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Chapter 3 The Literary Design

3.1

Introduction

The paratextual elements of tH& constitute an important means to direct (andhén t
special case of thHdA, to delude) the interpretation of the reader. Thakes théHA
especially interesting for an approach from aditgrangle, as the paratextual elements of
the work are, more than in any other work of cleaiditerature, utterly confusing.
Investigations of paratextual devices (though émmtparatext is never used as such)
have been numerous A studies, and surveys were given in several pulidicst* In
the following paragraphs, we will study paratextaati formal aspects of the work:
- the author’s attitude towards his own atyiaf writing biography (8§ 3.2)
- the contents of tHéA with the author’'s own remarks as our point of depa, as
well as its internal development (8 3.3)
- the scope of thdA: where the author begins his narrative and wherenls it
(83.4)
- style and its relation with content and loegng and end of the narrative (8 3.5)
- the dedications to several persons, anddtltgors who are claimed to have
produced them (8 3.6)
- temporal aspects of the narrative (8 3.7)
- the much-debated problem of theung with the aid of the notion of time in
narrative (8 3.8).
- the author’s concept of Roman history akeotéd in the preface ©ar. (8 3.9)

Besides being a study in the design and the inteoference of the work, our
investigation is an attempt to expand the domaimnteftextual relationships with works
from Latin literature, especially Nepos and Tagitukich means an affirmation of the
author’s character as an antiquarian and a cofleSiome announced as one of the tasks
of scholarship to ‘round off the picture of thestry world, placing thelA in relation
with other writings, notably history and panegyrcstheir various types), with
antiquarian studies, and with the revival of théihalassics’. By studying language,
anachronisms, historical or contemporary allusigwsvever complex the notion of
‘contemporaneity’ is in the case of tH&), the use of other authors and influences from
other writers, the literarmweltof theHA may be determinef> The ‘revival of the
Latin classics’ must have been one of the authagdsves in writing theHA, to which
the number of authors imitated bears witness.

In this search for literary models, a warning fabe kept in mindtopoi and
conventional ways of expression, developed in dng history of imperial prose, can
impede the identification of valid models. Theramsessential difference between a
parallel and a direct borrowing, and one supelfsimilarity between passages does not
suffice to indicate a derivation. In his study abite author’s literary culture, Den

134 A recent overview is A. Birley 2003. Birley 196I71.3-38 is still valuable for general matters. See a
Birley 2006.
135 Syme 1968, 214-6.
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3.2

3.21

Hengst dissuades us from accepting as consciotetioms verbal similaries consisting
of single words, set phrases and parallelisms withorresponding verbal similaritié®
On the other hand, Den Hengst continues, ‘we magskared of literary derivation if a
number of verbal correspondences is clustered énpassage’. With these warnings in
mind, an attempt will be made to evaluate the atghgaratextual expressions in the light
of classical tradition. The evaluation and ultinigtacceptance of a verbal parallel, will
differ from case to case. The probability of a baiing also partly depends from the
similarity of textual genre in which the parallelscur. Parallels tend to indicate
borrowing when they occur within the same typeeat.tit is easier to imagine one
biographer taking another biographer as his mddelmitation or parody (or simply
because he has read him), than his skipping texeht type of text, although this, too,
is not beyond credence.

The Art of Biography

Broadly speaking, biography distinguishes itsalftirhistoriography in that it not only
contains facts and deedsgi&eic) of famous men, but also pays attention to their

characterfj©oc). In the case of thidA, there is a mixture of chronological account and
structuring in terms of categorigger temporaandper speciesas Suetonius called the
two main facets of biography’ Exemplary biographies such ldsandAP mainly follow
the Suetonian scheme, and the similarly structGembndary Lives of tyrants, as witness
AC 3.1-3Sed nos hominis naturam et mobesviter explicabimus; neque enim plura de
his sciri possunt, quorum vitaat inlustrare nullus audet eorum causa, a quibpigressi
fuerint. addemus autem, guemadmodum ad imperiusriveh guemadmodum sit
occisus et ubi victu§® Thenatura et moresire part of the biographical narration, while
the other three elements are both biographicahastdriographical. IlPN 1.1-2 the
author complains about the lack of data about dhad rulers:... postremo non magna
diligentia in eorum genere ac vitaquiretur, cum satis sit audaciam eorum et belimm
quo victi fuerint, ac poenamroferre in which the same division of biographicgeus
acvita) and historiographicab(daciag bellum poeng material is made. It is important,
in the author’s view, to investigate their livestbughly, and only to select those
elements for the narration, that are worth recardin

Biography Criticized

The author of th&lA explicitly comments on the type of his writingdhieh, in later
times, is styled as biography. The author himgetlags about writing biography esas

136 Although we must be careful here, given the ficacof most authors, when imitating, to substitute
synonyms or near synonyms for terms found in thecs, so Den Hengst (1991, 168) adds.

137 Suet. Aug. 9.1Proposita uitae eius uelut summa partes singillatieque per tempora sed per species
exequar, quo distinctius demonstrari cognosciquesjp) with which statement Suetonius marks the
transition from the chronological part to the théimpart. See Wallace Hadrill 1983, 13-5 (‘Struetr
Pausch 2004, 268.

138 The author echoes himselfN 9.3, about Pescennius Niger and Clodius Albimastb eodem victi

atque occisi sunt
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edere(OM 1.3), in whichvita denotes as much the life of an emp&taas the book
written about that lifé*° The prefaces of theA are full oftopoi typical of biographical
and historiographical texts, such as the mentianahoratu digna** criticism of
biographical details, selection of sources, andregfces to predecessors. In the preface to
OM (1.3-5), the author disapproves of trivial detalshe biographical writing that his
predecessor lunius Cordus provided. The authoriorenthree examples ofdigna
memoraty or minima quaequéhe opposite ofigna sunt, quae dicantanddigna
cognitiong as Ammianus MarcellinufkG 26.1) does as a defence against his
examinatores intempestiNlepos in his preface e Duc does the samé? The topical
character of the theme dfgna memoratya term that also occurs in LitAj, Valerius
Maximus** Pliny the EldeY*®, Tacitus*®, Aulus Gelliu3*’ and a few othet8?), makes it
hard to indicate a direct modéf.

In the preface t®OM, the author expresses his views on biographicéingrin a
complex piece of reasoning, which can be paraptriasthis way: there is not much
information about the rulers who did not reign édong time, because there are not
many things of interest to say about their dairg$™>° They would not have been known
at all, if they had not aspired to the throne. Atibeir reigns, which they exercised only
briefly, there is not much to say. Despite all thve will produce some information from

3% The term biography does not appear until the sigtituryAD in Damascius’s biography of Isidorus as
Broypagia (Bowersock 1998, 208). See for examplesitaf as ‘biography’: Syme 19711C6mm 10.2;AS
5.4, 21.4, 30.6, 48.G,ac. 11.7 (about Suetonius). GILD vita 6: ‘a person’s life together with its acts,
circumstances, etc., the course of a life’, Elgl. (1.1): Vitam Heliogabali Antonini (...) numguam in
litteras misissem, ,.in which the life denotes the material for biqumg

100D 6b: ‘a written or spoken account of a person® Ji€.g.H7.2 ...ut ipse (sc. Hadrianus) in vita sua
dicit.

141 Mouchova 1975, 12; Den Hengst 1981, @6/ 1.1:digna, quae dicantur..memoratu digna.;, 1.2:
digna cognitione..; 1.4:indigna memoratu., rerum vilium aut nulla scribenda sint aut nimis paycf.

for memoratu dignaHA Hel. 18.4,T 2.4; 4.2;A 1.9; Tac 16.5;Q 6.1; 13.6. The topos is fully explored by
Den Hengst 1981, 44-6, who traces it back to itt fnanifestations in Latin literature (Cé&dw.4.1, Cic.

De Orat2.63, SallCat4.2, as well as the approximately contemporary Aritarc.28.1.2). The Greek
origin of the topos, with expressionst@sagioAoyov (e.g. Hdt. 2.148 or Thuc. 1.1) and pvnuévevtov
(e.g. Arist.Rhet 1367 24) were studied by Avenarius 1956 and Herkomr8é81

142Non dubito fore plerosque, Attice, qui hoc genuipitrae leue et non satis dignum summorum uirorum
personis iudicent, cum relatum legent, quis musidaguerit Epaminondam, aut in eius uirtutibus
commemorari, saltasse eum commode scienter qigddinitasse.

143 iv. AUC 4.43.1:nihil dignum memoratu actur25.1.5 haud ullum dignum memoratu fecit

144y7al. Max. 1.1.1dicta memoratu digne8.11:memoratu dignae resoth in programmatical remarks.
145 plin. MaiorNH 2.247, 3.7, 6.97; 15.136; 31digha memoratuand 3.95fiemoratu dignp

148 Tac.Ann 4.32.1;parva forsitan et levia memoratéAgr. 1.2.1:digna memoratu ..H 2.24.1:crebra
magis quam digna memoratu proel@nly Ann 4.32.1 is a programmatic remark.

147 Aul. Gell. NAPref. 2.1; 2.9; 6.17; 7.19; 12.27 (in introductfinvariations in 2.11njemoratu non
inutilis), 3.12 @uditu atque memoratu dighat.15 (mhemoratu dignissimal6.34 [epida quaedam et
memoratu et cogni)u- in capitula, 19.11Inpn memoratu indighi

148 Noteworthy are th&pitome de Caesaribi20.6 @edibus memoratu dighiand Amm. MarcRG

22.8.25 (ihil memoratu dignum tradityr

4% Though Suetonius may be excepted in this resjyehts transmitted works, he does not use the theme
at least not in this wording. The opposite is foumdSuet.Cal. 26leve ac frigidum sit his addere...

150 cf. PN 9.1-2: authors normally do not report much abaitydives, cum satis sit audaciam eorum et
bellum, in quo victi fuerint, ac poenam profétréhe author of thélA does not deviate from this
programme, as he makes cleaAid 3.3:addemus autem, quemadmodum ad imperium venerit et
guemadmodum sit occisus et ubi victus
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several sources, but only the important thingsriady, it is true, does something
every day, but biographers have to produce wortlewhiormation about lives of others.
lunius Cordus wanted to write biographies of legs®wn emperors, but did so without
success. He discovered few things worth mentiorand,promised to describe the tiniest
details, as if it were important to know trivialtd#s about even Trajan, Pius or Marcus.
By collecting all this, he filled his books with ggip, while nothing or at least very little
should be written about trivial things, unless tipegvide an insight into the character of
the subject, which is indeed important to knbWstill, we can gather some information
from these trifles that is really worth knowing tlmnly partly, in order to obtain more
information from these trifle§? The author states that lunius Cordus filled hisines
about lesser known emperors with fables but he élfrhes succeeded where Cordus
failed, and in doing so he has produced an accleptigscription on the basis of several
sources, Thus, the author is superior to Cordtisahhe uses more sources, and is more
critical in the selection of his materiaf

In the paraphrase above, theorthingsare specified as follows, OM 1.quasi
vel de Traiano aut Pio aut Marco sciendum @), quotiens processerif2) quando cibos
variaverit et(3) quando vestem mutaverit(@) quos quando promoverit is remarkable
that the three emperors Trajan, Pius and Marcusargioned in an example that
concerns the works of Cordus, who is said to haenlspecialized in lesser known
emperors> This is whyvel...cannot be but interpreted as ‘even’, and doesowelate
with the followingaut...aut...’>> The line of thought, then, is that, whideen about the

51 The reasoning calls to mind Plutarch’s remarkhépreface to his vita Alexandri that we encoueder
in § 2.3.1n ¢Ute taic émupaveotatals MEAEEoL TAVTWS EVeoTL ONAWOIS AEETNG 1] kaking, AAAX
TEAY ot ooy TIOAAAKIS Kal ONua Kal TaudLa Tig Eudaoty 10ovg émoinoe uaAdov 1 payat
pvolovekot), where it is stated that a small word or joke elutidate a person’s character more than the
greatest historical events.

12 The last phrase is reminiscent of PRfex 1.1-2¢v ur) mavta undé kad’ ékaotov

éLepoyaopévaws T Twv meglBotwv anayyEAAwEeY, AN ETUTéUVOVTES TO TAELOTA, Un
OUKODAVTELV.

133 Cf. Dio 1.1.2 in his programmatic remark aboutuse of sources about distant historyruvéyoaba

0¢ o0 TavTa AN Goa €E€kova; Diodorus Siculus 1.3.5-8€etdoavtec 0OV TAG EKAOTOV TOVTWV
dnBéoelg éxplvapev OO ETLY LOTOQLKTV TEAYHaTevoaoOaL TV TAgloTa pEV wdeAnoatl
duvapévny, EAdxLoTa O& TOLG avaywwokovtag évoxArjoovoav. Marincola (1997, 105) remarks
that ‘the methodology of non-contemporary histogswo consult the tradition, what previous writieasl
handed down'. In this respect, the author adherdéiset tradition, as he repeatedly states that ke ha
gathered the materiak pluribus libris In PN 1.1-2 and intermediary and later lives, he sugogstt he

also uses epigraphical and other kinds of (mataridlwritten) evidence (confirmed by Chastagnol4199
CXXIIl-xxx1). Only with regard to information from the receatst, the Herodotean principleakor| plays
arole, presented in an imitation of SuetoniDal(19.4,0tho 1-3): the author in his guise of Vopiscus says
to have heard things from his grandfath®rB.2,Q 9.4-5,Car. 13.3, 14). This is all to suggest that the
time of writing is in the beginning of the fourtbrtury, during the reign of Constantine.

1% Turcan’s remark (1993, 117): ‘L’expression cadres avec les exemples de Trajan, d’Antonin le Pieux
de Marc Auréle’ is right, but the passage can letstood whewel is interpreted rightly.

155 Chastagnol 1994, 451 gives the right interpretatibthequasiclause when he translates: ‘méme pour
un Trajan...". The wordelis crucial and is not always expressed in traizslat Magie 1924, 49-51
translates: ‘He openly declared that he would $eaut the most trivial details, as thoughdealing with

a Trajan, a Pius, or a Marcuydt should be known how often he went out walkiRgsoli 1968, 47: *...egli,
che asseriva essere sua intenzione di andareda der minimi particolaricome se riguardo a Traiano o a
Pio 0 a Marcofosse indispensabile sapere quante volte siaoudicitasa...’; Birley 1976, 268: ‘...while he
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great emperorsninor things are not worth knowing, they aréortiori unimportant for
the lesser known rulers. The examples that theoamtientions are elements typical of
biographical writing. Cordus is quoted throughdwe tntermediary Lives for his
description of the emperor’s attitude towards steaved friends, clothing and food and
drink, and other item¥?° These items are also to be found in the earligraphies of the
HA, such asVA 6.7 and 29.1 (Marcus’ ways of promoting peopledagcribed, example
4)" and inAP 6.12 (the Antonine dress is commented on, exaB)gi& Two items are
found in combination itd 22.2-4 (in which Hadriatogatus processiexample 1 and
3).* Finally, Hadrian’s eating habits occur just beftive latter passagkl, 21.41%° What
it looks like is that, as the author himself ddsesi trivial biographical details, he attacks
Cordus’ writings in order to avert criticism of hosvn work®*

The example oH 21.4 {nter cibos unice amavit tetrafarmacum, quod erat d
fasiano, sumine, perna et crustfff needs further analysis, as it is repeated and
amplified in the Secondary Life @é¥fel.,, 5.4:huius voluptates ab his, qui vitam eius
scripserunt, multae feruntur, et quidem non infaseg$ aliquatenus diffluentes. nam
tetrafarmacum, seu potius pentefarmacum, quo pasr®ger Hadrianus est usus, ipse
dicitur repperisse, hoc est sumen, fasianum, pawopernam crustulatam et aprunam.
De quo genere cibi aliter refert Marius Maximusnnuentefarmacum sed tetrafarmacum
appellans, ut et nos ipsi in eius vita persecuthgsa.Thepavois added to the recipe,
which is apparently based on the author’'s own reked he author thus shows that he

declared that he would pursue all the smallestildetes though, in the case of Trajan or Pius or Marcus
one had to know how often he went out...”; Turcan3,9®: ‘Il se fait fort d’exposer a fond certaines
minuties:comme si, a propos de Trajan, d’Antonin le PieuxieMarc Auréleil importait de savoir
combienne de fois ils ont paru en public...”; Chastdd 994, 451: ‘Il soutenait qu'il devait exposes|
détails les plus infimegomme si, méme pour un Trajan, un Antonin le Peeuxn Marg il nous importait
de savoir combien de fois ils se sont montrés d&tiqQu’.

156 Den Hengst 1981, 48: attitudgtA 11.6,Gd. 21.4; clothingCIA 11.7,0M 1.4,Gd. 21.4; food and drink:
CIA 11.2,0M 1.4,Max. 4.1.

157 MA 7.6: tantumque apud Pium valuit, ut numquam quemquames facile promoveritvA 29.1:
Crimini ei datum est, quod adulteros uxoris prontdaydertullum et Tutilium et Orfitum et Moderatum, ad
varios honores, cum Tertullum et prandentem cunneudeprehenderitCf. Suet.Vesp 16.2creditur etiam
procuratorum rapacissimum quemgque ad ampliora iafféx industria solitus promover&he formula in
OM 4.6:ex quo officio ad amplissima quaeque pervaral be derived from this phrase in Suetonius (see
§ 9.2). The formulaestem mutaris used in NepoPausaniagt.3.1:non enim mores patrios solum, sed
etiam cultum vestitumque mutavit

158 AP 6.12 :visus est sane ab amicis et cum privatis vestibdsmestica quaedam gerers example
from SuetoniusCal. 52.1:saepe depictas gemmatas que indutus paenulas, eznsilet armillatus in
publicum processit; aliquando sericatus et cycladatc modo in crepidis uel coturnis, modo in
speculatoria caliga, nonnumguam socco muliebrirysheque uero aurea barba, fulmen tenens aut
fuscinam aut caduceum deorum insignia, atque e¥iameris cultu conspectus est.

159H 22.2-4:senatores et equites Romanos semper in publicod®gase iussit, nisi si a cena
reverterentur. ipse, cum in Italia esset, sempgatos processit. ad convivium venientes senattaes s
excepit semperque aut pallio tectus discubuit agatsummissa.

1801 21 .4:inter cibos unice amavit tetrafarmacum, quod effasiano, sumine, perna et crustubm
example from Suetoniugug 76.1cibi - nam ne haec quidem omiserim - minimi erguatvulgaris fere.
161 Chastagnol 1994 viil points out that many of the cases in which Coidigited, the text of another
author is at stakeésd. 14.7-8 ~ CicCat. 3.12;Gd. 12.1 ~ Herod. 7.2.1-&d. 23.4 ~ SuetCaes 89; Gd.
4.6 ~ Suet. Nero 11.1.

152 \Which is in accordance with the recipeAB830.6; based on Apicius, see Chastagnol 12041 . Syme
1971, 71 draws the conclusion that the lifédef. was written after the life 0&S.See also Den Hengst
1995, 160-1.
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3.2.2

has a basic source (as followedHr21.4) which he supplements with information from
other sourcesAel 5.4). When we combine this notion with the dggah in the preface
to OM we can hardly fail to conclude that the authoo #ésinches a veiled attack on
Marius Maximus, as Cordus is more or less MariugiMas’ successor as his source (8
2.4.2)'%3 We might carry this conclusion one step furthesrdlis is the dark side of
Marius Maximus, allegedly continuing Maximus’ wask the topic of the lesser known
rulers. The author states in the preface to hisbtoad biography of usurpe€1.1: Quid
Marius Maximus, homo omnium verbosissimus, quiyhistoricis se voluminibus
inplicavit, num ad istam descriptionem curamquecdadit?The clauseui et
mythistoricis se voluminibus inplicavi important: this is exactly what Cordus is daid
have done iI©OM 1.4. Meanwhile, it can be understood why the autéfers to a
biography of Trajan when summing up his examplas:is a reference to Maximus’
biography of this emperdf? In attacking Cordus, he mocks Maximus, while atshme
time explaining his own method®

The Description of Cordus

Cordus’ method is described rather elaboratelpénpreface t@M.® This fictitious
source may well have been based on a famous Rawrarrépublican times, namely
Cato maior Parallels in decriptions, supported by lexicalifarities, show that the
author of theHA knew Nepos and based his description of Cordusepos’ description
of Cato, though reversing everything in the proc€msnpareéOM 1.3-4 to NeposCato
3.1-2, 4:

183 Den Hengst (1981, 47) remarks that Cordus ‘stémdthe gossipy parts of imperial biography as fbun
in Suetonius, and, as we may safely add, in Maviagimus'.

164 Maximus wrote Trajan’s biography accordingA848.6.

185 Doubts about Cordus’ authenticity were alreadgediin the nineteenth century. Klebs (1892, 22n1)
acknowledged his unreliability, but did not douks éxistence: ‘So wenig Cordus eine Zierde der
rémischen Litteratur ist: wir haben kein Recht deasein zu bestreiten’. Mommsen (1890, 272) saw it
better: ‘Der Biograph hat fiir die anekdotischenrifingen (...) in diesem Pseudo-Cordus sich zugleich
einen Gewahrsmann und einen Priigelknaben geschafféoh became the majority view (though not
unanimously so). Syme 1968, 98: ‘the author haatete'Junius Cordus’ as a scapegoat’ (8 2.4.3)tler
treatment of Cordus in recent literature, see Bengst 1981, 46-50; Lippold 1991, 84-93; Chastagnol
1994,cvii-cix; Brandt 1996, 52-4; Fundling 2006, 130). The fiotll character of Cordus becomes clear
on finding that his reports appear to be distadifrom other source§&d.14.7-8: Cic.Cat3.12,Gd.12.1:
Herod.7.2.1-8(Gd.33.4: SuetCaes89,Gd4.6: SuetNero11.1;Max4.4: SuetTib.42.5, see Chastagnol
1994, cix.OM 1.3: NepogLato 3.2-4, as well abB 12.4 can be added. See also Burgersdijk 2007, 97-9
156 Syme 1968, 97n1 suggests that the name of lurousug is based on the firSatireby lunius luvenalis
(Sat 1.2).
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Nepos,Cato3.1-2, 4 OM 1.3-4

...cupidissimus litterarum fufsc Cato) Et lunio Cordo_studium fuit
Quarumstudiumetsi senior arripuerat, eorum imperatorurwitas edere,
tamentantumprogressuniecit, guos obscuriores videbat;

ut non facile reperiri possiteque de Graecis qui non multum profecit

neque de ltalicis rebus, quod ei fuerit Nam et pauca repperét indigna
incognitum. (...) reliquaque bell@ari modo  memoratu adserens se minima quaeque
persecutus est. persequuturum...

Both passages deal with the writing of books: lar@ordus, who writes biography,
appears to be the opposite of Cato, who write®hjistour of Nepos’s words are
followed by the author of thdA (studium- studium progressum fecit. profecit,
reperiri possit— repperit persecutus est. persequuturum Furthermore, grammatical
structures occur in associative wagspidissimus litterarum fuifollowed by the relative
Quarum studiunis parallelled bytudium fuitwith the genitiveeorum imperatorum.,..
Nepos’'stantum progressum fedsecomesion multum profeciin theHA; non facile
reperire possibecomegpauca repperiindreliquaque bella...persecutus éscomes
minima quaeque persequuturtif The similarities between Cato and Cordus (the-ant
Cato’) suggest that those linking tH& and Nepos are directly related, especially since
more remarks of a programmatic nature show sirpéaallels (see below, § 3.6 and §
4.3). Examples of biographictilvia as summed up in the prefacedM are also found
in the preface to Nepo®e duc, when he mentions things that the reader may densi
leve Theseaes vilescan be compared to Nepos’ exampletewfa: Non dubito fore
plerosque, Attice, qui hoc genus scripturae leveost satis dignum summorum uirorum
personis iudicent, cum relatum legent quis musidaouerit Epaminondam, aut in eius
virtutibus commemorari, saltasse eum commode scigun tibiis cantasse&some words
from Nepos’ preface are parallelled@M: persequi(8) is echoed ipersequuturum
(1.4)'%8 exorsus sumi¥8) in orditur (1.2),moribus(3, 4) inmores(1.5). The most
important aspect is the similar defence againitisin that biography ikve et non satis
dignum summorum virorum persomisd that the biographer must limit himself to
memoratu digna

Cordus is not only invoked as an ‘authority’ fertain biographical data and
historiographical information but also servesMB 4.5, as the purported model for
divisio of the material. The venbersequi(cf. persequuturunm OM 1.4) is significant:
Cordus appears six times in combination with a fofrthis verd’®. The only time that
the author (like Nepos iBato 3.4) uses the formpersecutus ess in one of the last

57 For an analysis of this type of rewriting, see @ 8

188 Also in CIA 11.2, again with Cordus:.Cordus, qui talia persequitur in suis voluminibus,

169 aAgain in NeposPelopidasl6.1.4:In quibus Pelopidas hic, de quo scribere exorsissipulsus patria
carebat.

10 OM 1.4 se minima quaeque persequuturu@iA 5.10:...Aelium Cordum legat, qui frivola ... cuncta
persequitur 11.2:...Cordus, qui talia persequitur; Max27.7:...ut lunius Cordus loquitur (harum rerum
persecutorest)..; Max.31.4:longum est omnia persequ@juae qui scire desiderat, is velim, ut saepi,dixi
legat Cordum..and hereMB 4.5:e0 modo quo lunius Cordus est persecotusia Note the use of
participium futuri activi, verbum finitum (in prestand perfect), noun and infinitive. Thariatio makes
the impression of a deliberate literary figure.
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3.3

3.3.1.1

instances of Cordus’ namehtB 4.5: Sed priusquam de actibus eorum loquar, placet
aliqua dici de moribusitque_generenon eo modo quo lunius Cordus est persecutus
omnia, sed illo quo Suetonius Tranquillus et Vaiemarcellinus, quamvis Curius
Fortunatianus, qui omnem hanc historiam perscrigstuca contigerit, Cordus vera tam
multa, ut etiam pleraque vilia et minus honestaspepserit. This passage, which serves
to explain the order and the way in which topicB be discussed, has been linked (along
with other passages} to Suetoniusiul.44.41"*de qua priusquam dicam, ea quae ad
formam et habitum et cultus et mores, nec minug quecivilia et bellica eius studia
pertineant, non alienum erit summatim exponditee programmatic statements in Hh&
could as well be linked to Nepos’s wordsEpam 1.1:De hoc priusquam scribimus,
haec praecipienda videntur lectoribus, ne alienases ad suos referant (.and 1.3-4:
Cum autem exprimere imaginem consuetudinis atdae'(1velimus Epaminondae, nihil
videmur debere praetermittere, quod pertineat ath eé@clarandam. Quare dicemus
primum de genereius, deinde quibus disciplinis et a quibus sitdéus, tum de moribus
ingeniique facultatibus et si qua alia memoria digerunt, postremo de rebus gestis (...)
The correspondence betwddB 3.1 de_ moribusatque_generandEpam.1.4primum de
genereeius (...) tum de moribus particular seems to indicate a link with NeposviB
8.1 the announced topic is closed with the woktsec de moribus atque genere
whereafter thectaare discussedNote again that, after lunius Cordus and Tatius
Cyrillus in Max., imitations of Nepos are accompanied by two fmti$ biographers:
Valerius Marcellinus and Curius Fortunatianus. Whatever reason, the author of the
HA appears to try and hide his real model by quatingnted authors.

The Contents of theHA

3.3.1 The Contents of the Primary and Secondary Lives

Categories ofPrincipes

The author repeatedly comments on the materiahthdtas chosen in order to produce a
series of imperial biographi€’ The elements out of which the narrative is created
(which belong to the field of historicalventig are taken from the imperial history of the
second and third centuries. Not satisfied with,thesalso seeks to make his narration

1 There are other passages in which the authordi#uses similar formulaIA 1.5:sed priusquam

vel de vita vel de morte dissero, etiam hoc dicemdst, quod (..;)G 1.1: de cuius priusquam vel vita vel
nece dicam, disseram, cur (;./AS29.1:antequam de bellis eius et expeditionibus et viistbyquar, de

vita cottidiana et domestica pauca disser&nl.3.1:sed priusquam de imperio eius loquar, dicam pauca
de moribus (...)Cf. alsoAC 3.1: naturam et mores breviter explicabim&®r other cases dispositia Dd.
7.2;AS6.1, 45.1Gd.3.1; and fodispositioas a literary term: Leo 1901, 274; Carlozzo 19/3378.

172 \welfflin 1891, 470; Klebs 1892, 19, 26-8; Whit@6l7, 118; Den Hengst 1981, 35; Brandt, H. 1996, 55
and 145 indicate Suetonius as the model.

173 Cf. for Nepos’ expressioimaginem consuetudinis atque vitaethe formula, in which the core of
biographical writing is expressefdlS45.1:prius tamen eius consuetudinem dicam.

17 The idea for this may have been taken from SuetorByme (1980, 104) ascribes the invention of
imperial biography, viz. the lives of succeedingpenors linked in a series, to Plutarch, who desctithe
emperors from Augustus to Otho; only Balbaand theOtho have been transmitted.
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look more sophisticated. After the first biogragbout Hadrian, he announces that he
will change his plan (as opposed to his model Sue$p cf.Q 1.1)}"° This plan is
announced in the first paragraphsAed. (1.1-3) and has been assessed frequently in
studies on thélA.}"® As the programmatic remarks with regard to conseatoften
ambiguous, it is expedient to study the paratextdgff: idiom, motifs and style. Only
after a proper assessment of the author’s writfimgsrder to elucidate the contradictions
that the passages contain in relation to one anatie relation with the actual content of
theHA can be taken into consideration.

One of the difficulties in the description of timaterial and the terminology used,
is that the author is not consistent in the wagisgnguishes between rulers in different
parts of theHA. Résger has shown thatincipesis the general term for different kinds of
rulers, such aBugustj Caesaresandtyranni'’’ This is concluded from the evidence
provided by, e.gAel. 1.1 andOM 1.1. It is true thaprincipescan denote all kinds of
rulers, but this does not mean that whengviercipesare mentioned all these classes are
referred to. In the preface &el., the author speaks about three groups of rullees (
groups are marked by numbers)animo mihi est, Diocletiane Auguste, tot pringip
maxime, non soluifl) eos, qui principum locum in hac statione, quam t&nag
retentarunt, ut usque ad divum Hadrianum feci, iled etiam, qui(2) vel Caesarum
nomine appellati sunt nec principes aut Augustitdog(3) vel quolibet alio genere aut in
famam aut in spem principatus venerunt cognitiamhinis tui sterneré’® According to
Rosger, the first group contains thegustj the second th€aesaregthat were not
Augusti(hereprincipesis specified tAugustiby aut'’%), and the thirdper

175 Q 1.1 Minusculos tyrannos scio plerosque tacuisse awiteepraeterisse. nam et Suetonius

Tranquillus, emendatissimus et candidissimus smrjgintonium Vindicemtacuit, contentus eo quod eos
cursim perstrinxerat, et Marius Maximus, qui Avigitvarci temporibus, Albinuret NigrumSeveri non
suis propriis libris sed alienis innexuithis sentence can be compared With9.2: Inde quod latet Vindex
quod Piso nescitur quod omnes illi, qui aut tan@ohoptati sunt aut a militibus imperatores appellati

sub Domitiano Antoniysaut cito interempti vitam cum imperii usurpatigp@sueruntin which the two
examples of Vindex (pretender under Nero in 68) Antbnius, together with Galba’s Caesar Piso, are
mentioned. Interesting BS1.7:nam_et Pescennium Nigrum et Clodium Albinum etidwidCassiunet
antea_Lucium Vindicem et L. Antonihipsum Severum, cum senatus iam lulianum dixissesipem,
imperatores fecerantn which the three usurpers from the second cgnitutheHA are mentioned in one
breath, and Vindex and Antonius also appear. Seyeims the team, as he was called imperator at the
moment that the senate had already appointed Didiiasus.

178 White (1967, 121); Rosger (1977, 363 and 1980);176n Hengst (1981, 10-11); Stubenrauch 1981, 55;
Paschoud 2001, 196.

7 |n contrast to most other writers of his time, #uhor uses the tertyrannusin a strictly neutral sense,
without moral overtones, as ‘rulers that aspirethtothrone’, as can be concluded from the anabysis
Barnes 1996, 64-5. He is ‘consciously and deliliezbt subversive’ (cf. Rosger 1977, 376n71, 380a840
392-3). In classical times, the word was used fon@narch, sovereign’ (often applied to rulerstod t
Greek city states), or a ruler ‘who exercises atiyon a cruel or oppressive way, a tyrant’ (Basri®96,
56), while from the battle of the Milvian Bridge wards, the word was used for political ends, tootiea
defeated ruler, such as Maxentius or Licinius (18@64). Barnes does not treat the instances ikithe
when the word is used in a pejorative sense, ssi€liva7.4:senatus in eur{sc.Caracallan) velut

tyrannus invectus estr Hel. 1.2 (about rulers such as Caligula, Nero, Vitslénd Heliogabalus): here, the
word is used in the latter meaning.

178 See Mouchova 1975, 50 for the interpretatiomedf..vel..and the division in groups.

19 OLD adaut, 6a: ‘introducing a modification of a statemeneapression’ / ‘introducing a more accurate
of corrected statement.’
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eliminationemthetyranni, for these are the groups that are treated i%hE® In the
second group, we see thmincipesis used as the general term for different kind of
rulers, since a person who is called Caesar, iget@rincepson the level of akugustus
(qui velCaesarum nomine appellati sunt nec principes awgjuati fuerunt. This means
thatprincepsin the dedicatiomliocletiane tot principum maxim@nd alsan principum
locun) includes theCaesaresbut subsequently requires a new definition, winen
principesis used solely to mean tAaigusti. The text continues witQuorum(in this
case: therincipesof the second categorgjaecipue de Aelio Vero dicendum egtj
primus tantum Caesaris nomen accepit, adoptatioagridni familiae principum
adscitus This means that Aelius acquired the name of Gdaksaugh his adoption into
Hadrian’s family, but never obtained the title aigustus.

According to Rosger, whose first concern was tiverpretation oprincipesin tot
principum maximeDiocletian agnaximus principumanks higher than théaesares
others (vaguely defined ai¢gs qui] quolibet alio genere aut in famam aut in spem
principatus veneruftmerely being pretenders. For the cited passdgereasoning that
Diocletian ranks highest among all sortspoficipesseems to hold up welf* But the
idea runs into trouble when other undiscussed gassare taken into account. The
problem is that the author changes his formuladrmost every single biography, or even
within a biography. Compare for examphesl. 7.5:...quia mihi propositum fuit omnes,
qui post Caesarem dictatorem, hoc est divum luliiynvel Caesares vel Augusti vel
principes appellati sun{2) quique in adoptionem venerunt vel imperatorum dilit
parentes Caesarum nomine consecrati sunt, singinfis exponere, ..The author mixes
the groups together:

Ael.1.1 Ael.7.5
Non solum(1) eos, qui principum locum Omnes, qui (...(1) vel Caesares vel
in hac statione, quam temperas, Augustt® vel principes appellati sunt?)

retentarunt, (...), sed illos etiam, @)  quique in adoptationem venerunt vel
vel Caesarum nomine appellati sunt necimperatorum filii aut parentes
principes aut Augusti fuerunt3) vel Caesarum nomine consecrati sunt.
guolibet alio genere aut in famam aut in

spem principatus venerunt,...

180 Confirmed by Den Hengst 1981, XceWhite 1967, 121, who points out thatAel. 7.5 thetyranni
are not mentioned. | think that the tyranni areiakky mentioned, but that the author is, at thi;pof his
narration, deliberately vague about this categasyit does not really fit into a seriesfAaigustiand
Caesares

181 Résger’s idea gbrincipesin tot principum maximeuns into trouble when the formula is comparedwit
that inPN 9.1: Diocletiane, maxime Augustorumime author seems to have forgotten about hisudbre
constructed pyramid of differeptincipes The designation of the highest positgmmcipum locunrecurs
in Hel. 34.1 in an address to Diocletidvlirum fortasse cuipiam videatur, Constantine vadis, quod
haec clades, quam rettuli, loco principduoerit, ... Thereprincipesrefers to the reigningugustj
without specification or explanation of who are miea

182 The inversion of hierarchy ivel Caesares vel Augussia case of insubordination that is also
encountered in a formula suchRs1.5 Usque ad Maximianum Diocletianumu&he author, for whom
stylistic features agariatio andinversioare more important than historical exactness, doeseem to
bother about seniority or imperial authority. Pasah2005, 104 explains this as a ‘beabsichtigte
Skurrrilitat’ that reveals tha&r. was not written during the tetrarchy.
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In the first instance, the categories are (1)Abgustj (2) theCaesaresand (3) the other
principes while in the second case they consist ofGagsaresAugustiandprincipes
(2) the adopted heirs, or ratheel,'®®the Caesaresvho weremperatorum filii aut
parenteshonoured with the name of Cae&¥rThe first category if\el. 7.5 combines the
first two categories ihel. 1.1 (namelyAugustiandCaesarepwith a slight change of
terminology, while a third groupvé€l principe$ may summarize the third categoryAsl.
1.1°The second category &l 7.5 supplies a new group: the adopted heirs and
fathers and sons of emperors.

The supplementary grouping can only be explainethé description iel. 2.1-
218 Ceionius Commodus, qui et Aelius Verus appellagtisgeem sibi Hadrianus (...)
adoptavit, nihil habet in sua vita memorabile, msiod primus tantum Caesar est
appellatugcat. 2 ofAel.1.1) non testamento, ut antea solebat, neque eo maalo q
Traianus est adoptatus, sed eo prope genere, gsisitemporibus a vestra clementia
Maximianus atque Constantius Caesares dicti surdsgquidam principum filivirtute
designati augustae maiestatis hered&isice category (1) iAel. 7.5 summarizes the first
three categories &fel. 1.1, category (2) sums up the following t&e. 2.1-2, which
concerns the adoptions from Diocletian’s times awmw®ne becomes a Caesar in one
of three waystestamentdin line with the old tradition, probably refergrio Caesar’s
adoption of Augustus), by adoption (along line§ ofjan’s adoption by Nervé) and the
‘modern way’ of inheritance, as found with Maximiand Constantius who acquired the
name as sons of the emperors and heirs augesta maiestasThe author evidently
has in mind Diocletian’s tetrarchic system, undéarch the sons of the emperors were
calledCaesaresas long as thAugustiwere on the throne, and after their abdication or
death becamAugustithemselves®® An aspect that has not been noted before istieat t
formulaimperatorum filiiin the second category Agl. 7.5 (thus corresponding witkel.

183 The author plays with the different meanings eftiord ‘vel’, as we have seen before, in OM 1.4: in
‘quasi vel de Traiano aut Pio aut Marcd. vel does not correspond with the followiagt...aut.., but
stresses the clause as a whole: ‘even about Toajgius or Marcus’. Here, the first three casegebbire
disjunctives introducing three alternatives, wirilehe second case it introduces ‘a more correprecise
expression’ (OLD adel 3: ‘or rather’) - which is used in the same waye&scipes_autAugustiin Ael. 1.1.
184 pace Chastagnol 1994, 79, who transletesecratiwith ‘divinisés’ (while the more neutral ‘hallowed
is enough) and correspondingly concludes that xktension of the programme with this third categery
not reflected in the content of thtA. | believe, however, that only one category isrfolated inquique in
adoptionem venerunt ... consecrati sunt

185 pace White (1967, 121, supported by Callu 1998;9)3who supposes that theanni are absent from
both passagesel. 1.1 and 7.5: ‘Spartianus here provides for a detaseries of imperial biographies to
Diocletian, with separate libri devoted to legitiem&eirs, but not yet for accounts of the tyranni.’

186 Den Hengst (1981, 10) denies that there is a sporedance betweekel. 1.1 (third category) and 2.1-2.
187 according to Den Hengst, the difference betweenatioption of Trajan and that of Aelius is, that
Trajan was appointed co-emperor shortly afteabizption, cf. PlinPaneg 8.6:simul filius, simul Caesar,
mox imperatorin A 14.6 the adoption of Hadrian by Nerva is mentigriedether with the succeeding
emperorshoc igitur, quod Cocceius Nerva in Traiano adoptaypguod Ulpius Traianus in Hadriano,
quod Hadrianus in Antonino et ceteri deinceps psifgosuggestione fecerunt, in adrogando Aureliano,
(...), censui esse referendysee for these adoptions Paschoud (1996, 10148n'ée méthode établi’) and
Den Hengst's deviating view (1998b, 417: ‘afteragosal had been presented’, viz. by the priest).

188 Chastagnol 1994, 64-5: ‘une mise en parallélel@atmiais artificielle’.

S7



2.2:quasi ... principum fif%) may correspond witfili Augustorumas a title borne by
Constantine and Maximinus in the period 308-9 A®treeheredes augustae maiestatis
of Licinius and Galerius respectivel}f. The author presents Aelius as the first to have
been appointed Caesar on these conditions, notsréy heir, but as a real soh.

It must be concluded that the author ofid#eis not consistent in his
programmatic remarks with regard to the contentsi®ofvork: he changes his categories
of rulers according to the context of the book, levtine categories of rulers covered by
the termprincipeschange every single instance. Let us examine rmwthese
programmatic statements relate to the actual ctntdrthe books.

3.3.1.2The Actual Contents of the Books

Let us consider how the different categorief\@h 1.1 correspond with the contents of
theHA. The first category is that of the reigniAggustiin an equal position to
Diocletian, the addressee. These are evidentlyeilgaingAugustiup to and including
Macrinus, Mommsen'’s ‘Diocletianische Reihe’, suppénted with the biographies of
Hel. andAS despite the fact that these are dedicated tot@oinse. The following books
are ordered along other lines: the author willareger treat his categorissigulis libris
(Ael. 7.5), but combined in one book, for which a neagpam will be outlined in the
preface tdVlax. (see 8§ 4.3). The second categaltgg etiam, qui velCaesarum nomine
appellati sunt nec principes aut Augusti fuejustaborated ikel. 2.2 fion
testamento...maiestatis herefland repeated iAel 7.5 Quigue in adoptionem venerunt
vel imperatorum filii aut parentes Caesarum nomensecrati surjt is based on the
figure of Aelius Verus in the first plac& There are, however, others, WzandDd.,

189 Quasi...visiis here ‘in ihrer Eigenschaft als gewisseperaechte Séhne der Principes und designierte

Erben der Kaiserwiirde’, so Kolb 1987, 12. Kolb 1989-87 also treats the designatiparens principurh
as an official title, as it occurs in e@d. 27.10 for Timisitheus.

199 The title offili Augustihad been granted to the Caesares Constantine axichiMus in the period after
Diocletian and Maximian’s retirement in 306 and toaference at Carnuntum. With four candidates for
the title of Augustus (Severus, Constantine, Maxsrdnd Maximian), a settlement was made that Lisin
and Galerius were to act as Augusti, with Const@nind Maximian as theBaesareswvith the titlefili
Augusti Maxentius was denounced as a usurper, when Reot@r power in Italy. By 309 AD the four
rulers all aspired to the title of Augustus, witke ffinal result that after the battle of the Mikvikridge only
Licinius in the East and Constantine in the WestamedAugusti(Barnes 1982, 6). In all probability, the
author also regarded the title as suitable to @semd Constantius as Caesares (293-305) andefial
and Maximian (co-rulers from 286-305), who calledmselves ‘brothers’. C€I. 10.7:...ut sit omnibus
clarum Constantiunsanctissimum Caesarem et Augustae ipsum famiise e Augustos multos de se
daturum, salvis Diocletianet MaximimianoAugustis et eius fratre GalerendCar. 18.3:post quos
Diocletianumet Maximianunprincipes dii dederunt, iungentes talibus virisl&am atque_Constantium
(...). quattuor sane principes mundi fortes, sapignbenigni et admodum liberales, unum in rem p.
sentientes, semper reverentes Romani senatus, atipg@puli amici, persancti, graves, religiosigiales
principes semper oravimy{Straub 1972, 36 comments on the author’s knovdextghe tetrarchy; see also
Kolb 1987, 10-11).

19*The author promises to include all the sons of eompewith the name of Caesar, but he breaks his
promise in the case of the son of Pertinéiilum eius senatus Caesarem appellavit. sediR&xtnec

uxoris Augustae appellationem recepit et de filiatd‘cum meruerit’.No separate biography is devoted to
this youth.

192 Note thatAel. 2.2:qui (sc.Aelius Verupprimus tantum Caesaris nomancepit, adoptionéladriani
familiae principum adscitusontains the same elementsAa$ 7.5 (underlined)quique in_adoptionem
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that fit in the category mentioned. The thieg@eratorum filii aut parentég® (Ael., G,
Dd.) should be distinguished from theanni (AC, PN andCIA) mentioned in the third
category inAel. 1.1 in several respects. Not only do they caumstitlifferent categories
(thetyranniare mentioned in the third oneAwl 1.1 as €og qui quolibet alio genere
aut in famam aut in spem principatus veneyubtit they also differ in lengti&el. (1431
words),G (1233 words) an®d. (1677 words) belong to the shortest books otthtee
HA,***while the tyrants’ liveAC (2622 words)PN (2274 words) an€IA (2706 words)
are considerably longer. In conclusion, the fiegegory contains the lives Bi, AP, MA,
V, C, P, DI, S Cc, OM, Hel. andAS the second contains the livesAdl., G andDd.,
and the thirdAC, PN andCIA.

Programmatic remarks occur in both the lives oftyin@nni and of the
imperatorunfilii aut parentes In AC 3.3 both series are foungkoposui enim,
Diocletiane Auguste, omnes, qui imperatorium nosiea iusta causél) sive iniusta2)
habuerunt in litteras mittere, ut omnes purpuratsguste, cognosceré® The
imperatorium nomefthe title of imperatorj®® can either be acquirédsta causgviz.
by nomination by the senate, by testament or adoptriniusta causgviz. by
usurpation). A new division of rulers’ classes iad®, well-suited to the present
circumstances (namely in the biography of a usjrpiee new umbrella term is
purpuratus™®’ In the biography of the next usurpBi\ 9.2, the author stateson enim
facile, ut in principio libri diximusquisquam vitas eorum mittit in libros, ddi) aut
principes in re p. non fueruif®) aut a senatu appellati non sunt imperato{@saut
occisi citius ad famam venire nequiveruritst, it should be remarked that the classes of
rulers occur in a different context, namely whea difficulty of finding information
about the lesser known rulers is discussed (eardienrring inAC 3.3 andPN 1.1, see
sub 8 3.5). The categories are, supposedly, exgdamthe following sentence..omnes
illi, qui (1) aut tantum adoptati suriR) aut a militibus imperatores appellati (.(3) aut
cito interempti vitam cum imperii usurpatione pasu.®®

venerunt vel imperatorum filii aut parentes Caesanmomineconsecrati suntwhile the adoption into
Hadrian’s family in the former quote correspond#wirnperatorum filii aut parentes

193 | fact, parenteq‘family members’) is an unnecessary additioimperatoruntilii , because Geta and
Diadumenus were the sons of Septimius Severus audiis respectively, while Aelius Verus was
adopted as a son. The author may have thoughs afvm formula inAel. 1.1:adoptione Hadriani familiae
adscitus Aelius becomes a member of Hadrian’s family. Exeare important may be the fact that Aelius
is Lucius Verus’ father, who shared the emperorsiith Marcus Aurelius. The biographigel. andV are
the first two to be dedicated to Diocletian.

1940nly DI (1595 words) an¥al. (1006 words) are of comparable length; for theygotational scheme,
see below, § 3.7.

195 With proposui enim, Diocletiane Augustethe author combines his earlier formutpsa mihi
propositum fuit(Ael.7.5) andin animo mihi estDiocletiane AugustéAel1.1), after which there is again a
different classification.

19 Note thaimperatoris used as a synonympoincepsin OM 15.4:Quae de plurimis collecta serenitati
tuae, Diocletiane Auguste, detulimus, quia te cupid/eterum imperatorum esse perspeximus

197 Compare the different classespoincipesin the dedication ofel. 1.1 withut omnes purpuratos
cognoscere¢AC 3.3) withquia te cupidum veterum imperator@sse perspexim®M 15): the terms are
used as synonyms; the author does not care almeké#tt designations. (Résger 1980, 200).

198 The examples which the author gives are Vindenrfues under Nero and defeated under Galba), Piso
(adoptedCaesarunder Galba for a very brief period, in January&®d, in the second category, Antonius
(usurper under Domitian).
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PN9.1 PN9.2

Eorum..., qui ...omnes illi, qui

(1) aut principes in re p. non fuerunt (1) aut tantum adoptati sunt

(2) aut a senatu appellati non sunt (2) aut a militibus_imperatoreappellati(...)
imperatores

(3) aut occisi citius (3) aut cito interempti

Ad famam venire nequiverunt vitam cum imperii usurpatione posuerunt

Principesin PN 9.1 has the meaning Alugusti it is hard to find information about
adoptedCaesaredike Aelius (explained byui...tantum adoptati suiirh 9.2), in contrast
with information about therincipes The second category is defined by the usurpers,
appointed imperator by the soldiers, not the sefdte third category is an afterthought
about the same group, formulated in PN 9.1 witle@ro of the third category el 1.1:
(illos, qui) quolibet alio genere aut in famaamnt in spem principatugenerunt.... The
clausein famam ...venerurtecomesd famam venire nequiverynthich causes a
contradiction: whereas the author intends to desdlos, qui ... in famam ...principatus
veneruntinformation about tyrants like Pescennius Nigadifficult to find becausad
famam venire nequiveruntnmediately after this, the author announcesbibgraphy of
Clodius Albinus qui quasi socius huius habetuthis links the two biographies strongly
together.

Avidius Cassius, Clodius Albinus and PescenniuseNigay safely be regarded
as a threesome, as they are mentioned together ¢a&d.7,Q 1.1). The three
imperatorum filii aut parenteare also strongly linket?? They do have some elements in
common withAel., compareAel. 2.1:Ceionius Commodus, ... nihil habet in sua vita
memorabile nisi quod primus tantum Caesar est appellatugh Dd. 1.1 Antonini
Diadumeni pueri ... nihil habet vita memorabitesi quod...G 1.1 has the excuse:
neque enim multa in eius vita dici possui prius rebus humanis exemptus est, quam
cum fratre teneret imperiunThus, the second categoryAsl. 1.1, as explained iAel.
2.1, announces the lives @fanDd.. In the third category iAel. 7.5, the group is
specified agui...vel imperatorum filii aut parentes Caesarum maconsecrati sunt

Although his emperorship is confirmed by the senatéch is also reported by
the author of thélA (cf. OM 6-7), Macrinus is in many respects described tysaat 2>
To begin with the opening words of his vitaMitae illorum principum seu tyrannorum
sive Caesarumthe ternprincipesrefers to rulers in general, subdivided in twessks as
tyranni andCaesares™ which makes Macrinustgrannus Diadumenian is as@aesar
according to Herodiar©®M 10.5:sciendum praeterea, quod Caesar fuisse dicitur, non
Augustus Diadumenus puer, quem plerique pari fuisse patris imperio tradiderunt
andDd. 2.5:Herodianus Graecus scriptor haec praeteriens Diadoom tantum
Caesarem dicit puerum a militibus nuncupafifin the two biographies, the title of

199 The coherence of the lives of the usurpers antlteg of the Caesares led Callu (198821y -xxvii ) to
suppose that the addition of the two groups ocdurréwo different stages of redaction. Pascho@96]
XXXIV') rejects Callu’s claim, but it is to be regretthdt he equally denies the differences betweetwbe
groups (like Syme 1971, 68; Barnes 1970, 30 andHbargst 1992, 158). In what stage the groups eshtere
theHA is hard to say, but the differences can hardlgdrged.

20356e above, § 2.2.1 (Den Hengst 1981, 51 and 5Tmpérium arripui.

20! Den Hengst 1981, 51, following Résger 1980, 179-84

202\which is indeed true: Herodian 5.4.12, see farrther discussion of the passage § 5.3.2.

60



3.3.2

Augustus in relation to Macrinus and Diadumeniaexislusively used id.8.5 and 9.1

in two fictitious letters. A further indication ththe author treats Macrinus as a usurper,
is that he is dealt with as a ruler about whommoth is known. This was a problem,
according tdPN 1.1-Z% andPN 9.22%*in writing up tyrants. As we have seen, in his
programmatic remarks the author hints at the castafithe book and the immediate
context in which they occur, suchAsl. 1.1 andPN 1.1. Schwartz (1972, 265) notes that
the emperor Macrinus fits none of the categoriestimeed inPN 9.1-22°° but his
conclusion that the author was therefore badlyrméx about Macrinus’s life cannot be
drawn from this datum: rather, the author changesdtegories depending on the subject
at hand. It is important to note that the prefac®M does not cover the programme of
the entireHA, but that the two following biographies only ané&roduced by this

particular prefacé®®

The Contents of the Intermediary and Later Lives

OM andDd., both belonging to IL, are structured along thes of PL and SL, and fit the
announcement of the booksAel. 1.1 and 7.4 (and thus treated under § 3.3.1).eSom
more remarks about IL and LL should be made. Asiauee seen, the tyrants’ livée<,

PN andCIA are mentioned ‘en groupe’ &S1.7 andQ 1.1, whileAel., G andDd. are not
referred to. The author’'s promiseAel. 7.5 to treat rulers from several categories in
separate booksifigulis libris exponeneis abandoned frorlax. onward, where rulers
are combinedNe fastidiosum esset clementiae tuae, Constantxéme,_singulos
guosque principes vel principum liberos per libsisgulos legereadhibui
moderationem, qua in unum volumen duos Maximiretsem filiumque, congererem
The perspective has shifted from the autieapbnergto the readerldégerg, while the
formulasingulis librisremains unchanged. The content is changedoniaipes vel
principum liberos while Ael. 7.5 hasmperatorum filii aut parenteéso:imperatorum filii
becomeprincipum libero3. The tyrants, who are not named as a categoryomger,

are merged into a group containing@ihcipes In the sequel, separate categories are
applied: thirty tyrants during the reign of Gallienare collected in one book, while later
in Q four tyrants are treated. Moreover, the authorteasjzes a different description of

203 Rarum atque difficile est, ut, quos tyrannos alfarvictoria fecerit, bene mittantur in litteras, afe

ideo vix omnia de his plene in monumentis atquekmus habentur. primum enim, quae magna sunt in
eorum honorem, ab scriptoribus depravantur, deialige supprimuntur, postremo non magna diligentia in
eorum genere ac vita requiretur..This last item is what the author of tH& reproaches Cordus for: he
did not search hard enough or find much.

24non enim facile, ut in principio libri diximus, qgjuam vitas eorum mittit in libros, qui aut prineipin

re p. non fuerunt aut a senatu appellati non smyeratores aut occisi citius ad famam venire negjuint.
Macrinus seems to fit in the last category (desttiimOM 1.1 asqui non diu imperaruntcf. de imperio,
quod non diu tenuerunt

25 gijll, the formulaquos tyrannos aliorum victoria fecedbes apply to Macrinus, who is killed only after
one year of reign by the troops of Heliogabaluse &bthor’s point is that there is only a slighfetiénce
between short-reigning emperors and tyrants whiveasfo the throne.

208 Tyrcan (1993, 115) suggests that the preface daadain the final stage of writing, when the se@yd
lives were also written. Den Hengst 1981, 51 thithie the preface serves as a program for a safries
minor rulers, including Macrinus and Diadumeniagpgated in 1992, 166n55). Callu 1992y11 sees the
preface tdAel. as the beginning of ‘la vrai préface’, continurdPN andOM.
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his material, developed from the observation thi@nni do not hold power for long°(N
9.1:0ccisi citiusandPN 9.2: cito interempt).

In the first of the Intermediary Lives, the autBarhanges in his programme go
almost unnoticedOM 1.1:Vitae illorum principum seu tyrannorum sive Caesaygui
non diu imperarunt, in obscuro latent, . As we have seen in the preceding paragraph,
thetyranni andCaesaregprimarily refer to Macrinus and Diadumenian respety. He
continues his narration with tyrants who becameesons, but not for long. This last
notion is important, because it will return in mdater books. The phrase reappears
already in the continuation of the same sentencete(imperio, quod non diu tenuerunt
While in the lives ofAC andPN, the lack of information about the tyrants wasseal by
the fact that they were defeated and consequeasiygul into oblivioR’’ in OM the
author is troubled by a lack of information becatisesubject of the book did not reign
long. Macrinus’s reign is a break in the Severamagdyy, but after Alexander Severus, the
age of the short-lived emperors begins. At leggttanstances of the theme in IL, and
eight in LL can be counted® It looks as if the plan to treat the emperors mahts in
separate books has made place for another dekggdidtinction between emperors and
tyrants becomes ever more vague; the durationeofeign becomes a criterium to
distinguish the emperor from the tyrant. Also strikis the use of the theme in
connection with oracles amiinain IL: Dd. 1.1, 5.4AS13.3,Max 30.2,Gd. 23.2%%°

The most elaborate passage in which the thertteeafuration of a reign occurs is
AS64.1-2:Hactenus imperium populi Romani eum princigem Alexander)habuit, qui
diutiusimperaret, post eum certatim inruentibus et aegsnenstribuysaliis annuis
plerisque per bienniuprad summum per trienniumperantibus usque ad eos principes,
qui latiusimperium tetenderunt, Aurelianum dico, et deinc@pe author distinguishes
between short-lived emperors and longer-lastingrsudnd uses this notion in a

207 AC 3.1:neque enim plura de his sciri possunt, quorum vigailustrare nullus audet eorum causa, a
quibus oppressi fuerirdr PN 1.1: Rarum atque difficile est, ut, quos tyrannos almarvictoria fecerit bene
mittantur in litteras.. .. the rules of these tyrants could not be desdrdmequately for fear of those who
conquered them.

208D, 1.1: ei stupenda omina sunt facta imperii non diyti#: quare dixerunt mathematici et
imperatoris illum filium futurum et imperatoremed non diuHel.1.2: simul intelleget Romanorum iudicia,
quod illi (i.e. Augustus and his successasiliu imperarunet exitu naturali functi suphi (i.e. tyranni)
vero interfecti, tracti, tyranni etiam appellatiugrum nec nomina libet dicerAS13.2 ex quo quidem
haruspices dixerunt imperatorequidem illum, sed non diuturum et cito ad imperium perventurug®.3:
‘molliorem tibi potestatenet contemptabiliorem impefiecisti’, ille respondit:‘'sed securiorem atque
diuturniorem} AS 64.1, see belowlax. 30.2 quando dixerunt haruspices duos imperatores dgiaturnos
ex una domo isdem nominibus futyr@sl. 23.2 sed indicium non diu imperatuGordiani hoc fuit, quod
eclipsis solis facta esGall. 13.2 (about Zenobiajpsa suscepit imperium djue rexit non muliebriter
neque more femine@1.1 (about MacrinusiCapto Valeriano, diclarissimo_principecivitatis; 24.2:et

cum multa Tetricus feliciterque gessisset etjdalimperasseab Aureliano victus26.3: (about
Trebellianus)aliguamdiuapud Cilicasimperavit 27.1:Zenobia usurpato sibi imperio diutiggiam
feminam decuit rem p. obtinuR0.2:nomine filiorum Herenniani et Timolai diutiuguam femineus sexus
patiebatur, imperavijt31.4 (about Victoria)quae quidem non diutiugxit; Cl. 1.3:...qui si_diutiusn hac
esset commoratus re, [scipiones nobis et Camillos omnesque illos estesuis viribus, suis consiliis, sua
providentia reddidisset. brevilius, negare non possum, in imperio fuit temmed breve fuisset, etiamsi
guantum hominum vita suppetit, tantum vir talis émgpe potuisset

29 Two more oracles should be mentionedt 8.6 ftem cum quaereretur, quamdiu imperaturus esset,
respondisse Graece dicitur: (...) ex quo intellecteverum viginti annos expleturyandOM 3.2 &ed
credentibus cunctis, quod octo annis Antoninus Piperaturus esset, ). Oracles do appear to know a
lot about the duration of reigns.
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3.4

programmatic statement, like el. 35.2:scribere autem ordiar, qui post sequentur.
guorum Alexander optimus et cum cura dicendusrasbraim tredecinprinceps,
semestrealii et vix annuiet bimj Aurelianus praecipuus et horum omnium decus aucto
tui generis Claudius semestres alii et vix annibigti. The climax in the sequence
semenstribus — annuis — biennium — triennium d$ati AS64.1-2 is an amplification of
Hel.35.8semestres annui—bimi (apart from th@nnorum tredecinfior Alexander). The
character of a repetitive theme becomes cle&Bnl5.7, where historiographical
discussions about the duration of a reign are tegdmperarunt autem Maximus et
Balbinus_anno unocum Maximinus imperasset cum filio, ut quidanudicper
triennium ut alii per bienniunf*°

The theme occurs most frequentlyTinThe contents of this book, thirty tyrants,
require it: the brevity of their reigns is the reasvhy they are little-known. The imperial
crisis of the third centufy" manifests itself in a rapid succession of rulessich leaves
its marks on the structure of the books. In thégme= ofCl. (1.1), the author calls the
shorter reigning rulersimultuarios ... imperatores ac regufd$ It is interesting to
compare the description of the rapid change wittoHi@an’s account of the rulers after
Marcus Aurelius’ death (1.1.5pv (sc.tveavvwyv te kal PaciAéwv) ot pev
EruunkeoTéQav Eoxov TNV apxnV, ol 0¢ mEdoKaLEOV TNV duvaotelav: elot & ot
HEXOL TTEOOTNYORIAG KAl TIUTG EPNUEQOL HOVTIG EADOVTES eVOEwC
kateAVONoav. What Herodian also seems to recognize is that theralyssominute
differer:zclg between the official rulers who did reign long and the ‘tyrants’ who almost
made it

The Scope of theHA

In the preceding paragraphs the author’'s matesrdbit narration and his programmatic
remarks have been outlined, so that now the tirsechme to consider the period from
which the author took the elements of his narratfmwe have seen, the material used in
Ael. 1.1 and 7.5 exhibit considerable differences]evhi the same time the narrative
spectrum appears to have undergone significarattias:

Ael.1.1 Ael. 7.5

in animo mihi esf1] Quia mihi propositum fuit...

#1910 Hel. 34.1, Heliogabalus’ reign is measured in yelftisum fortasse cuipiam videatur, Constantine
venerabilis, quod haec clades, quam rettuli, lodagpum fuerit, et quidem prope triennio

21 The notion of crisis in the third century is aljatebated topic, about which a huge amount ofditee
has appeared in the past decade. A recent oveiwigmo volumes is Johne 2008, in which several
scholars elucidate various aspects of the histbtlyeoera 235-84 (from the death of Alexander Sev¢o
the accession of Diocletian), which is generallidhe be a period of crisis in economic, governragnt
military, moral and cultural respect. For an ovewiof the historical problems and many references t
(recent) literature see De Blois 2006, 25-36.

212 cf, the formulaminusculos tyrannom Q 1.1 and the discussion if the first tyrant, Firmsisould only
be called datrunculus(Paschoud 2001, 207-11).

23 The same goes for Herodian, as expressed by Haflgat, 203: *...quick succession of reigns, bound
up with the phenomenon of many adolescents suatgédlithe throne, that is announced as the most
noticeable feature of the period, deserving theatees’ special attention’ (cf. Hidber 2006, 273-8)
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Diocletiane Auguste, tot principum ...singulis libris exponere, meae
maxime, (*) cognitioni numinis tui satisfaciens conscientiae, etiamsi multis
sternere|2] nulla sit necessitas talia requirendi.

* non solum eos, qui principum locum in...omnes, qui (...) vel Caesares vel
hac statione, quam temperas, retentaryriugustivel principesappellati sunt

(**), sed illos etiam, qui veCaesarum | quique in adoptionem venerunt, vel
nomine appellati sunhec principesaut | imperatorum filii aut parente€aesarum
Augustifuerunt, vel quolibet alio genere| nomineconsecrati sunt...

aut in famam aut in spem principatus

venerunt [3]

** ut usque ad Hadrianum fejei] PostCaesarendictatorem, hoc est divum
lulium

Quorum praecipue dAelio Vero Haec sunt, quae déero Caesare

dicendum est, .[5] mandanda litteris fuerunt.

Figure 3.1 A comparison of the programmatic statements vagard to theHA’s
content inAel.1.1 and 7.5

Many elements from the preface recur in one wagnather in the epilogue, such as the
intentions of the author [1], the various reasansafriting thevitae [2], the contents of
the book [3], therincipesdescribed [4], the writing of ata Aelii [5]. The words in bold
type show the lexical similarities between the texts and the way in which the author
uses the same terms in different contexts, withenattention to style than to logic
(principes aut Augustfor example, recurs asugusti vel principgsandCaesarum
nomine appellati suris split intoappellati sunandCaesarum nomineThese
interventions make it difficult to extract an unigerg logic, though it is important to
remember that in thdA style is often more important than content.

Meanwile, there is another problem with the tirparsied by thélA, as there are
two different statements about the beginning ofséges. The question at what point the
HA originally began has been posed many tiMé$here are several reasons to suppose
that the present beginning of tHé, the biography of Hadrian, was not the origina¢,on
especially as this book lacks a preface. Alsooti have been more logical for the
author to have linked his series to the end of @ues$’ De vita Caesarumwhich ended
with Domitian’s reign in the year 96. He could wedlve continued this series with
Domitian’s successor Nerva, who, moreover, wagdbeder of the system of adoptive
emperors. The idea of linking a work to a famouwsdpcessor has other precedents in
historiography, such as Ammianus did, who begarrevfiacitus had left off*°In his
survey (2006-1, 11-5) of diverging opinions abdw two major questions (preface and

21 Den Hengst 1981, 14-6 (followed by Chastagnol 1984V ) considers the question useless, as the
answer cannot be given on the basis of the dapmssul by Paschoud 199&viil, 40nl (‘Je ne partage
pas le point de vue de Chastagnol, qui pense gisgye la question ne peut étre tranchée avedudbaiil

est inutile de la poser’). Hohl (1920, 297), Syrh@48, 207), Stubenrauch (1981, 59) Paschbad &nd
Fundling (2006, 11-5) all suppose that the begigiériost accidentally, not so: Johne 1976, 11réiuC
1992 xxIv; Meckler 1996, 364-75. Hartke (1951, 324-7) codekifrom a statistical analysis of references
to Augusti that there never wagita Traiani. Dessau (1892, 587) says about the question: ‘Barss
Anfang der Sammlung fehlt ist ohne dies sicher Haieunméglich mit Hadrian begonnen’.

215 A principatu Caesaris Nervae exors&G 31.16.9, see above, § 2.3. Marincola (1997, apf).téeats

the instances in which historiographers startiogfThucydides, link their narration to a predecesso
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3.4.1

beginning) Findling concludes that in the presatesf affairs no definite conclusion
about the beginning can be draWhOne obvious method of ascertaining whether any
vitae NervaeandTraiani ever existed and were subsequently lost is bysasgginternal
references to earlier (lost) works. The probleni& many of the references identified
can be interpreted in more than one way, as he5(2BB5) makes clear. In the next few
paragraphs the author’s programmatic statemenig e beginning and the end of his
work will be investigated in order to try and edistba system in his contradictory
remarks.

The Beginning of theHA

The first preface in thelA is that ofAel., which is closely linked to its epilogue. The
author comments on the projected scope of his apiges, both with regard to its
contents and the starting point of his series.mAgtEs to harmonize the contradictory
remarks in thédA risk ignoring the nature of the work: the authongcously and
frivolously changes details in his programmatic aeks by way of a literary game, but
also as part of an apparent effort to impose avdea heterogenous collection of
biographies. Starting point and end shift contityuddroughout the series. The remarks
on the work’s beginning are gradually substitutgadmarks on its projected end, just as
Diocletian as a dedicatee is replaced by Constauatiil others. Although there are many
contradictions in the author's comments, thereme method to his farrago. He is much
given to using the factor of time (TN in particylavhereby he seeks to delude the reader
with seemingly consistent yet contradictory comraent

It has been remarked before that there is a difterdetween the claims made in
Ael1.1 and 7.4 The author pretends to come up with a consistergram, while what
we find is that it has been changed subtly at titea# his narration abodtel.. In the
next biographies, up ©©M, no remarks are found about the beginning oHAgunless
AC 3.3omnesurpuratosis read as an indication of the scope ofti#¢.7*8 In the
preface tdOM a new literary technique crops up. In his defeagainst his imaginary
opponent the author uses the formulajuasi vel de Traiano aut Pio aut Marco
sciendum sit, .(OM 1.4). This has the double effect of distancingdathfrom what has
been said before, to the point of suggesting teav&s not responsible for having written
the preceding biographies, and associating Trajnthose of Antoninus Pius and
Marcus Aurelius. This is suggestive: it hints d@ti@graphy of Trajan. A similar
mystification occurs ifHel.1.2:...conpensationem sibi lector diligens faciat, cugeté
Augustum, Traianum, Vespasianum, Hadrianum, Piutaml Marcum. Whereas the
biographies of Augustus, Titus, Trajan and Vespeara not part of the actudk, those
of Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius-aeven if they are all mentioned in

218«Als Fiktion ist dieHA so einmalig, dass man sich damit schwertut, ilgeReund Grenzen des
Mdglichen vor zu schreiben’. All the same, Fiindltegds to assume ‘ochne weiteres’ that the beginning
has been lost in the textual tradition: ‘Gleichwbldibt der offensichtliche Vorteil eines Prooemaufiir
den Rest des Werks das starkste Argument zuguestes Anfangsverlustes.’

27 Hartke 1951, 328; White 1967, 121; Den Hengst 1981 Chastagnol 199%xxv . Stubenrauch’s
complex attempt to emend the passagk 7.5 (1981, 64-81) in order to harmonize the dispeemarks in
Ael. 1.1-2, 7.5 an® 1 ignores the irregular nature of tHa.

%8 Den Hengst 1981, 15-6.
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one breath (with Vespasian and Titus breaking epctitonological order). The author
tries to veil the beginning of theA in ambiguity and attempts to make the reader torge
that he once began with Hadrian. We find much #mesinAS 1.7, this time with respect
to the rival emperorsiam et Pescennium Nigrum et Clodium Albinum etigwid
Cassium et ante Lucium Vindicem et L. Antoniurpsim Severum, With the wordset
antethe author suggests that Lucius Vindex and L. Ant® have been treated in the
same way as Pescennius Niger, Clodius Albinus andids Cassius. In this way, he
separates the threesome of tyrants treated iHAeom the earlier ones, but passes over
the fact that they belong to the historical timesatibed by Suetonius. @1.7*° he
describes matters the other way round: Antonius\dndex are mentioned as Suetonius’
responsibility, and Avidius and Albinus and Nigee Marius Maximus’ interest.
Subsequently, under the guise of Vopiscus, hegébehis predecessor Trebellius Pollio
(author ofT), as if he is one of a kind with Suetonius and iMaMaximus. The actual
beginning of theHA is not referred to even once, but constantly gheser.

The author’s attempt to obscure the starting poinAel. to Hel. may indicate
thatH was always his starting point. He tries to suggestthe starting point wamost
Caesaremand does so by referring to the lives of Augustitsis, Vespasian, Domitian
and Trajan. Given the fact that he seeks to shpigsiauthority by taking recourse to a
group of fictitious fellow authors, he does notrsoch claim to have written these lives
himself, as present these lives as part of a colélve effort. On one hand, the author
distances himself from the previous biographiesiticizing his alter ego Cordus, and,
implicitly, Marius Maximus, on the other he triesihcorporate all history from
Augustus to the time when tiA was allegedly written. A general preface, if it eve
existed, would have nullified this effect of incorption of the first century AD in the
series. The same can be said about the conjebiatréhere ever was such a thing as a
vita Nervae(*N) or Traiani (*Tr.). There is no sign that they ever existed. Withou
further evidence we have no choice but to accepbéginning of our familiaHA as its
original one, though a definite answer cannot bergi We will return to this issue below,
§ 3.8.

3.4.2The End of theHA

Something similar to the problems with the begngnof theHA is the case with its
projected end. IiHel.35.2, the author for the first time reveals sonmgftabout its
intended conclusion:

Hel. 35.2-6: AS64.1-2:

scribere autem ordiamqui post sequentur Hactenus imperium populi Romani
QuorumAlexanderoptimus et cum cura eum principenti.e. Alexander)
dicendus est annorum tredecim princeps, habuit, qui diutius imperarepost

semestres alii et vix annui et bjrAlurelianus eum certatim inruentibus et aliis

219 Minusculos tyrannos scio plerosque tacuisse autitirepraeterisse. nam et Suetonius Tran-quillus,
emendatissimus et candidissimus scriptor, Antoniindicemtacuit, contentus eo quod eos cursim
perstrinxerat, et Marius Maximus, qui Avidiuvtarci temporibus, Albinuret NigrumSeveri non suis
propriis libris sed alienis innexuit. et de Suetonion miramur, cui familiare fuit amare brevitatem.
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praecipuus et horum omnium decus auctor tui semenstribus, aliis annuis, plerisque
generis,Claudius (...) His iungendi sunt per biennium, ad summum per
Diocletianus aurei parens saeculi, et triennium imperantibusisque ad eos
Maximianus, ut vulgo dicitur, ferrei, ceterique principes qui latius imperium

ad pietatem tuam. Te verAugustevenerabilis tetenderuntAurelianum dico, et
multis paginis isdemque disertioribus illi deinceps

prosequentur, quibus id felicior natura De quibus, si vita subpeditaverit, ea,
detulerit??° His addendi suriticinius, Severus quae conperta fuerint, publicabimus
AlexanderatqueMaxentius quorum omnium

ius in dicionem tuam venit, sed ita ut nihil eorum

virtuti derogetur.

In Hel. 35.2-6 Alexander, Aurelian and Claudius are nmar@d among the emperors
whose lives are included in th&A as we know it, while Diocletian, Maximian,
Constantine, Licinius, Severus, Alexarfdéand Maxentius are beyond the scope of the
actualHA. The reader at this point expects that the autlibcarry on at least to the
point of Licinius’ defeat in 324 AD. IAS64.1-2, only Aurelianét deincepsare
mentioned, with an unspecified ending. To restbesgquilibrium, another motif from
Hel. 35.2 is repeated and drastically amplified: theaton of the reigns succeeding
Alexander’s term is alteredinorum tredecim princeps qui diutius imperaret
semestres ali~ et aliis semenstriby®t vix annui— aliis annuis et bimi— plerisque
per bienniunmand extendeda@d summum per triennium imperantibus usque ad eos
principes, qui latius imperium tetenderunthe author has not only become wordier in
his style, but also vaguer in his statements.Medewdit the end of this last
programmatic remark about the ending of g a new motif is introduced: if he is
granted the time to do so, he will add the livetheftetrachs. The author thus lets us
know that theHA is a work in progres€?In Pr.1.5, he states:.si vita suppetet, omnes,
qui supersunt usque ad Maximianum Diocletianumdcienais (the projected end is
placed at an earlier moment in tinusgue adthat is: 294 ADY? At the end of the
same vita, irPr. 24.8, the motif is repeategost deinde si vita suppetit, Carum
incipiemus propagare cum liberiwhich has the same result (294 AD), though
Diocletian is not mentioned any longer. From tresnponward the work’s limits are not

220 quibus id felicior natura detuleribthers, better equipped to describe the timeékefeigning emperor,
should continue the work; Cf. Amm. MaRG 31.16.9scribant reliqua potiores aetate, doctrinis
florentes, ..(see Kelly 2007, 222 for text and explanation &sranula of humility). A further discussion of
the meaning of the phrase is found in § 3.5.

21| e. Domitius, the usurper of 308-10 in Africafefited by Maxentius: Chastagnol 1994, 545n1.

222 cf, also the author’s elaborate remarRax. 16.7: haec ego in aliorum vita de Probo credidi
praelibanda, ne dies, hora, momentum aliquid sidicaret in me necessitate fatali ac Probo indicto
deperiremlt is interesting that the ‘motif of long life’ ishifted to the subject of his narrationTiac. 16.6:
qui si diutius vixisset.cf. Livy’'s remark about Hamilcar®yUC 21.2.1:si diutius vixissgtand Philippus
(39.23.5 and 41.24.4-5i vixisse). Cf. Aur. 24.8:quae qui velit nosse, Graecos legat libros, queilss
vita conscripti sunt. ipse autem, si vita suppetifue ipsius viri favor viguerit, breviter salteamti viri
facta in litteras mittam, non quo illius viri gestaunere mei sermonis indigeant, sed ut ea, quagnohér
sunt, omnium voce praedicentur

223 Stubenrauch (1981, 90-3) interpretmssjue adhs including the tetrarchy, an interpretation Wi
rejected by Paschoud 2001, 51n35 and 2005, E6Ba similar instance, though another signifimati
(namely: inclusive) ofisque adAmm. Marc.RG 31.16.9:ad usque Valentis interitum
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shifted any further, while references about the legtbme ever more explicit. @ 1.4
the author statesum dicendi essent Carus, Carinus et NumeriamaQ 9.4: superest
nobis Carinus.... Fromincipiemus propagaréo dicendi esserdndsuperest nobjghe
author increasingly goes back on his promise. BHeviing table shows the shifting
boundaries of thelA, based on the author's own programmatic remarks:

Subject Matter| Period Covered| Actual Work Projected Narrative Range
Caesar
| 44 BC -117 AD| (Suetonius) Ael. 7.5 post Caesarem
Domitian dictatoren)
Nerva
| 96-117 AD @ Ael. 1.1 (isque ad Hadrianujn
Trajan
Hadrian H-Car.
| 117-284 AD HA Pr.1.5 Uusque ad Maximianum
Carinus Diocletianumque§®*
Diocletian AS64.1-2 Aurelianus et
| 284-324 AD @ deincep}

Constantine

Hel. 35.2-6 hisaddendi sunt
Licinius... Maxentiug

Figure 3.2: The actual (in bold type) and projected scope eHA

For the shift at the end of th#A there are some famous models in Latin
literature. Authors sometimes wish to let the reda®w that their writing is a work in
progress, as for instance LivikWJC 31.1). The prime example from Latin literature for
the author of thélA, however, would have been TacitésinalesandHistoriae, which
largely overlap the era of Suetonilde vita Caesarumlust like the author of tHe¢A
(and unlike Suetonius), Tacitus comments on thénbéty and the end of his works. If
we assess Tacitus’ works as a unity, covering émm@ab excessu divi Augugt the
death of Domitian, and study his own remarks tloggoted end of his works, the
following picture appears:

224 pApart fromPr.1.5,Pr. 24.8,Q 1.4 andQ 9.4 indicate the actual ending.
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Subject Matter Period Covered Work Time of Publishing
Augustus Up to 14 AD %] (2)
Tiberius

14-69 AD Annales ca. 120 AD
Nero
Galba
| 69-96 AD Historiae ca. 109-10 AD
Domitian
Nerva
Trajan from 96 AD %] (2)

Figure 3.3 The actual and projected scope of Tacitus’ wdtksnalesandHistoriae¥*

The figure shows that Tacitus described the histbperiod from Tiberius to Domitian
in two works,AnnalesandHistoriae, which cover a continuous historical perf68The
scope of the narration is fluid. For exampleAimales3.24, Tacitus plans to write about
the times of Augustus, whereas Aisnalesonly cover the periodb excessu divi
Augusti (1) Sed aliorum exitus, simul cetera illius aetgs Augusti)memorabo, si
effectis in quae tetendi plures ad curas vitam preata With cetera illius aetatis
memorabalacitus means a description of Augustus’ reignctvitomes down to
transcending the boundaries of his own narratidnlereffectis in quae tetendefers to
the realization of his current project of thenales This plan was, as far as we know and
for whatever reason, never realized.(.vitam produxerds the unfulfilled condition
which might have prevented Tacitus). The remarlkeats/something about the scheme
the author had in mind: he intended to shift thgitr@ng of his subject matter back to an
earlier date in history. The end of the projegirissented in the same way:Hnl.1.4
Tacitus states that, life permitting, he intendsdatinue his narration up to his own
times, which is under Trajan’s reign: @@)od si vita suppeditet, principatum divi Nervae
et imperium Traiani, uberiorem securioremque maiterj senectuti sepostii The
formulasquod si vita suppedit@indsenectuti seposuaire other ways of sayirgy vitam
produxeroin (1). Tacitus never got so far as to describevale or Trajan’s reign (96-8
and 98-117 respectively), possibly prevented bydeath around 120 AD. Note that
when Tacitus looked ahead to the promised endsdflistoriae the Annaleshad not yet
been written — he chose to go back in time to desc¢he early decades of the first
century AD.

What exactly does the similarity in writing proced and programmatic remarks
prove? It would be risky to conclude that the folasunPr.1.5 (he states:.si vita

225 As is well known, Jerome considered TacittiehalesandHistoriaeto be a unity, comprising thirty
books Comm. ad Zachapte3.14).

226 The beginnings and endings of Tacitus’ works dmdauthorial comments are comprehensively treated
in Kraus/Woodman 1997, 88-97; cf. Leeman 1973, 263-

22T The promise to describe the reigns of Nerva (arthtially Trajan) is also made Agr. 3.3

(testimonium praesentium bonorurghilver 1979, 37.
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3.5

suppetatandPr. 24.8 post deinde si vita suppgtinh HA are directly derived from the
Annales3.24 @i ...vitam produxefoandH 1.1.4 uod si vita suppeditgtwhen this kind
of formula is also encountered in other woStill, the composition of a historical
work on a period in imperial history, in which thethor transcends the borders of his
own narration in order to sketch his (alleged)Hartplans, makes the comparison with
Tacitus interesting. Suetonius does not have progratic remarks of this kind, and
Nepos does not organize his biographies along pegific chronological order, nor is his
material related to his own lifetime. The systeniRoiman emperorship made it possible
for historiographers to take imperial rule as anpof departure for their descriptions of
historical time. Both Tacitus and the narratort@HA took the termination of a reign
and the beginning of another (the adoptive empbkip@nd the tetrarchy respectively) in
which they lived, as the end of their narrationcl®a program leads to promises and
speculations about further writing that is presémtemuch the same form.

Style

With the formulauberiorem securioremque materiaracitus H 1.1.4) promises a
favourable description of the era of Nerva and dwrajinder whose reigns he writé3.
The promise to describe contemporary events cawigpared to what the author of the
HA writes inHel. 35.5, although he pretends there that he will leéaeedescription of the
current reign to more talented successqusbs id felicior natura detuledit These more
talented authors will describe Constantineltis paginis isdemque disertioribu3isertus
normally denotes ‘dexterous or skilled in speaKimgwriting)’ — the question being here
what the author exactly means with this indicatidstyle. A clue is possibly found @
15.10:Diocletianus et qui secuntur stilo maiore dicenalns This leads us to the
guestion who are supposed to continue the narratilmnmaioreand, in the second place,
what type of text the author has in mind. Firsg, #uthors. Wolfflin (1891, 511)
interpreted the remark as a promise to continu@aneationstilo maiore while on the
other hand Den Hengst (1981, 74; 1992, 160) féalsthe author did not intend to do so
himself, as others were better equipped for trish@stated iflel. 35.5)>*° The latter

228 g. Cic.De Fin.1.4.11:et scribentur fortasse plura, si vita suppeteBrut. 245 6i vita
suppeditavissgtPhil. 3.15 ; Livy 35.15.3 ; 40.56.7 ; Pliny the Youndsgz. 5.5.8 (Paschoud 1996, 142);
contemporary parallels in Ausoniap. 10:fors fuat, ut si mihi vita suppetet, aliquid rerdoarum quamvis
incultus expoliam.andep. 16:si vita suppete{Chastagnol 1994 xxxviil ). HieronymusEp. 47.3:si vita
suppetit(Velaza 1997, 251, taken from Schwartz 1966, 4638&cording to Velazailfid.) Tac.H 1.1.4
comes close to cases in tHA (‘le locussimilis le plus proche’). Paschoud 2005, 109, quoting Sy8%s3,
221, states that Tacitus did not intend to wrigettmes of Trajan at all, but left the materiattie crowd,

to panegyrists or to poets’.

22 The reign of Nerva is praised in Agr.3aligeatque cotidie felicitatem temporum Nerva Tragn..,
those of Nerva and Trajan Hh1.1.4:rara felicitate temporum, ubi sentire quae veligjeae sentias dicere
licet. uberioremque... materiadenotes the ‘richer’ material for the historicakration, which particularly
consists of Trajan’s expeditions in the eéiieriusoften concerns style of writing, as in Cice@rét. 39,
about Herodotus and Thucydides) and Ammianus Miamasl(in the preface tRG 26.1.2:cognitiones
actuum variorunstilis uberibusexplicata$. Securioremgueoncerns thébertas dicendin Trajan’s times
(as can be inferred from Chilver 1979, 38raxh ...licet OLD adsecurus2b: ‘(of conditions, places) free
from anxieties, undisturbed, peaceful’.

%% Dessau (1889, 33) stressed the political impdégibif dedicating a series of biographies, inchgli
usurpers (and the emperor’s fiercest enemieshetadigning emperor Constantine.
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interpretation is certainly right fddel. 35.5, but overlooks the fact that the author
continues witmon ego id faciam...vera praedicafidel. 35.7), in which he promises to
describe the rivals of Constantifié Moreover, theHA pretends to have a multiple
authorship. The author constantly hides behincbfit personalities, and does not really
distinguish between his own writings and thoseatie¢ed) others — he just leaves
matters undecided.

Next, style. The emperors succeeding Diocletiahlveldescribegaginis...
disertioribus a style which the author disapproves of himsel€ording to the preface to
thevita Probi (Pr. 2.6-7):illud tantum contestatum volo me et rem scripsiggam, si
quis voluerit, honestiGE eloquio celsioralemonstret, et mihi quidem id animi fuit, ut
non Sallustios, Livios, Tacitos, Trogos atque onthesrtissimosmitarer viros in vita
principum et temporibus disserendis, sed Marium illax, Suetonium Tranquillum,
Fabium Marcellinum, Gargilium Martialem, lulium Cagplinum, Aelium Lampridium
ceterosque, qui haec et talia non tam diseuam_verenemoriae tradiderunfThe
author does not intend to adopt the style of glastbriography, but of the biographers
from Suetonius to th8criptores historiae Augustakecause a truthful account is
preferable to a grand stylgui haec et talia non tam disertpiam veranemoriae
tradiderun).?*® Just before the transition to the historical riéora he contradicts himself
with (Pr.2.9)et ne diutius ea, quae ad meum consilium pertineqtar, magnum et
praeclarum principem et qualem historia nostra mawvit, arripiam which seems to
announce a eulogy.

The remarks about continuation of the narratiothers are reminiscent of the
last programmatic remark (or ‘sphragis’) in AmmiarMarcellinusRG 31.16.9:scribant
reliqua potiores aetate, doctrinis florentes, quebs- si libuerit — adgressuros procudere
linguas ad maiores moneo stilokhe author of thélA seems to combine a classic
commonplace (he provides the material that othexng unse for historiography, here
indicated as descriptiomoquio celsior&*) and the admonition to others to describe the

2111 Hel. 35.6, the author promises to describe the empémm Alexander to Claudius, whereafter he
statesHis iungendi sunbDiocletianus (...) et Maximianus. . Others will have to describe Constantine,
whereafter the author statés$e. 35.6):His addendi sunkicinius, Severus, Alexander atque Maxentius...
Then the author continues with sayite(. 35.7):non ego id faciam, quod plerique scriptores solent,
So, if we follow the author’s line of thought, hdlvadd the defeated rulers to the description of
Constantine. It is interesting that@ar. 18.5, after he has apparently given up his pagohtinue up to
Diocletian’s times, he does mention one of thodh@s who will describe Diocletian’s reigguorum

vitam (i.e. the tetrarchsgingulis libris Claudius Eusthenius, qui Dioclet@ab epistulis fuit, scripsit, quod
idcirco dixi, ne quis a me rem tantam requireregxime cum vel vivorum principum vita non sine
reprehensione dicatutVriting about recent emperors is hazardous,aatton has it (Paschoud 2005,
107). Cf.HA Car. 18.5cum vel vivorum principum vita non sine reprehensidicaturand Amm. Marc.
26.1.1 (and Den Boetft et al. 2008, 8-9). Leemar81280 definesecuritasin a political sense as ‘freedom
from curain the meaning of moral pressure’.

%2 Honestiuss a manifestation of the much debatedtastopos in historiography. Cicero was the first to
formulate theprima lex historiaeOrat. 2.62:Nam quis nescit primam esse historiae legem, rek falsi
dicere audeat? Deinde ne quid veri non audgfifa recent overview see Blockley 2001, 14-24; f
Ammianus: Den Boetfét al. 2008, 9 and for Cicero: Leeman 1963, 171; Dengdef009, 1-11, for
Tacitus: Goodyear 1970, 29.

233 cf, T 33.8da nunc cuivis libellum non tam disedaam fideliterscriptum

234 Cf. Cic.Brut. 262 about Caesasdd dum voluit alios habere parata unde sumererityejlent

historiam scribereinterpunction by Kovacs 1989, 233 and a similqression in SueDiv.lul. 56.2 (the
most original turn of the topos can be found inp&olus Hirtius,BG 8.1). The expressioqui vellent
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reigningprincepsin an elevated style. The parallel betwsequis volueritin Pr. 2.6 and
andsi libuerit (RG 31.16.9) is striking: it is about the question ettter there will be
others prepared to undertake the task & ammianus makes his remark because his
narration deals with the dynasty of the reigningperors, which demands a different
style, as tradition prescrib&® In fact, the author of thdA does himself what he
suggests others should do, thereby breaking himipeoto abstain from high style
(eloquium celsiysand to provide facts€m) only. About his own style, the author leaves
no room for doubt. On several occasions, he shasestention to report reliable facts in
a plain style (noeloquente). Eloquentiais opposed téidelitas historicain T 11.6-7
(equalled equated with the oppositieerba — re¥’, and tores gestaén Pr. 1.6%*%In A
2.2 historica eloguentias attributed to the classical historiographenmgylSallust,

Tacitus and Trogus asendaciorum comite&s® At the very end of his work, he uses the
notion ofeloquentiain a different way: irCar. 21.2, he presents his work€¢um munys
to the addresseen( amicg and states that netoquentia butcuriositasis what caused
him to write the biographies (d®r. 2.8:sum enim unus e curiosig.?* It is not that he
did not want to writeeloquentey but that he was not able¥.0thers may use his
inquiries in order to write more eloquently, abthg same subject mattétabe, mi
amice, meum munus, quod ego, ut saepe dixi, ngueiiaecausa sed curiositatis

historiam scriberehints at the same aslibuerit andsi quis voluerit cf. alsoOM 1.2 qui vitas aliorum
scribere ordituj and Plin.Ep. 6.16.1 (ad Cornelium TacitumPetis ut tibi avunculi mei exitum scribam,
quo verius tradere posteris possis. Gratias agannadeo morti eius, si celebretur a te, immortalem
gloriam esse propositam....The idea expressed here is that Pliny provideplain facts, from which
Tacitus can take information for historiography. @fo PlinyEp. 7.33.10 and comments by Kraus 1997,
102). Often, this topos is used as a formula of esod the author pretends to leave it up to ottersport
the facts better, while in fact it is he who coragswith the end product. Paschoud 2001, 411 ghes t
contemporary example of Photios’ message to Olydygigs.

235 See the enlightening commentary by Kelly on thisp 2007, 240-1. The thought of later autharsy{
semper scriptores (rerunig not unfamiliar to Livypraef 3:si in tanta scriptorum turba fama in obscura
sit, nobilitate ac magnitudine eorum me qui nompificient meo consoler

236 gee for example JeromeZhronicon praef : quo fine contentus reliquum temporis Gratiani et
Theodosii latioris historiae stilo reservavi.Eutropius 10.18.3; Festus 30.1; in & itself: PN 11.5-6
(denique cum imperatori facto quidam panegyricunitaee vellet, dixit ei: 'scribe laudes Marii vel
Annibalis vel cuius vis ducis optimi vita functidét, quid ille fecerit, ut eum nos imitemur. naiventes
laudare inrisio est, maxime imperatores, a quibpsratur, qui timentur, qui praestare publice possuui
possunt necare, qui proscribersee Paschoud 2005, 107.

#7paschoud (2001, 411) quotes from CidesOr. 2.63 ipsa autem aedificati¢sc. historia) posita est in
rebus et verbis

238 5ee Janson (1964, 134) about this passage asitop@satory remarks.

%39 Den Hengst (1981, 72-3 and 1987, 157-74) comnmnthe oppositionEloquentiahas the property
that it beautifies and amplifies plain facts, adiog to CiceroDe Or. 3. 104:summa autem laus
eloquentiae est amplificare rem ornand@eman 1963, 173).

249 Curiositasis ananticipatio against criticsA 10.1:Frivola haec fortassis cuipiam et nimis levia esse
videantur, sed curiositas nil recus@aschoud 1996, 85-6; 2001, 376-7 and 411 remhatshe word only
occurs once in classical literature, in Cicero (abnip. ad Att.2.12.2).

241 A comparable formula of modesty is expressed kyjtlis: Agr. 3.3 :non tamen pigebit vel incondite ac
rudi voce memoriam prioris servitutis ac testimgnipraesentium bonorum composuisdee author of
the HA excuses himself for havingpedestre adloquiunfor which see Den Hengst 1981, 72-3 and
Paschoud 2001, 150-1. Note the difference he maddeeen writingstilo historico et disertandpedestri
adloquig T 1.1: Scriptis iam pluribus libris non historico nec diteesed pedestri adloquidn Pr. 21.1 he
apologizes for not keeping his promise to stickmfactsiongius amore imperatoris optimi progredior
guam pedestris sermo desiderat.
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3.6

lumen edidi, id praecipue agens, ut, si quis elogwellet facta principum reserare,
materiam non requireret, habiturus meos libellosistros_eloquif*? te quaeso, sis
contentus nosque sic voluisse scribere melius qp@nisse contendahe distinction
between writing aboutmpora actaand the present times is no longer made. As the
series comes to an end, there is no prospect diuatiher continuation. The program now
emphasises plain style (in the narration) as agaioguence (in praise of later emperors).
To conclude: the author invites others to contihisenarration in high styléHel.
35.6,Q 15.10) and, at the same time, to use the workdthhas written himself as a
source for works in high styl®¢.2.6,Car. 21.2)*** The question that remains is what
the author means wittilus maioror eloquium celsiusThese commonplaces point in
two directions: the two instances seem to inditaaé panegyrical writing is meant, as
the era to be described is the alleged time ofvgiitvhich demands a favourable attitude
to the reiging emperor (Constantine, in casu), itimthe same way that Pliny addressed
his Panegyricugo Trajan (100 AD), or Nazarius his eulogy to Gansine (321 AD}**
On the other hand, the author states his intemtigumovide facts for histories, in contrast
with themendaciorum comiteSallust, Livy and Tacitu&” It looks as if the author does
not really distinguish between the t#5:he is inexact in his expressions and ignores
differences between the types of text, even irohis work, as the vita Claudii and Taciti
are panegyrics in the guise of biograpH¥s.

Dedications

If we are prepared to suspend our disbelief tempyp@nd accept the names of suspect
scriptoresand their dedications as genuine, we can sayAlais Spartianus dedicates
his Ael. andDd. to Diocletian, that Julius Capitolinus dedicdtesMA, V andOM to
Diocletian, but hisCIA, Max,, Gd. andMB to Constantine; that Vulcacius Gallicanus
dedicates hi&\C to Diocletian and Aelius Lampridius hitel. andASto Constantine.

242 ppart from the elements efoquentiaandcuriositasthat were mentioned before, the passage contains
other idiomatic elementsi quis eloquens vellet facta principum resergfe Pr. 2.6si quis voluerifand
comm. above) andloqueng ministros eloquiicf. Pr. 2.6eloquio celsiorg

%43 One of the first instances of claiming to providaterial for a higher style is in Cicero’s much aletl
letter to LucceiusKam 5.12, comm. Kraus / Woodman 1997, 18 and Leer8883,1173-4). It is
interesting that Cicero says that a monography single subjecti(c. his consulship) demands a higher
level of style.

244 The author excuses himself for the eulogizing eft€laudius, the alleged ancestor of tetrarch
Constantius Chlorus, father of Constantine (Chastb$994, 920)CI. 3.1:In gratiam me quispiam putet
Constantii Caesaris loqui, sed testis est et tugscntia et vita mea me nihil umquam cogitassessk,
fecisse gratiosum.

245 This is what Jerome meant in his statement tteatetyns of Gratianus and Theodosius must be
describedatioris historiae stilo(Chron. Praef see Paschoud 2005, 111 (‘ausfuhrlichere Erzabéleand
Kelly 2007, 228-9). Eutropius (10.18:&liqua stilo maiore on which Amm. Marc. 31.16 & maiores
stilosis based), on the other hand, aims at panegyety(R007, 227); contra: Liebeschuetz 2003, 182n29.
Leeman 1963, 180 describes historiography msiaus oratorisclosely akin to the epideictic genre in its
ornate and fluent ‘medium’ style (CiOr. 66).

%8 pacePaschoud 2001, 289; 412; 2005, 111; Den Hengstt, 7/®8Band 79n15. Kelly 2007, 228 argues in
the case of AmmianufRG 31.16.9ad maiores stilogor an interpretation combining panegyric and
historiography, which corresponds with the confgaise of our author.

247 paschoud 2005, 104.

73



Trebellius Pollio does not dedicate any of his foaoks to an emperor, nor does Flavius
Vopiscus, though i\, the latter addresses a certain Tiberian, whilés dedicated to
Celsinus and) to Bassu$®® In narratological terms, the narrators are idedifs

authors from the first three decades of the fooetttury, and their dedicatees the
emperors of that erd’ In a few instances, allusions are made to theerdadgeneral of
theHA, though he is never adressed as Stitfihe dedications are essential for the
interpretation of thélA as a work of literary art, as these are the orplieit devices by
which the reader is enabled to locate k#ein time, the early fourth century. The fact
that this fictitious time is not in accordance wiitie historical time of writing is a
different matte™*

As theHA is a work of historical content, the reader isusedl into accepting its
listing of the authors as equally historical, lgepersuaded to confuse narratological
devices with historiographical data. What therhesliterary virtue of the game the author
plays? Clearly, he wants to give the impressionttieaHA is the result of a collaborative
effort, produced at some time between the reigbio€letian and the later years of
Constantine or even after: the failure of the lilbgsTrebellius Pollio and Flavius
Vopiscus to mention any emperors is remarkable.ifit@nsistencies in the dedications
and the political impossibility of dedicating thellected works to the two emperors
conjointly were important arguments for Dessaudstplate that the work was written by
a single author, long after the reigns of the detéies. Nowadays, such a single
authorship is still the basis for modern scholarshistudying théHA. The only aspect of
the authors’ names that are worth studying is theeces from which the author drew his
imaginary fellow-writers, about which there hasmemich speculatiofr?

In the next few paragraphs, a special attempt dent@ map out the dedications
and their literary models. Dedications are foundllrtypes of Latin literature, from
carminato letters and from historical prose to fictioi There is, however, an interesting

248 As we have seen before when discussing conterseopk, a change of addressee has taken place
between the beginning and the end of the bodkebf whereas idel. 1.1 €ognitioni numinis tui sterneje
the books is purported to be written for the empersake, at the end el 7.4 gtiamsi multis nulla sit
necessitas talia requirendihe author does not see any other purpose iarfdertakings than his own
pleasurefieae satisfaciens consciendia€his same sentiment recursliac 16.8:nunc quoniam interim
meo studio satis factum arbitrans studio et cuptiliheae this sentence occurs in the later lives, whieh ar
not dedicated to the emperors..

249 syme 1983, 28: ‘The author now decided to takeaveral identities, but the labels were attached
without care or discrimination’. Genette 1997, 4b6Heads this practice under the seventh category of
‘pseudonimity’: ‘a real author attributes a workaiw imaginary author, but does not produce any
information about the latter except the name —desdot, in other words, supply the whole paratxtu
apparatus that ordinarily serves to substantiaoissly or not) the existence of the imagined arith
20He|, 1.2:conpensationem sibi lector diligens faceid T 31.5: the author combines thirty tyrants in one
volume, in order to avoid boredom and things ttzeles (ector) cannot bear.

#1The dedications to Diocletian can be found\et 1.1,MA 19.12;V 11.4;AC 3.3;S20.4;PN 9.1;0M

15.4; and to Constantin€lA 4.2;G 1.1;Hel. 2.4; 34.1; 35.5AS65.1;Max. 1.1;Gd. 1.1; 34, 6.

Dedications to emperors in prefaces are treatethbgon (1971, 100-6), who concludes that this &ind
dedication doesn not differ in principle from otHierms of dedication.

%2 Hohl (1912, 474-82) about Vopiscus and Pollio; €agnol 1994xLvii -viil (see note 130); Birley
(2003, 145-6 and 2005, 33-47) gives an overvieveséarch on the six names.

%3 Genette (1997, 117 and 129) is not sure aboutrigin of the dedication in western literature, and
places it in Latin antiquity. However, Van Dam (3008 and 33) shows that Greek dedications preceded
the Latin practice, with Isocrates as the firshauto dedicate a work. Roman authors transformieda a
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difference between biography and historiographywesspect to the meaning of a
dedication. Wolfflin remarks that Sallust, Livy afidcitus do not dedicate their works
for reasons of preserving their independent@he three specimens of Latin biography
below, on the other hand, all have their dedicatdepos dedicated hi3e ducibugo
Atticus (and also an extensive life of Cato, asespp fromCato 3.5), and Suetonius his
De Vita Caesarunto Septicius Clarus, in a preface now lost. Whiges are described,
there is sometimes a relation between the dedieatge¢he contents of the work. A
biographical work could be commissioned by a hitieed person or close friend in
order to lay out the origins of a family. The autbbtheHA stresses that the life of
Claudius is important, because Constantine wishéhte back his ancestry to this
respected general and emperBThe aforementioned Atticus, a fervemttiquitatis
amator(NeposAtt. 18.3), wrote a work about the family of the luaiithe request of his
friend Brutus®>®

This is how the two dedications compare:

NeposAtt. 18.1 HAClaud1.1

fecit hoc idem (i.efamiliarum originem Ventum est ad principem Claudium, qui
subtexuij separatim in aliis libris, ut M. nobis_intuitu Constanti Caesargam cura
Bruti rogatuluniam familiam a stirpe ad  in litteras digerendus est.

hanc aetatem ordine enumerauvit.

The persons mentioned heM. Bruti rogaty intuitu Constanti Caesarishave like
motives for their request, namely a study intodHgins of their families>’ and the
authors. Nepos and the author of h& dedicate the biographies to the persons who
commissioned them. Atticus similarly researchedféimaily trees of the Marcelli, Fabii
and Aemilii, in their turn commented on by Neposhich again may have been the
model for the author of theA, this time in his dedication to Diocletian:

NeposAtt. 18.4 HAOM.15.4

Quibus libris nihil potuit esse dulcius jis quae de plurimis collecta serenitati tuae,
qui aliguam cupiditatem habent notitiae Diocletiane Auguste, detulimus, quia te
clarorum virorum. cupidum veterum imperatorum esse

perspeximus.

The author of th&lA adapted the wordsupiditatem ... notitiae clarorum virorumto
cupidum veterum imperatorufor his own purposes, thus creating his own deitioat
Knowledge about famous men was treated before Ipp&lmALt.18.2:

literary art, with many variations on the phenomer®eneca maior, for one, repeats his dedications i
every preface of his books on orators, and Colwarteds a similar practice.

24 Wolfflin 1892, 466.

2% Many studies have been devoted to this subjeceSy983, 64; Chastagnol 1994, 920-4; Bird 1997;
Festy 2005, 181-93; De Beer 2005, esp. 296t+9/ii.

28 A tribute to their friendship is CiceroBrutus which is cast in the shape of a conversation eetw
Cicero, Brutus and Atticus.

%7 cf. HA Gall. 14.3:is enim est Claudius, a quo Constantius, vigilissi@assar, originem ducit
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3.7

NeposAtt. 18.2 HAAC3.3

Sic familiarum originem subtexuit, ut ex ed’roposui enim, Diocletiane Auguste,

clarorum virorum propagines possimus omnes, qui imperatorium nomen sive iusta

cognoscere. causa sive iniusta habuerunt, in litteras
mittere,_ut omnes purpuratos, Auguste,

cognosceres.

Nepos’ut... possimus cognoscesechanged tat... cognosceres the same way that
the author of thélA changedeperire possiin Cato 3.2 tgpauca repperiin OM 1.4 (see
above). Thus, we may conclude that elements franbtlef passage in Nepostt. 18.1-
4 recur in three different places in tH&, all of them dedications.

Time in the HA |

The dedications pin down the time of writing durthg reigns of Diocletian and
Constantine, the narrator being a contemporarpttigst or rather a group of biographers.
The real time, however, has been difficult to pinpexactly and escapes us even now.
After Dessau, who dated it to the later years adodosius in approximately 395 AD,
Seeck (1890), inspired by Dessau’s findings, sthiftee date to the first decade of the
fifth century. After three decades of vehementusson, Baynes acquired much support
for his view of theHA as a work of propaganda for the emperor Juliat36 Ever

since the beginning of thdistoria Augusta Colloquiaa majority has returned to
Dessau’s proposal of approximately 395 AD, thoughecent times later dates have
again been proposédf As long as time of origin and authorship remaiknown,
references to the author’s contemporaneous wanldeedlefinition, while their meaning
remains obscure. Anachronisms and the use of sestairces may provide clues about
the time of writing (by way of germinus post quemand a study of the author’s
historical and literarfymweltmay contribute to determining of the era whenHihewas
written. Historical time, in the sense of definitng time when it was composed, lies
beyond the scope of this study, whose chief conisanith theHA as a literary work of
fiction, for all that the material is historicalemguine or not.

This brings us to an analysis of time as it sspnted in thelA. The elements
treated in the preceding paragraphs, on biograpiwtteng, material, scope and
dedications, were entirely controlled by the autfitis does not hold good for the
notion of time, as the distribution of temporal ests is partly the result of coincidence in
every work of art. We will evaluate these aspaatshe work as it has been transmitted,
in order to use our conclusions for further obseove in the subsequent chapters. Often,
the question will arise whether the author intentdecreate the work as we know it, or
whether coincidence played a role in the process.dividing lines between deliberate
design and accidental outcome are sometimes vedytbaraw, but the questions will be
faced and, where possible, answers will be propoBetk will be the subject of the next
paragraphs, as a factor that determines a gootida literary design of the series,

%8 Festy (2007, 183-96) ascribes tha to Nicomachus Flavius junior in the thirties oétfifth century on
the base of the dedicationtitel. 35.3.
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3.7.1

3.7.2

since the author constructed a complex work in tviime works on several levels. The
contents (omaterig of theHA are taken from a limited period in time (second #mrd
centuries), while there is also the era in whiahdhthor pretends to write (first quarter of
the fourth century) in hipersonaof narrator.

Time of the Story

The Time of the Story of thdA as it has come down to us, is the period fronréign

of Hadrian up to the death of Carinus and the beggof the reign of Diocletian, which
is a period of 167 year&\D 117 — 284). There is a sixteen-y&aunacovering the
emperors in the years 244 — 260 and the firstdfafalerian’s reign. When the scope of
theHA, as dealt with above, is considered in terms qfiT&n be concluded that there is
a considerable discrepancy between the projecteah@$he actual TS: the author
suggests in his programmatic remarks that TS wilirom the death of Julius Caesar
(Ael. 7.5) to the sole reign of Constantimée(. 35.8). This would mean that the TS of the
series spans almost four centuries, whereas imldetct the books of thA occupy
approximately 170 years only. The maximum of T8rasented to us in the middle
books of the series: if we could only disposédef., in the knowledge that it once had
been part of a vast series, we would have beligvattheHA consisted of biographies
from Augustus to Constantine. The author goes badhkis promise to describe the
reigns of Diocletian in the course of his narratieither counting on the forgetfulness of
his readers, and thus playing a literary gamegorbse he realised that he would never
achieve his aim (with the excusesbivita suppetit.). The former option is the most
probable, and can be explained as literary imitatibTacitus.

Time of the Narrative

With regard to the relation between TN and TS aHWA, two different points of view
can be taken: either the time of the individualkso(related to the life or the reign of an
emperor, co-emperor or rival) can be studied, erctbllection (or parts of this) as a
whole can be taken into account. In the authorfarmments TN plays an important part:
he shows his awareness of what we now call naerditive, as for instance h1.1:
scriptis iam pluribus libris (...) ad eam temporunmiveus seriem. (‘after having
written many books already, we have now come toghdod in history...’). The author
first summarises his preceding account in a forrthad actually refers to TN, namely
scriptis iam pluribus librisin whichiam is the particle that marks the progress of the
series. Next, the formukad eam temporum ...serigzontains a reference to TN in the
current book, which treats the thirty tyrants dgrthe reigns of Valerian and Gallienus
(seriem, in qua per annos, quibus Gallienus et \faters rem p. tenuerunt, triginta
tyranni...extiterunt Also, such remarks d&sngum est innecter@ 20.1), which are

77



found in many varieties, testify to the author’saa@ness of time as an important
narrative aspect’

The advantage of the concept of TN is that itlmameasured by way of counting

the words devoted to a certain topic. The time Wwhine narrator took for books devoted
to the lives of emperors (some of which includingrenthan one, cf. chapter 4), as
represented in the three different sections oftAgis laid out in the following tabl&®

PL SL IL LL
Book | Words | words Book words Book words
H 5 124 OM 2 495| | Val. 1003
Ael. 1433| | Dd. 1679 | Gall. 3 647
AP 2 245 Hel. 5782 | T 6 637
MA 5500 AS 10 701 |CL 2979
V 2 057 Max. 5431 |A 7 803
AC 2620| |Gd. 5563| | Tac 3094
C 3 466 MB 3153| | Pr. 4136
P 2 596 Q 2333
DI 1594 Car. 2 751
S 4215

PN 2274

CIA 2 706

Cc. 2033

G 1231

Total | 28 830 10 264

Total 39 094 | 34 804 | | 34 383 |

Figure 3.4 NS of the thirty books of th#A and of the parts of PL, SL, IL and LL in
absolute numbers (representing the number of words)

259 An interesting aspect is that the author also centson the time needed to produce his worl, 33.8
— a passage which does not refer to the time whemrbte his work so much, as to the time whiclatkt
him to come up with it. The quote falls outside thgtinguished categories, but adds an interestémg to
the mentioned aspects of time. The author statéms libellos, quos de vita principum edidi, nontst
sed dicto, et dicto ea festinatione, quam...sic ggray ut respirandi non habeam facultatéthese books,
which | published about the lives of the leaderdidinot write by hand but dictate, and | dictdterh at
such a speed ... that | am so pressed that | caak®tt breath’. This remark may reveal somethingiabo
the author’s practice in composing his books. Tiéch from the perfectgdidi) to the present tense
(scribg, dicto) is interesting, and indicate thedohas to be interpreted as meantThiL V.2 89.45sqq
(indicatione , quae fit sive scribendo sive dicendtum reddere, fere i.q. indicate, exponere, praiaue,
enarraresim.; saepius i.g. dicere (...) , i.q. tradgrather tharpublicatio or divulgatio (under which head
Cc. 8.1,0M 1.3 {mperatorum vitagandQ 1.3 are placedfhLL V.2.89.4-8). Cf. Toher 2002, 147 (see
note 84) for edita in Nepd&tt. 19.1. Magie'erurges(instead operurged does not make much sense
(see ThLL X.1.1889.13-4. acc. actionis perseverandd# perseverando, insistendo qualibet actipcie
SymmEp.9.70). The passage is an exaggeration ofeinatiothat authors sometimes claim to have
(NeposPraef 8:festinatio ut ea explicem quae exorsus suomparable is the quote ax. 29.10,
where the author refers to Cordus for further infation fos enim hoc loco finem libri faciemus, ad alia,
ut iubetur velut publico iure, properanjes
%0 The results in figure 3.4 were reached by anatytie individual books of thidA (Teubner text) in the
system ‘Microsoft Office Word 2003’ (option ‘wordant’). See the introduction about TN (§ 1.3.4).
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When we compare TN to TS, the following pictureuwrsc

PL (SL) IL LL HA
TN 39 094 (10 264) 34 804 34 383 108 281
TS 101 year$* 28 years 25 years 154 years
TN/TS 387 wds / year | 1243 wds / yea| 1375 wds/year| 703 wds / year

Figure3.5 TS and TN in the PL, SL, IL and LL and their telaship.

The correspondence between TN in IL and LL is réwaale: approximately a quarter of
a century, narrated in little over 34 000 wordsgdther. The new beginning, which
Syme discerned in the prefaceQM (chapter 2), turns out to be fully confirmed by the
literary design of thélA. The relation between EL, IL and LL when it conb@3 N is 36

- 32 - 32 per cent, while TS shows a distributio®®- 18 - 16 per cent respectively. So,
66 per cent of TS is told in the first 36 per cehTN. There is a clear break in the
relation TN-TS between the EL and IL, while the tparts at both sides of the lacuna,
which determines the borderline between the IL ldndare strikingly similar in design.
The transition from EL to IL is marked by a slowidgwn of the narrative. This
phenomenon might be explained by the sources tiwm@ad at his disposal: whereas
the information in the EL is at least partly basedVarius Maximus, the IL and LL are
subject to the author’s expanding fictions, chaaséd byamplificatioand the
progressive use of documeAtéThe measuring of TN may be helpful in resolvingiso
other problems, such as that of the lacuna.

The Problem of the Lacuna

As we have seen, the lacuna separates IL and Eudh a fashion that the two parts
occupy almost the same volume in books and nunfbgzass treated in them. The
inference that the lacuna is deliberate and patiefiterary design of thdA

corresponds with what a majority of scholars codelnowaday$®® Casaubon suggested
(1671, 11 166) that Philippus, impiously treatedthg author, and Decius’ persecutions of
the Christians, led a later editor of tHA to delete these book&' Birley’s proposition

that the author himself was responsible for thessioin has found much support in recent

21 Actually, TS should be measured from Hadrian’shtiim january 76 onwards, not from the beginning of
his reign in 117 — we will treat this problem i &!.

%21 the introduction, it has been remarked thattbeks of Ammianus Marcellinus also show an abrupt
slowdown after the thirteenth books: in that c&4deper cent of TS (258 years) is told in 42 pet oéTN
(13 books), while in the second part 9 per ceri®{25 years) is told in 58 per cent of TN (18 be)okt is
normal practice that contemporary history is désztimore elaborately than the earlier history.

%3 The main views that have been put forward ardahewing (favoured by the scholars between
brackets): the preface and the vit&and *Tr and the books in the lacuna were lost in the sgxtu
transmission (Hohl); the loss of the preface ardities of N andTr* are accidental, the lacuna is
deliberate (Paschoud 1996xix ; Stubenrauch 1982, 100-104; Birley 1967, 125-§3133; Fundling
2007, 15); the lack of a preface is deliberate)de N and *Tr are accidental, the lacuna is accidental
(Syme 1971, 284; 1971, 199-203); there i®a liquetabout a lost beginning, the lacuna is deliberatn(
Hengst, 1981, 14; Chastagnol 1994xv); the lack of a preface and the lives df and *Tr are deliberate,
as well as the lacuna (Hartke 1958, 324).

%4 Followed by Peter 1907, 36 and Mattingly 1946, f28n Hengst 1981, 70).
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decades, in the face of Syme’s assertion that misy was not one of the author’s
main concerns.

The author himself, meanwhile, seems to give nraet clues as to the
existence of the lacuna. References to the empsuprzosedly treated in the lacuna are
few (Gd. 29-34, 30.9A 42.6), and the fact that he is silent on moshef suggests that
he may have wanted the lacuna to look like an aotal loss in the manuscript’s
transmission (which leads one to suppose that) avid collector and imitator of texts,
the author himself had suffered from such partialof texts in his own collection or
was, at least, familiar with the phenomenon). Stikére is one clue that cannot be left
aside: the story is picked up agairMal. 1.1 with the capture of the egregious emperor
Valerian by the Persian emperor Sapor. This wasrmagndously dramatic moment in the
imperial history of the third century. This samemamnt is stressed at the immediate
beginning of the biography @all. (1.1):Capto Valeriano - enimvero unde incipienda
est Gallieni vita, nisi ab eo praecipue malo, qisevita depressa est’®® Just as
Elagabalus and Alexander Severus produce a seqoéadead emperor followed by a
good one, so the good emperor Valerian was sucddedbkis bad son Gallienus, who
should have avenged his father’s capture. Galligmaxsever, did not manage to hold the
empire together, which provokes the scorn of thteawf theHA. This implies that the
tale of Valerian’s capture was also meant to sasvpart of an ideological message that
theHA seeks to propound (see § 4.3). When after theatathe narration is picked up
again with the letter of the fictitious king Velssl in which the defeat of the Romans is
celebrated, this is a further argument in favousiugiposing the lacuna to be deliberate,
as it perfectly fits the author’s prografi.

The evidence suggests that the lacuna is delihemtebservation implying that
theHA as it has come down to us is a complete verSioRhough the problem of the lost
beginning is of a different nature, the deliberat=nof the lacuna may reveal something
about the enigmatic beginning of tH& with H, which may once have been preceded by
the lives of Nerva (X)) and Trajan (Tr.) as links to Suetonius’ biographi& It may be
true that Marius Maximus’ works were a sequel tetSnius’De vita Caesarurmas can
be inferred from Ausoniusaesares.g., but this does not automatically mean that th
author of theHA also took this as his starting point. THA is a work of irregular
structure, though not without some system. Theautiay have started his narration
with H, deliberately ignoring the convention of linkirtgetseries to his famous
predecessor. Even so, a preface may have beeeddily omitted. Syme (1971, 284)
advanced that ‘the missing preface of the wholekwaight have been just such another
piece of elegant play, leaving no doubt even inntireds of the obtuse’. Many scholars
attempting to impose order on tHA have gone along with the idea that it once inadude

%5 Note that this same formula is found in the bipgsaof MacrianusT 12.1Capto Valeriano, diu
clarissimo principe civitatis, fortissimo deindegeratore, ad postremum omnium infelicissimo...
#6y/al, 1.1:Sapori rex regum Velsolus: ‘si scirem posse aliglaRomanos penitus vinci, gauderem tibi
de victoria, quam praefersDen Hengst 1981, 71 came up with the argumenidbanas in general are
unlike those encountered in the HA: there are aged edges (as, for instance, in the lacuna intdsci
Annale$ and the ‘fresh start’ is indeed remarkable.

%7 As Hartke 1958, 32dqq Supposes.

%8 The two problems have been linked before, wittéstsl (1937, 131), who thinks that both the vitae
beforeH as the vitae in the lacuna were lost in the testtaasmission.
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3.9

a general preface, as well as the lost lives\oéaind *Tr.?%9 Birley (1976) even
‘reconstructed’ these two lost lives, while Pasahbas recently come up with a
reconstruction of its preface. Whatever the mefitsuch efforts, the real question is
whether the author needed a general preface fditdniagry design or, in the final
consequence, what the preface could have cont#iaéds not written in the prefaces of,
e.g.,Ael, OMorA.

A deliberate omission of books (viz. the lives fréRhil. toVal.) seems a likely
scenario. It could well have been meant to preteattheHA is an incompletely
transmitted work. This provides us with an argunterguppose that the lost beginning
may also be a mystification, whereby the lacureaéemplementary trick to mislead the
reader into accepting the loss of the beginningbPms in reconstructing and editing
texts are matters that are hardly new, and thgutee composition of thelA may well
reflect this, one of the reasons why it is far freasy to model thEA along lines that a
modern reader would appreciate.

Concepts of History Car.1-2)

In the preface t€ar., the author treats a well-known theme in Latstdriography: the
aetatesRomae The theme was extensively elaborated by suckeearithors as (in
chronological order) Seneca, Florpsaef 1.4), Lactantiusiiv. Inst 7.15.4) and
Ammianus (14.6.43/° Halissler (1964, 317-9) concluded after a thordngéstigation
that the description iRIA, just like that of Lactantiudr{st 7.5.14-5), was based on the
lost description of the Seneca Maior, whereas Ammsamodelled higetatesafter
Florus, who did not have the same source as Séfieddaich research has been done on
the subject, also regarding the prefac€#m. (see the elaborate commentary by
Paschoud 2001, 324-37), to which we shall add anfew observations about the
comparison of the stages of the Roman empire withdn life within the biographical
type of text. The investigation of the literary peatation of the stagéasetatesylso
prepares for the treatmentfatum fortunaandfors in the subsequent paragraphs.

One thing that seems particularly interestinghm ¢ase of thelA is that the
preface taCar. is the only instance in which the theme of @le¢ates Romaeccurs in a
biography. The author chose to take the lives ettharacters, the rulers of Rome, as a
point of departure for his description of Romartdmg, which makes a treatment of the
aetatesRomaen the final preface appropriate. The method asrdesponding
vocabulary that are used for descriptions of liesnow used for a
compartmentalization of ten centuries of RomaronystThis method is a characteristic
common to all authors who describe #etates Romagven aconditio sine qua nqran

291t these lives ever existed, they would have cori approximately 7660 words (20 years x 383 words
the average TS for PL). Hohl 1920, 297; 1914, 702937, 131 supposes that tHA once had the lives,

just as the lives in the lacuna, which was¢bmmunis opiniaip to the early twentieth century (Fiindling
2007, 12).

20Béranger (1976, 42n141) provides an overview espges (in addition to the list above: Polybiud .5
Cic. Rep. 1.5; 2.3.21; Liv. Praef. 4.9) and relavderature.

271 After the study by Haiissler, more studies appeabedit the theme of the aetates Romae (or
‘Lebensaltervergleichnis’), most recently by Pasah@001, 323-37; Den Hengst 2000; Brodska 1998, 56-
64; Barnes 1998, 173-5. For the reception of tea id later times: Demandt 1978, 37-45.
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indispensable part of the theme). The author oHAenay well have included the

theme, in which the Roman empire is personifiedhis last preface so as to provide as a
fitting complement to his conclusion of the livéisis worth investigating the exact
vocabulary used in the descriptions of the sepatatges of Roman history and compare
this to that of biography. Finally, a comparisomiade with Tacitus’ preface to his
Annales which we encountered before in this study (§ 3.3)

The Vocabulary of Human Life

In order to get a clear picture of the vocabuldrigiography, Nepos as the first Roman
biographer should be taken into account. Thoughvbiks are certainly not the only or
even a prime source for every author who desctietife of a person, his descriptions
may serve as an example of how a Roman author gulede describing a person’s life.
In general, a biographer may remark something atbearigo of his subject, either his
parentage or higatria. Second, the education of the subject is treatkeel; which, third,
the differents stages pfieritia, adulescentiar iuventusare taken into accouft’
Senectuss generally treated after a much longer desaoniptif mores closely linked to
theres gestaegwhich are often expanded by a description ofptingsical appearance of
the subject.

This very broad outline of Roman biography mayllostrated at the hand of
some biographies by Nepos. His most consistensigdedvita is that of Epaminondas,
in the preface to which he givesl&isio of his book:quare primum dicemus de genere
eius, deinde quibus disciplinis et a quibus sidéns tum_de moribus ingeniique
facultatibus(...) postremo de rebus gestigiae a plurimis animi anteponuntur virtutibus
In short, the reader can expect remarks abowgglis (2) education, (3)noresand (4)
resgestae In Epaminonda®.1 Nepos elaborates on the first two aspectagugords
like natus...genere honesteruditusanddoctusest and describes the various stages of
his youth withadulescensindpostquam ephebus est factAscomparable method is
used inAlcibiadesl.2-2.3:Natus... summo genemducatus estnderuditus ineunte
adulescentigposteaquam robustior est factisnally, hisAtticusis worth noting: in 1.1
the genus is mentionedb origine ultima stirpis Romanae generatysn.1.2:omnibus
doctrinis quibus puerilis aetas impertiri debetuth erudivit(sc his father), in 1.3n
pueritia; in 2.1:adulescentuluand 3.4: ildulescentul@nd, finally 21.1extremam
senectutemThus, Nepos separates several remarks aboutdheng up of the described
person at the hand of a fixed scheme of stages@mnesponding vocabulary. As pointed
out beforesenectuss generally (and logically) only treated aftee tesgestaein the
later parts of the book (sédt.21.1). The three aforementioned examples from
EpaminondasAlcibiadesandAtticusare the most exemplary ones; in other biographies
one finds only elements of the various possibgiti categorizing lives (youth in
particular).

22 The division of human life in several stages (iagdrom three to seven) and its vocabulary in sitze
as well as later Latin literature is elaboratelgatéed by Eyben (1973, 150-90).

82



3.9.1.1The Theme of theAetates Romae

The theme ofetatesRomads essentially a personification of Roman histaliyjded

along the various stages of human life. Not suigly, these stages and the words used
to describe them show clear correspondences viitbhgrapher’s vocabulary. Florus
divides Roman history imfantia, adulescentiaiuventus senectusguasi reddita

iuventute Lactantius (writing in Diocletian’s times) hagantia, pueritia, adulescentia
(divided in two partsquasi adultaandadulescentia eius terminataspectively),

iuventus senectugprima eiussenectusguasiad alteraminfantiam consenuit and
Ammianus Marcellinus, iIRG 14.4.6, has the following divisioab incunabilis primis

ad usque pueritiae tempus extremum - deinde aetagm@ssus adultam - in iuvenem
erectus et virum - vergens in senium - ad trangudl vitae discessitThe problem for

any author who describes Roman history in termsuafan life, is that human life has a
natural end, whereas history is a never-endingga®icTo deal with this problem, both
Florus and Lactantius make use of a formula comegriRome’s old age, which does
however not fully make clear how the metaphor isméo be applied to the times to
come:quasi reddita iuventutandquasiad alteraminfantiamrespectively. The formulas
can be explained twofold: in old age, Rome is tyane the strength of her youth, or,
alternatively, a new stage of history is aboutegih. While showing an awareness of the
problem which their metaphor provides, the autlaoesnot clear about its solution.

3.9.1.2Roman History as Surveyed irHA (Car.)

The author of thélA uses the sameetatesnetaphor as his predecessors, but solves the
problem differently: he simply abandons the metatatfway through his survey of
Roman history, while replacing it by consideratiam®ut the mutability of Fortune. This
replacement is obscured by a literary tactic thetvave come across before: he tries to
evade the issuthat Lactantius and Florus were confronted witht thistory continues
where life ends sooner or later. He does so, bgdutcing a second metaphor, which is
all about shipwrecks and storms when bad timegtffie state. In chapter 1.1-4, the
three elements (fate, shipwreck and human life)rareduced and applied to the times
from Valerian to the death of Probus (which is #282 AD). In passage 2.1-3.1 the
theme of theaetates Romagrevails, as applied to the times from Romuluduagustus
(753 BC-14 AD). Passage 3.2-8 is chiefly concennitd the theme of the vagaries of
fate in the imperial period, from Augustus to Prelfii4-282 AD). The aim of this part of
my study is to unravel the three themes in ordgetoa clear idea of the author’s literary
technigue. These three aspects will be dealt watbvl, after which a comparison will be
made with the historian whom the author probablipteed: Tacitus.

3.9.1.3The Valerian—Probus Era (253-282)

The preface of thelA’s last bookCar., comes after the eulogy on Probu®mand its
counterpart on the four tyran@s In the author’s conception of history, Probustthe
initiates a new period of insecurity after the rea the good emperors Claudius,
Aurelian and Probus. The preface ends with thetoqures/hether the next emperor

83



should be considered ‘bad’ or ‘good4r. 3.8). The vicissitudes and uncertainties of
history give rise to a diachronic survey of the tmogortant upheavals in Roman
history. The presence and place of precisely teae in the last preface of tHé&
suggest that the author is seeking to bring hiesef biographies to an appropriate
conclusion.

The preface begins with the statement that thedRostate is governed by fate
(Car. 1.1): Fato rem p. regi...Probi mors satis prodidlthis notion is elaborated in a
series of antitheses in passage 1.2 (the undenwoedss representing the negative side):

(1) nunc ad summum evehi nunc ad minima retrahi

(2) (variis... motibus) vel erecta vel adflicta

(3) nunc tempestate aliqua nunc felicitate variata

(4) post diversitatem malorum iam secura continuata felicitate
Mansura

The fourth element in the figure refers to the petiof Valerian and Gallienus and their
thirty rival tyrants @iversitas malorurj which, after a tumultuous period under Aurelian,
was brought to an end by the reign of Probais (secura continuata felicitate
mansurd.””®* Meanwhile, the metaphor of history depicted imtiof human life is
introduced in 1.2omnia prope passa est, quae patitur in homine uadatitas, which

is: good times and bad. In 1.3 the workings of &dter Probus’s death is, among other
things, compared to a shipwreck, an image stroligked with the fate themesed ruina
ingens vel naufragii modo vel incendiicensis fatalitemilitibus... In 1.4 the Roman
state is again personified by the attribution ahlan feelings to it:..in ea re publica,
guae_recentibus confossa vulneribus ...maeruatiereas the thirty tyrants try to avenge
the state’caesa...membra

3.9.1.4The Era from Romulus to Augustus (753 BC — 14 AD)

Such personification allows for a description af fRoman state in terms of the
development of a human being, which is whataéttes Romasome down to. Though
not excluding the other two elements of fate anpgwvsteck, it is this metaphor that
predominates in the description of the times froomRlus to Augustus:

23 The notion of the empiretelicitasis often, but certainly not exclusively (as theliealives attest),

linked to fate, as iff 10.15 (irabile autem hoc fuit in Valeriano principe, quothnes, quoscumque duces
fecit, postea militum testimonio ad imperium peerent, ut appareat senem imperatorem in diligemelis

p. ducibus talem fuisse, qualem Romana felickasontinuari fataliter potuisset sub bono pripej
requireba) or gods, as iiMIB 17.8 (i praestent praestabuntque hanc orbi Romano faten) andCl.10.1
(exprimenda est sors, quae Claudio data esse pdthii®mmmagenis, ut intellegant omnes genus Claudii
ad felicitatenrei p. divinitus constitutuinIn Tac 41.7, the notion is presented in a passage inhthie
empire is personified in a speech by the emperoitds respirare certe post infelicitateMaleriani, post
Gallieni mala imperante Claudio coeperat nostra pas
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Era (aeta9 Metaphor 1 (human life) | Metaphor 2 (shipwreck / storm

a Romulo inicipiam |Vero patre ac parenteei p.
fundavit, constituit
roboravitque rem p.

quid deinde Numam | frementem bellis et gravidan

loquar...? triumphis civitatem munivit
usque ad Tarquinii | viguit...nostra res p. passa tempestatede moribus
Superbi tempora regiis non sine gravi exitio
usque ad tempora |adolevitdeinde... Sed quasi guodam mersa
Gallicani belli plus prope mali sensguam |naufragiocapta praeter arcem
tum habebat boni urbe
Punicis bellis ac ...ut_mortalitatis mala
terrore Pyrrhi praecordiorum timore
sentiret
victa Carthagine crevitdeinde...
trans maria missis
imperiis

usque ad Augustum sed socialibus adfecta
discordiis, extenuato felicitat|s
sensu..bellis civilibus adfecta
consenuit

Figure 3.6: Metaphors of Roman history in the passage Car32l1as human life
(metaphor 1) and as shipwreck/storm (metaphor 2)

In Car.2.1, Romulus is described as the father of the &orstate, which derives
from Lactantius (by whormfantiais placedsub rege Romu)p Florus gubregibug and
Ammianus (who skipsfantia and placepueritia in the first three hundred years).
Romulus as the father and educator of the stataseebe an original conception, unless
it was derived from Seneca’s lost descriptionl Stk notion is perfectly suited to
biography, which, as we have seen in the examalentfrom Nepos, further also pays
attention to the education of his subjects. Foildes’ youth and education Nepos uses
educatus estnderuditusand lateposteaquam robustior est factusThe author of the
HA also treats ‘the education of Rome’qui (i.e. Romulus) fundavit, constituit
roboravitque rem p.At this point, it is said that Romulus acted aoly as founder, but
also as father of Romedter patriag, by way of substitute for the natural childreatth
he did not have. This notion, too, has a countéipadepos’s works, namely in
Epaminondas’ biography (10.1), in which the lagiays that he leaves as his offspring
the battle of Leuctrangque vero stirps potest mihi deesse; namque e&atae relinquo
pugnam Leuctricam, quae non modo mihi superstdsgts@m immortalis sit necesse
es). The theme of infamous sons of great men is repitesented in thidA, and also
occurs in this passage in Nepos: Pelopidas, whedifrhad a son with a bad reputation,
criticized Epaminondas for his lack of offspring,which he was given the cunning
answer which was cited above. The conception of @asmRomulus’ real son looks
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original (unless it derives from Seneca), but duese its equivalents in biographical
literature.

The rest of Rome’s growing-up is described, thotighstages of its life are not
mentioned explicitly. Even so, the author seenditime Rome’s history along the usual
lines of biography within thaetategsheme: the clausab ortusuggestinfantia (cf.

Livius’ ab urbe conditaand Ammianusab incunabilis primiy the wordgatre ac
parente rei pandfundavit, constituit roboratue rem pbelong to the stage ptieritia,
viguit andadolevitrevokeadulescentigreddidit se in integrunandcrevit may belong to
the stage oifuventus and, finally,consenuitorresponds witsenectusThe stages of
Roman history are thus subdivided in this table:

Stage of human life Era in Roman history Corresponding period
Pueritia Time of the kings (Romulus, | From 753 BC onwards
Numa e.a.)
Infantia Time of the kings up to Up to the Republic (509 BC)
Tarquinius Superbus
Adolescentia Up to the Gallic invasion Early Republic, 509 — 386
luventus Recovery Middle Republic, 395 onwards
Punic wars and war with
Pyrrhus
Victory over Carthage and
expansion of the empire
Senectus Civil wars up to Augustus First century BC

Figure 3.7:Division of Roman history in terms of stages of anitife in the passagéar.
2.1-3.1 Getates Romae

It is my impression that the author is deliberatedlgue about the exact division, in order
to delude the reader when he quits the then@am 3.2, intending that it will pass
unnoticed that he does not solve the problem imtenehe metaphor of the mortality of
a human'’s life when ranged against the eternityistbry.
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3.9.1.5The Imperial Era from Augustus to Alexander Severug27 BC-235 AD)

The theme of thaetates Romaeomes to an end i@ar.3.1, even if the comparison with
human life is still present.

Emperors Metaphor 1: humanizedres Corresponding Period
publica
Augustus reparata, libertate deposita | The Julio-Claudian house
(Tiberius-Claudius) domi tristis fuit, apud exteras |27 BC — 68 AD
gentes effloruit
Nero and PredecessorsPassa The Julian-Claudian and
Vespasian extulit caput Flavian houses, 14 — 79 AL
Titus felicitate laetata The Flavian house, 79 — 96
Domitian vulnerata immanitate
Nerva, Trajan solito melior The adoptive emperors,
to Marcus Aurelius, 96 — 196
Commodus vecordia et crudelitate lacerata
est
After Commodus nihil ...sensitbonum Approximate era of the
Severan dynasty,
198 — 235

Figure 3.8 The stages of Roman history from Augustus toaflgsr Severus and the
personification of thees publicaCar. 3.1-4

It is clear that the underlined texts belong toftakl of personification (such emotions as
for exampléfelicitate laetataandsensitbeing typical only of living beings). The texts
that are not underlined are not necessarily pelfisations of thaes publica but in the
light of the other texts, they can certainly beeipteted as such. Especially interesting is
the phrasextulit caput with respect to Trajan’s reign — after all, i tRoman

conception, the best emperor e¥@The first three stages of the era described above,
belong to the period in Roman history as descrifpedacitus. Especially the formula
reparata, libertate deposita domi tristis fuit, apaxteras gentes effloruias often been
related to Tacitus’

3.9.1.6The Imperial Era from Valerian to Probus (253-282 AD)

Note that the author skips the era from 235 (tlteafrAlexander Severus’s reign) to 253
(the start of Valerian’s reign) in his survey.dttelling that in the epilogue éfel. (35.2)

274 See Syme 1971, 89-112. According to Paschoucbtineulaextulit caputis taken from VergEcl. 1.24,
G 2.341, 3.553, 4.354 1.127.

275 5ee also Kelly 2008, 169n26. TacitudHA: Hartke (1951, 401) suggests tkir. 2sqq is based on a
Tacitean idea of history, an idea which was eavé@ntilated by Hohl 1911, 290 ff.; Syme (1968, @ 4189)
rejects it. Velaza 1997, 246 follows Hartke regagdCar. 3.2, but accepts it f@@ar. 3.1.
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the author also eschews this period, and even bgpdke emperors Valerian and
Gallienus:scribere autem ordiar, qui post sequentur. Quordex@&nder optimus et cum
cura dicendus est annorum tredecim princeps, seasealii et vix annui et bimi,
Aurelianus praecipuus et ...Claudiusist before this passage (in 34.6) the author
mentions the Gordiani, whom he includes in the det$on because they allegedly bear
the Antonine name. Apart from this, the whole esraummarized asemestres alii et vix
annui et bimi~ which might again indicate that the lacuna betwdB andVal. is

deliberate.
Emperors Metaphor 1 Metaphor 3 (fortuna) Corresponding time
(human life)
Valerian | uti ...non potuit 253 — 268 AD

Gallienus |per annos
quindecim passa

est

Claudius invidit...longinquitatem imperii 268 — 282 AD
amans varietatum {et} prope
semper inimica iustitiae
fortuna.

Aurelian ...ut appareat nihil tam gratun

Tacitus esse fortunaequam ut ea quae

Probus sunt in publicis actibus,

eventuum varietate mutentur.
Figure 3.9 The stages of Roman history from Valerian to Rsoand the personification
of theres publicaCar. 3.1-4

3.10 The Theme ofboni malique imperatores

3.10.1Good Emperors and Bad

Throughout the series, the theméohi malique imperatoreis frequently called upon:
the good emperor Marcus Aurelius is succeeded dp#d emperor Commodus, if only
because good men never produce good sons (as ist&2d.5 in Marcus’ case). The
bad emperor Elagabalus is succeeded by the goodremblexander Severus. The
usurper Maximinus, who had a good son, was sucddeyglthe good senatorial emperor
Gordian. The two senatorial emperors Maximus antiBas succeeded him, bot did not
reign long. The ideal emperor Valerian was sucogégehis bad son Gallienus, who was
not able to avenge his father and during whoserisigre appeared more than thirty rival
rulers. Thereafter, some perfect rulers followelkudius, Tacitus and Probus. After a
brief interlude of Carus and his good son Numeaiad his bad son Carinus, the
Maximus Augustorur@iocletian, to whom thélA is dedicated, gets holds of the throne.
This leads to the following list of good and badpemors in the vicissitudes of fortune in
the Roman empire:
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AD Good bad and neutral emperors

117-138 | Hadrian

138-161 | Antoninus Pius 235-238 Maximinus and son
161-180 | Marcus Aurelius 238 Gordianand sons
161-169 | Verus 238 Maximus et Balbinus
176-192 | Commodus (lacung Valerianand son

193 Pertinax 253-260 Gallienus and son
193 Didius lulianus 253-268 Claudiusand Quintillus
193-211 | Septimius Severus 268-270 Aurelian

198-217 | Caracalla 270-275 Tacitusand Florianus
217-218 | Macrinus 275-276 Probus

217-218 | Diadumenian 276-282 Carus, Numerian
218-222 | Elagabalus 282-283/4 | Carinus

222-235 | Alexander Severus 283-285

Figure 3.10:Good neutralandbad emperors and bad in theA.

It is not difficult to make up the balance, as #wehor repeatedly comments upon the
gualities of the emperors. The good emperors adziatg Antoninus Pius, Marcus
Aurelius, Pertinax, Septimius Severus, AlexandereBes, Gordian and his two sons, the
co-emperors Maximus et Balbinus, Valerian, the@esmperors Claudius, Tacitus and
Probus, and finally Carus and his son Numeffaim the end, they will be succeeded by
theMaximus Augustorur@iocletian. Marcus Aurelius is the first one tosigledbonus
princeps and many successors will follow, sometimes wahiations (e.g.optimusfor
Alexander anadmnibus meliofor Valerian).

The bad emperors are Commodus, Caracalla, Mactitagabalus, Maximinus,
Gallienus and Carus’ son Carinus. There is no giesignation abonus princep$or
their negative counterparts: the expressiomalus princep®ccurs not as frequently as
bonus princepsand moreover, it is only used as a designatianlzdd ruler in general
(e.g.AS65.4), except for the case of Gallierfislt must be made up from the
description of their lives that the rulers are vieagl. For Commodus and Caracalla, there
is an obvious explanation of their baseness: theyree natural born sons of the

216 AP 2.2 (n cunctis postremo laudabilis et qui merito NunRaempilio ex bonorum sententia
conparatu); 13.2 @ecreti etiam sunt omnes honores, qui optimis fibas ante delati sunt MA 19.10
(boni principisvita), P 15.2 @more_boni principiy S19.6 {udiciumde eo post mortem magnuwmnium
fuit), AS64. .. @lexander quidem et ipse optimfust); AS68.4 Hi sunt, qui bonum principet@urum
fecerunj; Gd. 5.3-4 (...virum nobilem, ...bonumet reliqua. Ex quo apparet, quantus vir eo tempore
Gordianus fuerit; 13.1, about Gordianus iunidsdnitatisinsigni9; 31.5, about Gordianus tertiusli¢
iuvenis laetus, ... nobilis, prorsus ut nihil praetatatem deesset impexidIB 15.1 poni imperatorek
Val. 5.4 gui est omnibus meliprT 10.15, about Valeriarsub_bono principeCar. 3.8 {irum et.inter
bonos magis quam inter malos princigeslocandum et longe meliorem, si Carinum norgretiset
hereden) Car. 9.4 ponum principenCarum fuissp The egregious emperors Claudius, Probus and
Tacitus are treated in the higher style, see PascB002 and 2005.

#"Gall. 5.1:vel malus... vel dissolutus... imperatdall. 21.1:Nunc transeamus ad viginti tyrannos, qui
Gallieni temporibus contemptu mali principstiterunt.
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preceding emperors, Marcus Aurelius and Severpectisely?’® In thevita Severi
(21.1-7), a long disquisition about this problenmiduded. The same holds for
Elagabalus (Caracalla’s alleged son), ValerianfsGallienus and Carus’ son Carinus
(his ‘good’ son, Numerian, just like Caracalla’®threr Geta, was killed before he was
able to reign with his brother). For tyrant-murdeviacrinus, things are different: he is
crudelis sanguinariusandluxuriosus’’®and the only good measure he took is to grant
his son the imperial name Ahtoninus Maximinus had the characteristicatidelitas
too, as opposed to his sofvsnitas®®® A variation on the designation ofalus princeps
again about emperors in general, is foundéh 34.4:deinde illud, quod clementia tua
(sc. Constantiniyolet dicere, credidi, esse respiciendum: 'impene esse fortunae est.’
nam_et minus boni reges fuerunt et pesé&fni

The first emperor to escape the dichotomy is Lubiesus,V 1.3:...Verus
Antoninus... neque inter bonos neque inter malo@sponitur. Didius lulianus does
not receive a final verdict, but his biography endh a balance of higitia andvirtutes
(DI 9.1-3), with emphasis on the former category. Mas' son Diadumenian, who was
cherished by the soldiers because of his Antonamea; is excused by Alexander Severus
himself?®? Finally, the important emperor Aurelian, whoseyneiook place in between
three extraordinary rulers, does not belong >3 The brothers and destined
successors of Claudius (viz. Quintill@, 12.3), Probus (viz. FlorianuBy. 14.1-2)
receive a positive assessment, but their reignaatreeated in separate books.

The author of thélA likes to embellish his narration with lists of gband bad
emperors. The first of these lists isMiA 28.10, in which Marcus Aurelius on his
deathbed wishes his son Commodus to die as wéik agms worried about the state of
the empire when the latter would become emp&foFhese emperors represent the nadir
of Roman morality in government. Commodus wouldnsimin their ranks, which results
in the debasement of his name in the rest oFth&® Commodus became the first
exemplum pravitati; theHA (followed by Elagabalus) and is named for the tiasé in
Tac6.4, in which the senior emperor Tacitus in ewded?®® The author varies in his

278520.4:et reputanti mihi (...) neminem facile magnorum viraroptimum et utilem filium reliquisse
satis clarefdenique aut sine liberis viri interierunt aut talkabuerunt plerique, ut melius fuerit de rebus
humanis sine posteritate discedegs.

279 See for a portrait of Macrinus and the negativgialion of his person: Mouchové 1983.

280 Max. 24.1 :Hic finis Maximinorum fuit, dignus crudelitate parindignus bonitate filii

2! Compare the words with a quote concerning Dicatetn A 43.6:quid multa? ut Diocletianus ipse
dicebat, bonuscautus, optimus venditur imperatdéraec Diocletiani verba sunt, quae idcirco insenuti
prudentia tua sciret nihil esse difficilius bonarmipe

%2 A5 9.3: Diadumenus autem nec tempus habuit nec aetaterteqiatris hoc nomen incurtiCf. OM
10.5:0ccisus est etiam filius, cui hoc solum attulit @ripm, ut interficeretur a militeval. 8.2 about
Valerianus’ son of the same naméhil habet praedicabile in vita, nisi quod est nobiliteatus, educatus
optime et miserabiliter interemptugf. Gall. 19.1, about Gallienus’ son Saloninoscisus deinde non sua
sed patris causa

283 A 37.1:Hic finis Aureliano fuit, principi necessario magisam bono.

Z4fertur filium mori voluisse, cum eum talem viddtetirum, qualis exstitit post eius mortem, ne peei
dicebat, similis Neroni, Caligulae et Domitiano ess

25 Eor example iAS7.3:...peior Commodo solus Heliogabalusar 9.4...luxurie Nerones, Vitellios,
Commodos vinceret...

28 animvero si recolere velitis vetusta illa prodigherones dico et Heliogabalos et Commodos seugotiu
semper Incommodos, certe hon hominum magis \digilam aetatum fuerunt.
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enumerations and creates canonical lists of bacerg®’ The same holds for the good
emperors. Highest praise goes to AugustusAtitenini Antoninus Pius and Marcus
Aurelius’®® but above all Trajaff® Trajan occurs for the first time, iC 8.6, in a list of
emperors that have not been killed by their enemdiesique non Augustum, non
Traianum, non Hadrianum, non patrem suum a rebedlipotuisse superari, After this
first occurrence, the name of Trajan will be cedébd seventeen timeshA. The total
number of occurrences of emperors in enumeratiomses to 180, 150 of which are in IL
and LL. The most mentioned emperors are Antoninus, Rarcus Aurelius and
Commodus.

In Hel. 1.1, an enumeration of bad emperors is followed beries of good
emperors: bad emperors suctCadigulas et Nerones et Vitelli@d the good emperors
Augustum, Traianum, Vespasianum, Hadrianum, Pidtaml Marcum The author
formulates the lesson that same earth produeeenaandfrumentumatque alia
salutaria, eadem serpentes et cicuresAur. 42.4 the best emperors fromiadex
publicusare mentioned: Augustus, Vespasian, Titus, N&rkgan, Hadrian, Antoninus
Pius, Marcus Aurelius, Septimius Severus, Alexai@®rerus, Valerian, Claudius and
Aurelian. The good emperors can be inscribed apictdal in one ring, asscurrafrom
Claudian’s times wittily remarke@® The bad emperorsériesmalorun), on the other
hand, are th¥itellios, Caligulas et NeronemdMaximinos et FilippogAur. 42.6). In
these two examples, the good emperors are calléaeiyown name$’ while the bad
emperors are mentioned in a generic pléfalhe habit of mentioning examplary
persons is found frequently in tRanegyrici Latiniin case of republican hero&%.

Apart from the instances in which the good and éagerors are called by their
own names, there are frequent passages in whichtéreation between good and the
bad are only mentioned in general. The last wofd&eptimius Severus, who tried to
raise both of his sons to the throne, &&3.3):'turbatam rem p. ubique accepi, pacatam
etiam Brittanis relinquo, senex ac pedibus aegendim imperium Antoninis meis
relinquens, si bonerunt, inbecillum si mdlj thus making a difference between the good
and the bad emperors, who reign over a strong avehli empire respectivefy” In Hel.

287 Nero, Caligula, Domitianus iMA 28.10; Nero, Vitellius, Commodus &S9.4 and Nero, Heliogabalus
and Commodus ifac 6.4, etc.

288 Often, the Antonini are mentioned as a groupna®.i18.4,Tac 16.6,Pr 12.2 and 22.4. The plural
refers to different emperors unlike the generiagllin e.gNeronesetc. Thesé\ntoniniconcern more
emperors (Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius arant)ewhich is a different use of the pluraleag.
Neronesor Heliogabalos which means ‘emperors like Nero or Heliogabalus'.

289 |n Roman literature, Trajanus is praised everestris reign, see Syme 1971, 89-112 (‘The fame of
Trajan’). Cf. for a comparible jingle in Symmachggp. 1.13.1, Syme 1971, 91)onus Nerva, Traianus
strenuus, Pius innocens, Marcus plenus offici tefbpe adiuti sunt, quae tunc mores alios nesciebant
Another catalogue of exemplary rulers in PacaRasi 11.6.

290 Augustus, Vespasianus, Titus, Nerva, Traianus, idads, Pius, Marcus Antonini, Severus Afer,
Alexander Mammaeae, divus Claudius et divus AureiaValerianum, enim, cum optimus fuerit, ab
omnibus infelicitas separavit. vides, quaeso, gpanrci sint principes boni...

21 The only two exceptions akel. 2.4 andTac. 6.9 (Den Hengst 1981, 59).

292 Thijs use is also found in Ci¥er. 2.15.4:praeclarum imperatorem nec iam cum M. Aquilio. .., se
cum Paulis, Scipionibus, Mariis conferend(time example is given in Leumann-Hoffmann-Szahty©
(28).

293 1n HA only onceCl.1.3: Camilli, ScipionesDen Hengst 1981, 61n3 mentiones some examipées:
Lat. 1.3.14; 2.7.4; 2.9.5; 2.20.3; 2.46.2; 3.19.20312

294 See Straub 1964, 171-2 for a treatment of SepsirBverusultima verba
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10.4, Elagabalus’ represantative Zoticus is charamd as a man who abuses the
emperor’s trust in him, whereafter a general oket@ya about amici principis followsit
sunt homines huius modi, qui, si admissi fuerinhaiam familiaritatem principum,
famam _non solum malorum sed et bonorum principendunt et qui stultitia vel
innocentia imperatorum, qui hoc non perspiciunfami rumigeratione pascuntur.

3.10.2Tyrants and Fortuna in the HA

Besides the emperors, the tyrants are also meaaloegl lines of good and bad in the
HA. The first of the three tyrants to whom individligés are devoted, Avidius Cassius,
is assessed positively AC 13.9-10°°° There is only a slight difference between the
emperor and the tyrant: Avidius Cassius would Haaen ébonus imperatarif he had
not been defeated by Marcus Aurelius. Even so,dPesas Niger is portayed in a
favourable light in his biography{ 6.10 in particul&®®) and Clodius Albinus is only
hated by his enemies Septimius Severus (10.1), Gmus(14.4) and Pertinax (14.6),
but not by Marcus (10.4-12) or the serfate.

The combining of thirty tyrants i and and four irQ is a consequence of the
author’s plan to include more lives in one boold ant to treasingulos quosque
principes... per libros singulany more. The perfect emperors Claudius, Aurelian,
Tacitus and Probus are flanked by two collectidnyrants and usurper$,andQ. The
inclusion of the former is justified by the necég$d show the host of usurpers during
the reign of the bad emperor Gallierftiswhile the latter is composed in order not to
spoil the biography of the good emperor Profitisn the case of this biography, the
author comments on the small difference betwdaitra or latrunculus(‘brigand’) and a
tyrant who calls himselAugustusOften, a usurper merely gets the status of bdgast
because he is conquered by the reigning emperde i did present himself as an
Augustus. This matter, first introducedRiN 1.1-2, is elaborated iQ 2 and 13.

In the preface tQ, the author praises his alleged colleague in biglgy Trebellus
Pollio: Q 1.3: Atque contra Trebellius Pollio ea fuit diligenti@a cura in edendis bonis
malisque principibusut etiam triginta tyrannos uno breviter libro adaderet..). The
theme ofboni malique principess explicitly mentioned, and is indeed especially
important for the construction dal., Gall. andT. The designation ahalus princepss
reserved for Gallienus in theA, other than as a general term for a bad ruleligaals’
father is depicted ast@nus princep¢Val. 5.4omnibus meliorin T, for whom a

295 qui si optinuisset imperium, fuisset non modo chesreed bonus, sed utilis et optimus imperator.
296 pN 6.101uit ergo miles optimus, tribunus singularis, duagcipuus, legatus severissimus, consul
insignis, vir domi forisque conspicuus, imperataielix;....

29712.1:a senatu tantum amatus est, quantum nemo principut8.3. Clodius Albinus pleas for the
restauration of the senate’s authority in appogtie emperors i€IA 13.5-10:'si senatus p. R. suum illud
vetus haberet imperium nec in unius potestateaemtconsisteret, non ad Vitellios neque ad Nerones
neque ad Domitianos publica fata venissent. eseaniperio consulari nostrae illae gentes Ceioniworu
Albinorum, Postumiorum, de quibus patres vesti,equpsi ab avis suis audierant, multa didicerurere,
the bad emperors are opposed to the senatorididar(l).

298 Gall. 21.1:Nunc transeamus ad viginti tyrannos, qui Gallieporibus contemptu mali principis
extiterunt

299pr. 24.8:non enim dignum fuit, ut quadrigae tyrannorum beriacipi miscerentur
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successor has to be found. The booK &f written in scorn of Gallienus@all.21.1)%°
and contains many passages in which a lpemus princepss sought. One of the
gualities of a good prince is that he is able toode the right successor. Valerian, too,
possessed this qualit)* Fortune, however, prevented the generals fronnait
supreme powet’? Ballista, one of Valerian’s generals, tried to fimgjood successot:
Another general, Saturninti$ spoke to his soldiers after his acclamation asnaipr, T
23.3:‘commilitones, bonum duceperdidistis et malum principefacistis. It may be
concluded from these passages, thatthkis princep$allienus, who was thgonus
princepsValerian’s bad son, was not good for the empickthat a better successor had
to be selected amongthe men that Valerian hadirtggo general, bukortunadecided
otherwise. The search for a better emperor is tbflescted in the structure of the books:
during Gallienus’ reign, the search for an optiswatcessor continued.

30see §4.3.2.

3017 10.15:mirabile autem hoc fuit in Valeriano principe, quothnes, quoscumque duces fecit, postea
militum testimonio ad imperium pervenerunt, ut aa& senem imperatorem in diligendis rei p. ducibus
talem fuisse, qualem Romana felicitas, si continfzaliter potuisset sub bono principequirebat

3027 10.16:sed nimis sibi Fortuna indulgendum putavit, quaewsh Valeriano bonos principéslit et
Gallienum diutius quam oportebat rei p. reservavit.

3031 12.4-5: ...et ego, quod negare non possum, bonum principeraro sed quis tandem est, qui
Valeriani locum possit implere,...

3047 23.1:Optimus ducum Gallieni temporis, sed Valerianodlile Saturninus fuit...
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