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PREFACE

This study attempts to investigate the position, working and ac-
tivity of the Senate as revealed in Cassius Dio's account of the
Principate of Augﬁstus. I have selected what seem to me to be
the principal passages on this theme in Books 52 to 56 for comment
(the list is provided in the Table of Contents), and have free-
ly referred to many others not so chosen.

Although the work is in no way a treatment of the constitu-~
tional position of the Princeps, this topic must intrudeloften on
a discussion of the Senate’s relation to its new master: and so
must other, at first glance unrelated, subjects such as provincial
governorships and financial administration—so central to the
government of the State was the Senate. Frequent references
also must be made to Republican usages, and to developments between
the age of‘Augustus and Dio's own time.

A list of abbreviations and a Bibliography are provided,
so that references in the commentary are, as a rule, concise.

I should like to acknowledge with thanks the comstant and
generous aid afforded me by my Thesis Superﬁisor, Dr G.M. Paul,
and also the thoughtful criticisms of Dr A.G. McKay, Chairman of
the Department of Classics. It needs no expert's eye to divine

that the definiencies nonetheless remaining are entirely due to me.

DEXTER HOYOS
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INTRODUCTION

I. The Life of Cassius Dio

THE abundance of personal references in Dio's Roman History is

valuable, for they provide a detailed biography uncommon for an
ancient writer. He was born at Nicaea in Bithynia, perhaps in
A.D. 163 or 164, His father was Cassius Apronianus, a Senator
in imperial service who governed Dalmatia at an unknown date and
Cilicia around 182~83.2

Dio arrived at Rome in the reign of Commodus. It was un-
der that emperor that he also held the first offices of the cur-

sus honorum, and entered the Senate: Pertinax, in the year 193,

named him to be Praetoro3 On the accession to power of Septimius
Severus in that same year the Bithynian Senator secured favour by
presenting a pamphlet in which he recounted the dreams and portents

that had foretold Severus? rise.u Four years later Dic was

1 95, 15, 3 (Boissevain, IIT, 354); Millar, p. 13—cf.
Schwartz, PW, III, 1684. I provide a chronology of Dio's life
and work at the end of this Introduction.

269, 1, 3 (seec PIR®, C 485); 49, 36, ks 72, 7, 2 (287)
—the news of the execution of the Quintilii reached him and Dio
in Cilicias: these deaths followed the attempt on Commodus' life in
182 (cf. CAH, XI, 380).

5 73, 12, 2 (316).  Probably for 194: Millar, p. 16.

4 72, 23, 1=3 (304). This appears to have been incorpor-
ated into the History as 7?4, 3, possibly in abbreviated form.

1



present in the Senate when the emperor, fresh from his bloodstain=
ed victory over Albinus, fulminated against the disloyal.5
It may have been now that the historian confirmed his own favour
by bringing forward a history of the wars and civil upheavals
that followed the death of Commodus,6 but the date is probably
latero7
Dio probably held the Consulship, as suffectus, during
the reign of Severus.8 Discussing that emperor's campaign ag-
ainst adultery, he says: ‘'at any rate when I was Consul I found
three thousand indictments entered on the register? 9; and if,
as seems likely, these were pending at the time (and so do not
represent the total number of cases brought during the reign),
this, combined with the statement that the emperor soon lost in-
terest (and thercfore, Dioc seems to imply, dropped the cases),

-

) 10 .
would make the matter more certain. A reference in an ear-

]

lier book to aumels oi UMOTEVKOTEQ  may also help1'e it is

to be suggested below that Dio wrote the History c. 212-24; thus,

% 75, 8, 1-3 (3ul-45),

® So Millar, pp. 17, 29. 7 See below.
8 Millar suggests 205 or 206 (App. II, p. 207).

9 06, 16, & (371).

10 ¢f, Millar, App. II, pp. 204-5,

11
60, 2, 3: ex-Consuls, like emperors, borne in covered
chairs from the time of Claudius.



even if we assumed that he spent an equal length of time compos-
ing each book or group of books, Book 60 would have been written
around 221; in fact, as Bowersock has pointed out, the historian
is unlikely to have written as much when curator at Pergamum and
Smyrna under Macrinus (or on the succeeding appointments he held)
as when unemployed12, so that the book may have been written ear-
lier still. Unless Dioc inserted the remark later13 (and the de-
tail seems too trifling to expect him to have kept track of it
afterwards), it thus makes a first Consulship in 223 or 224 un-
1ikely.14

That he was an amicus who sometimes sat in the emperors
consilium appears from the description of Severus' habit of hear-
ing cases in the morning: ‘Kui ;'w[iv votg TuySirdbovoty af:r@ Japev)oiay
ndXXﬁy ESCSQ;’ .15 His accéunt of the reign has many critical
observations on Severus, which have suggested to some that he fell
from favour (which in turn would account for the gap between his

Praetorship of 194 and the late Consulship proposed by certain

scholars).16 But he is even harsher to Caracalla, and disapproves

2 Bowersock in Gnomon, XXXVII (1964), p. 471,

15 For an example of such later insertions see Sect. II,
n. 13 (below).

4 As suggested by (e.g.) Cary, Dio's Roman History, I, p.
ix; cf. Bowersock, p. 473, who does not, however, suggest a pre=-
cise date.

5 96, 17, 2 (372): cf. 75, 16, 2=k (356); Millar, pp.
17-18; Crook, Consilium Principis, pp. 81, 157 no. 80.

16

E.g. 74, 2, 3 (325-26) and 8, 4~5 (333) on wasteful ex-
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of Macrinus ', though he was comes of the former and received an

appointment from the latter.18
Dio's first appearance in Caracalla's reign is at Nicome-
dia in winter 214-15, as one of the companions of the emperor.
This was, he records, the last time Caracalla spoke to him: he
was dead by mid-217.19 Dio was in the Senate when Macrinus' an-
nouncement of his accession arrived.20 That emperor gave him the
appointment of curator at Pergamum and Smyrna in mid-21821, a post
followed (after an illness) by a 'governorship in Africa' as Dio

puts it, and after that by the governorships of Dalmatia and

Pannonia. These three commands probably occupied the years 223%-
58,5

penditure; 74, 2, 2 (325) on violation of the oath not to kill
Senators, and 'many actions not to our liking?'; ibid. 2, 5-6
(326) on bad results of opening Praetorian Guard to all the leg-
ions; 75, 7, 3-4 (344) on 'what actually happened' as opposed to
Severug' version of Albinus' death—observe the comment °§¢’ ois 8Rrog
YEVSpEVOS g oSSy 8.“ ol avToKpdropog ayabob‘ . o Cf. Bowersock,
P 730

17
18

Cf. his summing-up: 78, 41 (450-51).
79, 7, 4 (461).
19 08, 8, 5 (411); ibid. 5, 4 (L08).

20 98, 37, 5 (Lh6); of. 16, 2 (419-20).

21 Millar, p. 23.

o 80, 1, 2=3; 4, 2 (474, 476); Millar, l.c. These ap-
pointments are the chief problem in Dio's career. Such a curator
was normally praetorian. But ex-Consuls are found now and then
(Millar, p. 205; cf. ILS 1182—a cura after the Proconsulship of
Africa). If Dio was a consular, his African governorship would
have been the Proconsulship: but imperial commands after this high
post are again rare. On the other hand, somewhat similar cases
can be found (Millar, p. 206). Furthermore there may have been



In 229 Dio was consul II ordinarius with the emperor Sev=-

erus Alexander. The occasion of this honour reflected some cred-
it on him, for his strict handling of the Pannonian troops had

so roused the Practorians that Severus Alexander had to advise

him to spend the duration of his Consulship outside the capital:
but the o0ld Senator nevertheless visited Rome afterwards, was seen
by the soldiers without suffering danger, and then set out for
Bithynia 'to spend all the remainder of my life in my homeland',

25

There he brought his historical work to a close.

sufficient reason to make the appointment—Millar suggests Dalma-
tia was to prepare him for Pannonia (p. 25).

It should be remarked that, if Dio were only an ex-Prae-
tor, and thus Legatus of Numidia (a view Bowersock supports, p.
473), the transfer to Dalmatia would still be unusual. The
governor of a province with a legion rarely if ever was assipgned
afterwards to a province without one (E. Birley in PBA, XXXIX
[1953], p. 212)—as Dalmatia was.

23 80, 5 (476). On Dio's 1life and career see also PI[RZ.
c 492, He may have had descendants: one Cassius Dion was
Consul in 291, Proconsul of Africa in 295 and Praefectus Urbi
in 296/97 (PIR y C h91),



II. The Roman History

AS mentioned above, the first work of Cassius Dio known to us is
the book on the dreams and portents foretelling the accession of
Septimius Severus. The next work dealt with the nﬁkaro; ceo Ko
cTdogig ,Lérlo”rat that followed the death of Commodus.1 Dio
does not say where this narrative stopped: Millar suggests a ter-
minal date of 197, which excludes the Parthian War of 197-98 and
so restricts the‘mﬁkepoz’ treated to an early foray against Par-
thia in 195.2 The point is important: the success of the book,
Dio says, encouraged him to start on his full-length History.
Thus the date of the former'’s appearance will determine that of the
latter.

The History involved ten years research into ‘mdvra T&
an’ &pyfs Tots Pwpoioie pExpr THs . Zeovipov pEtaMayhs eruxes’vm’oB
A starting date of 197 would end Dio's research four years or so

before Severus! demise—the first objection to it04 Now Dio gives

172, 23, 1-3 (304).

2 Millar, p. 29. Schwartz assumes that it went up only
to Severus' first return to Rome, thus dating the composition of
the Roman History to about 194-216 (PW, III, 1686).

3 92, 23, 5 (305).

4 Millar defends it by suggesting that 'it must be taken
that the sentence is not pedantically correct, since the period of

note~taking ends before the death of Severus' (p. 30, n. 2).

5a



a few other suggestions that may help determine the date, by re-
ferring here and there to contemporary events. Thus a statement
of the continuing dangers of the Parthian Empire must have preced-
ed the fall of that State about A.D. 224.5 On the other hand,
Dio's reference to his own governorship of Pannonia must be a
later insertion.6 A difficult remark comes rather earlier. Af-

ter mentioning Plautianus' being counted as consul iterum on hold-

ing that magistracy, because he had been granted ornamenta consul-

aria previously, the historian adds that others after him were

7

similarly so counted. The next men so known held the Consulship
in 215 and 218, so unless Dio's ETSPOL is a rhetorical plural
Millar's date for this part of the work will not fit.8 If, how-
ever, Dio began to write in 212/13 (as seems likely on other evi-
dence) the reference would be straightforward.

Under date 217 Dio relates a dream he had shortly after
Severus' death; it presented to him the late emperor, who advised

him to 'learn and write down' ('969'59 akpiS&e Kol c'wyp&%g') events

after 211.9 It is not clear why this should be taken as an

> 40, 14: the fall is mentioned in 80, 3, 2 (475).

® 49, 36, 4; Millar, App. III, p. 209; Bowersock, p. 472.
7 46, 46, k,

8 Millar, pp. 208-9.

? 98, 10, 1-2 (412-13).



indication that he had already begun to write.10 (If anything,
F“igﬂs would suggest he was still on research; at all events the
incident hardly throws light on how far Dio had got with his work
by 211.) The reference, in the present tense, to spending his
leisure at Capua and using it to write his History suggests he was
in Italy close to the completion of the work:11 this may have
been written during his short visit there between the assignment
in Africa and his northerhcommands.

So it seems reasonable to propose that Dio's second work
covered the civil and foreign wars of 193-98, and appeared circa
202 when Severus returned to Italy. The interval would permit
Dio time for research and formal writing, and a narrative suitably
stressing the imperial qualities of the conqueror would not be un-

12
Dio's research

welcome to Severus, even after a lapse of.time.
for the History, therefore, was probably begun in 202 or 203, and

the greater part of the writing (up to Severus’ death)13 completed

L Schwartz, 1686, who also refers to 76, 2, 1 (358). But
here again no valid conclusion can be drawn. The passage comes
under date 202. If the reference (in the present tense) to Dio's

spending time at Capua to compose his history is also taken to

show that he was writing by 202, this would mean he had begun re-
search in 192 at the latest—for he devoted ten years to that first
But in 192 Dio had not composed even the early book on Severus'
imperial portents. On the other hand, the passage may well have
been written at Capua (see foll. note), and Dio may well have done
all or some of his research there too. This would amply explain
the personal interjection here.

LL 76, 2, 1 (358: cf. preceding note).

1z The opposite is suggested by Millar, p. 29.

' It should be noted that the passage describing the
progress of his historical labours (72, 23, [304-57]) must have
been a later dnsertion, as it comes after the account of Commodus!

5 L1 Voo e o oo Ta br R I ¢ Yoo of o B % a ¥ 3q4 AR B 2
death butv speaks of the work {(at least up to 211) as completed.



by 225.

Dio says he read virtually all the books on Roman history,
'cuvtfypay« 8t ob sidvra AR Foa & kpve .14 In another fragment he ex-
plains that he selected what he judged ‘worthy of record’ ('Jévﬁ’
oo TOLG ‘Pwpul'oo.e:. c &8l pvipne §nPofx'9y]’)-15 It need not be
assumed that the selection was done only in the second period, of
twelve years,16 and we should not rule out the possibility of some
further research being done in that period; but in any casec Dio's
language suggests that, in general, research on any part of his
theme was separated by some ten years from the formal writing—up.17
The History is arranged on the annalistic model. Lach

year is introduced by the names of its consules ordinarii,18 Dio

also provides a consular list at the start of each booko99 But

he sometimes strays from the annalistic framework, notably in the

0

survey of the Principate in the fifty-third book,,2 There is

some evidence of broader arrangement: the Suda says Dic wrote

™ Fr« 1 2. L Fr. 1, 1 (Boiss., I, 12).

16 So Millar, p. 33, contradicted by Bowersock, p. 474.
Vrind in Mnemosyne, LIV [19267], p. 324) suggests the selection
did take place in the first period and affected the character of
the formal version when that came to be written.

17
18

In the period after suffecti became regular, Dio men-
tions them only if a special reference is needed, e.g. 56, 10, 3.

19

Cf. Vrind, loc. cit.

Cf. Schwartz, 1688.

L 53, 11 =19. See also 54, 20, 3-6; ibid. 34, 5-7 (cf.
CAH, X, 357 ne. 1); 55, l‘i’ 2-30



[ 4 ’
KaTa Sfradag ,21 and the Republican decads at any rate do appear

to be organized so as to open at significant periods: for example
Book 11 (in Boissevain's reconstruction) at the start of the First
Punic War, and Book 41 with New Year 49 B.C.2% The fiftieth book
ends with Actium, and in opening the fifty-first the historian ex-
plicitly dates the start of monarchy to 2 September, 31 B.C.23
There is less evidence for the arrangement in the imperial books—
Book 61 in Boissevain's reconstruction opens in A.D. 47 with Clau-
dius' Censorship, Book 71 with the accessioﬁ of Marcus Aurelius
(which was, at least, close to Dio's own date of birth).

The final thifty books thus cover the two hundred and six-
ty years between the foundation of the Principate and Dio's own
old age. Unfortunately only Books 36 to 60 are preserved in any-
thing like full form; for the period after A.D. 47 we must fall
back on Byzantine excerpts and the eleventh-century epitome of
Books 36 to 80 by the Byzantine monk Xiphilinus, together with the
’EJnTopﬁ cIcr'ropu:'?w of Zonaras (early twelfth century) who used Dio
among his sources.24 These works and extrécts are also needed

to help fill gaps that occur in the extant MSS. of Dio.25

£ Cited by Millar, p. 38 and n. 2.

22 Millar, p. 380
23 51, 1, 1.
24

Cf. Millar, pp. 1-4 and App.:I.

2 .
2 E.g. the ones between 55, 10, 15 and 10a, 1; and again
between 55, 11, 2 and 13, 2. Cf. also 56, 28, 6 and the note on
8 2 of that chapter.



1II. Sources for Augustus

AS with the rest of the History, it is difficult or impossible to
determine the sources of Dio for the Augustan period.

His principal source for the earlier part (at any rate up
to 27 B.C.) was, it has been suggested, Livy, followed thereafter
by Aufidius Bassus.1 This may be so0. It need not be the whole
picture, all the same. Two further points should be observed.

First: the historian includes a considerable amount of
biographical and anecdotal material usually after narrating a per-
son's death.2 Some of this may well have occurred in the formal
histories, but secondary authorities are likely to have been used
as well—Millar has shown that there are, for example, significant
resemblances in places to Suetoniuso3

Secondly: it is possible that for any given ftopic Dio may
have used a different source providing a version more detailed,
or in his judgment more probable. Cremutius Cordus, cited by

Suetonius for some details of the lectio senatus of 18 B.C., may

L Levi, Il Tempo di Augusto, App. 6, pp. 421-22, 433-34,

& Thus Vedius Pollio (54, 23, 1-6); Maecenas (55, 7);
Augustus (56, 43); cf. the sketch of Tiberius at the opening of
his reign (57, 1; 7-13, 5).

5 E.gs« 56, 29, & (cf. D A 97, 3)—the most striking; 54,
1, 4 (DA 52); 4ivid. 4, 3 (DA 91, 3). Cf. Millar, p. 86. The
use of biographical material is suggested and investigated alsc by
C. Questa in Studi sulle fonti di Tacito, App« I, pp. 253-69: see
esp. pp. 267-69.

10
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have been used by Dio, who repeats one detail in a slightly alter-

ed form.4 Millar suggests that on conspiracies against Augustus

Dio may have consulted a general (and chronologically vague) work

on that topic.5
The historian makes few references by name to his sources.

He quotes (it seems) Augustus' autobiography for the sum distribut-

ed to each citizen in 44 B.C. under Caesar the Dictator’s will:

the figure he gives is wrong, but the one then mentioned, on the

authority of greeot, is correct, so that the error may be simply

a mixup in attributions.6 Livy, Sallust, and Arrian receive pass-

7

ing mentions, but not as sources consulted. More frequently,
as in the instance just cited, there are general references to
writers;8 if a dispute between differing versions is announced, he

may either choose one version by commonsense argument, or baldly

assert the trustworthiness of 'some writers' over 'others'.9

4 DA 35, 2; Dio 54, 12, 3-4; cf. n. to 54, 13, 1 in the
commentary; also Vrind, pp. 324-25.

2 Millar, pp. 87-90. Cf. C. Fannius' monograph fde occi-
sis aut relegatis a Nerone' (Pliny the Younger, Epist. 5; 5, %)
Dio may have employed a brief annalistic source also: the accounts
of certain years occupy little space, e.g. 54, 18, 1-3; 36, 2-4;
56, 25, 2-8 (17 and 10 B.C., and A.D. 11). See Millar, p. 38.

'"Thirty drachmas' attributed to Octavian's account: the
emperor himself gives ‘HS trecenos' (44, 35, 3 vs. RG 15, 1),
This corresponds to the 'seventy-five' Dio then states. Cf.
Stuart (cited below, n. 9), pp. 109-10, who argues against R G as
Dio's source here. For Augustus' autobiography see Suet. EE? 8551

? Livy, 67, 12, 4; Sallust, 40, 63, & and 43, 9, 2-3; Ar-
rian, 69, 15, 1.
8
E.g. 569 23, 1; 57, 11;" 35 22, 3.
I E.g. 55, 9, 6-8; 56, 31, 1. Dio's use of epigraphic
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He has few comments on the nature of his sources. The
principal discussion is well-knowng it follows the description of
the Principate, and concerns the difference between sources for
republican and imperial history.llO In the Republic (Dio declares)
there was public debate on all issues; and the accessibility of
public records, and of historical writers of varying sympathies
enabled the truth to be got at.11 But in the Empire decisions
were taken secretly, news that might leak out was distrusted as
being government-inspired, and the immensity of the empire imped-
ed easy communications: thus groundless rumours gained currency
and many real events remained unknown.12 His intenticn, there-
fore (Dio says), is to record events as they were given out, and
if necessary to modify that account ° &R JOAAGY Cov aviyvawr ’ﬁ Kol
fikouca 3 Kol 578’ .10

A similar comment is made on conspiraciess. He will give
the recorded version of each affair, as the truth is impossible to
get at in all but “TQv Ndyv Ppov éewv’ , owing to the suspicion that
attaches to the goverament's explanationé°1#

A Roman predecessor of Dio also remarked on the disingenu-

ousness of authors in the imperial age. 'Postquam bellatum apud

sources is discussed by D.R. Stuart in University of Michigan
Studies, I (1904), pp. 101-47, who concludes that on the Princip-
ate of Augustus the historian did not refer to Res Gestae (pp.
102-12). . -

9 53, 19, " ipia. 1-2.
12 ibid. 3"50 13 ibid- 6-
14

54, 13, 2. Cf. Domitian's remark: Suet. Dom. 11, 2.
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Actium atque omnem potentiam ad unum conferri pacis interfuit,
magna illa ingenia cessere; simul ueritas pluribus modis infracta,
primum inscitia rei publicae ut alienae, mox libidine adsentandi
aut rursus odio aduersus dominantis: ita neutris cura posterita-

15

tis inter infensos uel obnoxios.' And again, 'sed ueteris
populi Romani prospera uel aduersa claris scriptoribus memorata
sunt, temporibusque Augusti dicendis non defuere decora ingenia,
donec gliscente adulatione deterrerentur: Tiberii Gaique et Clau-
dii ac Neronisg res florentibus ipsis cb metum falsae, postquam
occiderant recentibus odiis compositae sunt.'16

In both works, Tacitus promised his own impartiality; but
the touchiness of descendants of those he treated, and of persons
who felt they too closely resembled—or failed to resemble—the

figures he treated, made even an independent historian's task

hard.17 Dio, like Tacitus, was not deterred.

15 Tac. Hist. 1, 1, 1.

16 Ann. 1, 1, 2.

L ibid. 4, 33, 4¢ ‘at multorum, qui Tiberio regente poe-
nam uel infamias subiere, posteri manent, utque familiae ipsae
iam exstinctae sint, reperies qui ob similitudinem morum aliena
malefacta sibi obiectari putent. etiam gloria ac uirtus infen-
sos habet, ut nimis ex propinquo diuersa arguens.’®



IV. Dio and other Principal Sources

FOR the reign of Augustus, from 31 B.C. to A.D. 14, there are, be-
sides Dio, four principal written sources: Augustus' own inscrip-
tional memoir, Res Gestae, a later section of Velleius Paterculus'
Comp_endium,1 certain references in the historical works of Tacitus,2
and the biography by Suetonius together with references in other
Lives. These present widely divergent attitudes to that momen-
tous era.

The inscriptional account of Augustus is a superb work of
propaganda, presenting the emperor as a Roman of the old stamp,
pious, constitutional, the benefactor of the State in war and
peace, and the foremost man of his age. The ex~officer Velleius
is fulsome in praise for the restorer and promoter of peace, or-
der, prosperity and freedom, and for his no less enlightened suc-
cessor Tiberius (also for the loyal and industrious Seianus), and
his narrative of the period is mainly a cavalcade of wars and re-
bellions. Tacitus gives the lie to the official celebration of
Augustus as the ruler, and in large part maker, of a golden age,
in his introduction to the history of the Julii and Claudii: ‘'pa-

3

cem sine dubio post haec, uerum cruentam?”—and though he often

1‘2, 89-123.

2
e.g. Ann. 1, 2-5; 9-10; 3, 28, 2-=3; 13, 29, 1.
3 ibid. 1, 10, 4.

14
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uses the first Principate later as a favourable foil to those who
succeeded,L+ his bitterness does not really abate.5 Suetonius,
though he records items to Augustus' discredit in the Triumviral
years,6 has little that is not favourable for the decades follow-
ing Actium—owing perhaps to the general absence of hostile sour-
ces after 31 B.C.7 As a bipgrapher rather than a historian, his
interests are more in incident and personal life than the how and
why of public events: thus he is more taken with the breastplate
and bodyguard the emperor used for protection in his second lectio
than the political (or even chronological) details of that mea-
sure.

Dio's own attitude to Augustus and his Principate is to be
discussed in Section VI. His History is by far the fullest ac-
count of the reign surviving: five books to Suetonius' one and
to Velleius' thirty-five chapters. He is concerned to give de-
tails of constitutional and administrative developments:gtopics

that Suetonius touches lightly on,’IO that Velleius summarizes

4 E.g. Ann. 4, 34, 3.5,
5 Eogn Ann. 3, 289 2""39
6 E.g. DA 113 15 ('arae Perusinae’); 68-70.

7 Timagenes burnt his books—though copies might have sur-
vived (Seneca de Ira 3, 23, 4-8); cf. Millar, p. 84.

Spa 35, 1-2.

9 Though he regards the settlement of 27 as the principal
one and so is brief to the point of obscurity (and dispute) over
the modifications of 23 and 19: 53, 32, 5-6; 54, 10, 5-7.

0 L.g. DA 27, 5; 37; 7.
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happily and vaguely with: 'restituta uis legibus, iudiciis auc~-
toritas, senatui maiestas, imperium magistratuum ad pristinum re-
dactum modum, tantummodo octo praetoribus adlecti duo. prisca

illa et antiqua rei publicae forma reuocata;’11 and that Tacitus

necessarily refers to only in brief.12 Augustus himself mentions

13

his tribunicia potestas more than once

14

occasion, and concisely.

—his imperium on one

Dio's treatment of the Senate under Augustus is again the
fullest we have. There is little mention of it by Velleius (and
in Res Gestae it is usually recorded offering new honours and pow-
ers to the Princeps); there are only a few chapters in Suetonius?."5
this thesis investigates Dio's handling of the subject. In
military history Dic competes with Velleius16——and proves the full-
er source. Velleius' begt account is of the Pannonian Revolt, in

17

which he served. This war is one of several that Dioc treats at
length.'8 Velleius comes off badly in some other instances——no

mention of M. Crassus'’ Balkan campaigns19, and a hasty mention of

13 2, 89y 3. He does bring in a reference to tribunicia

potestas in 90, 1.

12 pnn. 4, 25 3, 56, 2.
13 RG 6, 25 10, 1. T4 ibid. 1, 2.

5> pa 35-38; s4-55; 58.

16 Only three chapters in Suetonius: DA 20-21; 23,

17 2, 100-16.

L 55, 28, 7 =34, 73 56, 11=17; cf. Millar, p. 91.

16
L4

Dio 51, 23, 2=27, 3.
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the subjugation of Spain by Augustus and Agrippa.ao The compara-

tive fullness of Dio on these matters makes him far more than sim-

ply an unwelcome pis aller.

20 2, 90, 15 of. Dio 53, 25, 2-26, 1; 29, 1-2; Sk, 5,
1-33 11, 2-6. However, Velleius is not so at fault as Syme de=-
clared, citing 2, 90, 4 as a statement that Augustus personally
reduced Spain in 26-25 B.C. (B_B, p. 333, n. 2): the reference
to Augustus there as subjugator is not so literal, cf. R G 26, 5
'meo iussu et auspicio'; Suet. D.A 21, 1 ‘domuit autem partim
ductu partim auspiciis suis Cantabriam, Aquitaniam, Pannoniam'
etc.



V. Errors in Dio

PERHAPS it is inevitable that mistakes should occur in the Roman
History. Even Tacitus is not exempt;1 and Suetonius is frequent-
ly suspect.2

Dio's reports of constitutional developments are often

(one might say usually) confused and disputable. For example,

the offer of tribunicia potestas in 30 B.C., followed by its re-

petition in 23—without indication whether it was accepted or

3

refused the first time; also the curious statement that in A.D.

4 Augustus assumed proconsular power to hold the census;4 while,
as in Suetonius, there ie the assertion that the emperor d4id ac-

o

cept a cura morum. Other reports, such as that of the confer-

ment of consulare imperium, and that of imperium maius, have been

1 See Syme, Tacitus, II, App. 61-62, 69 (vp. 746-49, 762~
66); note also the curious allegation that nearly all the men
Augustus reportedly suggested as possible claimants to the success-
ion were soon got rid of by Tiberius (Ann. 1, 13, 2-3)—on this
cf. T.S. Jerome, Aspects of the Study of Roman History, pp. 326-29.

. Observe the confusion between lectiones in DA 35, 1;
and the register of a 'morum legumque regimen' is almost certainly
wrong (ibid. 27, 5: on both, see n. to 54, 13, 1).

351, 19, 6; 53, 32, 5-6; see n. to 52, 42, 3.
b 55, 13, 5: see n. on 4,

2 54, 10, 5; its renewal announced, 30, 1.

18
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incessantly argued.
There are other difficulties in Dio's narrative. He and
Suetonius cannot both be right in their figures for the minimum

7

Senatorial census finally fixed by Augustus. His account of
lectiones under the dates 13 and 11 B.C. is puzzling.8 The sur-
vey of the system of provincial governorships and the powers of
the emperor, by interweaving observations on later usages and
those of his own time with information on the Augustan practices

I On the other hand, Millar has pointed

is peculiarly tangled.
out that sometimes the historian passes a valid political judg-
ment, has been interpreted in a literal constitutional sense, and
so suffers criticism for the ‘error': thus the statement that

Augustus accepted Thy pEv PeovriSa TNV TE MeodTuciay TV KOvGy JTdo ay —
n g e n [

producing the theory of a legal cura et tutela rei prlicae.1o

Note also the frequent reference to Augustus ‘appointing’ magis-
trates: this does not necessarily mean that the proper formali-
ties were not observed, but it certainly expresses political real-

ity

o 54, 10, 53 53, 32, 5. ¢cf. (e.g.) M. Grant, From Im-
perium to Auctoritas, Part IV, chap. 2; Chilver in Historia, I
(1950), pp. 406-3%35; Jones, Studies ..., chaps. I-II; Astin in
Latomus, XXII (1963), pp. 226-35.

7 54, 17, 3; DA 41, 13 see n. ad loc.
. 54, 26, 3-9; 35, 1; see n. on 26, 3.

9 53, 11-18; see notes ad loc., also Millar, pp. 83-102.
18 53, 12, 13 cf, Millar, pp. 92-93%.

11’53. 2, 3; 54, 10, 2; 55, 34, 2: c¢f. Brunt in JRS,
LI (1961), 78. - I
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Dio cannot therefore be implicitly believed for constitu-
tional matters. On the other hand he is far from being incorris
gibly mistaken. The contradictions and obscurities in his con-
stitutional account can be explained by his failure to understand
fully the novel nature of the Principate in the age of Augustus.
Writing in a time when emperors needed tc give little if any con-
stitutional justification for the measures they took, he sometimes
fails to appreciate that the early monarchy required fair and con-
vincing legal authorization for many of its policies; or he fails
to distinguish properly the precise legal competence called upon

in such matters.



VI. .Dio and the Augustan System

THE attitude of Cassius Dio to the system set up in 27 B.C. must
now be considered.

His basic opinion is stated at the opening of the sixth
decad.  TétE Mp@dvrov (2 September, 371 B.C.) o Koloap To KpdTog
NV pévoe ¥oyev, Eeve Kol VY Axapi oty TAV TNO povepying ab-
00 ETwov &’ ERSL’W)Q ™S Npipag aKptﬁoGGQ‘ut,o1 And following the
report of the provinces and honours granted to Octavianus Augustus,
he observes:  0UTW |u§v 81\) 70 TE Tou Srjy,ou Kol 10 rﬁc: yspovaiag
kpdTog mav 3¢ vov A¥youorov perforn, Kol &’ dived kol Akpeific
wovapxia Katéotn .2 T¢ Dic the change—despite the difficul-
ties for historical research—was inevitable, and preferable.
Democracy had a fine sound, but was unstable and too easily belied
its name, especially when it was summoned to govern an empireo3

In the speech urging Octavian to monarchic power, Maecenas puts

his finger on the cause of the Republicl collapse: ‘.. TO TE Wlﬁu

A 51, 1, 1-2. At the opening of Book 52, Dio, under date

29 B.C., says that after 725 years of varying systems of government
(i.e. 753 to 29) monarchy had come back. This does not invalidate
his earlier statement but merely serves to introduce the debate
that ensues: c¢f. Millar, p. 93. In 56, 30, 5 he once more dates
Augustus' monarchy from Actium. (On Dio's chronology see W.F.
Snyder, 'Chronology in the imperial books of Dio's History', Klio

Xxv [1940], pp. 39-56.)
2 53, 17, 1.
3 Ly, 2, 1-4; cf. 47, 39, 5; 52, 16, 1-2.

21
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Yoo Thv dvpdmaw Kol To ufyshog TV T e oy pd TWV —the one di-
vided and diversely endowed in capacity, the other so vast as to
be dealt with only amid great difficulty.q Thus the historian's
'opinion was that at Philippi the issue was %XSUQ‘SPfa and Srw,or
KeuTﬁu—-and the victory of their enemies was the rescue of Rome,
for popular rule would have destroyed her.5
Hence he approves of povmpra , entirely in the name of
public order and efficient government: =Suoxspﬁg pév A koUoa,
va)ctp.(ETM:ov £33 %pn&trs&wm«%m sovi’.0 Specifically, he approves
the Augustan system. “H pEY ooV MO TE(L ol TOTE NPdg TE TO ﬁé)\_
Tiov Kol JTEdS TO 0 WTNpoSETTEPOY METEROOMNDY) * Kal ydp Tou Kol aVTAxa-
ow aSUYRToV ?)v quoupumupsfwug aitovg Umgﬁvw:'? His summing-up of
the rule of Augustué is even more significant: to him that emperor
had combined pmvuprm and %KSU&EPHL s 80 that Romans lived
'in a liberty of moderation and in a monarchy without terrors.f
Dio cléarly commends. We are reminded of Tacitus' compliment to

Nerva and Trajan—libertas and principatus were at last reconciled,

9

'res olim dissociabilesf. In the monarchic system Dio would

Y55 15, 6.

% 47, 39.

w2, 1.

7 53, 19, 1.

8 56, 43, 4 (trans. E. Cary).

9 Agricola 3, 1; cf. Hist. 1, 1, L,
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most have liked to see, things would have resembled the Augustan

systemy only, the Senate would have been still more prominent.1o

As a Senator and holder of public office, he has a spe-
cial interest in matters that involve the Senate and magistrates.
In this he resembles Cornelius Tacitus.11 It has already been
observed that he is our fullest extant source for such affairs un-
der Augustus. He reports lectiones (even if a couple of them do
have to be scrutinized with care),12 regulations enforced by Aug-

13

ustus, the six-month and later annual consilium,14 and the sys-

15

tem of Senatorial as well as Equestrian governorships: as well

as a crowd of smaller references.1
The picture of the Senate, though Dic does not pass any

17

direct comment, is unflattering, He prepares us for it by the

announcement that a monarchy was now founded, and by adding, after

0 See chapter I of the commentary.

i Who however gives much fuller details of Senatorial ses-
sions—a princpal, or the principal, reason being of course his
fuller scope in general (thus six books on Tiberius vs. two of Dio's,
and probably the same number for Nero compared with about the
equivalent of another two in Dio: see Boissevain, III, 18-100).

12 52, 42, 1-5; 54, 13-14, 5; 26, 3-9; 55, 13, 3.

15 52, b2, 6-7; Sk, 35, 1; 55, 3 -4, 1.
™ 535, 21, 3-6; 56, 28, 2-3.
15 53, 12-15.

16

A Cf. Index historicus to Boissevain's ed. (Vol. IV), s.v.
'senatores' (p. 597) and 'senatus' (pp. 606-8).

1
7 Except a sharp observation on those who voted to condemn
the once-flattered Gallus (53, 24, 1).
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an assurance that old forms continued to be observed: °ov varot

, a2 ~ 2. > 1
kot EMpdTTETS Tt O ¥ Kl ERETVoy (Augustus) 7psaKe. 8

Thus it is

nearly always the emperor who is presented as inspiring Senatorial,

or administrative, action:

fixing the
ing down a
colleagues

tare2 and

honours and powers upon him

tery.26

as a genuine expression of esteem:

the honours conferred in 23 B.C.

19

establishing the semenstre consilium,

number of Praetors at ten,20 setting up curae,21 lay-

o : 22 2 s : g
minimum Senatorial census, associating with himself

g " g 2 : . e s
in tribunicia potestas, 3 creating the acrarium mili-

50 On. The Senate is frequently recorded showering

22 and displaying other marks of flat-

Flattery might be regarded with some indulgence, perhaps,

that is Dio's opinions of

27

But again and again the his-

torian clearly reveals the subservience and dependence of the

Senate—for example,

in 27, when Octavian offered to resign power:

the scene in the Curia on the momentous day

he had primed some

18
19

21

25
25, 33 27,
26

27

53, 21, 6.

ibid. 45, 20 55 32, 3.

54, 1, 4; 8, 43 17, 13 55, 26, 25 27, 6, etc.
54, 125 3

54, 12, 4; 28, 1; 55, 9, b; 13, 2; 56, 28, 1: cf.
55, 2k, 9-25, 3.

E.g. 51, 19-20, 5; 53, 169 4‘8; 32, 5‘6; 5“9 10, 33
2

g
-3,

53, 28, 1-23 54, 35, 2; 56, 261 3.

53, 33, 1.
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key supporters beforehand, and his offer was followed by his con-
firmation as master.28 The fall from favour of Cornelius Gallus
was the signal for accusations against him, and his condemnation
in the Senate, which demanded severe punishment, Most members
(the historian adds) proceeded to flatter and cultivate the prin-
cipal accuser, Gallus' treacherous friend Valecrius Largus.29 Ra-
ther than decide on a question of Tastern foreign policy the Sen-

30

ate referred the matter back to the Princeps. The independent

stance of M. Antistius Labeo received prominence, like that of
31

Pollio and a few anonymous spirits. But there is no record of

Augustus ever being thwarted by his Senate over any measure;

32

though it nearly did come to that—once. In a newly establish-
ed system where a single man angrossed so many functions'and exer-
ted so much power, it is not surprising there was considerable

apathy over holding some of the lesser offices of State: the Aed-

ileship went through some lean times, also the Tribunate and even,

it seems, the Vigintivirate, essential though this was for an

aspirant to the Senate.33
28 53 2, 7; 11-12, 3.
29 ibid. 23, 5-24, 1. 39 ivida. 33, 2.
31

54, 15, 7+8; Sen. de Ira 3, 23, 4-8 (but Pollio offer=
ed to turn Timagenes out if Aupgustus desired); Suet. DA 43, 2;

54-55.

32 Over the five per cent. inheritance tax (56, 28, 4-6).

33 53, 2, 2; 5S4, 11, 1; 55, 24, 9 (Aedileship).—5kh,
26, 73 30, 23 5b, 27, 1 (Tribunate)——54, 26, 5 (Vigintivirate).
Cf. m. on 55; 24, 9.
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Dio's picture of Augustus must also be viewed, as a com-
plement to that of the Senate. He is inclined to he well-dispos-
ed towards the emperor: in summing up his achievements he de-
clares (as already mentioned) that Augustus combined liberty and
monarchy—we might render it f‘despotism'—which endeared him to
his people; and, having stated what the emperor wrought (the ter-
mination of civil war, the strengthening of the body politic and
the vast extension of its power), he excuses 'any occasional deeds

3k

of violence' by laying the blame on circumstances. He is care-
ful to record how Augustus showed respect for the Senate in var-
ious ways, for example by giving the House prior notice of propos-
ed legislation, by regularly attending sessions and by allowing
freedom of speech.,35
But now and then less reassuring glimpses appear. Octav-
ian, in 29 B.C., tried to allay the fears of ex-Antonians in the
Senate by announcing that he had burned the letters captured in
Antonius' strongboxes: according to Dic, ‘it is quite true that
he had destroyed some of them; but he was very careful to keep the
larger part, and afterwards he did not scruple to make use of them
36

either.' Dio found it difficult to vouch for the truth oz

h 56, 43 -44, 2, Cf. Tacitus, giving the argument of the
favourable side: ‘'pauca admodum ui tractata, quo ceteris quies
esset' (Ann. 1, 9, 5).

35 sk, 4, 1; 55, 12, 3; 34, 1; 56, L0, 3; 41, 3.

36 52, 42, 8 (trans. Cary). Also noteworthy is Octavians
speech to the Senate in 27 as given, and doubtless composed, by
Dic (53, 3-10): it is taatless, boastful, brash and highly unsuit-
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falsehood of reports of conspiracies in Augustus' reign as in
later emperors'.37 The open contempt and hatred Augustus felt
for the fallen Triumvir Lepidus, which Dio devotes a long section
to, cannot have been pleasant for Senators to watch: Lepidus, if
nothing else, was a noble and a consular, and his gens remained
closely connected with the circles of power.38 Some of the men
the Princeps associated with were disreputable or disgusting: Li-
cinus, for example, Vedius Pollio, and perhaps Quintilius Varus.39
Later ages idolized the age of Augustus. But that hero was a
dictator, risen to supreme power through murder, betrayal and bat-
tley some of his closest associates had risen with him, others
(like Sulpicius Quirinius and Sallustius Crispusuo) hastened later
to offer their service; during his supremacy there were plots

and scandals to be lived down., The brief glimpses Dio affgrds

of the iron fist beneath the velvet, like the mordant résumé of

Tacitus, are important reminders of the other—and likély the

truer—side of the Restored and revitalized Republic.

able for the delicate occasion. A clumsy failure by the historian
to appreciate the situation, or perhaps a heavy irony?

57 su, 15, 1-3.

38 54, 15, 4-7; see the stemma in Syme, R R, Table IV at

end.,

39 54, 21, 2-8; 23, 1-6; 56, 18, 3. Cf. Velleius on Lol-
lius and Varus (2, 97, 13 102, 13 117, 2-4), and Tacitus on Quirin-
ius (Ann. 3, 22-23; 48).

40 Tac. Ann. 3, 30, 2-4.



AN APPROXIMATE CHRONOLOGY OF DIO.'S LIFE AND WORK

163 or 164
182/83

c. 184

193

194

c. 202

c. 202/3

before 211~(? 205/6)

¢s 212/13

214-15

217

218-7221

between 219 and 221
223-28

c. 224/25

229

(A1l dates are A.D.)

Birth

In Cilicia with Cassius Apronianus

Arrival in Rome

Designated Praetor by Pertinax

Book on dreams and portents foretelling Sev-
erus' accession

Praetorship

History of ‘'wars and civil strife’ presented
to Severus

Research on the Roman History begins

Suffect Consulship
Writing of the History begins
Comes of Caracalla at Nicomedia
In Rome on announcement of Macrinus’ accessioﬁt
Curator at Pergamum and Smyrna

Reference to ﬁy£?g<ﬂ JRATEOROTES (60, 2, 3)
Governorships: Africa, Dalmatia, Pannonia
Completion of the History up to 211

Consul El ordinarius with Severus Alexander

Return to Bithynia

28



N CHAPTER ONE

THIS chapter shall deal with the proposals concerning the Senate
advanced by Maecenas in the debate composed for Book 52 by Dio.
The speech in which they occur is a reply to the much shorter ad-
dress by Agrippa favouring the restoration of democracy (737 lines
of text in Boissevain's edition, vs. 308 for Agrippa: see Boiss.,
IT, 388-410 and 379-88; both are incomplete, with a lacuna at 52,
13, 7/ 14, 1). The oration has been much commented on by moderns
(the latest treatments: Hammond in TAPA, LXIII [1932], pp. 80-
102; Bleicken in Hermes, XC [19607], pp. 444-67; Millar, pp. 102-
18).

The two speeches are clearly inventions of the historian.
For example Agrippa, used as the proponent of democracy, is des-
cribed by Dio later as co-operating zealously with Octavian in es-
tablishing the monarchy (52, 41, 2; 54, 29, 2). Again, many of
the proposals of Maecenas have relation more to the early third
century A.D. than the Augustan age—and others pretty clearly re-
present Dio's own biases as a conservative and provincial Senator
(for example, the division of Italy beyond one hundred miles from
Rome into provincial arcas, and the limitation of the freedom of
the empire’s cities: 22, 1; 30) rather than any ideas of Maecenas
two and a half centuries previously.

The reason for inserting the two compositions may be found

hat Actium closed the Republic and that the settle-

29
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ment of 27 B.C. imposed a virtual monarchy on Rome (51, 1, 1-2;
5%y 175 s It is evident that Octavian's return from the Hast
in 29 must have been followed by debate among the Caesarian lead-
ers about the political future: Agrippa and Maecenas were the two
Jeading Caesarians after Octavian himself, and Agrippa's reputation
for probity, admired by Dio (e.g. 53, 23, 3-4), made him the choice
for supporter of the ideal of liberty. Dio is not novel in giv-
ing a debate between opposed political outlooks: Herodotus depic=-
ted Persian nobles discussing the relative merits of democracy,
oligarchy and monarchy (3, 80-82)——monarchy won; and Thucydides
drew the contrast between political ideal and necessity in the Me-
lian Dialogue (5, 84-113), with necessity overpowering ideals.
Both monarchy and necessity carry the day in Dio. His original-
ity appears in the second part of Maecenas' address after the
speaker's reply to Agrippa's criticisms of monarchy (52, 18, 6 ff.:
on Agrippa's oration cf. Millar, p. 106).

That Dio is not merely having Maecenas propose measures
that later formed the Augustan constitution appears from 41, 1f.:
'"(Octavian) did not ... immediately put into effect all his sug-
gestions, fearing to meet with failure at some point if he purpos-
ed to change the ways of all mankind at a stroke; but he intro-
duced some reforms at the moment and some at a later time, leav-
ing still others for those to effect who should subsequently hold
the principate' (trans. Cary). It is also clear from such ad-
vice as that to increase the membership of the Senate by admitting

prominent men of the subject peoples, without concern for numbers
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(19, 4); to extend citizenship to all provincials—or all leading
provincials—(19, 6); to grant extensive authority to the Praefec~-
tus Urbi (21, 1); and to recruit as Senators equites who had
passed through the emperor's service (25, 6). Hammond suggested
Dio is giving a view of the monarchy's development and its implic-
ations for the future, as they appeared to him in the early third
century (op. cit., pp. 101-2). This interpretation is weakened
by the admission that Dio has a ‘program’ (p. 99) and that some of
the proposals are in fact reactionary (p. 96, on the proposals

for finance, on which see also Millar, pp. 109-11 and p. 99).

Nor does Hammond fully treat the implications of the proposals for
provincial governiment and for restricting the duties of equites to

finance and praefecturae at Rome (21, 8; 24 -25, 5). These top-

ics, and those of the UNOTIMNTHS and legislation—advising that

all laws be enacted through the Senate—(21, 3; 31, 2), also show

that the historian is not portraying the Severan monarchy either.
No: he is in fact outlining the type of monarchy he thinks

both preferable and practicable. He draws on existing features

of the imperial system but amends or modifies as he sees fit (com=-

pare Cicero's ideal Res publica, combining ideals with actual Ro-

man practice: de Legibus 3, 3-4); and the speech has three main

ideas.

First, monarchy is unavoidable and necessary (16, 3: cf.
~ztroduction, Section VI). Second, peace and order must be ob-
tained, and if possible the subject peoples won over to Roman

rule—Dio's proposals on how to handle men of importance among
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the provincials,'employ the army (defensively only) and treat the
cities of the empire all have this purpose in view. Third, and and
perhaps of greaﬁest interest to the writer, the dignity of the Sen-
ate, and its use in administration, must be preserved, indecd ex-
tended (cf. notes to 21, 3; 83 25, 6; 31, 2—and notice also
faecenas' injunctions to handle malcontents with restraint, and
accusations with circumspection.) Thus all governors are to be
Senators, and must have satisfying,three to five-year te}ms of of-
fice; the functions the Praefectus Urbi exercised in Dio's day

are upheld; and, most revealing of all, a subcensor (Snorqxq~
tﬁg-) is to be appointed to supervise not only the members of the

senatorius ordo but also those of the equester (22 -23; 21, 1=2;

3=-7). Dio also wants any Senator accused of offences to be tried
before the Senate, as also any person charged with conspiracy
against the Princeps (31, 3-4; 32, 9-10).

The enhancement of the senatorius ordo involved limiting

the activity of the equester, as in the ways mentioned above (cf.
Millar, p. 113). To obtain it Dio is prepared to accept the loss
of the administration of Italy beyond the hundredth milestone and
the admission of equites to the Senate, even ones who had served
as centurions (22, 1; 25, 6-7; Bleicken, pp. 454, 457, 462).

The emperor in turn is to treat Senators as his helpers and his
peers: he must take counsel with ot &pioTol 3fv8‘oss- and oy opd -
Tipot on all questions of state, men who would (no doubt) be

mainly Senators (15, 1-=2 " In other words
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Dio wishes the usual imperial consilium to be adapted to include
only persons of whom a Senator like the historian would approve.
Similar persons—'the most distinguished Senators and cquites'—
are to form the emperor's judicial consilium (33, 3); the equites
would no doubt be 'senatoria dignitate' (cf. Tac. Ann. 16, 17, 1)
and so, it may be taken, congenial to Dio. It should be added
that these consilia have little or nothing to do with the State
Council set up by Augustus (for which sce 53, 21, 4-5; 56, 28,

2-3; and notes ad loc.): c¢f. Crook, Consilium Principis, pp. 18,

88-89.

Dio is not, it should be stressed, concerned with the
true source of power—that lies with the emperor, in accordance
with his constitutional opinions (cf. Introduction, Sect. VI).

But the Senate must seem to be dominant ( Kol eguvov ral &§dAoydv

(C
2 : B
EoTI TTE THY ﬁou)\}\u NAVYWY Kuplov SoKETY Eivar

9
°
°

31, 1), and the em-
peror must show himself to be one of its members, and must remain
on proper terms with it. Dio's generation had seen the philosen-
atorial regime of the Antonines replaced by caprice and military
tyranny—thus the historian describes Marcus'® death as ending the
age of gold and introducing one of iron and rust (71, 36, 3-4
[279]). His ideas in the speech of Maecenas aim at recalling and
buttressing those happy days: they do not reveal particular in-
sight into the causes of the Senate's decline (among which, as has
been suggested, was Senators' own distaste for long and arduous
service in imperial provinces, resulting in their increasing re-

placement by equites: Birley in PBA, XXXIX [1953], pp. 207-8),
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but they do provide a revealing view of what a third-century Sen-
ator considered necessary and important for the proper direction

of the imperial Roman state.

19, 1 Tiveg oukr gmtﬁSsms K.TA : According to Dio later, Jrodlol
piv gyap inng woAdol 83 wul e fol

nopy THY afiav & Qv Epcpu?»(wv ToAEpwv  EPoUA Euov ’ (52,
42, 1: see n. ad loc.). Augustus did hold several lectiones
senatus, the evidence for which is given by RG 8, 2; Suet. DA
35, 13 Dio 52, 42, 1-4 (under date 29 B.C.); 54, 13-14 (under 18
B.C.); ibid. 26, 3-9, and ef. 30, 1-2 (13 B.C.); dibid. 35, 1 (11
B.C.); 55, 13, 3 (A.D. 4).

Augustus in his inscription mentions three lectiones with-

out datiné them, though the lustrum and census are given as having

been held in 28 and 8 B.C. and A.D. 14 (RG 8, 2-k). Suetonius
mentions only two lectiones, of which the second is associated with
Augustus and Agrippa while the first resembles that described by
Dio under date 18 B.C.: it looks therefore as though the biograph-
er inverted the order (DA 35, 1). In considering the apparent
discrepancy between Dio and Res Gestae, two points are worth not-
ing. First, the lectio of A.D. 4 was carried out by IIIuiri (cf.
Suet. D A 37, 1) and so would not be counted by Augustus as one
he himself performed. Second, that of 29 B.C. will have been

timely, indeed almost inevitable—it followed the fi
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the Caesarian _party: its historicity can be accepted. This

leaves two others by Augustus to be established. One in 18 also
seems reasonable. It was ten years since the last, and the power
of the Princeps had perhaps been. strengthened recently by a grant

of ¢onsulare imperium (Dio Sk, 10, 2: for a discussion of this

see n. to 54, 13, 1 below, and on the subject c¢f. also Jones, Stud-
ies, p. 13; Chilver in Historia I [19507], 431; Salmon in Histor-
ia, V [1956], 471-73), which might suggest a tightening of control
over the State.

This leaves the alleged lectiones of 13 and 11 B.C., on

which see nn. to 54, 26, 3-9 below.

19, 2 XPY{PaTa... 869: Augustus did in fact do this on several oc-
casions. Cf. 5k, 17, 3 “kal Tior ... EAGTTES
Ksktr\p{vmg ’sxapz’o’ato Soov EvESE (with n. to that section). Ac~
cording to Suetonius, 'suppleuitque Ecensum] non habentibus' (DA
i, 1)=——for an instgnce see Ann. 2, 37, 1 (M. Hortensius Hortal-
us). Tiberius sometimes did the same (Ann. 1, 75, 3; 2, 38, 4;
Dio 57, 10, 3). A similar act of generosity is recorded of Nero,

to a Messalla Corvinus (Ann. 1%, 34, 1).

ibid. P;\ p.o’vov £R 'I:r’ie ltm){as‘: Recruitment of provincials was a

long-established practice when Dio

wrote. It had occurred earlier than the time of Caesar and Octa-

vian also: cf. Syme in B SR Papers, XIV [1938], 14, Caesar had

H-
B
=

L), 1., Decidius Saxa (Tribune in 4k4; of Italian descent, see
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Syme in JRS, XVII [1937], pp. 127-37, especially 132 ff.). Many
men from the brovinces, whether of Italian extraction or native
descent, advanced to prominence under Augustus and his successors;
for example, Junius Gallio (Symé, R R, p. 367), a friend of the
Annaei of Cordubaj; possibly the Domitii Corbulones, father and
son (Syme, Tacitus, II, App. 83); D. Valerius Asiaticus (ILs 212,
n. 2; 70063 Tac. Ann. 11, 1, 2); Cn. Domitius Afer (Syme, R R,
p. 367) and the statesman and philosopher Seneca. The emperor
Claudius, in his partially extant address to the Senate on grant-
ing citizenship to Gauls,; declared that ‘sane nouo m[ore] et diuus
Aug[ustus-au]onc[ulus m]eus et patruus Ti. Caesar omnem florem
ubique coloniarum ac municipiorum, bonorum scilicet uirorum et lo-
cupletium, in hac curia esse uoluit’ (Ijiﬁ 212, II lines 1-4).

By the age of the Severi provincials composed, as far as
can be calculated, about fifty-one to fifty-seven per cent. of the
Senate (Hamménd, A M, p. 252). Dio himself was a Bithynian (ab-
ove, p. 1), and the emperor Septimius Severus came from Africa,
probably of Italian stock {(cf. Barnes in Historia, XVI [1967], PP
89-90).

The entry of an increasingly wide selection of members to
the Senate was a principal trend in Roman history from the earliest
times. We may compare Appius Claudius' alleged admission of sons
of freed slaves (Suet. D. Claud. 24; Homo, RPI, pp. 60-62), the
growih of the plebeian nobility in the fourth and third centuries
and the opening of the Senate to Italians in the first B.C. Under

the Empire, overseas Romans and native provincials grew increasing-
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1y numerous and influential—~first Westerners, in the first century
A.D., then men from Africa and the East in the second, as romaniz-

ation spread. However, the extension of the ordo senatorius be-

yond Italy was not very pronounced in Augustus' time; among those
known are Pompeius Macer, Praetor in A.D. 15, who was son of Pom-
peius Magnus' client Theophanes of Mitylene (Tac. Ann. 1, 72, 3;
6, 18, 2); the elder Corbulo—possibly—who by the year 21 had
also been Praetor (Ann. 3, 31, 4), and Domitius Afer, Praetor in
25 (cf. ibid. 4, 52, 2), as well as Gallio and Balbus mentioned
already.

Note the phrase Kowwyel... Tis apxfs : in fact, within
a century of 29 B.C. provincials were to be closely involved in
the highest councils, as Seneca, Licinius Mucianus and Licinius

Sura (on the latter two see Syme, Tacitus, II, App. 85).

19, 4 un8tv wepl Tl A Boug abTBY @kpLPodoyodptrog @ Elsewhere
Dio says‘
that the Senate had over one thousand members (52, 42, 1; cf.
n. ad loc.), and in 54, 14, 1 he records that Augustus wanted
‘terakosiovs adToVg KATO To apyatoy notﬁducs but only succeeded in re-
ducing the number bo si# hundred. Here, therefore, as in other
passages of Maecenas' speech (see pp. 30-31 above), Dio has the
speaker put forward measures not in.fact adopted by Augustus.

But the suggestion may be relevant to the age of the Severi. The

Senate, after remaining (it seems likely) at about six hundred for

two centuries, now appears to have increased to well over this
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total—perhaps to eight or nine hundred (Hammond, A M, p. 254).

If so, this was probably the result of Sénatorial rank becoming

a social distinction par excellence: ¢ Septimius’ action [may have
been an] attempt ... to extend its [the Senate’sj membership more
widely among the many in the empire whose wealth and importance
justified their inclusion' (Hammond, loc. cit;). Cf. also Mill-
ar, pp. 111-12. Of course Dio also envisaged the Senate as a
body of consequence and authority, cf. 31, 2 (all legislation to

be enacted through the Senate) and 32, 1 (all major matters to be
transacted through that assembly: TaAa Th XAEoTo Kol pEYWTE TRV

Téy Snpovily ApoonravTew, TR yepousin Gvatihes ).

19, 6 Tﬁs MOALTEL S Jaoi opio pSTGSbQﬁvac: Another broad sug-
gestion which was
only gradually adopted by emperors. Augustus is not recorded as
a generous giver of citizenship—rather the opposite (Suet. DA
Lo, 3). Probably the most numerous group to acquire it in the
early Principate were military personnel: a recruit who was not
already a citizen obtained that status on enlisting with a legion,
and the eastern forces in particular were largely supplied from

native sources (cf. CAH, X, 226-27; Pareti, Storia di Roma, V,

490), while an auxiliary received ciuitas on his discharge, as
did ex-sailors of the imperial fleets (Marquardt, II, 564).
The power of the Princeps to confer citizenship with the

rank of eques.must have developed under Augustus. Not long after

his death the Senate passed a resolution to check fraudulent as-
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sumptions of this grant by former slaves and their sons (A.D. 23%;
Pliny the Elder, Nat. His. 33, [7], 32), and the year after that
a Lex Visellia, among its provisions, restricted municipal office
to freeborn persons and to those who received the gold ring, badge
of equestrian rank, from the Princeps (Pliny, loc. cit.; CAH,
X; 616), The descendants of men thus raiseq to the second class
in the State—or such men themselves: Augustus admitted equites
in special circumstances (Dio 54, 26, S and 30, 2; cf. n. to 54,
26, 3 below)——could in turn enter the Senate.

In later times, Roman citizenship was increasingly widely
diffused, culminating in the Constitutio Antoniniana under Cara-
calla in Dio's own lifetime, which extended it to nearly all the
freeborn inhabitants of the Empire. In relating this measure
later, Dio is a good deal less highflown than he makes Maecenas—
according to him, it was done simply as a device to raise cash

(77, 9, 5 [382]: cf. Millar, p. 153).

20, 1 JTCVTEKUlSlk’-"UlS’TSIS‘. g This appears to have been carried
into effect. Tiberius was allow-

ed to hold the Quaestorship five years before the regular age

(53, 28, 33 Suet. Tib. 9, 3), and held that office in the year

22 (cf. Dio 54, 1, 1-4 with Vell. 2, 94, 2—Velleius describes Ti-

berius as 'undeuicensimum annum agens'[: eighteen years by modern

reckoning | but this would give 23; c¢f. also RG 5, 1-2). The

same was done for his brother Drusus in 19 (Dio 54, 10, 4), pre-

sumably for the Quaestorship of the following year: Drusus was

born in 38 (cf. Suet. D. Claud. 1, 1; and on both Tiberius and
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Drusus, Tac. Ann. 3, 29, 2 The normal minimum seemp thus to
have been twenty-five (Sumner in Latomus, XXVI [1967], pp. 413-35,
esp. 422-25: he suggests that the limit of twenty-five years was
interpreted to allow as candidates persons in their twenty-fifth,
i.e. twenty-four years and a given number of months o0ld; cf. also
Syme, Tacitus, II, App. 17, p. 652).

Evidence for a minimum age for the Quaestorship in the Re-
public is obscure, but twenty-seven may have been a ‘'normal mini-

mum' (Astin, The Lex Annalis ..., p. 45; for discussion of the

question, pp. 42-45), at least until the time of Sulla (OCD, S.Ve

'Sulla', p. 866; Scullard, From the Gracchi to Nero, pp. 85 and

403, n. 33a; cf. examples in Mommsen, R Str, 13, 570 n. 3, whose
theory [pp. 570-71] is criticized by Astin, p. 40). As Syme ob~-
serves, the lowering of the minimum age by five years under Aug-

ustus in effect increased the average length of a Senatorial car-

eer by one-sixth (B'SR Papers, XIV [19387], p. 29). This would

tend, after a few years, to add to the numbers of that House.
The Quaestorship had to be preceded by a minor office

among the uigintiuiri, the minor magistrates who dealt with some

judicial cases (IIIuiri capitales and Xuiri stlitibus iudicand-

is), directed the mint (IITuiri monetales) and supervised streets

in Rome (IVuiri uiis in urbe purgandis). A uigintiuir could de=-
cline to go on to higher posts, as Ovid did (Tristia 4, 10, 35).
Of those who did go on, military service also was required, in
many or most cases, either before or after the Vigintivirate.

The rule may not have been wholly rigid. Ovid for example makes
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no mention of army service (Trist. 4, 10, 33-36), nor do some
otherwise detailed inscriptions (E J, nos. 197-98, 205, 212 [first
part: this dates from Tiberius' reign]). Cf. Furneaux, Introd.

to The Annals of Tacitus, I, 95.

D. McAlindon (in JRS, XLVII [1957], pp. 191-95), suggests
that Senators' sons, and sons of influential Equites, in the ear=-
ly Principate held, first, the Vigintivirate and, second, the Mil-
itary Tribunate. Sons of other Equites held, first, the Military
Tribunate, then the Vigintivirate; other Equites, however, held
the Military Tribunate followed by the Quaestorship, bypassing the
Vigintivirate. Ovid was likely enough in the first group, as the
son of an important Italian family (he would have been the first
Paelignian Senator: c¢f. E J, no. 205 with Syme's comment, R R, po
363 ). If McAlindon's view is correct military service would
have followed his Vigintiviral post—which may well explain his
reluctance! Note, however,; that Varius Geminus, who did become
the first Paelignian Senator, lists nc military service between
the Vigintivirate and Quaestorship (' Q. Vario Q.f. Gemino leg.
diui Aug. II procos. pr. tr.pl. . quaesit. iudic. praef. frum.
dand. Xuir. stl. iudic., curatori aedium sacrs: monumentor.que pub-
lic. tuendorum’': E J, loc. cite.)o It is reasonable there éould
have been some exceptions to the general rule of early military
service: Birley (PBA, XXXIX [[1939], pp. 199-200) suggests that
such exceptions were not as a rule employed in the emperor's ser-
vice afterwards (but Geminus' example shows that this too was not

invariably so).
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Augustus recognized the hereditary nature of Senatorial

rank by permitting sons of Senators to assume the latus clauus,

denoting that status, along with their toga uirilis (Suet. D A 38,

2). This may have been recognition of an already existing cus-
tom (cf. Jones, Studies, pp. 30-32). It does appear that under
Augustus and after, only laticlauii could stand for office: cf.
Pelham, Essays, p. 126, and Syme, B"B,bp. 358. The only mention
of this restriction in Dio occurs at 59, 9, 5 where he says that

'versons horn into the Senatorial order' wore the latus clauus

e ~ ~ 2 L . .
when ° Zm ™ Tns PovAsiag E\nidt , a privilege extended (accord-
ing to him) to Equites who hoped for office, by Caligula. If
his account is not simply mistaken, the historian may be trying

to report Caligula's grant of the latus clauus to men who were

already in one or other of the militiae equestres; such a grant

was one of the recognized means pf entry into the Senate (cf.
McAlindon, p. 192).

The Senate was not thus turned into a hereditary pres-
erve by Augustus—just as his recognition that Senators' sons were
expected to be Senators in their turn was not in any way an inno-
vation: the Republican oligarchy held the same view (cf. Homo,

RPI, pp. 124, 134). Augustus granted the latus clauus to Equi-

tes frequently enough, introducing numerous Italians into the
Senate thereby (eg. E J, nos. 197, 205, 207, 359; Vell. 2, 111,
2; Dio 5k, 26, 5; 30, 2; 56, 27, 1; cf. Syme, R R, pp. 359-

63). Ovid turned him down (ep. cit., 4, 10, 35-36). The

recruitment of new blood into the Senate was regular and necessary
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—note Tac. Ann. 3, 25, 2 for the ineffectiveness of the Lex Pap-
ia Poppaea, and 11, 25, 2 for the extinction of the patrician fam-
ilies created by Caesar and Augustus; c¢f. also Hammond, A M, p.
251, on a later period: 'it appears that, after the reign of Sev=
erus, senators were rare whose rank went back more than one or two

generations.'

20, 2 TANIEVGUVTEG TE KOl &yopavounoavrss ¢ Actually, regula-
tions under the
Republic had laid down a ‘certus ordo magistratuum'. The Lex
Villia Annalis of 180 B.C. may have established the rule in the
middle Republic; however Astin has argued that f‘there is nc evi-
dence whatsoever to link this type of regulation' with that en-
actment, and he adds that 'the evidence for the compulsory prae-
torship suggests that it was introduced a considerable number of
years before that law'®; evidence for the Quaestorship is indecis-

ive (The Lex Annalis ..., p. 30: discussion of the compulsory

cursus, pp. 19-30). Sulla did include the Quaestorship in his
arrangements: ~@TEETNVEWV ANSINS NPW Tapiilool Kai SHaATEGELY
APV CrpaTyyRONL (Appian, Bell. Ciu. 1, 12, 100; of.
Greenidge, RPL, p. 186). It had been customary also to hold
the Aedileship or Tribunate between the Quaestorship and Praetor-
ship (Homo, RP I, pp. 70, 135).

The minimum age for the Praetorship in the Republic is un-
certain. Astin suggests that thirty-nine was legally fixed before

as well as after Sulla (op. cit., p. 41; forty was put forward by
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Homo, RPI, p. 70). The Consulship in Cicero's day was tenable
at the age of forty-two (Cic. Philippic 5, 17, L8: cited by Green-
idge, RPL, p. 186, n. 3). Under the Empire, the Consulship
could be held at thirty-three at earliest: thus Tiberius, who
was permitted to hold each office five yecars under the legal lim-
it, could attain it in 13 B.C. apged twenty-eight (he did not
reach twenty-nine until 16 November of that year). Cf. Syme, BSR
Papers, XIV [1938], p- 29, n. 156; and R R, p. 369. But apart
from nobiles (on the connotations of which term cf. Syme, Tacitus,
II, App. 18, p. 654), most Senators had to wait longer as a rule:
Agricola was Consul at thirty-seven {(in 77), Tacitus about the age
of forty (cf. Syme, Tacitus, I, p. 63 and n. 6 with pp. 129-30;
also II, App. 18, pp. 653-56). Evidence, however, suggests that
the Praetorship could be held about the age of thirty, as Maecenas
is made to advise: Agricola held it in 68, benefiting by the le-
gal preferences for fathers (¢f. Turneaux-Anderson, App. I, P-
166), Tacitus in 88 (Ann. 11, 11, 1: at thirty-one or thereab-
outs, Syme, op. cit., App. 17, p. 653), Pliny the Younger around
93 (Syme, ibid.), when aged about thirty-one. Dio, whose birth
may be placed c. 163-64, was Praetor (probably) in 194 (Millar,
pp. 13, 16).  (The date of 93 for the Praetorship of Pliny is
sustained by Sherwin-White, App. IV, pp. 763-71.)

The regulations on the minimum ages for office were affec-

ted by Augustus' marriage legislation. This made it possible for

a father to stand for a ma
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Furneaux-Anderson ad loc., also their App. I, p. 166; CAH, X,

4L52: Syme, Tacitus, II, App. 17, p. 652).

20, 3 & ks :;i 1@ pw :  Cary in a note on this phrase ex-

plains it as a reference to the
Concilium Plebis (which elected the Tribunes and plebeian Aediles)
and the Comitia (electing the curule magistrates and Quaestors)
respectively: Vol, VI, 125. For another conjunction of nAﬂQoq
and 8juog, see 53, 21, 6 (cf. ibid. 7); and for the use of XAY-
Yog  as meaning plebs, 58, 2, 8: ',eréo—ﬂstg... Té TE TAY Dog gk TE
TGy Snpdpywv Kol §k TOY &yopaveuw TRV FPETEpwY ... EMERRE (to

Tiberius and Seianus); cf. 42, 40, 4,

20, 4 xpdvou Sxigs?\9o’v1’og ¢ Referring to the Lex Pompeia
of 52 B.C. which enacted a
five-year interval between tenure of the Praetorship and of a
provincial governorship, and one of ten between Consulship and gov-
ernorship (cf. 40, 46, 25 also CAH, X, 213; Marquardt, I, 546).
Augustus reaffirmed this rule, which naturally applied only to
the Senate's provinces (53, 14; 2), as he himself technically was
the governor of the 'imperial' provinces. Nonetheless, men of
influence might be released from the obligation, for example Paul-
lus Fahius Maximus and L. Domitius Ahenobarbus, who held Asia and
Africa respectively two to four years after being Consuls (E_J9

no. 98; ILS 5601, 6095; cf. Fasti for 16 and 11 B.C. in E J, p.

-l

R, 395).

373 Syme,
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20; S Stuudrﬁpta RTA ¢ The sense of this is not fully clear,

,§Ksﬂvug being ambiguous, but the
translation of Cary probably gives an accurate sense: 'courts
should be established, to be sure, with the other scenators and
knights as members, but final authority should rest with these mag-
istrates' (VI, 127). In support of this version, note the con-
trast cuyaysofw ps'v / To 8’6Aov . (Millar shares this view:
p. 112).

What does the historian mean? Courts at Rome did have
Senatorial and Equestrian members, to whom Augustus added a fourth
decuria (of members with a census of 200,000 HS) to supplement
their three. That Senators did continue to form part of the three
decuriae is denied by Mommsen (B_§E£, III 1, 535 n. 3%, mainly by

argumentum ex silentio—though note Tacitus, Ann. 14, 20, 5: ‘'de-

curias equitum'); but in III 2, 897 n. 3 (published a year la-

ter) he corrects his opinion, referring to Frontinus, de Aquacduc.

101 ['ut curatores aquarum iudiciis uvacent priuatis publicisquef:

cf. EJ, no. 278 A; Lewis and Reinhold, II, 70: it is part of

the 5.C. de aquaeductibus of 11 B.C.]; suggesting that the rea-
son why membership in the decuriae, though often mentioned in the
inscriptions of equites (e.g. E J, no., 230; ILS 1320; McCrum-
Woodhead, no. 343; Smallwood, no. 266, cf. 281), is not entered
on those of Senators' was 'daB das senatorische Album als integri-

render Theil der Geschworenliste galt und also jeder Senator, aber

keineswegs

: . : .
eder Ritter den Decurien an S

der does say that, 'diuo Augusto decurias ordinante, maior pars



52, 20, 5] b7

iudicum in ferreo anulo fuit', implying, that is, the membership
of at least some Senators (Nat. His. 33, [7], 30)=—who, as Jones
points out, would have been in a small minority if distributed
among all three decuriae (as Suetonius implies: DA 32, 3, on
which see Jones in JR S, XLV [1955], p. 15) each a thousand strong
(Pliny, loc. cit.; Jones, p. 17: on this difficult passage in
the Nat. His. see now Henderson in JRS, LIII [1963], pp. 67-70,
71, who tries to elucidate the role and position of equestrian
members of the decuriae—concluding that, by and large, iudices

were not identical with equites equo publico).

But the language of the Tabula Hebana seems to imply the
absence, by A.D. 5, of Senators from these decuriae ( 'ing. is
omnib[us centurisj senatores et equites omnium decuriarum gquae
iudicior. publicor. caussa constitutae sunt erun[t suffragium]
ferant': E J, no. 94a, lines 7-9), an interpretation supported
by the 'decurias equitum® of Tacitus. Jones therefore suggests
that Augustus by the Lex Iulia iudicaria (of 18 B.C.; cf. CAH,
X, 148) released Senators from the burden of jury-service.

In the public courts, however, the decision of the jury
was binding (cf. Crook, p. 7). In making his proposal Dio may
be thinking of the procedure of an imperial court, where the
president, whether Princeps or Praefectus, had an advisory consil-
ium (CAH, X, 169; Crook, pp. 31, 54%; and Hammond, A Pr, pp.

186-87 and A M, p. 423, for the presidency of the Princeps: for
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ally, Jones, Studies, chap. V). The quaestiones, it may be add-

ed, had died out by the time of Severus Alexander (QJLE’ XII, 28;
Hammond, A M, p. 418), and elsewhere Dio proposes to restrict the
activity of the Praefecti Practorio to military affairs (52, 24,
3-5: c¢f. pp. 31=32 above), thus implicitly denying their judicial
competence, which was independently established in his own life-
time (cf. Millar, p. 115). Dio's idea, reflected here, was prob-
ably that the procedure of the imperial courts was acceptable, but
that the magistrates of the State (i.e. members of the Senate)
should exercise it in courts of their own. He approves of the

Princeps' own role as judge (33, 1): not his equestrian officials’

21, 1 JroAfapxog : In Latin, praefectus urbi. Originally an

alter ego of the Consuls in Rome while these

were off to hold the feriae Latinae on the Alban Mount (Ann. 6,

11, 1), this official was apparently elected, even in the Empire
(Dio 54, 6, 2: ‘T'\qv Ta0 TNt dpXou Tou dta Tag &Vox‘ag aipoupEveu

XE LPOTO\'{O\V ’; cf. ibid. 17, 2), and had the pox-:ér to summon
the Senate (Aulus Gellius 14, 7, 4; Mommsen, R Str, I, 209-10;
Greenidge, RPL, pp. 61, 161). But Maecenas proposes a perma=-
nent Praefectus Urbi to administer the City and hold jurisdiction

up to one hundred miles beyond.
Caesar had appointed eight praefecti to discharge the du-

ties of the Republican magistrates in 45 B.C. (Dio 43, 28, and
48), and Maecenas in the civil wars had exercised a general cons=
trol, without office or title, over Rome in Octavian's absence

(Ann. 6, 11, 1; cf. Dio 49, 16, 2 and 51, 3, 5). Agrippa was
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to have a similar charge in 21 (54, 6, 5). Between these two
occasions Augustus did appoint an official with the title Prae-
fectus Urbi: the ex-Consul Messalla Corvinus in 26; but he
promptly resigned ‘quasi nescius exercendi' (Tac., loc. cit.; ac-
cording to Jerome's version of the Eusebian Chronicle, 'inciuilem

potestatem se esse contestans': S. Hieronymi Opera, ed. Migne,

VI, 435 [a. Abrah. 1991]). Ten years afterwards T. Statilius
Taurus was given the same appointment»(see also Dio 54, 19, 6).
On both occasions Augustus was himself shortly due to leave the
capital for the provinces. The next known occupant was L. Cal-
purnius Piso (Ann. 6, 11, 3) who held it 'uiginti per annos':

as Piso diea in 32 he must have been appointed in 12 or 13 (the
reading 'uiginti' has been challenged, see Koestermanﬁ ad loc.:
but it is defended, e.g. by Mommsen [R Str, II 252 1060 n. 3];
Furneaux on Amnn. 1, 7, 3; cf. CAH, X, pp. 201, 646; Syme, Tac-

itus, II, p. 746; against ‘uiginti’ see Marsh, Reign of Tiber-

ius, p. 126 and n. 2). With him the post apparently became
permanent. Only ex-Consuls were eligible to hold it.

The activity of this new appointment was quite limited at
first—"'qui coerceret seruitia et quod ciuium audacia turbidumn,
nisi uim metuat' (in Tacitus' description). The Praefectus also

commanded the three cohortes urbanae (cf. Tac. Hist. 3, 64, 1).

Under the Julio-Claudians his authority grew: it appears from
Tacitus (Ann. 14, 41, 2) that his sphere of competence coincided
at least partly with the Praetor's by the reign of Nero.

Dio is, in fact, describing through Maecenas the Praefec-
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tus Urbi of his own day. That official now had jurisdiction in
appeal cases (and, if Dio is actually reflecting the situation in
his time, in homicide cases also: Tag S(KAG ... TAQ Tol Favitou
8 2), up to one hundred miles from Rome (CAH, XII, 28; Digest
1, 12, 13 cf. Lewis and Reinhold, II, 26-27). This competence
nay have existed before the reign of Septimius Severus: see Ham-
mond, A M, p. 426.

The exceptions to be made (Jdﬁw gv ®v glmew ) are gilven
in 31, 3; 9, and 10 (q.v., with notes ad loc.). Altogether we
- may conclude that the Praefectus and his functions were fully ap-
proved by Dio, who found nothing in them to alter when composing
Maecenas' address; it is noteworthy that the Praefectus Urbi em-
erged 'in the later empire as the chief spokesman for the senate
and the City ... [and] in fact displaced the consuls' (Hammond,
A M, p. Lhs), The original reason for the appointment of such
an official, on the other hand, as the employment of Maecenas and
Agrippa without official standing also indicates, will have been
his usefulness as the representative of the absent emperor,; both
to keep control over affairs at Rome and to strengthen the rul-
er's entente with the Senate (which will have been gratified by
the selection of Corvinus and Piso, and probably Taurus also: ob-
serve Tacitus' praise, 'eam potestatem ... egregie tolerauit').
The administrative usefulness of the post may have been discover-
ered during Tiberius' later absence at Capreae from A.D. 27 on
(as suggested by Pelham: Essays, p. 151). The Praefectus sel-

dom or never became a policymaker like the Praefectus Praetorio;
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he was usually a distinguished, and non-political, Senator.
The existence of this post may also furnish a clue on the
question whether or not Augustus ever received a grant of consul-

are imperium, or at any rate imperium valid in Rome and Italy, as

Dio says he did (54, 10, 5). | In 26 B.C., when he appointed Mes-
salla, or had him elected, he was Consulj; this was not so when
Taurus and Piso held the position, and Augustus may have been em-
powered through imperijum to appoint them. See below, n. to 54,
13, 13 also, among recent writers, Chilver in Historia I (1950),
p. 431; Jones, Studies, chap. I; Salmon in Historia V (1956),
pp. 472 f., who suggests acceptance of certain aspects only of
consular power.

The emperor's Praefectus Urbi was (or developed into) a
new officej the older Praefectura, representing the Consuls in

their absence at the feriae Latinae, continued to exist—Tiberius?

son Drusus Caesar held it in A.D. 25 (Ann. 4, 36, 1), and Nero,
before his accession, also (Suet. Nero 7, 2). Cf. Furneaux on

Tacitus, l.c.

21, 3. éT&p&g'T{ IS @ Dio entitles this fuhctionary antwpq—
'rﬁg (B 5), which in Latin would be

subcensor. Augustus did set up a triumuiratum legendi senatus

(Suet. D A 37; Dio 55, 13, 3 [A.D. 4]), and used Senatorial tres-

uiri centuriis equitum recognoscendis (Suet., ibid.; £ J, no.

209—which adds ‘censoria potestate'). The latter came to be re-

placed by the office a censibus, which supplied the emperor with
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information for his recognitiones: c¢f. Greenidge, RP L, pp. 403-

4; Hammond, A M, p. 130.

Dio is therefore not referring to an existing office but
putting forward an idea of his own. The title subcensor reflects
the fact that by the end of the first century A.D. the Princeps
himself effectively possessed perpetual censorial power (see 53,
17, 7 and n. ad loc.: below); but the proposal is clearly aimed
at reducing the emperor's control over the Senate (cf. Millar, p.

113).

2%, 8 O’TP‘*TV]Y’)’U’!WTSS‘ K.TA: Dio's proposals are now quite in-
dividual. These are (to para-

phrase briefly):

(i) To each province two ex-Praetors, one fresh from of-
fice, and one ex-Consul should be sent, the latter és governor
(8 3); the ex-Praetors should each command a legion and share the
civil administration and jurisdiction (& 5), or, if there are few
troops, the senior of the two should command them and at the same
time administer the large cities, while his junior should have
competence over 'all matters pertaining to persons of private life'
('r\u 1St TIKY arpiypa‘rm: Cary's version) and over the commissar-
iat (8 2).

(ii) The ex-Consul should be the judge of appeals, and
alsc the judge in cases of disfranchisement or death (8 3).

(1iii) But the emperor must judge cases involving promin-
ent persons or centurions (ibid.).

(iv) There should be at most two legions in each prov-
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ince (& 4).

(v) 1Italy beyond the hundredth milestone from Rome should
be part of this system (8 6).

The provincial organization of the early Empire (to deal
with that first) was quite different—see 53, 13, 2-15, 1 and nn.
below, But some of the scheme does reflect procedure in the prov-
inces of Dio's time. Septimius Severus, for example, broke up
Syria and Britain éach into two provinces, also dividing their
garrisons, so that none of the four arecas held more than two le-
gions (C_A H, XII, 11 and 15). The Rhine provinces each had two
legions after Trajan's time (cf. Marquardt, II, 451 n. 2). In
the list of contemporary legions with their provinces which Dio
later gives, no region appears with a larger number (55, 23 - 24,
b, with aid from C AH, XII, Index s.v. 'Legion'). No doubt Dio
approved of an arrangement which diminished the danger of a re-
bellious subordinate gathering powerful forces to make an attempt
on the throne—he had seen it happen. It may  be observed how
carefully the functions of governorship are divided between the
three administrators in his scheme.

Under the Principate, the imperial governor of a province
had the legionary commanders under his authority: c¢f. Furneaux,
I, Introd. 118, 124; CAH, X, 216. In provinces where only
one legion was garrisoned the governorship seems sometimes to have
been separate from the direct command of the legion, but in other
cases combined with it: the distinction may lie between those |

provinces normally reserved for ex-Consuls (thus Ser. Galba, as
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Legatus of Tarraconensis, had T. Vinius as legatus of the Spanish
legion: Suet. Galba 14, 2; CAH, X, 807, 811) and those given to

ex~Practors (e.g. Numidia after the age of Severus: CAH, XI, 482

f.; Millar, pp. 205-7: other exx., IL S 478; Birley in PBA,
XXXI1x [19537], p. 212; Syme, Tacitus, II, App. 15). The command
of legions was giveﬁ to men who held the Quaestorship, Praetorship
or, in Dio's phrase, 'some other office between the two' (53, 15,
1) Imperial provinces were governed by ex-Praetors and ex-Con-
suls, and a hierarchy of praetorién and consular provinces devel-
oped (cf. CAH, X, 214-15; Syme, R R, PP- 326-30, 393 ; Birley,
pp. 206, 209-13).

Dio's system is more uniform, and he applies it to all
provinces. He obviously aims at the increase of Senators' acti-
vity——and.the exclusion of Equites from the provincial government.
His ideas on this point differ considerably from the practice of
his day, for Septimius Severus had placed his three new legions,
stationed in Italy and Mesopotamia, and the new province of Meso-
potamia itself, under equestrian praefecti (as Egypt and its for-
ces were from the earliest period of the Principate); moreover

he continued the trend to replace Senatorial administrators with
equestrian (CAH, XII, 25 ff.; Hammond, A M, pp. 131-32, 451),

It is notable also that Dio advocates terms of three to five years
(23, 2 below), whereas actual tenure in his time seems in general

to have been shorter than three (Millar, p. 114).

lllMAA’ll - Fed s > {3
My VoV g Information on governors' salaries is small.

o 2 4 1
(=59 Y I

Early in the third century A.D., the salary
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offered to a Proconsul in lieu of actual governorship (of Afri-
ca, onec of the two most distinguished provincial posts in the Im-
pire) was one million sesterces (78, 22, 5 [4287]; for this prac-

tice, c¢f. Tac. Agric. 42, 3). The salaries of procuratores in

the early Empire ranged from sixty thousand to three hundred thou=-

sand sesterces—hence the titles sexagenarii etc. (cf. IL 5 478

and nn. 3-5; the earliest ref. is Suet. D. Claud. 24, 1, to du-

cenarii; Marquardt, I, 557-58 and nn.; Pflaum, Procurateurs,

Part II, chap. IV, pp. 210-96, and see also pp. 322-54). Some
such reform was clearly necessary in order to check the scandal-
ous peculation indulged in by numerous governors during the late
Republic, and to recompense them for the relative infrequency of
profits from military booty under the pax Romana. One million
sesterces was the equivalent of the minimum Senatorial qualifi-
cation (54, 17, 3 and n.: below). But if a Senator possessed
an income of a million this of course meant he owned a far larger
fortune than the minimum: Sherwin-White, who suggests an income
of eight hundred thousand to a million per annum for Pliny the
Younger, indicates that his fortune Way have been not less than
twelve or fifteen millions' (Letters, p. 149). A Scnator even
of considerable wealth could therefore bénefit from the procon-
sular salary, while one of modgrate means must have found it,
and even lesser grades of pay, of substantial benefit. Lxtor-

tion, however, did not die out in the Roman Empire.
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25, 6 dovie 80V 1@y WWwy AZ):  cf. 5k, 26, 5 and 30, 2; also
Suet. DA 40,1 for entry into the

Senate of equites who had held the Tribunate or Quaestorship.

Dio does not, apparently, envisage entry by equites at an early

age; or else he is concerned here only with those who have under-

taken an equestrian carcer. The emperors used the.grant of the

latus clauus to enable suitable young men of the ordo equester to

start on the cursus honorum (cf. pp. 42-43 above). It was also

possible for equites to be brought into the Senate by the Princeps

exercising censoria potestas: for example Vespasian and Titus, as

Censors in 73, are said to have guintupled the number of Senator-
ial families (Aurel. Vict., Caesares 9, 9)—the increase may well
be exaggerated, but the new Senatorial families can only have come

from the equester ordo; just as this will have been the source

of new members brought into the Senate by Augustus' lectiones.

The Praefecti Praetorio, who were often prime ministers in
effect, became increasingly connected with the Senate. Seianus
was given 'ornamenta praetoria' by Tiberius (Dio 57, 19, 7): cf.
his later Consulships Praetorian er consular insignia were sim-
ilarly conferred on later Praefecti, who might be adlected to the
Senate, as Plautianus by Severus (46, 46, 4), or admitted thereto
on vacating fhe Praefectura—in fact promotion to the Senate be-
came the regular method of dismissal (Hammond, A M, pp 247 ‘and 270
notes 23-24; also CAH, XII, 60-61; Mommsen, R Str, III 1, 508).

This proposal seems intended by Dio to compensate equites

for their lack (under his system) of many of the functions which
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having gone through a career as financial agent and perhaps as com-
mander of the night-watch, administrator of the corn-supply or com=
nmander of the guard, could by this arrangement hope for a scat in
the Senate and thus an opportunity to proceed to a provincial ap-

pointment. Graduation by equites into the ordo senatorius would

also tend towards greater closeness between the two classes, thus
recruiting equestrian energies for the government of the Impire
while at the same time countering the growth of a separate and

powerful equestris nobilitas.

ibid. Xs)\oxu'yo"rsg Tweg E Dio seems to refer to equestrian

centurions ( TNWV TV &v T TETAY-
p€9@ é«fparSopéWan' ), who are found in the imperial armies (e.g.
E J, no. 232; ILS 1332, 1372; cf. CAH, X, 226, and Syme, R R,
Ps 356 ) It was possible for such men to be promoted to the Sen-
ate: some may have been so advanced by Vespasian in 69 (see Tac.
Hist. 2, 82, 2; cf. Suet. D. Vesp. 9, 2). It does not seem to
have happened frequently: such eguites would have been aiming at
a military career, and, apart from extraordinary circumstances like
Vespasian's rise in 69, would have little to draw:. them to the em-
peror's attention.

On the other hand, many centurions who had come up from

the ranks were promoted to the equester ordo. This in fact be-

came customary: for examples, E J, nos. 2k2-43, 245, 247; Mc-

Crum-Woodhead, no« 372; c¢f. CAH, X, 226. The sons of thesec

D
:

moneylender Flavius Sabinus (Suet. D. Vesp. 1, 2-3).
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In 8 7 ('it is both a shame and a reproach that men ...
who have carried faggots and charcoal should be found on the roll
of the senate': Cary's version) Dio may have in mind the alleged
practice of Caesar the Dictator and the Triumvirs (see 52, 42, 1

and notes).

26, 1 &M Toug TMIoug KAl ENL T& OXAG TP'EJFCOVTN: A reference to the
duuentus organiz-
ation which provided upper-class youths in Italy with military
exercise (Hammond in TAPA, LXIII [1932], p. 95; CAH, X, 462~
64), and the entry of young laticlauii to military service itself
(Suet. D A. 38, 2). Augustus' purpose was to provide future
administrators of the empire with army as well as civilian ex-

perience.

31, 1 npeoPeiag :  See n. on 53, 21, 6 (pp. 1ML below). The ob-
servation of Maecenas indicates no doubt Dio's
Senatorial sympathies: 'it is both awe-inspiring and calculated to
arouse comment for the impression to prevail that the senate has
full authority in all matters' (trans. Cary: see above, p. 33).
This was indeed the great fiction of the Principate. As Res Gestae
asserts: 'rem publicam ex mea potestate in senat[us populique
RomJani [arbitrium transtuli' (34, 1); accofding to the Fasti

Praenestini for 13 January, 27 B.C., '[... quod rem publicam] P+R.

restituitt (E J, p. 45; cf. nos. 17-18). TFor the realistic view,
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Dio's comment: on the same event: 'in this way the power of pcople
and scenate passed entirely to Augustus, and from his time an undis-
puted monarchy was established' (5%, 17, 1, cf. also p. 21 above;
see alzo Tac. Ann. 1, 2-3; 9-10). '""he masters of the Roman world
surrounded their throne with darkness, concecaled their irresisti-
ble strength, and humbly professed themselves the accountable min-
isters of the senate, whose supreme decrees they dictated and obey-

ed' (Gibbon, chap. 3).

31, 2 TevTe TO vopodeToUpEva S¢ ad v Joi) :  Another proposal
benefiting the Sen-
ate. Augustus did not use the Senate for legislation: note RG
6, 2 '[quae tum per me geri senatus] u[dluit, per trib[unJici[aTm
p[otestatem perfeci],' and the titles of the laws passed during
his Principate——for example Lex JIulia de maritandis ordinibus, Lex
Aelia Sentia, Lex Papia Poppaea etc., indicating passage by the
popular assembly. But the Senate did become a source of law as
its resolutions became so looked upon by jurists. The earliest

known scnatus consultum which came to have legislative force is

the S.C. Silanianum of A.D. 10, on the punishment of slaves if
their master was murdered (CAH, X, 1665 and for other Julio-
Claudian examples, Hammond, A Pr, p. 157). These Senatusconsul-
ta were technically advice to Praetors to make changes in their
edicts (Hammond, ibid.).

At the same time there grew up the legislative competence

of the Princeps, through edicta (decrees), mandata or instructions
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to his officials, decreta or judicial decisions, and rescripta (re-

plies to petitions). From the earliest times these constitution-

es (their generic name) created precedents (Hammond, A Pr, »p.
160 ff.3 A M, pp. 338-39). The imperial power to create law

came to overshadow senatus consulta, especially under and after

Septimius Severus—which may add to point to Dio's present recom-

mendation (see CAH, XII, 29).

31, 3 v rou’g TE ﬁou)\zur}xg KTA : Dio is having Maecenas incul-
cate as an act of policy a

practice that grew up gradually; see n. to 53, 21, 6.

31, 5 9% Tig %XomSo’pqc‘Si 08 NTA.: Such testimony as there is
suggests Augustus was toler-
ant of libel and invective, cf. Dio 56, 43, 4 “kal Tolg kthviO‘aO'f Tt
adTov obK ARPUTRE o’opyf(STog s and also 55, 4, 3 (a story of his
composure in the face of JIOM}'\ JNPP’]""’“ ); Suet. DA 51; 54-55.
In a letter to Tiberius, quoted by the biographer, the emperor
advises: 'nmoli in hac re indulgere et nimium indignari quemquar
esse qui de me male loquatur; satis est enim si hoc habemus, ne
quis nobis male facere possit' (DA 51, 3). Libels against oth-
ers, however, might be punished: Dio 56, 27, 1 (cf. Tac. Ann. 1,

72).

31, 9 W 8 &) nig EmPBodEdsiv ool olT v A&ﬁn #TA.:  There were
conspiracies

avem Al Ama Ase man Lol

under Augustus—discovered or alleged: Lepidus the younger in 30
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B.C. (Appian, Bell. Ciu. &4, 50; Vell. 2, 83, 1; Dio S5k, 15, &),
Varro Murena and Fannius Caepio (2% or 22 B.C.: Vell. 2, 91; Dio
54, 3——the date is disputed, cf. CAH, X, 1%6: K.M.T. Atkinson

in Historia, IX [1960], pp. 440-73, argues for 22, but the argu-
ments for 23, particularly the identification of Murena with the
cos. ord. of that year1 and questions of chronology, as propound-
ed by Stockton in Historia XIV [1965], pp. 18-40, still seem more
convincing), M. Egnatius Rufus in 19 (Vell. 2, 91;-92)s Cornelius
Cinna in A.D. 2 (Dio 55, 14, 1; cf. Syme, R R, p. Wik4). These
conspiracies and others are briefly indicated in Suet. DA 19.

In fact most of these were not dealt with before the Sen-
ate. Lepidus had been executed by Maecenas, Octavian's agent in
Italy. Murena and Caepio were condemned by the verdict of the
public quaestio, Tiberius being the prosecutor (Suet. Tib. 8).
Cinna (as the edifying story went) was dissuaded by Augustus;
whether Egnatius was condemned or not Velleius fails to say, and
the judicial treatment of the other plotters mentioned by Sueton-
ius is unknown. The case of C. Cornelius Gallus, the first Prae-
fectus Aegypti, is rather different: on his fall from favour in
26 B.C. the Senate took a hand by voting that he be condemned and
lose his property, but it is significant that the condemnation was
to take place 'in the courts' (° &A&val T& aiTov v Totg SikaoTnpiolg . - .

éxyqqpfmro’ : Dio 53, 23, 7). The jurisdiction of the Senate

Dio calls him Licinius M. (l.c.) but his sister, whose
name was Terentia, was married to Maecenas (ibid. 5); Suetonius
calls him Varro M. (21L19, 1), and Tacitus refers to the execution
of 'Varrones' (Ann. 1, 10, 4). The Consul of 23, as recorded on-



52, 31, 9] 62

is discussed below, n. to 53, 21, 6.

In having Maecenas advise against the emperor judging in
person on charges of conspiracy, Dio is stating a principle of
great importance to Senators, sometimes violated by the autocrat
—Claudius' secret trials had been dreaded (cf. Tac. Ann. 13, b,
23 for an example, 11, 2, 1 £ff.: the trial of Valerius Asiatic-
us— 'neque data senatus copia: intra cubiculum auditur' ), and
in Dio's lifetime the Praefectus Praetorio, Fulvius Plautianus,
was summarily executed in the Palace (76, 4, 3-5 [359-60]), fav-

ourite though he had been like Gallus and Seianus.

32, 2 ovov 8& KaTnyopfval Tig abtdv ATA. ¢ A highly partial
arrangement that
does not, however, appear to have been followed in actual trials
(thus it tells against the theory of the speech proposed by Ham-
mond: c¢f. p. 99 of his art.). For example, Tacitus, who did not
hold the Consulship until 97 (Pliny, Epist. 2, 1, 6; cf. Sherwin-
White ad loc., p. 14k4), took part in the condemnation of an ex-

Consul, Helvidius Priscus (Consul before 87: see McCrum-Woodhead,

p. 11): Agric. k2.

4 \ \ > ’ . . o e .
555 4 Ehxa§8 8¢ Kol 0vTog ¢ The Princeps did exercise juris-

diction, arising partly out of

ly in the Fasti Capit., was 'A. T[erentius A.f. 2 n. Var |[ro Mure-
na' (E J, p. 36). Velleius gives 'L. Murena' but this cannot de-
termine the gentilicium. Syme suggests the full name was A. Ter-
entius Varro Licinius Murena (R R, p. 325, n. 5, on p. 326).
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his imperium proconsulare, partly perhaps out of the imperium con-

sulare (assuming this was granted to him from 19 B.C.: see n. on
S4, 13, 1 below), partly perhaps (as suggested by Jones, Studies,
pp. 88 ff.) by law, or else through a gradual widening of the ex-
ecutive power, in the cognitio (¢f. Hammond, A Pr, p. 1813 Marsh,
pp. 123-24).  Anecdotes in Suetonius suggest that Augustus exer-
cised criminal jurisdiction (DA 33; 51); a story in Dio involv-
ing Maecenas would then accord him capital jurisdiction earlier
than 8 B.C. (54, 7, 2)( Serious cases involving Senators and E-
quites, however, and their relatives, tended in the early Prin;
cipate to come before the public courts or (increasingly) the

Senate: see n. on 53, 21, 6 below.

3%, 4 Tag )'vcép.ag aOTRV LTA-: For a related observation cf. Cn.
Piso to Tiberius: 'quo loco cen-
sebis, Caesar? si primus, habeo quod sequar; si post omnis, ue-
reor ne imprudens dissentiam' (Tac. Ann. 1, 74, 5).
Avgustus did not usually act as Maecenas-Dio here advises,
bﬁt in A.D. 6 something of the kind did happen when he wanted

suggestions for raising money to finance the aerarium militare

(55, 25, &), Suetonius reports his usual practice: 'sententias
de 'maiore negotio non more atque ordine, sed prout libuisset per-
rogabat, ut perinde quisque animum intenderent ac si censendum
magis quam adsentiendum esset' (DA 35, 4). Dio says he asked
most Senators their opinion in the regular order, but called at

random on the ex-Consuls; except that Lepidus the former Trium-
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vir was always called on last of that group (54, 15, 5-6; <cf. 55,
34, 1), For Tiberius' practice of casting his vote sometimes
among the first, sometimes among the later voters: Dio 57, 7, 3-

Se



CHAPTER TWO

) ' ¢
52, 42, 1 pETS Tolra: The date is 29 B.C., of. 41, 3 &v 1§ §rs

2 ’ 2 @\ ’ c 2
EKELVEG &V ) TO NEUJTOV VIJATEUCE 5 53,

1, 1°76 8% efie ¥rsL Etov o Kafvap ¥p¥e (i.e. 28: cf. Fasti in EJ,

p' 35)0

ibid. TIpTEUCRS v TH Ayelrna ... THv Povdiy t8fraoe :  The
precise

meaning of TlpﬂTSUng‘ here is hard to decide. If rendered
'holding the Censorship® it accuses Dio of error (which is possi-
ble); Holmes suggested 'exercising censorial power! (éﬁﬁﬂ'v I
262) and this is quite likely, for Dio tends to describe things

as they were in practice, rather than as they were technically

(¢f. p. 19 above; Millar, pp. 92-9%)—and to all intents the two
Consuls were acting as Censors in 29 B.C.

Under date 28 the Fasti Venusini state that Octavian and

Agrippa (who were Consuls in that year also) 'censoria potest[ate]
Justrum fecer[unt]'. Dio reports the Senatorial lectio under

29, but clearly it may very well have formed part of the same
censorial activity: which, likely enough, began in 29 and was
completed the following year (so Astin in Latomus, XXII [1963],

p. 231, n. 1).

Augustus himself does not mention any use of censoria

65
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potestas (RG 8, 2). Since his words are 'in consulatu sexto
censum populi conlega M. Agrippa egi. lustrum ... feci', and
since he then records two further censuses and closings of the
lustrum 'consulari cum imperio' (ibid. 3-4), he seems to intend
the reader to conclude that his Consulship empowered him to close
the lustrum, after also carrying out the census, in 28. This

appears to contradict both the Fasti Venusini and Dio.

The Consuls had, however, been the original holders of the
census (Mommsen, R Str, II 1, 334; cf. 334-38); and in recent years
Consuls had performed certain censorial duties, for example as=
signing contracts (in 80 and 75 B.C.: Cic. Verrines 1, 50, 130;

3, 7, 18, cited by Mommsen, p. 336 n. 4). It would therefore be
legal for Consuls to hold a census, a Senate revision and the
Justrum. But in view of the long desuetude of these functions

as part of the Consular office, it seems reasonable that some form
of public proclamation may have been made, to assure Romans that

censorial vower did lie in the highest magistracy. Such an an-

nouncement could without much difficulty (especially after some

time had passed) produce the impression that censoria potestas had

been specially granted or assumed: thus accounting for the state-

ments of the Fasti Venusini and of Dio's source or sources. See

further the discussion in the gote on 54, 13, 1.

Dio's rough figure for the unrevised Senate ( &g K 1Atovg)
is matched by Suetonius' ('super mille': DA 35, 1). The usual
number after the time of Sulla was six hundred, but accretions un-

der the Dictator Caesar and the Triumvirs had inflated the number
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—vprincipally (according to hostile propaganda) with desperadoes
and upstarts. The Triumvirs, Dio says, had enrolled 'not merely
a great number of allies, together with soldiers and freed slaves
sons—they enrolled slaves and all' (48, 34, 4). Therc were si-
milar stories about Caesar (as Dio 43, 47, 1; Suet. D Tul. 76;
80). Caesar at least was given a bad press on this point (cf.

Syme in JR S, XXVII,[1937], pp. 127-3%2; also in B S R Papers, XIV,

[1938], pp. 12-18 esp.; and R R, chap. VI). Dio's reference here
to 'many cavalrymen and many infantrymen' may well mean, in fact,

equites Romani and ex-centurions respectively (note Syme in JR S,

XXVII, pp. 128-29), though he himself may not have properly under-
stood his source (Sattler, p. 32). There was no doubt consider-
able prejudice against some of these persons both by Senators of
aristocratic family and by outsiders (cf. the popular jokes about
Caesar's appointees: Suet. D. Iul. 80). More to the point, a
good number of the Senate had followed Antonius in the recent
conflict: Augustus records over seven hundred on his side Q&g
25, 3), but in 29 there were a good thousand Senators in all.

The motives of Octavian in holding the lectio will thus
have been political—to conciliate the aristocracy and those with
aristocratic sympathies, presumably by bearing down on the most
unpopular members of the Senatg, and to remove some unwanted ex-
adversaries. Jdentities of those persuaded or pressured into
retirement are not attested. But some Antonians disappear from
history, like M. Insteius and Q. Nasidius, and may have been among

the hundred and ninety (Syme, R R, p. 350 n. 1; c¢f. BSR Pavers,
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k2, 3 Kuilviov Zratidiov. .- Tis Squapxiag ... s?fxgsv : Kot much is
known of this

episode. Was it an exercise of tribunician intercessio by Oct-

avian?

This would mean that he possessed tribunicia potestas al-

ready, as Dio appears to report under the yearVBO B.C. —supposed~
ly a grant for life (51, 19, 6). Other ancient writers put the
life grant of this power in 36 B.C. (Appian Bell. Ciu. 5, 117,
4L85; oOrosius 6, 18, 34: both cited by Holmes, Arch., I, 221, nn.

9, 10), where Dio only mentions the grant of sacrosanctitas (49,

15, 5-6). Dio himself repeats the permanent grant to Augustus
under date 233 it is from this date that Augustus subsequently
reckoned his tenure (e.g. RG 4, 4); the power was therefore most
probably conferred in that year (53, 32, 5-6). If Octavian's
powers were increased at all in 30 B.C. (and to be precise, Dio
records not the acceptance, merely the offer), it was probably dy
the addition of the rights Dio alsoc mentions in the same passage:

the ius auxilii of a Tribune (the historian errs in saying that

an ordinary Tribune could not exercise this ius between the City
and the first milestone outside: cf. Livy 3%, 20, 7 referred to

by Cary ad loc. [VI, 54]; Hammond, A Pr, p. 82), and the1yﬁ¢og
’As'r]vag y which Jones suggests was 'the power to vote acquittal
when the jury in a gquaestio condemned' (Studies, p. 95). In this
case Dio may have misunderstood the soﬁrce he drew upon—or the

tribunicia potestas was one of the few honours Octavian, according
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to Dio, did refuse in 30 (51, 20, 4).

There were, of course, other ways to block a man from of-
fice—and Octavian at this time was 'potitus rerum omnium' (RG
34, 1), If a simple order to step down was not effective, a dec-
laration of 'uitio creatus' might serve; or even the precedent
of deposition by vote of the Assembly, set by Ti. Gracchus in de-
posing Octavius in 133%. But these would be extreme measures to
take against an otherwise unknown figure, as Statilius is to us:
it implies fear, or offense taken. There may be a simpler explan-
ation. The Statilii Tauri of’Lucania were Caesarian (cf. Syme,

R R, pp. 237, 382). In %30, acting under the Lex Saenia empower-
ing him to create new vatrician families, Octavian so honoured the
Statilii (on creation of new patricians: RG 8, 1; Tac. Ann. 11,

25, 23 Dio 52, 42, 5; de Laet, De Samenstellung van den rom-

einschen Senaat ..., no. 356). Although all other known Statilii

of the early Empire have the praenomen Titus (cf. de Laet, nos.
357-60, 788, 791), it is not impossible for the Tribune-elect Q.
Statilius to have been a member of the gens, shared in the eleva-
tion to the patriciate and thus been unable to hold the  Tribunate.
It is curious that, if this was the case, what would have been an
honour for the recipient should be so misinterpreted by later wri-

ters as to produce the account Dio gives here.

/’ \ / S . .
L2, L KXovoutev. .. Kot @ov‘ovcov [atoug: Cluvius is unknown, as
also whether he was an

enemy of Octavian like Furnius and for this reason failed to hold
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his Consulship (cf. Sattler, p. 33; Bj;ga, C 1204). C. Turnius
was an Antonian (cf. Dio 48, 13, 63 49, 17, 5 for earlier activ=-
ity); the intervention of his son saved his life after Actiun.

That this pair had been kept out of their Consulships may indicate

they had been consules designati for part of 31 or a later year.

This is suggested by the fact that both Consuls of 32, Cn. Domit-
ius Ahenobarbus and C. Sosius, were avowed Antonians who joined
their leader when the crisis came (50, 2, 6)—but they had not
been kept from office because of their opposition to Octavian, as
Furnius and (it may be) Cluvius appecar to have been. In 31
Octavian and Messalla Corvinus the converted Republican were Con-
suls, followed by the suffecti M. Titius and Cn. Pompeius (a de-
scendant of Sulla: de Laet, no. 295); in 30 Octavian held the
office again, this time with M. Crassus (a timely defector from
Antonius: cf. Dio 57, 4, 3; Syme, R R, p.'296); with C. Antist-
ius Vetus, M. Cicero (c¢f. 51, 19, 4) and L. Saenius for suffecti
—~—safe men, no doubt. Furnius and Cluvius perhaps were suspect-
ed.

Thus the honour now paid to these men is an indication of
the policy Octavian adopted as soon as the tensions of civil war
were relaxed—an attempt to secure the fullest possible entente
with the Senate, which was indispensable for the maintenance of
the Republican framework (or fagade) of government. It was not
to reach complete success for some years, with the elevation first
of L. Piso and then of L. Sestius to the Consulship of 23 marking

the finally achieved goal: cf. below, 53, 32, 5 and n. As Sen-
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eca pointed out to the young Nero: 'ignouit abauus tuus uictis;
nam si non ignouisset, quibus imperasset? Sallustium et Coccei-
os et Deillios et totam cohortem primae admissionis ex aduersar-
lorum castris conscripsit; diam Domitios, Messallas, Asinios, Cice
erones, quidquid floris erat in ciuitate, clementiae suae debe=~

bat' (de Clementia 1, 10).

42, 5 v 1e TQV EUNaTpedLV Y Eves cruvs.n?w'\&uo's : This was
done, Aug-
ustus says, 'iussu populi et senatus' (RG 8, 1). He was empov-
ered by a law carried in 30 by one of the Consuls (AEE' 11, 25,
23 cf. last note, and also that to 8 3 above). Among the new
patricians (sixty-two of whom are known) were the Iunii Silani,
the Appuleii (closely connected with the Princeps by the marriage
of Sex. Appuleius [de Laet, no. 36] to his half-sister Octavia
[cf. Table III in Syme, R R, at end]), the Statilii Tauri (see n.
to B 3 above) and the Calpurnii Pisones (complete list in de Laet,
p. 224). The patronage value of the Lex Saenia was obvious, par-

ticularly to the leader of a numerous and successful faction.

k2, 6 mpocumsins wact Tots PawAsdovor w) EkSnuEly TEw The lTadlug:

A regulation perhaps laid down in a senatus consultum (cf.

CAH, X, 123, n. 1). One reason may have been to ensure greater
attendance at meetings of the Senate. This will not have bheen

the only cause. Dio follows up with a description of the fears
many former Antonians continued to have of Octavian—in the after-

math of a civil war, the victor's relations with men of position
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would be delicate, as the affair of M. Crassus' claim to spolia

opima and the title imperator showed not long after (cf. Syme, R R,

pp. 308-9). Octavian probably found it expedient therefore to
reaffirm the rule, which had existed in Republican times (as a
passage in Sucetonius shows: Caesar 'sanxit, ne ... qui senatoris
filius nisi contubernalis aut comes magistratus peregre proficis-
ceretur': D. JTul. 42, 1. See Mommsen, R Str, III 1, 912-13).

If Dio is being precise here, permission in future appears to have
lain with the Princeps. On the other hand, he may again be re-
counting what toék place in fact, though technically it may well

have continued to be given by the Senate.



CHAPTER THREE

THIS chapter will treat Dio's description of the system of provin-

cial governorships, in 53, 11-15.

53, 11, 1 dA{yo+ ¢ In 2, 7 of this book Dio relates that Octav-
ian addressed the Senate Tobg péAisTa Envendsi-
ovg ot TGV 5“’15”'{-‘:’" 7‘“?“‘7"506009;’ those persons would be the *'few?
here mentioned (c¢f., e.g., Sattler, pp. 36-37). Obviously Octav-
ian could not leave this important political move to chance, par-
ticularly as not merely a simple confirmation of his position was
needed, but also (and more importantly, given the evident fact
that he did not really intend to surrender power—cf. 8 5) a de-
tailed regularization of it. Dio's rhetorical and heavily an-
tithetic description of the scene (6 1 oL p€v...ot 8&...; 2 ol p&v...
ot 8€... [twice], volg miv T0.91)powt ... Tots Y smvoﬁpww...; 3 a0 ol
ﬁoukép.&vot... oud ot gr;‘ao\,.,_, etc.) may telescope into one session
the reactions of several days or weeks, as rumours (and perhavs
calculated 'leaks') spread about Octavian's intentions.

The significance of this event—which took place on 13 Jan-

uvary, 27 B.C. (¢f. E J, Fasti Pracnestini, p. 45)—in Dio's eyes

is clear: the monarchy was formally begun. Hence the extended
discussion that follows on the principal points of that system;
the adoption of the name Augustus (on 16 January: cf. E J, p. 45)

is recorded when the historian begins to discuss the emperor's own

73
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titles and powers (16, 6), and the regular narrative is not re-
sumed until 53, 20. Dio's judgment is sound. At the close of
the year 28 Octavian had, indeed, acknowledged the end of the civ-
il wars by his decree annulling the illegalities of the Triumvir=-
al period (53, 2, 5; cf. Sattler's comments, p. 35); he repeat-
ed the theme in his speech to the Senate (53, 3-10); and at the
beginning of his sixth Consulship he had reduced his Lictors from
twenty-four (the number apparently granted him when Triumvir) to
twelve, the same total as his colleague Agrippa possessed (53, 1,
1; Mommsen, R Str, I, 387 and n. 5; cf. ibid., pp. 37-40).

Yet he was confirmed in power and the political arrangements laid
- down, ‘'quis pace et principe uteremur' (égg. 3, 28, 2). The
crisis of 23 altered theory, not practice, by bringing into prom-

inence the tribunicia potestas, 'summi fastigii uocabulum'’; sim-

ilarly the possible grant of consulare imverium in 19, The sig-

nificance of 27 was that Octavian altered his hitherto extraordin-
ary position to one recognized by Senate and People—without surren-
dering control.

Dio's picture of the Senate's reaction to the speech of
Octavian is probably accurate, all the same. It is likely that
nany Senators did fear the 'Leader's' relinquishing power like
Sulla: for a crowd of marshals stood behind him—Agrippa, Taurus,
Cornelius Gallus, L. Arruntius, Calvisius Sabinus and others. It
is also likely that many would have been glad of it. If nearly
two hundred Antonians had been removed in 29 (and not all the dis-

missed need have been such) nonetheless over a hundred would re-
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main [cf. n. on 52, L2, 1, p. 67 above]; and there were also
Republicans like Pollio (for whose sympathies see esp. Cic. ad Fam.
10, 31, 2-3; Tac. Ann. 4, 34, 4; Syme, R R, pp. 5-6, 482-85)

and Antistius Labeo (Ann. 3, 75; Dio 54, 15, 7-8; Syme, p. 482).
But on the whole Octavian had a tame Senate (B 4). For its hon=-
orific replies to his offer, see RG 34, 23 EJd, p. 45, under 16

Jan.; mnos. 22, 24-25; cf. above, Introd., pp. 24-25.

11, 5 St doioy Tov pur&év: According to Tacitus, a Praetorian
soldier was paid thirty-two asses

(two denarii) a day, an ordinary legionarius ten (Ann. 1, 17, 6).

This ratio (more than three to one) is higher than that voted by
the Senate, but in the early years of the regime the levels of
A.D. 14 may not have been attained: Augustus seems to have reor-
ganized the terms of army service in 13 B.C. (though Dio speaks
only of the period of service and the discharge praemia: 54, 25,
5-6), and to have modified them in A.D. 5 (55, 23, 1; cf. CAH,
X, 22105

The ten asses mentioned by Tacitus may have some relation
to the statement of the Elder Pliny on the denarius: 'Q. Fabio
Maximo dictatore asses unciales facti: placuitque denarium sede-
cim assibus permutari ... din militari tamen stipendio semper den-
arius pro decem assibus datus' (Nat. His. 33, 3, 45). One' ex=-
planation of this is that 'after the time of the Graéchi the mil-
itary currency had only 10 asses to the denarius whereas everyone

else counted 16' (Watson in Historia, VII [1958], 117; c¢f. Fur-
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neaux on Tac., loc. cit. [I, 207—8]), but Watson proposes a sim-
pler: that 'in cases where the complete rate had been less than
a complete denarius (= 10 asscs) payment continued to be made in

asses, and their number was unchanged; where, however, the daily

rate had been a denarius (= 10 asses), or more, payment continued
to be made in denarii, and their number also was unchanged. Pli-
ny's words then mean that those who had received 10 asses a day
continued to receive a denarius, even though that denarius was
now worth 16 asses'; however those soldiers whose daily pay was
raised to ten asses by Caesar (Suet. D. Tul. 26, 3: 'stipendium
oo duplicauit').did not thereupon receive a denarius—the muti-
nous troovs in A.D. 14 demanded 'ut singulos denarios mererent'
(Ann. 1, 17, 55 cf. 26, 1). This would have restored the pro-
portion mentioned here by Dio, for the Praetorian soldier earned
twice this sum.

Octavian had had praetoriae cohortes in the civil wars,

some of whom he settled’in colonies after Actium, while retaining
others in service; <these became the bodyguard of imperial times.

See Pauly-Wissowa, XXII 2, 1613.

12, 1 TV P‘Sy q;povn’%u Ty TE IPoovow{av Ty rowdv : Sattler (op.
LO-41) sug-
gests that this translates ‘curam principatumque rei publicae
suscepit'; possibly, that is, the words of a source used by Dio.
The phrase may even go back to Caesarian propaganda; cf. Horace's

[ e R T TR
flattery:

cum tot sustineas et tanta negotia solus,
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res Italas armis tuteris, noribus ornes,
legibus emendes, in publica commoda peccemn
si longo sermone morer tua tempora, Caesar

(Epist. 2, 1, 1-4).

12, 2 To fa%v 36981/8'0’1‘890 REA ¢ Cf. Suet. DA L7, 1, 'prouin-
cias ualidiores et quas annuis

magistratuum imperiis regi nec facile nec tutum erat, ipse susce-
pit, ceteras proconsulibus sortito permisit.’ Dio is not quite
accurate (nor Suctonius)—Africa, Macedonia and Illyricum (called
Dalmatia in Dio's list) did not cease to hold armies in 27. The
force in Africa (one legion, III Augusta, after A.D. 6, though
possibly more in earlier years, cf. CAH, X, 347) remained until
A.D. 40 under the Proconsul (59, 20, 7; CAH, X, 658). In Ill-
yricum and Macedonia, armed formations are found éarly in the
Principate: Lollius was active in Macedonia c. 19-18 B.C. (54,
20, 3), M. Vindicius in Illyricum c. 14 (Vell. 2, 96, 2; cf.
Syme, R R, pp. 328-30). But Illyricum was handed over to the
Princeps about 11 B.C. (Dio 54, 34, 4), and Macedonia lost its
army sometime during the Principate of Augustus to the province
of Moesia (cf. CAH, X, 358, 367-68). Under Tiberius, Macedonia
became an imperial province, which it remained until Claudius
(Ann. 1, 76,72——A.D. 15; Dio 60, 24, 1—A.D. 44; Suet. D. Claud.
25, 3. '

The territory of Baetica may not have been given to the
Senate in 27, but c. 13 on Augustus' second visit, after its fin-

S ot A L3 W - Cianiia - >~ - v~
al pacification (CAH, X, 211, 345; Syme, R R, pp. 320, n. 1, 395

and n. 13 for a suggested explanation, Salmon in Historia V [19-
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56], p. 467). Certain other provinces were later handed over to
the Senate, as Dio says (B 7)—Gallia Narbonensis and Cyvrus (22
B.C.: 54, &, 1), At the same time the Princeps might take over
a Senatorial province: observe Macedonia-Achaea (Tac. Ann. 1, 76,
2), and the case of Sardinia, administered by the emperor after
A.D. 6 through an equestrian governor (Dio 55, 28, 1; c¢f. Koes-
termann on Tac. Ann. 2, 85, 4) until 66 (after a brief Senatorial
period it was resumed by Vespasian: CAH, XI, 14-15).

The armed public provinces, with five or six legions, were
weak compared to the more than twenty controlled by Augustus (cf.
Syme, R R, pp. 326, 328). Dio's general meaning is therefore
correct even for 27 B.C., and still more for the last part of Au-
gustus' reign, when only Africa'’s single legion remained to the
Senate.

Egypﬂ (it should be added) was outside the ordinary system
of principal governorships which Dio is shortly to describe. cf.
§ 7 and ch. 13, 2. He briefly treats that province's position
in 51, 17, 1=2: Augustus entrusted it to Cornelius Gallus, an
eques (¢cf. 53, 13, "2) and forbade Senators to sojourn there with-

out his permission. This ban also covered equites inlustres (Ann.

2y 99 3. Legions in Egypt were commanded by equites with the

rank of vraefectus castrorum (ILS 2394, 2615; Marquardt, I,

'nam

Lz, The reasons for the exclusion are stated by Tacitus:
Augustus inter alia dominationis arcana, ... seposuit Aegyptun,
ne fame urgeret Italiam quisquis eam prouinciam claustraque terr-

ae ac maris quamuis leuil praesidio aduersum ingentes exercitus
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insedisset' (loc. cit.; similar reasons given in Histe. 1, 17, 1)
How this was done is not clear. Imperial permission, as perhaps
with Senators wishing to leave Italy (cf. p. 72), may have been
required de facto rather than de iure; but the language of Tac-
itus in a later passage ('nam diuus Augustus apud equites, qui
Aegypto praesiderent, lege agi decretaque eorum proinde haberi
iusserat, ac si magistratus Romani constituissent': Ann. 12, 60,
2) suggests that the powers and position of the Praefectus were

laid down by lex (senatus consulta had not yet legislative force:

c¢f. n. to 52, 31, 2), which, if there was one, may at the same
time have granted control over Senators' and leading Iquites'
visits to the emperor. On the Praefectus Aegypti's position,

cf. Marquardt, I, 442-4%; 0.W. Reinmuth, The Prefect of BEgypt ose,

pp. 1-103 on the relation of Egypt to the rest of the Empire,

CAAH, X, 284-85.

12, 8 Kal_owdio Kal cuvTplon : Several examples may be found in
the time of Augustus, especially
Gallia Comata, governed by members of the imperial family such
as Drusus, Tiberius and Germanicus, also by Lollius and Quintil-
ius Varus. Agrippa in the East, from 23 to 21 and again 17 to
1% B.C., may have held a similar position (£L§E, X, 214-15; cf.
Marquardt, I, 267-68, 417 and n. 4). A later instance is Cor-
bulo, who amassed provinces—Cappadocia and Galatia from A.D. 55,
in addition Syria from 60, and Cappadocia-Galatia again after the

débAcle of Paetus (Syme, Tacitus, II, App. S84; CAH, X, 758-59,
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765, 771; c¢f. Marquardt, I, 361-062). The reasons for this, as

the examples show, were mainly military.

12, 9 % abrdvopa adietro } kol Quvidefoig wolv Enstéreento : Inthe
Roman Empire there were many ‘autonomous' areas, princip-
ally in the HEast, whose relation to Rome corresponded somewhat to
that of the Italian allied states before the Social War (Marquardt,
I, 74). (That Dio refers mainly to autonomous regions within the
Empire is shown by the preceding clause: [ Ta 3%,] 2 Kol T6TE 781
ke XElpwTo, WAN oUTI yE Kal 670 TAy “Powpaiwy Tpyeto, AAN 7 abTovopns A TAN
An autonomous city might be 'sine foedere immunis et libera', or
it might be 'foederata'. In the latter case it possessed privil-
eges, such as its own courts, and frecdom from tribute, guaranteed
by treaty; din the former, the pfivileges were the grant of the
Romgn People (and may not have extended to immunity from taxation)
—and therefore were revocable: Cyzicus, to give an instance,
lost hers from 20 to 15 B.C. (54, 7, 6 and 23, 7).

Among ciuitates foederatae were Massilia, Athens, Rhodes,
g

and Tyre; among immunes et liberae, Utica and sixz other African

towns, Chios, Smyrna, Ephesus and Seleuceia in Syria. These two
categories constituted the highest felationship for non-citizen
communities &o Rome, though later on their value was diminished by
the rise of the status of colonia and municipium (Marquardt, I,
71-80; Stevenson, Roman Prov. Admin., pp. 163-65; CAH, X, 453-
56).




53, 12, 9] 81

borders of the Empire—Galatia, Cappadocia, Commagene, Pontus, Ju=-
daea, Thrace, Bosporus, Noricum and others (e.g. Paphlagonia, and
the Syrian principalities, on which see Marquardt, I, 400, or
GCAH, X, 281). In the year 25 Augustus re-established the realm
of Mauretania under Juba II (53, 26, 4); other Oriental arrange-
ments are recorded in 20 B.C. (54, 9, 2-3). Kingdoms such as
these provided the Empire with buffer zones, and also relieved the
Roman government of administering areas insufficiently romanized
or hellenized. It was increasingly usual, however, to reduce
their number as time passed by incorporating them into the LEmpire:
as early as 25 Galatia was acquired, on the death of its ruler Am=
vyntas (53, 26, 3)a Noricum was annexed in 15 as part of the
drive to the upper Danube (Strabo 4, 206, cited in C AH, X, 348 n.
2; Dio 54, 20, 2 gives 16 as the date). The principal part of
Judaea, governed from 4 B.C. by Archelaus son of Herod, was placed
under a Praefectus in A.D. 6 (cf. Marquardt, I, 408-10; also n.
to 53, 21, 4 below; for the title, see n. to 13, 6 Ex sAs(w xal
EviauToU Y pdvov , below). Tiberius annexed Cappadocia and Com-
‘magene in A.D. 18 (Tac. Ann. 2, 56, 4-5). The other dependent
realms were absorbed by later emperors, except for the Bosporan
which, though (it would seem) annexed by Nero, soon recovered its

autonomy: C AH, X, 775-76; Stevenson, Roman Prov. Admin., p. 51.

Rather apart from these were such lands as Britain and

Armenia in the early Principate. Britain remained in close con-

tact with the Continent until its conquest, but was hardly sub-

servient (cf. CAH, X, 791 ff.). On the other side of the Empire,
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Rome's attempts to reduce Armenia to client status, and the vary-
ing results that ensued, occupy much of the foreign policy of the
first century A.D. The shortlived subjection of Germany also in=-
volved dependency rather than direct Roman rule: Varus to be sure
is recorded as holding assizes (Vell. 2, 117, 4), but it is un-
likely that Roman methods of taxation had been introduced, and

the tribes continued to be headed by their own chieftains as socii
of Rome (C_A H, X, 373-74; Tac. Ann. 1, 57, 5-58, 1; Dio 56,

19, 4, mentioning Ta o'op,,u.u’xu(i ).

ibid. T& &&t Kparodvri #ZA :  Thus, under Augustus, the prov-
inces of Egypt, Galatia, Raetia,
Noricum, Pannonia, Illyricum, Moesia, Alves Maritimae and Cotti-
ae, and Judaea; notable examples in later reigns were Britain,
Dacia and Mesovotamia (this last in Dio's lifetime: see his stric-

tures, 75, 3, 2-3 [340]).

53, 13-15 In these chapters Dio describes the governors of
provinces, giving more information in fact on those
of the public, or Senatorial, provinces than those of the imperial
(who are treated only in 13, 5- 14, 1, and 15, 1): an indication
perhaps of his Senatorial feeling. His treatment covers the en-
tire period up to his own day (note the many present or perfect
tenses of verbs, e.g. in 13, 7-8; 14, 3 -15, 5). This is usually
a serviceable method—many of the arrangements of the Augustan
system continued to exist in the early third century—but on occa-

sion it can cause difficulty. Note, as an example, 13, 2-4:
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after mentioning the appointment of an egues to govern Egypt, he
relates that Augustus 'next' (EwmiT® ) laid down various rules
for Senatorial governorships—and he includes mention of provis-
ions of the marriage laws bearing on the topic (yet these were
nonexistent so early as 27) and of 'men ranking as ex-Praetors'
(on whom see the note ad loc.). Another instance is 14, 1, a
reference to men who held provincial commands while occupying
the office of Praetor or Consul. This is not, perhaps, meant
to include Augustus (observe the use of o *OTORP & Twp ra-
ther than & AUyousTtog or o KaToxp ), though Dio's placing
of the statement makes this highly unclear——and he himself may
not have been sure whether there were‘Augustan instances or not.
On these passages c¢f. Millar, pp. 94-95.

Despite such drawbacks, Dio's account is valuable, for it
is a continuous description of the system by a man who had exper-
ence of it. His opinion of the Augustan arrangement (12, 2-3)
is more cynical, and realistic, than Suetonius' or Strabo's:
the former's explanation seems to put it down to concern for the
public weal (see his remark, p. 77 above), and so does the geogra-
pher—Avgustus wished to take on the more troublesome and diffi-
cult provinces (17, 840), presumably to save the Senate labour
and worry. Dio mentions this view with the qualification k67@
pé# , and crushes it with an immediate EFWP 8 —the emperor
meant himself to be the only armed power, and all others to be

helpless.

13, 1 %g SKa %Tq 8 Cf. below: ‘'on the expiry of the ten-year
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period a further five years, then five more, and after that ten,
and yet another ten were five times voted to him, so that by the
succession of ten-year periods he was sole ruler for life' (16,
els This would seem to be contradicted by the report of the
arrangements of 23 B.C.: ‘;)ygﬁowﬁu,_,qarbv...thv...&Fx%v rﬁv&v&ﬁ-
N Tov S0aE\ KaDbmal i’)(Eny[fé‘PW(mro]’(BZ, Slas But elsewhere Dio contin-
ues to register renewals of the imperium (54, 12, 4=5; 55, 6, 1;
12, 33 56, 28, 1). The statement in 32, 5 must thus be a slip-
shod way of conveying that, in practice, Augustus never ceased to
hold imperium (cf. Chilver in Historia I [1950], ». 429). The
reason for a limited term is clear. A lifetime Proconsulship
came too close fo the appearance of monarchy to be acceptable to
Roman tradition or to chime with the 'restoration of the Republicl
We may note Octavian's promise to hand over his provinces to the
Senate within a shorter time than that allotted, if they were
pacified (much the same promise was repeated in 18: 54, 12, 5).
Caesar the Dictator had alienated feeling with his excessive hon-
ours, among them 'continuum consulatum, perpetuam dictaturam?
(Suet. D. Iul. 76, 1).

Theoretically, therefore, the Senate and Pcople could re-
fuse to renew Octavian's imperium on its periodic expiry. In
~fact this was not (and would not be) done. By A.D. 14 the perpet=-
uation of the emperor's imperium was so well established in every-
body's mind that Tiberius and his successors could receive it, in-

deed, soast Kadawaf (cf. 16, 3 below).
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124 2 ﬁvtﬁvo#avpé’vov ania 3 C. Cornelius Gallus (51, 17,
i3 E J, no. 21), for whose

fate in 26 B.C. see 23, 5-7 in this book. Gf. also n. to 21, 6

(velow). On the Praefectus Aegypti c¢f. Marquardt, I, 442 and n.

1; Reinmuth, The Prefect of Lgypt.

ibid. gohowaidlag 7) yopou Apovopin  :  Cf. n. to 52, 20, 2.

This was another privi-
lege conferred by the social legislafion of Augustus. Senators'
right to hold a governorship in advance of the allotted time-—not
their term in the vrovince as well, as Dio's wording might be tak-
en to mean—was helped under these laws if they had one or mnmore
children (c¢f. Marquardt, I, S47, 544 and n. 6). As the legisla-
tion was not begun until 18 B.C. (though the idea—and even an ear-
ly enactment that was repealed—seems to have appeared several

years earlier: note Propertius 2, 7, 1-2 [abolition of a law that

would have parted him and Cynthial]; CAH, X, 441; Syme, R R, p.
44%), it is clear that Dio's description of the system of gover-
norships must not be too closely pressed for exact chronological

indications: see above, pp. 82-83.

13, 3 p.ﬁ'rs_ §(¢og~ Jmpul;wwup&/wug 3 Dio states that Procon-
suls thus had no milit-
ary jurisdictio<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>