and maintenance of monarchic polities. Indeed, this passage evokes several themes and
issues at the heart of this thesis. First, it reveals the utility in comparison across different
contexts. As argued above, the Roman emperor was a figure open to scrutiny and
comparison across time and space. The nature of his power, the different roles he was cast
in, and how he was perceived all provide an indispensable example of autocracy, not only
in situ between different emperors of Rome, but also different autocracies in world
history. This is not to argue for complete similarity across different times and contexts,
but to state that the emperor could be added to the dossier of comparison. Indeed, to the
extent that the emperor could seem to become less Roman, wavering in context.
It is hoped that this thesis has constructed a rudimentary toolkit with which such
comparisons can be appreciated. More tools need to be added that, unfortunately, could
not be undertaken here, which would provide different aspects of Roman imperial history

to further enrich the picture. This can include more specific studies, such as proskynesis

and encounters with the emperor, omina imperii, and imperial testamenta, as well as more

! Duindam (2016) 4-5.
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general enquires, such as the social history of the imperial cult, or comparisons to other
ancient autocracies. It is hoped that these can be fulfilled in the future.

Second is the manner in which Duindam discusses the position of a single ruler
within the framework of his world. He is circumscribed within its autocratic edifice by
expectation and perception. As has been shown throughout this thesis, this allows for the
idea of a subjective understanding of the role of emperor. In other words, it places an
importance on how the emperor seemed in the conversation concerning his position in
the world. This was seen in the different topics of conversation that discussed the
emperor’s acceptability at different points in his life and legacy; from the context of his
succession and the beginning of the emperorship; through different episodes of his life
that included both the real and the imagined, such as the dispensation of justice and the
patronage of mirabilia, and hinged upon the expectations and fears on the fulfilment of
these roles from the perspective of his subjects. This reveals a complex impression of the
emperor, which is similar to the seemingly contradictory point made by Duindam that the
more omnipotent a ruler was, the more restricted he was.*> Such was the weight of
expectation placed on the imperial position.

This brings us to a final point concerning the mentality of omnipotence and
sacrality. The expectations on the position gave the emperor a liminality that placed him
in contact with the divine. This could be thought of as Fustel de Coulanges did in that the
emperor was god because he was emperor, rather than the other way around.’ The roles
he had to fulfil necessitated the perception of a preternatural person to occupy it. This is
not to argue for a theological understanding of the emperor, but rather a mentalité that

mapped a world in which the emperor was a crucial force in its functioning. However,

* See Chapter 1.2 on the Roman attempt to come to terms with this paradox.
* de Coulanges (1891) 191-192.
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rather than making him more inviolable, it allowed for further scrutiny. As such, perhaps
Gaius’ words to the Jewish embassy should be taken more seriously:*

“Ouelg” elmev “£€oté ol Ogouosic, ol 0oV pr) voutlovteg eival pe, TOv 1181 mopd
7601 TG AANOLS AVWPOLOYNUEVOV, AALG TOV AXATOVOUAOTOV ViV,

In the end, both the idea that Gaius was viewed as a god, and the countering perspective
that he was not, were part of the conversation that discussed the nature of the emperor. It

was a conceptualisation that was ever present, and had to be lived up to.

* ¢f. Tac. Ann. 3.36.2; cf. Philostr. VA. 1.15, for comparable passing mention of the godliness of the

emperor.
5 Philo, Leg. 353.
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