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Figure 1: CIL 1V 1825, field record and location.

The first question we might ask is: why would anyone write this?
To name a few motives we can suggest to brag, to slander, to declare
something, and for the simple reason of ‘why not?” These ancient
graffiti artists had to inscribe their messages into walls with the back
of styluses, meaning that it took a decent amount of work and it was
deliberate. The author wrote this message with the knowledge of what
traits society considered malicious. Whoever wrote this would not have
used these traits to describe Cosmus with the intent to slander his name
if they had been associated with anything positive. The credibility of
truth to this message is not the point to focus on. Whether Cosmus
read this graffito in passing and responded in outrage over the message’s
lie or over the confidentiality leak is also not the important detail for
us. The fact that Cosmus would have read this — that other people in
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Pompeii read this — and had to deal with the consequences and the
shame is the motive for writing this inscription.

Something that separates this particular inscription from others
lies in Cosmus’ identity — Equitia’s slave. Slaves in antiquity were little
more than property and were often used as sexual instruments, whether
they were male or female. While age played a part in how appropriate
homoerotic sex was in Rome, slaves fell outside this sliding scale as they
were considered not only property, but as boys all their lives. They were
expected to be passive in sexual relations with their masters and they
were looked down upon even more because of this role in society. If
Cosmus was the slave of Equitia, then did she write this? If not, then
who did? If we are to value this statement as the truth, it would have
to have been someone intimate in Equitia’s household to either know
this about Cosmus or learn through firsthand experience. However,
considering that invective does not need to hold any truth, the above
conjecture may serve no purpose. But if this is empty invective, then
why would anyone write such an abusive slur about a slave? It would
have been a near equivalent to insulting your dining table. A possible
explanation is that another slave in Equitia’s household could have
written this as a joke or means of revenge. Like the motives to any
graffiti, this inscription lacks the background story leading up to the
deed itself that would unlock the mystery.

There is an inscription with homosexual themes that is an
outlier in this invective study: “Beautiful Sabinos, Hermeros loves
you (fig. 2).”* Consequences of essentially “outing” their relationship
would have certainly arisen from this inscription but it lacks any abusive
words that are used in the Cosmus inscription. Both of these messages
deal with similar “homosexual” themes but the difference is their
motives; Hermeros wanted to declare his love for Sabinos and leaves
out anything insulting that goes with the submissive nature of their
relationship whereas the author attacking Cosmus does the opposite.
The fact that both men involved in this “homosexual” relationship are
named is especially eye-catching as there must have been consequences
to deal with after such an act. But without more details, it is difficult to
speculate. These two men could have been travelers who inscribed this
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onto a wall while passing through the city and therefore would have
remained anonymous to the citizens of Pompeii. Another possibility

is that they were not lovers and that this is a confession that would

have caught Sabinos off guard. There are a number of other unknown
factors that make this inscription troublesome for scholars but it remains
as evidence of another side of same-sex relationships that lacked the
common cruel invective.

1256 in eodem muro septentrionem versus; litteris qua-
dratis praeter R et S.

SABINII-CALOS-HIIRMIIROS-TIFAMAT §

SABINII: ©ALOS HIRMELROIITIAMATA §

Figure 2: CILL. 11" 1256, field record and location.

If Hermeros found it worthwhile to inscribe his love for
another man, then there must have been others who felt the same about
homoerotic relationships. The next graffito shows that involvement in a
homoerotic relationship was not to be ashamed of in all circumstances.
“Vesbinus is a enaedus; Vitalio has fucked him (fig. 3).”> While the
submissive partner was humiliated, the dominant role was something
to boast about. The author of the Cosmus inscription did not name
himself or allude to dominating Cosmus, which could allude to the
author not being involved in a homoerotic relationship with Cosmus.
Like other graffiti authors, Vitalio found it more than worth mentioning
in his message. The act of homoerotic sex itself was not the snag in
Roman sex norms or else Vitalio would not have bragged about taking
part in said activity.
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23194 inter primum et secundum a via Stabiana ostium in rubro tectorio.

VIISBINVS CINIIDV S VTIALIO PIIDiCAVIT

Figure 3: CILL 1V 2319, field record and location.

Vitalio was not the only man in Pompeii who felt that he
could brag about his sexual escapades as is the case of the next graffiti:
“Secundus has fucked boys till they hurt (fig. 4-5).”° A crucial aspect
to note is that in the inscription, the name “Secundus” is written much
larger than the other words, which leads scholars like Varone and
Hubbard to believe that Secundus was the author of this graffito and
the act was meant as a boast. This is not a hard thing to imagine if
dominating others in sex was something to brag about in Roman society.
While no boys are named like in Vitalio’ engraving, the same message
is being transmitted. Both authors wrote their graffito with the intent
to brag about their sexual exploits. Both men wanted the world — or
at least the people of Pompeii — to know that they were men among
men in that they were the “active” partners in sex. Also as with Vitalio’s
message, Secundus found that it was not shameful to be partaking in
homoerotic sex because he was not going outside his gender role. The
fact that Vitalio and Secundus sign their messages shows that it was not
shameful to engage in homoerotic sex so long as they were the ones in
the dominant position.

2048 in eadem pila.

SECVNDVS PEDICAVD
PVEROS
LMCLE . YTI&

Figure 4: CILL 1V 2048, field record and location.
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Figure 5: CIL 1V Plate XXXIV, field sketch of original graffito.

Men who went outside their roles faced ridicule, humiliation,
and sometimes even penalties. Those perceived to be passive men were
grouped into the zufamia category in which they would have lost their
legal rights and faced serious humiliation. But like most cases in the
Roman world, decisions were extremely ad hoc, so the actual weight of
this status is unknown. According to Richlin, “/ufames are people who
have done something bad, usually involving fraud; or who habitually
do something bad, usually involving the public use of bodies (actors,
pimps, gladiators).”” Those men who were “willingly” penetrated were
infames, although this status should not be attributed to all males who
were penetrated. Young boys who had not reached adulthood were
often in pederastic relationships with older men. Slaves were expected
to be passive as they were considered less than full men all of their lives
regardless of age. In this context, freeborn men who were willingly
passive to other freeborn men during sex were considered unchaste and
often given the znfamia status.

The insulting nature of these graffiti combined with the infamia
status creates a great threat to men. Roman society was based on
personal connections where reputations were crucial — a bad reputation
could theoretically ruin one’s life. But Winkler argues that men who
were not interested in holding public office would have not cared about
having infamia social standing. For example, take a graffito that says,
“Albanus is a ¢naedus.””® 1f Albanus was a senator with a family and a
lot on the line, then would this slur have had any effect on his career
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or his life? We lack any personal journals that could have told us how a
victim of graffiti abuse might have felt and it is not so strange when we
consider the factors of the situation. It is important to remember that
these graffiti are not located in Rome, the political center of the Roman
Empire, but in Pompeii. It is not a big stretch to think that the authors
and targets of these inscriptions were not involved in the cut-throat
business of Roman politics like the senators living in Rome. If this is the
case, then by Winkler’s argument, these graffiti lacked any actual damage.
People passing these inscriptions probably read these with a chuckle —
or if they were the intended target they may have frowned, received a
few mocking comments from their friends, and then gone about their
day. This is not to say that the reputation of non-senators were not
important to Pompeian men. The watered-down threat of znfamia would,
however, hold less weight in situations outside of Rome. Anonymous
messages on walls would seemingly render the menace powertless.

The graffiti in Pompeii pose many questions that will hopefully
be better evaluated over time. To the casual reader they are amusing and
shocking; to the scholar they are captivating and intriguing. These were
anonymous messages: even the ones with authors lack the credibility of
a speech in the Senate. Men who were accused to be cnaed: in court may
have been penalized but graffiti lack the same threat. Short of having a
time machine, we are unable to truly know how these graffiti affected
the lives of the inscriptions’ targets. However, graffiti gives us a window
into the Roman world of slander and sex. A powerful threat or not,
homoerotic invective through graffiti tells us the story of Roman gender
in ways that other evidence cannot.
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EMOTIONAL REACTIONS IN PLATO’S Lysis !

By CArRLA ROSALES

I argue that Plato uses emotional responses to characterize both
Socrates, his friends, and the interlocutors; and that this characterization
is instrumental in the framing of the narrative in which the
philosophizing happens. Furthermore, that the emotional framework
of the Lysis forces us to read and re-read the dialogue, in terms of both
philological form and philosophical content, as a whole. To do this
I will examine notable emotional responses, and their function to the
whole dialogue. In this reading the fundamentality of character does
not necessitate Aristotle’s understanding of character—namely that,
character must be like us in order to induce emotion.? Instead, the focus
is on the instrumentality of the responses regardless of the audience’s
ability to relate to Socrates and the interlocutors of the dialogue.

The prologue of the Lysis is significant in that it frames and
structures the narrative of the dialogue. Serious considerations about
the function of the setting have argued that the setting of the Iyss
grounds the philosophizing of the dialogue in an external frame that
allows for a binary reading—both literary and philosophical-—of the
dialogue. However, an account of the emotional reactions of both
Socrates, his companions, and his interlocutors adds to this narrative
frame another level of understanding. Namely, Plato has framed the
Lysis with emotional responses, and these responses are instrumental
in reading the dialogue as a whole.” In the prologue of the Lyszs, Plato
sets the stage for the dialogue and begins to develop his characters. 1
argue that the emotional responses of the characters in the Lysis are
intentionally marked in order to unite both the content and form of the
dialogue.

First, it is imperative to consider Hippothales and his repeated
blushes. As Socrates questions Hippothales, he notices Hippothales’
evasive discomfort when questioned about his moudwkog. That is,
when asked who is kaAdg, Hippothales responds @ALog GAA® TV
dokel—different ones to different ones (204b). Socrates picks-up on
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Hippothales’ evasive answer, and continues his inquiry into whom
Hippothales fancies. Plato writes,

Kai ¢ EpwBeic pvOpiacey. kol &yd simov: ® moi Tepwvipov
‘InndBodec, TodTO PEV pmKéTL simng, site £pdc Tov site W 0lda
Yap 8TL oD pHovoV Epdic, GAAL Kol TOppw 10N £l TopsVLOUEVOC TOD
Epwtoc (204b).

And at being questioned [Hippothales] blushed. And I said: Eh
Hippothales, son of Hieronymus, you should no longer answer
this [question|, whether you are in love or not. For I know that
you are not only in love, but you are already deeply in love.

Here, Hippothales is described as blushing when he is questioned about
his noudwde. But why is Hippothales blushing?* Greek culture did
not frown on pederastic relationships, so it does not make sense that
Hippothales is ashamed of being in love.” Gooch analyses the blushing
faces in Plato’s dialogues. In addition to blushing from a feeling of
shame or public humiliation, Gooch finds that Plato’s Greeks blush
for reasons like ours: self-consciously when others guess something
about us, or when we take ourselves by surprise, or from embarrassment
about our inabilities or failure to meet expectations.’ Thus, it is possible
that Hippothales” marked blush is a self-conscious emotional response
to Socrates calling attention to his love interest. Hippothales blushes
because his infatuation for Lysis is revealed in spite of his evasive
response. Moreover, as the conversation continues, Socrates claims
to be an expert at distinguishing the lover from the beloved—yv@vai
EpOVTA T€ Kol EpdpevoV (204¢c). At his remark, Hippothales blushes
even more— 0¢ AKOVGOG TOAD £TL uaALov fpubpiocey.

Plato’s use of this marked emotional reaction cannot be,
and is not, arbitrary. Ctesippus, still listening to the conversation,
comments on Hippothales’ blushing; he says: quite charming how you
are blushing—AocTel0Vv ye 611 £puOp1dc (204c). Here, Plato’s use of
aoTeldv is interesting. I offer a digression into Plato’s use of dotelog
to illustrate that this particular usage in the Ljyss is noticeably different.
Plato’s use of dotelog elsewhere: in Phaedrus 227d Plato uses A0TEI0G
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as “witty” or “popular,” here the meaning refers to that which Lysias
writes about yap1otéov; in Republic 452d Plato uses AoTel0g as “the
wits;” in Gorgias 447a as “refined” or “elegant;” not one of these usages
carries the same emphasis as in the Lysis. In Republic 349b and Phaedo
116d, Plato’s use of 661elog is closer to its use in the Lysis—its meaning
here is “charming,” in that in both cases it is used to describe a man.
These instances, in which 661€10¢ is used as an adjective, illustrate that
Plato more often uses this word in a positive way. Moreover, in the
Lysis Ctesippus says that it is 4ot€l0v how Hippothales is blushing,
Here, Plato’s use of dotelog is marked in stark contrast as an ironic
usage. Here, the irony serves to further intensify the marked blush of
Hippothales.

Thus far, I have examined Plato’s use of marked emotional
responses to characterize his companions. These responses, in turn,
illustrate the methodical rhetorical device of language that Plato uses to
set the stage of the narrative. Furthermore, the careful reading of the
characterization of Socrates’ companions is also useful as an inadvertent
manipulation. That is, Plato uses marked emotional responses in the
prologue so that we are more attuned to reading the marked emotional
responses of the interlocutors. Below, I explore the emotional
responses of the interlocutors, and argue that Plato uses these responses
in a similar way.

By engaging Lysis in conversation, instead of singing and
reciting about him, Socrates attempts to show Hippothales the proper
way to win the favor of his mad1kog. At first, Socrates questions both
Lysis and Menexenus about the nature of their friendship. However,
as the conversation progresses, Menexenus is called away; and Socrates
continues to question Lysis a/one. In the end Socrates asks Lysis, “0i6v
1€ OOV &7l T0VT01S, ® AVGL, Péyo PPOVELY, &V 01C TIC UMM PPOVET;”
(210d). Lysis is forced to concede that it is not possible for him to be
peyadd@pwv—arrogant—in matters which he still requires a teacher.
Here, Socrates turns to Hippothales, who is still hiding, to tell him this
is how he should talk to his Ta1d1KOg and knock him down rather than
xowvodvto kol dStadpdmrovio—puffing him up and pampering him.
However, Socrates stops himself when he notices that Hippothales
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is anxious and confused by what they are talking about. Finally,
Menexenus comes back; and Lysis whispers to Socrates to repeat what
they were just saying for Menexenus. In this passage Plato draws our
attention to the specific reactions of the character. I will return to this
point below.

The conversation continues between Socrates and the
interlocutors. Hippothales remains out of sight. Socrates, then, argues
that love, desire, and friendship appear to be of the oikelov. Here, Lysis
and Menexenus agree. On this premise, Socrates questions whether
friends must have natures that are congenial to one another. The boys
agree. Finally Socrates says that one who loves or desires someone else
would never have done so if he had not been 0ikeld¢ to him in some
way. More specifically:

Kai i &pa 11 Etepog ETépov EmOVUET, v &7 &y, & maidec,
€p0, OVK (v mote EmeBvEL 0VOE Tipa 0VOE EPiAeL, €1 pT) OIKETOG
N T EPOUEVE ETOYYAVEY OV | KOTO TNV YOYNV §| KOTA Tt TAG
yoyfic 10oc fitpdmouc 1 g1doc. {—; ITavv ve, Eon 6 MevéEevocs
6 8¢ Avoig éoiynosv. {—} Elsv, v 6’ &yd. 10 pév dneuoet
oikelov avoykoiov Nuiv wépavtar aelv. {—;} "Eowev, Eon.
{—} Avaykoiov Gpo 1@ yvnoio €puoti] Kol WUr TPOCToMmT®
QEIcOo VIO TV moudikdy. {—} O pgv obv Avoig kol 6
MevéEevog Hoyic mmg Emevevsdtny, O o6& Tamobding vmod Tig
Ndovig mavtodamd Neiet ypopoto (221e8-222b2).

And then, if someone desires or loves someone else, T said, oh
boys, he would never be desiring, or loving, or befriending him;
unless somehow he happens to be 0ikegidg to the beloved either in
the soul, or in some 100 or direction or cast of the soul. Indeed,
Menexenus agreed; but Lysis was quiet. Well, I said, the oikeiov
by nature has been proven to us necessary to befriend. It seems,
he said. Then, it is necessary for the genuine lover and not for the
pretend lover to be befriended by his favorite. Then, on the one
hand, Lysis and Menexenus barely nodded; on the other hand,

Hippothales was giving off colors of all sorts.

This passage is striking for two reasons. First, throughout the dialogue
Lysis and Menexenus have consistently consented together when
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Socrates addresses the both of them. Thus, Plato’s manipulation of
Lysis and Menexenus’ emotional responses here is blatantly marked and
incongruent. Second, it is striking that Lysis says nothing at all. Is there
something to his silence? Why now? I argue that Lysis’ silence is not
coincidental. The divergence in response, from the rest of the dialogue,
should take us back to the difference between Lysis and Menexenus.
Specifically, as discussed above, Lysis has heard something from Socrates
that Menexenus has not. As Socrates goes on he argues that, since the
oikelov by nature has been proven to be necessary to befriend, that

it is necessary for the yvnolo €pactfi kol un tpoorote eieicOot
V1O TV Todk®v. Lysis and Menexenus barely nod in agreement, and
Hippothales is in a flush of colors.

But what did Lysis understand more than Menexenus? And
what does that have to do with anything? And why is Hippothales
flushed with emotion? It seems unlikely that all this emotional
characterization is coincidental or insignificant. Instead, Plato has
added notable responses to Hippothales and the eromenoz. Lysis’ silence,
for example, is striking in that he has heard Socrates expound; thus his
silence is sharply contrasted with Menexenus’ verbal response, since
Menexenus was not privy to the same talk with Socrates. In this way,
Plato forces us to realize that Lysis has understood something that
Menexenus missed. More specifically Lysis’ silence is in response to
hearing that someone can only desire or love someone to whom he is
oikeldc. Lysis ponders the final definition of @iAo. In understanding
the complementary nature of @ik, Lysis remembers what he learned
from Socrates catlier—namely that he needs a teacher to learn that
which he does not yet know. Thus, having been humbled by Socrates,
Lysis understands that he desires that which he lacks, and that which he
lacks can only come from a teacher. Ultimately, Lysis understands that
this teacher must be 0ikel0g to him in some way.

In a similar way, Hippothales, who flushes in every color
imaginable, also understands something. Here again, Plato intensifies
the emotional response to notably signal the action of the character.
Socrates argues that it is necessary for the real lover and not for the
fake lover to be befriended by the eromenos. Why does Hippothales
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flush with emotional color on hearing this? It is imperative to
remember that Hippothales has been stealthily listening to the whole
exchange between Socrates and the boys. Thus, Hippothales hears
Lysis’ silence—he understands that Socrates has manipulated Lysis
into desiring a teacher from whom he can learn the wisdom that he
lacks. Furthermore, Hippothales understands that by its very nature this
teacher must be 0ikel0¢ to Lysis. Hippothales® excitement, thus, stems
from his understanding that he must be oikeiog to Lysis, and that Lysis,
understanding this, must desire him.

Having examined the function of marked emotional
responses in the Lysis, I now argue that this function is instrumental
in understanding the dialogue in terms of form and content. These
emotional responses evidence Plato’s concern with the psychological
framework of the characters.” That is, the responses make us awate that
there is more to the dialogue than the incessant elenctic questioning of
the intetlocutors.® In the Lyss the Socratic elenchus’ is different than
in other early dialogues. The Lysis’ elenchus lacks the rigid structure of
refutation that is typical of Plato. However, this does not suggest that
there is no elenchus. In highlighting the emotional responses of the
interlocutors the Socratic elenchus of the Lysis becomes clearer. The
elenchus is short, and more concerned with “psychological” refutation
than “philosophical.” Socrates convinces Hippothales that his wooing
of Lysis is wrong, and that he will never capture his eromenos if he
constantly praises him."

Furthermore, the emotional structuring of the dialogue allows
Plato to both philosophize about love, friendship, and desire while
simultaneously exemplifying these processes. In this way, the Lysis
engages in a duality between social relations and philosophical inquiry.
From the beginning Plato’s tangible aim in the Lysis is unclear. He
presents vatious theoties of @{Aa as he tries to define friendship, but
these definitions fail."'" Moreover, after dismissing the final argument
about @iAta—primarily because the premises of the argument have
already been dismissed as problematic—Socrates returns to desire
as a potential framework for understanding @ilo. In turn Socrates
introduces the 0ikeldc, which is the congenial or the familial, as a
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possible solution, but just as quickly dismisses this new idea on the
grounds that it entails the same problems it proposed to fix. As the
dialogue winds down, and no definitions about the nature of @il
prevail, Socrates—once again—focuses on the emotional reactions of
the characters.

The philosophizing is over and the narrative structure of the
dialogue is brought back to the forefront. The discussion has focused
on an elenctic reduction of Lysis’ initial understanding of @il and
reduced Socrates and the intetlocutors into amopia. In the end a big
question mark about loving and being loved remains. That is, the
problem that plagues the definitions of @iAa consistently involves
the relationship between identity and desire. It is still unclear who is
friend to whom, or who desires whom. Is it Lysis’ want of wisdom that
necessitates his desire for Hippothales? Or, does Hippothales desire
Lysis on account of his own needs? It is unclear. The only inferences
that prevail are that @iAlo necessitates desire, and that we do not
understand desire.

In this paper I have argued that Plato uses emotional responses
to characterize Socrates, his companions, and the interlocutors; and
that this characterization is instrumental in the framing of the narrative
in which the philosophizing happens.”” However, in this reading of
the Lysis, I hold that the “literary” and “philosophical” readings of the
dialogue are complementary to each other in that everything Plato does
is important to the meaning of the whole.”” Blank argues that there is
no conflict between the gadfly Socrates, whose primary effect on his
associates is emotional, and protreptic, and the philosophical arguer of
the Platonic dialogues. Furthermore Blank argues that the intended
effect of Plato’s arguments is essentially emotional: his logic affects us
while it teaches. And, that this emotional manipulation is a chief aim
of the Platonic dialogues."* In the end, the emotional responses seem
almost forced. Plato’s intentionality is evident in the characterization
of the emotional responses of the characters. This is most forcibly
done by Socrates with his elenctic investigation. This incessant attack
with questions induces in the interlocutors an eventual resignation of
the position they once held. In this manipulation, Plato evidences his
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THE BAccHAE: EURIPIDES ON WISDOM AND
SUFFERING IN THE BobDy PoLITIC

BY IAN TEWKSBURY

In this paper, I have two central contentions. First, I argue that
Euripides’ Bacchae has been persistently misread as Socratic. By Socratic,
I mean paradoxical, questioning and aporetic. Second, I contend that the
Bacchae is primarily didactic. In my view, we have failed to understand
the type of knowledge Euripides teaches because our own definitions
of knowledge are fundamentally anti-democratic. This is central to
my understanding of the text but unfortunately lies outside the scope
of this paper. Therefore, I will focus on arguing my two primary
contentions. In the process, I will seck to restore what I believe is the
effaced didactic message of the play.

In The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche proclaims “Euripides ... the
poet of aesthetic Socratism” (86). He explains, “Socratism condemns
existing art as well as existing ethics. Wherever Socratism turns its
searching eyes it sees the lack of insight and the power of illusion” (86).
Nietzsche’s reading of Euripides is important because it created a new
understanding of Euripides: namely, Euripides as the aporetic poet — the
poet who only questions and “condemns.” This argument has influenced
the modern understanding of the Bacchae.! For instance, E.R. Dodds, in
The Greeks and the Irrational, writes:

“what chiefly preoccupied Euripides in his later work
was not so much the impotence of reason in man as the
wider doubt whether any rational purpose could be seen
in the ordering of human life and the governance of the
world. That trend culminates in the Bachae whose religious
content is, as a recent critic said, ‘the recognition of beyond
which is outside our moral categories and inaccessible to

our reason’ (187).

However, the criticism of Euripides as aporetic is suspiciously absent
in Buripides’ contemporary, Aristophanes. This is notable because
Aristophanes’ criticisms are comprehensive. For example, he criticizes
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Euripides for making tragedy sophisticated, rhetoricized, trivialized,
feminized, eroticized, and, worst of all, democratized (Mastronarde 46).?
Yet, Aristophanes surely never says that Euripides undermines the belief
in the rational ordering of the universe. Furthermore, Aristophanes

also portrays Euripides as didactic. In the Frogs, Dionysus himself

asks Euripides, “tivog obveka xpn Oowpdlev dvopa momtnv, Why
should one admire a poet?” Euripides has an answer. His response in
clear: “vovBeciog, 6t1 fedtiong T€ TOODUEV TOVG AVOPMTOLS £V TOIG
noAeotv, For good advice, since we improve people in the cities” (Trans.
FW. Hall. Ins. 1008-10). Therefore, my question is: what good advice
does Euripides offer in the Bacchae?

This question is central to understanding the Bacchae. The play
is ostensibly about divine vengeance, a seminal theme in Euripides’ later
works. However, it is wisdom and its relationship to suffering that is the
play’s true theme. It is notable that the word 6oQ0g, sgphos, or wisdom
appears in the text over twenty six-times. The characters Dionysus,
Pentheus, Tiresias and the chorus all personify aspects of wisdom and
knowledge. In looking at their dramatic characterizations in the Bacchae, 1
believe it is possible to recover Euripides’ intended didactic message.

First, we should turn to Dionysus. E.R. Dodds’ reading of
Euripides’ the Bacchae is in a sense his reading of Dionysus. For Dodds,
Dionysus is the recognition of a beyond. In his introduction to the
OCT, he describes Dionysus as representing the forces of nature that
exist beyond human comprehension (iv). However, I believe it is clear
that Dionysus, whatever his religious symbolism implies, serves a more
particular dramatic function in the Bacchae. In the prologue, Dionysus
proclaims:

Ol yoap oA TvE’ Expobely, kel un 0éAet,
ATELECTOV 0DV TRV EUMY PaKELUATOV,
Zeuéng te untpog dmoroynoachol u Hmep
pavévta Ovntoig daipov’ Ov tiktel Atl.
Learn and forget not, till she crave her part
In mine adoring; thus might I speak clear

To save my mother’s fame, and crown me here
As true God, born by Semele to Zeus

(Trans. G.Murray. Lns. 39-41).
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This is the super objective of the play - it is necessary for the Thebans
to learn the nature of Dionysus’ revelation. In one sense, as Dodds
notes, the play is about the introduction of a historical event (xi).
Euripides’ Bacchae would share this with Aeschylus’ lost Bacchae. Yet,
in a didactic and notably Euripidean sense, the Bacchae is about the
necessity of a particular form of knowledge that is brought to Thebes
by Dionysus. Here, though we are not told what this knowledge is, we
are explicitly told the Thebans must learn it.

Contrary to Dionysus’ own words, the tendency in Euripidean
scholarship is to equate this revelation with the mysterious, the
unknowable, and the aporetic — what Nietzsche calls ‘Socratism.” Gilbert
Murray writes, “We have in the Bacchae. .. a heartfelt glorification of
Dionysus. No doubt it is Dionysus is some private sense of the poet’s
own; something opposed to the world, some spirit of the wild woods
and the sunrise and untrammeled life” (1806). This ‘beyond’ is further
elucidated by the scholar Charles Segal in his Dionysiac Poetics and
Euripides’ Bacchae:

“the Bacchae itself forms a ‘liminal’ space... Euripides
brings us to the verge of what, next to death, is the most
terrifying experience of human life, madness, the loss of
clarity of those relations on which we depend for that

boundary between fusion and otherness we call sanity” (21).

These critics, though for different reasons, share a conviction about the
nature of Dionysus’ revelation: he breaks down or is beyond the limits
conventional forms of wisdom. What they fail to take into account is
Dionysus’ didactic statement, “0€l yap mOAV TV’ €Kpabely,” which
literally reads, “It is necessary for this city to know.” The Bacchae is not
primarily concerned with the impotence of reason and the power of the
beyond, but with the wisdom that it is necessary (9€1) for the audience
to learn (éxpadeiv). Furthermore, it is imperative to remember that the
deeds of Dionysus, like its historical content, are endemic to the myth
that Euripides utilizes as the form but not the meaning of his poetic
expression. It is the dramatic performance of wisdom and knowledge,
not the religious significance of Dionysus in general, that is specific to
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Euripides’ play. Therefore, we should look more closely at the dramatic
characterization of sgphos in order to understand Euripides’ didactic
message.

Let us look at what Dionysus himself says about sophos in the
third episode (Ins. 433-518). He tells us that the one who speaks wisely
will appear ignorant to one who is unwise,’ that suffering is the penalty
of ignorance,* that he, Dionysus, is wise, that Pentheus is unwise,’
and, lastly, that Pentheus knows neither why he lives, what he does, or
who he is.° In fact, it is Pentheus who reptresents the state of apotia
and ignorance falsely equated with the Bacchae. This apabiol, amathia,
or ignorance, is the avoidable folly that brings about the destruction
of Pentheus that will follow. Dionysus, as he says himself, represents
precisely the opposite of Pentheus’ amathia. Therefore a clear division
arises: Dionysus is the dramatic manifestation of sgphos, Pentheus
amathia.

In the episode (Ins. 643-861) that directly precedes the
destruction of Pentheus’ palace, Dionysus proclaims, “@ 01 péiota,
TodT €Y@y’ EPUV 60QAG, I was born wise in all that I should be” (In.
656). Once again, Euripides is explicit about the nature of Dionysus
— he is sophos. Furthermore, this sgphos is more concrete than the
recognition of a beyond, the liminal, the otherworldly, or the illusory.
To be precise, Dionysus states the opposite. His sophos is precisely of
this world because it must be known in order to avoid the suffering
that Pentheus’ amathia engenders. Interestingly, there is also a direct
relationship in the Bacchae between the sophos Dionysus possesses and
peace and safety in the body politic. Inversely, folly and amathia are
equated with suffering. In this sense, Dionysus admonishes Cadmus for
failing to save himself from suffering:

... €1 8¢ cOEPOVEIV
Eyvob’, 6T’ ovk BéAeTE, TOV ALOG YOVOV

EVOAUOVETT” GV GOUUOYOV KEKTTUEVOL.

Ah, had ye seen
Truth in the hout ye would not,

all had been well with ye (Ins. 1340-43).”
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Aristotle, in the Poetics, famously praises Euripides as the most
tragic of the dramatists (14532).® In the same passage, he equates the
production of the tragic emotion catharsis with the well-crafted tragic
flaw. Pentheus is a tragic hero and his tragic flaw is his amathia of
the sophos that Dionysus has come to Thebes to reveal. What makes
Pentheus well crafted in Aristotle’s sense is the sympathy with which
Euripides paints his tragic flaw. Segal writes, “Euripides enters deeply
into both the Pentheus and the Dionysus of himself” (19). The flaw of
Pentheus is so sympathetically drawn that scholars have even mistaken
it for the thought of Euripides himself. For instance, the 19" century
scholar A.W. Verral, in Euripides: The Rationalist, described the goal of
Euripides’ art in theses terms: “to fight the battle of intelligence and
llumination, and to relieve at least one city in Hellas from the disgrace
of submitting in passive stupidity to be devoured for want of an
answer” (274). It is hard to imagine a better description of Pentheus’
pretensions to knowledge. It is Pentheus’ belief that his wisdom
of authority makes it right to blight out the darkness of Dionysian
superstition with violence. In fact, Euripides calls this pretension to
wisdom amathia. In the end, it is Pentheus’ tragic flaw, the folly of his
over-reaching self-confidence, that creates the suffering and death that is
his fate.

In the second episode, Pentheus, like Verral’s misreading of
Euripides, rushes into Thebes in order to save “at least” his one “city”
from the scourge of irrationality and disorder. When he discovers
Cadmus participating in the superstitious absurdities he calls him
“vodv ovK &xov, not in his mind” (In.253). Pentheus provides a litany
of irrational scourges he must defend the city against: the new false
god and his evils, the dangerous and shameful revelry of the women,
the corruption of the young, the folly and shame of old age, the
superstition and charlatanism of Tiresias. Ultimately, Pentheus is
best read as a quixotic tragic hero who rides forth into Athens like
the gentleman of LL.a Mancha: “Forth through the Thebans; town! I
am their king; Aye, their one man, seeing I dare this thing” (Ins. 953-
54). He continues, “All my land is made their mock — this needs an
iron hand” (In. 957). Pentheus is Euripides’” answer to Aristophanes’
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parodies of the democratic hero; Pentheus is a travesty of the Athenian
conservative model of knowledge. His wisdom is anti-democratic and
his authoritarianism is based on an overweening amathia that engenders
human suffering with its “iron hand.”

Whereas Pentheus represents what wisdom in the Bacchae is not,
Tiresias and the chorus represent what wisdom is. In looking at Tiresias
first and the chorus second, we can see what Euripides portrays as the
wisdom Dionysus’ epiphany reveals. Cadmus says to Teirisias, “c0 yap
600G, you are wise” (In. 185). Tiresias, we ate told, has the “coenv
600D map’ avdpag, wise voice of a wise man” (In. 205). Tiresias’ sophos
is exemplified in his speech to Pentheus. He tells us that it is easy for a
wise man to speak well for a just cause;” a man who is out of his mind
and rash to speak is a great danger to his city;'"” and, most importantly,
power as personified by Pentheus is the false wisdom of a diseased
mind."

Furthermore, the wisdom Euripides dramatizes in Tiresias
is humility and piety before traditional religion and customary public
knowledge. Tiresias expounds on the relationship between humility and
wisdom in this passage:

TATPIOVE TAPAdOYAS, GG 0° opMAkag xpOVE
KkekteD , ovdelg adTd KoTofaiel AdYOG,
00d" €l 01" GKpV TO COPOV NUPNTOL PPEVAOY
That heritage sublime

Obur sires have left us, wisdom old as time

No word of man, how deep soe’er his thought
And won of subtlest toil, may bring to naught (Ins. 202-4).

Though she is primarily discussing Protagoras, Martha Nussbaum
explicates this passage perfectly in The Fragility of Goodness: ““We could
say, then, that Protagoras’ 1€xvn follows Tiresias’ advice. It leaves our
original problems more or less where it found them, making small
advances in clarity and self-understanding, but remaining close to
current beliefs and practices” (105). This strikes at the heart of Tiresias’
wisdom. The old beliefs and customs cannot be overturned by a new
rationality, logic, or wisdom. Tiresias possesses a humility before the
gods and a skepticism about the limits of human intelligence not unlike
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that exemplified by Nussbaum’s reading of Protagoras. For Tiresias, like
Protagoras, these qualities in no way undermine our moral categories,
nor do they make wisdom inaccessible to reason. In short, this is
absolutely not what Nietzsche calls Socratism.

Nietzsche is even more mistaken in his criticism of the
Euripidean chorus. He writes: “it destroys the essence of tragedy with
the scourge of its syllogisms; that is, it destroys the essence of tragedy,
which can be interpreted only as a manifestation and projection into
images of Dionysian states, as the visible symbolizing of music, as the
dream world of a Dionysian intoxication” (93). In fact, the chorus in
the Bacchae didactically elucidates the sophos exemplified by Tiresias. Let
us look at three passages in which the chorus clearly explains the sophos
Dionysus is here to reveal. This is the knowledge we are told in the
prologue that we must learn.

In the first chorus we are told that blessed and happy is the one
who is initiated in Dionysus’ wisdom."” In the second we learn that suf-
fering is the result of foolishness,"” and that the life of simple peace
shields one from the storm of suffering.'* Furthermore, we learn that
since “the world’s Wise are not wise,” we should not search for great
things beyond our grasp but live instead for the joy and peace of the
present.” In the end, the chorus teaches us that the sgphos Dionysus is
here to reveal has been present all along. This is the customary knowl-
edge that exists amongst the masses. The chorus states:

70 A 00c 6 T
TO PAVAOTEPOV EVOLILGE YPT|
tai tg, 166’ av deyoipav,

That simple nameless herd of humanity
Hath deed and faith that are truth enough for mel!

This is a type of wisdom the philosophers from Socrates to Nietzsche
have failed to acknowledge. It is the traditional wisdom of the masses,
which does not express itself in logical propositions. Instead, it express-
es itself in the plurality of poetry and myth. Thus, it makes sense that
Euripides gives this sophos voice in the very form Nietzsche most vigor-
ously condemns — the chorus song.
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In the last chorus, Euripides’ song triumphantly praises this
knowledge of the masses the epiphany of Dionysus has revealed to the
city of Thebes:

OpuaTol HOALS, GAA" Spmg
motdv 0 Oglov
60évog: angvbuvel 6¢ PpotdVTONG
T’ dyvopochvay Tiudv-
TOg Kol pn o Oedv avdEov-
TaG GOV povopéva dO&q.
KPURTELOVGL 08 TOKIAMG
S0pov ypdvov moHda Kol
Onpdowv oV doentov. oV
Yap KPEIGGOV TOTE TMV VOUWOV
YLYVOOKEWY YP1| Kol LEAETAV.
KovQa Yap damdva vopLi-
Cew loybv 108 Exewy,
6 umot” dpa o doupdviov,
0 T €V ¥pOVEO HOKPG VOULLOV
ael UOEL TE TEPVKOG,.
A strait pitiless mind
Is death unto godliness;
And to feel in human kind
Life, and a pain the less.
Knowledge, we are not foes!
I seek they diligently;
But the world with a great wind blows
Shining, and not from thee;
Blowing to beautiful things,
On, amid dark and light,
Till life, through the trammellings
Of laws that are not the Right,
Breaks, clean and pure...'

The chorus passages directly answer our initial question: what political
virtue or what wisdom does Euripides teach? The chorus, like the
Bacchae, is far from being aporetic or Socratic. It is clearly didactic.

One question that remains is why have scholars persistently
misread Buripides” didactic message? I think the answer is that
Euripides’ conception of wisdom has often been overlooked because
it is radically democratic and fails to conform to modern or ancient
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definitions of specialized, logical, or craft wisdom. Whereas the bias
against democracy is clear in Aristophanes, it is veiled in Nietzsche.
Nonetheless, in proclaiming Furipides the poet of aesthetic Socratism,
Nietzsche’s influence has been pernicious to our understanding of
Euripides’ thought and his democratic sympathies. He is too often
thought to lie hidden, like Socrates, behind the mask.

In the end, the wisdom of the Bacchae is much closer to
Protagoras’ wisdom than Socrates’. Dionysus has come to Thebes in
order for the city to learn. We must learn the sophos of Dionysus, we are
told, or we will live the amathia of Pentheus. This much, I believe is cleat.
However, we should attempt to synthesize Euripides’ didactic message.
When we look back at the lessons of the play, we see that Euripides
teaches a wisdom that is antithetical to tyranny, that is humble before the
limits of human cognition, that trusts in the goodness of the average
man, that finds meaning in tradition, comity and peace, that respects
women, and that believes in the dignity of human life and the law and
morality of the masses. Though the forces of fate are destructive and
the will and even existence of the gods unknown, this wisdom, this
sophos, can shelter us from the storm of human suffering — a suffering
that is engendered by the hubristic ignorance of authority that uses the
guise of rationality to defend violence in the name of order. This, in my
estimation, is the lesson of the Bacchae.

1 Mastronarde 311, Segal 10, 50, Dodds 187, Murray 124, 188.

2 Soph. (892-4, 1471-8, 1491-9), Rhet. (841, 892, 954, 1061-7), Triv. (976-91), Fem. (949-50,
1048 -51) Erot. (849-50, 1043-51, 1078-81), Dem. (948-51).

d0&eL Tig AUaBET GoPA AEY®V OVK €D QPOVELV.
6¢ 8’ dpobiog ye kdoefodvt’ € TOV Ogdv.
avd® pe pr) SEV COPPOVAOY 0D GOPPOGLY.

ovKk 0ic0” 8 Tt {fig, 008’ 6 dpdg, ovd’ Gotig &l

~N N B~ W

&l 6¢ cwppovelv / Eyvmb’, 8T’ ovk N0€AeTE, TOV AL0G YOVOV /eDSOUUOVEIT” &V COUUOYOV
KeKTnpEVOL.

8 dAAA TpaYL KAOTOTOG YE TOV TOMTOV QOIVETOL.
9 &tav AaPn Tig TOV AOYV Aviyp oQOG/KAAAG APoppag, oV pEy” Epyov €D Afyew:

10 Opboet 8¢ duvatdg kai Aéyew oldg T &vip/ Kakdg ToAlTNG yiyveTar vodv ovk Exmv.
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11 pn 1o kpdrog adyel Sdvopy avBpmmolg Exev,/und’, fjv dokiig Hév, 1) 8¢ d6&u cov VoaTj
/@POoVElV dOKEL TU

12 pdxap, 6otig evdoipmv /teletag Oedv eidwg/ Protav dyiotevel kai /Oracedetan yoyav
(Ins. 71-76).

13 &yaiivov otopdtmv / avopov T agpocivas / to téhog dvuotuyia: (Ins. 387-389).

14 6 8¢ tag iovyiag / Plotog Kai TO PPOVELV / AGALEVTOV TE PEVEL KO/GUVEXEL SDUATOL
(Ins. 387-392).

15 10 Gopov & 0V copia/ TO Te pur| BvnTd Ppovelv. / Ppoyds aidv: émt TovTw /6€ Tig &v
peydrao StdK@V /T Tapdvt’ oyl eépot (Ins. 395-399).
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FEeEAsT AND FAMINE IN AESCHYLUS’ PERSIANS

BY CHRISTY SCHIRMER

Understanding the traditions of elite dining in the classical
world can inform our interpretation of the morality that permeates
Aeschylus’ Persians, especially insofar as those traditions differed in
Greece and other parts of the known world. The play suggests, perhaps
subtly, the importance of food consumption and its associated cultural
implications. As tragic themes go, this one is a quiet but persistent
undercurrent, and one that merits a closer look amid wider issues of
luxury, consumption and judgment of other cultures, in particular Greek
perceptions of Fastern peoples. By examining issues of feasting and
famine we can better understand how Greeks perceived extravagance
and determined what constituted luxury, and how they used those
shared cultural concepts to articulate notions of Greek identity.

FEAsT

Our access to information about feasting in the ancient
wortld is limited primarily to descriptions found in drama, poetry,
and historiography. Because of the nature of our sources—that is,
elites writing for other elites—the evidence is skewed toward wealthy
aristocratic members of society. However, from these pieces of evidence
we can determine how “ideal” dining was viewed in Greece and beyond,
from the Bronze Age through the classical period. Food was indeed
used as a way to distinguish differences between groups, such as Greeks
from barbarians, or city folk from country.! Much of the information
available to us addresses the symposium, which tells us about both the
technical aspects and symbolic importance of formalized, ritualized
dining. Words such as exphrosyne (festivity, good cheer), charis, (goodwill,
tavor), and exnomia (order) are used to describe the purpose of this
tradition; Walter Burkert notes that the idealized ethics associated with
symposia mimic those of the polis.* The Greek symposium was a formal
drinking ceremony for men only, “aristocratic and egalitarian at the
same time” with a distinct social function,’ a custom in a long line
of traditional drinking ceremonies. Bronze Age drinking scenes have
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been found at Knossos (for example, the Camp-Stoo! Fresco and La
Parisienne).* The earliest piece of evidence for seated or reclined drinking
ceremonies comes in the form of a Mesopotamian seal from the third
millennium B.C.E. and shows a seated couple (one male, one female)
partaking in a harvest festival, drinking beer that is served via a tube
attached to a vessel.” The contrast to the Greek symposium is obvious:
here we have a mixed-gender couple who are appear to be royalty. A
Syrian seal ca. 1700-1500 B.C.E. presents a similar scene of a goddess
with a worshipper and priest, drawing beer from a vessel.” Ceremonial
drinking and feasts for the purpose of worshipping a deity are attested
in Late Bronze Age Syria and Palestine, for instance at Ugarit (northern
Syria),” where the equivalent of the symposinm, the marza’n, was hosted
by a “president” who “[must own] a ‘house” and other property.””®
Many of the eatly references to drinking parties or ceremonies allude
to the tradition of helping one who has overindulged with wine and
requires a son or daughter to walk him home, put him to bed and help
with his recovery.” Overindulgence was not a problem in itself, but
rather became one only if the over-indulger did not have offspring to
take care of him."" A similar sentiment is echoed around 200 C.E. in
Athenaeus 11.462c¢-f, but a distinction is made: ““To drink as much as
allows you to get home without a servant unless you are really old.”"!
This later Greek passage tells us that drinking is acceptable so long as
one does not get too drunk, whereas the records from the East indicate
that even overindulgence is allowed for those with the status and means
to get home safely. Behaving well is not necessarily maintaining one’s
composure, but rather having the status and security to allow for the
occasional loss of composure, which could be more detrimental to
someone of lesser means.

Herodotus may be able to help us understand how the Greeks
perceived the Persians and other non-Greeks. His writings about the
Scythians betray a disapproval and detachment from their traditions,
such as in Hdt. 1.216, where they are described as eating meat and
fish only, drinking milk, and even cannibalizing old men."? In Hdt. 4.2,
Herodotus describes a ritual that combines blinding slaves and blowing
air into a mare’s anus to aid in the milking process."” There atre exotic
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and strange-sounding cattle sacrifices, flesh-boiling and use of bones
for kindling because there was no wood,'* and ritual blood drinking,"
This is very different than the ideal methods of food preparation and
consumption of which the Greeks of the classical period would have
approved, in part because of wisdom handed down to them by Homer:
“The meat [the Homeric heroes| received was roasted and normally
beef — the process of boiling and the use of other meats were in
principle more luxurious and excluded.”"

Herodotus writes about the customs of the Persians just one
generation after Xerxes’ invasion of Greece. In Book Nine, Herodotus
describes a #ycta, or royal supper, held every year in honor of the king’s
birthday, and on that day Xerxes must anoint his head and give gifts to
those who ask. On one occasion, Xerxes’ wife made an alarming request,
which the “law of the feast” would not allow the king to refuse: that he
dispatch the wife of Masistes, who was also the mother of Xerxes’ own
daughter-in-law, because she believed him to be infatuated with her. In
fact, he was infatuated with his daughter-in-law, but he complied with his
wife’s demand, which led to the poor woman’s torture.'” In Book Seven,
Herodotus describes how the demands of the Persian army exhausted
the resources of Greeks who were forced to host them, and must
“entertain the Persian army and provide dinner for the king”"® In Hdt.
7.119-21, the Greeks in every town along the Persians’ path prepared
for months, making flour, procuring excellent cattle and chickens, even
making new gold and silver tableware for the occasion, all at a cost of
400 talents of silver per meal. The guests ate the meal and left the tables
bare, taking with them the gold and silver cups and bowls and leaving
their reluctant hosts devastated.” Herodotus’ story suggests that their
behavior should be read as luxurious and containing an air of entitled
ungratefulness. Indeed John Wilkins, in a study of food in Greek
comedy, explains how luxury was associated more with intention and
self-control than with specific ingredients: “[To] a large extent luxury
in ancient thought rested not on goods but on personal disposition and
on the ability to control a person’s desires...if the consumer’s desire ran
unchecked, he might outrun his resources and face ruin; he might also
lose his sense of right and wrong, both in the personal and the civic

CLASSICS STUDENTS ASSOCIATION Pithos, Spring 2013



82 Frast AND FAMINE

sphere.” The behavior of the consumer was more important than

what he was eating, and “much of the diet of the rich in ancient Athens
rested on more refined forms of the foods that the poor consumed —
finer barley, larger fish —together with a greater range and quantity. This
was not a culture in which social distinctions were always marked by
exclusive foods brought from elsewhere, though there were some.”” It
is not surprising, given the standards Greeks imposed upon themselves,
that they would look unfavorably upon the above descriptions of
Persian comportment.

This brings us to The Persians, which demonstrates that this
attitude about food, discipline, and luxury was indeed on Aeschylus’
mind in the fifth century B.C.E. First, however, we must wrestle with
the ambiguity of the only passage in the tragedy that directly mentions
taking a meal. In the messenger’s speech, which describes the events
of the Battle of Salamis in 480 B.C.E., a passing reference to meal
preparation is phrased in a way that makes it unclear which group of
men Aeschylus is actually describing (Aesch. Pers. 374-76):

01 6’ oVK AKOCUWG, GALY TEWBAPY® PPeEVL

dgimvov T’ Emopovivovio, vouPang T avip

TPOTOVTO KAOTNV CKOUALOV G’ EDNPETLOV.

The men not disorderly but with obedient heart
prepared for themselves their dinner, and a seafaring man

was fastening his oar-handle to its pin around his well-fitted oar.

This passage is problematic for several reasons. The messenger,
while explaining how the Persian effort was thwarted by the trick
of an Athenian who told Xerxes that the Greeks were planning to
escape under the cover of night, describes the actions of the men
as they prepared for the impending morning confrontation. Was it
the Greeks or the Persians who prepared their dinner “with heart(s]
obedient”? The fact that editors do not all agree on whether “oi...
gnopovvovto” are the Greeks or Persians highlights the importance
of reading culture, and one culture’s judgment of another, onto a text
like The Persians. The context of the play, as well as our knowledge of
Greek drama and historiography in the fifth century B.C.E., anticipates
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that such descriptors as meifapyog, or obeying rule, should be applied

to the Persians, who are fighting on behalf of an autocrat and are not
self-sovereign, a marked and key departure in values from their Greek
counterparts. Furthermore, it is not clear how the Persian messenger
would be privy to the secret preparations of the Greek navy. Unless we
accept this as a moment of omniscience on the part of the messenger
character, an example of artistic license or even an oversight on the
part of Aeschylus, upon first reading we may assume the passage refers
to the Persians who are preparing to confront the Greeks, whom they
believe to be planning an escape. However, Edith Hall makes a strong
argument for ol being the Greeks, and addresses the issue of the
nelddpym epevi, if not the messenger’s impressive powers of narration.
Hall argues that “the delineation of the sailors in terms of orderly
conduct, in conventional democratic language defining willing obedience
to authority...is far more appropriate to the play’s overall picture of the
Greeks.”” She points out that the explicit mention of “ordetliness”
and “mutual cooperation” contrasts with the Persian subjects described
eatlier in the speech, and suggests that the quick and unexplained change
in subject may be due to some missing text.** Perhaps such a lacuna
could account for the fact that messenger’s surprising insider knowledge
is also left unexplained. Taking into account the Greek stereotypes about
Persians as luxury-loving and decadent people (Aeschylus’ language
throughout the play reinforces this repeatedly), one may conclude that
the orderly and disciplined meal preparation was exemplary of the
Greeks’” winning qualities, and in deliberate contrast to the Persians’
qualities of disorganization and rashness. I believe the crucial word
Aeschylus uses in line 375 is énopcodivovto, from TopcHve, to prepare
or provide (for oneself, in the middle voice), or to arrange or treat with
care. It is the way the Greeks made their dinner, and the moment when
and place where they took the time to do so, #of the dinner itself, which
is noteworthy here.”> The line about preparing their dinner and fastening
their oars is immediately followed by an interesting appropriation of
Persian language that serves to highlight (perceived) Greek superiority
(Aesch. Pers. 377-79):
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€nel 6¢ péyyog MAlov KatépOito
Kol vO& €mnet, mag avnp KOTNG dvas
€ VoV €xmpel mag 0° OmA®V EMoTATNG

When the light of sun died away
and night set, every man lord of his oar went forward

onto the ship and every [man] the commander of his weapons

Language describing men as “king,” “lord,” or “commander”
may initially strike the reader as inappropriate when assigned to Greeks.
Hall notes that “[t]he meiBapyog ep1v of the Greeks was a concept
intimately connected with Athenian democratic and imperial ideals. An
Athenian citizen at Ar. Ec. 762-4 says that he must obey (mel@opyeilv)
the laws passed in the assembly; Isocrates, in his patriotic Panathenaicus,
cites melBopyia as one of the virtues which enabled the Athenian

»26 Tt seems reasonable

democracy to maintain its imperial hegemony.
to conclude that Aeschylus was deliberate in his choice of words,
aware of this Greek sentiment. Furthermore, he may have intended
to use language familiar to the tongue of a Persian to draw attention
to the expectation that it should be applied to another Persian but was
not, thereby inviting the audience to notice the contrasting Greek and
Persian versions of “obedient.”” Throughout the play, the Greeks
are characterized as orderly, organized, and not under the power of a
king. This is in stark contrast to the Persians, who are fighting under
Xerxes’ (ultimately flawed) orders. The Persians are ruled by a king; each
Greek fighting in the battle /s a king, and master of whichever tool he is
commanding to lead him to victory on behalf of the Greek way of life.
That the preparation of a meal should be included in this
vignette of Greek goodness and piety is not surprising, and it reinforces
the larger themes of prudence and temperance, behavior directly
opposed to the arrogance and foolish greed that Aeschylus highlights as
key to the Persians’ demise. Wilkins describes how the ancient sources
viewed luxury as something beyond the simple act of feasting, which
was acceptable so long as it was done with temperance, appropriate
reverence to the gods, and without overindulgence. “Order is threatened
by impurity, betrayal, hybris, and the wrong kind of tale [as described in
Athenaeus 11.462¢-f].”* Athenaeus 12.526a-b describes the “softness”
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of Lydians (a theme common in classical Greece that also runs through
Aeschylus’ Persians) and frowns upon overindulgence in drink, leisure,
extravagant clothing, and perfume.® That is the ugly side of luxury. An
item, food or otherwise, is not inherently luxurious but becomes so if
it is coveted or consumed in a questionable or distasteful manner.”” So
the story in Hdt. 7.118 about the Persian troops dining at the expense
of their Greek hosts very pointedly emphasizes not the meal or the
fact that they dined in a formal setting, but rather that the Persians
demanded and greedily took expensive tableware from their hosts with
little thought or care for the effort that went into staging the affair.
Greeks had their own version of fine dining (delicacies included
honey, grapes, figs, and various imported foods, such as snails) and
while there was some concern about luxury, simply consuming those
items did not necessarily constitute it.”! Yet we do not see even a hint
of Greek “elite” behavior in The Persians, alimentary or otherwise. One
of the benefits of focusing so little on the Greeks in the play is that it
allows the audience to imagine that Greeks never indulged or enjoyed
anything in a selfish, hedonistic way, even if the audience knew that
was not entirely factual. The Greeks appear moderate, of good sense
and tough stock, requiring and desiring nothing other than to do what
is right to ward off the Persian threat. There is no gluttony, no greed,
and no indulgence shown on the part of the Greeks in this drama. We
should not assume they weren’t capable of it. The rise of the Greek
hoplite gave an edge to citizens with enough wealth to afford their
own armor and weapons, who owned land, and who were defending
the land in which they had a monetary interest.”” In other words, they
were men of some means. The Greek soldiers and sailors in this play
by all accounts should not be considered poort, and yet they behave, by

choice, in the most prudent and temperate fashion.”

The goodness
and piety of Greek men in The Persians is emphasized throughout, and
here it is applied to food consumption, an activity that inspires care
and consideration in those who are noble and on the side of the gods.
That the messenger character went out of his way to mention this quiet
dinner is an important reminder that food culture and eating behavior

was considered indicative of inner character. The Greeks’ simple meal
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is a feast in that it embodies and promotes their standing as elevated
and superior people, and the Greek audience can relish in its very
humbleness.

FAMINE

The Greeks purported to live democratically and in an equality-
based society, and they viewed with a critical eye anything they deemed
excessive, in particular things enjoyed by the Persian elite and others
in the East. For example, the Scythians were characterized as lacking
agriculture and were portrayed almost paradoxically by Herodotus
as uncivilized yet also gluttonous. The “civilized” Greeks, on the
other hand, practiced moderation. The Persians indulged in elaborate
banquets, required all the trappings of luxury when passing through
a town, and left with their hosts’ gold and silver as though they were
party favors. Herodotus and Aeschylus seem to be saying that to be
“civilized” is not to enjoy the best things money can buy and skill can
produce, but rather to desire to control one’s own emotions and employ
self-discipline at all times, for the good of one’s city and therefore the
good of oneself. It also meant knowing how to live in less than ideal
conditions and be adaptable in times of crisis. This is reflected in The
Persians, and the narrative suggests that men will not want for what they
need so long as the gods are on their side. The specter of famine, a
concern for any society, including Greeks,™ runs throughout the play
and offers another perspective of the connections between food and its
relationship to prudent behavior, good fortune, and favor of the gods.
It affects the Persians particularly as they are portrayed as inherently
different from Greeks.

Xerxes could not meet the needs of his men. Their supplies
were exhausted and they starved to death because the ships could not
return with supplies for those left behind (“vowtucdg 6Tpatog KakmOeic
neCOv dAeoe oTpatdv, the naval fleet, after being distressed, destroyed
the land army”).” When the messenger is telling Queen Atossa what
transpired for the rest of the fleet, he explains that in Boeotia some
died of thirst, and most of those who made it to Thessaly were struck
by famine (“EvBa o1 TAEioTOL ‘BdvOoV dlym e Mpd T': AuedTEPL YOP
MV 148¢, there most died from thirst and from hunger: for these things
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both existed”).’® Hall notes that a “central theme is the Persian inability
to endure extreme hunger, thirst, and sudden changes in temperature:
this idea coincides with the argument of the fifth century Hippocratic
treatise ‘On Airs, Waters, Places,” which explains that Asiatics lack spirit
and independence because of their temperate climate and plentiful
harvests, whereas Europeans...know how to deal with harsh physical
conditions.” During Darius’s exchange with the Chorus, the Chorus
asks how the Greeks’ own land is their ally, and Darius responds that it
acts as such “ktetvovca Mpud oG VrepndArovg dyav, chiefly by killing
the excessive populations with hunger”).”

Herodotus offers another example of how Persian foolishness
and disregard for the gods could lead to starvation, in Hdt. 9.118. At
Sestos, one of Xerxes’ governors, Artajctes, became barricaded by
Greeks and he and his men had to “[boil and eat] the leather straps of
their beds.”® Their starvation is associated with failure, and, in fact,
impiety, as Artajctes had begun to dally in unscrupulous behavior, as
we learned in Hdt. 9.116: ““...he had got possession of the treasures of
Protesilaeus. .. [which were| of great value, gold and silver cups, bronze,
rich garments, and other things which had been offered at the tomb,
and Artajctes stole it all...and, what is more, whenever he visited Elacus
on subsequent occasions he used to have intercourse with women in
the sanctuary.”* Lack of self-discipline and the pursuit of temporary,
corporal pleasures causes to the gods, sometimes via the very land, to
withhold basic physical necessities from the offending party.

We do hear about one Persian making careful preparations in the play.
Queen Atossa instigates the necromancy ritual to call King Darius up
from the dead, following a very specific routine, replete with hard-to-
find liquid ingredients (Aesch. Pers.610-18). She also refers to her desire
to normalize after learning of her son’s ragged clothes and disheveled
appearance (Aesch. Pers. 845-51):
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o Saipov, Oc pe TOA” SoEpyETaL KoK,
aAym, pdtota & 1d0e cvpopd dAaKvet,
atpiov ye Todog el oot
éotnpdtov Khbovoav, i) viv Auméyet.
GAL" glut, kol AaBodoa KOGHOV &k SOHmY
vravtidlev moudi pov TEPAGOpaL.

0V yap T IATaT &V KOKOlG TPOSDCOUEV.

O spirit, how many wicked pains come to me,

and this misfortune stings most,

hearing of the dishonor of the garments around the

body of my son, which cover him.

But let me go, and after seizing dressing gowns*' from the palace

I will attempt to meet my son.

For we shall not give up the things that are most dear in evil times.

By this point it is too late. The queen takes comfort in ritual at a
moment when everything in her world has been upended and destroyed.
Her efforts are in vain, unlike the efforts of the Greeks, who adhetred
to ritual, order, and temperance throughout and were rewarded for it.
They are deliberate, thoughtful, and conservative, thankful for their meal
and preparing it with the diligence and pious attention befitting a Greek
citizen. The Persians are characterized as hubristic, greedy, rash, and
foolish, and as a result are never shown to be enjoying the fine aspects
of daily life. We hear about how they did not have enough food and
could not survive because of Xerxes’ greed and hubris, and how Xerxes
rends his fine garments, extravagance that does him no good now
that his kingdom is ruined. Had Xerxes behaved the way the audience
understands each of the Greeks did, he would not have been defeated
so utterly and so brutally, and by means that permeated every aspect of
his troops’ lives. Aeschylus teaches his audience that material pleasures
are of no use to a kingdom whose excessive enjoyment of such things is
self-defeating,

1 Garnsey 2002: 6.

2 Slater 1991: 3. It should be noted that Slater does not distinguish between ‘dining’
and symposium in this work (Slater 1991: 5). Burkert 1991: 7 notes that the drinking
(“prolonged”) was “separate from the meal proper.”
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Burkert 1991: 7
Burkert 1991: 7
Burkert 1991: 8. The couple are “representing the gods™ at a temple meal ceremony.
Burkert 1991: 9
Burkert 1991: 9
Burkert 1991: 9
Burkert 1991: 9

O o 1 N Ul A~ W

10 Burkert 1991: 9
11 Wilkins 2000: 260
12 De Selincourt, A. and Marincola, J. 2003: 94

13 De Selincourt, A. and Marincola, J. 2003: 240: “The Scythians blind their slaves, a
practice in some way connected with the milk which they prepare for drinking in the
following way: they insert a tube made of bone and shaped like a flute into a mare’s anus,
and blow; and while one blows, another milks...[to force the udder down].”

14 Hdt. 4.60-61
15 Hdt. 4.70

16 Wilkins 2000: 264. See also Garnsey 2002: 73: “The Homeric heroes, according to
Athenians, practiced frugality and self-sufficiency, virtues that are linked with moderation,
generosity, and sharing,”

17 Hdt. 9.110

18 De Selincourt, A. and Marincola, J. 2003:453

19 De Selincourt, A. and Marincola, J. 2003: 453

20 Wilkins 2000: 258-59

21 Wilkins 2000: 258

22 All translations which are not otherwise credited are my own.
23 Hall 2007: 1370374-83

24 Hall 2007: 1370374-83

25 And in fact we are not told what the meal is, but the audience should assume it was a
very simple dinner befitting soldiers during wartime.

26 Hall 2007: 1370374

27 In fact Hall 2007: 1370n378-9 notes that the “Persians’ socio-political hierarchies (‘king’,
‘master’) are metaphorically transformed by the Athenian democratic imagination into
descriptions of each citizen’s relationship with the tools with which he will defend his own
liberty.”
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28 Wilkins 2000: 260
29 Wilkins 2000: 260

30 Wilkins 2000: 261 “Luxury is thus not an intrinsic quality of an object or a food but is
defined by the desite of the uset to obtain and consume it.”

31 Wilkins 2000:255
32 Snodgrass 1981: 101-2

33 After enduring Xerxes’ forces and the sacking and burning of Athens prior to the
confrontation at Salamis, should we consider the Greeks to be, in a sense, poor, fighting for
what little they had? Was their current state of displacement informing their current habits?
More likely they were behaving as men do when they are at war: living ruggedly and eating
plain and little food. That Aeschylus zeroes in on their willingness to behave modestly is a
strategy to present them as morally superior to their Persian counterparts.

34 “Food crisis threatened the dominance of the elite and the stability of the society over
which they presided.” (Garnsey 2002: 2)

35 Aesch. Pers. 728

36 Aesch. Pers. 491-91

37 Hall 2007: 144n480-514

38 Aesch. Pers. 794

39 De Selincourt, A. and Marincola, J. 2003: 602
40 De Selincourt, A. and Marincola, J. 2003: 601

41 It may be particularly meaningful that the word Aeschylus chose for “ornament” or
“dress” in this passage is xoopog, which also means “order.”
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THE PRINCIPATE OF P1Gs: AN ANALYSIS OF THE
GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE OF IMPERIAL ROME
UNDER THE PRINCIPATES OF THE JULIO-CLAUDIAN

EMPERORS
By RusserL WEBER

“All animals are equal but some animaps are more equal
than others” is a famous quote from George Orwell’s literary classic
Abnimal Farm, a novel that reveals the inherent flaws of the version of
Communism implemented by the Soviet Union after World War 11
through the use of an extensive allegory in which the pigs became more
equal than the rest of the farm animals and, eventually, their masters.'
However, if several words within this quote are changed it can reflect
a common view that many historians, both ancient and modern, held
towards the Julio-Claudians’ rule of the Roman Empire: “All Roman
Citizens are Equal, but the Princeps is More Equal than Others.” Ancient
Roman historians, such as Tacitus, Suetonius, and Cassius Dio, along
with many of the other literary sources that remain from Imperial
Rome, represent the Julio-Claudian “dynasty” of the Roman Empire as
a period when “a monarchy, strictly speaking, was established.” Yet, the
flaw of many of these ancient sources is that their Roman authors often
allowed personal biases and anachronistic beliefs to skulk into their
writings. Through careful analysis of these ancient primary sources one
can clearly see that these ancient authors, in many cases, oversimplified
and over-generalized the monarchical attributes that the Julio-Claudian
principes held in Imperial Rome. In fact, this analysis reveals that,
contrary to the depiction within the ancient sources, the reign of the
Julio-Claudians was not an uncontrolled monarchy to the extent of
tyranny, but rather a blend of the traditional Roman republican, who
was a virtuous, disinterested, and self-sacrificing leader with new,
monarchical powers of supreme authority over government, only
bestowed upon the honorific “first citizen.” This blend of contradictory
characteristics from both the republican and monarchical styles of
government can be seen in the way the Julio-Claudians obtained the
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power of the principate, accepted and refused honors bestowed upon
them, interacted with the common people and the Roman Senate, and
were unjustly represented by the ancient sources, which depict these
semi-monarchical powers as acts of ovetly tyrannical principes.’

One of the most insightful ways one can determine whether
or not Rome was a pure monarchy during the reign of the Julio-
Claudians is to analyze the manner in which each of the individual
Julio-Claudian principes were elevated to the honorary position of
princeps of Rome, and it makes logical sense to begin with the first of
Caesar Augustus’ successor, his adopted son Tiberius. The Senate
first granted Tiberius tribunician power in 7 B.C. which, in both a
symbolic and literal sense, made Tiberius the unofficial co-princeps with
Caesar Augustus.* Interestingly, even though Augustus was offended
by Tiberius’ “supposed” abandonment of responsibility through his
“retirement” to Rhodes the following year, he did not oppose the Senate
renewing Tiberius’ tribunician power in 4 A.D., which implied that
Caesar Augustus was either appointing Tiberius as his successor or at
least consenting and submitting to the Senate’s will that Tiberius was
the most suitable candidate to replace Augustus as the princeps of Rome
after his death.” After the funeral of Caesar Augustus, Tiberius called
the Senate together and informed them that “he did not feel himself
capable” of maintaining the entire “burden of government” and desired
the Senate to relieve him of such duties.® However, the Roman Senate
did not support Tiberius’ plea for dismissal from the principate and
rather insisted and demanded that Tiberius take up the role of princeps
that Augustus had left vacant. After great delay, Tiberius finally gave in
to their demands and, with a “show of reluctance,” accepted the title
of princeps of Rome.” While it is debatable whether or not Tiberius
attempts to remove himself from the most respected and powerful
position in the entirety of Rome were genuine and sincere, it is clear that
he did not forcibly take the power of the principate from the Roman
Senate, but waited for them to confer power upon him; an action that
reflects more the values of the old Roman Republic than the corrupt
practices of an uncontrolled tyrant.

Interestingly, this acceptance of the principate only when
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requested by a group of Roman citizens, just as Tiberius was by the
Senate, became the precedence for the procedure in which the remaining
Julio-Claudian principes would acquire the power of the principate.

After Tiberius’ death the Roman Senate, greatly influenced by their
fond and loving memory of Tiberius” adoptive son, Germanicus, chose
Germanicus’ hereditary son and Tiberius’ adoptive grandson, Gaius
(Caligula), to be the new princeps of Rome, a position that none of the
ancient sources imply that Caligula actively sought out.* However, the
Roman Senate was not infallible and only four years after ascending

to the principate Caligula was murdered by his own Praetorian Guard
for gross misconduct, leaving the position once again vacant.” While
the Senate did not act fast enough to choose a replacement for the
slaughtered Caligula, another group of Romans, the Praetorian Guard,
would incidentally gain the honor of choosing the new princeps. Almost
immediately after the murder, a soldier of the Praetorian Guard found a
frightened Claudius, the brother of Germanicus, hiding behind a curtain
in the imperial quarters. No sooner was Claudius brought back to camp
than he was hailed zzperator and, in accordance with the demands of the
Praetorian Guard, was quickly proclaimed the new princeps of Rome by
the Senate."” Fascinatingly, Nero, the last of the Julio-Claudian principes,
would be appointed to the position of princeps in the same way as his
adoptive father Claudius, with the Praetorian Guard first hailing him
their zmperator and then shortly afterwards the Senate passing a decree
confirming Nero’s status as the new princeps."!

The fact that these three Julio-Claudian principes, just like
Tiberius, waited for an outside body, either Senate, Practorian Guard,
or both, to appoint them as the new princeps and never took power
by themselves, completely debunked the claim that the principate
was a hereditary monarchy since it did not pass directly from father
to son without outside interference. While one could argue that the
selections of these principes was based upon each of the Julio-Claudians’
adoptive connection to Caesar Augustus or hereditary connections
to Germanicus, that does not prove that the principate had become a

12

hereditary monarchy.”” First and foremost, the Roman Senate and the

Praetorian Guard could have feasibly chosen someone not of the Julio-
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Claudian clan, proving that there was no pre-laid line of succession
of the principate. It would be extremely unfair to blame the Senate
and Praetorian Guard’s lack of creativity in choosing successors to the
principate on the supposed tyrannical actions of the Julio-Claudians
when the ancient sources clearly show that they were freely given the
title. Furthermore, the inaction by the Julio-Claudians in claiming the
principate reinforces that the old Republican virtue of appearing that
one did not wish to obtain power was still essential to legitimizing
one’s principate, which illustrates that in the area of ascension to the
principate the reign of the Julio-Claudians was not an intentional,
preplanned, hereditary monarchy, but simply an accidental one still
regulated by Republican tradition.

Considering the exceptional adherence to republican values
and symbolism that the Julio-Claudians had in regards to their
accession to the principate of Rome it comes as no surprise that once
princeps they, more often than not, continued to act in a republican,
not monarchical, fashion refusing both honors offered to them by
the Roman people. Tiberius and Nero both openly refused divine
honors during their respective principates and, by doing so, both men
implied the inappropriateness of accepting honors meant for the “gods
alone.” Although it may come as no shock that Tibetius and Nero
were wise enough to understand the dangerous ramifications of self-
deification, what is astounding is how quick and consistent the Julio-
Claudian principes were in refusing civic honors bestowed upon them
by the Roman Senate. Tiberius, when first appointed princeps of Rome,
refused many of the honors that the Senate attempted to give him, only
accepting a “few unimportant ones,” like allowing the Roman people
to hold a formal celebration on his birthday."* Furthermore, both
Tiberius and Nero refused to accept the title “Father of the Country,”
again reassuring the Roman people that their intention as princeps was to
promote the best interest of Rome and its citizens, not to advance their
own personal power."”” While Claudius sutrprisingly did accept the title
of “Father of the Country” when first chosen as princeps by the Senate
he did refuse both the praenomen Imperator and triumphal honors that

went along with this military honor."® Rather than simply accept these
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symbolic and superficial honors from the Senate, Claudius chose a more
republican approach and decided to prove his military skill to the Roman
people through his campaign against Britain and thereby gaining military
honors through his own ability, not the sincerity of the Senate.!”

In fact, Caligula seems to be the only Julio-Claudian who readily
and excessively accepted honors from the Roman people. Not only
did Caligula allow the Roman Senate to bestow upon him titles such
as “Father of the Army” and “Caesar Optimus Maximus,” the ancient
sources even record that Caligula foolishly referred to himself as “king.”
With such arrogance through both acceptance of praise and self-praise,
it is not surprising that Caligula is often viewed by the ancient sources as
the most tyrannical Julio-Claudian principes.’® However, even with such
arrogance it is still significant that none of the ancient sources report
Caligula attempting to self-deify himself or call himself “Father of the
Country,” reflecting that even he knew there were limitations within
Roman society to the honors that a princeps could receive. Through this
continuous rejection of honors by a majority of the Julio-Claudians one
can see that while, in essence, these principes may have held the supreme
power over the entirety of the Roman Empire, they understood the
importance of embodying the republican value of rejecting honors that
a monarch would readily accept to maintain their image as “just another
citizen” in the eyes of the Roman people.

However, while it is intriguing to see the readiness in which the
Julio-Claudians rejected formal honors during their time as principes of
Imperial Rome, one of the most revealing aspects of their collective
principates was their extremely republican treatment of their fellow
Roman citizens. Tiberius, for example, was known for extending
“excessive courtesy” to the Roman senators, constantly reminding them
that he should act as their “servant,” not the other way around.” The
ancient sources also record that Nero, with great diligence, expelled
“public abuses” that had plagued Rome, which included publishing
the tax regulations that, up to his reign, had remained confidential and,
during times of grain shortages, subsidized grain to stabilize prices and
prevent famine and starvation.” Even Caligula, who was likely the most
selfish and tyrannical princeps of the Julio-Claudians, restructured the
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Roman voting system so as to help “restore voting rights to the [Roman]|
people.””!

Yet Claudius, not surprisingly, was the Julio-Claudian who
treated the common Roman citizen with the most kindness and
consideration, an inclination that most likely arose from his own years
being discriminated against for his physical handicaps by his own
family.” Not only do the ancient sources recount episodes whete
Claudius showed mercy when passing judgment in court, but also
reflect the patience Claudius had in unnecessarily tolerating harsh verbal
and physical abuses from citizens while he was conducting his judicial
duties.” However, the most fascinating aspect of Claudius’ interaction
with fellow Roman citizens is his ability to casually “walk among them”
as seen in his unannounced appearance at the poetry reading of fellow
Senator Nonianus.”* It seems hard to believe that Claudius, if truly a
monarch or tyrant, would feel comfortable to casually wander through
the city of Rome without any body guards without fearing for his life.
Through these examples of civility towards the common Roman citizens
by both Claudius and the rest of the Julio-Claudians it becomes clear
that they did, at least at some point during each of their principates,
understand the necessity to treat their citizens as equals -- a republican
characteristic that is often uncommon in a monarchy and consistently
absent under a tyrant.

While this decent treatment by the Julio-Claudians of
their fellow Roman citizens is essential to understanding how their
principates were not completely monarchical, the most important
aspect of the Julio-Claudian principates that stresses its nature as a
blend of republican and monarchical values is the amount of political
power these principes placed with the Roman Senate. One of the most
profound statements that Tacitus makes concerning Tiberius’ principate
is that “pubic business — and the most important private business — was
transacted in the senate.” In fact, Tiberius was consistent in his respect
for the legislative powers of the Senate, as seen in his compliance
with decrees that the Senate passed that he did not entirely agree with,
reinforcing his willingness to be subservient princeps bound to act

26

in accordance with the wishes of the Roman Senate.”® Surprisingly,
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many of the ancient sources agree that Tiberius only interfered in the
proceedings of the Senate when he felt that things were not being “done
properly” in accordance with Roman law and, furthermore, one of the
only recorded events of Tiberius lashing out against the Senate was

due to his anger in their refusal to act without his approval.”” What is
extremely intriguing is that while Tacitus himself insists that Tiberius
was “the enemy of freedom” during his principate, the actions of
Tiberius rather reflect a man willing to listen to and defer power to the
Roman Senate whenever possible, not as an apathetic tyrant, but as a
republican leader.”

However, this willingness to defer power to the Roman Senate
can also be seen during both the principates of Claudius and Nero.
Claudius, for example, did not simply give the citizens of Gaul the right
to become Roman citizens and be elected as senators by invoking the
power of a princeps, but rather went through the Senate, presenting his
case as to why he believes the Gauls should be allowed into the Roman
Senate, and then permitted the Senate to decide autonomously and
without interference.”” Nero also willingly placed power within the
hands of the Roman Senators not only by not interfering with their right
to mint coins, but also by increasing the status of the judiciary status of
the Senate by demanding that anyone who appealed a case to the Senate
must deposit the same amount of money they would if they appealed
to the emperor himself.’ Perhaps what is even more surprising is that
whenever Nero was required to rule on a case, he would have each
senator place their individual opinion on a tablet and review it in private,
so as to be able to defer to their wisdom and make the best decision
possible for Rome.”" While the personal motivations of these examples
of the Julio-Claudians bestowing authority and power upon the Roman
Senate may be questioned, this deference of power still reflects that
principates of the Julio-Claudians did not promote a monarchical rule
over the Roman people and the Senate with the princeps making all
political and legal decisions, but rather managed to amalgamate aspects
of monarchy with the traditional republican structure of government
by allowing the Senate, in most instances, to control the affairs of the
Roman Empire.
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While it is clear that the Julio-Claudian principes were aware of
their need to keep the Roman system of government as republican as
possible to maintain power and authority in the eyes of the Roman
citizens, one must attempt to reconcile why the ancient sources often
depicted these principates not as a blend of republican and monarchical
governments, but rather as tyrannical, and analyze to what extent
the biases of the writers of these ancient sources influenced this
perspective.’””  First and foremost, Tibetius’ principate is often viewed
as ovetrly strict and cruel in comparison to Caesar Augustus’ principate
and majority of this criticism is rooted in Tiberius’ strict enforcement of
the matestas trials, such as the persecutions of senators such as Marcues
Granius Marcellus and Appuleia Varilla.» However, what is interesting
is that Tiberius’ rationale for the continuation of the waiestas trails was
both logical and practical from the standpoint of the princeps: “the laws
st take their conrse.”>* Furthermore, Dio states that “Tiberius was a
very different kind of ruler, [so the Roman people now| longed for the
man who was gone [Caesar Augustus|,” yet Dio does not go on to say
how Tiberius was different from Augustus.”> This leads Dio’s reader,
if he or she is paying close attention, to question whether Tiberius was
“different” because he was cruel and tyrannical or because he was a
more stringent enforcer of laws than Augustus and may not have been
as forgiving in legal matters as his predecessor. It is possible, therefore,
that Tiberius could have been disliked by his fellow Roman citizens and
later Roman historians not because he was mean or corrupt, but simply
because he took his role of enforcing the laws of the Roman Empire
more setiously than his fellow senators may have wished.”

Claudius, although a historian himself, is not spared biased and
anachronistic criticism by the ancient sources for his supposed foolish
and tyrannical actions while princeps. While Claudius is often harshly
condemned for listening to the advice of his freedmen, which could
easily be interpreted as a monarch listening to his personal advisors
over the will of the people, none of the sources seem to acknowledge
that his freedmen occasionally had good ideas.”” Pliny is one of those
critics who harshly castigated Claudius for his closeness to his freedmen,
especially in regards to Claudius erecting a monument to his freedman,
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Pallas, who Pliny viewed no more than “dirt and filth.”*® However,
Pliny is quite obviously missing, or possibly omitting several of the
facts concerning this situation. Tacitus, in his Annals, states that Pallas
was honored directly in correlation to his suggestion, presented to
the Senate through Claudius, that Roman women who married slaves
should be penalized for degrading themselves and the status of Roman
citizenship.” Furthermore, it was Publius Cornelius Lentulus Scipio, not
Claudius who suggested that Pallas should be honored for his concern
for Rome’s “national interest” and it was the Senate who passed a decree
to build a monument to Pallas. Interestingly, this slanting of the events
of Claudius’ principate not only plagued Pliny, but also the philosopher
Seneca, who unjustly condemned Claudius with a hyperbolic claim that
he tried to give the entire western world the right to Roman citizenship.*
While it is true that Claudius could have been manipulating the Senate
to do what he wished, this is more likely, once facts are divorced from
biases, that the Senate actually agreed with these suggestions by Claudius
and, of their own accord, supported and confirmed his wishes.*!

Even though Tiberius’ and Claudius’
fairly easy to dismiss through insightful understanding of the biases of

tyrannical” natures are

the ancient sources, Nero is not as easily defended. The rumor that
Nero was the architect and arsonist who started the Great Fire of Rome
is probably untrue since it is not given much validity by the ancient
sources, yet it is impossible to ignore the claim that Nero, as a tyrant,
was able to profit from this devastating event.* While Nero did provide
relief for the homeless after the fire and implement new building codes
in hopes to prevent a similar future atrocity, he also foolishly decided
that now would be the perfect time to “build a new palace” and waste
the funds of Rome’s treasury, funds which should have been used to
provide more relief for the Roman people instead of promoting his
own personal avarice. However, while Nero’s actions in this matter are
morally inexcusable, it is possible to rationalize Nero’s actions not as
corrupt and tyrannical, but simply as foolish. Through careful reading
of Suetonius, one learns that Nero’s “greatest weaknesses were his
thirst for popularity and his jealousy of men who caught the public
eye.”” Viewing Nero’s insensitive actions concerning the aftermath of
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the Great Fire of Rome, it seems that he was not acting so as to further
injure the Roman people, but simply succumbed to his own personal
demons and desires to be popular above all else, which led to foolish,
not malignant actions as Rome’s princeps.

However, Caligula is the single Julio-Claudian principes who
seems to embody all the characteristics of a genuine monarch and
dictator, making his “tyrannical” actions impossible to defend and
almost impossible to rationalize. Caligula is the only of the Julio-
Claudian principes that the ancient sources, without a doubt, know was
murdered, which implies that he was probably the worst princeps of
the Julio-Claudians’ collective principate, which further reflects both
the contrast between Caligula and the other three Julio-Claudians and
the extent to which they did protect Roman liberty in comparison to
Caligula.* This fact is not shocking if one considers the cruel and
humiliating acts he is attributed with committing during his principate.
Caligula supposedly killed both friends and enemies if it pleased his
passing fancy, choosing to kill them as slowly as possible, triumphantly
stating that he did not care if the Roman people hated him “so long
as they feat[ed him].”* Not only was Caligula seen as a tyrant for the
pleasure he took in killing his fellow Romans, but was also seen as an
immoral and corrupt human being for the supposedly “incestuous
relationship” he held with all three of his sisters.*
believable is that Caligula did take pleasure in humiliating other Romans,

However, what is

something that is often seen in his actions towards the Roman military.
Not only did Caligula enjoy mocking and belittling the Roman military
by making them perform absurd tasks while on campaign, like hunting
for sea shells, but was also known for mercilessly humiliating individuals,
one example of which was his offensive verbal degradation of a tribune
of the Practorian Guard, Cherea, a Roman who would eventually be
humiliated one too many times and, in a rage, murder Caligula.”’

Even with these examples of Caligula’s tyrannical cruelty
and humiliation of others, it is not completely fair to condemn him
outright since most of the accounts of Caligula’s principate come
from Suetonius, the most unreliable of the ancient primary sources
in accuracy of fact and interpretation.” However, if one does not
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agree with Suetonius’ interpretation of Caligula’s despotic principate,
his writings can still provide another, more sympathetic explanation
for Caligula’s tyrannical acts, who states that less than six months into
Caligula’s principate he fell ill, quite possibly having had a nervous
breakdown, which would have been exacerbated by his history of
physical and mental illness, such as epilepsy.” While it is impossible to
know if Caligula truly went insane during his principate, it is clear that
in comparison to his fellow Julio-Claudians he is the exception, not the
rule, when it comes to his management of Rome and is the only princeps
who possibly could have been truly tyrannical and despotic.

Through analysis of the individual actions of the four Julio-
Claudians principes it becomes clear that, generally speaking, under
their collective principate Rome was neither tyrannical nor completely
monarchical. In fact their collective principates could most aptly
be defined as a new kind of monarchical hierarchy within Roman
government that was still governed through traditional republican
practices, just as Caesar Augustus had originally intended.”” However,
this does not ensure that the four princpes ot the Julio-Claudians
always acted in the best interest for the Roman citizens or that they
were of equal, honorable status as the princeps of Rome. Perhaps Pliny
the Younger stated the relationship between the princeps and Roman
government in the most succinct and accurate terms possible: “Tyranny
and the principate are diametrically opposed.”! This single sentence
implies the fluidity that the Roman principate, and governments in
general, embody -- that each of the Julio-Claudians was a genuine
principes who was upholding the new tradition of the republican-
monarchy that Caesar Augustus had created, yet the moment they began
to abuse their power they became more monarchical than republican
and, as in the case of Caligula, even became a corrupt tyrant. Yet even
if some of the Julio-Claudians did become tyrannical and “more equal”
than the rest of the Roman Senate and the Roman citizen body, they
cannot be expected to accept all the blame. For just as in Animal Farm, it
was the Roman citizens who, intentionally or not, allowed their Republic
to become monarchical and the princeps to become the greatest of
Roman citizens.

SAN FRANCISCO STATE UNIVERSITY



RusseELL WEBER 103

1 This quote appears in Chapter X of Awimal Farm when it is revealed that the pigs, who

had been “managing the farm” since the humans had been driven out, were now “superior”
to other animals on the farm, reflected by the mimicking of human behavior. Within the
context of this paper this quote will be used to draw a parallel between the way Orwell’s an-
thropomorphic farm animals viewed their pig “masters” and the way many Romans, senators
and average citizens alike, viewed the Julio-Claudian principes. To read the complete text, see
one of the many editions of Animal Farm. George Orwell, Animal Farm (New York: Signet
Classics, 1996) 134.

2 Dio goes on to claim that the only reason that the Romans who lived under the Julio-
Claudians did not call their princeps “a monarch” was because of their “hatred” of that title.
Cassius Dio, The Roman History, trans. lan Scott-Kilvert (New York: Penguin Books, 1987)
53.17. Tacitus states that the hatred of that title originates with the expulsion of the last of
the corrupt Etruscan kings in 509 B.C. by Lucius Junius Brutus, who, through this action,
created the “free Republican institutions” of Rome. It becomes clear that after this expul-
sion Romans consistently viewed “monarch” as synonymous with “tyrant” and the eventual
loss of their Republican freedom. Tacitus, The Annals of Imperial Rome, trans. Michael Grant
(New York: Penguin Books, 1996) 1.1. Also, for a complete account of the expulsion of the
Etruscan kings see Livy, The Early History of Rome, trans. Aubrey de Sélincourt (New York:
Penguin Books, 2002) 1.59 ff. and for a thorough analysis of the Roman mindset towards
monarchy see Polybius, The Rise of the Roman Empire, trans. Ian-Scott-Kilvert (New York:
Penguin Books, 1979) 6.3 ff.

3 Itis important to note that due to a lack of extensive surviving information regarding the
principate of Gaius Caligula Caesar, a majority of evidence for this paper will be extrapo-
lated from the sources recordings of events during the principates of Tiberius, Claudius, and
Nero. However, events concerning Gaius Caligula Caesat’s actions will be included when
events are both present in the ancient sources and appropriate to the focus of this paper.
Also, since Suetonius is the primary source of events concerning the principate of Gaius
Caligula Caesar and simultaneously one of the most “fanciful” and “exaggerated” ancient
sources, one must always take into account his accuracy of description of not just Caligula,
but all the Julio-Claudian principes. Suetonius, The Twelve Caesars trans. Robert Graves (New
York: Penguin Books, 2007). Add a definition of republican, monarchy, and principate in
this footnote.

4 Dio states that in 7 B.C. Tiberius was “conferred tribunician power [by the Senate] for a
period of five years,” and that the reason that he decided to leave Rome for Rhodes was that
he wanted to ensure that this newly bestowed power did not make it look like he was com-
peting with Gaius and Lucius, Augusts’ grandchildren, to ascend to the role of princeps after
Augustus’ death. Dio 55.9. Ironically, this power immediately gives Tiberius the power to
check Augustus’ power to pass decrees, therefore making him a legal equal to Augustus.

5 While Dio states that Tiberius was given tribunician power for ten years, Suetonius states
he only received it for five. While the discrepancy of the amount is not essential to the
argument of this paper, both sources imply that holding co-tribunician power with Caesar
Augustus was seen by the Roman Senate and the Roman people at large as Augustus’ way
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of designating a successor, especially since this was the second time that Tiberius was being
granted such powers by the Senate. Dio, 55.13. Suet. T7b. 16. Also, for Augusts’ offense at
Tiberius retreat to Rhodes see Suet. T75. 10.

6 Tac. Annals, 1.12.

7 Suet. Tib., 24. Tac. Annals, 1.13. Velleius Paterculs, The Roman History trans. J.C. Yardley
and Anthony A. Barrett (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc., 2011) 2.124.

8 Suet. Calig. 13. Also, Gaius is commonly referred to as Caligula, which means “little
boots,” an affectionate nickname he received while in Germany with his father, Germanicus,
from the troops under his father’s command. Tac. Awnnals, 1.41.

9 Gaius Caligula was anything but a decent princeps of Rome for he constantly mocked and
humiliated his fellow Roman senators and his soldiers, which included a tribune of his Prae-
torian Guard, Cherea. Even though Dio, Josephus, and Suetonius disagree on the details,
they all agree that Cherea was constantly mocked as effeminate and that Caligula constantly
gave him feminine watch words to further humiliate him. However, it was Caligula’s choice
to attempt to take the stage as an actor and performer, an action that would dishonor the
principate and the entirety of Rome itself, which pushed Cherea over the edge and led to his
murdering of Caligula. Cassius Dio, The Roman History trans. Herbert Baldwin Foster (New
York: Pafreats Book Company, 1905.), 59.29; Josephus, The Works of Josephus: The Antiquities
of the Jews trans. William Whiston (Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson Publishers, 1987)
19.29-30; Suet. Calig. 56, 58.

10 The accession of Claudius is an extremely complex event, one that the primary sources
are in constant contradiction with one another in almost every possible way. However Taci-
tus, in his Awunals, states that “[Claudius’] popularity was an inheritance from Germanicus,
of whom he was the only surviving male descendant,” which was a key factor in their choice
of Claudius as princeps. Tac. Annals, 11.12.  For a full reading of Claudius’ accession to the
principate see Dio, 60.1-2; Joseph., AJ 19.162 ff.; Josephus, The Jewish Wars trans. G.A. Wil-
liamson (New York: Penguin Books, 1981) 2.204-213; Suet., Cland.10-11.

11 Suet., Nero 8; Robert K. Sherk, ed. and trans. The Roman Empire: Augustus to Hadrian
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988) Document 61; Tac., Annals, 12.69.

12 It is interesting that through Tiberius’ adoption by Augustus the remaining of the Julio-
Claudian principes were related to Caesar Augustus. However, what is even more interesting is
that all four of the Julio-Claudian principes were hereditarily related to Germanicus: Tiberius
was his uncle, Caligula his son, Claudius his brother, and Nero his grandson. For a full Julio-
Claudian family tree see Appendix B and C of Graves translation of The Twelve Caesars noted
above 2 n. 3.

13 Sherk, Document 31 (for Tiberius) and Document 62 (for Nero).
14 Suet. Tib. 26; Tac. Annals, 1.11-12, 14.

15 While the sincerity of Nero refusing the title of “Father of the Country” simply because
he felt himself too young, it does not change the fact that both he and Tiberius wisely re-
fused such honors. Tac. Annals 1.72; 12.69.

16 Dio does state that initially Claudius does reject the title of “Father of the Country,” yet,
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for an unexplained reason, seems to accept it shortly after his rejection of it. Dio. 60.3.

17 Suet. Cland. 11-12,17. Also, it is a possibility that Claudius, as Germanicus’ brother,
felt he had to prove to the Roman people that he was deserving of the same respect they
showed Germanicus not because of their pity for him, but rather because of his own skill
as a military commander. Compare Tacitus’ description of the campaigns of Claudius and
Germanicus, respectively, in Agricola 13 and Germany 37. Tacitus, Agricola, Germany, and Dia-
logue on Orators trans. Herbert W. Benario (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc.,
2000).

18 “Pious, Son of the Camp, Father of the Army, Caesar Optimus Maximus” are all the
titles Caligula accepted during his short four years as princeps of Rome. Suet. Calig. 22.

19 Suet. T7b. 29

20 Suet. Nero 16. Tac. Annals 13.51; 15.18.
21 Suet. Calig. 16.

22 Dio, 60.2; Suet. Cland. 4, 30.

23 Claudius willingly spared the British tribal king Caractus and his family out of a plea for
mercy made by Caractus. Caractus appealed for his life by begging Claudius to allow him
the chance to bring honor again to his family’s name while simultaneously bringing honor to
Claudius’ name for sparing his life. Claudius was moved and did spare Caractus’ life. For the
full trial and its aftermath see Tac. Annals, 12.35-40. Two anecdotes reflect Claudius patience
in court. The first is recounted by Pliny the Younger, who describes how calmly Claudius
responded to Arria’s emotional outburst during the trial concerning the revolt of Scribo-
nianus. For the full incident see Pliny the Younger, The Letter of the Younger Pliny trans. Betty
Radice (New York: Penguin Books, 1969) 3.16. The other anecdote is when Claudius, while
admitting evidence into court one day, had a “stylus and wax set of tablets” thrown at his
face, causing a gash to open up on his head. Suet. Cland. 15. Since neither of these actions
were punished it is hard to believe that Claudius was a tyrant or even considered himself a
monarch.

24 Pliny, EP 1.13.

25 Tac. Annals 4.6. Suet. Tib. 30. Velleius Paterculus agrees with Tacitus’ thematic interpreta-
tion of Tiberius’ principate stating that when Tiberius took up the role of princeps ”Justice,
equity, and industry...had been given back to the state.” Vell., 2.126.

26 Tt is no surprise that Tiberius, who is often described as a prudish princeps, agreed with
the Senatorial decree to regulate the actions of relatives of Roman Senators, which included
prevented relatives from becoming ungodly actors. Sherk, Document 35. Also, for exam-
ples of Tiberius yielding to the will of the Senate see Suet. T7h. 31.

27 Suet. Tib. 33. Tacitus recounts how Tiberius, whenever he left the Senate House “ex-
claimed in Greek, ‘Men fit to be slaves!”” Tac. Annals 3.66.

28 Tac. Annals 3.606.

29 To see the full speech Claudius gave to the Senate in defense of the inclusion of Gauls
to the Roman Senate see Tac. Annals 11.23-25 and Sherk, Document 55. However, it is im-
portant to note that Claudius did give Roman citizenship to individuals he felt was worthy
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without consulting the Senate, but not the entire province of Gaul. Sherk, Document 52.

30 For the Senate’s power to mint coins see Sherk, Document 68. To see how Nero in-
creased the Senate’s prestige sees Tac. Annals, 14.28. Furthermore, Nero often refused to
give explicit opinions concerning incidents and cases if he was not required to, for example:
in the case concerning offenses of former slaves, Nero simply requested that the Senate
judge each case separately to ensure fairness and not pass a general, catch-all rule. Tac. Axn-
nals, 13.26-27.

31 Suet. Nero 15. What is especially interesting is that this matches precisely the anachronis-
tic advice that Dio, through the mouthpiece of Maecenas, to Octavian before he becomes
princeps in 29 B.C. Dio 52.31-306.

32 What will follow is a selection of some of the acts each Julio-Claudian principes pre-
formed that have been viewed in a negative light by one or more of the ancient sources.
Due to the limitations of this paper these examples will be anything but completely inclusive
and many more examples of each princeps “tyrannical” behaviors can be found throughout
the ancient sources, but were rather chosen to help illustrate how the ancient sources portray
the Julio-Claudians in an often unfair and biased manner.

33 Tac. Annals 1.72-75; 2.50-51. Both Marcellus and Varilla were supposedly tried for speak-
ing ill of Tiberius, which would constitute “treasonous” speech and would fall under the
jurisdiction of the maiestas trials.

34 Tac. Annals, 1.72.

35 Dio also states that “Augustus knew Tiberius’ nature very well, and had deliberately made
him his successor to exalt his own reputation.” Dio, 56.45 This statement completely con-
tradicts Dio previous characterization of Caesar Augustus in his proceeding books as a man
who ruled with the best intentions of Rome in mind. For further readings concerning Dio’s
interpretation of Caesar Augustus as princeps see Dio 5.

36 Also, it is important to note that since Tiberius was allowing the Senate to conduct a
majority of private and public matters, it is possible that they were using the waiestas trails to
persecute their rivals within the senate, a precedence that dates back to the Roman Republic:
one example of which was Cicero’s persecution of Catiline for his supposed conspiracy to
overthrow the Republic. For a complete recollection of the Catiline Conspiracy see Sallust,
The Jugurthine War/ The Conspiracy of Catiline, trans. S.A. Handford (New York: Penguin Books,
1963) pp. 175-233.

37 Suet. Claund. 29.

38 Pliny, EP 7.29. In fact, Pliny goes so far as to state that he is grateful that “his lot did not
fall in those days” for he would have been disgusted by the power Claudius used to honor a
lowly freedmen and furious at how quickly the Senate conceded to Claudius’ wishes. Pliny,
EP 8.6.

39 Tac. Annals 11.52-53

40 In Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis he states that Claudius, if he got his wish, would have seen
“every Greek, Gaul, Spaniard, and Briton in a toga.” Not only is this a hyperbolic and overly
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spiteful statement on Seneca’s part, probably due to his exile by Claudius, but Seneca seems
to forget that the Senate did approve of the extension of Roman citizenship to all of Gaul.
Seneca, The Apocolocyntosis trans. J.P. Sullivan (New York: Penguin Books, 19806) 3. For the
Senate’s approval of Claudius’ petition see Tac. Annals 11.23-25. For Claudius exile of Sen-
eca see Tac. Annals 12.8.

41 What is even more interesting is that if Claudius was this tyrannical manipulator of the
Senate as the ancient sources portray him as, it would directly contradict their description
of him as a fool and a slave to his freedmen. To grasp a better understanding of the way the
ancient sources viewed Claudius as a fool and idiot see Sen., Apocol.4-7; 10; Suet. Cland. 4;
38-40.

42 Tac. Annals, 38-40. Also, it did not help that Nero was out of Rome when the fire oc-
curred and only returned “when the fire was approaching” one of his manors.

43 Suet. Nero 53.
44 For a list of readings concerning Caligula’s assassination see above 3 n. 8.

45 Suet. Calig. 26, 30. However, what is interesting is that Dio states that Romans were
“worried” by the extent of the trials and murder of friends that Caligula was committing yet
he does not give explicit lists or examples of the individuals that Caligula killed. Dio 59.23.
This claim would be more believable if it was substantiated by Tacitus, yet his books con-
cerning Caligula have not been found.

46 Suet. Calig. 24.

47 For Caligula making the soldiers hunt for sea shells see Suet. Calig. 46. The events con-
cerning Cherea and Caligula are especially believable since it is confirmed by Dio, Josephus,
and Suetonius. 59.29; Josephus, The Works of Josephus: The Antiquities of the Jews trans. William
Whiston (Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson Publishers, 1987) 19.29-30; Suet. Ca/ig. 56

48 For example, how could have Suetonius known that Caligula discussed openly, at dinner
“the good and bad physical points and criticiz|ed the| sexual performance” of the married
women he invited to dinner in front of their husbands. This event, which is one of many,
reflects the excessive creativity and liberty that Suetonius takes with his historical representa-
tion of the Roman Emperors.

49 Suet. Calig. 14; 50.

50 Interesting, it is Dio who contradicts himself, for while he states in 53.17 that Rome had
become a monarchy in all but name, in 56.43 he states that Augustus had “saved [the Ro-
man’s| freedom for them” by “combining monarchy and democracy.”

51 Pliny, Panegyricus trans. Betty Radice (Cambridge: Loeb Classic Library, 1969) 42. A view
that is also shared by Tacitus, as seen in his Agricola; Tac. Agr. 3.
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