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proceeded directly to this office from the praetorship, and
without any interval between them. Depending upon the date
of his praetorship, therefore, Pliny became prefect elther
in January, 94 or January, 95, and remained in office until
sometime after Domitian's assassination.66 Since it was
unusual for a senator to proceed directly to this office from
the praetorship, Pliny's appointment provides further proof
of his continued high favor with Domitian and the managers
of political patronage.67

Pliny's serles of rapid promotions thus completely
belies his clalms to have been out of favor with Domitian,
and to have checked his career during the latter's alleged

reign of terror. Quaestor Augustl as candidatus Caesaris,

an accelerated prastorship, and immediate appointment to the

aerarium militare~all three attest Pliny's unquestioned and

unquestioning loyalty to the Domitianic regime in the tense
years following the reveolts of 87 and 89 A.D.

The Epistulae provide two additional insights into
Pliny's relationship with Domitian's inner circle throughout
this period. Both concern the delator M, Aquillius Regulus.68
In epistula 1.5, where Pliny states his intention to prosecuts

Regulus, he makes a vital admission:

€6Ccf, p. 217 n. 53 above,
87R. Syme, Tacitus, 77.

68ymo may have been one of Pliny's patrons; c¢f. p.
30 above.
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Haec me Regulus dolenter tulisse credebat, ideoque
etiam cum recitaret librum non adhibuerat (i.5.4).

It is clear from this passage that Pliny was a regular
member of Regulus' salon even during the alleged reign of
terror, the very period when he professes himself an intimate
member of the Stolc circlel

Confirmation is provided by epistula 1.20. Here
Pliny reveals himself a professional as well as a literary
acquaintance of Regulus:

Dixit aliquando mihi Regulus, cum simul adessemus
(1.20.14).59

The evidencs for Pliny's career under Domitlian thus
fully examined, it 1s clear that his association with the
Stoles neither endangered him personally, nor impeded his
political career, The fundamentally dishonest, but necessary,

fallure to mention his appointment as praefectus aerarii

militaris in both the Epistulas and Panegyricus indicates

that Pliny was uneasily conscious of his true standing with
Domitian. It is, therefore, reasonable to conclude that
Pliny's self-portrayal as a near-victim of the tyrant and

his attacks on Aquillius Regulus and Publicius Certus were
designed to deflect criticism of a career which had prospered

embarrassingly during the final years of Domitian's reign,

692dessemus in this passage seems to have the sense
"appeared for the defence" rather than "appeared in the same
case™; c¢f. Cic. Rosc., Am. 1l: "omnes enim hi, quos videtis
adesse in hac causa . « ." See also A.N. Sherwin-White,
Letters of Pliny, 96,
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70
leaving his Stoic coevals far behind, The heated criticism
of Domitlan in his published work must also be viewed within

this context,

Epistula iv.11l

In the ten books of Pliny's correspondence, this
lJetter represents his only attempt to critlicize Domitian at
length, and for a definite historical act. Its method and
tone both echo Agricola 39-45, which may have 1lnspired it.71

The subject of the letter 1s Domitian's execution
of the Vestal Virgiln Cornelia,72 but Pliny begins with a
description of the current status of one Valerius Licinianus.
Once a senator of praetorian standing, he incurred disgrace
by indulging in an indiscreet sexual relationship wilth
Cornelia, and was now reduced, Pliny states, to teaching

rhetoric in Sicily. He had confessed his crime, and Pliny

70cf, the comments of B, Radice (trans.), Plin
Letters and Panegyricus (Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1969) xv; B.W. Henderson, Five
Roman Emperors, 13,

7"lThe book-date is approximately 104-105; cf. A.N.
Sherwin-White,. Letters of Pliny, 32-34,

727he date of her second trial and execution remains
uncertain, A definite date is provided only by two late
sources, The Chronicon Paschale places the trial in 89,
while St. Jerome's Chronicon assigns it to the eleventh year
of Domitian's reign, that is, 91/92. A very slight preference
may be given to 89 on the basls of testimony by Plutarch.
The latter seems to have been in Rome when word was received
of the death of Antonius Saturninus (Aem. 25), and was
probably also an eyewitness to Cornelia's interment since he
describes the ritual in painstaking detail (Numa 10). Cf,
A.N, Sherwin-White, Letters of Pliny, 283; C.P. Jones,
Plutarch, 22,




225

initlally remarks that hls exile seemed justified: Dices

tristia et miseranda, dignum tamen 1llum qui haec ipsa studia

incesti scelere macularit (11.4). He immediately adds, how-

ever, that while Licinianus' crime was self-confessed,

incertum utrum quia verum erat, an gquis graviora metuebat

sl negasset (11.5).

This preliminary expression of doubt prefaces

Pliny's account of the trial of Cornelia, Pliny at once
impugns Domitian's motives, to leave the lmpression that
Domitian cruelly and with premeditation sacrificed Cornelia
to feed his own vanity:

Fremebat enim Domitianus aestuabatque in ingenti

invidia destitutus. Nam cum Corneliam Vestalium

maximam defodere vivem concupisset, ut qui inlustrari

saeculum suum eiusmodl exemplis arbitraretur « «
({11.5-6),

Pliny then implies that Cornelia's trial was extra-legal,
and that she was condemned without belng afforded an oppor-
tunity to defend herself-— presumably because Domitian feared
that she would successfully maintain her innocence:
pontificis maximi iure, seu potius immanitate tyranni
licentlia domini, reliquos pontifices non in Regliam sed
in Albsnam villam convocavit. Nec minore scelere quam

guod uleisci videbatur, absentem inauditamque damnavit
incesti . + «» (11l.€),

A scandalous but irrelevant plece of gossip concerning
Domitian's alleged incestuous relationship with his niece
Julla precedes Pliny's factual narrative of Cornelia's
execution:

cum ipse fratris f11llam incesto non polluiasset solum
verum etiam occidisset; nam vidua abortu periit,
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Missl statim pontifices qui defodiendam necandamque
curarent (11.6-7).

An emotional account of the deaths of Cornelia and her para-
mour, an eques named Celer, follows (11,7-11). Pliny uses
all of his rhetorical skill to portray them as the innocent
victims of tyrann}r.":5 His personal opinion, however, 1s less

categorical: nescio an innocens, certe tamguam innocens

ducta est (11.9).
Their innocence was widely maintained, and Pliny
asserts that as a result, ardebat ergo Domitianus et

74
crudelitatis et iniquitatis infamia (11.11). At this

point, Pliny resumes the original thread of his narrative,
and explains why Licinianus may have been innocent of the
crime to which he confessed, Domitian, in his discomfiture,

was searching for scapegoats. Licinianus was arrested, and

1lle ab 1is quibus erat curae praemonetur, si comitium et

virgas patl nollet, ad confessionem confugeret quasi ad

73Cornelia goes to her death crying "Me Caesar
incestam putat, qua sacra faciente vicit triumphavit!" To
reinforce his point, Pliny details an incident designed to
prove her chastity: "Quin etiam cum in illud subterraneum
demitteretur, haesissetque descendenti stola, vertit se ac
recollegit, cumque ei manum carnifex daret, aversata est et
resiluit foedumque contactum quasi plane a casto puroque
corpore novissima sanctitate reiecit omnibusque numeris
pudoris ey dpirawy (17 %1% Ehepfpwv fico el " Celer, while
being flogged to death, insistently cries out: "Quid feci?
nihil feci."

74¢1c. Inv. Rhet. 1,102 and Rhet. Her. 11.49 both
recommend crudelitas as an effective term of invective. It
was widely used to attribute tyrannical cruelty to the indi-
vidual under attack. Cf. J.R. Dunkle, TAPA, 98 (1967) 160;
CW, 65 (1971) 13-14,
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veniam (11.11). He promptly complied, to Domitian's intense
75

relief, and as a result was accorded a lighter sentence:

ipsl vero permisit, si qua posset, ex rebus suis raperet,

antequam bona publicarentur, exsiliumgue molle velut praemium

dedit (11.13).

Thus to advertise the moral severitas of his regime,
Domitian eagerly resorted to false accusation and Jjudicial
murder, thereby inadvertently advertising instead the
despotic nature of hils rule, That 1s the Ilmpression which
Pliny intends to convey to his readerve-an impression
conveyed by innuendo, half-truths, and outright lies,

Pliny relies principally upon telepathic insight
into Domitian's motives, a technique also frequently employed,

for example, by Tacltus in the Agricola. Domitian is enraged

(fremebat « . . asestuabatque) because he passionately desires

(concupisset) to execute Cornelia more veteri, but can find

neither witnesses nor evidence. Self-glorification is his

only motive (ut qui . . . arbitraretur), so transparently so

that he 1s condemned by public opinion. This causes a new
outburst of rage (ardebat . . . infamia), and precipitates a
search for scapegoats, Licinianus is arrested and pleads
guilty, and Domitian concludes an already miserable perform-

ance with a noisy and indiscreetly public sigh of relief

7911,13: "Gratum hoc Domitlano adeo quidem ut gaudio
proderetur, diceretqQue: 'Absolvit nos Licinianus!."

76cr. the synopsis of H.W. Traub, TAPA, 86 (1955) 214,
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("absolvit nos Licinianus®),

Nor does Pliny hesitate to conceal or distort facts
which contradict or weaken his account. He leaves the
impression, for example, that Domitian arbitrarily decided
to condemn Cornelia, although he possessed no evidence that
she was gullty of incest. In fact, this was her second trial.
Suetonius informs us that she previously had been acquitted
in a trial that resulted in the condemnation of three other
vestals.77 Her chastity was already, then, in question,

Suetonius does not share Pliny's doubts about her
gullt, nor that of Celer and Licinianus, Rather, he cites

their trlials and condemnations as an example of how Domitian

ius diligenter et industrie dixit (Dom. 8.1). His account

of the charges brought against Licinianus, and of the reasons
for the latter's non-capital sentence, especially conflict
with Pliny's account. While Pliny asserts that Licinianus

was arrested quod Iin agris suls occultasset Corneliae

libertam (11.11), and received a light sentence because he
agreed to be a scapegoat, Suetonius states that

stupratoresque virgis in Comitio ad necem caedi,
excepto praetorio viro, cul, dubla etiam tum causa et
incertis quaestionibus atque tormentls de semet
professo, exsilium indulsit (Dom. 8.4).

77Dom. 8.4: "Nam cum Oculatls sororibus, item
Varronillae liberum mortis permisisset arbitrium corruptores-
que earum relegasset, mox Cornelism maximam virginem
absolutam olim, dein longo intervallo repetitam atque
convictam defodi imperavit , . " Cf. A.N. Sherwin-White,
ILetters of Pliny, 282.
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Pliny himself carelessly provides confirmation. He

mentlions in passing that Licinianus clementia dlvi Nervae

translabus est in Siciliam (11.14). If Nerva merely changed

his place of exile rather than annul his sentence, then his
gullt, and by implication that of all the parties concerned,
must have been generally adm:l.tt:ed.v8

This, in turn, sheds light on the curilous structure
of that portion of the letter devoted to Cornelia's condem-
nation, Pliny concentrates on Domitian's motives, and on the
death-scene itself, to divert his reader's attention from the
legal aspects of the case, which must have substantiated the
accusations against her and Celer.79 He first lmplies that
i1t was unusual and illegal for the trial to have been con-
ducted in the Alban palace, Roman jurisdiction, however, was
not geographically restricted, and Domitian followed correct
procedure by convenigg the pontifical college in his capacity

of Pontifex Maximus,

Pliny adds that Cornelia was condemned absentem

inauditamque. It does not necessarily follow, however, that

she was deprived of a fair trial. Suetonius' remarks
concerning Licinianus prove that witnesses were examined,
and his account 1s confirmed by the epitome of Dio Cassius,

which adds the significant detail that the witnesses were

78Cf., A.N, Sherwin-White, Letters of Pliny, 282,

79¢r, H.W, Traub, TAPA, 86 (1955) 216.

8OA.N. Sherwin-White, Letters of Pliny, 283,
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examined 2v ﬂﬁ vaegr&y » and not in private (lxvii.3.32).

Pliny's next remark, that Domitian was also guilty
of incest, 1s lnaccurate as well as irrelevant. Domitian's
relationship with his niece Iulla 1is well-attested,el but
according to contemporary Roman law sexual relations between
an uncle and niece no longer constituted incest., A senatus
consultum had been passed to allow the marriage of Claudius
and Agrippina, and at the same time had regularized all such
future relations.82

A purely factual paraphrase of Pliny's account might

read as follows: Domlitian, as Pontifex Maximus, summoned the

other members of the college to deliberate whether the vestal
Cornelia was guilty of incest. While Cornelia and one co-
defendant, Celer, maintained their innocence, another co=~
defendant, Licinianus, pleaded guilty while the trial was in
progress, and received a non-capital sentence. Licinianus'
plea convicted Cornelia, and she and Celer were sentenced to

die more veteri. The sentence was at once carried out by

the college as a whole,
The eplisode therefore reveals, as Suetonius states,

Justice administered diligenter et industrie, and not, as

Pliny claims, immanitate tyranni licentia domini.

81¢f, Suet. Dom. 22.

82@Gai, Inst. I.62-63; Tac. Ann. x1i.7: "decretum
postulat quo lustae inter patruos fratrumque filias nuptiae
etiam in posterum statuerentur." Fully discussed by M.S.
Smith, "Greek Precedents for Claudius' Actions in A.D. 48 and
Later", CQ, n.s. 13 (1963) 139-144.
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The Panegyricus

Upon entry on the consulship, a senator was required
to deliver a speech of thanks to the emperor responsible for
his appointment.83 Pliny describes the speech as an officium,
and it had occasioned a minor liteg:ry genre- the gratiarum

actio (panegyricus is a misnomer). It was a tedious affair

for speaker and audience alike, for as Pliny himself admits,

in ceteris lectorem novitas ipsa intentum habet, in hac nota

vulgata dicta sunt omnia (111.13.2). The abridged version

which Pliny delivered before the Senate must have consisted
of a monotonous catalogue of Trajan's virtues. In its
expanded and published form, however, his speech amounts to

a senatorial'ﬂ%rt fkvx)é(ﬁg « Its purpose 1s expliciltly

didactic: sub titulo gratiarum agendarum boni principes quae
‘ 85
facerent recognoscerent, mali quae facere deberent (Pan. 4.1).

83Pan. 4.,1: "sed parendum est senatus consulto quod
ex utilitate publica placuit, ut consulis voce sub titulo
gratiarum . o "

84§2. 111.18.1: "Officium consulatus iniunxit mihi,
ut rei publicae nomine principi gratias agerem.,"

85cf, Ep. 11i1,18.2: "primum ut imperatori nostro
virtutes suae veris laudlibus commendarentur, deinde ut
futuri principes non quasi a magistro sed tamen sub exemplo
praemonerentur, qua potissimum via possent ad eandem gloriam
niti.," Cf. also T.C, Burgess, Epldeictic Literature (Chicago:
the Unilversity of Chicago Press, 1902) 137- 138; M. Durry (ed.),
Pline, Panegyrique de Trajan (Paris: Societé d'Edition "les
Belles Tattres™, 1938) 21; R. Syme, Tacitus, 94-95; J.W.
Duff, A Literary History of Rome in the Silver Ag_, rev. A.M,.
Durf (3rd ed,, New York: Barnes & Noble, inc., 1964) 430-431;
B. Radice, "Pliny and the Panegyricus", G&R, s.s. 15 (1968)
168.
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The encomlastic genre was well-sstablished in both
Greek and Latin literature, and Pliny borrows extensively
from his predecessors.86 The core of any encomium was a
description of the c¢lvic and martial virtues of the subject,
The four virtues most prized in the tradition were bravery,
sagacity, moderation, and human kindness (which includes
justice).ev Two techniques were commonly employed to 1llus-
trate these virtues— the use of specific examples drawn from
the subject's l1life, and a comparison of the subject with
other flgures, Here the latter technique 1s particularly
relevant, for it was accepted method to stress the virtues
of the good prince by contrasting him with his opposite, the
tyrant.ee Pliny, like Tacitus in the Agricola, relies
heavily upon this technique, contrasting the virtues of
Trajan with the appropriate vices in his predecessors,
particularly Domitian. He achlieves the desired effect of

simultaneously portraying Trajan as the 1deal prince, and

Domitian as the personification of tyranny.

86Particular1y from Xenophon's Agesilaos, Cicero's
ro Marcello, Seneca's de Clementia, and Tacitus' Agricola.
he fundamental study of topol in the Panegyricus remains J.
Mesk, "Zur Quellenanalyse des Plinianischen Panegyricus", WS,
33 (1911) 71-100. For Pliny's use of the Agricola, cf. N.
Terzaghi, "Pre Fonti Secondarie del Panegirico di Plinio",
Maia, 2 (1949) 121-122,

873, Mesk, WS, 33 (1911) 73. The vices broadly
corresponding to these four virtues are cowardice, arrogance,
immoderation (including extravagance and avarice), and
cruelty.

887, Mesk,‘ﬂg, 33 (1911) 76, again cites examples.
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Pliny Implements this technique in his opening
remarks, thereby indicating at the beginning the tactiec
which he intends to pursue throughout. In chapter 1.6, he

prays that libertas fides veritas constet, tantumque a specile

adulationis absit gratiarum actio mea guantum abest a

necessitate. This implies that all such speeches delivered

in Domitian's presence were servile, insincere, and untrue-
flattery encouraged by necessity. Pliny elaborates and
clarifies in the next chapter: quare abeant ac recedant voces

1llae quas metus exprimebat, Nihil quale ante dicamus, nihil

enim quale antea patimur (2.2).

Domitian preferred to be addressed as dominus et
89
deus noster., Dominus itself did not have a pejorative
90
connotation, but the combination dominus et deus must have

outraged the sensibilities of many senetors who still valued

the 1llusion that the princeps was only primus inter pares.

Pliny voices this sense of outrage:

Nusquam ut deo, nusquem ut numini blandiamur; non enim
de tyranno sed de cive, non de domino sed de parente
loguimur. Unum ille se ex nobis-~et hoc magls excelllt
atque eminet, quod unum ex nobis putat, nec¢ minus
hominem se quam hominibus pracesse meminit (2.3-4).

89¢r, Suet. Dom. 13.2; Mart. v.8.1; vi1.34.8. The
title never appears on senatorial or other official edicts,
hence was not official, despite its use in correspondence
between Domitian and his procurators, Cf. S. Gsell, Domltien,
52; E. Mohr, Der Panegyricus des jingeren Plinius als Quelle
fur die Kelsergeschichte bis auf Nervé—TErlangen. Inaug,.
Diss,, 1922) 24,

goPliny consistently addresses Trajan as domine in
their correspondence, Cf. the conclusion of M. Hammond,
"Pliny the Younger's Views on Government"™, HSCPh, 49 (1938)
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Thus the optimus princeps was a clvis-—unum ille se ex nobis,

Pretensions to divinity constituted one of the trappings of
91
tyranny. The passage is highly rhetorical; nevertheless,

Pliny's reaction to the appellation dominus et deus 1is

probably sincere.
He resumes the theme in chapter 11, disparaging
both Titus and Domitlian, Titus delfied his father, and was

deified in turn by Domitian, ille ut deil filius, hic ut
g2

frater videretur (1l.1). In fact, deification was the most

convenient method of ratifying the deceased emperor's acta,
and was so recognized by the Senate itself, When Domitian's
memory was damned, Nerva promulgated a special edict to
ratify his 5335.93 Subsequently, Antoninus Pius expressly
refused to assume the throne until the Senate deified Hadrian,
thereby sanctioning the latter's adoption of Antoninus as

o4
his heilr and successor.

127: "the republicanism of his paneﬁgricus is in fact both a
veneer and an exercise in rhetoric.

91The contrast between tyranny and paternslistic
kingship is a .philosophic commonplace. Cf., Xen. Ages. 7.3;
Arist. Pol. 1315a.41-1315b.1l; Sen. Clem. 1.14. F,.E. Adcock,
"Greek and Macedonian Kingship", PBA, 39 (1953) 165-1686,
neatly defines the philosophic contrast between tyranny and
kingship.

92In Pan., 35.4, on the other hand, Pliny says: "divus
Pitus securitati nostrae ultionique prospexerat, ideoque
numinibus aequatus est . . " Cf. E. Mohr, Panegyricus als
Quelle, 20,

95Pliny E‘Eo 1058.100

94pio Cass. 1xx.l. Of. the full discussion of this
episode iIn J. Beaujeu, La religion romaine a l'apogee de
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Pliny concludes his introductory remarks with a
general criticism of Domitian's character:

Non enim periculum est ne, cum loquar de humanitate,
exprobari sibi superbiam credat; cum de frugalitate,
luxuriam; cum de clementia, crudelitatem, cum de
1iberalitate, avaritiam; cum de benignlitate, livorem;
cum de continentia, libidinem; cum de labore, Inertiam;
cum de fortitudine, timorem. Ac ne illud quidem vereor,
ne gratus ingratusve videar, prout satis aut parum
dixero (3.4-5).

The catalogue of Domitian's faults thus included arrogance,
extravagance, cruelty, avarice, capriciousness, profligacy,

idleness, and cowardicel 1In the body of the Panegyricus,

Pliny elaborates upon four of these vices in particular:
arrogance, cruelty, avarice, and cowardice.95 As noted
above, they form an effective counterpolse to the basic
virtues ascribed to Trajan.

The most sustained antlthesis concerns thelr
respective military achievements, Trajan, brave and
competent, i1s the embodiment of martial virtue, while
Domitian is cowardice and incompetence personified. 1In
chapters 11-18, five traditional themes are developed to
1llustrate his military deficlencies: he is defeated by the
enemy (11); pﬁ?chases peace (12, 16); despoils the provincials

to conceal his defeat (17); fears his successful generals

1'empire (Paris: Sociéte d'Edition "Les Belles Lettres",
955) 49,

95 srrogance (superbia), avarice (avaritia), and
eruslty (crudelitas or saevitia) were three of the five most
common epithets used to describe tyrannical behavior (with
libido and vis); ef. J.R. Dunkle, CW, 65 (1971) 13-15.
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(14, 18); and relaxes military discipline (18).
Pliny begins with a highly rhetoricel allusion to
Domitian's long and bitter conflict with the Daclans, and to
the triumph which he celebrated in 89:
imperator cuius pulsi fugatique non aliud maius habe-
batur indicium, quam si triumpharet. Ergo sustulerant
animos et iugum excusserant, nec¢ iam nobiscum de sua
libertate sed de nostra servitute certabant, ac ne
indutias quidem nisi sequis condicionibus inibant
legesque ut acciperent dabant (11.5).

In the following chapter, he develops a second theme which

is a varlation on the first. Domitian, he says, had to

purchase the settlement which he had been unable to win:

accipimus obsldes ergo non emimus, nec ingentibus damnis

immensisque muneribus paciscimur ut vicerimus (12.2).

In contrast to this display of barbarian arrogance
and imperial ineptitude, Trajan's reputation evoked renewed
respect for Rome, and a properly servile demeanor on the

part of her enemlies: an nunc rediit omnlbus terror, et metus

et votum imperata faciendi (12.1).

The latter statement 13 a common piece of encomiastic
96
rhetoric, and in Trajan's case not altogether appropriate.

His reputation does not in fact seem to have overawed the
97
Dacians, for they provoked the so-called Second Dacian War.,

In addition, the allegation that Domitian's triumph had been

96cr, Xen. Ages. 6.8; Vell. Pat., 11.94.4; Tac. Agr.
22.1; Pan., l4.1l.

97Dio Cass: 1xviii.10.3.
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purchased rather than won is also not without precedent.
Indeed, Pliny may have been inspired by Tacitus' very
similar contrast between Agricola's victory at Mons Graupius
and Domitian's sham triumph over the Chatti. Pliny resumes
this theme 1n chapter 16.3, and the parallel with Taciltus
suggests 1ltself even more strongly:

Accipiet ergo aliquando Capitolium non mimicos currus

nec falsae simulacra victoriae, sed lmperatorem veram

ac solidam gloriam reportantem, pacem tranquillltatem

et tam confessa hostium obsequia, ut vincendus nemo
fuerit,vc

Domitlan's indecislve war against the Daclans seems
to vindlcate Pliny's judgement. However, the same criticisms
apply to his account as to Tacitus'.g9 First, Pliny fails
to mention the revolt of Antonius Saturninus, whilch made a
settlement with the Dacians imperative. Second, he conceals
the impact of the war on the Daclans themselves. The Dacians,
after all, remained qulescent for the remainder of Domitian's
relgn.,

In chapter 14.5, Pliny develops a third theme- the
tyrant's fear of hils successful generals:

11le qui te inter 1psa Germanlae bella ab Hispania
usque ut validissimum praesidium exciverat, iners ipse

alienisque virtutibus tunc gquoque invidus imperator,
cum ope earum indigeret , . .

This theme was also traditional, and recent lmperial history

98¢cf, Agr. 39.1: "inerat conscientia derisul fuisse
nuper falsum e Germania triumphum . . . at nunc veram
megnamque victoriam tot milibus hostium caesls ingenti fama
celebrari,”

99Cf, Agr. 41.2-3, and pp. 98-103 above.
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100
offered concrete examples, Tacitus made a similar remark
101
about Domitian in the Agricola, which again provided

Pliny with a precedent, and perhaps with inspiration. At
this point, however, Pliny's use of the comparative technilque
breaks down completely. Hls statement that Domltian remained
iners when informed of Saturninus! rebellion is an outright
lie, > and his assertion that Domitian was jJealous of

Trajan is contradicted by his subsequent statement that
Trajan was entrusted with additional commands: cum aliis

103
super alias expeditionibus itinere 1llo dignus invenireris.,

This promotion was Trajan's reward for his fidelity during
the rebellion of Saturninus. Clearly, if Domitian had been
afrald of Trajan, he certainly would not have afforded him

104
additional opportunities to display imperatoria virtus.

In chapter 18, this theme coalesces with another
rhetorical commonplace—~the tyrant's relaxation of military
discipline:

Quam speciosum est enim quod disciplinam castrorum

100¢r, Tac. Ann. 11.26.4; x1.19.3; Dio Cass. lxii.
17.5-6, Cf. also pp. 64-65 above,

101lpgr, 39.2: "cetera utcumque facilius dissimulari,
ducis boni imperatoriam virtutem esse,"

102p1ut, Aem. 25; Dio Cass, lxvii.11,5. Cf. G.
Walser, Provincialia, 497-507.

103an4 also by the fact that Trajan was subsequently
consul ordinarius in 91.

104¢r, E. Mohr, Panegyricus als Quelle, 18.
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lapsam exstinctam refovisti, depulso prioris saeculil
malo lnertia et contumacia et dedignations parendli!
Tutum est reverentiam, tutum caritatem mereri, nec
ducum quisquam aut non amari a militibus aut amari

timet « . « Quippe non is princeps qui sibl imminere
8ibl intendi putet, quod in hostes paretur; quae
persuaslio fult illorwn qul hostillia cum facerent
timebant, Iidem ergo torpere militaria studia nec
animos modo sed corpora ipsa languescere, gladios 105
etiam incuria hebetari retundique gaudebant (18.,1-3).

The virtuous prince shares his soldlers' hardships and
training,lo6 is solicitous about their personal health and
welfare,107 and leads them into battle, where hils own valor
provides an example and standard.108 The tyrant, in

contrast, fears even his bodyguard, and to ensure his
survival must disarm the entire populace, for every citizen
i1s his natural enemy.lo9

Pliny's rhetoric is moving, but unconvincing. In
fact, Domitian seems to have been popular with all segments
of the Roman army. The Prastorian Guard, the Emperor!'s

personal bodyguard, was so enraged by his assassination that

it rose against Nerva, and compelled him to execute some of

105A180 practiced (it is alleged) by Marius to win
popularity with the troops of Metellus: Sall, Iug. lxiv.5,

106¢e, Xen. Ages. 1.27; Tac. Ann. xi11.35; Pan. 13.1.

107¢ce, Vell. Pat, 114.1-2; Tac. Agr. 20.,2; Pan. 13.3.

108¢r, Xen. Ages. 6.1-2; Tac. Agr. 35.4.

109The tyrant's fear was well-founded. The
Syracusans immediately revolted against Dionysius I when they
were armed against the Carthaginians: Diod. Sic, xiv.7.6. In

a more philosophic vein, Xen, Hiero 2.9; 6.4, 11; Arist. Pol.
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110
the conspirators, Suetonius adds that the entire army was

aroused, and would have deified and avenged him, nisi duces

defulssent (Dom. 23.1). Domitian was careful to cultivate

the army, personally participating iIn all the wars which
erupted during his reign, and increasing the pay of the
troops by 33% per annum.l11 Hence his well-documented
popularity with the army is readily understandable,

There 1is, then, no evidence to warrant the belief
that Domitian was either cowardly, indeclsive, or unpopular
with the army, and a considerable body of evidence to the
contrary. Pliny's characterization may therefore justly be
regarded as a response to the requirements of the rhetorical
tradition, and as an attempt to ingratiate himself with
Trajan by denigrating Domitian,

In chapter 17, Pliny adds a new variation to the

familiar theme of triumphs purchased rather than wone the

tyrant's cruel abuse of his provincial subjects: videor iam

cernere non spolils provinciarum et extorto sociis auro, sed

hostilibus armis captorumque regum catenis triumphum gravem
112
(17.1). This serves as a transition to Pliny's next

general theme, the tyrant's cruel and arrogant abuse of his

110p1o Cass. 1lxviii.3.3.

11lsyet, Dom. 7.3; Dio Cass. 1lxvii.3.5. Their
figures, however, conflict,

1125, Mohr, Panegyricus als Quelle, 44, naively
argues that this passage does not refer to Domitian because
"Sueton weiss hiervon nichts.”
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subjects at large. Chapter 20 furnishes an elaborate
description:

Quam dissimilis nuper alterius principis transitus! si
tamen transitus ille, non populatio fuit, cum abactus
hospitium exsereret, omniaque dextera laevaque perusta
et attrita, ut si vis aliqua vel ipsl 1111 barbari quos
fugiebat inciderent, Persuadendum provinciis erat
1llud iter Domitiani fuisse, non principis (20.4).

If an historical reference be demanded for this passage, then
Domitian's return from his campaign against the Sarmatians

in 92 seems the most likely possibility.ll3 Pliny undoubitedly
intended, however, the passage to be understood as illus-
trative of Domitian's treatment of the provinclals in general.
Still, there exlsts a significant amount of evidence to dis-
pute his allegation. A notable example of Domitian's
benevolence 1s provided by an inscription from Pisidian
Antioch, A severe famine was in progress, and Domitlan
ordered an inventory of all private grain stores. He compelled
those who possessed grain to market their surplus at a
regulated price, and permitted only a nominal profit.ll4

Since the famine 1s dated to either the winter of 91/92 or

115
92/93 A.D. ~precisely the period which Suetonius seems to

llscf. B. Radice, lLetters and Panegyricus II, 367

n. 2.

1l4por text and commentary, see W.M, Ramsay,
"Studies in the Roman Province Galatia", JRS, 14 (1524) 180-
185, Cf. also Abbott-Johnson, Muniq;pal Administration,
382; D. Magie, Roman Rule, 581; H.W. Pleket, Mnemosyne, 4th
s. 14 (1961) 307-308.

1157, Antistius Rusticus, cited as leg. imp. in the
inscription, was gavernor of Cappadocia-Galatia in 91/92-
93/94; cf. W. Eck, Senatoren, 142,
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indicate as the time when Domitian was inopia rapax (Dom.

3.2)= it 1s significant that he did not take advantage of
this opportunity to sell grain from the imperlal estates at
an exorbitant price.ll6

More appropriately, in a letter addressed to the
procurator of Syria, Domitian rebukes government officials
who requisition animals and 1odgings117-precisely the charge
levelled against him by Pliny. The latter's judgement, then,
does not seem as trustworthy in this regard as the Oracula
Sibyllina, which salute Domitian as a benefactor of the
provinces in general, and of the Orient 1n particular: 8V
'/TA/,VI'C.C OTc’P_gc*Jc'L Fforcz, KaT’ zL'il'é(fov‘L }/ﬁ,?a,/. . . Kal Tow 70US
[the Orientals] Fv’&.(:"kAG;JS' O’T(:‘,fgé( ,uf’/k_(' éﬁ’ ()tfa-rrﬁ/c’a )e/_gc/za,
T ey eI

Malfeasance on the part of emperors and their sub-
ordinates was not unprecedented during the early principate,119
but the criticism is manifestly inappropriate to Domitian's
administration. Once again, Pliny's surrender to the

dictates of rhetoric has resulted in a serious distortion of

the facts.,

llsAn acute point raised by H.W, Pleket, Mnemosyne,
4th s. 14 (1961) 308. The financial crisis may not, however,
have been as severe as Suetonius belleved., See the related
discussion of Pan. 42-43 below,

1178EG xvii.755,

1185, W, Pleket, Mnemosyne, 4th s. 14 (1961) 303,

18:r. Dio. Cass. 1ix.21; 1xiii.11.
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Domitiaen's relations with the army and the provinces
having been treated, . Pliny next turns his attention to his
relations with the inhabitants of Rome itself, In chapters
21-24, a description of Trajan's demeanor on hls entry into
the city 1s used as a device to contrast his modesty with
Domitian's arrogance and insecurity=— traditional traits of
the tyrant's character.120

Pliny outrageously alleges that in contrast to his
predecessors Trajan modestly did not accept the title of

Pater Patriae on his dies imperii, but allowed an lnterval to

elapse before incorporating it into his titulature: nomen

1llud, quod alii primo statim principatus dle ut imperatoris
121
et Caesaris receperunt, tu usque eo distulisti . . . (21.2).

Amongst the alli Pliny undoubtedly includes Domitian, but
122
wrongly. The coinage proves that like Trajan he also did

not accept the title at once; it first appears on the second
123
i1ssue of his reign.

120Pliny strikes the theme most clearly in chapter
22.2: "non de patientia no?tra quendam triumphum, sed de
superbia principum egisti." Again, for superbia as a tradition-
al trait of the tyrant, cf. J.R., Dunkle, TAPA, 98 (1967) 159;
CW, 65 (1971) 13.

121lPertinax was the first emperor to accept the
title on his dies imperii: S.H.A., Pert. 5.

122p, Pichlmayr, T, Flavius Domitianus, 38, drew
thils conclusion, but incautiously failed to examlne the
numismatic evidence,

123¢r, RIC II, 154.1-6; E. Mohr, Panegyricus als
Quelle, 24; M. Durry, Pline, 118.
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Accessibllity is a trait of the modest ruler,
inaccessibility of the tyrant. Regarding himself as only

primus inter pares, the former ls assured of the affection

of his subjects, and particularly that of the aristocracy.
The latter, however, mistrustful and insecure because of his
erimes, regards the citizenry in general and the aristocracy

in particular as an enemy, and hence of necessity remains in
124
seclusion, This 1s the theme of chapter 23:

quod primo statim die latus tuum crederes omnibus.

Neque enim stipatus satellitum manu sed circumfusus
undique nunc senatus, nunc equestris ordinis flore,
prout alterutrum frequentiae genus invaluilsset,

silentes quietosque lictores tuos subsequebare (23.2-3).

Hence, Pliny implies, it was out of fear rather than choice
that Domitian never appeared in public without an escort,
and remained secluded within his Alban palace.125
When he did emerge, his displays of despotic
arrogance were ln sharp contrast to Trajan's self-effacement.
Pliny offers three examples:
Non tu civium amplexus ad pedes tuos deprimis, nec

osculum manu reddis; manet imperatori quae prior oris
humanitas, dexterae verecundia (24.2).

Pliny's malice. seems to have been inspired by an episode,
related only by Suetonius, concerning Domitian's attitude

to Caenis, his father's concubine (Dom. 12.3). The Agricolsa,

124Again, Dionysius I offers an historical parallel:
Diod. Sic. xiv.7. Cf. Pl. Resp. 567d; Xen, Hlero 6,3; Arist,
Pol. 1314a,10~12; Livy xxiv.5.§-6 (Hieronymus of Syracuse),

125Pliny returns to this theme in chapters 47-49,
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however, provides a small detail which indicates that he did
not so receive members of the senatorial order. In chapter
40.3, Tacitus states that Domitian received Agricola brevi
osculo.
Pliny's second example concerns Domitian's fondness

for being transported in a litter:

Ante te principes fastidio nostri et quodam aequalitatis

metu usum pedum amiserant. Illos ergo umeri cervices-

que servorum super ora nostra . « « (24.5).

126
This receives some confirmation from Suetonius, However,

in Suetonius' account vanity rather than arrogance, and

perhaps a physical impairment, emerge as the cause of
127
Domitian's reliance upon lecticae,

His third example occurs much later in the text,
but also concerns Domitlan's attitude toward the senatorial
order, He charges that the tyrant deliberately insulted and
mocked his dinner-guests:

Non enim ante medium diem distentus solitaria cena,
spectator adnotatorque convivis tuls lmmines, nec

leiunis et inanibus plenus ipse <@t) eructans non tam
adponis quam obicis cibos quos dedigneris attingere,
aegreque perpessus superbam illam convictus simulationem,
rursus te ad clandestinam ganeam occultumque luxum
refers (49.6).

Like the first example cited above, this passage may also

126pom, 19.

127Dpom. 18: "postea calvitio quoque deformis et
obesitate ventris et crurum gracilitate, quae tamen el
valitudine longa remacruerant." Surprisingly, Pliny does
not cite this as an example of Domitian'!s 1dleness, a vice
referred to in chapter 3.
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refer to a specific occasion- the macabre dinner-party
which 1s described in detail by Dio Cassius (1lxvii.9.1-5).
The affalr was certainly in poor taste, and probably betrays
tinges of cruelty, but the absence of corroborative evidence
suggests that this inclident was a notorious exception rather
than the norm. Suetonius, as was his custom, discusses
Domitian's dining habits in some detail.128 His account
refutes Pliny's assertion that Domitlan regularly insulted
his guests. Similarly, while he testifies that Domitlan was
accustomed to take his main meal during the day, he does not
corroborate Pliny's allegation that the Emperor was a
glutton.129

Thus the four examples of despotic arrogance which
Pliny cltes to 1llustrate why Domitian was hated by the
aristocracy, and accordingly was insecure and withdrawn,
prove in three instances to be historically inaccurate or
susceptible of a more innocent explanation, and in one
instance to betray poor taste and possibly a cruel sense of
humor. Certainly, however, all four examples reflect the
acute sensitivity of the senatorial order to infringements

of 1ts dignitas, and eloquently attest the degree of tact

which any emperor would need to show in order to avoid

128pom. 21: "convivabatur frequenter ac large, sed
paene raptim.”

129pom. 21: "ac lavabat de dle prandebatque ad
satietatem, ut non temere super cenam praeter Matlianum malum
et modicam in ampulla potiunculam sumeret.”
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creating 1ll-feeling., Therefore, these passages, even 1if
factually untrustworthy, do exemplify the kind of pitfalls
which awaited any emperor. Against this background, and
given Domitian's particular fallings, especially his tactless
fondness for public display of the trappings of monarchy,130
it 1s not difficult to envisage how his behavior might have
created 111-will in the Senate, the thin end of the wedge
which destroyed his always fragile relationship with the

Senate and ultimately caused hlis assassination and damnation.

His fondness  for belng addressed as dominus et deus,

previously discussed, 1s pertinent in thls respect,
Addressing himself to the conglaria distributed by
Trajan, Pliny transitions to Domitian's attitude toward the
Roman masses, Since Domitlan had subsidized them as
generously as Trajan, Pliny wisely chose to contrast theilr
motives rather than the amounts of their benevolence,
Domitian is first maligned as a murderer: nemo lam parens
filio nisl fragilitatis humanae vices horret, nec inter

insanabiles morbos principis ira numeratur (27.1). Then in

the following chapter, Pliny cleverly argues that a resultant
bad conscience motivated his various distributions,

quasl vero lam satls veneratus miratusque sim quod

" tantam pecuniam profudisti, non ut flagitii tibil
conscius ab Insectatione elus averteres famam, nec ut
tristes hominum maestosque sermones laetliore materia
detineres. Nullam conglario culpam, nullam alimentis

130Reasons.of state, however, also persuaded Domitlan
to pursue this course; cf, the extended discussion on pp.
286~297 below,
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crudelitatem redemisti, nec tibl bene faciendl fult
causa ut quae male feceras ilmpune fecisses (28.2).101

Suetonius confirms the wide variety of games and
contests which Domitian staged to entertain the Roman plebs,

as well as his lavish gifts and formal congliaria (Dom. 4).

He also catalogues a varlety of measures which further
demonstrated Domitian's liberality, among them the cancellation

of debts outstanding to the aerarium Saturnl for more than

132
five years, and the confirmation of thelr possession of
133
subsiciva to those squatting on them (Dom. 9). Suetonius

did not, however, regard these acts of generosity as the
products of a guilty conscience, but as proofs non

abstinentiase modo sed etiam liberalitatis (Dom. 9.1). His

account 1s confirmed by Dio Cassius, who also cites 1instances
of Domitian's liberality to the plebs without suggesting
that he had an ulterior motive (lxvii.4.4-5),

Pliny attempted to buttress his argument by citling
one historical example of Domitian's contempt for the masses:
Nemini impietas ut solebat obiecta, quod odisset
gladiatorem; nemo e spectatore spectaculum factus
miseras voluptates unco et ignibus expiavit. Demens
1lle verique honoris ignarus, qui crimina malestatis

in harena colligebat, ac se despici et contemni, nisl
etiam gladlatores eius veneraremur (33.3-4).

131lcer, Pan. 28.3: "quodque antea principes ad
odium sul leniendum tumentibus plebis animis obisctabant . . "

132m™h1s conflicts with a passage in Pan. 40.5,
probably aimed at Domitian: "alius ut contumacibus irasceretur,
tarditatemque solvendi dupli vel etiam quadrupli irrogatione
multaret . . o .

133¢onfirmed by CIL IX. 5420,
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A very similar story appears in Suetonlius, who relates that
Domitian threw a spectator to the dogs in the arena (Dom. 10).
This indicates that some such episode occurred, but also
suggests that it was unique rather than indicative of a
bitter rift between Domitian and the plebs.134 Suetonius

confirms this suspicion in his summary remarks, recording

that occisum eum populus indifferenter . . . tulit (Dom.

23.1). This implies that the masses did not share the
senatorial order's hatred of Domitian, and that Pliny's
account 1s a gross exaggeration,

Cowardice, cruelty, and arrogance were signal trailts
of the tyrant's character. Similarly, avarice, In chapter
50,5, Pliny condemns Domitian's widespread confiscation of
property as a manifestation of his greed:

Circumfertur sub nomine Caesaris tabula ingens rerum
venalium, quo fit detestanda avaritia 1llius, qui tam
multa concupiscebat, cum haberet supervacua tam multa,

Pum exitialis erat apud principem huiec laxior domus,
1111 amoenior villa ., . .

135
No political motive 1s suggested by Pliny; rather, 1like
136
Juvenal, he expects the tyrant to be jealous of the

possessions of.others, and to regard the entire world as

his private estate: nec unius oculis flumina montes maria

deserviunt, Est quod Caesar non suum videat . . . (50.1-2).

134E, Mohr, Panegyricus als Quelle, 42, unsatis-
factorily attempts to explain away this episode.

1351In contrast to Suet, Dom. 12.1-2 and Dio Cass.,
1XV11.4.5. N

136 1uv. 1v.53-55.
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Avaritia 1s a standard charge in Roman political

i37
invective, and it would be surprising 1f Pliny did not
accuse Domitian of 1t, The available evidence, however,
suggests that the confiscations of property which occurred
during his reign were the direct result of delation rather
than avarice,

In the imperial administration there was no official
charged with the duty of prosecuting persons suspected of
serious crimes, and particularly of malestas. Delation
evolved as a substitute, but was prone to abuse because a
successful prosecutor was usually awarded a large percentage
(and in some cases, all) of the property of the condemned.
Hence delation could be a financial or political weapon as
well as a strictly judicial proceeding.

As the wealthlest order in the State, and as the
order traditionally most deeply involved in conspiracy
against the Princeps, the senatorial order was doubly
vulnerable., During the first half of his reign, Domitian
vigorously suppressed delation designed to enrich the fiscus
(Dom. 9.3). In the aftermath of the conspiracies of 87 and
89, however, the delators were unleashed, and an undetermined

138
number of senators prosecuted and condemned. As & result,

137¢ce. J.R. Dunkle, CW, 65 (1971) 15.

' 138Neither the date on which the delators resumed
their activities, nor the number of their victims, can be
pinpointed. The Stoics alone are speciflied in the sources,
Cf. ppe. 121-122 above and p. 297 n. 75 below.
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the atmosphere of reciprocal suspicion which already clouded
Domitlan's relations with the Senate deteriorated 1nto an
atmosphere of deep and 1ll-concealed hostility. Chapters
34-35 and 42-43 mirror the Senate's bitterness; it remains
to examine these remarks, and to determine for what purpose
the Emperor renewed delation.

Pliny sounds two themes in chapter 34: the corruption
of wills, and the insecurity of those in high position. He
presents Domitian's alleged motives, and concludes with a
rhetorical parallel between Trajan's restoration of military
discipline and domestic tranquillity?

Vidimus delatorum agmen inductum « . . nulla iam
testamenta secura, nullius status certus; non orbltas,
non liberi proderant. auxerat hoc malum partim I, .

partim] avaritia. advertisti oculos &tgue ut ante
castris, ita postea pacem foro reddidisti (34,1-2).

The remalinder of chapters 34-35 1s devoted to a
highly colored description of Trajan's relegation of the
delators. Several chapters on his tax reform follow, then a
detailed account of the earlier delatorial activity. Pliny
stresses Domitian's avarice, and employs the comparative tech-
nique to develop a moral: while Trajan's unlimited generosity
produced inexhaustible abundance, Domitian's unquenchable
greed only resulted in continued penury (41l.1-2).

The insecurity of men in high position— cne of the
two themes touched upon in chapter 34~ 1is the subject of
chapter 42, The tyrant's avarice exposed the possessors of
great wealth to false accusation, unjust condemnation, and

confiscation of property: locupletabant et fiscum et serarium
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non tam Voconiase et ITuliae leges, quam malestatis singulare

et unicum crimen, eorum quil crimine vacarent., Huius tu metum

penitus sustulisti . . . (42.1). Pliny emphasizes that

accusations were lodged by disloyal slaves permitted access

to the tyrant: non enim iam servi nostri principis amici sed

nos sumus, nec pater patriae alienis se mancipiis cariorem

quam civibus suis credi;é Omnes accusatore domestico
9
liberasti . . « (42.3).

Chapter 43 takes up the remaining theme, the
corruption of wills, The tyrant eagerly connived, 1f he was

named part helr to the estate in question: in eodem genere

ponendunm est, quod testamenta nostra secura sunt, nec unus

omnium nunc quia scriptus, nunc quia non scriptus heres. Non

tu falsis non to iniquis tabulis advocaris (43.1).

Domitian was neither the first emperor to be accused
of unjustly condemning senators to death as a pretext for
confiscating their property, nor the first to be accused of
tampering with wills.l4o Pliny's allegations, however, find
some support in other sources., Suetonius states that
Domitian's building program, shows, and increase in the pay
of the soldlers provoked a serious financial crisis, and

that ultimately, bona vivorum ac mortuorum usgquegquague

139¢f. Pan. 42.4: "grata sunt tamen recordantibus
principem 11lum In capita dominorum servos subornantem,
monstrantemque crimina quae tamquam delata puniret o . "

140Cf. Suet. Nero 32.
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quolibet et accusatore et crimine corripiebantur (Dom. 12).

It 18 of particular relevance to Pliny's remarks about dis-
loyal slaves that Dio adds that while Domitian consistently
destroyed hils agents when they were no longer of use to him,
he was especially careful to eliminate slaves who had pro-
vided evidence against their masters (lxvii.l.4). In the
Agricola, Tacitus asserts that his father-in-law bequeathed
a portion of his estate to the tyrant to safeguard the whole
from confiscation (43.4).

Tacitus, however, carefully refrains from cate-
gorically stating that Domltian actually accepted the
inheritance. To the contrary, his ambiguity is a very strong
indication that the Emperor declined it.14l Agricola's
death and the famine in Antioch-in-Pisidia both occur pre-

cisely in the period when Suetonius seems to depict Domitian

as inopla rapax. If Domitian did not take advantage of

either opportunity, then the financial crisis may not have
been as desperate as Suetonius believed.142 Hence it 1is
distinctly possible that in his assessment of Domitian's
confiscations,. Suetonius has confused cause and effect.,

Confiscatlon of the bona damnatorum was a regular pesnalty

l4lcr, p, 119 above.,

142 accuracy of Suetonius' account has long been
in dispute, Cf, in particular R. Syme, "The Imperial Finances
under Domitian, Nerva and Trajan", JRS, 20 (1930) 55-70; and
C.H.V. Sutherland, "The State of the Imperial Treasury at the
Death of Domitian", JRS, 25 (1935) 150-162,
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for capital crimes, and would normally result from condem-
nation for malestas. Since, however, the Senate understand-
ably found it distasteful to admit that any senator executed
by Domitian for maiestas merited the penalty, a tradition
naturally developed which ascribed more odious motives to
him. Therefore the allegation that the penalty inspired the
prosecution must be approached with caution, and proven, not
assumed,

Pliny's remarks concerning delation harbor a
significant deception, the claim in chapter 42 that slaves
and freedmen were the principal delators, The powerful
senatorial delators who appear in Taclitus, Suetonius,
Juvenal, and even in his own Epistulae, are never mentioned.
Why did Pliny so construct his account? The famous dinner
which he describes, at which Nerva and the infamous Fabricius
Veiento reclined and conversed together,l44 may provide the
answer, The most highly placed delators, those of consular
rank, apparently remained on good terms with both Nerva and
Trajan., It would have been imprudent for Pliny to rebuke them
openly., Hence: the vague rhetoric of chapters 34-35, and the

misleading diatribe against slaves and freedmen in chapter

143¢p, P. Garnsey, Social Status and Legal Privilege
in the Roman Empire (Oxford: the Clarendon Press, 1970) 112=-
113; and A.A.M. Jones, The Criminal Courts of the Roman
Republic and Principate (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1972) 110,

144pp, 1v.22.
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42, Pliny made his point, but without namlng names.
In additién to cowardlice, arrogance, cruelty, and
avarice, hostility to virtue is another frequently encountered
aspect of tyrannical behavior., Tacitus describes Domitian's

relgn as saseva et infesta virtutibus tempora in the preface

of the Agricola. Pliny supplies three rhetorical examples:
the suppression of virtue, and of those who display it (44-
45); the promotion of vice to ensure the eradication of
virtue (45); and suppression of the liberal arts, which
stimulate virtue in their adherents (47).

Pliny begins by applauding Trajan's reign as

reminiscent of the halcyon days of the Republic: eadem quippe

sub principe virtutibus praemia quae in libertate o . . (44.

6)s This passage recalls the preface of the Agricola, where
Nerva 1is praised for fusing two previously irreconcillable
elements, liberty and the Principate.(3.1). Pliny appends a
Stoic concept found in both Seneca and Tacitus (nec bene

146
factis tantum ex conscientia merces) before introducing

his general theme, the tyrant'!s hostility to virtue, in the

following sentence: amas constantiam civium, rectosque ac

vividos animos non ut alii contundis ac deprimis, sed foves

et attollis (44.6)., The theme 1is sounded more clearly, how-

ever, In chapter 45.,2: ~bonos autem otio sut situ abstrusos

et quasi sepultos non nisl delationibus et periculis in lucem

145¢f, P. Garnsey, Social Status, 50,
14 ‘ ‘

6 N
Cf. Sen. Ep. ad Luc. 81; Tac. Agr. 1.2,
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ac diem proferebant.

While Pliﬁy may have drawn immediate inspiration
for this passage from the Agricola (39.2), the suppression
of virtue under tyranny was originally formulated as an
abstract concept by Plato, and recurred in political
theorists and historians alike.l48 As a corollary, Plato
and Aristotle further belleved that the tyrant would
assoclate with men of similar character.149 Such men could
never represent a threat to his position, for since they were
devoid of virtue, their well-being depended upon his own.
The virtuous man, on the other hand, had to be suppressed at
all costs. This 1s the genesis of the following passage:

Et priores quidem principes « « « Vvitils potius civium
quam virtutibus laetabantur, primum quod in alio sua
quemgue natura delectabat, deinde quod patientiores
servitutis arbitrabantur, quos non deceret esse nisi

servos, horum in sinum omnia congerebant « « « (45.
1'2 ) L) 150

151
Trajan, in contrast, chose his friends ex optimis (45.3),

a sign of his innate virtue.

To 8ll of this, there is a short answer, The

147p1, Resp. 567c.

148pr1st, Pol. 1284a.26-33; Xen. g;ggg 5.1-2.

149p1, Grg. 510; Arist, Pol. 1314a.1-10,

150png of Pan. 68.3: "a malo principe tamquam
succesgsor timeatur quisquls est dignior, cum sit nemo non

dignior, omnes timentur."

151Tronically, this is considered by Arist. Pol.
1315a,4-7 as a safeguard of tyranny.
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virtuous Nerva.and Trajan were associates of the tyrant who
benefited from his tyranny. Similarly, two senators of
lower standing, Tacltus and Pliny himself, Domitian's reign
was therefore presumably not quite as hostlle to virtue as
they pretend.

The third example c¢ited, the tyrant's suppression
of the liberal arts, again seems to reflect Pliny's use of
the Agricola. His praise of Trajan's encouragement of the

arts-quem honorem dicendil magistris, quam dignationem

sapientiae doctoribus habes-{47.1)=was probably prompted by

the inverse remarks addressed to Domitian in Agricola 2.2:

expulsis insuper sapientiase professoribus atque omni bona
152
arte in exilium acta . . . Pliny develops the antithesis

at length, again sounding the fundamental theme, that the
tyrant must suppress all manifestations of virtue in order

to secure his own position:

ut sub te spiritum et sanguinem et patriam recsperunt
studial! quae priorum temporum immanitas exsiliis
puniebat, cum sibi vitiorum omnium conscius princeps
Inimicas vitiis artes non odio magls quam reverentis

relegaret (47.1).
153

While this particular variant also has precedents, more

importantly, it is the only example based upon a known
historical event: the expulsion of the philosophers in 93 or
94 A.D.

152cr, N. Terzaghi, Maia, 2 (1949) 121-122,
153¢e, Arist. Pol. 1313b.1, as well as Agr. 2.2.
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Like Tacitus, Pliny conceals both the scope and
cause of the expulsion. In fact, it was not universal, but
directed against those phllosophers known to be engaged 1n
or provoking seditious activity. The most notorious critilcs
of the principate thus removed were the philosophical advisers
of the Stoic party in the Senate, previously banished by Nero
and Vespasian., To many people their removal appeared
completely justified, and there is no evlidence that Domitian's
"suppression" of the liberal arts extended any farther.ls4
Thls allegation may also, therefore, be regarded as
conventional rhetoric,

Having considered five of the cardinal vices of
tyrants in general and Domitian in particular (cowardice,
arrogance, cruelty, avarice, and hostility to virtue), Pliny
returns to a theme previously considered 1in another context,

Domitian's inaccessibility. This prefaces the most sustained

flow of emotionally-charged rhetoriec in the entlire Panegyricus,

the climax of Pliny's contrast between the tyrant and the
virtuous prince. The subject is Domitlan's futile attempt
to avoid retribution, and hls eventual murder by those who
desplsed and feared him the most—hls own servants.

A description of Domitian's seclusion inaugurates

the theme: nullae obices nulli contumeliarum gradus superatis-

que 1am mille liminibus ultra semper aliqua dura et obstantia

154¢cr, pp..27-28 nn. 50-52 above.
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(47.5). The virtuous Trajan, confident of his subjects!

devotion and respect, 1s accessible to all--ipse autem ut

excipis omnes, ut exspectas (48.1)~--but does not compel any-

one to remain in constant attendance:
Et admittente principe interdum est aliquid quod nos
domi quasl magis necessarium teneat: excusatl semper
tibi nec umquam excusandi sumus (48.2).

With attendance at court voluntary rather than mandatory,

and with access to the imperial presence easy rather than

difficult, ltaque non albi et attoniti, nec ut periculum

capitis adituri tarditate, sed securi et hilares cum commodum

est convenimus (48.1). Under these circumstances, those who

formerly had dreaded Domitian's presence, and hastened to
leave after their audlence, now lingered to enjoy the company

of a virtuous prince: nec salutationes tuas fuga et vastitas

sequitur: remoramur resistimus ut in communi domo . . o (48.3).

Pliny switches in mid-sentence to a related theme,
Domitian, like all tyrants, relies upon terror to suppress
hatred for his regime., This, however, only inspires further
hatred, and necessitates more intensive and widespread
violence:

quam nuper illa lmmanissima belua plurimo terrore
munierat, cum velut quodam specu inclusa nunc
propinquorum sanguinem lamberet, nunc se ad
clarissimorum civium strages caedesque proferret.
obversabantur forlbus horror et minae et par metus
admissis et exclusis; ad hoc ipse occursu quoque
visuque terribllis: superbia in fronte, ira in oculis,
femineus pallor in corpore, in ore impudentia multo
rubore suffusa.. non adire quisquam non adloquil
audebat, tenebras semper secretumgue captantem, nec
umquam ex solitudine sua prodeuntem, nisi ut
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155
solitudinem faceret (48.3=5),

Thus 1like all tyrants Domitian is trapped in a vicious
circle, compelled to commit additional atrocitles to avoid
retribution for those already committed. As the number of
his viectims expands, however, the hatred and fear aroused in
his own instruments rises in direct proportion. Ultimately,
to save their own lives they conspire against him, and he
falls victim to a plot formed within his own household:
1lle tamen, quibus sibi parietibus et muris salutem
suam tueri videbatur, dolum secum et inslidias et
ultorem scelerum deum inclusit. dimovit perfregitque
custodias Poena, angustosque per aditus et obstructos
non secus ac per apertas fores et invitantia liminag
irrupit: longe tunc 1111 divinitas sua, longe arcana

illa cubilia saevique secessus, in quos timore et
superbia et odio hominum agebatur (49,.1).

Pliny's moral is clear. Arms and fortifications do
not afford the unjust ruler security agalinst the habred of
his subjects. Virtue is the only shield upon which a ruler
can rely, for the virtuous prince is revered and protected
by all his subjects, and does not require a bodyguard.

Pliny makes the point himself:
Discimus experimento fidissimam esse custodliam

principis innocentiam ipsius. haec arx inaccessa, hoc
inexpugnabile munimentum, munimento non egere (49.3).

155The tyrant was often likened to a savage beast
(immanis belua) in Roman literature; c¢f. Cic. Off, 111.32;
Rep. 11.48; i1i.45; Livy xxix.17.11-12; Sen. Clem. 1.25.1;
1.26,4, Similarly, there is a well-defined description of
the tyrant's face to which Pliny adheres; cf. Rhet. Her., 1iv.
68; Cic. Verr. ii.5.161; Sen. Controv. ii S.4; Tac. Agr. 45.
2. Both points are fully discussed by J.R. Dunkle, Cw, 65
(1971) 14, 18-19, -
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The moral is traditional, Similarly, Pliny's
themes~— the tyrant's inaccesslbility, the fear and hatred
which his regime arouses among the aristocracy, his use of
terror to suppress their discontent, and the ultimate act of
retribution—are all rhetorical commonplaces. Nevertheless,
for once Pliny's rhetoriec is in accord with the historical
evidence provided by other sources.

Inaccessibility was regarded by Greek political

theorists as a preconditlion for the perpetuation of tyranny.

157
Plato dwelled at length on this state of affsairs, and
158
discussion recurs in Xenophon and Aristotle. As Domitian
159

displayed reclusive tendencies throughout his reign, he
was naturally vulnerable to this criticism. However, Pliny's
remarks do contain an element of truth. If in the first
half of his reign Domitian's alcofness was a matter of
temperament, after the revolts of 87 and 89 fear of assassi-

nation also encouraged him to isolate himself from potential

156Pliny seems to be drawing directly upon Sen.
Clem, 1.19.6: "Unum est inexpugnabile munimentum amor civium."
Cf. Clem. 1.13.4-5; Xen. Ages. 1l; and more pragmatically,
APiSt. .22_]_:. 1315b07"80

157Resp. 567d.

158yen., Hiero 6.3; Arist. Pol, 1314a.10-12, It is
also a characteristic of tyrants in Roman rhetorical models;
ef. Livy xxiv.5.3-6 (Hieronymus of Syracuse).

159¢f, Suet. Dom. 3.1, where Domitian's withdrawal
1s self-imposed.
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160 .
conspirators. In this instance, therefore, the rhetorical

characteristic accurately depicts Domitian's state of mind
during the latter half of his reign.

Pliny's description of the fear evoked by a summons
to attend Domitian is supported by Juvenal, who twlce refers
to the terror under which Domitian's consilium 1abored.161
Pliny then cltes two examples-— Domitian's murder of his own
relatives,162 and his broader attack on the senatorial order
as a wholeles-to i1llustrate his attitude toward the Senate,
and to show how he coped with overt opposition and dis-
content, While Pliny does not furnish specific evidence,
Suetonius and the epitome of Dio Cassius do provide detalls
which substantiate his general outline. Dio cites a dinner-
party, an early example of "black comedy", which suggests
that Domitian's sense of humor bordered on the macabre
(1xvii.9.1—5).164 In his adolescence, Domitian's personality
was tinged with cruelty,165 and according to Suetonius

during his reign this unfortunate trait of character mani-

160In contrast to 3.1, Dom. 14.4 suggests that his
isolation 1s now designed to secure him from assassination.

161l1uv, 1v.73-75, 144-146,

1627The executions of Flavius Sabinus (Dom. 10.4)
and Flavius Clemens (Dom. 15.,1) are meant.

163cf, Suet. Dom. 10,2-4; Tac. Agr. 45; Dio Cass.,
1xvii.12-14,3. -
164cf. pp. 245-246 above.

16%:¢. Suet. Dom. 3.1.
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fested itself 1n his relations wilith the Senate in a manner
consonant with the mood of fear and uncertainty which Pliny
describes.166 Hence despite the traditional nature of
Pliny's themes,167 and allowing for the fact that his
sinister description is certalnly exaggerated, there is
sufficient corroborative evidence to permit the conclusion
that his rhetoric had some basis in fact. Domitian's
relations with the Senate were poisoned in large part by his
personality, and the actions arising therefrom.

The assassination of Domitian, the c¢limax of Pliny's
treatment of his tyranny, 1s another rhetorical model which
coincides neatly with historical fact. Suetonius carefully
points out that Domitian's household did not conspire
against him until he became a threat to his freedmen and
relatives.168 Epaphroditus, who occupled the high position

of a libellis, 1s the first attested victim, and Suetonius

and Dio Cassius agree that he was put to death as an object-
169
lesson because he had assisted Nero to commit suicide. In

166G0f, the fall of Arrecinus Clemens (Dom. 11l.1),
and the manner in which Domitian toyed with the Senate when
demanding a capital penalty (Dom. 11.2-3).

167The tension which exists between the tyrant and
the aristocracy 1s noted by Pl, Resp. 567c¢; and Xen. Hiero
3.8; 5,1; 6.2-3; 7.7. Arist., Pol. 1313b.6-7 explicitly
states that the tyrant should keep the residents of the city
in attendance at his gates so that he can keep an eye on
them, Cf. Iuv. iv.64,

168pio Cass., 1xvii.15,1-4 supports Suetonius'
account, and provides additional details,

1693 et. Dom. 14.4; Dio Cass. lxvii.ld.4.
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the spring of 95, Domitian next executed his only remaining

adult male relative, Flavius Clemens, This especially,
170
Suetonius states, hastened hls own destruction. In the

end, Domitian was murdered by Stephanus, & procurator of
Flavia Domitilla (the wife of Flavius Clemens, relegated to
Pandateria after her husband's execution)}vl himself under
indictment for embezzlement.172 The conspiracy allegedly
included Domitian's wife and both praetorian prefects,lw5 as
well as the freedmen Parthenius, Satur, Entellus, and
Clodianus., Thus Domitlan perished, in the best rhetorical
tradition, at the hands of his own intimates.

Structurally, chapter 49 concludes Pliny's account
of Domitlan's abuse of his various subjects. One central
aspect of his tyranny, however, reﬁains: his relationshilp
with the gods. Aristotle wrote that the tyrant who wished
to be popular with his subjects should be pious and zealous

174
in his support of the varlous cults, Pliny alleges, how-

ever, that Domitian impiously erected his own images in the

170pom, 15.1: "quo maxime facto maturavit sibi
exitium."

171pjo Cass. 1xvii.l14.2. Revenge, as well as the
threat to his own person, may have motivated Stephanus.

172syet, Dom. 17.1: "Stephanus, Domitillae procurator
et tunc interceptarum pecuniarum reus, consilium operamque
obtulit,"
§ 4
173pio's ws pe Kht,avwrrkg raises doubts: 1lxvii.l5.2,

174p51. 1314b.38-13158.3.
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temples:

At paulo ante adlitus omnes gradus totagque area hinc
auro hinc argento relucebat, seu potius polluebatur,
cum incesti principis statuls permixta deorum simulacra
sorderent (52.3).

He then compounded this crime by offering sacrifices to his
images:

Ante quidem ingentes hostlarum greges per Capitolinum
iter magna suil parte velut intercepti devertere via
cogebantur, cum saevissimi domini atrocissima effigies
tanto victimarum cruore coleretur, quantum ipse humani
sanguinis profundebat (52,7).

Profanity, so Pliny concludes, is thus to be added to his
list of vices,

Impiety, however, is yet another attribute normally
175
attributed to the tyrant in Roman political rhetoric.

Hence the charge must be carefully weighed. Suetonius and a
host of other sources provide abundant evidence of Domitian's
plety. He maintained a special relationship with the goddess

Minerva, 1ln whose honor he annually celebrated the Quin-
quatria,176 and to whom he dedicated two temples.177 He also
restored the Capitolium,178 lavishly celebrated the Quin-
quennial Games in honor of Iupiter Capitolinus,179 and

1751t is characteristic of the tyrant of the contro-
versia; cf. Sen. Con. Ex. v.8; ix.4; J.R. Dunkle, CW, 65

TIs71) 15.
176pom, 4.4,

177yert, 1.2; 1v.53.1-2; Chron., a. 354, p. 146;
Hieron. ab Abr. 2105,

178Dpom. 5; Mart. vi.10; ix.1.5, 3.7; x111.74.2;
Stat., Silv. 1.6.1023 111.4.,105; iv.3.16, 3,161; v.1.191.

179D0m. 4 [ ] 40
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180
dedicated a new temple to Iupiter Custos. A number of

other cult figures also benefited. Domitian restored the
181 182
temple of Augustus, the temple of Castor and Pollux,
183
and the Iseum and Serapeun, and dedicated new temples to
184 185 186
Tuno, Ianus Quadrifons, Hercules, and Fortuna
187
Redux, Hence his piety, as his stern morality, is well
188
documented.
189
Although a few scattered references remaln,

Pliny concludes his account of Domitian's tyranny with
chapter 52.4-5, which rhetorically describes the Senate's
vengeful reaction to his death. Reaffirming the dual purpose
of the Panegyricus, Pliny then justifies his reliance upon

the comparative technique:

futuros sub exemplo praemonere nullum locum nullum esse
tempus, quo funestorum principum manes a posterorum

180pom, 5; Tac. Hist. 111.74; Mart. vi.l1l0.3.

181 art, 1v.53.1.

182y rt, 1x.3.11,

183yart, 11.14.7; Eutropius 7.23.

184y rt. ix.3.9.

185gtat. S1lv. 1v.1.13, 3.9

186 art. ix.3.11, 64, 65, 101.

187Mart. viii.6s,

188Domitian's religiosity has been studied at length
by K. Scott, The Imperial Cult under the Flavians (Stuttgart/
Berlin: W, Kohlhammer, 1936). :

189ps pticularly Pan. 54.3-4, 58.3-4, and 76,3-5,
which will be discussed in the following chapter,
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exsecratlionibus conqulescant « + « « sic maxime laudari
incolumem Imperatorem, sl priores secus meriti
reprehendantur (53.,5-6).

It should now be clear that while this technique is
1deally sulted for Pliny's purpose, its black and white

contrast of personalities produces in the Panegyricus the

same kind of dlstortion found in the Agricola. Clearly, the
more rigorously the technique 1s applied, the more distorted
the resulting portralt is likely to be. Pliny never deviates
from thls technique, and applies it blindly to a traditional
catalogue of vices., The resulting portrait of Domitian, as
has been shown, and as would be expsected, 1is very far from
the truth. The only sustained antithesis which finds some
corroboration in the historical sources is the collection of
four rhetorical themes which culminate in Domitian's assassi-
nation by his own household.

The moulds into which Domitian and Trajan are forced
do not fit either ruler. Historically, then, their character-

izations in the Panegyricus are of little value, Apart from

concrete detalls concerning electoral procedure, the most

important insight to be gained from the Panegyricus is that
provided by th; numerous illustrations of extreme senatorial
sensitivity to slights real and imagined against the order's
dignitas. Even 1f historically inaccurate, the various
examples of imperial arrogance which Pliny cites show how
delicately the imperilal system was balanced, and how easily
it could collapse, They also provide an insight into what
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may have been the single most Important cause of the 111~
feeling which arose between Domitian and the Senate-- the
Emperor's tactless, autocratic, and at times cruel

personality,



v
DOMITIAN AND THE SENATE

Tacitus and Pliny, spokesmen for the senatorial
tradition, stand convicted of repeated and deliberate
distortion. Their accounts of Domitian's personality and
administration are highly rhetorical, and almost always
devoild of historical accuracy. Written to serve their
eauthors' purposes, they may properly be defined as propaganda
(in the modern sense of the term). Nevertheless, their lurid
descriptions of Domitian's allegedly brutal tyranny satisfied
the emotional and political needs of a broader audience, the

senatorial order as a whole, Damnatio memoriase constituted

belated vengeance for crimes real and imagined against the
institutions and members of the Senate. The severe and
unrelenting judgements of the historian and panegyrist are
in the same tradition, a more elaborate and polished form of

damnatio memorise. To the senatorial audience which listened

to or read the Agricola, Historiae, and Panegyricus, 1t was

of little consbquence that thelr rhetorical content was not
historically accurate, They were well received because they
mirrored the order's subjective judgement of Domitian's
reign, Since their rhetorical content renders these three
primary sources historically untrustworthy, however, the

modern scholar must sift through the lamentable wreckage of

270
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the other extant ancient sources in an attempt to uncover
the real reasons for the condemnation of Domltian's memory.

No human personality remains statiec for long periods
of time, If a monarch is detested for his wickedness at the
end of his reign, 1t does not follow that he was bad from the
beginning. The impact of people and events upon his person-
ality must be taken into consideration. It was true of
Tiberius, and of Domitian as well.1

Initially, Domitian seems to have made an earnest
effort to establish amicable relations with the Senate, His
vigorous suppression of delation was undoubtedly popular.

Suetonius says that calumnia merited severe penalties, and

quotes Domitian's own words: "princeps qui delatores non

castigat, irritat" (Dom. 9.3). This policy guaranteed the

order's safety, but Domitian went a step further and used

his moral authority to protect the order's dignitas. In
particular, he suppressed libellous attacks on the men and
women of the senatorial order by punishing convicted libellors
with ignominia.z There are hints that he was also careful

to display respect for the Senate in public, When he revived

the quaestorian games, for example, he honored the newly-

lpiverius: R. Syme, Tacitus, 420-422; B, Walker,
The Annals of Tacitus, 235-239; R. Seager, Tiberius (London:
Eyre Methuen, 1972) 260-262,

2Suet, Dom. 8.3: "seripta famosa vulgoque edita,
quibus primores viri ac feminae notabantur, abolevit non sine
auctorum ignominia . . "
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elected senators with his personal attendance (Dom. 4.1).

Throughout his reign, even after his relationship
with the Senate had reached its nadir, Domitian catered to
senatorlial prejudice. He recognized the deep-seated hostility
which senators of Itallan and western provenance harbored
against their ériental counterparts, but wisely made no
attempt to overcome this hostility.3 Instead, he permitted
senators of eastern origin to govern Greek-speasking provinces
only. This policy allowed them to advance through the cursus
honorum, but without arousing discontent in the Latin-
speaking western provinces.4

The senatorial order benefited economically as well
as politically. At the outset, Domitian refused inheritances
when the testator was survived by children (Dom. 9.2), a
policy which spared the testator from the obligation of

5
bequeathing at least a part of his estate to the princeps.

SFully discussed by C.S. Walton, "Oriental Senators
in the Service of Rome: A Study of Imperial Policy down to
the Death of Marcus Aurelius", JRS, 19 (1929) 38-66. Cf. M.
Hammond, "Composition of the Senate, A.D. 68-235", JRS, 47
(1957) 74-81.

4ce, my article forthcoming in Hermes. The exempla
include Tib, Iulius Celsus Polemaeanus (Ephesus): Pontus-
Bithynia (84/85), Cilicia (89/90-90/91), and Asia (105/108);
C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus (Pergamum): Crete-Cyrene (84/
85), Lycia-Pamphylia (92/93), Syria (100/101-104/105), and
Asis (109/110); and L. Iulius Marinus Caecilius Simplex
(Tlos?): quaestor in Macedonias, legate in Cyprus and Pontus-
Bithynia, Lycia~Pamphylia (95/97), and Achaia (99/100).

5
Cf. P. Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 40,



273

At a later date (92 A.D.), Domitian issued an edlct which
prohibited the planting of new vines in Italy, and decreed
the destruction of half the exlsting vineyards in the Empilre
(Dom. 7.2). If this measure had been scrupulously enforced,
it would have given existing Italian vineyards a virtual
monopoly on wine production. Although the edict was undoubt-
edly designed not to fatten senatorial purses but to
guarantee adequate supplies of grain by preventing further
conversion of grain fields into more lucrative forms of
agriculture, certainly the resulting monopoly would have
given Italian wine-growers an enormous economic windfall,
The senatorial order dominated the Italian wine industry,
and would have realized most of the profit.6

Domitlian's friendly attitude will have easily over-

come whatever tension resulted from the indiscretions

committed by both sides on his dies imperii. Dio Cassius

states that Domitian hastened from Titus' deathbed directly
to the Praetorisn Camp, where he ensured hls accession with
a donative equal to that distributed by his brother (lxvi.
26.3). Despité Dio's malice, the core of the story is

7
undoubtedly true. Certainly, it was imprudent for Domitlan

SRostovtzeff believes that the measure was "enforced
in Africa, to a certain extent 1n the Danube provinces, in
Northern and Central Gaul, and in part of Spain": M.
Rostovtzeff, The Social and Economic History of the Roman
Empire, rev. P.M. Fraser (2nd ed., Oxford: the Clarendon
Press, 1957) 202. Cf. SEHRE, 628 n. 12.

7

Cf. M. Hammond, MAAR, 24 (1956) 84,
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thus to violate the constitutlonal framework of the
principate. In his excitement, Domitian aspparently did not
bother to consult his brother's consilium, which certainly
would have advised him to make an appearance in the Senate
before proceeding to the Camp.

The Senate, on 1ts part, was equally 1ndiséreet,
and with far less justification. If the rumors of fraternsal
discord during Vespasian's lifetime are without foundation,8
still the relationship between Titus and Domitian does seem
to have deteriorated once Titus assumed the throne,
Domitian belleved that Titus had tampered with Vespasian's
will, and the story may be true (Dom. 2.3).9 Titus was
reputed to be an excellent forger (Titus 3.2), which
qualified him for the task, and there 1is no appreciable change
in Domitlan's status after his father's death, which seems
inconsistent with Vespasian's well-publicized plans to secure
the successlon to both of his sons (ngg. 25).10 When,
therefore, the senators proceeded unsummoned to the curia,
and spontaneously voted honors for Titus (Titus 11), it

11
amounted to a public insult to Domitian,

8cf. pp. 183-185 above.

9¢f. F. Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 13; S.
Gsell, Domitien, 26-29, especially 27 n. 2; P. Weynand, RE,
6 (1909) 2549,

1ODomitian under Titus: S. Gsell, Domitien, 27; G.

Corradl, DE, 2 (1910) 1969-1970; M. Hammond, MAAR, 24 (1956) 84.
11

Cf. P. Weynand, RE, 6 (1909) 2551; M. Hammond, MAAR,
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More seripus than either of these two gaffes was
Domitian's refusal to pledge not to execute members of the
senatorial order, If the epitome of Dio Casslus may be
believed (1xvii.2.4), the request was made and refused on
several occasions., While there are difficulties in the
account,l2 there 1s in fact no reason to doubt that some such
request was actually made. It may have inspired Domitlan's
well-known remark that an emperor who did not have to resort
to execution was merely lucky, not good.13

Modern historians have placed undue stress on this
episode, which must be kept in perspeotive.14 Titus did not
take an oath, but Suetonius states that his reign was free
of executions (Titus 9). In contrast, solemn promises made
at the beginning of his reign had not prevented Nero from

15
indulging in subsequent bloodletting. The members of the

24 (1956) 84: "The hostility thus underlined at the inception
of the new reign continued throughout." The word "hostility"
is too strong.

12The epitome states that the Senate passed decrees
to this effect which Domitian ignored. It seems unlikely
that the Senate would act thus without the Emperor's per-
mission; if the account is accurate, however, it indicates
that Domitian initially allowed the Senate considerable
independence.

13p1o Cass. 1xvii.2.3.

l4¢r, P, Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 40, 86;
S. Gsell, Domitien, 59; B. Walker, The Annals of Tacitus, 168.

15¢f, Tac. Ann. xi11,4, Nero does not, however,
seem to have taken a formal oath not to execute senators.
A.R. Birley, "The Qath Not to Put Senators to Death", CR, 12
(1962) 197-199, argues that Vespasian was the first emperor
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Senate undoubtedly appreciated the lessons to be extracted
from recent imperial history; Domitlan would be judged by
his actions, not his promises.

Viewed in perspective, these three indiscretions
may be considered as minor and passing irritants, smoothed
over by Domitlan's carefully cultivated attitude of respect.
His demeanor should also have stifled whatever disquiet was
aroused by his transfer of all important state business from

the Senate to the consilium prineipis. Pliny, it is true,

does bitterly criticize him for thus neglecting and humili-
ating the Senate. 1In epistule viii.l4 he remarks:

Quld tunc disci potuit, quid didicisse iuvit, cum
senatus aut ad otium summum aut ad summum nefas
vocaretur, et modo ludibrio modo dolori retentus
numquam seria, tristia saepe censeret?

In the Panegyricus, he provides a more detailed account of

the kind of business which Domitian allegedly allowed the
Senate to transact:

Nihil ante tam vulgare tam parvum in senatu agebatur,
ut non laudibus principum immorarentur, quibuscumque
censendi necessitas accidisset. De ampliando numero
gladiatorum aut de instituendo collegio fabrorum
consulebamur, et quasi prolatis imperii finibus nunc
ingentes arcus excessurosque templorum fastigium
titulos, nunc menses etlam nec hos singulos nomini
Caesarum dicabamus (54,3-4),

On the basis of these remarks, every modern scholar
who has addressed himself to the problem has concluded that

this policy caused considerable upset in the ranks of the

to swear such a formal oath. Contra, P. Garnsey, Soclal
Status, 44-45, ‘
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16
Sensate. That conclusion is hasty and unwarranted. As the

testimony of Pliny's letters reveals, the Senate was not
perturbed by Trajan's repeated encroachments upon its
prerogatives., In epistula iv.22, for example, Pliny relates
that he was invited to attend Trajan's consilium when it was
debating a legal point concerning the gymnastlic games held at
Vienna, As Sherwin-White has remarked, this was a minor

problem (in the same vein as those outlined in Panegyricus

54.3-4) emanating from a senatorial province, and it is note-
worthy that Trajan decided to attend to the problem himself
rather than refer it back to the Senate.lv The Epistulae
prowlide abundant evidence that Trajan, like Domitian, left
only the most trifling business to the Senate.18 Both
emperors seem to have regarded it (correctly) as a body only
one stage removed from complete ineptitude.

Trajan's neglect of the Senate did not arouse
discontent within that body because 1t was concerned with
form, not substance. It was humiliation rather than neglect
which would anger the Senate. As long as the senators were
allowed to preserve thelr collective dignitas, as a group
they cared little what portion of the state's‘business was

delegated to them. With the lessons of Domitian's reign

16cf., for example, F. Pichlmayr, T. Flavius
Domitianus, 40, 87; S. Gsell, Domitien, 56.

174 ,N. Sherwin-White, Letters of Pliny, 299.

18cr. Ep. iv.12; v.4.
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before him, Trajan was extremely careful to cultlvate an

Image of modest self-effacement, and to act as primus inter

pares. He correctly judged that if he surrendered the
treppings of absolute power, he could stlll exercise his
position as autocratically as Domitlan, but without arousing
the discontent which overwhelmed his predecessor,

Similarly, Domitian's neglect of the Senate will not
have aroused opposition or bitterness within that body as

long as he pursued a policy of outward respect for its

dignitas. A remarkable passage in the Panegyricus indicates
that this is precisely the attitude which Domitian maintained:

fortasse imperator in senatu ad reverentiam elus compone-

batur . . . (76.,5). This is consistent with the overtures
to the Senate outlined above., When, however, Domitian did
adopt policles which threatened 1ts dignitas, and his
relationship with the Senate collapsed, that body under-
standably became more sensitive to infringements upon its
traditional functions which it had previously overlooked.
Thus Domitian's neglect of the Senate only became a source
of resentment after other factors had caused 1ts relations
with him to break down.

It i1s also usually assumed that Domitian's increasing
reliance upon the equestrian order to cope with the details
of imperial administration exacerbated the Senate's hostility.
It is alleged in particular that the Senate would have

resented the incluslon of equestrians on the emperor's
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19
consilium, Both assumptions, the general and the partic-

ular, seem mistaken. Suetonius indeed confirms that Domitlan
reserved some of the most important offices in his adminlis-
tration for equestrians, offices hitherto occupied by freed-
men (Dom. 7.2). It seems obvious, however, that any senator
would prefer to associate with equestrians rather than freed-
men, and equally obvious that any policy which suppressed
the influence of imperial freedmen would be popular with the
Senate. Pliny's Epistulae sustain the inference. Included
among his correspondents is Gn. Octavius Titinius Capito, the
equestrian ab epistulls who served under Domitian, Nerva,

20
and Trajan. Pliny speaks of him with obvious admiration

in epistulae 1.17 and viii.l2. More importantly, the fact
that Pliny corresponded on such famillar terms with a large
number of equestrians 1is a good indication that at this time
there was little if any prejudice against the equestrian
order within the Senate.21

Equestrians, it 1s true, do appear on Domitian's
consilium. They are attested epigraphically as early as 82
A.D. (CIL IX.5420), and two equestrians play a large role in

19¢f. F. Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 40; B.
Walker, The Annsals of Tacitus, 169; K.H. waters, Phoenix, 18
(1964) 67,

20For his career, cf. ILS 1448; A. Stein, "Cn.
Octavius Titinius Capito™, RE, 17 (1937) 1856.

2lThe status of Pliny!'s correspondents is fully
discussed by A.N. Sherwin-White, Letters of Pliny, 65~69,.
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the fictitlous council depicted in the fourth satire of
Juvenal. The consilium tried cases involving senators as
defendants, and if equestrians 1iideed sat on the panel when
a member of the Senate was on trial, the senatorial order
might be expected to resent this as an affront to its
dignitas. The composition of the consilium, however, was
fluld. Pliny, for example, attended it on three occasions
when points of law were under debate, but was apparently
excluded from all foreign policy discussions. Thus 1t
does not follow that equestrians attended every sesslion of
the consilium, and sat in judgement of senators on trial
before it, merely because they were present when other
questions were on the agenda. Thelr presence at such trials
must be proven, not assumed. Since there 1s in fact no
evidence that Domitlan allowed equestrians to try cases
involving senators, that inference should be set asigde,

In the course of his administration of the Empire,
Domitian actually seems to have pursued only one policy which
would actively antagonize a sizeable segment of the Senate—
his insistence on honest and impartial provincial adminis-
tration. The bulk of the provinces were governed by members

of the senatorial order. Corruption was alarmingly wide-

22¢r, Je.A. Crook, Consilium Principis: Imperial
Councils and Counsellors from Augustus to Diocletlan (Cam-
brldge: the University Press, 19565} 26,

23¢r. Ep. 1v.22; vi.22; vi.31,




281

spread, a condition attested by the depressing regularity

with which repetundae trials occur during the early princi-
24
pate. Simple economics lay at the core of the problem.

The pursult of the senatorial cursus honorum, and the main-

tenance of a life-style appropriate to a member of the
senatorial class, were both expensive propositions. Too

many senators still maintained the attitude that it was
nelther dishonest nor unethical to recoup some of the

expenses attendant upon pursult of a public career by exploit-
ing the provinces when the opportunity presented itself.

The problem was aggravated by the attitude taken by
the Senate as a body. It was notoriously "soft" when it came
to punishing senators convicted of provincial maladministrat-
ion.25 This posture encouraged further abuse, and must have
exasperated those emperors who, like Domitian, were genuinely
interested in promoting the well=belng of their subjects,

At the same time, however, the emperor had to tread warlly
when he chose to suppress these abuses because the Senate was
also notoriously sensitive concerning the trlal and punish-
ment of its members. In fact, no emperor could arbitrarily

punish a senator guilty of even flagrantly cruel or venal

24The extent of provincial maladministration has
been catalogued by P.A. Brunt, "Charges of Provincial Mal-
administration under the Early Principate", Historia, 10
(1961) 224-227,

25For the Senate's attitude, c¢f, Pliny Ep. 1x.13.21,
and again P.A. Brunt, Historia, 10 (1961) 219-220.
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misconduct, or stage-manage his trial and punishment within
the Senate, without arousing deep bitterness and hostility.
Thus the emperor was confronted with a cruel dilemma. To
conciliate the Senate, it was necessary for him to allow
that body to conduct trials without interference. That course
of action, however, invited a light penalty, or no penalty at
all, even when convictions were obtained.

The evidence for the option which Domitlan chose is

decldedly contradictory. The details of only one repetundae

trial are still extant, Pliny's account of the prosecution
of Baebius Massa by the province of Baetica in 93 A.D.26 As
Garnsey has pointed out, Pliny's account does not offer even
a hint of Imperial interference in Massa's trial, desplte the
light punishment which he received after his ¢::onv:lct‘.:1.on.2'7
This would seem to indicate that Domitian chose to conciliate
the Senate even at the cost of continued abuse of the
provinces. However, this 1solated instance conflicts with
Suetonius' general statement that the provinces were never

more honestly or justly administered than during Domitian's
28

reign, Obviously, Domitian could not have achieved and

26cr, Ep. vii,33.

27p, Garnsey, Social Status, 58. Note that when
Massa was condemned, the Senate resolved that his property
should be kept 1n official custody. When Massa appealed to
the consuls, however, they were quite amenable to heering
his c¢laims for restitution.
2822&. 8.2¢ "magistratibus quoque urbicis provinci-
arumque praesidlbus coercendis tantum curae adhibuit, ut neque
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maintained this high standard by allowing the Senate to mete
out light penalties. As a rule, he must have severely
punished peculation on the part of provinclal governors.

In the absence of more detailed evidence concerning

the repetundae trials, only one plece of addltional evidence

can be cited to throw light on this conflict. Proceedings
similar to those involving Massa may be surmised from a

brief passage in the Panegyricus 1ln which Pliny says to Trajan:

nec poenis malorum sed bonorum praemiis bonos facias (70.2)1!

Pliny's casuistry thus supports Sustonius! statement that
Domitlian closely supervised the activities of public officials,
and punished malfeasance. His non-interference in Massa's
trial may have been due to special circumstances, Massa was
a delator,29 and Domitian may have allowed the Senate a free
hand In the expectation that it would hand down a severe
penalty., Its fallure to do so must have strengthened his
belief that the Senate was incapable of chastlising its own
membership, and that the emperor must assume the task himself,
Certainly, then, while Domitian's insistence on
honest provincial administration will not have aroused uni-
versal resentment, his insistence that senators convicted of

peculation be severely punished will have seemed to many

senators an arbltrary infringement on the Senate's prerogatives

modestiores umquam neque lustiores exstiterint . . ."

29¢f. Tac. Hist. 1v.50.
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30
and dignitas.

Still, the economic and political benefits derived

by the Senate from the range of imperial policles outlined
above should have more than compensated for the occasional
ill-feeling created by this one particular administrative
policy. Although the latter cannot be dismissed as a factor
contributing to the breakdown of relatlions between Domitian
and the Senate, 1t was hardly the sole or even the principsal
cause of that breakdown., A pronounced autocratic strain in
Domitian's personality, combined with his lack of tact and
an inglorious record which made him politically wvulnerable
at hls accession, were three factors which encouraged him to
adopt policies extremely unpopular with the Senate.

Domitian was twenty-nine years old when he assumed
the throne.31 He acquired it by inheritance, and there must
have been many members of the senatorial aristocracy who
consldered him unworthy of the position. Hls ancestry was
undistinguished, and he had none of the achievements to his
credit that gave Vespasian and Titus some claim to the throne
on grounds of merit, Vespasian's career prior to his

sccession had been long and, on the whole, commendable., He

had advanced through the cursus honorum to the consulship

30cf. S. Gsell, Domitien, 57; H.W. Pleket, Mnemosyne,
4th s, 14 (1961) 310; K.H., Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964) 686.

3lDomitian was born on October 24, 51 (Dom. 1), and
assumed the throne on September 13, 81 (Titus 11).
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(51 A.D.) after being awarded the ornaments triumphalia and

mgmbership in two priesthoods for outstanding service during
his leglonary legateship in Britain.32 He held the coveted
proconsulshlp of Africa, and was acclaimed for his honest
and sober administration of that provinca.sa In Tudaea he
demonstrated anew that military competence which he had first
displayed in Britain. Gilven his experience and ability, in
69 A.Ds there was in fact no one. in the Senate with a better
¢laim to the throne than Vespasian,

Similarly, Titus had been carefully groomed to fill
positions of great responsibility. Educated at court as a
companion of Britannicus,54 he displayed military promise
during tribunates in Germany and Britain,as and rhetorical
skill as a pleader in the Roman 1awcourts.56 He demonstrated
Initlative as a legionary legate under his father's command

37

in Iudsesa, and was credited with suppressing the Jewish
38
rebellion by storming Jerusalem. During his father's

principate, Titus was a virtual co-regent. He held seven

525uet. Vesp. 4.1-2.
53Vesp. 4.3,
54Titus 2.

3Opitus 4.1.
36

Titus 4.,2.

S7pi tus 4.3,

38Titus 5.2,

.
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ordinary consulships as Vespasian's colleague, and shared

the tribunician power. He also received the censorship,
40
and even served as praetorian prefect. When he assumed

the throne in 79, there was once again no one in the Senate
with a better claim,

In contrast, Domitian was placed 1n a false position
by his lack of personal auctoritas. He possessed titles
enough- the preetorship at the age of eighteen,4l and seven

42
consulships under Vespasian and Titus, two as ordinarius -

but no real power or meaningful experience. When Titus
assumed the throne, he did not elevate Domitian to the same
position which he himself had shared with Vespasian,

Inscriptions reveal that Domitian continued in the humiliating

position of princeps iuventutis, and was not accorded the
tribunician power.43 During the eleven years following
Vespasian's return to Rome, Domitian's only attested exposure
to civil administration was an occasional appearance before

44
the Senate to deliver his father's messages. On the

397itus 6.1,

40ritus 6.1.

4lpom, 1.3; Tac. Hist, iv.3., For a discussion of his
activities during the praetorship, c¢f. pp. 37-41 and 168-187
above,

4293 and 80 A.D.

430r. ILS 263; CIL II.4803; VI.2059.

44Dio Casq. 1xvi.10,.6,
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military side, he was not allowed even to become familiar to
the troops, much less to prosecute a campaign, desplite his
ardent desire to achleve at least this minimal preparation
for rule.45 He thus came to the throne under the dual
handicap of having neither c¢ivil nor military experience.46
To make good his deficiencles, Domitian pursued a
set of policies designed to strengthen his political base by

improving both his personal dignitas and his auctoritas. 1In

an attempt to acquire greater prestige, he continued his
father's policy of virtually monopolizing the ordinary
consulship, He held this office for the first seven years of
his reign (82-88 A.D,), and again in 90, 92, and 95 A.D.47

In 84, after his return from the Rhine, he even allowed him-
self to be elected consul for the next ten years in success-
1on.48 Thus in the period 70-89 A.D, inclusive—~ the perilod
between Vespasian's accession and the rebellion of L. Antonius

Saturninus-~Vespasian, Titus, and Domitian held twenty-five

45suet, Dom. 2.2; cf, the remarks on this passage by
G.W. Bowersock, "Syria under Vespasian", JRS, 63 (1973) 135,

46cf, M.P.0. Morford, Phoenix, 22 (1968) 57-72.
Contra, B.W. Jones, "Preparation for the Princlipate", PP, 26
(1971) 264-270, who argues that Domitian was well-trained to
assume the throne., Jones, however, confuses honors and
experience; Domitian had little of the latter.

47Cf. A, Degrassi, Fastl Consolari, 24-28,

48Dio Cass. 1xvii.4.3. Dlo's testimony 1s questioned
without sound reason by B.,W. Jones, "Designation to the
Consulship under the Flavians", Latomus, 51 (1972) 849-853,
Cfc P 45 n, 98 aboye.
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of the forty ordinary consulships, and assigned two others
to close relatives.49

This policy excluded almost an entire generation of
senators from the opportunity to attain the office which they
most esteemed, the eponymous consulship, It caused deep
bitterness, accurately reflected by a passage in Pliny's

Panegyricus: contigit ergo privatis aperire annum fastosque

reserare, et hoc quoque reddlitae libertatis indiclum fult

gquod consul alius quam Caesar esset (58,3).

Domitian inherited the resentment which must have
been welling up even before his accession.so His tactless-
ness, however, further aggravated the situstion. The consul-
ships which he held, he treated contemptuously. Suetonius

says that he was consul in name only: gessit nec gquemquam

ultra Kal, Mai., plerosque ad Idus usque Ianuarias (Dom. 13.

3). The senatorial order, which held the eponymous consulship
in such high esteem, must have regarded Domitian's demeaning
of its importance as an act of sheer caprice.51 Suetonius'
bald statement, at any rate, 1s seconded by a series of

emotional passages in the Panegyricus, of which the following

49T. Flavius Sabinus in 82, and Q. Petlllius Rufus
in 83, OCf. A. Degrassi, PFasti Consolari, 24-25,

S0¢r, F. Pichlmeyr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 87; S.
Gsell, Domitien, 42-43; B, Walker, The Annals of Tacitus,
168; K.,H. Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964) 65-66,

Slcr, P, Weynand, RE, 6 (1909) 2582; G. Corradl, DE,
2 (1910) 2032-2033.
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is the most notable:

miseros ambitionlis, qul ita consules semper, ut semper
principes erant! Quamquam non ambitio quam livor et
malignitas viderl potest, omnes annos possidere,
summumgue illud purpurae decus non nisi prasecerptum
praefloratumque transmittere (58.4).°<

After the conspiracy of 87 A.D., Domitian seems to
have inventoried the causes of senatorial discontent, and to
have taken steps to remedy thelr complaints when he could do
80 without compromising his personal security and rule. At
any rate, he abruptly abandoned his policy of monopolizing
the consulshlip. He was consul in 88 after the conspiracy of
87, and again in 90 after the more serious rebellion of
Saturninus. Subsequently, in the last six years of his reign
he held only two consulships.53

Trajan's policy towards the consulship also confirms
the bitterness which Domitian's policy aroused in the Senate.
Trajan prudently held only four ordlnary consulships in the

54
nineteen years of his reign, and, if Pliny may be belleved,

S2¢f. Pan. 65.3 and 76.5.

53B,.w. Jones, "Domitian's Attitude to the Senate",
AJPh, 94 (1973) 79-91, argues that Domitian abandoned his
father's monopolistic policy in 84. It must be pointed out,
however, that unlike Vespasian Domitian had no children with
whom to share the consulshlp, and that he was still young
enough (29 at his accession) that he did not have to adopt a
concerted policy of promoting his adult male relatives in
order to guarantee a Flavian successor to himself. At the
same time, however, Domitlan did hold one of the ordinary
consulships annually from 82 to 88, which is certainly
consistent with his father's policy.

541n 100, 101, 103, and 112; of. A. Degrassi, Fasti
Consolarl, 30-33.
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55
consistently displayed respect for the dignity of the office.

In 73 A.D., Vespasian and Titus assumed the censoria
potestas in order to fill the gaps created in the Senate by
the recent Civil War, to create new patricians, and presumably

to weed out some of the senators newly-enrolled by Otho and
Vitellius.56 Early in 85 A.D. Domitian also assumed the
c:ensorsh:lp,sl7 but he went a step further and in November of
85 became censor perpetuus- csnsor for life.s8 This act,

which was also designed to increase his prestige and
authority, was without precedent,59 and certain to cause
anger and susplicion in the Senate., The censorial power gave
the emperor absolute control over the Senate's membership,
When Domltian assumed this power in perpetulty, it meant
that he could adlect new members into the Senate, and more

importantly, remove senators from the order, at will,

Placed in a political context, 1t raised the alarming possi-

550f. Pan. 63-65.

56guet. Vesp. 9.2; Titus 6.1. Cf. BMC II, 16.86 ff,
for Vespasian (IMP CAES VESP AUG PM COS IIIT CEN), and II,
18.92 ff. for Titus (T CAES IMP VESP P TR P CENS),

57 e coinage allows hls censorship to be closely
dated. Reverses of the second issue of 85 bear legends such
as IMP VIIII COS XI CENS POT PP; cf. BMC II, 315.78 ff.
These issues also prove that Dio Cass., lxvii.4.3 has mis-
dated his censorship.

58The third issue of 85 (November-December) bears
such legends on the obverse as IMP CAES., DOMIT AUG GERM COS.
XX CENS PER PP; cf. BMC II, 376.360 ff.

59pio Casse 1xvii.4.3.
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bility of an emperor arbitrarily removing senators from the
curia who were hostile to him, and filling the Senate with
his own sycophants,

Even 1f thlis power was never exercised, the constant
threat which it represented must have had a terribly re-
pressive effect on the Senate. Thus, although to date
Domitian 1s known to have used his power of adlection only
once,60 and the ancient sources also mention only one
expulsion,sl it 1s certain that Domlitian's adoption of the
censoris potestas for 1life contributed heavily to the Senate's

62
growing hostility.

When Domitian assumed the throne, he lacked military
experience, More importantly, since he had never been

permitted even to tour the legionary camps, to the army he

60Tib, Claudius_Alpinus Augustanus L. Bellicius .
Sollers, adlected in[ter] quaestoriofs et] inter tri{buni]cio[s
praee]tori urbano + « . « The lacuna, where the name of the
emperor responsible should appear, ig a characteristic
erasure of Domitian's name. Cf., PIR? B 103, Although it may
be argued that all epigraphic evidence for adlection by
Domitian would have been erased after his damnatio memoriae,
the fact that Suetonius does not even mention his censorship
suggests that he did not abuse it, Cf., S. Gsell, Domitien, 71.

6lsuet. Dom. 8.3, and Dio Cass. 1xvii.1l3.,1, both re-
fer to the expulsion of one Caecilius Rufus (Dio alone pro-
vides the name, however) from the Senate because he was a mime.

62¢f. F, Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 87; S.
Gsell, Domitien, 54-56; B. Walker, The Annals of Tacitus,
168; K.H. Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964) 66. As B.d. Jones polints
out, Domitian's formal adoption of the censoria potestas for
life was an extension of the policy of Vespasian and Titus,
but not as discreet. Cf. "A Note on the Flavians'! Attitude
to the Censorship",.Historia, 21 (1972) 128,
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was an unknown quantity. Domitian, however, had learned the
two cardinal lessons of the Civil War., He recognlzed that
the army was the only real power-broker in the Empire, and
that the Senate would rubber-stamp any candidate imposed upon
it by the legions. He also realized that Nero had lost his
throne because he failed to cultivate the army, and was
determinedinot to repeat his mistake. Accordingly, the

third policy which Domitian adopted to strengthen his hold
upon the throne was to court thé army, and particularly to
expose himself to the troops.

In the spring of 83 A.D., the Chattic war provided
him with an opportunity to take personal command of the Rhine
legions,63 and a year later it provided him with a pretext for
granting the army a substantial increase in pay.64 Subsequently,
Domitian campaigned in person on the Danube on three occasions=—
in 86 against the Daclans and in 89 and 92 against the
Sarmatiansss-thereby cementing the loyalty of the Danublan
garrison. This policy proved its worth in 89, When he was

informed that L. Antonius Saturninus had induced two of the

63For the Chattic campaign, c¢f. pp. 50-61 above.

645uet. Dom. 7.3 and Dio Cass. 1xvii.3.5 (they do
not agree on the amount). The latter closely links this
measure with Domitian's return from the Rhine, and the coinage
confirms that the increase occurred early in 84, Cf. C.M.
Kraay, "Two New Sestertiil of Domitian", ANSMusN, 9 (1960)
114-116; and my article forthcoming in Historia,

85¢r, pp. 87-92 and 97-399 above.
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legions of Germania Superior (XXI Rapax and XIV Gemina Martia
Victrix) to revolt, Domitian hastened north from Rome to
suppress the rebellion. Within a few days of his departure,
he was notified that the rebellion had already been crushed
by the legions of Germanla Inferlior, which had remained
loyal.66 Further proof of the army's loyalty was provided
after his assassination, when the Prastorian Guard compelled
Nerva to punish the assassins (Dio Cass. 1lxviii.3.3), and
when the army as a whole attempted to deify him, and sought,
unsuccessfully at that time, to avenge him (Dom. 23).
Domitian's cultivation of the army thus reaped
Impressive dividends, but only at the cost of further eroding
his relationship with the Senate., That body preferred the

arcana imperii to remain secret, and resented Domitian's

flaunting of the fact that his imperium derlved ultimately
from the soldiers. Domitian's policy publicly reduced the
Senate to a position of secondary importance, and constituted
yet another insult to its collective dignitas. The Senate
was accustomed to being courted by the reigning emperor
regardless of political reality, and was not yet prepared to
tolerate an undisguised military autocracy. Hence Trajan was
able to conduct all important state business outside of the
Senate because he shrewdly nourished its inflated sense of

self-importance, Domitian, however, did not possess sufficient

66cf, pp. 92-97 above.
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tact to court the army and conciliate the Senate. To the
contrary, he completely neglected the Senate, His judgement
of its capacity and power was correct, but his characteristic
bluntness in this regard is a third factor which materially
contributed to the Senate's increasing hostility.67
Domitian's tactless fondness for the trappings of
monarchy exacerbated the 1ll-will aroused in the Senate by
his impolitic monopolization of the consulship and censor-
ship, and by his wooing of the army. When he returned to
Rome from the war against the Chatti, he began increasingly
to play the military autocrat. Some of the more ingenious
or maliclous flatterers in the Senate proposed that he should
be attended by twenty-four llctors and be allowed to wear
triumphal dress, even in the 33315.68 Since Domitlan did not
protest, the Senate had no choice but to pass the proposals

69
as senatus consulta,

These were not the trappings of an emperor who was

only primus inter pares- the Senate's cherished ideal. Nor

was an emperor primus inter pares who preferred to be

67¢r. F. Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 87; B.
Walker, The Annals of Tacltus, 169,

68pio Cass. 1xvii.4.3; ef. S. Gsell, Domitien, 45;
B. Walker, The Annals of Tacltus, 169.

69Domitian should have been warned by the fact that
Vitellius was deterred from wearing triumphal dress in Rome
because of the bad impression it would make; cf., Tac, Hist.
11.89.
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addressed as dominus et deus noster. Although the appellation

does not appear in the headings of senatorial or other
official edicts,70 Domitian undoubtedly relished it, and the
more obsequious members of the Senate will not have hesitated
so to address him. Their abject behavior must have infurlsasted
. the Senate as much as the title itself; this sense of outrage

71
has been accurately communicated by Pliny in the Panegyricus.,

Finally, a variety of sources testify that Domitian

renamed the months of September and October "Germanicus™ and
72

"Domitianus" respectively. Suetonius states specifically

that he did so quod altero suscepisset imperium, altero natus

esset (Dom. 13.3). This recalled Nero's behavior, and was
73

regarded as equally arrogant,

It is not difficult to surmise how the majority of
the Senate must have felt as they rose to welcome Domitian
when he marched into the curia in triumphal dress attended
by twenty-four lictors, and was greeted by the more shameless

flatterers as dominus et deus noster, This was the behavior

70cr. pp. 233-234 above.,

7lpan, 2,3-4; cf. S. Gsell, Domitien, 49-54; B.
Walker, The Annals of Tacitus, 169,

72¢r, Mart. ix.1; Stat., Silv. iv.1.42; Suet. Dom.
13.3; Dio Cass. lxvii.4.4.

73Nero renamed April "Neroneus" (Tac. Ann, xv.74.1),
and May and June "Claudius" and “Germanicus" respectively
(Ann. xvi.l2.2). Cf. S. Gsell, Domitien, 45; B. Walker, The
Annals of Tacitus, 169,
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not of a civis but of an autocrat. Thus Domitlan outraged
the Senate's dignitas not only by hils pollicles but also by
his personal conduct. The latter 1s especially reprehensible
because it was unnecessary and politically foolhardy. The
Senate was not yet prepared silently to acquiesce in its own
degradation., An emperor who was not satisfied with the
exercise of absolute power, but who insisted on having the
trappings of absolutism as well, would proceed at the risk
of arousing discontent, and fomenting c:onsp:lracfl.es.v4

Thus from the Senate's point of view, the decisive
years of Domitian's reign were 84-85 A.,D., not the period
after the rebellion of Saturninus, In 84 Domitian accepted
the consulship for the next ten years, increased the pay of
the army by one-third, and began to parade in the curia in
military garb, In 85 he completed his transition from
princeps to autocrat by assuming the censorship in perpetuity.
His attltude encouraged intrigue in the Senate, but at the
seme time it must also have left most senators with few
1llusions about the treatment they would receive if they
conspired unsuccessfully. Domitian had already revealed his
disdalin for the Senate; he would not hesitate ruthlessly to
destroy senators who conspired against him. Once a pattern

of consplracy was established, the reaction of both Domitlan

T4cr, s, Gsell, Domitien, 334; B. Walker, The Annals
of Tacitus, 168-169; H,W, Pleket, Mnemosyne, 4th s, 14 (1961)
299-300, especially. 299 n. 1; K.H, Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964)
69.
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and the Senate was predictable.

Nevertheless, Domitian's policies and personal
conduct did produce a series of conspiracies both within and
without Rome, Domitian reacted first by summarily executing

. conspirators and potential rivals, and finally by unleashing
the delators attempted to suppress every manifestation of
overt or covert opposition.75 This course of action could
no doubt be justified, but its wisdom may still be questioned.
Domitian's severity threatened the very lives of a group
whose dignitas had already been frequently insulted, and
destroyed once and for all the possibility of co-operation
between him and a large proportion of the Senate.v6

Two conspiracies are attested by trustworthy sources
during the first half of Domitian's reign, and a third by
later and more dubious sources. The epitome of Dio Cassius
states that before Domitian set out for Gaul (in the Spring
of 83), TOMovs ¢ riow Tpwiwy wr §paiv AaTi TToMig rrfccj)a,a’ét_r
ﬁo’r‘us TE Ka\( ’&g/‘/'efop(&lf Ckm S ww 'ﬂ'CQO?,éﬁ(‘l/cS(lxvii.S.Sl).
This vague passage 1s supported by St. Jerome's Chronicon,
which records under the year 2099 (October 1, 82-September

75pomitian may have unleashed the delators as early
as 87, or as late as 93. In Agr. 45.1 Tacitus makes it clear
that the Stoics who perished in 93 were victims of delation,
but he also specifies only one previous victim of delation
(the vestal Cornelia?). Cf. pp. 121-122 and 250-255 above.

76¢cr, H.W. Pleket, Mnemosyne, 4th s. 14 (1961) 299;
K.H. Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964) 68.

A==
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30, 83): plurimos senatorum Domitianus in exilium mittit.

In the absence of contemporary evidence, however, the claims
of sources as late as Euseblus and Xiphililnus must be
appreached with caution.

The first certain conspiracy is securely dated to
87. The Arval Brethren record in their acta that on September
22 of that year they offered sacrifices ob detecta scelera
nofariorum.77 C. Vettulenus Civica Cerlialis, proconsul of

78
Asia in 87/88, was almost certainly involved in this

conspiracy. Suetonius states that he was executed ipso Asiae

proconsulatu, one of three consulars executed during

79
Domitian's reign quasi molitores rerum novarum (Dom. 10.2).

The absence of dates in Suetonius' 1list of Domitian's
victims (Dom. 10) precludes positive 1dentification of any
other canspirators, but one plece of conjecture may be
profitable. Suetonlus states that Domitian executed his

first cousin, T. Flavius Sabinus, quod eum comitiorum

consularium die destinatum perperam praeco non consulem ad

populum, sed imperatorem pronuntiasset (Dom. 10,4). This

passage cannot refer to Sabinus' election in 81 as consul

77cf. M-W 14, 1. 63.
8¢, W, Eck, Senatoren, 138.

79Regarded as a serious conspirator by D. Magile,
Romen Rule, 578, Cf. S. Gsell, Domitien, 248; P. Weynand,
RE, 6 (1909) 2584; G. Corradi, DE, 2 (1910) 2019; M.P.
Charlesworth, CAH, 11 (1936) 27; K.H. Waters, Phoenix, 18
(1964) 76 n, 62a.
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ordinarius for 82 because Sablinus was allowed to hold that

consulship, and his name was not erased from the fasti.,

Therefore, it must refer to a subsequent designation for an
80
iterated consulship. For two reasons, the terminus ante

quem for this deslgnated consulship must be the comitia in

87 at which the consules ordinarii for 88 were announced.

First, Sabinus' execution cannot have occurred later than 89
because Suetonius states that after his death Domitian
openly made love to his widow Iulia (Dom. 22). However,
Tulia herself died of an abortion late in 89 (Dom. 22).8l
Second, since Sabinus was Domitlan's eldest male relatlve,
and a candidate for an iterated consulship, he could hardly
have shared the fasces with anyone other than Domitian him-
self. Since Domitian was consul in 88, but not in 89, the
possibility must be considered that the consplracy recorded
in 87 centered on Flavius Sabinus,

Since Domitlan and Iulia had been engaged in adultery
as early as Titus' reign (Dom. 22), Sabinus did not lack a

pretext for conspiring, if indeed a pretender to the throne

needed any pretext other than ambition. The herald's slip

80¢cr, s. Gsell, Domitien, 248 n. 6; P. Weynand, RE,
6 (1909) 2572-2573; A. Stein, "T. Flavius Sabinus", RE, 6
(1909) 2615; PIR® F 355,

8lTulia was still alive when Statius listed the
Flavian divi in Silv, 1.1, composed after Domitian's dual
triumph in 89, She must have died, however, before January
3, 90, because on that date she is not mentioned 1in the
prayers of the Arval Brethren; cf. M-W 16, 1ll. 7-8.
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of the tongue was hardly accidental; Domitlan would not have
summarily executed his closest male relative unless he had
good reason to suspect him, Certainly, if the plot recorded
by the Arval Brethren involved not only Cerialis and other
unnamed senators but Sablnus as well, then it was a consplracy
of alarming proportions. In 87 both court and military
morale must have been at a low ebb, and Domitian's position
especlally vulnerable, for this year fell in the gloomy
interval between the destruction of Cornelius Fuscus' army
in Dacia late in 86, and the decisive victory of Tettius
Tulianus at Tapae iIn the summer of 88, Under these circum-
stances, and much to the Senate's dismay, any conspiracy
detected in 87 was bound to be dealt with quickly and
violently.82

The conspiracy of 87, followed so closely by that
of 89, completely unnerved Domitian. In the aftermath of
one of these two conspiracies (which one is uncertain), he
apparently decided to get rid of other potential rivals upon
whom conspiracles might logically center, whether they were
involved in the plots or not. This explanation, first

83
advanced by Pichlmayr, is still the most satisfactory

82puscus! defeat conceivably may have triggered the
conspiracy, with the conspirators acting on the premise that
the army would readily accept Domitian's overthrow after two
crushing defeats on the Danube,

83p, Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 88.
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interpretation of Suetonius' account of the destruction of
L., Aellus Plautius Lamia Aelianus, L. Salvius Otho
Coccelanus, and Mettius Pompusianus (Dom. 10.2-3).

The execution of L. Salvius Otho Cocceianus 1s the
most readlly understandable of the three, He was a nephew
of the emperor Otho, and would have been adopted as his
uncle's heir if Otho had prevailed over Vitellius.84 On his
‘deathbed, Otho's sage advice to his nephew was neither to
forget nor remember too well that he was the kinsman of a
former Caesar.85 Suetonius says that he was executed because
he celebrated his uncle'!s birthday; whether he was actually
s0 Indiscreet, or the story i1s a fabrication, is immaterial.
His removal would have naturally suggested itself to an
Emperor who had decided to eliminate in advance anyone who
possessed a viable claim to the throne.86

Similarly, Mettlus Pompuslanus had been regarded as
a potential claimant to the throne as early as the reign of
Vespasian., The latter, with the humor and presence of mind
of an emperor with two fully grown sons to succeed him,

87
scoffed, and promoted Mettius to the consulship. Domitian

84pi1ut. Otho 16.

85Plut. Otho 16,

86k .1, Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964) 75-76, accepts
the story, and argues that his indiscretion provoked a charge
of maiestas. Cf., S. Gsell, Domitien, 318; P. Weynand, RE, 6
(1909) 2584; G. Corradi, DE, 2 (1910) 2019,

87suet. Vesp. 14; Dio Cass. 1xvil.,14,2-3.
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was not in a position to be so generous, and exiled him to
Corsica, probably for maiestas.88 Mettlus died while in
exile, and his death was naturally laid at Domitian's door-
step, although he must have been in his mid-fifties when he
passed away.89

L, Aellius Plautius Lamla Aelianus seems to have

laboreéd under two handicaps. Consul suffectus in 80 A.D.,

it was his misfortune to be the former husband of the Empress
Domitia, whom Domitian had abducted (it 1s uncertain whether
forcibly or with her consent) and married in 70 A.D.90 He
also seems to have been remarkably indiscreet, not hesitating
publicly to joke about how he had lost his wife. While
these remarks may have provided the pretext for his execution,
in fact it was almost certalnly his former connection with
the reigning Empress which caused his downfall.91

Whether these three senators were removed after the

conspiracy of 87, or that of 89, 1s not nearly as important

as the reason for their removal. If they were not actually

88p1o Cass. 1xvii,14.4; Suet. Dom. 10,3 (which does
not mention his exile). Cf. F. Pichlmayr, T. Flavius
Domitianus, 88; S. Gsell, Domitien, 318; P. Weynand, RE, 6
(1909) 2584-2585; G, Corradl, DE, 2 (1910) 2019; K.H. Waters,
Phoenix, 18 (1964) 76 n. 62a,

89Mettius was consul between 70 and 75; cf. A.
Degrassi, Fasti Consolaril, 20, If he was consul at age 42 in
75 A.D., and was exlled, for example, in 87 A.D., then he
would have been approximately 54 years old when exiled.

9OCf. Suet., Dom. 1l.3; 10.,2; Dio Cass. lxv.3.4,
9lce, F. Pichlmayr, T. Flavius Domitianus, 88; S.
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involved in either of the conspiracies (and the sources,
while admittedly hostile to Domitian, do not provide the
slightest hint that they were), their destruction must have
shocked and unsettled the Senate., Once an emperor began to
remove potential as well as proven rivals, he was embarked
on a course which could degenerate 1nto an open reign of
terror. The difference between an obscure senator related
to a former emperor and a consular of dlstinguished ancestry
was, after all, one of degree rather than kind,

In fairness, however, after the rebellion of L.
Antonius Saturninus, Domitian could hardly be blamed for
becoming excessively susplcious. It was the second serious
conspiracy against his life in three years., More
importantly, since A. Lappius Maximus had been so alarmed by
the extent of the conspiracy that he courageously burned
Saturninus' papers rather than allow them to fall Into
Domitian's hands (Dio Cass. 1lxvii.ll1l,2), the Emperor must
" have been convinced that some of the conspirators still
remained in the Senate, awaiting another opportunity.

Contrary to the opinion of most modern scholars,
however, the rebellion of Saturninus in 89 does not seem to
have been as decisive a turning-point in Domitian's relations

with the Senate as the events of 84-85., The orgy of blood-

Gsell, Domitien, 319; P. Weynand, RE, 6 (1909) 2584; G.
Corradi, DE, 2 (1910) 2019; K.H. Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964)
76 n. 628, .
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letting decried by Tacitus and Pliny never really materialized.
In the last seven years of the reign, apart from the Stolics
only five senators were exiled or put to death, and three of
these were almost certainly guilty of either conspiracy or
maiestas. Rather, after Saturninus' rebellion the already
tense atmosphere became still more tense, and the mistrust
which Domitian and the Senate harbored of one another acquired
a sharper focus. Their hardened attitudes were a predictable
sequel to the conspiracies against Domitian, and the latter's
ruthless suppression of his proven and potential rivals., If
there was a reign of terror at all, it was only ushered in
with the destruction of the Stolec party in 93, not in 89.

The steps which Domitian took to safeguard his life
after the rebellion of Saturninus were a natural extension
of his reaction to the conspiracy of 87. Domitian was
determined to prevent a third conspiracy; henceforth he would
accept nothing less than absolute obedience and loyalty from
the Senate. Thus not only sedition but opposition in any
form was now to be checked. Delation, suppressed at the
beginning of the reign, was revived sometime between 87 and
93 as the most reliable means of enforcing obedience,

The slender evidence available indicates that
Domitian pursued this policy rigorously. Suetonius states
that Sallustius Lucullus was executed while serving as
governor of Britain because he named a new lance after him-

self. (Dom. 10,3). Since Lucullus' governorship cannot be
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pilnpointed more closely than the period 86-96 A.D., it 1s
possible that this is a plece of gossip, and that Lucullus
was really executed as an accomplice of Saturninus. If, how-
ever, as Syme has suggested,92 Lucullus is 1dentical with P.

Sallustius Blaesus, consul suffectus in 89, then he could

not have been governor of Britain in 89, and the connection
with Saturninus collapses. The Arval acta prove that

Sallustius Blaesus was present in Rome on May 20, 91, but
93
out of the city on November 5. Accordingly Eck, who

accepts Syme's suggestion, assigns his governorship to 92/
94
93. In fact, there is no reason to doubt the story as

Suetonius gives it. After the events of 89, Domitian would
be quick to destroy any legatus who seemed to be courting
the army, and Lucullus' behavior could be so construed.95
Two other consulars, M. Acllius Glabrio and Ser.
Cornelius Salvidienus Orfitus, were executed for sedition.96

Suetonius states that Glabrio, consul ordinarius with Trajan

in 91, died in exile (Dom. 10.2). Dio supplements his account,

92R, Syme, Tacitus, 648.
93¢r. M-W 17, 11, 18 and 34-37,
94W. Eck, Senatoren, 143,

95¢r, S. Gsell, Domitien, 318; P. Weynand, RE, 6
(1909) 2585; G. Corradi, DE, 2 (1910) 2019; E. Groag,
"Sallustius Lucullus", RE, 1A (1920) 1956-1957; M.P. Charles-
worth, CAH, 11 (1936) 27; K.H., Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964) 76
n. 62a,

96Glabrio and Orfitus were, like Civica Cerialis,
executed as molitores rerum novarum.
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and 1links Glabrio's murder with that of Flavius Clemens in
95 A.D. (1xvii.14.3). This provides a provisional date for
his death, but the cause of his disgrace and eventual demise
remains a mystery. The reasons alleged by Dio are spurious;
the latter has apparently distorted a hunting expedition on
which Glabrio was a guest of the Emperor into an attempt to
murder him.97 Thus Suetonius' account, vague as it is, can-
not be lmproved upon. Glabrio was exiled between 91 and 95
A.D. for sedition.98 '

Ser. Cornelius Salvidienus Orfitus was also exiled,
and eventually put to death, for plotting res novae.99 It
has been argued that he was connected with the Stoic party,
and hence must have perished in 93.100 Both Suetonius (Nero
37) and Dio (1x1i.27.1) connect the execution of his father
in 65 A.D. wlth that of Thrasea Paetus, the leader of the
Stoic opposition under Nero., It must be pointed out, how-

ever, that in 93 the Stolics were charged with maiestas, not

97pomitian was an avid huntsman, and Suetonius
specifically states that he often hunted on his Alban estats;
c¢f. Dom. 19,

98cr, P. Weynand, RE, 6 (1909) 2584; G. Corradi, DE
2 (1910) 2019; PIR2 A 67; K.H. Waters, Phoenix, 18 (1964) 74.

993uetonius! ambiguous account is supplemented by
Philostr. VA vii.1l8, who records that Orfitus was relegated
to an 1island.

100¢r, E, Groag, "Ser, Cornelius Salvidienus
Orfitus", RE, 4 (1901) 1507; PIR? C 1445; K.H. Waters,
Phoenix, 18 (1964) 76 n. 62a.
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res novae, which further weskens an already insubstantial
argument, In fact, since Orfitus was consul before 8’7,10l
and no subsequent honors are known, he could have been
involved in the conspiracy of 87 or that of 89, or like
Glabrio, 1n some subsequent conspiracy unattested by our
meagre sources. No conclusions may therefore be drawn from
his exile and death, except that he also was found guilty of
sedition.

Similarly, nothing much can be made of the execution
of M. Arrecinus Clemens, Domitian's brother-in-law, and twice
consul, His condemnation must have come after the rebellion
of 87, and probably after the fall of the Stolcs, because
Suetonius states that he was a victim of delation (Dom. 11).
The lack of urgency implied by Suetonius!' account further
suggests that he was condemned for malestas rather than
sedition, but the specific charges remain completely unknown,
and it 1s not beyond the realm of possibility that he too
was removed because he was regarded as a potential claimant
to the throne.lo2

Domitian's destruction of the Stolc party in 93

provides the clearest sign of his determination to stifle

101ce, a. Degrassi, Fasti Consolari, 26,

102B.W. Jones, "La Chute de M, Arrecinus Clemens",
PP, 25 (1972) 320-321, argues that Clemens was removed
because he objected to Domitian's relations with Iulia, hence
before or during 89.
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covert as well as overt opposition to his regime. The pro-
motion of Arulenus Rusticus to the consulship in September
of 92 proves that at that date Domltlan was still attempting
to appease this clique. They responded with a coordinated
serles of ill-concealed insults. Simultaneously, Arulenus
Rusticus released a panegyric on Thrasea Paetus, the dishard
republican executed by Nero;103 Herennius Senecio a similar
panegyric on Helvidius Priscus the Elder, the anarchist put
to death by Vespasian;lo4 and Helvidius Priscus the Younger
& skit on Paris and Oenone widely regarded as a satire on
Domitian's marriage.lo5 Domitian responded to the challenge
with maiestas proceedings. The three authors were put to
death and their accompllces sent into exile.106

There 1s no evidence that the members of this circle
were ever actively engaged in plots against Domitian's life.lo7
In fact, they seem to have been tried and executed precisely

for the reason indicated by the sources-—their public display

103¢r, Tac. Agr. 2.1; Suet. Dom, 10,3; Dio Cass.,
1xvii,13.2. Suetonius also mistakenly attributes the
encomium of Helvidius Priscus the Elder to Rusticus. Cf.
the following note.

104Gr, Tac, Agr. 2.1; Dio Cass. 1lxvii,13.2,

105syet. Dom. 10.4.

10654, pp. 23-26 above.

107R.u. Rogers, CPh, 55 (1960) 19-23, argues uncon-
vincingly that the crimes alleged by the sources were mere
pretexts, and that the Stoles were in fact guilty of more
serious acts of treason,
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of an openly anti-imperial attitude. Certainly, the lesson
to be learned from their fate was not lost on the rest of

the Senate. In the last three years of the reign, there 1is
no evidence of senatorial intrigue, and the only senator
definitely known to have been put to death during this period
was Domitian's last surviving adult male relative, hence a
special case., The conspiracy which resulted in Domitian's
assassination was formulated and carried out not by the
Senate but by members of the lmperial household.

Suetonius states positively that this conspiracy
was inspired by the last known execution of the reign, the
murder in 95 A.,D. of Domitian's cousin, Flavius Clemens.
Although Suetonins also says that Clemens was a man of

contemptissimae inertiae, and was executed ex tenulssima

suspicione (Dom. 15.1), in fact Clemens seems to have

acquired a position of some prominence in the final years of

the reign., Consul ordinarius with Domitian in 95, his two

sons had been adopted as heirs-apparent by the Emperor, and
renamed Vespasianus and Domitianus (Dom. 15.1). A late
source 1ndicates that he also interceded on Quintilian's

108
behalf, and obtained the ornamenta consularia for him,

This implies a certain degree of influence with the Emperor,
Did Clemens and his wife, Flavia Domitilla, become

108puson, Grat. Act. vii.31; ef. M. Sordi, "La
Persecuzione di Domitiano™, RSCI, 14 (1960) 18,
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Impatient, and attempt to hasten the succession of their own
children by conspiring against Domitlian? The hypothesis is
attractive, glven the meagre evidence outlined above, &and
the context of Suetonius' remarks. The latter relates the
execution of Clemens immediately after recounting Domitian's
fear of assassination (Dom. 14), clearly suggesting that 1t
was the Emperor's fears that caused hlis cousin's fall from
power, Dio's flat statement that he was condemned on a
charge of "atheism™ may be viewed as either a pretext or one
of several charges brought against him.109 It is improbable
that it was the sole reason for his disgrace.

Thus of the fourteen senators known to have been
executed during Domitian's reign, six seem to have been
pronoggied guilty of conspiracy;i: one of tampering with the

army, and three of malestas, Three more apparently

were removed because they were regarded as potential rivals

1091 much the same fashion that adultery charges
were appended to a maiestas accusation under Tiberius; cf. P.
Garnsey, Social Status, 21. Cf. also S, Gsell, Domitien,
302-303; G. Corradi, DE, 2 (1910) 2020; E.T. Merrill, Essays
in Early Christian Histor (Logdon: Macmillan & Co., 13924)
1Z9=-150, I57; J. Speigl, Der romische Staat und die Christen
(Amsterdam: Adolf M, Hakkert, 1970) 23-26,

110civica Cerlalis, Flavius Sabinus, Antonius
Saturninus, Salvidienus Orfitus, Acilius Glabrio, Flavius
Clemens.

lllsallustius Lucullus,

llerulenus Rusticus, Herennius Seneclo, and
Helvidius Priscus the Younger.
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for the throne, ~and one for reasons unknown. This is
a modest tally for a reign of fifteen years which featured
at least two conspiracies, but the Senate could not be ex-
pected to accept all of the condemnations with equanimity,
The murders of Mettius Pompusianus, L. Aelius Plautius Lamia
Aelienus, and L. Salvius Otho Coccelanus were particularly
inexcusable, The suppression of the Stolc party, and
particularly the dramatic condemnation and execution of its
three leading spokesmen, also reflects poor judgement. The
Senate properly interpreted their destruction as an act
designed to silence criticism in any form, and reacted
accordingly. In the last three years of the reign, those
senators who were implacably hostile to Domitian chafed under
this restraint, which was released only with his assassi-

nation. The damnatio memoriae gave full measure to thelr

bitterness, and provided a lead for the other members of the
Senate to follow,

The condemnation of Domitian's memory was thus the
final act of a play which had opened in 84-85, and climaxed
in 87, All that took place after the conspliracy of 87 was a

predictable sequel.

113Mettius Pompusianus, L. Salvius Otho Coccelanus,
and L. Aelius Plautius Lamia Aelianus.

114y, Arrecinus Clemens.







CONCLUSION

The assassination of Domitian in 96 A.D. provided
the Senate with an opportunity to vent its wrath against the
deceased Emperor by condemning his memory. It also spawned
three works whose references to Domitian are so consistently
hostile that they may be deemed a kind of literary damnatio
memoriae— the Agricola and Historiae of Tacitus, and the
Panegyricus of Pliny the Younger.

Point by point analysis has revealed that the over-
whelming majority of these passages are historically inaccu-
rate, and warrants the general conclusion that the senatorial
portrait of Domltian as depicted by Tacitus and Pliny is far
from the truth. Domitian was not the incompetent coward whom
they make him out to be, but a forthright defender of the
Empire.1 Nor was he a savage and bloodthirsty tyrant. His
treatment of his subjects in the provinces was humane, and

2
earned for him a reputation as a beneficent ruler. He also

seems to have been on good terms with the masses of Rome

itself, despite Pliny's highly emotional rhetoric to the
3
contrary, while his popularity with the army is unquestlion-

lcr, pp. 50-61, 87-108, and 235-240 above.
20f, pp. 240-242 above.
Scr. PP. 243-249 above.
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4
able. In fact, Domitian's alleged tyranny was directed only
against the Senate.
Here 1n particular the narratives of Tacltus and
Pliny are grossly exaggerated. A reign of terror did not

set in on Domitian's dies imperii and remain operative for

the next fifteen years. This study has argued that despite
certaln tensions which clouded Domitian's relations with the
Senate at his accesslion, on the whole their relationship was
amicable during the early years of the reign. During this
period, however, Domitian was impelled by his lack of
auctoritas—— and particularly by his lack of military

experience=-to pursue three policies meant to strengthen his
hold on the throne. Ironically, it was the pursuit of these
three policies which caused a rift with the Senate., His
monopoly of the eponymous consulship-=a continuation of his
father's policy— deprived most of the senators of the
political prize which they valued most. His assumption of
the censorial power for life represented a constant threat
to their position, and an insult to their dignitas. Filnally,
hils transparent courtship of the army, combined with his
neglect of the Senate, was distasteful to that body, and
another source of disquiet., At the same time, in his
personal conduct Domitian revealed himself an autocrat.

Although this was essentially harmless, it was politically

4cr, agaln pp. 239-240 above,
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foolish because apart from matters of policy in itself it
was almost certain to arouse senatorial resentment. All of
this did in fact sour Domltian's relations with the Senate
in 84-85, and create an atmosphere of sufficient resentment
fo spawn conspiracles.

Domitian'!s reaction to the first proven conspiracy—
that of 87 A.D.—=seems to have been justifiably severe, and
the conspiracy of 89 only hardened his attitude, The
elimination of both active conspirators and potential but
unproven rivals in the aftermath of these two consplracies,
however, did not constitute a reign of terror. It was not
untll the destruction of the Stolc party in 93 that Domitian
revealed an inflexible determination to stifle even the most
harmless forms of senatorial opposition. Thereafter,
although the last three years of the reign witnessed the
executlon of only one senator, the atmosphere of repression
which existed within the Senate was sufficiently severe for
most senators to believe that they were éxposed to a reign

of terror. The damnatio memoriae which followed Domitian's

assasslnation was a reaction to the severe repression of

this three year perilod.







APPENDIX I

1l
The Dating of Domltlan's War Against the Chatti

In a recent contribution to Historla, Brian Jones
has stated that the Chattic war "was undertaken early in 82,
virtually won by the summer of 83 when Domitian became

Germanicus, and then followed by a period of reorganisation

and final pacification" (p. 80). The argument is
Impressively documented; the incautious reader may accede.
It 1s, however, open to serious objections.

As Jones correctly affirms, the outbreak of the war
1s usually dated to 83 on the basis of a passage 1in Dio
Cassius (1xvii,3.5) and a military diploma (ILS 1995). As
they sustain each other, of necessity Jones must decisively
disprove them both.

He begins with Dio, "Now Dio's account of the
Flavian era, surviving only in epitome, is of undoubted
value, but one of its major faults 1s 1ts chronological
inaccuracy" (p. 80). Jones attempts to set aside the
testimony of Dio on this ground. He cites the Usipi epi-
sode., Tacitus dates it to the sixth year of Agricola's
tenure in Britain, that 1s, 82 or 83 (Agr. 25). Dio, how-

lporthcoming in Historia under the title "The Dating
of Domitian's War Against the Chatti Again".

2B,W. Jones, Historia, 22 (1973) 79-90.
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ever, dates it to the reign of Titus, specifically to the
latter half of 79 (1xvi.20). Jones concludes that given
Tacitus! "reliability in matters of fact, it is obvious that,
as far as chronology is concerned, the evidence of Dio (1. e,
Xiphilinus and Zonaras) must be treated with extreme
caution" (p, 80).

The example is unfortunate, the method arbitrary.
The enigmatic Agricola is not particularly accurate or
reliable.3 Indeed, after careful study one historian has
recently concluded that Tacitus :onsciously distorted the

chronology of events in Britain, and that Dlo's account of
5

the Usipl eplsode 1s to be preferred. The proposal,
6
plausible and persuasive, dlispels Jones! criticism of Dio's

STacitus commits at least two lies in the Agricola:
tot exercitus in Moesia Daclaque et Germania et Pannonia
temeritate aut per ignaviam ducum amissi (41.2). In fact,
only two leglions were lost, V Alaudae In Dacla in 86, and
XXI Rapax in Pannonia in 92. See R. Syme, JRS, 18 (1928) 45-
46, Nam sicut ei (non licult> durare in hanc beatissimi
saecull lucem ac principem Traianum videre, quod augurio
votisque apud nostras sures ominabatur (44,5). Patently,
this 1s flattery post eventum. Tacitus was absent from Rome
for the four years previous to Agricola's death in August 93.
Tacitus and Agricola therefore did not verbally communicate
after 89-—almost a full decade before Trajan's accession,

4R, Urban, Domitlanbild, 34-35,

SR. Urban, Domitianbild, 21-43, 69 n., 4, especially
22: "Dio's Bericht ist vollig rational und in sich geschlossen
und macht keineswegs den Eindruck einer durch Kirzung oder
durch Missverstgndnis entstellten Version, so dass er, da er
auch keinerlei Ubertreibung oder Pathos erkennen ldsst, fur
sich genommen nicht den geringsten Anlass zu Kritik und
Zweifeln bietet."

6Both points are accepted by K.H. Waters in his
review of Urban, JRS, 62 (1972) 225-226,
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accuracy, and ralses grave misgivings about the trust-
worthiness of Tacitus' account of Agricola's campaligns.
"What 1little Dio has to say of the war itself and
of its causes is inaccurate" (p. 8l)., This is equally
disputable. Agart from Frontinus' comment that the Chattl

were in armis, and Suetonius! statement that the campaign

was sponte (Dom. 6), we know nothing of the causes of the

war, Dilo cannot, therefore, be convicted of 1naccuracy on
this point., As for the detalls of the campaign, Dio's account
does conflict with the fragmented testimony of Frontinus,8
but the question at issue 1s really Dio's source.
Exorpatebres S & Ty Deppuriar md p7d loperds v
ﬂéhéPOV'éNKV§W% (1xvii,4.1) reflects the senatorial tradition
hostile to Domitian-~and probably a contemporary senatorlal
historian.9

Jones'! concluding comment, "one cannot find in his
[bio's] account any satlsfactory evidence for 83 as the date
of the war" (p. 81), is therefore inadequately substantiated.

Inadequate criticism of Dio also militates against

7str. 1.1.8. Note, however, that they were also
inopinato bello.

8Particularly with Str. 11.3.23,

9¢cr, Suet, Dom. 19: 1In expeditione et agmine equo
rarius, lectica assidue vectus est, which also reflects
senatorial malice., The source is quite possibly Tacitus'
Historiae. That Dlio used the Historiae for his account of
Domitian's reign is almost certain, See, for example, the
death~scene of Titus (lxvi.26.2-4), with its Tacitean use of
a rumor for which the historien disclaims all responsibility.
Cf. pp. 191-193 above.
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Jones'! new dating of ILS 1995, This diploma 1s provided
with both a tribunician and a consular date. The former,
Tribunic. Potestat. II « « « CO0s. VIII Deslgn., VIIII, secures

10
i1t to the period September 19-December 31, 82, Jones, how-

ever, selizes upon the consular date, A, d. XII k. Octobr. M,

Larcio Magno Pompelo Silone, T. Aurelio Quieto cos. (September
11
20). Citing Degrassi, Jones notes a discrepancy between

the tribunician and consular dating which, he asserts,
proves that "the diploma was not 1ssued in 82 but in the
September of the following year" (p. 83).

According to Jones, "neither of the consuls will
fit the remaining letters in the fragment which he [begrassi]
assigns to 82" (p, 84). Surely, it is dubious method to
reject the firm tribunician date 1n favor of the insecure
consular date unless conclusive evidence can be cited to
asgssign the two consuls to 83, In point of fact, Jones has
apparently misunderstood Degrassi., The latter was confronted

with a fragment of the Fasti Ostienses which obviously con-

tained the flnal letters of the names of a consul ordinarius

and three successive suffecti for the year 82. The consuls
attested in ILS 1995 could not be matched with these

truncated names., Degrassi therefore proposed two alternative

10rprib, Pot. II: September 14, 82-September 13, 83}
Cos. VIII: January 1, 82; Cos. VIIII: January 1, 83. See P,
Weynand, RE, 6 (1909) 25513 2553-2554.

llA. Degraési, Inscriptlones Itallae, 13 fasc. 1:¢
Fastl Consulares et Triumphales (Roma, 1947) 220-221, and
Tab. IIXX.
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solutions: elther the fastl for 82 must have contained
additional suffecti, or the tribunician date of ILS 1995
must be in error. Jones favors the latter alternative;
Degrassi, who posed it, thought it "minus probabile".12
With good reason, Since no less than eleven suffecti may
have to be added to the extant fasti for 82-83,13 five pairs
of suffecti must be allotted to each year, If the fragment
is in chronological order, then it breaks off with August 31,
82, September-October is available, and in consonance with
ILS 1995, should be consigned to Larcius and Aurelius,

The diploma was, therefore, issued on September 20,
82. The argument Eased upon ite-that the war could not have

started in 82 because troops would not be discharged while a

campaign was in progress—=1is sound. As Jones accepts the

124, Degrassi, Inscript. Ital., 220-221: "Difficultatem
quidem facit cognomen, quod supplevit Dessau, Modest. (v.8),
quod alienum esse videtur a M. Larcio Magno Pompeio Silone
et a T. Aurelio Quieto, quos diploma diei 20 Sept. 82 consules
exhibet (CIL XVI.28). Sed fierl potest ut aliqua de causa
a, 82 plures consules fuerint quam Domitiani aetate solerent,
nisi forte existimes, id quod minus probabile puto, numeros
tribuniciae potestatis et consulatuum illius diplomatis
falso esse et diploma ipsum ad a. 83 referendum."

1389e A. Degrassi, Fasti Consolari, 24-25: Peregrinus;
A. Didius Gallus Fabricius Veiento 111, Vibius Crispus; S lex.
Carminius] Vetus, M. Co_ (in October: CIL XIV.4725); M.
Larcius Megnus Pompeius SiTo, T. Aurelius Quietus; P. Valerius
Patruinus, L. Antonius Saturninus; Cn. Pedanius Fuscus
Salinator; Marius Priscus. Here, Degrassi says of the consul=-
ships of Larcius and Aurelius, "non sembra escluso che 1
consoll possano appartenere all'83." 83 has not received
universal acceptance. See, for example, W. Eck, Senatoren,
126 n., 64: "82 oder. 83"; 222 n, 457: "82 (?)". M. Co__ _ 1is
now known to be M. Cornelius Nigrinus Curlatius Maternus; see
G. Alf8ldy and H, Halfmann, Chiron, 3 (1973) 331-373.
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14
argument in principle, it provides definitive evidence
against his dating of the war,
Having disposed of the evlidence against his dating,
Jones next seeks evidence to confirm it. He Immediately
cites Domitian's adoption of the title Germanicus in the

summer of 83, which "presumably indicates the successful
conclusion of the campaign . . ." (p. 85). His principal
argument is that "it is inconceivable that he [bomitiap]
would have risked entitling himself Germanicus if there was

any danger of the war continuing" (p. 85).
The evidence supporting the incorporation of the
title Germanicus into Domitian's titulary in 83 is variously

15
numismatic, papyrological, and epigraphic. It must, how~-

ever, be used with caution. As Domitian was later to be
16 17
addressed as Dacicus and Sarmaticus although he never
18
officlally accepted the titles, it 1is clear that only

official government materlals may be safely cited for the

14n1 would argue, then, that if this diploma has
any value as evidence for the dating of this campaign, it is
to demonstrate that by September 83 Domitian had conquered
the Chatti" (p. 85). To his list of scholars who have accepted
the argument, add J. Janssen, Vita Domitiani, 30-31; and P.
Arias, Domiziano, 89,

15gr1c 1I, 158.39; BMC II, 307.44; P, Flor. III, 361,

z 12; P. Oxy. II.331; IGR I.1138,
lsMart. viii preaef.
1 yart, 1x.93.7; of. S. Gsell, Domitlen, 229,

18p, Weynand, RE, 6 (1909) 2572, 2576.
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title Germanicus as well., Desplte doubts voiced about their
19
authenticity, two coins in this category, RIC II, 158,39

and BMC II, 307.44, seem to confirm the adoption of the title
by September 13, 83. This does not, however, support Jones!
twin conclusions that the war began in 82 and was virtually
over in the summer of 83, There is considerable evidence

that the war continued until 85. Germania Capta first appears
on the colnage for that year,zo which infers continuance of

21
the war until shortly before that date. Confirmation is

to be found in the fact that the detachments drawn from

22
Agricola's command continued to serve in Germany until 86,
the year in which legio I Adiutrix also was transferred to

the Danublan front, The title Germanicus, then, apparently

signals nothing more than the end of Domltian's personal
24
participation in the war,
Similarly, the adoption of that title in the summer

of 83 does not presuppose a campalgn in 82, Braunert's

19Most recently by C.M. Kraay, ANSMusN, 9 (1960) 112,

20BMC II, 1xxxvi; xcii; 362,294; 369,325,

21y, Braunert, BJ, 153 (1953) 100-101., Cf. H.
Schonberger, JRS, 59 (1969) 158, who seems to accept Braunert's
views on the length of the war.

227p LS 9200 indeed refers to the Chattic war; cf.
p. 46 Ne 101 aE ove,

23¢r, p. 48 n, 108 above.,
24y, Braunert, BJ, 153 (1953) 100.
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supposition that Domitian set out in the spring and returned
in the late summer of 83 1s equally admissiblezs-indeed,
fits the facts far better., As Jones states, "it was
Domitian's practice to receive salutations for minor
victories"™ (p. 85). It is precisely the striking absence of
imperial salutations during the period Jones proposes which

deters acceptance of his dating of the war. Imperator II on

26
September 19, 82, Domitian 1s stilll only Imperator III on
27
June 9, 83, Then there is a flurry of salutations— IV and
28 29

V before the end of 83, VI and VII by September 3, 84,

One might reasonably suppose that III celebrates a personal
30
success of Domitian's in the early stages of the campaign,
31
IV and V victories in Caledonia and on the Rhine, VI the

294, Braunert, BJ, 153 (1953) 98-99,

26115 1995. Domitian was saluted as imperator far
the first time by the Praetorian Guard on his dies Ilmperii:
P. Weynand, RE, 6 (1909) 2551, The second acclamation should
commemorate & victory won in Britain during Agricola's fourth
campalign: Agr. 23.

27118 1996,

28pomitian 1is Imperator III on the last issues of
83, and V on the initial issues of 84, No coins seem to
have been minted for the period Trib. Pot. III Cos, VIIII
Design. X, that is, September l4-December 31, 83. Cf. BMC II,
80,

297115 1997.

30certainty is precluded, but possibly the initial
success attested by Frontin,Btr 1.1.8, or the construction of
the limes: Str. 1.3,10.

3%552. 24: Quinto expeditionum anno nave prima
transgressus ignotas ad 1d tempus gentes crebris simul ac
prosperis proeliis domuit. Imperator V against the Chatti:
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32

victory at Mons Grauplus, and VII a further victory on the
33

Rhine. Whatever the distribution, certainly the timing of

salutations IV-VII completely contradicts Jones! dating of
the war,

There is one additional plece of evidence which also
suggests that the decisive moment in the campaign must be
placed later than the summer of 83. Dio closely links the
increase in salary for the legions with the campaign in
Germany.34 A coin bearing the legend STIP. IMP. AUG.
DOMITIAN now definitely dates the former event to 84.35

A final point. Jones believes that a campaign in
the spring of 82 presumes a crisis on the Rhine at the end
of 8l1. He finds the occaslon for a Chattic incursion with
the accession of Domitlan: the Chatti "always seem to have
attacked the Romans only when the latter's resources were
strained or weskened « « + o With the deaths of Vespasian
and Titus, only Domitisn was left and he was known to lack

military experience"™ (p. 90). This will not do. Suetonius

characterlizes Domitian's wars as elther necessario or sponte;

C.M. Kraay, ANSMusN, 9 (1960) 112; BMC II, lxxxii n. 6.
32C.M. Kraay, ANSMusN, 9 (1960) 112-114,

33Not for the eradication of the Nasamones, dated
by Dlo Cass., 1lxvii.4.6 to 85, and commemorsted by VIII.

S54The victory in Germany and increase in salary are
both discussed in 1xvii,3.5.

85paris, Cabinet des Medallles 1496. See CoMe
Kraay, ANSMusN, 9 (1960) 1l1l4-116,



326

that against the Chatti was sponte (Dom. 6),

Jones has not, then, superseded earlier views on
the date of the war. We still know nothing of its causs,
and very little of its development. The coiln legend Germania

Capta, not the title Germanicus, provides a terminal date.

The outbreak of the war cannot be dated closely, but the
timing of salutations IV-VII certainly points to 83-84, not
82-83, as the decisive moment, Braunert'!s reconstruction
still remains the most attractive: Domitian set out for the
Rhine in the spring of 83, and returned to Rome 1n the late
summer. The war, however, contlinued in his absence until
85, when the Taunus-Wetterau region was finally secured, and

coins were struck to herald the occasion,



APPENDIX II

The Appointment of Virl Militares under Vespaslian and Domitian

During the reign of Vespasian, military activity
occurred over a period of several years in two distant
theatres: Britaln, and the eastern frontier.l In Britain,
the Roman advance had lapsed with the rebellion of Boudicca,
and the hiatus had continued during the Civil Wars., The
arrival of Q. Petillius Cerialils in 71 signalled a new
advance, which was continued by his immediate successors,
Sex. Iulius Frontinus and Gn. Iulius Agricola.

In the east, the Empire's political divisions and
military defences were extensively reshuffled. Iudaea was
reorganized as an imperial province of praetorian rank,2 and
1ts first three governors concerned themselves with crushing
the remnants of the Jewilsh rebellion.3 In eastern Asia

4
Minor, a new imperial province garrisoned by two legions was

lthere are several good modern narratives of this
activity; cf. p. 79 n., 179 for a listing.

2W. Eck, Senatoren, 5-6, 1s the most recent discussion.

S5Sex. Vettulenus Cerialls (70-71/72); Sex. Lucilius
Bassus (71/72-72/73); L. Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus (73/74-
79/80). The war ended with the capture of Masada by Bassus;
cf, Joseph., BJ vii.163-407,

4Legio XII Fulninata at Melitene, and XVI Flavia
Firma, presumably at Satala: E, Ritterling, RE, 12 (1925)
1271, 1707 (XII Fulminata), 1765 (XVI Flavia Firma); H.M.D.
Parker, The Roman Legions (0xford: the Clarendon Press, 1928)
148-149; R. Syme, CAH, 11 (1936) 141; L. Homo, Vespasien, 319.
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forged from the unification of Cappadoeia and Galatla, and
the assimilation of the client-kingdom of Armenia Minor.5 A
complete reorientation of Roman defences in the upper .
Euphrates valley resulted.6 In 72 the client-kingdom of
Commagene was absorbed into the province of Syria.7 As a
result, that province's eastern defences were also revamped,
with two leglons being transferred to occupy the most
important fords of the middle Euphrates.8 They saw active
service: Vespasian's fallure to send ald against the Alani

occasioned a Parthlan reprisal, repulsed by the governor of
9
Syria, M. Ulpius Traianus (76 A.D.).

Something is known of the earlier careers of all of

the governors of Britain, Cappadocla-Galatia, and Syria who

SSuet. Vesp. 8; CIL IIT.306=M-W 86. See especlally
F. Cumont, "L'annexion du Pont Polémoniaque et de la Petite
Arménia", Anatolian Studies Presented to Sir Willlam Mitchell
Ramsay (Manchester: the University Press, 1923) 109-119, who
clearly demonstrates the strategic role which the new
province was designed to plsy.

6st111 physically attested by the remains of the
massive road-building program undertaken along and behind
the new frontier, See again B.W. Henderson, Five Roman
Emperors, 64-71., Epigraphic evidence for this program 1is
conveniently listed in F.C. Bourne, Public Works, 58-59.

7Joseph, BJ vii1.219-243.

8Zeugma and Samosata. They sesm to have been
garrisoned respectively by legio IV Scythica and VI Ferrata;
the evidence, however, is sEi%I subject to dispute., Cf. E,
Ritterl?ng, RE, 12 (1925) 1560 (1IV Scythica), 1590 (VI
Ferrata); H.M.D. Parker, Legions, 149; R. Syme, CAH, 11l
(1936) 140. ’ S T

9Suet. Dom. 2; Dio Cass. 1xv,15.3; cf., L. Homo,
Vespasien, 336-337,
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were involved in this activity. Vespasian's policy of

speclalization in the appointment of viri militares to

active military theatres is clearly demonstrated by the

evidence for thelr careers.

Britain:
Q. PETILLIUS CERIALIS (71-73/74 A.D.)
E, Swoboda, RE, 19 (1938) 1138-1150; Birley 9;10 A.R.
Birley, Britannia, 4 (1973) 179-190.
Cerlalis made a concerted effort to subdue and

incorporate the Brigantes: multa proelia, et aliquando non

incruenta; magnamque Brigantum partem aut victoria amplexus

est aut bello (Agr. 17.1). He had previously seen active

duty in Britain as legatus legionis IX Hispana during the
11
rebellion of Boudicca in 61, After the death of Vitellilus,

he was dispatched with Annius Gallus to check the rebellion
along the lower Rhine.12 He defeated the Treveri at Rigodulum
(Hist, iv.71.4-5), a combined Gallo-Germanic force under
Civilis, Classicus, and Tutor in the territory of the Treveril
(Hist. 1v.77-78), and the Batavi in the Rhine delta (Hist.
v.14-24),

His prior service in Britain, and extended tribal

10Rererences are to the sequence of governors in
A.R. Birley, "The Roman Governors of Britain", Ep. Stud., 4
(1967) 63-102,

llHis experience was unfortunate; c¢f. Ann., xiv.32,

12By Mucianus: Hist. iv.68.1. Joseph. BJ vii.82-83,
however, states that Cerialis defeated the Germans by chance
while proceeding to Britain from a command in Germany. Cf.
A. Briessmann, Flavische Geschichtsbild, 97-103,
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warfare in Gaul and Germany, doubly qualified him for the
13
projected advance against the Brigantes,
SEX, IULIUS FRONTINUS (74-77/78 A.D.)

A. Kappelmacher, RE, 10 (1919) 591-606; J.B. Ward-
Perkins, CQ, 31 (1937) 102-105; PIRS J 322; Birley 10,

Frontinus' major accomplishment in Britain was the
defeat of the Silures, which was decisive for the reduction

of Wales: Iulius Frontinus, vir magnus quantum licebat,

validamque et pugnacem Silurum gentem armis subegit, super

virtutem hostium locorum quoque difficultates eluctatus

(Agr. 17.2). Nothing is known of his career prior to the
praetorship, which he served in Rome as urbanus 1ln January,
70 (Hist., iv.39.1). He also participated in the suppression
of the Gallic revolt, receiving the surrender of the

Lingones (Str. 1v.3.14).14 Like Cerialis, the knowledge of
tribal warfare acquired in this campaign will have been a
factor in his appointment to Britain, The suggestion of Ward-
Perkins that Frontinus accompanied Cerialis to Britain in
70/71 as legatus legionis II Adiutrix is possible, but

15
totally hypothetical.

13This would seem a more important reason for his
appointment to Britain than the familial relationship with
Vespasian attested by Hist. 111.,59.2 and Dio Cass, 1lxiv.18.1.
Cerialis was probably Vespaslan's son-in-law; see G. Townend,
JRS, 51 (1961) 54-52.

l4cr, P. 85 n, 211 for a discussion of his role in
this campaign.

15cq, 31 (1937) 104,
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CN, IULIUS AGRICOLA (78-84/85 A.D.)

A. Gaheis, RE, 10 (1919) 125-143; PIRZ J 126; R.
Syme, Tacitus, 19-29; 3 Birley 11; Ogilvie-Richmond, De Vita
Agricolae, 517-320, -

The much discussed career of Agricola requires
little comment., He served his laticlave military tribunate
in Britain under Suetonius Paullinus during the rebellion of
Boudicca (Agr. 5). His support of Vespasian during the Civil
War was rewarded by Mucianus with a leglonary legateship,
that of Britain's XX Valeria Victrix (Agr. 7.3). In this
capacity he was an active participant in Cerialis' campalign
against the Brigantes (Agr. 8).

The governorship of Aquitania followedls-and with
i1t a clear promise of the consulship.(Agr. 9.1). Tacitus

states that comitante oplnione Britanniam el provincilam dari

(Agr. 9.5). If Vespasian is conceded a long-range policy,
then Agricola's appointment to Aquitanla is perhaps no longer
fortuitous, Vespaslan might have wished to expose Agricola
to the problems of civil administration which he would later
face while ruling the settled portlons of Britain: hence a
praetorian command in a province with a political infra-
structure similar to Britain's. This argues that Agricols
was destined for the governorship of Britain as early as 73;
his military experience made him the logical candidate to

succeed Frontinus if the forward advance was to continue,

16pated 73/74-76/77 by W. Eck, Senatoren, 119-123.
74-76 A,D, 1s likely; cf Agr. 9,5: "minus triennium in ea
legatione detentus . . '
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Cappadocia-Galatia:

? M. ULPIUS TRAIANUS (70/71-72/73 A.D.)

R. Hanslik, RE, supp. 10 (1965) 1032-1035,

Desplte lack of evidence, the theory that Tralanus,
father of the emperor Trajan, was the first governor of the
newly~-formed province of Cappadocia-Galatia has galned wide
ac:cept:ance.ll7 He certainly was well-qualified. He had ably

18
served in the bellum ITudaicum as legate of X Fretensis, which

gave him sufficient eastern experience to attempt the task of

organlzing the new province's defences, If, as has been
19
persuasively argued, Tralanus returned from Egypt to Rome to

hold the consulship in the spring or summer of 70, then his
Immediate appointment to Cappadocia-Galatia before the end of
that year would present no difficulty.

CN. POMPEIUS COLLEGA (73/74-76/77 A.D.)

M. Lambertz, RE, 21 (1951) 2269-2270; Sherk, p. 42.20

21
Both inscriptions and coins attest his governorship.

17¢r, R, Syme, Tacitus, 31 n. 1; R. Hanslik, RE,
supp. 10 (1965) 1033; W. Eck, Senatoren, 115-118; G.W.
Bowersock, JRS, 63 (1973) 134-135. Not, however, by R.K.
Sherk, The Legates of Galatia from Augustus to Diocletian
(Baltimore: the Johns Hopkins Press, 1951).

18Joseph. BJ 111.289-306, 458, 485; 1iv,.450,

19¢r, J. Morris, "The Consulate of the Elder Trajan",
JRS, 43 (1953) 79-80; and R. Syme in his review of A. Degrassi's
1 Pasti Consolari dell!Impero Romano, JRS, 43 (1953) 154,

20References are to R.K. Sherk, Legates of Galatia.

, 2lcr, ILS 8904; T.E. Minonnet, Description de
meédallles antiques, grecques et romaines (Paris, 1809) IV,
277.17; 374.2.
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It was during thils period that the Alanl were restive on the
province's northeastern frontier, which was reinforced,22 and
when war with Parthia seemed a possibility, and military
demonstrations were required to restore order.25 Having
previously seen both civil and military duty in the East,
Pompeius was well-qualified to cope with the situation, In

24
70 he served in Syria as legatus legionis IV Scythics, in

which capacity he administered the province of Syria in the
absence of its governor, L. Caesennius Paetus, and suppressed
the Jewish revolt in Antiooh.25
M. HIRRIUS FRONTO NERATIUS PANSA (77/78-79/80)

E. Groag, RE, 16 (1935) 2545-2546; Sherk, pp. 42-43;
M. Torelli, "The Cursus Honorum of M. Hirrius Fronto
Neratius Pansa", JRS, 58 (1968) 170-175.

The details of Neratius' career have only recently
been elaborated in the article clted above by M., Torelli;
previous scholars knew merely of his consulshlip and of this

governorship. The inscription which Torelli has reconstructed

reveals that Neratius recelved dona mlilitaris and adlectio

inter patricios; he is undoubtedly correct in arguing that

this was a reward for Neratius' fidelity to Vespaslian durlng
26

the Civil War, Neratius apparently was legatus legionis

22¢r, ILS 8795=M-W 237.

231, Homo, Vespaslien, 336-337. Trajan was awarded
the ornamenta triumpHaI?a; T. ILS 8970=M-W 263,

24Joseph. BJ v11.59,

25 Joseph. BJ vii.54-62.

2
Irs, 58 (1968) 174.
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VI Ferrata during the Civil Wars, and as such accompanied
Muclanus from Syria to Italy.27 At the conclusion of the

Civil War he was sent back to the East as governor of Lycila-
Pamphylia, a province of praetorian standing (ca. 70/71-71/72).
Circa 75 he seems to have been entrusted with an extraordinary
command against the Alani,29 and presumably used Cappadocia-
Galatia as his base of operations., His composite eastern
experience provided him with excellent credentials for the

governorship of that province.

Syria:
L. CAESENNIUS PAETUS (70/71-72/73)
E. Groag, RE, 3 (1899) 1307-1309; PIR® C 173; A.

Garzetti, "L, Cesennio Peto e la rivalutazione flaviana di
personaggi neroniani®, Melanges d'archeologie et d'histoire

offerts Andre Pi anioI*(Paris. Ecole Pratique des Hautes
Etudes, 1966) 757-%95.

Formerly governor of Cappadocia and commander of the

1ll-fated Armenian expedition of 62 A.,D. (Ann, xv.6-16), he
lapses into obscurlty after his recall to Rome., He was
probably given the critical Syrian command despite his

mediocre record because he was related by marriage to
30
Vespasian, although it must be conceded that he was
31
famlliar with the East and its problems.

27JRs, 58 (1968) 174.

28¢r, W, Eck, "Dle Legaten von Lykien und Pamphylien
unter Vespasian", ZPE, 6 (1970) 65-75.

29M. Torelli, JRS, 58 (1968) 172-173.
®OF. Groag, RE, 3 (1899) 1309.

31
Stressed by A. Garzetti, Mélangps Piganiol, 788,
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P. MARIUS CELSUS (72/73)

F. Miltner, RE, 14 (1930) 1823-1824; 1824,

His governorship rests upon only one inscription,
ILS 8903, and it is uncertain whether he was the consul of
62 or 69 A.D. Dessau, in his remarks on this inscription,
i1dentified him with the consul of 62; and Miltner followed
suit.32 The consul of 62, however, seems to have pursued a
non-military career,33 which makes him an implausible
candidate for the Syrian command. The consul of 69, in con-

trast, had previously served in the East as legatus leglonis

XV Apollinaris during Corbulo's Armenian cempalign of 63 A.D.
(Ann. xv.25), and during the Civil Wars was a partisan of
Galba, Otho and Vitellius in turn, serving as one of Otho's
principal generals.34 His military experience, and his
previous command in the East, make it probable that he was
the governor of Syria attested by ILS 8903.55

M. ULPIUS TRAIANUS (73/74=77/78)

As mentioned above, Trailanus was legate of the legio

X Fretensis during the bellum Iudaicum, and possibly the first

52RE, 14 (1930) 1824,

33After his consulship he was, for example, curator
aquarum (Frontin., de aq. 102) rather than governor of an
mperial province,

S4Galba: Hist, 1.31; Otho: Hist. 1.71, 87, 90; 11.33,
40; Vitellius: since he was consul in June-August, 69, prima
facle he succeeded in winning Vitellius' trust.

35He is so, identified, however, only by an admittedly
circular argument; hence the identification cannot be pressed.




336

governor of Cappadocla-Galatla, This background made him an
ideal candidate for the governorship of Syria, which was the
cornerstone of the Empire's eastern defences. He governed
the province for at least four years, and during this period
must have supervised most of the regrganization of 1its
defences. In 76 he made a military demonstration agalnst
the Parthians, which averted a threatening war, gnd for

which he was awarded the ornamenta triumphalia.

Conclusion:

Of the elght governors in question, at least seven
and possibly all had been exposed to the tactical and
strategic problems presented by their provinces at an earlier
point in thelr careers. Hence they were fully competent to
cope with the ongoing military activity which each encountered

or initiated when he entered upon his office,

The various campaigns waged during the Civil Wars
and the reign of Nero provided combat fraining and seasoning
for many of the generals whom Vespaslan selected to govern
Britain and the East. Domitlan was not so fortunate. There
had been no sustained campaigns on the Danube to create a
pool of experlenced commanders upon whom he could draw in
his wars against the Dacians and Sarmatians. Instead, he had

to rely on officers who either had seen no active service

36¢cf, p. 333 n. 23 above.,
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while stationed in the area, or who at most had had a part
in repulsing one of the occasional Sarmatian raids. Hence
while the principle of speclallzation can still be observed
in Domitlan's appointments to Moesia Superior, Moesia
Inferior, and Pannonia, the evidence 1s not as dramatic as
that provided by Vespasian's reign,

Moesla Superior:

L. FUNISULANUS VETTONIANUS (86/87-87/88)

E3 Groag, RE, 7 (1912) 301-305; PIRZ F 570; A. Stein,
PpP. 356=37. 7

Funisulanus Vettonianus had the longest and most
checkered career of any member of the Flavian senate, He
served his laticlave millitary tribunate with legio VI Victrix
in Spain around 50 A.D.,38 and his quaestorship in Sicil}r.:59
He then routinely advanced through the plebelan tribunate and

praetorship, and in 62 A.D. became legatus legionis IV

Scythica, which he led into Armenia under the command of
Caesennius Paetus.4o Nero must have held him partly respon-
sible for Paetus' disgraceful capitulation, for his career
was brought to an abrupt halt after his return to Rome. He
did not hold another post until the reign of Vespasian, by

whom he was appointed praefectus Aerarium Saturni, a clear

S7References are to A. Stein, Legaten von Moesien.

38cr. @, Alfoldy, Fasti Hispanienses (Wiesbaden:
Franz Steiner Verlag, 1969) 127,

59¢r, ILg 1005; AE 1946, 205,

400r, Tac. Ann. xv.7; ILS 1005.



338
. 41
signal of an impending consulship. Two offices, however,
intervened. One ihscription (AE 1946, 205) records that he
served as curator aquarum. Since, however, Acilius Aviola

42
is known to have been curator from 74-97, this must mean

that he was the highest praetorian aide to the consular
43
curator. Both inscriptions next record that he was curator

viae Aemiliae, then consul (78?). Subsequent to the consul-

ship he was received into the priesthood of the VII viri
epulones, and dispatched to Dalmatia ('79/80-81/82).4

His appointment to Dalmatla seems incongruous. He
must have been almost fifty years old, and it had been seven-
teen years since he had last held a military command.
Domitian, or a very influential patron, must have had great
falth in his loyalty and military ability, for the appoint-
ment was certainly not a token gesture offered to make up
for the slights which he had suffered under Nero., He was
instead duly promoted to Pannonia, one of the most senilor
commands in the Empire, where he served in the period 82/83-

45
85/86, With the outbreak of the Dacian war in the fall or

winter of 85, Domitian divided Moesla into two provinces,

and transferred Vettonianus to Moesia Superior, his third

4171s 1005; AE 1946, 205.

42Frontin. de ag. 102,
43

E. Groag, RE, 7 (1912) 302,
4118 1005; AE 1946, 205,
45 )

CIL XVI. 30, 31; ILS 1005; AE 1946, 205.
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45
Danubian command (86/87-87/88), He served actively

against the Daclians, for which he was awarded the dona

47 .
militaris, end on his return to Rome enrolment 1in a second
48
priesthood, the sodales Augustales. Finally, in 91/92, he
49

was honored with the proconsulship of Africa.

Vettonianus! career after the consulship 1s a classic
example of the pollicy of specialization at work. Moesla bore
the brunt of the Dacian invasions; given his advanced age,
Vettonlanus' experience on the Danube must have been the sole
reason for his appointment to Moesia Superior,

L. TETTIUS IULIANUS (88/89-89/90)

E. Groag, RE, 5A (1934) 1107-1110; A. Stein, pp. 38~
39,

After the catastrophic defeat of Cornelius Fuscus
in Daclia in 86, Domitian entrusted Tettius Iulianus with
command of the second invasion force, Dio records that he
was a sober disciplinarian (1lxvii.lO0.l) who forged his army
into a unit which in 88 annihilated the hitherto victorious
Dacians at Tapae (1lxvii.1l0.2).

His background also included active service on the

Danube: as legatus leglonlis VII Claudia, he was one of the

50
officers responsible for repulsing a Sarmatian raid in 69,

461Ls 1005; AE 1946, 205,
47113 1005,

8k 1046, 205.

49k 1946, '205.

50
Tac. Hist. 1079.5.
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There 1s then an unexplalned interlude in his career, after
which he held a second legionary command, that of III
Augusta, while governor of Numidia (so/'el-al/sz).51 A
consular command may be postulated for the perlod between
his consulship in 83 and his dlspatch to Moesia Superior in
88, 6r concelvably a staff appointment under Funisulanus
Vettonianus, to whom he was related by marriage.52

This evidence suggests that his experience on the
Danube in 69, and possibly his marital connection with
Vettonlianus, were important factors in his selection by

Domitian to command the sgsecond Daclian invaslion force.

Moesia Inferior:

M. CORNELIUS NIGRINUS CURIATIUS MATERNUS (86-89/90)
G. Alfoldy and H. Halfmann, Chiron, 3 (1973) 331-373.
Maternus'! career recently has been brilliantly
reconstructed by Geza Alfgldy. He was serving his laticlave
military tribunate with legio XIV Gemina Martia Victrix when
Nero transferred it from Britain to the Danube in 67 A.D.53
His experience on the Danube, however, must have been brief,
for the legion marched to Italy in support of Otho in 69,
and was sent back to Britain by Vitellius after the battle

54
of Bedriacum, After the Civil War he was adlected inter

51pr 1954, 137.

S52Tulianus' brother, C. Tettius Africanus, was
married to Vettonianus'! daughter, Funisulana Vettulla, Cf.
R. 8yme, Tacitus, 24 n. 2.

537ac, Hist. 11,66,

S4H1gt, 11,66.
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praetorios, presumably for playing an instrumental role 1in
55
persuading the legion to swear alleglance to Vespasian.

Maternus' next military command was as legate of
VIII Augusta In Germania Superior around '75-‘78,56 and in that
capacity he may have participated in the campaign against the
Bructeri.57 Since he was next promoted to the governorship
of Aquitania (79-827), he seems to have been destined for a
career on the Rhine., With the outbreak of war on the Danube,
however, because of hils previous although brief experience on
that frontier he was dlspatched to Moesia Inferior (86-89/90),
There he must have served under both Fuscus and Iulisnus, for

58
he received double the usual number of dona militaria. In

addition, his service must have been of especial value, for
in 94/95 he was promoted to Syria,59 which Domitian reserved
for those whom he highly esteemed.

Maternus' experience on the Danube was so negligible,
however, that it 1s difficult to see how 1t could have been a
decisive factor in his appointment to Moeslia Inferior. Rather,
he was probably dispatched to the Danube because he was

Judged a sound officer on the basis of his performance in

55¢f, G. Alrdldy and H. Halfmann, Chiron, 3 (1973)
331=373, especlally 348. Given the mood of the legion, this
should not have been a difficult task; cf. again Hist., 11.66.

56G, A1rf51dy and H. Halfmann, Chiron, 3 (1973) 353,

>7once again, the interpretation of ILS 9200 is
critical; cf. p. 46 n., 101 above.

58G, A1£61dy and H. Halfmann, Chiron, 3 (1973) 356,

59 .
G. Alfoldy and H., Halfmann, Chiron, 3 (1973) 362,
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Germania Superior,'and had some experience on the Danube.
Pannonia:
CN. PINARIUS AEMILIUS CICATRICULA POMPEIUS LONGINUS
(95/96-97/98)

M. Lambertz, RE, 21 (1951) 2274-2275; Dobo"24.60

The Dacians scrupulously adhered to the treaty of
89, and the lower Danube remained at peace for the last seven
years of Domitian's reign. During that same period, however,
the Pannonian frontier was in a state of constant turmoll,
Campaigns are recorded against the Sarmatiaens in 89, 92, and
97, with one legion lost (XXI Rapax).61 A governor with
previous Danubian experlence was demanded.

The career of Pompeius Longlinus, like that of
Tettius Iulianus, reflects the lmportance which Domitian
attached to Iudaea and Numidia, the only two praetorian

provinces whose governors combined the civil and military

functions, as a breeding-ground for viri militares to be

posted to the senior commands after their consulships.
Longinus governed Iudaea in 85/86-88/89,62 After his consul-
ship (90) he was posted to Moesia Superior (92/93-94/95).
Despite his apparent lack of Danubian experience, this was a

safe appointment because it was clear that the Dacians

, 60Tne reference is to the sequence of governors in
A. Dobo, Pannonien.

6lcr. pp. 97 and 104-105 above.
620IL XVI.33; cf. W, Eck, Senatoren, 136-139,
63CIL XVI.39; ef. W. Eck, Senatoren, 143-145,
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Intended to respect the treaty of 89, After three years of
exposure to the problems of command on the Danube, he was
duly promoted to Pannonia, which he continued to govern after
the Emperor's assassination.64 Domitian's policy of special-
ization reaped a dividend on this frontier after his death;
it was undoubtedly Pompeius Longinus who engineered the
victory over the Suebl in 97 which occasioned Nerva's
adoption of Trajan.65

Conclusion:

The evidence for speclalization under Domitian,
then, is convincing but not as clear as the evidence for
specialization under Vespaslian. Funisulanus Vettonianus,
with successive commands in Dalmatia, Pannonia, and Moesia
Superior, and Pompeius Longinus, with commands in Moesla
Superior and Pannonla, are the clearest examples of the
policy at work. Tettius Iulianus and Curiatius Maternus
also seem to have been promoted to consular commands on the
Danube on the basis of previous service there, but their
experlience was brief, and other factors seem to have

contributed to their appointments.,

6401 XVI.42; cf. W. Eck, Senatoren, 146-150,
65p1iny Pan. 8.2.
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