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Abstract

The following thesis provides a commentary on chapters 15-25 (inclusive) of Tacitus
Annales 13 which form part of Tacitus’ annalistic narrative of the years AD 55 and 56,
narrating the murder of Britannicus and its aftermath, Junia Silana’s conspiracy against
Agrippina, Pallas’ and Burrus’ alleged plot against Nero, measures taken to quell unrest in
theatres, and the suicide of Julius Montanus. The commentary is on a similar scale to those of
Malloch (2013) on Annales 11 and Woodman (2018) on Annales 4 which are published in the
Cambridge Classical Texts and Commentaries series (often termed the ‘orange’ series), with
the eventual aim being (time and finances permitting) to publish a commentary on the
entirety (58 chapters) of Annales 13; I have already written commentary sections on chapters
1-14, 26-30, 42-43 and 49 (which due to space constraints | have been unable to include in
my doctoral thesis) with a publishable commentary on the entire work in mind. As required
by the genre, the bulk of the commentary consists of detailed notes on specific lemmata,
outlining points of linguistic, literary, historical and textual interest (including parallel
passages, allusions and evaluations of conjectural emendations where necessary) in a given
lemma. While it is not possible to include a complete critical text of Annales 13 with a critical
apparatus within the constraints of the 80,000-word doctoral thesis, | have collated the
primary manuscript in which Annales 13 is preserved (the eleventh-century Laurentianus
plut. 68.2, known to Tacitean scholars as the ‘Second Medicean’ or M and available to
consult online) from afresh for the entirety of Annales 13 and have established a text of my
own which can be observed in the lemmata; | have clearly indicated in my textual notes
where my text differs from either the primary manuscript or the most recent critical edition
(the Teubner of Wellesley [Leipzig 1986]) and have explained my reasons for deviating from
these. | have also consulted those codices recentiores which have been digitised by the
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana and the Vatican Library; as their archetype survives, these
are useful only as sources of conjectures. My notes on lemmata are preceded by four
introductory sections (as would be found in a published commentary) which set out broader
interpretative themes in Annales 13, namely the government of the Neronian principate,
Tacitus’ depiction of women and gender roles, Tacitus’ language and style, and the
manuscript tradition of Annales 11-16; | will produce in due course an introductory section
on the structure of the annalistic narrative of Annales 13, which will be a useful counterpart
to the planned commentary on the whole book. It is hoped that, while a complete
commentary on Annales 13 is not possible within the constraints of a doctoral thesis, a
balance between detailed textual analysis and consideration of broader literary and historical
themes can be achieved.

All dates subsequently given in the work are AD unless otherwise indicated. Abbreviations of
classical authors and texts follow the conventions of the most recent volume of the Thesaurus
Linguae Latinae (Berlin 2017); other abbreviations will be explained in the following key.

Edward Millband
Cambridge
14™ May 2021
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The Government of the Empire under Nero

Tacitus’ depiction of the government of the Roman empire under Nero centres around the
relationship between the emperor and three other interlinked organs of state, namely the
Senate, imperial appointees and the military. The Augustan settlement of 27 BC provided for
a ‘restored’ Republic, whereby despite the presence of a dynastic emperor, Augustus, as a de
facto head of state, the Senate regained (de iure, at least) the majority of the legislative
functions which it had enjoyed under the republican system prior to the civil wars; it also
acquired some new judicial functions.! In the Augustan rhetoric, the emperor was conceived
not as a monarch, but rather as the princeps senatus, ‘the leading man of the Senate’.? This
was in itself a republican term used to denote the most senior serving senator (generally a
senior consular).® Although the phrase was not used in antiquity, the conception of the
emperor as primus inter pares is helpful in determining how his relationship vis-a-vis the
Senate was originally conceived. The emperor was himself a consular senator who enjoyed
the same privileges as all other senators of that rank. He had the right to hold the office of
consul; he was entitled to offer sententiae during the interrogatio whenever he was not
presiding, like any other senator.* The Senate, however, conferred upon every emperor
powers greater than those exercised by any other member of the House: he was granted
perpetual tribunicia potestas which afforded him the right to intervene in senatorial
proceedings whenever he wished and to veto those sententiae and senatusconsulta which he
felt to be at odds with the interests of justice (ius intercessionis).?

Moreover, the emperor was granted consulare imperium in Rome, enabling him to summon
the Senate, preside over it and propose motions for discussion (ius primae relationis) even
when he was not consul,® and proconsulare imperium (the powers exercised by a proconsul
or provincial governor for a one-year term under the Republic) outside the pomerium for an
unlimited period.” This made the emperor the de iure governor of all Roman territory; under
the Augustan settlement of 27 BC, however, it was agreed that (except in times of crisis) the
emperor would not interfere in the governance of a limited number of provinces termed
publicae prouinciae whose day-to-day administration fell to the Senate’s representatives
under the corporate body’s general oversight.® These powers were confirmed by a
senatusconsultum on the day of the emperor’s accession; this became a Lex de imperio once
it had been ratified by the comitia, codifying within Roman law the powers which the Senate
had granted to the emperor.® It is not difficult to see the paradox inherent in this arrangement:

! Garnsey 1970: 17, Brunt 1977: 114, 116, Talbert 1984: 164, 4601, Drinkwater 2019: 21.

2 For the term, cf. RG 7.2 (for its Greek equivalent, cf. Dio 53.1.3).

% Talbert 1984: 164.

4 Brunt 1977: 114, Talbert 1984: 164-5, Drinkwater 2019: 21, 84.

5 Cf. 43.5, RG 10 and see further Brunt 1977: 96-9, Talbert 1984: 165, Drinkwater 2019: 83-4.

6 Cf. Dio 53.32.5. The emperor was also the only senator with the right to propose a relatio, a motion for
discussion, when he was not present at a meeting of the Senate; he generally communicated by letter his request
for a relatio to be brought. See further Talbert 1984: 165.

" Brunt 1977: 99.

8 For the term publicae prouinciae, cf. 4.2. For the division of provinces under the Augustan settlement, cf.
Strab. 3.4.20, 17.3.25, Dio 53.12.1 and see further Talbert 1984: 393, Bowman 1996: 345-6. Governors for
these provinces continued to be appointed by lot from among the praetorian senators (in the case of the lesser
public provinces) and the consulars (in the cases of Africa and Asia); see Bowman 1996: 369—70. Imperial
intervention was required if the Senate was unable to appoint a suitable governor; cf. 3.32.1-2, 35.1-3 with
Woodman-Martin 1996: 283-4. The so-called ‘Cyrene edicts’ illustrate well the extent of the emperor’s
intervention in the government of a public province; see further De Visscher 1940: 62—9, Oliver 1989 no. 8,
Lintott 1993: 115-16, Hurlet 2019: 126.

9 Brunt 1977: 99, 1984: 429, Drinkwater 2019: 83—4.



no emperor could accede to the Principate unless the Senate had agreed to grant him
perpetual tribunicia potestas, consulare imperium and proconsulare imperium, and
sovereignty lay de iure with the Senate and the Roman people as it did under the Republic,
but once an emperor had received his powers, it was impossible to depose him without
insurrection or civil war.'® Furthermore, if an emperor had acceded to the Principate as a
result of civil war, the Senate had no choice but to issue a decree which granted him his
powers and confirmed his accession.!

For the majority of the Principate’s early history, emperors used their autocratic power
sparingly; realising that the Senate could never feasibly be disbanded, they saw the Augustan
settlement of 27 BC as an effective way to end civil strife in the long term, and realised that
stability in the Roman state relied upon the emperor’s developing a cordial working
relationship with the Senate, the military and the Roman people.*? As a result, emperors were
generally keen (at least at the start of their respective principates) to uphold the traditional
legislative functions of the Senate. In Annales 13 Tacitus shows how the Neronian Senate
fulfilled a productive role in enacting legislation and bringing members of the senatorial
order to justice, without undue interference (or indeed interest) from the emperor. The first
four years of Nero’s principate (sometimes termed the Quinquennium Neronis)!3 were
marked by a discernible return to republican ideals of libertas; Nero initially strove to act as
the ciuilis princeps.!*

The Form of the Neronian Principate

Nero’s dies imperii is recorded as 13" October, 54, the day of Claudius’ death, on which the
Senate passed a decree confirming his accession to the Principate and granted him tribunicia
potestas and proconsulare imperium.®® This senatorial decree was then ratified by the comitia
on 4" December which legally codified his powers under a Lex de imperio Neronis.* Tacitus
records that following the state funeral of Claudius on 18" October, Nero addressed the
Senate with an oration (probably composed by Seneca) which set out the proposed nature of
his future relationship with the corporate body.'’” He promised that he would restore to the
Senate the judicial role which it had regularly fulfilled under Augustus and Tiberius, namely
the trial of senators (who would have the opportunity to be tried by their peers) and of
criminals of other social classes who had committed serious crimes (particularly maiestas)
against the Roman state; Claudius had increasingly deprived the Senate of this judicial role
by trying senators by himself (accompanied by his wife and select members of his consilium)

10 Brunt 1977: 116, Drinkwater 2019: 84. Although Wiseman (2019: 10-12) correctly asserts the continued
sovereignty of the Senate and people under Augustus, he seems to underestimate the evidently monarchical
nature of Augustus’ position.

11 See further Brunt 1977: 106-7 on the cases of Otho, Vitellius and Vespasian.

12 Drinkwater 2019: 21, 84. Consular senators who commanded large armies as legati in imperial provinces
posed a particularly significant risk to the princeps’ security. On the emperor’s need to ensure the goodwill of
the plebs see also Yavetz 1988: 12, 34, Horsfall 2003: 39-40, Drinkwater 2019: 10-11.

13 Cf. Aur. Vict. Caes. 5.2 (who attributes the term to Trajan). For detailed discussion of the implications of this
term, see Lepper 1957: 95-103, Murray 1965: 41-61, Griffin 1976: 423-6, Cizek 1982: 93, Griffin 1984: 37-8,
43, Rudich 1993: 11, Drinkwater 2019: 27 n. 177.

144.2-5.1. Nero wears the corona ciuica, a symbol of the citizen body’s liberty, on coins from 55; cf. RIC 12 p.
148 nos. 1-3 and see further Griffin 1976: 115, 1984: 62, 120, Drinkwater 2019: 22 n. 130. On the virtue of
ciuilitas see further Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 32-48.

15 The precise date is recorded in the Acta Arualia, for which see Brunt 1977: 98-9.

16 Lintott 1965: 2812, Brunt 1977: 99.

172.3-3.1,4.1-5.1



intra cubiculum.*® Claudius’ practice was interpreted not only as a dishonour to the imperial
Senate (depriving it of an established function and removed from its members their right to
be tried by their peers) but also as an anathema to the interests of justice: the fate of the
accused would no longer be dictated by the prevailing opinion of the senators (who numbered
between 400 and 600)*° but rather the prejudices of the emperor, the influential members of
his domus and his protégés, which no defence-speech by the accused, however articulate,
could counteract.

Nero’s promise (in Tacitus’ words) to separate his domestic business from that of the state
(4.2 discretam domum et rem publicam) was an extension of the proposed moratorium on
trials intra cubiculum. On account of their considerable personal wealth (every senator’s
census rating equalled or exceeded one million sesterces)?® and vast estates, all senators
counted among their household staff a number of freedmen tasked with secretarial and
administrative work (including book-keeping and answering correspondence); since the
emperor was himself a senator, none of his peers would have objected to the fact that his
household contained libertine secretaries, except in those cases when the emperor allowed his
freedmen secretaries’ sphere of influence to extend beyond the private home and into the
business of the state, such as in the financing of building projects or the regulation of the
aerarium; such intrusions (by freedmen such as Callistus, Pallas and Narcissus) had become
widespread in the last years of Claudius.?* While the blurring of boundaries between the
emperor’s household and the state was (to a degree) inevitable given the emperor’s de facto
status as head of state (pater patriae) as well as paterfamilias,? the excessive intrusion into
the res publica by members of the imperial household ineligible for senatorial office
(specifically freedmen and women) was felt to threaten the magistrates’ traditional roles and
thereby the senatorial order’s dignity, particularly as such persons were accountable only to
the emperor, not to the Senate.?® During the same address to the Senate, Nero curried favour
with the House by relieving quaestors-elect of the burden of staging gladiatorial shows,?
thereby not only removing an unattractive financial imposition but also encouraging greater
competition for the first magistracy in line with republican ideals; strong candidates were no
longer debarred from the magistracy on financial grounds. While the senators were
undoubtedly encouraged by the new emperor’s promises of greater libertas, any hopes of a
restored Republic must necessarily have been disappointed.

18 4,2-5.1. Cf. the trial intra cubiculum of D. Valerius Asiaticus, presided over by Claudius in 47, described by
Tacitus at 11.1-4. The trials of C. Cassius Chaerea in 41 and Appius Silanus in 42 may also have been
conducted intra cubiculum (Jos. AJ 19.268-9); see further Malloch 2013: 65-6. On the role of the emperor’s
consilium, a development of the republican practice whereby a magistrate consulted selected close amici prior to
making a decision with significant implications for the state (cf. Vell. 2.127.1-3), see Crook 1955 passim,
Wallace-Hadrill 1996: 283-95, Paterson 2007: 121-56, Eager 2016: 9-13, 24-8.

19 For the total membership of the Senate and the numbers likely to be present at a given meeting, see Talbert
1984: 132-4, 137.

2 Talbert 1984: 47-8.

21 Cf. 11.29.1, 38.4, 12.25.1,53.2, 57.2.

22 On the title of pater patriae and its ideological implications see Alféldi 1971 passim, Wallace-Hadrill 1982:
37, Strothmann 2000 passim, Severy 2003: 158—86, Stevenson 2009a: 97-108; in emulation of Augustus’ initial
refusal of the title (he only accepted it in 2 BC; cf. RG 35.1) and in a display of ciuilitas, Tiberius refused the
title outright (1.72.1 with Goodyear 1981: 138), while Nero deferred acceptance of the title (first granted by the
Senate on his accession in October 54) until after Cn. Domitius Corbulo’s successes in the Parthian campaign
late in 55 (RIC 12 p. 149 nos. 8-9, Sen. Clem. 1.14.2, Suet. Nero 8.1 with Braund 2009: 317, Drinkwater 2019:
22).

23 Drinkwater 2019: 84. On the excesses of the imperial freedmen see further Mouritsen 2011: 93-101, 104
w51

10



Magistracies

On Tiberius’ accession, the responsibility for appointing candidates to all magistracies
(except for those for which the candidates were chosen by lot, such as the governorships of
public provinces) was transferred to the Senate alone, with the resultant suppression of the
comitia for this purpose.? The senators voted for candidates as they did for legislative
proposals.?® For the consulship, for which (from Tiberius’ principate onwards) all candidates
were recommended by the emperor by a process known as commendatio, the emperor never
recommended more candidates than there were posts to fill in any given year.?” The Senate’s
vote was therefore a formality; imperial consuls are (de facto) better deemed as being
appointed by the emperor than the Senate.?® The emperor offered the consulship to his
protégés of praetorian rank as a benefit of his patronage;?° at times, he strategically offered it
to influential senators (generally those of patrician lineage or outstanding military prowess, or
whose dissident tendencies he sought to restrain)*® whose loyalty he coveted; the ordinary
consulship, which enabled the office-holder to give his name to a calendar year, was an
honour frequently bestowed upon these men.3! One such senator was L. Antistius Vetus
(PIR? A 776), Nero’s dynastic rival Rubellius Plautus’ father-in-law,3? who was ordinary
consul with Nero himself from January 1% to February 28" 55.32

Although the consuls’ influence was overshadowed by the emperor’s, since the latter’s
consulare imperium enabled him to preside over the Senate and to propose motions (a
prerogative termed the ius primae relationis by modern scholars)®* even when he was not
consul,® they nonetheless retained their traditional prerogatives as presidents of the Senate
and were tasked with offering a vote of thanks to the emperor on assuming office;% the
magistracy’s dignitas was in no way diminished. The emperor’s holding of the ordinary
consulship, as Nero did on four occasions during his principate (in 55, 57, 58 and 60),%’ could

251.15.1 tum primum e campo comitia ad patres translata sunt; see further Woodman 1977: 225-7, Brunt 1984:
429, Talbert 1984: 342,

2% Cf. Plin. Ep. 3.20.1-8 and see further Sherwin-White 1966: 2602, Talbert 1984: 3434,

27 The consuls always had to serve in pairs in accordance with republican tradition, but the emperor himself
would sometimes serve as consul ordinarius (Gallivan 1978: 419, Talbert 1984: 164). Under the Principate from
Tiberius to Nero, the consules ordinarii (one of whom could have been the emperor) typically served from 1%
January to 30" June, being replaced by two suffecti on 1%t July; on occasions, the ordinarii might serve only until
28™ February, being replaced on 1%t March by two suffecti, who were in turn replaced by two more suffecti on 1%
July. Nero served as ordinary consul for the whole year in 57 (Gallivan 1974: 291); an ordinary consulship
lasting the whole year was otherwise an exceptional honour which the emperor could bestow upon a
distinguished senator (as in the cases of Junius Silanus and Cornelius Sulla under Claudius, in 46 and 52
respectively; see further 23.1n., Gallivan 1978: 408-9, 425, Malloch 2013: 55). The imperial Senate never
refused to appoint a candidate who (through patronage) had the explicit approval or recommendation of the
emperor (Saller 1982: 43, Talbert 1984: 342, 1996: 327, Lendon 1997: 186-8).

28 Woodman 2018: 90-1.

29 Cf. Sen. Ira 3.31.2 and see further Wallace-Hadrill 1996: 296, Duncan-Jones 2016: 6-7.

30 A Pompeian wax tablet (tab. cer. Pomp. 15) records that Nero awarded the dissident Thrasea Paetus with a
suffect consulship in the final months of 56, possibly with the intention of curbing his dissident instincts; see
further Syme 1958: 1.559, Rudich 1993: 323, Strunk 2015: 49.

31 Talbert 1984: 22, 274.

32 For Nero’s distrust of Rubellius see 19.3n.

3311.1, CIL 4.5513; see further Gallivan 1974: 290.

34 The term is not found in any ancient source (Talbert 1984: 165).

% Dio 53.32.5.

3% Cf. 11.1, Plin. Paneg. 4.1; Pliny delivered the Panegyricus as a vote of thanks to Trajan on assuming his
suffect consulship in September 100 (see further PIR? P 490).

$711.1,31.1, 34.1, 14.20.1, Suet. Nero 14.1.
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perhaps be interpreted as a sign of both respect for tradition and ciuilitas, since it showed that
he was willing to see himself as his consular colleague’s equal.®®

Whereas appointments to the consulship were little more than formalities, there remained a
degree of competition among candidates for the lesser magistracies.*® Attaining even the
quaestorship, aedileship and plebeian tribunate brought dignitas, although by the middle of
the first century the offices were devoid of many of their traditional functions;*° advancement
through the cursus honorum remained an essential desideratum for most senators
(particularly as the praetorship and consulship were prerequisites for governorships of public
provinces and for being appointed legatus Augusti pro praetore).*!

Leqgislative Debates in the Senate

The Senate’s traditional legislative role was retained under the Principate, and twice-monthly
meetings, on the Kalends (1%) and Ides (13" or 15", were stipulated for discussing
legislative proposals.*? The presiding consul retained the right to put forward legislative
proposals for debate in the relatio.*® The emperor (through consulare imperium) had the right
to summon the Senate whenever he wished; he therefore exerted disproportionate influence
over the Senate and (to an extent) compromised the body’s libertas. Although the Senate
generally approved the emperor’s proposals without opposition, there were exceptions to this
norm: if transmitted senatores at 50.2 is the true reading, Tacitus suggests that Nero (in 58)
proposed to the Senate the ending of indirect taxation in order to appease provincials
oppressed by publicani; ** the Senate did not approve the proposal because of its dire
consequences for the empire’s finances. Nero therefore modified his proposal,*® and the
mutual co-operation between emperor and Senate in this instance shows the emperor’s
willingness to work with the corporate body in the interests of good government.*®

38 Cf. 11.1 and see further Bradley 1978: 91-2, Goodyear 1981: 140, Wallace-Hadrill 1982: 39, Griffin 1984:
62, Talbert 1984: 201, Woodman 2013: 155, Drinkwater 2019: 22-3.

39 Cf. 14.28.1 (on competition for the praetorship in 60) and see further Talbert 1984: 3423, Lendon 1997: 186.
40 At 28.1-29.2, Tacitus records several alterations which Nero made to these lesser magistrates’ prerogatives:
he reduced the judicial powers of aediles at Rome and transferred the responsibility for the accounts of the
public treasury from quaestores aerarii (chosen by lot from among the quaestors in republican fashion) to
praefecti whom he himself appointed from among the praetorii, perhaps with the aim of more effective financial
administration. See further Millar 1964: 34, Saller 1982: 45-6, Griffin 1984: 57, Drinkwater 2019: 23.

41 Hopkins 1983: 149-56, Duncan-Jones 2016: 3—7.

42 See further Talbert 1984: 213, Drinkwater 2019: 24. Meetings on the Ides of March were avoided, as the day
was considered ill-omened following the assassination of Julius Caesar on this date in 44 BC (Suet. lul. 88.2,
Dio 47.19.1). The mid-March meeting generally took place on 14™ March; cf. Hist. 1.90.1, Dig. 5.3.20.6 and see
further Talbert 1984: 209 n. 71.

43 On the structure of senatorial debates see Talbert 1984: 240.

4 Syme 1958: 1.416, Griffin 1984: 92, Woodman 2004: 270 and Giinther 2013: 116 advocate this interpretation.
Syme and Griffin (locc. citt.) interpret the adulatio inherent in the senators’ praise for Nero’s magnitudo animi
(50.2) as a sign that they aired their disapproval of Nero’s proposal in a meeting with the emperor present, and
felt compelled to couch their disagreement with the emperor in the language of adulatio. Perhaps senatores may
refer not to a meeting of the full Senate but rather to a consilium consisting of senators close to the emperor; this
interpretation is preferred by Crook 1955: 46, Brunt 1966: 86 n.72, Millar 1977: 259, Talbert 1984: 172-3. Even
if the latter interpretation is correct, it can still be concluded that senators were prepared to contradict the
emperor’s wishes when they felt them to contravene the state’s interests. Lipsius (1574 ad loc.) emends
senatores to seniores, but the paradosis is not evidently faulty. For a summary of this passage’s difficulties, see
Drinkwater 2019: 23 n. 137.

4%51.1.

46 Syme 1958: 1.416, Griffin 1984: 92, Drinkwater 2019: 23.

12



Many legislative debates in the Senate concerned routine matters such as granting permission
to a provincial city to increase the number of gladiators allowed to participate in spectacles
above the statutory maximum.*’ In such uncontentious debates, it was fully expected that
there would be no opposition to the relatio. It was therefore surprising that Thrasea Paetus
opposed such a motion.*® His critics took the view that his objection to the proposal was
motivated by self-indulgence,*® but his objecting to an unimportant proposal reveals an
important, if regrettable, truth about the Senate’s role under the Principate: senatorial liberty
had become constrained by the emperor’s presence to such an extent that it could, for the
most part, only be exercised in debates surrounding routine proposals in which the emperor
took no interest.® A more favourable interpretation of Tacitus’ account might contend that by
exercising his libertas in the discussion of a routine motion, Thrasea was reinvigorating the
spirit of libertas which was gradually becoming lost among an increasingly servile body of
senators, in the hope that when the circumstances allowed, senators might regain the
confidence to deliver opposing sententiae during discussions of matters of lasting importance
to the state.>!

The Senate’s loss of libertas was already apparent in 56. A preliminary discussion was held
in the Senate regarding the significant question as to whether the patrons of misbehaving
freedmen should be given the right to annul their emancipation.> Although a majority of
senators approved of this suggestion, the consuls Volusius and Scipio were unwilling to make
a formal relatio in Nero’s absence.>® The consuls therefore referred the proposal to Nero who
summoned his consilium to discuss it, since he felt that he had insufficient knowledge of the
matter to formulate an edict or relatio.>* Nero was advised to abandon the proposal and
communicated this with the Senate by letter. The Senate thereby deprived itself of an
opportunity to enact legislation without imperial intervention.>®

The Senatorial Court

One of the most widely attested functions of the Senate under the Principate was its function
as a court of law.*® There is no evidence for the Senate’s ever having performed this function
under the Republic; senatorial trials began to occur sporadically during the triumviral period
and early Augustan principate, becoming more regular towards the end of that principate.®’
Tacitus records several significant senatorial trials which took place during the principates of
Tiberius and Nero; Annales 13 contains Tacitus’ account of the trial of Suillius Rufus for
extortion and calumnia in 58.%8 The Senate’s function as a court perhaps developed because
there was no concept of public prosecution at Rome; embassies and private citizens regularly
brought matters of a semi-judicial nature before the Senate under the Republic as well as the

47 The emperor is unlikely to have been present at these debates nor taken an interest in them (Talbert 1984: 240,
Drinkwater 2019: 24-5).

48 49.1.

49.49.2; see further Heldmann 1991: 213, Rudich 1993: 33, Strunk 2017: 106-7.

50 Cf. Hist. 2.91.2, Plin. Paneg. 54.4, Ep. 4.12.3, Dio 54.23.8 and see further Griffin 1984: 91-2, Talbert 1984:
262, 458-9, Drinkwater 2019: 24-5.

51 Rudich 1993: 32-4.

5226.1.

%3 For the senators’ reluctance to take the initiative when the emperor was absent, see Griffin 1984: 92.

54 26.2; see further Crook 1955: 45-6.

%5 Griffin 1984: 91-2.

% Garnsey 1970: 17, Talbert 1984: 460—1.

5" Talbert 1984: 461.

%6 43.1-5; cf. also 3.49.1-50.4 (the trial of Clutorius Priscus in 21) with Woodman-Martin 1996: 357-9 ad loc.,
14.48.1-49.3 (the trial of the praetor-elect Antistius Sosianus in 62).
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Principate.®® Under the private legal system, the victim or witness of a crime was required to
denounce the suspected perpetrator either to the praetor (who presided over a public jury-
court or quaestio) or a magistrate with authority to summon the Senate (including, under the
Principate, the emperor) in accordance with a practice termed delatio.®® A magistrate in office
could not denounce a citizen in his own right, but appointed a private citizen as delator on his
behalf.! If the accused was a magistrate, he remained immune from prosecution unless he
could be forced to resign.®? If he was felt by the consul or emperor to have a case, the delator
was granted permission to bring a prosecution and leave for gathering evidence (which could
last up to a year) known as inquisitio.®® Since no clear demarcation was made between the
Senate’s legislative and judicial functions under the Principate, the hearing was conducted
like any other senatorial debate. The charges against the accused were set out by the presiding
consul in the relatio; the actiones or set-speeches by the delator and the accused (or, if these
parties were not senators, their senatorial advocates) then followed, before other senators
gave sententiae as to the accused’s guilt or innocence in order of seniority and the presiding
consul put these to the vote.®* Sententiae implying the accused’s guilt often contained
suggestions for penalties of varying degrees of severity.®®

Since the Senate was concerned predominantly with its own members’ wrongdoing, the
majority of those whom it tried were themselves senators.®® The only notable exceptions were
those accused of maiestas or of crimes against senators, or those whose suspected criminality
had caused a public scandal.®” Roman senators often felt that their conduct would be viewed
more sympathetically by their peers,®® although those found guilty of murder still typically
met with the full force of the law.®°

The Equestrian Service and Law Enforcement at Rome

The Principate brought significant new opportunities for members of the equestrian order, the
lesser aristocracy whose members’ census rating was at least 400,000 sesterces (to be
contrasted with the senator’s million).”® Whereas senators continued to follow the traditional
cursus honorum, equestrians who sought public office followed a separate but parallel career
consisting of a variety of posts dependent entirely upon imperial patronage which can be
divided into three approximate stages, the militia (which encompassed such posts as
tribunates and cohort prefectures within a legion, an auxiliary unit or the Praetorian Guard),
the procuratorships (which encompassed the office of procurator fisci as well as presidial
procuratorships in minor imperial provinces) and the four great prefectures of the Roman

59 Talbert 1984: 463. The Senate’s function in dispensing justice may also have developed from its capacity to
declare a citizen a public enemy, which is attested from the late Republic onwards (cf. Cic. Cat. 1.13, Sall. Cat.
44.6).

60 Talbert 1984: 480-1.

61 Dig. 5.1.48; see further Talbert 1984: 480 and n.6.

62 Cf. 44.5 (the case of the plebeian tribune Octavius Sagitta who had murdered his lover Pontia).

83 Cf. 43.1, 44.5, Plin. Ep. 6.5.2; see further Talbert 1984: 480-1. There is possibly also evidence for the
inquisitio at 3.70.1 (which records the trial of Caesius Cordus for repetundae in Crete and Cyrene in 22); Cordus
had been denounced by the provincials a year earlier (3.38.1). See further Woodman-Martin 1996: 471.

8 Talbert 1984: 486-7.

8 Cf. 14.48.2-49.3, describing the sententiae given during the trial of Antistius Sosianus in 62.

8 Garnsey 1970: 18-20, Talbert 1984: 467.

57 Garnsey 1970: 31, Talbert 1984: 467-8.

% Bleicken 1962: 534, Garnsey 1970: 20.

89 Cf. 44.5 (Octavius Sagitta) and see further Garnsey 1970: 31.

0 Hor. Epist. 1.1.57, Plin. NH 33.32, Porph. ad Hor. Serm. 1.8.39 with Wiseman 1970: 75, 81, Demougin 1988:
16.

14



state, those of the uigiles, annona, the Praetorian Guard and Egypt.”* These last four
prefectures, created by Augustus, were the greatest imperial beneficia which the equestrian
could hope to attain and the pinnacle of his career;’? as well as administrative and military
expertise (acquired in earlier stages of the equestrian career)’® they demanded the utmost
loyalty to the princeps, since dereliction of duty by any one of these officials could
potentially bring about the emperor’s destruction, either directly or as a result of unchecked
civil unrest.”

The prefect of Egypt was the governor of a major imperial province, responsible for its
revenues and armies as well as judicial duties;” a trusted confidant of the imperial family
with military experience (as in the case of Nero’s first prefect Burrus)’® was appointed
praetorian prefect, responsible for the nine praetorian cohorts which served as the imperial
domus’ bodyguard and prevented popular unrest at Rome.’” The praefectus annonae (an
office fulfilled by Faenius Rufus from 55 to 62)’® was responsible for keeping accounts and
overseeing trade routes across the Mediterranean in order to ensure Rome’s corn supply,
whose failure would undoubtedly result in popular insurrection against the emperor,” while
the praefectus uigilum commanded the seven cohortes uigilum (all of whose members were
freedmen) whose primary role was the detection and extinguishing of fires in Rome but
which also (together with the praetorian and urban cohorts) ensured the upholding of law and
order in the capital (although these men were not armed).8 Like their praetorian counterparts,
the urban cohorts (which numbered three in total under Nero) consisted entirely of freeborn
soldiers, but were commanded by the praefectus urbi, a senior consular senator who had
already served as proconsul in either Africa or Asia (as well as legatus in an imperial
province) whose appointment was a beneficium resulting from imperial patronage.®

Provincial Administration

Although the lex de imperio granted the emperor proconsulare imperium in all territory
outside the pomerium, the responsibility for governing certain provinces which were felt to be
sufficiently pacified (termed public or ‘senatorial’ provinces) was delegated to the Senate in
order to uphold the corporate body’s traditional functions.®? The public provinces at the start
of Nero’s principate were (from west to east) Baetica, Gallia Narbonensis, Africa, Sicily,

1 On the equestrian career see Pflaum 1961 passim, Demougin 1988 passim, Sablayrolles 1999: 351-99,
Duncan-Jones 2016: 91-3, Davenport 2019: 170-92, 253-369.

2 Cf. Dio 53.15.3, 55.10.10, 26.4 and see further Millar 1963b: 198, Saller 1982: 49, 101-3, Davenport 2019:
170-8.

8 The expertise required of a prefect of Egypt is amply demonstrated by its Neronian governor Ti. Claudius
Balbillus (22.1n.); see further Brunt 1975: 124-47, 1983: 61-3, Demougin 1988: 731-2.

74 Saller 1982: 99, Brunt 1983: 63.

5 See pp. 16-17.

76 20.1n.

7 On this prefecture see further Keppie 1996: 3847, Bingham 2013 passim, De La Bédoyére 2017: 58-60,
Davenport 2019: 173-6. The emperor and certain other prominent members of his domus also enjoyed the
protection of a quasi-mercenary German bodyguard (for which see 18.3n. Germanos).

7822.1n.

9 On the praefectus annonae and his duties see further Pavis d’Escurac 1976 passim, Rickman 1980: 79-93,
Herz 1988: 69-85, Eck 2006: 49-57, Davenport 2019: 177-8; on the logistics of the corn supply, Garnsey-
Saller 2015: 109-14, 127 with bibliography.

8 Strab. 5.3.7, Suet. Aug. 25.2, Dig. 1.15.3, Dio 55.26.4-5 with Keppie 1996: 385, Sablayrolles 1996: 26-37,
Mouritsen 2011: 72 n. 27, Fuhrmann 2012: 116-17, Davenport 2019: 176-7.

81 Millar 1977: 338-9, Keppie 1996: 385, Fuhrmann 2012: 117. On the law-enforcement activities of praetorian
and urban cohorts see further 24.1n; on the origins of the urban prefecture see Welch 1990: 53—-69.

82 Suet. Aug. 47.1, Dio 53.12.2-3, 32.5; see further Millar 1966: 157, Talbert 1984: 3923, Hurlet 2019: 126.
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Macedonia, Achaea, Crete with Cyrene, Cyprus, Asia and Bithynia with Pontus.®% All other
provinces, including newly-annexed territories, were imperial provinces. The public
provinces were governed by senatorial proconsules in accordance with republican practice,
except that the proconsul in most cases commanded no legions;3* under the Principate, the
lots by which proconsules were assigned to provinces were drawn in the January of each
year, with the proconsul expected to arrive in his province no later than 15" April %

The administration of public provinces was largely routine under the Principate. Therefore,
the governors of all such provinces (except Africa and Asia) were chosen by lot from among
the praetorii (often the more senior praetorii, who had held the rank for five or more years
and were not otherwise engaged in official duties) rather than the consulares;® the political
ability and experience of consulares was probably thought to be wasted on such provinces,
while senior praetorii could gain from the office valuable political experience which might
ensure their appointment to the consulship by the emperor. The governorships of Asia and
Africa continued to be deemed prestigious appointments until well into the second century;
the lot for these was reserved for the two most senior consulares who were not otherwise
engaged in official duties; generally, these men would have held the consulship between eight
and fifteen years previously.® Since the emperor legally held proconsulare imperium in all
territory outside the pomerium, he could bring any public province back under his control at
any point; convention dictated that when he did so, he granted the Senate a (preferably
pacified) province in return.8® Nero granted the Senate the province of Sardinia with Corsica
in return for Achaea (which he liberated) in 67.%

87

Most imperial provinces were at the furthest bounds of the empire (such as Britain, Lusitania
and Syria), although some (such as Raetia and Noricum) were strategic territories on the
northern boundaries of Italy. Although de iure governor, the emperor alone could not have
overseen their administration nor the command of the legions or legionary detachments
stationed within them (as all imperial provinces had). He therefore subdivided these
provinces into two categories (with Egypt a special case), delegating the administration of
minor imperial provinces in which only legionary detachments were stationed (such as
Noricum, Sardinia and Mauretania) to an equestrian presidial procurator,®* and that of major
imperial provinces in which full legions were stationed (such as Britain, Hispania
Tarraconensis, Upper and Lower Germany and Syria) to a high-ranking senator, known as a
legatus Augusti pro praetore; the latter were generally men of considerable military
experience drawn from among the praetorii or (particularly in the case of the most volatile

8 Talbert 1984: 395, Bowman 1996: 369-70.

8 Suet. Aug. 47.1; see further Millar 1966: 156, Talbert 1984: 3923, Keppie 1996: 387-9, Goodman 1997:
103. After 27 BC most public provinces no longer had legions stationed within them (although detachments of
troops often remained), since they were generally territories which had been pacified for a considerable length
of time. The only exceptions were Dalmatia, which reverted to imperial control in 22 BC (Dio 54.4.1), and
Africa, which retained one legion until 38 (Dio 59.20.7).

8 This date is suggested by an edict of Claudius, recorded by Dio 60.17.3, for which see further Talbert 1984:
207-8.

8 Cf. Dio 53.4.12; see further Millar 1981: 155, Talbert 1984: 349.

87 Cf. Fronto p. 161.1.

8 Gallivan 1974: 299, Talbert 1984: 349. Junius Silanus (PIR?1 833), the proconsul Asiae murdered at the start
of Nero’s principate in October 54 (1.1, Plin. NH 7.58, Dio 60.27.1), had been ordinary consul for the whole
year in 46; see further Gallivan 1978: 408-9.

8 Bowman 1996: 345-7.

% Pausanias 7.7.13.

%1 Vipsanius Laenas was presidial procurator in Sardinia until 56 (30.1); on the office (whose official Latin title
was procurator et praefectus) see further Faoro 2011 passim, Davenport 2019: 312-3.
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provinces) consulares.®? Egypt and its legions were entrusted to an equestrian praefectus
because the province was deemed too risky an appointment for a senatorial legate.®® These de
facto governors, whether of equestrian or senatorial rank, were accountable to the emperor
alone;* they also oversaw the financial administration within the province. Presidial
procurators typically did so by themselves, administering both the emperor’s private estate
(fiscus) and the imperial revenues (uectigalia), whereas legati and the praefectus Aegypti
tended to concern themselves with the uectigalia, with one of the emperor’s equestrian
procuratores in charge of the fiscus.® They also fulfilled judicial responsibilities and the
command of the province’s armies, whether whole legions or detachments.®® The
governorship of an imperial province was deemed a more prestigious appointment for a
Roman senator than that of a public one (Africa and Asia excepted), especially since it was
dependent upon securing the emperor’s patronage.®’

The emperor often chose to appoint as legati in imperial provinces those consulares who
were of outstanding military prowess,® leaving other consulars such as Junius Silanus to take
the lot for the governorships of Asia and Africa.® Presidial procurators and legati in imperial
provinces (as well as the praefectus Aegypti) would preside for as long as the emperor
required them to; the emperor’s judgment was sometimes arbitrary.'® By the time of Nero’s
fall in 68, his former friend and future emperor Otho (who joined his fellow legatus Galba’s
revolt in Spain) had been Lusitania’s legatus for around ten years, having been entrusted with
the province by Nero during 58.2%* Otho’s long tenure of this post was perhaps due more to
Nero’s grudge against him (as a rival lover of Poppaea Sabina) than any military necessity;
although he was judged by both Tacitus and Suetonius to be a remarkably upright governor,
Otho was a man of little military experience and perhaps (exceptionally) only a quaestorius
when appointed legatus aged 26.1% C. Ummidius Quadratus (PIR?V 903), despite his relative
lack of prowess, was remarkably retained by Nero as legatus Syriae until his death in 60, when
Nero replaced him with Cn. Domitius Corbulo.'%

102

The demarcation of public and imperial provinces was never totally rigid in practice: while
provinces could be categorised as either public or imperial, this did not mean that the

9 Bowman 1996: 369-70, Duncan-Jones 2016: 55-60. Syria was perhaps the most prestigious imperial
province to be awarded to a Roman senator, generally reserved for senior consulares with considerable military
experience (Millar 1977: 311-12, Talbert 1984: 22, Bowman loc. cit.).

9 Brunt 1975: 124, Davenport 2019: 172-3.

% Ulp. Dig. 1.16.8, 18.4.

% Demarcations between uectigalia and fiscus in imperial provinces were never entirely rigid; see further
Meloni 1966: 186, Brunt 1975: 136-41, 1983: 52-58, Millar 1977: 175-201, Bowman 1996: 364-5, Rathbone
1996: 314-16, Goodman 1997: 101, Ando 2006: 179-80, Faoro 2011: 69-70.

% Ulp. Dig. 1.18.6.8; see further Meloni 1966: 186, Millar 1966: 157, Brunt 1975: 131-2, Eck 1988: 102-17,
Davenport 2019: 314.

9 Saller 1982: 44-5, Wallace-Hadrill 1996: 296-7.

% As in the cases of Antistius Vetus and Pompeius Paullinus in Upper and Lower Germany (53.2 with Eck
1985: 23-4) and Cn. Domitius Corbulo in Syria (14.26.2).

% Tacitus (1.1) suggests that Silanus’ apathy was proverbial.

100 Ulp. Dig. 1.16.8, Dio 53.13.6; see further Meloni 1966: 186, Millar 1966: 157, Bowman 1996: 347,
Davenport 2019: 314-15.

101 46.3, Hist. 1.13.3, Suet. Otho 3.2, 4.1, Dio 61.11.2.

102 Barrett 1996: 181, 298 n.2.

103 46.3, Suet. Otho 3.2.

1048.2,9.3,12.54.3-4, 14.26.2. On Ummidius’ lack of prowess see Syme 1979: 293 with evidence there cited.
The consular P. Anteius (a friend and protégé of Agrippina who had secured her patronage) was earmarked for
the governorship of Syria but never sent there, perhaps because Nero did not want Corbulo’s opportunities for
glory to be diminished by a rival (22.1n.).
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administration of imperial provinces could never be influenced by the Senate, nor that of
public provinces by the emperor.1% If an imperial province’s governor committed extortion,
the provincials typically appealed to the Senate, not the emperor, to secure an advocate to
bring about the governor’s prosecution.'® In this way the Cilicians brought their legatus
(Cossutianus Capito) to justice for extortion in 57;1% the Lycians did likewise against Eprius
Marcellus in the same year (although he was acquitted).1®® Vipsanius Laenas, Sardinia’s
presidial procurator, was almost certainly convicted of repetundae and exiled by the
Senate.%® Equally, Nero interfered in the affairs of public provinces in 57, when he issued an
edict forbidding all provincial governors and their subordinates (including those in public
provinces) to stage a gladiatorial or theatrical spectacle.!!® While Tacitus himself approved of
this measure because it eliminated a source of corruption, it somewhat deprived the Senate of
the liberty to make decisions affecting those provinces for whose administration it was
responsible.

Women and Gender Roles

A striking feature of Tacitus’ account of the first four years of the Neronian principate is the
prominence of the women of the imperial domus within the narrative. For Tacitus, to a far
greater extent than Suetonius or Dio Cassius, the women of the Neronian domus are essential
driving forces behind the politics of the Neronian principate, significantly influencing not
only those decisions made by the emperor which determined the future of the Julio-Claudian
dynasty, such as those pertaining to marriage and the imperial succession, but also those
which affected the wider res publica, such as the granting of donatives to the military, the
hearing of embassies, and the appointment of senators to governorships in imperial provinces,
and equestrians to the great prefectures of the Roman state. Tacitus employs a gendered
discourse to emphasise the unprecedented levels of political power which the imperial
women exercised within not only the domus but also the res publica under Nero, and the
concomitant (or perhaps even consequent) emasculation of the traditional power bases at
Rome, namely the Senate, its princeps and the military.!!* While the Tacitean conception of
gender is at times nuanced and subtle,''? Tacitus’ Neronian narrative frequently seems to
exploit the gendered correlation between the intrusion of masculinised duces feminae
(Agrippina and Poppaea Sabina) into the public sphere,!'* Nero’s own effeminate character

105 Millar 1966: 158-9, Lintott 1993: 115-16, Ando 2006: 179, Hurlet 2019: 126.

106 Since extortion was often carried out to recover previous expenditure and repay long-standing debts, senators
sympathised with the practice somewhat, and imposed only lenient sentences such as relegatio. See further
Garnsey 1970: 20, 115-16, Talbert 1984: 28-9, 473, 481.

10733.2. The Cilicians’ advocate was Thrasea Paetus (PIR? C 1187), a fact not mentioned by Tacitus until he
narrates Thrasea’s trial at 16.21.3.

108 33.3. The Senate is unlikely to have taken the Lycians seriously; one year later, Eprius was chosen by lot as
proconsul of Cyprus (AE 1956: 186). Governors and their subordinates convicted of repetundae in provinces
were generally debarred from entering the lot for future provinces; cf. the case of Hostilius Firminus (Plin. Ep.
2.12.2 with Whitton 2013: 188).

109 30.1; see further Pflaum 1961: 1044, Demougin 1992: 437.

110 31.3; for other instances of the application of imperial edicts to public provinces, see Millar 1966: 161.

111 For this view see also Santoro L hoir 1994: 19, Ginsburg 2006: 50, Schulz 2019: 101.

112 Tacitus often emphasises the performative aspects of gender, namely those traits which the Romans tended to
associate with stereotypically masculine and feminine behaviour rather than biological sex; the adjective uirilis
is to be understood in this way at 6.25.2, 12.7.3, 14.15.1, Dial. 26.2 (of oratorical styles), Hist. 1.72.1. Tacitus’
predication of the adjective muliebris and adverb muliebriter of female actions is nonetheless suggestive of his
belief in at least a partial correlation between innate and acquired traits. See further Adams 1972a: 235, 244,
Woodman-Martin 1996: 293-4, Damon 2003: 247, Challet 2013: 3—4, Woodman 2017: 195-6.

113 On Tacitus’ duces feminae, cf. also 3.33.3 with Woodman-Martin 1996: 296.
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and the impending disaster for both the Julio-Claudian dynasty and the res publica.!'* By
employing a narrative of gender role reversal, Tacitus conveys the abnormal, unprecedented,
and even transgressive behaviour of both the leading men of the state (the emperor, senators,
prominent equestrians and imperial freedmen) and the imperial women under the Neronian
principate,!'® and the way in which this behaviour contributed to that regime’s downfall.

When news of the Parthian invasion of Armenia reached Rome shortly after Nero’s
accession, Tacitus records the Roman people’s concern that the new emperor was singularly
unsuited to the demands of his office; the man with overarching responsibility for the security
of a world empire was an immature and ill-disciplined hedonist,'!® only 16 years of age and
subject to his mother’s whims. Tacitus employs a gendered description of the emperor’s
position to convey this popular anxiety: igitur in urbe sermonum auida...quod subsidium in
eo qui a femina regeretur...anquirebant (6.2). Tacitus’ use of the passive voice (regeretur),
modified by the ablative of agent a femina, emphasises two kinds of role reversal: first, the
subversion of political and legal hierarchy, since the princeps, although entitled both to seek
and to heed the advice of others, by definition cannot submit to any other citizen (man or
woman); second, the subversion of normative Roman gender roles which have their basis in
the traditional conception of the paterfamilias,!!” the oldest living male ascendant of a Roman
domus, who legally exerted patria potestas over all other members of his domus (younger
male relatives, his wife and other women of his household, children, slaves and freedmen).
The paterfamilias’ power encompassed judicial prerogatives such as the right to try other
members of his household for alleged crimes and to impose penalties (including exile and, in
exceptional cases, capital punishment).'!8 In the Roman moralist’s view, the ideal aristocratic
paterfamilias was married to the ideal matrona, who embodied such virtues as the
maintenance of order within the domus, and the raising of children with aristocratic mores.'*°

The normative role of paterfamilias in Annales 13 is assumed at 32.2 by the former legate of
Britain, A. Plautius, who (aided by a familial consilium) tries his wife Pomponia Graecina on
a charge of witchcraft and subsequently acquits her. Nero, by contrast, is depicted at 6.2 as an
enervated paterfamilias,'?° submitting to female authority (that of his mother Agrippina),
which emphasises the political and legal paradox whereby the paterfamilias obeys a woman’s
orders, and another citizen dictates to the princeps. Agrippina can, conversely, be seen as
adopting normative masculine behavioural traits, since she is the more powerful participant in

114 Roman moralists saw effeminate men as possessing inordinate appetites for both perverse sexual relations
and material possessions to the extent that social order and propriety were compromised; cf. Sen. Contr. 1.pf.8—
9. This view corresponds with the normative conception of masculinity (uirtus) at Rome (discussed by Edwards
1993: 81, Williams 2010: 145-8, Challet 2013: 63-5) whereby self-control was its essential constituent (cf. Cic.
Tusc. 2.48); a lack of self-control was suggestive of an inability to attain uirtus, of which the corollary was
effeminacy of character.

115 On the wider theme of severe moral transgression leading to the near-total dereliction of traditional values
and Romanitas in Neronian Rome, see Henderson 1989: 173-94, Woodman 1998: 168-189.

116 Cf. 2.1, 3.3.

117 pomeroy 1975: 150-4, Edwards 1993: 29, Spath 2011: 139, 2012: 435-8, Challet 2013: 21-2, Schulz 2019:
102.

118 Dig. 48.8.5; see further Garnsey 1970: 11920, Saller 1997: 133-53.

119 This conception of the matrona is reflected in the Augustan iconography of the empress Livia, whereby she
is depicted as undertaking domestic duties; cf. Suet. Aug. 73 and see further Pomeroy 1975: 169, Purcell 1986:
78-105, Bauman 1992: 106, Challet 2013: 21.

120 A Julio-Claudian paterfamilias who submits to a woman is, by definition, an enervated emperor; for the
analogy of paterfamilias and pater patriae (the imperial title assumed by Augustus in 2 BC), cf. RG 35.1 and
see further introduction p. 10, Edwards 1993: 29, Saller 1997: 151-2.
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the relationship with her son, exerting control over him;*? since she is shown by Tacitus to

overrule the princeps, ostensibly the most powerful citizen at Rome, she might paradoxically
be deemed the most powerful person in the res publica at this point. A superficially attractive
reading of Tacitus’ depiction of Nero and his mother at 6.2 is that their gender roles have
undergone a near polar reversal: Nero, who is the paterfamilias and princeps only nominally,
is now the woman, and Agrippina the man; Nero is the dominated one, and Agrippina the
dominatrix.!?2 The anecdote at 15.37.4 which recalls how Nero dressed as a veiled bride in a
mock marriage to a freedman named Pythagoras supports Nero’s being viewed as undergoing
a gender role reversal and acting the “‘woman’ in power relationships.?®> However, one should
regard Tacitus’ conception of Nero’s and Agrippina’s gender roles in Annales 13 as much
subtler; they do not necessarily accord with a stereotypical masculine—feminine binary,*?* but
rather can be situated on a sliding scale between the ideals of masculinity and femininity,'%°
at the ends of which stand the putative ideal uir (as paterfamilias) and matrona,*?® neither of
whom necessarily exist in real-life Roman society.'?’ Both Nero’s traits and those of
Agrippina occupy intermediate points on the sliding scale; the effete Nero, although still
evidently masculine in the light of his status as a Roman emperor, often exhibits behavioural
traits which are at variance with Roman expectations of the ideal uir, while Agrippina,
although still evidently feminine in the light of her status as a mother,?® possesses some
behavioural traits which might be deemed masculine.'?® This situation is not inherently
ruinous to Roman society until Agrippina acquires so many masculine traits, and Nero so
many feminine ones, that the power gradient between princeps and subject is entirely
subverted, as Tacitus suggests might be the case at 6.2.1%°

An extension of the theory whereby the Roman uir, in order to behave in accordance with the
masculine ideal (uirtus), must exert control over his female sexual partner and the women of
his household is that whereby he must exert control over himself, upholding the virtue of self-
discipline.® The ideal concept of uirtus has etymological connotations of masculinity as
well as valour and excellence;!3 Tacitus consistently depicts Nero as being deficient in it.
Throughout Annales 13, Nero’s uncontrolled sexual appetites, combined with his excessive
enthusiasm for the arts and his conspicuous consumption, suggest that he lacks the self-
control necessary to attain, or even come close to, ideal uirtus:* already at 2.1, Seneca and

121 This application of normative theory (whereby control is an inherent aspect of masculinity) is especially
apposite if, as Tacitus recommends, one follows Cluvius Rufus’ version of the incest story at 14.2.1-2, whereby
Agrippina herself incited Nero (whose resolve was weakened by drunkenness and over-eating) to have
intercourse with her, thereby taking the normative male (active) role in the sexual relationship.

122 pomeroy 1975: 170, Santoro L’hoir 1994: 19, Barrett 1996: 150, Ginsburg 2006: 50, Schulz 2019: 103. For a
Roman conception of male and female as polar opposites, cf. Quint. Inst. 9.4.23.

123 The same anecdote is also found at Suet. Nero 29.2, although Suetonius suggests that the freedman was
called Doryphorus. On the mock marriage and its significance, see further Woodman 1998: 186-9, Champlin
2003: 1601, Drinkwater 2019: 313.

124 gpath 2011: 139, 2012: 443, Challet 2013: 9, Schulz 2019: 103.

125 This conception of a sliding scale is based on that of Butler (1999: 22-33), applied to a Roman context by
Challet (2013: 10).

126 As conceived by Cicero at Tusc. 2.48.

127 McDonnell 2006: 128-34, Williams 2010: 145-8, Spath 2012: 443.

128 See 21.2n.

129 gpith 2012: 443, Challet 2013: 10.

130 Santoro L’hoir 1994: 19.

131 McDonnell 2006: 128-34, Williams 2010: 145-8, Spath 2011: 130-6, Schulz 2019: 103.

132 Maltby 1991: 649.

133 gpath 2011: 139. Both sides of the senatorial debate from 21 (3.33—-34) which addresses the question as to
whether governors’ wives should be forbidden from accompanying their husbands to their provinces stress that
luxuria and auaritia are stereotypically feminine characteristics and therefore the anathema to uirtus (see further
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Burrus concede that the only way to control Nero is to allow him certain pleasures
(uoluptatibus concessis retinerent), while his artistic and sporting interests (3.3), although
suggestive of some level of erudition,*3* are at odds with the aristocratic uirtus which Tacitus
suggests (3.2) to be fostered through disciplined rhetorical training. Just as Nero is portrayed
as being weak and reliant upon his mother and advisors in executing important decisions on
which the safety of the res publica depends (6.2), he is depicted as relying upon Seneca as a
ghost-writer for his important speeches (3.2), unlike all previous principes who were highly
skilled in oratory. The suggestion that he is not fully in control of his own domus or res
publica is present in the opening words of Annales 13 (1.1 prima nouo principatu mors lunii
Silani proconsulis Asiae ignaro Nerone per dolum Agrippinae paratur), which recall 1.6.1
primum facinus noui principatus fuit Postumi Agrippae caedes; this intratextual allusion
suggests that just as Tiberius was ignorant of the murder of Agrippa Postumus at the start of
his principate,'*® so Nero was ignorant of a dynastic murder contemporaneous with his
accession, that of Silanus. The implication, therefore, is that Nero, like Tiberius (who sought
to share with others the burdens of empire),** is not in control of his domus, nor of Julio-
Claudian dynastic succession, at the start of his principate.’

Although Nero has been married to Octavia since 53, he shows no genuine affection for her,
perhaps because of her inability (12.2) to fulfil his sexual desires, and he is unable to resist
the sexual attraction of the freedwoman Acte (12.1-2), who later (14.2.1) comes to the
assistance of Seneca in curbing Nero’s incestuous intercourse with his mother; Nero is
therefore depicted as submitting to the controlling influence of a freedwoman in a reversal of
both social and gender hierarchies.'® When he hears from Paris (the freedman of his aunt
Domitia) the allegation whereby Agrippina was conspiring against him, he acts irrationally
and without self-control, resolving in his drunken stupor to execute Agrippina summarily
(20.1-3) before Burrus curbs his irrationality. Further concession to pleasure and a
conspicuous lack of sound judgement on Nero’s part is shown by Tacitus’ accounts of his
nocturnal brawls (25.1-3, 47.1-2). Nero’s tyrannical saeuitia—exemplified by his poisoning
Britannicus in 55 (15-17), his attacking, and subsequent destruction of, the laticlauius C.
lulius Montanus during the following year (25.2), and his relegation of Cornelius Sulla to
Massilia on spurious grounds in 58 (47.3)'%*—is a further corollary of his lack of self-
control 140

Woodman-Martin 1996: 284-6). This conception of uirtus as being dependent upon self-control is also found in
Stoic doctrine; cf. Cic. Tusc. 2.48, Sen. Const. Sap. 19.2.

134 Cf. 3.3 et aliquando carminibus pangendis inesse sibi elementa doctrinae ostendebat. At 14.15.1 Tacitus
stresses the effeminacy of the aristocrats’ conduct, and the extent of their deviation from aristocratic mores,
when they sang on stage, inspired by the theatricality of their patron Nero (non nobilitas cuiquam, non aetas aut
acti honores impedimento, quo minus Graeci Latiniue histrionis artem exercerent usque ad gestus modosque
haud uiriles).

135 As argued convincingly by Martin 1955: 123-8, Woodman 1998: 32-7.

136 \WWoodman 1998: 158-9.

137 Martin 1981: 162, Barrett 1996: 150, Ginsburg 2006: 50, Drinkwater 2019: 172.

138 Annales 13 provides a paradigmatic example of a man who succumbs to his sexual desires, namely Octavius
Sagitta, the plebeian tribune who is executed for murdering his lover in a fit of passion in 58 (44.1-5); see
further Challet 2013: 64.

139 perhaps as a symptom of his lack of self-control, Nero entertained the delusion whereby the consular senator
Cornelius Sulla (cos. 52; see further PIR? C 1464), who was in fact a man of placid and unambitious character
(47.3 maxime... despecta et nullius ausi capax natura), was conspiring against him.

140 gpath 2011: 139, 2012: 443, Schulz 2019: 103-104.
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Although he strives at times to behave like an ideal man by asserting his lawful potestas and
thereby attempting to restore social hierarchy,*! he is continually thwarted in doing so by his
lack of moderation and sound judgment. His hasty and tendentious assertions of dominance
over Agrippina therefore do not succeed:'*? he rashly removes Agrippina’s favourite
freedman Pallas from the secretarial post a rationibus (14.1), then withdraws her personal
bodyguard and removes her from the Palatium when he suspects her of forming an anti-
Neronian faction following the murder of Britannicus (18.3), only to find himself appointing
Agrippina’s equestrian and senatorial protégés to important prefectures and provincial
governorships once the allegations of conspiracy are proved to be false (22.1). Tacitus
implies that however much Nero seeks to assert his own lawful potestas, he cannot fail to be
swayed by his mother’s dominatio.'*® The assassination of Agrippina in 59 (14.8.5) does not,
however, enable Nero to act like an ideal man to any greater extent:144 liberated from the
controlling influence of his mother, he becomes unable to exercise any degree of self-control,
and succumbs almost immediately to theatrical pleasures (14.15.4) which are an affront to the
dignity of his principate; his sexual pleasures and conspicuous consumption are major themes
in the narrative of the later years of his principate, as exemplified by the banquet of
Tigellinus (15.37.1-4) and his construction of the domus aurea in 64 (15.42.1).14°

A further corollary of Nero’s not wholly masculine behaviour is his reliance upon poison as a
murder weapon in his plot to assassinate Britannicus (15.1-17.3); his character is thereby
assimilated to that of two imperial women (his mother and Livilla), both of whom used
poison to commit dynastic murders (12.66.1, Suet. Tib. 62.1), as well as the convicted
poisoner Lucusta, upon whom he relies for the preparation of the deadly potion (15.3), and
Medea in Greek mythology, whose paradigm perhaps initially gave rise to the ancient view
that poison was a feminine weapon.'#® The male poisoner can therefore be construed as one
who has not achieved sufficient uirtus to commit murder in a manly way (by employing his
bodily vigour). The use of poison in the Annales brings about a further subversion of
normative social and gender hierarchies, as a distinguished Roman general (Germanicus
[2.74.2]), an emperor (Claudius [12.66.1-2]) and an heir to the Principate (Britannicus) are
all destroyed by a weapon which low-born women (such as Martina [2.74.2] and Lucusta
[15.3, 12.66.2]) have at their disposal.

141 Edwards 1993: 29.

142 As Poppaea also saw (14.1.1-3), the only way for Nero to end Agrippina’s dominatio once and for all (and
thereby exert his own potestas over both domus and res publica) was to have Agrippina assassinated. Nero
himself remarks that the Principate would only be entrusted to him on the day of Agrippina’s death (14.7.5).

143 1t is therefore puzzling that Agrippina disappears from Annales 13 entirely after the end of 55 (21.6 provides
the last reference to her in Annales 13), not to reappear in Tacitus’ narrative until 14.1.1, where once again Nero
is described as being under her thumb (qui iussis alienis obnoxius non modo imperii, sed libertatis etiam
indigeret; cf. 14.1.3 cupientibus cunctis infringi potentiam matris). If Nero had been under her control for nearly
five years, as this passage suggests, one wonders why she is absent from Tacitus’ narrative (which includes
much description of domestic affairs, including the start of his affair with Poppaea in 58 [45-6]) for the whole
of 56, 57 and 58. One can only speculate, but perhaps Nero had made some kind of compromise with his
mother, only for his mistress Poppaea (who perhaps regarded Agrippina as a major obstacle to their future
marriage; see further Ginsburg 2006: 46-7) to exert her own malign influence by suggesting that the destruction
of Agrippina was a pre-requisite for his assertion of potestas (14.1.1-3).

144 This is contrary to Nero’s own expectation immediately prior to sanctioning his mother’s assassination
(14.7.5).

145 See further Woodman 1998: 168-189.

146 For a detailed discussion of this paradigm see 15.5n. sed Nero lenti sceleris impatiens minitari tribuno.
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Agrippina’s masculine traits can be read as a foil to the perceived effeminacy of her son.'*’

One evidently masculine attribute of Agrippina is her fulfilling the priesthood of the deified
Claudius (2.3 flamonium Claudiale), in line with Livia’s fulfilment of that of the deified
Augustus (1.8.1). Agrippina’s greatest assertion of masculine behavioural traits is in her
intrusion into the (normatively masculine) domains of the government of the res publica,
which is far more frequent and conspicuous than that of any other Julio-Claudian woman. In
Tacitus’ narrative of 54 (5.1), she achieves what no woman has done before by listening to a
meeting of the Senate (while it is convened in the Latin library within the temple of Apollo
on the Palatine), hidden from the senators’ view by a specially installed curtain. Although she
is unable to prevent the desecration of Claudius’ acta, the ability to listen to a meeting of the
Senate is nonetheless depicted as an exceptional and unprecedented honour for a Roman
woman.'*8 A more conspicuous and jarring invasion of the masculine sphere is described by
Tacitus at 5.2, when Agrippina comes close to causing a scandal by attempting to mount
Nero’s tribunal and address the Armenian deputation from the same platform as the emperor
(Seneca only narrowly manages to prevent this by instructing Nero to dismount from his
tribunal to greet his mother);*® et praesidere simul parabat suggests that she conceived of
herself as a socia imperii,'*° of equal status to her son.'>* The attempted mounting of the
tribunal is an act of transgression;>? Agrippina, in attempting to show herself as the
emperor’s equal, is intruding into the male sphere to an extent to which it is improper for any
Roman woman to do so. She thereby threatens to undermine (in front of the Armenian
ambassadors who look to Rome as a paradigm of order and stability) the very social

147 Schulz 2019: 104, 106; pace Schulz, one should exercise caution in describing Agrippina (and other imperial
duces feminae) as more than masculine, since her actions do not even meet the requisite criteria for the
imputation to her of masculinity. Rather, Agrippina should, like her mother, perhaps be characterised as
displaying some more masculine behavioural traits which render her behaviour closer to that of the stereotypical
Roman man than that of any other imperial woman (and considerably closer than that of the ideal matrona). For
this view, see further Spéth 2012: 447-8.

148 The syntactic parallelism and assonance of quod uisum arceret, auditus non adimeret (with auditus
emphatically positioned at the beginning of its clause) helps to emphasise the unprecedented nature of
Agrippina’s privilege.

149 The fact that under Claudius, Agrippina was present before the conquered British chiefs as they sued for
peace in 50 (12.37.4) is remarkable, but perhaps less of a transgression (although Tacitus here remarks nouum
sane et moribus ueterum insolitum, feminam signis Romanis praesidere): she sat at a separate tribunal, and
therefore could not be construed by the Britons as acting as a socia imperii nor undermining the auctoritas of
Claudius. Dio (61.3.3—4) reads the incident before the Armenian deputation as marking a turning point in
Agrippina’s relationship with Nero, at which Seneca and Burrus (Tacitus does not record the latter as playing
any part in the incident) showed themselves to be a more powerful influence over the young emperor than his
mother; this reading is not attractive in the light of the power which Agrippina continues to exert in the Tacitean
narrative of 55.

150 The suggestion that Agrippina was conceived as a socia imperii at Rome during the early part of Nero’s
principate is borne out by numismatic evidence; a series of gold and silver coins minted at Rome in the final
weeks of 54 (BMCRE 1.200 nos. 1-3) depicts the head of Agrippina superimposed over that of Nero on the
obverse; only Agrippina’s titles are visible on the obverse, while Nero’s are relegated to the reverse along with
the image of the corona ciuica. In a later issue from early 55 (BMCRE 1.201 nos. 7-8), jugate heads of Nero and
Agrippina appear on the obverse, with Nero’s head in front of his mother’s; Nero’s titles appear on the obverse,
with Agrippina’s relegated to the reverse. This represents less of an honour for Agrippina, but is still exceptional
by the standards of any imperial woman (Bauman 1992: 194, Ginsburg 2006: 72, Drinkwater 2019: 48). Nero’s
speech to the Senate after her assassination (written by Seneca) also accuses Agrippina of striving after
consortium imperii (14.11.1). For the question as to whether Tiberius’ mother Livia similarly acted as a socia
imperii between 14 and her death in 29 see Woodman 1998: 159, 2017: 292-3.

151 Barrett 1996: 165, Ginsburg 2006: 39.

152 For this interpretation, see Barrett 1996: 165; Santoro L’hoir (1994: 23) interprets Agrippina’s presence
before the conquered Britons under Claudius in 50 (12.37.4) in the same way.
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hierarchy on which the stable res publica depends.>® The conception of Agrippina’s
behaviour as transgressive is further strengthened by Nero’s justification of Agrippina’s
murder at 14.11.1 (written by Seneca), whereby he claimed rightly to have eliminated a
woman who was striving after an unconstitutional consortium imperii, and whose improper
assertions of masculine power were a threat to both masculine authority and the stability of
the res publica (14.11.1 quanto suo labore perpetratum ne inrumperet curiam, ne gentibus
externis responsa daret!).*>* That Agrippina had entered the masculine domain to the extent
that she had become (de facto) a socia imperii is supported by the Senate’s decrees following
her death (14.12.1), whereby the measures enacted (such as the inclusion of her birthday
among the dies nefasti) recall memory sanctions, as if she were herself a hated emperor.*>®

Agrippina’s tendency to behave like a man is further conveyed by her being the only
character in Annales 13 to be granted an extended speech in oratio recta (21.2-5), when she
opposes the charges of conspiracy levelled against her by her rivals Junia Silana, Domitia and
their clients; oratio recta is otherwise granted only to prominent male characters (emperors,
generals and leading senators) in the Annales. Agrippina is similarly the only character in
Annales 14 to be granted oratio recta (14.8.3, 5) before the speech of C. Cassius Longinus at
14.43.1-44.4.2%° During her speech in oratio recta, Agrippina emphasises the extent to which
she participates in the masculine affairs of state, as contrasted with the extent of her rivals’
frivolity;'®” Agrippina emphasises how Domitia was concerned with her Baian villa’s
fishponds while she was entering the masculine sphere of imperial politics, securing the
imperial succession for her son (21.3). An unexpected result of this is that Agrippina depicts
herself as a worthier aristocratic matrona, especially since she shows herself to understand
the responsibilities of motherhood far better than the childless nymphomaniac Silana
(21.2).1%8 That Agrippina’s voice is given prominence at the expense of Nero’s in Annales 13
is perhaps suggestive of the power dynamics within the domus, whereby Agrippina possibly
exerted a greater influence over the res publica than any other member until her death (or at
least the end of 55).1° This interpretation is supported by the fact that in the narrative
immediately following her speech in oratio recta, she is shown to be a prominent source of
patronage (22.1), ensuring that her favourite equestrians (Faenius Rufus, L. Arruntius Stella
and Ti. Claudius Balbillus) were elevated by Nero to high prefectures, and that one of her
favourite senators (P. Anteius) was appointed to the governorship of Syria: although Nero
was de iure responsible for these appointments, they were almost certainly the result of

153 For the view that the image of Rome as a paradigm of stability in the eyes of foreigners relied upon the
presence before them of the emperor and leading senators (as representatives of ‘old Rome’), see Bauman 1992:
194. That an imperial woman could not, by definition, be a public representative of Rome’s traditional
aristocracy is already suggested by 12.37.4 (nouum sane et moribus ueterum insolitum, feminam signis Romanis
praesidere); see further Pomeroy 1975: 169, Challet 2013: 160.

154 Agrippina’s excessive participation in, and influence over, the affairs of state ran contrary to Nero’s promise
to the Senate on his accession that the affairs of domus and res publica would be kept separate as far as was
possible (4.2 discretam domum et rem publicam). The excessive intrusion of the women and freedmen of the
domus into the res publica was a grievance often levelled by Roman senators against the Claudian principate; cf.
4.2,11.2.1, 12.7.3 uersa ex eo ciuitas, et cuncta feminae oboediebant, Sen. Apoc. 13.5.

155 Bauman 1992: 204, Flower 2006: 189-96.

156 Devillers 1994: 253. Nero does not speak in oratio recta in the Annales until he opposes Seneca’s retirement
(14.55.1-56.2), three years after Agrippina’s death.

157 For frivolity as a negative feminine trait, see Challet 2013: 63.

158 On motherhood as the matrona’s key virtue, see Pomeroy 1975: 1834, Challet 2013: 96. On the negative
stereotype of the aged nymphomaniac, see 21.2n.

159 Barrett 1996: 177.
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Agrippina’s own patronage (21.6 praemia amicis obtinuit), and the influence which she was
able to exert over the emperor at that time. 1%

In the narrative of 54 and 55, Agrippina appears alongside, and in competition with, Nero’s
amici Seneca and Burrus as a de facto ruler of the empire, railing against Seneca and Burrus
(14.3) in her desire for control over the immature emperor and, by extension, the res
publica.'®! In criticising Seneca’s and Burrus’ advice in front of Nero, she intrudes into the
male sphere (and thereby shows her ability to control Nero) by denying the two counsellors’
claims to uirtus, tendentiously suggesting that they are weak and therefore effeminate, the
former through his duplicitous (and hence unmanly) words (professoria lingua; see OLD
professorius) and the latter as a result of his physical deformities (trunca...manu).*%? Her
otherwise tendentious and puzzling expression of support for Britannicus’ claim to the
Principate (14.2) and her transgressive courting of the praetorians’ support (in opposition to
the emperor, her own son) on the basis of her being the admired Germanicus’ daughter (14.3)
can be explained as an attempt to secure her political influence over the state.*

The transgressive nature of Agrippina’s behaviour at this point is cited by Nero (14.11.1) as a
justification of her murder: for a woman to demand the loyalty of the praetorians as if she
were herself imperator was an unwelcome and excessive intrusion into the masculine sphere;
being imperator was a masculine office. The phrase in feminae uerba, implying the gendered
opposition between femina and uir, emphasises this intrusion (adiciebat crimina longius
repetita...iuraturas...in feminae uerba praetorias cohortes).'®* Tacitus’ suggestion that
Agrippina was seeking the support of aristocrats to form partes following the death of
Britannicus (18.2 nomina et uirtutes nobilium...in honore habere, quasi quaereret ducem et
partes) is suggestive of her undertaking a feminine political operation to remove Nero,
comparable to the alleged anti-Tiberian partes of her mother (4.40.3) and to the conspiracy of
Sempronia who, already known for uirilis audaciae facinora, joined the partes of Catiline
against the res publica (Sall. Cat. 25.1).1%

The fact that Agrippina, like Sempronia, would need a male leader to realise her plans,
combined with there being no real prospect of Agrippina’s alleged conspiracy’s being
realised, shows that no matter how much she strives to intrude into the masculine political
domain, she fails to succeed in doing so, and requires the cooperation of a man to regulate

180 For patronage as a useful gauge of Agrippina’s power and influence (and influence at court generally), see
further Saller 1982: 45, Barrett 1996: 177, Drinkwater 2019: 154.

161 Barrett 1996: 150, 170.

162 For duplicitousness as a stereotypically feminine trait, cf. 13.3 insidias mulieris semper atrocis, tum et falsae
and see further Challet 2013: 67.

163 Being the daughter of Germanicus (a plausible paradigm of martial uirtus) and Agrippina the Elder (another
dux femina who showed the masculine traits of a general in quelling the German mutiny at 1.69.2), Agrippina
the Younger is likely to have viewed both parents as courageous role-models acting within a normatively
masculine sphere of activity. Barrett 1996: 170 emphasises how Agrippina’s courting of military support here
(from among the praetorians) recalls her mother’s courting the support of the mutinous German legions,
potentially against Tiberius, by plying them with gifts; cf. 1.69.1 sed femina ingens animi munia ducis per eos
dies induit militibusque, ut quis inops aut saucius, uestem et fomenta dilargita est and see further Goodyear
1981: 124-5, Spath 2012: 447-8, Challet 2013: 81.

164 Challet 2013: 81. On this opposition, see also Adams 1972a: 243-5.

165 On the similarity of Agrippina and Sempronia see also Santoro L’hoir 1994: 24. On Tacitus’ assimilation of
his character of Poppaea Sabina to that of Sempronia at 45.2, see further Syme 1958: 1.353, 1981a: 47, Martin
1981: 168, Goodyear 1982: 275.
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and execute her designs.'®® Agrippina’s inability to come close to attaining uirtus is
illustrated further by the invocation of negative gender stereotypes in Tacitus’ depiction of
her, suggesting that Agrippina, for all her aspiration to behave like a man, cannot rid herself
of those negative traits deemed by Romans to be inherently feminine:1°’ the pejorative
connotations of muliebriter can be read alongside those of fremere at 13.1 (sed Agrippina
libertam aemulam, nurum ancillam aliaque eundem in modum muliebriter fremere)*®® as
implying the negative character trait whereby Agrippina took undue offence at Nero’s
courting Acte, lacking the emotional restraint which would be expected of the ideal man
exhibiting self-control. Agricola, one of the Tacitean men who comes closest to attaining
ideal uirtus, is shown as acting neque...muliebriter (Agr. 29.1) in response to his infant son’s
death; his emotional response can perhaps be considered the opposite of Agrippina’s.*®® The
elegiac associations of blandimenta in the Acte episode also show how the Tacitean
Agrippina continues to uphold stereotypically feminine norms of behaviour:*"® in elegy,
blandimenta or blanditiae were associated with the specious words of women who sought to
lead their lovers away from the path to uirtus and even force them to submit to their control
(in a manner recalling the Homeric Calypso and Circe).1”* Agrippina employs blandimenta to
force Nero to submit to her (13.2), by luring him into believing that he has the use of her
bedroom to enjoy his illicit affair. Nero’s advisors later warn him of Agrippina’s insincerity,
by suggesting that she conforms with the stereotypically feminine trait of duplicitousness
(13.3 et proximi amicorum metuebant orabantque cauere insidias mulieris semper atrocis,
tum et falsae).

The introduction of Poppaea Sabina at 45.1-46.3 can be read as a narrative device which
anticipates the next major feminine political operation of the Annales,'’2 namely Poppaea’s
scheme to establish her own dominatio over the emperor by bringing about the destruction of
Nero’s mother Agrippina (14.1.1-3) and first wife Octavia (14.60.2) before securing the
emperor’s hand in marriage (ibid.), events which frame the narrative of Annales 14. While
Poppaea is eminently capable of playing a masculine role (comparable with that of the
Sallustian Sempronia, but with much greater impact upon the progression of the events
depicted by the historical narrative) by exerting control over the weak emperor and urging
him both to divorce Octavia and end Agrippina’s influence (14.1.1-3), she is also portrayed
(like Agrippina) as exerting a malign influence over the emperor through her use of
blandimenta (46.2); she too is a match for Nero in her lust (ibid.), an inherently feminine
trait.”® The compatibility of Nero’s personality with Poppaea’s, insofar as vanity and sexual

166 |n this way, Agrippina and the other Tacitean imperial women are to be contrasted with the barbarian dux
femina Boudicca (for whom cf. 14.31.1-37.2), who can exert power over a subject population independent of
any male authority (14.35.2 id mulieri destinatum: uiuerent uiri et seruirent).

167 Barrett 1996: 207, Challet 2013: 66, Woodman 2017: 195-6.

188 For fremere governing an indirect statement with ellipsis of the infinitive, meaning ‘to be enraged that...’, cf.
Agr. 27.1, Hist. 4.24.1, Liv. 1.17.7 and see further TLL 6.1.1284.35-61.

169 See further Woodman 2014: 232-3. For the negative associations of the adjective muliebris with weakness
and lack of self-control, see further Adams 1972a: 244.

170 For Tacitus’ use of elegiac diction to illustrate the gendered opposition between Nero and Agrippina, see also
Ginsburg 2006: 44, Santoro L’hoir 2006: 152.

171 Cf. Prop. 1.15.41-2, Ov. Am. 2.9.45-6, 2.19.17-18, 3.7.11, 3.11.31-32, Ep. 13.153-4; for the woman’s
specious blandimenta elsewhere in Latin literature, cf. Sen. Contr. 12.5, Petron. 113, Apul. Apol. 98. For the
view that the effeminate Nero was easily swayed by his female relations’ blandimenta in their quest for control
over him, cf. 12.64.3 Lepida blandimentis ac largitionibus iuuenilem animum deuinciebat. For blandimenta and
blanditiae meaning ‘specious words’, see TLL 2.2028.68-2029.29, 2.2034.37-80.

172 Goodyear 1982: 275.

173 Cf. Caecina Severus’ sententia to this effect, as recorded in the senatorial debate at 3.33.3, and see further
Woodman-Martin 1996: 295, Challet 2013: 64-5.
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proclivity were concerned, was thought by Tacitus to spell disaster for the state (45.1 non
minus insignis eo anno impudicitia magnorum rei publicae malorum initium fecit); this
opening sentence provides the link with the preceding narrative of Octavius Sagitta (44.1-5),
a senator ruined by his irrepressible lust,’* while looking forward to Nero’s dynastic murders
and proclivity towards vice which characterise much of the domestic narrative of Annales 14.
The union of these two immoral characters (combined with Nero’s lack of an heir and
subsequent dereliction of dynastic responsibilities) can therefore be read as bringing about the
loss of uirtus at Rome, and thereby the enervation of both the imperial domus and the res
publica.

Tacitus’ often hostile attitude towards women might be explained by the fact that as an
imperial senator who sought to uphold the longstanding privileges and prerogatives of his
class, he was justifiably unsettled by the blurring of the boundaries between domus and res
publica, and by the intrusion of the imperial household’s women, freedmen and other non-
senators into a political sphere in which traditionally they had no business.!’® The
commonplace in imperial rhetoric whereby the emperor was not a monarch but rather the
princeps senatus under a restored Republic (of which the corollary was that the emperor’s
domus could not be construed as differing from any other senator’s household)!’® was
perhaps responsible for senators’ uneasiness about the blurring of these boundaries. Tacitus’
criticism of imperial freedmen for their excessive influence within the res publica, employing
similar language to that with which he criticises women, shows that h