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Lucan — dem von Persius so sehr bewunderten! — grofer Stil
Gebirde ist, groB in der Tat, aber dahinter steht das Leere und d Ub?rlm}m
das gerdt bei Persius ins Intime, Zarte, Leidensfdhige und Memer %Clmr
dru;k der neronischen Zeit ist beides, unklassisch ist beides — Vvi;(i'l"lil:h; h
. T arek
?srtilgets.er Zeit moglich gewesen! — aber gerade darum ist beides in sic}, v
'Damit wollte gesagt sein: es war kein MiBverstindnis, wen
kleme. Biichlein dieses Dichters so fiirsorglich umhegt wur(’ie M'rIlJ sem(-lh
war vielmehr die Geringschitzung, mit der Persius in den verg.an - fmim'i
Jahren abgetan und zu den kleinen, unbetrichtlichen Epigofen@ .
wurde. Alle noch so subtile docta curiositas, dic man an ihn gew 621 o
woh.l auch weiterhin wenden wird — und der auch hier egin le«;il'et 1“'1‘1 .
gele1ste.t werden wollte —, bleibt antiquarisch und Jetzthin unniitem‘Cr 'l ”T
wenn slle sich fiir das Eigentliche nehmen wollte, statt nur fiir einzé ]‘15””“
zum Elgentlichen, das im erlebenden Lesen bestcht. Der Text selbst ‘u'-Sdchw
noch einmal zu sagen, im ganzen so zuverldssig tiberliefert, da l‘itl‘”“
So_lchem Erleben kein erst noch durch weitere Forschun , o
Hindernis im Wege steht. B e
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THE SOURCES OF THE GREEK IN SUETONIUS

) Throughout‘ all br?mches of formal Roman literature there appears to ha
een a convention which prohibited the quotation of anything more than sine

words of Greek. The normal procedure is seen most clearly in the philosophic.

\Izvorks of Cicero (who in his letters, of course, uses Greek freely and at lengtl
Czltliz Tusculans, for example, he gives the Greek equivalent of various teéluz

1:ms (e.g. I 14, 22, 28); but when he wishes to quote a Greek wTit
extensively, he gives his own Latin version, asin the translation of Aristophan

In 1, 41., a%nd the other passages, in prose and verse, which fill nine pages -
appendix in the Loeb edition!. In the speeches there islvirtua.ll no Gr }i{:»tial‘
nor does the bulk of Latin literature provide many more 2\7 eef Greer
except in the Menippean satires of Varro and in vsuch oli ixslafis O" :‘UE"“
Gellius and Macrobius, who are prepared to quote wholz }:; ; fsoj; éf“"'
authorS. Valerius Maximus quotes brief passages of Grezkgisex;net“f‘ .
stories from the Greek (2, 7,ext.; 3, 4,7) and one Homeric verse in a story ;11;01"3

1 See es i 5 ) 3 p 5 scis enim wme Graece 0
’ pecmll) Tusc. I,I5: dwam, N otero, Latine: 3 1 ‘
Latino sermo ; . ‘ o
tino ne non pZuS soleve quant tn Graeco Latine
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ts (1, 5, 7); but otherwise he has only odd words. Pliny, in the Natural

torv, is obliged to use a great number of Greek names for technical purposes
Pistory,

& . o5 Vitruvius does (e. g. 10, 10), which our manuscripts present indis-
. . . . . . 2 .
- beides, unklassisch ist beides — wie wire K], /8

inately in Greek and Roman letters. Even for these he sometimes apolo-
3 e (¢ g_'z 13; 16, 6; 21, 28). Continuous passages are very rare indeed: ht.tle
p t(; e found but the inscription on an ancient Delphic bronze on the Palatine

s-) and a spell in a single hexameter (27, 100). Elsewhere Greek has been
1, 57

8 .<Jated into Latin, whether by Pliny himself or by his source, asin &, 6, from
a. c;anus and 8, 42, from Aristotle. In such a miscellany as the Natural
B1istorv, this slight neglect of literary rules is not remarkable.

In history and biography the rule seems to have been observed with great

Rtriciness, whether in Sallust or Livy, Curtius Rufus or Tacitus, or %n tbe Lives
":. \vpos; although the last admits two isolated words of Greek, in Cim. 3, 1,
on. 3, 3, where there was no Latin word available. Nor do the extant fragments
bf the lost historians exhibit any greater license. . .

/, In such a context, the Caesars of Suetonius are a striking exception tc’)
Epormal practice. Apart from extensive quotations of Greek from Augustus
Lown correspondence as occur in Tib. 21, 4—56, Cl.4, 2 and 5—56, there are oyer’
fort\ passages ranging from single words to pairs of verses. Some of Suetonius
jlo.stv\\'orks were apparently written in Greek (Macg, Essai sur Suétone, pp. 269
to :72); and lie plainly did not feel any reluctance to interrupt his own un-
pretentious Latin with verbatim quotations of all sorts. Indeed the pa.ssages
from Augustus’ letters were obviously a feature of his biographies which he
 regarded as particularly valuable. But for some at least of his sources the use
 of (rick must have been barred by the rules of style; and the distribution of
»f formal Roman literature there appears tob Pasages of Greek in different parts of the Caesars throws some light on the
ibited the quotation of anvthing more than s mai vial cmployed by the author.

rocedure is seen most clearly i i i . : :
u een most clearly in the philosoph g ntroduced as if from a divergent source with the words efsi tradiderunt

 quiion. This corresponds exactly to Dio’s account (44, 19, 5), where the same

In Julius there is no Greek at all, except the words xal av, T€xvoy in 8z, 3,

words occur with a similar introduction, indicating that the varant was already

E App. B C. 2, 10, 117). What we do have in this Life are two passages translated
f from original Greek by some intermediate Latin writer: the famous “iacta
L alecevt0ip 32, which both App. B.C. 2, 5, 35 and Plut. Caes. 32, 8§, Pomp. 60, 4

bR s nolpllo x¥foc, the last passage stating that the words were uttered

4 '1:'/'.},111‘um’ (Dio, apparently following Livy, does not give the remark at all
1 11!3.-,11:}1 it appears in Zonaras I10, 7, IT as Egg[qﬂw xéﬂo;); and a long quota-
2 Lon oy Balbus (81) of a tabula aenea . .. conscripta litterts verbisque Graects
. b itorg ..., with seventeen words of Latin. It is clear that Suetonius
LR words already in Latin. The same seems to be true of Caesar’s

icam, si poltero, Latine: scis enim wme Graece log#
cam i1 Graeco Latine.
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*over the dead at Pharsalus, given in 30, 4 as taken ‘ad verbum’ from
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Asinius Pollio and quoted in Latin. The same remark is given, alsq on ¢
authority of Pollio, in the Greek of Plut. Caes. 46, 1, with the incomprehQHSX}.
remark that Pollio claimed that Caesar uttered the words in Latin byt “.r[;.
them in Greek. GARZETTI, ad loc., strongly supports PETER's view that y;
words ‘Eiinviotr{ and “Pwpaiot! have been transposed, and that Poj, my
have stated that Caesar uttered the words in Greek (like the other fam.,
dicta), but that he (Pollio) gave them in Latin, as we have them in Suetop,
This interpretation will mean that Pollio is to be added to the list of Romy
historians who turned Greek into Latin.

Dio Cassius, however, has preserved in his Greek history covering t}
period a very few phrases of original Greek transmitted to him by 1.
sources. Apart from xal o¥, Téxvov, already mentioned, these are P(;mp(.\
last words, taken from Sophocles and also given in Plut. Pomp.77, 4 (42, 4, .
and Brutus’ last words, also from tragedy (47, 49, 2). Plutarch undoubtediy |,
access to further sources of Greek for this period: he quotes passagesin Brut.2 3,
from Bibulus, 24, 4 (also in Val. Max.1, 5, 7). 34, 3. 40, 2, on the authon:
of Messala, and 51,1, on the authority of Volumnius (also in App. B.C. 4,17, 13
which VOLLGRAFF, Greek Writers of Roman History, p.64, argues com-
to both later writers from a secondary source in Greek, probably Juba). B
Dio apparently had nothing but these three famous last words—the on:
examples of original Greek from the whole of his books 41 to 56, apart from i
verse in 48, 44, I: Tolc edtvyodot xai Teiunva mardia, which occurs also in Suc
Cl.1, 1, in a context referring back to the same occasion as Dio’s, the birth «:
Drusus in 38 B. C.—a coincidence which indicates the extreme rarity of suc.
Greek material for this period.

The main historical sources for the reign of Augustus seem to have beu.

written with even stricter adherence to the rule of pure Latin; for there isn.

trace in Dio of the transmission of original Greek, and most of Suetonius’ Gre::

consists of extracts from the emperor’s letters. Most of these are found in ti
following Lives; but Aug. 92, 2: Svopnulay nominis, ut ad Tiberium scrib:
comes from the same source, and probably also g, 2: edfavaciay simlen—i-

enim et verbo uti solebat. Besides these are the Homeric verse aiff’dpedov dyau:
v’ Euevar dyovds T'dmoréobar in 65, 4 (found also in Exc. Salm. fr.78, 4 an:
attributed by BoIissevaln to Dio, but more probably derived from this passag
of Suetonius); and the two favourite sayings in 25, 4, ometde Soadéws and @
line from Euripides’ Phoenissae. The former of these is quoted also by Gelliv:

« . . . . . « . . ‘ i
10, I1, 5, with et dicere in sermonibus et scribere tn epistulis solitum esse anh

which suggests not that both writers derived it independently from the lette
of Augustus, but that there was some collection of favourite expressions an-
bons mots, used also by Macrobius for the anecdotes in Sat.z, 4, 31, 1, whick
contain some Greek. The single word in 70, I: quae vulgo dwdexdBeog vocat’
the sort of exception to rule regularly admitted. There remain the two trimetc™
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ivom comedy in 99, 1, which may belong to the same collection of famous last
words already suggested, or else are derived from the same source as the tri-
qeters in 98,4 concerning Masgabas, to which I shall return in another connec-
1101
In T1bertus there is still less Greek. Apart from the single word éuflnua in
-; 1, where the Greek is essential to the point of the story, as Dio also has it in
- 15,2 in the same connection, there is only the remark of Theodorus of
;‘,ladara mmhov alpate meguoauévov (57, I, and also in Const. Man. v. 1g71—4,
srobably quoted from Suetonius), which comes from the previous reign and is
,'.f obscure origin. More significant are two passages where the Greek original
a5 been translated into Latin. These are in 38: Callipides vocarctur, quem
arsitave ac ne cubiit quidem mensuram progredi proverbio Graeco notatum est
of. Corp. Paroem. II 305, Cic. ad Att. 13, 12, 3); and In 53, 1: Graeco versw,
< non domanarts, thquit, inturiam te acctpere existimas? This appears likewise in
[ac. Ann. 4, 52, 6, in the form: correptumque Graeco versu admonit non ideo
Ll quia non vegnaret. Had Tacitus found this in Greek in his source, he would
~rtainly have translated it into his own Latin; but the fact that Suctonius also
fas it n Latin shows that they both used a source containing it already trans-
fted, and that Tacitus has simply paraphrased it. Moreover the same chapter
of Tacitus describes how Agrippina expressed indignation at Domitius Afer
inr taking part in the prosecution of Claudia Pulchra. Dio, under the year 39
50, 19, 2, refers back to the same incident thirteen years earlier, with the
tory how Agrippina had met Domitius and reassured him with the words o¢
s 06 ot aitiog, AAA ° Ayauéuvawy. These words are derived ultimately from
thad 4 3351 o8 v por Suues éraltior, A *Ayauéuvewv. Although Agrippina
willhave had to adjust the words from plural into singular, the change from the
Homerie dmadrioc to the commonplace aitwg shows that Dio has here had to
ranslate back into his own Greek from an intermediate Latin source—the same
“hich latinized Tiberius’ words to Agrippina in the same connection. The fact
that Dio relates the story of Domitius during the reign of Caligula and not at its
Hoper place in that of Tiberius suggests that this source was not in fact the
“uin narrative used for Tiberius (whether Aufidius Bassus or Servilius Noni-
”;:"11 ;lélgazacitus provides a hint at the end of the.following chapter (4, 53, 3)
ys that for one anecdote at least he was indebted to the memoirs of
i vounger Agrippina. But the avoidance of Greek is probably a feature of
'””“’jt all the sources for this period.

‘ Dio, under the same reign, does contain two passages of Greek which he
"“‘*_”"1,\' derived from one of his sources: the oracle in 57, 18, 15 and the verse
l “‘:' 23, 4. To these I shall return, together with Tiberius’ remark to Galba in

L0,
lm[\?rf‘\’ll'é’”la there %'s still very little Greek. Suetonius apologizes for two

“words: wt ipsius verbo utar, ddazoeylay, hoc est, inverecundiam (29, 1)
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and ut 1pse dicebat, GEofptdufevror (47), both of which could have occun.
in a relatively strict historian. Otherwise he has only the two Homeri,
tations: el; xolpavos éotw, els faoiiets (22, 1), and 7} w'avdero’ 7} éyd) g¢ (2;‘
which is found in a similar context in Dio 59, 28, 6. In Suetonius thes .
quotations occur at the beginning of the section where the biographer begiy. .
relate reliqua ut de monstro, and thus, like the two odd words preyjo,
mentioned, appear to derive from the most hostile tradition that hg. ;.
traces.

It has already been suggested that we know who this historian was,
expressed such hostility towards Caligula, and who also employed Greck. l;
long account of Caligula’s death in Josephus Ant. 19, 17 sqq., which follows
account of his impious usurpation of divine honours described in the <
contexts of Suetonius and Dio mentioned above, contains (9g1—2) a referenc. -
one Kiodovws (as the manuscript reading Klotirog is generally emend,.:
From this MomMSEN and others have inferred not only that this was
historian Cluvius Rufus, but that Josephus derived the whole passage fro:
Cluvius’ more or less eye-witness account. This view is supported convincing:-
by MoMiGLIaNO (Osservazioni, in Rend. Linc. 8 [1932] pp. 305—7), with .
further conclusion that the main tradition of Caligula’s madness comes fro:
the same author. Although the argument is doubted by STEIDLE (Sueton u:
die antike Biographie, pp. 77sqq.), and SyME (Tacitus, pp.286-—), it talli
too well with the further evidence now adduced to be dismissed.

In section g2 of the passage of Josephus, Cluvius himself is made to quo:
Homer, in Greek, with the words ofya, uv 1ig GAkog” Ayardv ptbov dxobay. Th-
is not an accurate quotation, being a mixture of Il = go: aiya, wij tis v'dri
> Ayouiv totrov drovon utbov and Od. & 493: alyavvy, wij tis oev’ Ayoudy dii.
axodoy. But the error is entirely different from the other Homeric misquotatin:
noted in Dio’s story of Domitius Afer, which shows no knowledge at all of t.
original Greek. This contamination is possible only for a man who knows I-
Homer well and quotes him freely from memory (cf. the two verses in Cal.:-
quoted above); and this is far more likely to be Cluvius himself than Josephu:
who is not interested in the Greek classics nor likely to be capable of producir:
something which is very nearly a correct Homeric hexameter. Thus there -
good reason to identify Josephus’ Cluvius, with his Homeric quotation ar-
(apparently) his interest in Caligula’s religious megalomania, and the source ©*
Suetonius and Dio, who quotes Greek, and especially Homer, in exactly the
same connection.

It is not clear from this evidence whether Cluvius Rufus covered the who!
reign of Caligula or began his story only with, or just before, the assassinaticn
and resulting events in which he himself played a minor part. Nor does it follov":
as MOMIGLIANO is inclined to think (pp.305—7), that Cluvius was adopted 2% *
basic source by any of our extant historians. It is perfectly possible that, Like

S
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“psephus, they recognised his value as an eyewitness of certain events during
e period but found him unsuitable as a general guide. His hostility to Caligula
appars, to judge from similar evidence from the following reigns, to extend to
..t Claudius and Nero. SYME (pp.178—9) suggests that his activities in
\,ro's retinue render it probable that Cluvius would have tended to support
.t emperor; but he is far more likely to have sought to clear himself in
‘he eves of the new dynasty by attacking his former patron, exactly as the
counger Pliny attacked Domitian. For this purpose, as a consular with
Lcess to the emperor, he was in a good position to elaborate the chronique
andaleuse. His position cannot, as SYME opines (p.294, etc.), guarantee his
ceracity.

That Cluvius was used only as a subsidiary source by the extant historians
appears from the fact that the passages which appear to come from him are not
.rganically attached to their contexts, or are found in different contexts in
1he various authors.

In Claudius, apart from the verse in 1, 1 already mentioned, and the book-
atle Mwody érnavdotacts in 38, 3, there are three passages in particular from
the most hostile parts of the Life. In 15, 4 the words xai ad vépwv el xal pwods
wllow shortly after the phrase llud quoque a maioribus natu audiebam, which
hows that the preceding anecdote at least was derived by Suetonius from a
sersonal source. But the Greek phrase has its own introductory tag, ac ne cut
wace mira st . . .; which, like satts constat in the following anecdote, indicates
that Suetonius 1s here bringing together from various unfavourable sources a
number of stories to illustrate the contempt in which Claudius was held in the
courts, and to round off a selection of less hostile stories from his main source.
Of a similar nature are nam illa eius cotidiana et plane ommium horarum et
momentorum erant . . . Addes xal pp Ofyyave (40, 3), and the Homeric dvdo’
wrivachar dve Tis mpdTspos yakemrvy (42, 1), which is found in a similar
rontext of executions in Dio 6o, 16, 8; although there it is attached rather
awkwardly to the account of Arria’s suicide, while in Suetonius it illustrates
"wdius’ frequent use of Greek. Less hostile, but apparently outside the main
‘tdition represented by Tacitus and Dio, is the story of Claudius’ change of
Lrart towards Britannicus, with the words 6 tocdaas xai idoeta (43). Dio also
“ives two Greek trimeters in 60, 29, 3, in a disjointed context which goes on to an
n tount of the trial of Asiaticus markedly different from that in Tac. Ann.11,2—3.
there s patently some confusion of sources hereabouts; for Tacitus, in 11,2,5,
-‘"“'””15 Claudius’ question to the bereaved Scipio cur sine uxore discubuisset,
""”“]{ is surely the same anecdote as Suetonius gives in Cl. 39, 1, where the
'.“\Ufm cur domina non vemisset refers to Messalina, as an illustration of
“andius’ oblivio, This last word, in the sense of ‘forgetfulness’ appears
' flllelled in classical Latin except in Tacitus’ own account of Claudius’
"etons after Messalina’s death {and so would seem to have been used in a
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common source for that incident); but in Suetonius the passage involy,
further problem. He says: oblivionem et inconsiderantiam, vel ut Graece gj,,
petewolay et afAewiav (39, 1). This doubling of Greek and Latin worg.
parallelled by the passage in Cal.2g, 1 already discussed; but whether
himself or Suetonius copying him felt it desirable to explain odd words iy
one language by almost equally odd ones in the other, it is impossible t¢ ..
What can be deduced from this confusion is that one source at least pregey,,
some of its material in a way which invited misapplication by later historig,
and that this source probably used Greek.

In Nero there are still clearer indications that the Greek passages had
very secure position in the narrative where they originally occurred. In 4,
Suetonius concludes a list of portents of Nero’s fall, all related in the nom,,
perfect tense, with an item in the pluperfect, suggesting a change of sour.
observatum ctiam fuerat, novissimam fabulam cantasse eum publice Oedipod:.
exulem atque in hoc desisse versu: Qavely p' dvawye adyyapos piTng, matip. b
inserts the same line, or a more satisfactory version of it, in an entirely differc::
context {63, 28, 5), as running in Nero’s head while hiding at Phaon’s vill.
and in no way connected with portents or the stage. Similarly the vox e
celeberrima, 1o Téyviov Nudc diabpéyer in 40, 2 is introduced by a pluperfec
praedictum . . . olim fuerat, in a passage inserted between 40, 1 and 40, 4, whic!
in themselves present a continuous narrative of the revolt of Vindex. Dio, o:
the other hand, inserts it in the middle of a context which corresponds to Ner-
47,2—3, describing Nero’s reactions when his military plans finally collapscd
It is likely not that one or other writer has transferred these two anecdote
from a definite position in the chronological sequence of events in which b
found it, but that the sequence was never distinct, and that each writer ha:
placed them where he considered most appropriate. The same thing ha:
occurred with the Greek pasquinades in 39, 2. This section is inserted awkwar(-
ly to illustrate Nero’s patientia, as an appendage to the long sequence on hi-
saevitia and the disasters of the reign (these two being linked by the commo:
item of the Fire), before the more or less chronological narrative of Nero’s fal
This revision of the original schematic treatment of the emperor’s vices (26—3*
suggests that Suetonius came across this valuable material in a minor source an.
inserted it in this way rather than omit it altogether. Now the first of the:
pasquinades, Népwv *Opéotng’ Alxuéwy unrpdxrovos is found in Dio 61, 10,2
in the entirely different context of reactions in Rome after Agrippina’s death
According to Tac. Ann. 14, 13, 2, there was at that time no popular criticist
of Nero at all; and the context in which these verses appear in Suetonius,
with references both to the Domus Aurea and to Nero’s declared hatred of th
senate, show that they belong to the very last years of the reign. Dio has simpl¥
inserted those on matricide where they seemed to him most appropriate, ™
gardless of historical accuracy.

The Sources of the Gre

To pass OVer the famous éuo® favévto
Ic)ontains the four last words In Grt
¢ rsion (63, 29, 2), although this ha

10's V€ '
z‘; shours, including the equivalent of ha

i .0
gppears 0 have borrox.ve e
Dio borrowed the tragic verse bavey p @
ive at 28, 5.

nmg; lt‘;i: remair?ing Lives, although Vitelli
at 13,2 and the three Flavians co.me t00 ¢
jiterary activity to allow us any idea of b
Otho both provide relevant passages of €
ande paucos dies exierat in v?dgus, laudi
floridam. et vegetam respondisse eum, &
anecdote, introduced by a pluperfect tense
of events, in which Galba’s death has alre
trace of it in the other sources, particul:
most closely to reproduce the basic sour
Otho 7, 2 two incidents are introduced b
change of authority): Otho’s falling out o
and postridie quoque 1n augurando tempes
obmurmurasse, Tl ydo uot paxpols atiols
the accompanying sacrifice precede the st
who in Otho 1, T mentions the sacrifice
Galba’s death, says nothing of these twc
new emperor ; nor is there any trace of t
only other passage in Greek in these
succession in Gal. 4, 1, introduces such ¢
cussed later.

Now it has generally been agreed the
authorities for the reigns of Claudius anc
for Galba and Otho, is the elder Plin
argument can now be confirmed in var,
that Pliny is the basic source who comp
Greek. As a writer in the year-by-year tr
by the evidence of Cassiodorus, Chron. §
Aufidius Bassus down to the point whe
be stricter in this respect than in his €
as we have seen, his use of Greek is v
therefore, that a considerable part of
narrative from Pliny, supplemented W
quotations in Greek (and others, less €z

———C A ——



. TOWNEND

but in Suetonius the passage involyeg a
et tnconsiderantiam, vel ut Graece dicam
s doubling of Greek and Latin WOrdsj;
, T already discussed; but whether Cluviyg
It it desirable to explain odd words in th,
L ones in the other, it is impossible to say
fusion is that one source at least PreSente(i
invited misapplication by later historjaps.
Greek. '
\dications that the Greek passages haq oo
‘e where they originally occurred. Ip 46,3
its of Nero’s fall, all related in the Rorma)
dluperfect, suggesting a change of source:
v fabulam cantasse eum publice Oedipodem
wely p'dvwye ovyyauos witne, marde. Dig
‘actory version of it, in an entirely different
Jero’s head while hiding at Phaon’s villa,
tents or the stage. Similarly the oy esus
vet In 40, 2 is introduced by a pluperfeet,
ige inserted between 40, 1 and 4o, 4, which
narrative of the revolt of Vindex. Dio, on
dle of a context which corresponds to Nero
s when his military plans finally collapsed.
Titer has transferred these two anecdotes
mological sequence of events in which he
3 never distinct, and that each writer has
most appropriate. The same thing has
i1n 39, 2. This section is inserted awkward-
in appendage to the long sequence on his
n (these two being linked by the common
less chronological narrative of Nero's fall
> treatment of the emperor’s vices (26—38),
his valuable material in a minor source and
Jmit it altogether. Now the first of these
éwv untosxrovog is found in Dio 61, 16,2
:actions in Rome after Agrippina’s death.
;re was at that time no popular criticism
which these verses appear in Suetonits,
urea and to Nero’s declared hatred of the
rery last years of the reign. Dio has simply
ley seemed to him most appropriate, ¢

The Sources of the Greek in Suetonius 105

To pass over the famous éuod Bavévrog (38, 1) for further discussion, Nero
:nally contains the four last words in Greek in 49,3. These do not appear in
nio's version (63, 29, 2), although this has the same basic account of Nero’s
st hours, including the equivalent of haec est Neronis decocta (28, 5) and of
alis artifex pereo (29, 2) in the earlier part of the same narrative. Suetonius
APPcars to have borrowed the remarks in Greek from another source, just as
Dio borrowed the tragic verse Oavelv p'évwye ... and inserted it in this same
~arrative at 28, 5.

Of the remaining Lives, although Vitellius contains only a single Greek word
a 13,2 and the three Flavians come too close to the period of Suetonius’ own
jrerary activity to allow us any idea of his sources for their lives, Galba and
(iw both provide relevant passages of Greek. In Gal. 20, 2 Suetonius says:
e paucos dies exterat in vulgus, laudantt cuidam formam suam ut adhuc
doridam et vegetam respondisse eum, &rt por uévos Eumeddy éorwv. This
anccdote, introduced by a pluperfect tense, comes entirely outside the sequence
of cvents, in which Galba’s death has already been described; nor is there any
race of it in the other sources, particularly Plutarch, who is generaily held
most closely to reproduce the basic source for all these events. Similarly in
itho 7, 2 two incidents are introduced by dicitur (apparently the sign of some
change of authority): Otho’s falling out of bed on the night after his accession,
and postridie quoque in augurando lempestate ovia graviter prolapsum identidem
himrmurasse, T ydp pot paxpols atlois; In Dio 64, 7, T the same words and
the accompanying sacrifice precede the story of the nightmare. Again Plutarch,
who in Otho 1, 1 mentions the sacrifice as taking place on the morning after
trlba’s death, says nothing of these two signs of weakness on the part of the
new emperor ; nor is tlere any trace of this tendency in Tacitus’ account. The
«nlv other passage in Greek in these two Lives, the prophecy of Galba’s

uceession in Gal. 4, I, introduces such complicated issues that it will be dis-
cissed later,

Now it has generally been agreed that the common source of our three main
«uthorities for the reigns of Claudius and Nero, and of these three plus Plutarch
ir Galba and Otho, is the elder Pliny (e.g. MOMIGLIANO, pp.237—3). This
‘“'Lument can now be confirmed in various respects. In particular, it appears
that Pliny is the basic source who completely eschews the use of quotations in
f Teek. As a writer in the year-by-year tradition of Livy, whose account is shown
oy fhe evidence of Cassiodorus, Chron. pp. 630, 659, to have been continued by
:\lltl(l%us Bassus down to the point where Pliny took over, he would naturaily
etricter in this respect than in his extant Natural History; and even there,
‘l e have seen, his use of Greek is very limited. It is reasonable to assume,

'“'""ﬁ_JrC, that a considerable part of our extant accounts consists of a basic
I}‘lr_"“t‘f'e from Pliny, supplemented with, among other things, a number of
Mtations in Greek (and others, less easily recognisable, in Latin) from a work
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by Cluvius Rufus, which was not arranged as a clear chronological framey, .
and was characterized by a tendency to sensational charges against tj,. )
decessors of the Flavian emperors (though see SYME, pp. 178, 294, for
respectful view).

pr
4 My,

One objection to this theory must be met at once. MoMIGLIANO (PP-328,
331) argues that the citations in our extant historians from Cluvius, anq ;.
from Fabius Rusticus, were taken not directly from these writers, byt .
quotations from them in Pliny. This view is based primarily on the compun‘\,i»
of Suet. Otho #, 1 and Plut. Otho 3,2, where the same detail about Impery,
diplomas is attributed by the latter to Cluvius Rufus, by the former (wit}, 1,
usual avoidance of proper names) to guidam. On this evidence it seems Impy..
sible to deny that the reference to Cluvius already occurred in Pliny’s ver.
of these events. But the assumption that the same thing is true of all citation. .
both Cluvius Rufus and Fabius Rusticus in Tacitus as well, and for the \\'hoi;
reign of Nero, raises too many difficulties of its own. Tacitus, in Agric.10,
refers to Fabius as »the most eloquent of modern writers« and quotes .
view on the shape of Britain; and there can be little doubt that he knew hi:,
personally (cf. C. I. L. VI 1022g). Cluvius, a considerably older man, he ma
not have known, and he refers to him only as facundus and eloquentia clar:
(Hist. 1,8, 1; 4, 43, 1). But it is inconceivable that, at a time when Fabius wa-
possibly still alive and certainly not long dead, Tacitus should have attempi:!
to give a false impression of having used his works as a source for his own,
when, on MoMIGLIANO's hypothesis, it must in fact have been patent that hi
acquaintance with them was only at second hand.

If the argument breaks down over Fabius, it will not hold tor Cluvius either.
MoMIGLIANO attaches great importance to the passage where Tacitus refer:
explicitly to Fabius, Cluvius, and ceferi auctores (Ann. 14, 2, 1—3), as indicating,
when compared with the corresponding passages in Suetonius and Dio, that the
different views were already given by Pliny. What may legitimately be inferrct
from these passages is that Pliny contained some reference to both versions of
the incest-story, including the account of the concubine who resembled Agrip-
pina (which he evidently accepted as a fact); but that, as Tacitus hints, I
preferred to blame the empress for the attempted incest. This is all that e
behind the confident nemo dubitavit of Suet. Nero 28,2 and the doubt:
expressed by Dio 61, 11, 2, as well as the phrase quamquam scriptoribus diversd
firmantibus of Victor, Caes. 5, 8, which seems to be derived directly or indirect!y
from Pliny. Suetonius’ treatment of his authorities is dishonest on any account.
whether or not he referred to Cluvius in this connection: and the suture !>
uncomfortable where he joins on a scabrous anecdote from Fabius’ version o/t
enim quotiens . . .). Tacitus, finding some expression of doubt in Pliny, took
care to refer to the two better-informed historians to ascertain their views, an¢
we should hardly need his specific statement to know that the inside informatio?
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.. gives about Agrippina’s attempt on Nero is derived from Cluvius. Tacitus
s by o means »at Pliny’s mercy«, as MOMIGLIANO suggests (p. 331). He was
.(rfcctlv well aware of Pliny’s shortcomings (Ann. 13, 31,1; I5,53,4), and
qually well aware of the existence of the works of Cluvius and Fabius.

Pliny, on the other hand, probably could not have made use of these two
oriters if he had wished. Far the most satisfactory account of the chronological
-Jationship between the three historians is that forward by Cracer1 (Ricerche
.lla storia e sul diritto Romano {1918], pp.391—3), whereby Pliny, writing
suinly in the provinces during the early years of Vespasian, returned to Rome
with Lis work more or less completed, to find that it was quite out of keeping
with the prevalent attitude towards the Julio-Claudians exemplified by
¢'luvius Rufus, and perhaps also by Fabius Rusticus, whose works had probably
wst appeared. He surely refers to them in n.h., praef. 20: occupantibus locum
save0 — words which need not be sincere any more than his pretext for with-
lolding publication ne quid ambitioni dedisse vita iudicaretur (cf. CIACERI,
p.302). Another matter over which Pliny may have felt that he had taken an
unfashionable attitude is the conduct of Caecina in his advance through Gaul.
sviE (pp. 181, 675) holds that the unfavourable picture as given in Tac. Hist.
2. 20, 1, Plut. Otho 6,3 must come from a source written after 79, when Caecina
and Pliny both died; but himself admits that the posthumous publication of
Pliny’s work may have some relevance. In fact, CiacERI’S view of this pub-
lication fits in not only with this point but with certain other differences between
the views of Pliny and of Cluvius which will appear from what follows.

The one anomalous passage, where Pliny evidently did quote Cluvius, must
le explained much more simply. Cluvius, back in Rome from Spain, can have
made no secret of his inside information about Otho’s diplomas; and somehow
or other the detail reached Pliny, together perhaps with the details of the
“onference between Vitellius and Sabinus which Cluvius had attended (Tac.
i1ist.3, 65, introduced by ut fama fuit, as if Tacitus had not found it in Cluvius’
ownwork; so SYME, p.675). Whether as a historian or not, Cluvius was recog-
“sed by Pliny as an excellent authority on these matters, as later by Plutarch
and Suetonius, although the latter omits his actual name. There is indeed no
"Vidence that either Plutarch or Tacitus used Cluvius for the year of the Four
fif‘lp(frors: they lack the anecdotes on Galba and Otho which appear to come
‘Tom that source, and they follow the common account of Otho's relationship
o I)Oppaea which is found also in Suetonius and Dio, but was replaced by a

“riant in Ann, 13, 45, written when Tacitus was undoubtedly using Cluvius

“YE, . 2go).

Now if we may accept the hypothesis that the basic source followed by the

“lant historians was Pliny, and that Cluvius was drawn upon for the Annals,

v Caesars and Dio’s Histories to provide certain passages, particularly those
haracterized by the use of Greek, some assistance may be drawn from the
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stylistic arguments propounded by D’ANNa, Le Idee Letterarie dj Suety,

(1954), cap. 7. The writer here distinguishes certain chapters of Nor, :
catalogues of items inartistically strung together (e.g.9 and 35) from Oth,‘
which exhibit an elaborate periodic structure and give a continuous Narryy,,
(e-g-47, 48, 49); and argues that the two types reproduce the characteris;

two different sources with clearly distinguishable attitudes towards Nerq So,
of his conclusions are vitiated by the failure to recognise Suetonjug’ 1.
principles of biographical composition: on the one hand, his economicy] |,
of material, however important historically, which did not bear directly up

the central figure; on the other, his method of compiling his main chaptcr,

virtues and vices by amassing exempla and arranging them in a way wj;
seldom reveals anything of the nature of his sources. Thus many of the
connected items in Nero g may have been taken from a full narrative of ;
reign such as we suppose Pliny to have provided (e.g. the building-regulation, ;.
16, 1); and in Pliny they need not have been anything like so brief and formy.
as they appear in their new setting. But in describing Nero’s accession (s
reception of Tiridates (13), artistic career (20—25), and downfall (40—,
Suetonius has clearly followed a narrative source, sometimes more or -
verbatim (as is shown by the close parallels in Dio and Victor), sometimes wit:
interpolations from another source or sources. Examples of the latter arc 1l
passages already referred to as containing Greek (40, 2; 46, 3), clearly divora !
from the main context by the use of a pluperfect tense (praedictum ... era!
observatum fuerat).

That this main narrative eschewed the direct quotation of Greek is mai
clear by three passages where the original Greek has been turned into Latin
Suetonius’ source (the fourth such passage, the Greek proverb in 33, 1, doesnv:
appear in a narrative context, but will be referred to in the discussion ¢
Claudius’ death). The first of these is in 20, I : Graecum proverbium iactans
occultae musicae nullum esse respectum, which is closely connected with th
details of Nero’s voice-training also found in Pliny n. h., 94, 166; the second in
20,2: si paulum subbibisset, aliquid se sufferti tinniturum Graeco sermone pre-
misit. Both these passages occur in the continuous narrative of the emperor-
artistic career (20—25), though it must be supposed that Pliny gave this &
much greater length. Throughout these chapters, no Greek is found; although
Nero’s address to the judges at the Games (23,3), his praise of the Greck:
(22,3), and his prayer at the Isthmus from the same account (37, 3), must ak
have been in Greek originally. Moreover in 20,2 the Latin is extremely odd
subbibo, tinnio and suffertus are either dnaé Aeydueva or virtually unparallelled
in classical Latin, though the first two at least have good Greek parallels it
Smomiveo and dadayéew. Such peculiar Latin must be due to a historian wlho wa*
determined at all costs to avoid Greek, as Suetonius certainly was not. The
same is probably true of the apparently unparallelled phrase in 23, 1: consili#/”
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. cotum celeriter reverti me, from a letter to Helius, which was certainly written
1 Greek, coming as it did to a Greek freedman from the philhellene emperor
.ngossed in his Greek tour.

The third of the passages translated from the Greek is the pasquinade in
3,28 inscriptione Graeca, nunc demum agona esse et traderet tandem. This comes
. the middle of the long narrative of Nero’s fall, and is firmly attached to the
.ontext by the references to Vindex in the other pasquinades. This collection of
.ttacks on Nero is to be contrasted with that in 39,2z, containing the Néow»
‘loéotng which we have already observed as displaced in Dio, and two other
.ieces of Greek, the whole section being very awkwardly inserted in its place.
[lie two passages thus fall neatly to Pliny and Cluvius respectively.

Now the latter of these, which seems to come from Cluvius, includes (39, 3) a
ke in Greek which we have passed over, and must now consider for the light it
"hrows on the treatment of Claudius’ death in the different sources.

Suetonius, in Cl.44,2 gives two contradictory accounts of this murder:
. that the poison was administered by the praegustator Halotus at a banquet
.n the Capitol, and that Claudius lingered on in agony all night; b) that it was
qven in a mushroom by Agrippina, that Claudius fell into a coma and threw
ap the poison, and was given a second dose, either in gruel or in an enema. Dio
n1,34,2 gives the latter version alone,adding that Claudius was at first thought
' be suffering from drunkenness,and specifying Lucusta, paguaxida segiffidnrov
Tattd TovTe éalwxviav, as the source of the poison. Tac. Ann. 12, 66—67
plainly combines the two versions, naming both Halotus and Lucusta together,
and adding the name of Xenophon as the doctor concerned, though he is made
‘o administer the poison on a feather (a detail used in a different context of
“runkenness in Suet. Cl. 33, 1). Of the two stories, b) involving mushrooms, was
~vidently the more successful in popular fancy. It appears in Mart. 1, 2o, 4,
Jw.s, 147, 6, 620—and in Pliny n. h., 23,92, besides being followed for the
Most part by Tacitus and entirely by Dio. Suetonius expresses no preference
for one or the other in Cl. 44, 2. In Nero, however, he makes use of both versions,
eonsistently. I 33,1 he says that Nero, made no secret of his complicity in the
murder, ut qui boletos, in quo cibi genere vemenwm is acceperat, quasi deorum
o posthac proverbio Graeco conlaudare sit solitus. In other words, he is here
“king for granted version (b)—and using a source which has Greek translated
“ito Latin. On the other hand, in 309, 3 he describes how Datus Atellanarum
“‘"‘\"f“ n cantico quodam Vyiawe mdtep, dylawe pireo ita demonstraverat, ut
""I"f'”’f’”l natantemgue faceret, exitum scilicet Claudi Agrippinaeque significans.
.””*\ Cl(*arly has no reference to the poisoned mushroom (nor to the enema,
Hhich was never regarded, in any case, as the characteristic mark of the murder)
1102 potion; and this must be the poison of version (a), administered by the
! ’ dcustator, Thig version, therefore, belongs to a tradition where Greek is used,
o to Cluvius. Version (b) we already knew to have followed by Pliny, and

O
a




110 G. B. TowNEND

can now infer to have been derived by our historians from that write,
from the fact that it seems to have been more popular, Pliny may ha\l . A
this version because Halotus, the villain of (a), had survived Nero antlc'l“:m
heard of as appointed to a handsome procuratio by Galba (Suet. Gal ;- l,'\ .
not in Plut. Gal. 17), in which post he will have been a colleague of Plin.v 1D .
Cluvius is not likely to have been affected by such considerations, S
Accordingly, if Cluvius gave the version involving Halotus and the p;
drink, while Pliny preferred that with Lucusta and the rnushroomgp(gl*\fm‘
Apocol. 2 suggests that it did not take long for different stories to b(?f ’
circulate), it becomes possible to explain some very odd features of the :;m .
of Britannicus, as described by Tac. Ann. 13, 15, Suet. Nero. 33, 2, and Dig ()I“r:;
The story contains continual reminiscences of version (b) of the murd(’-/w
Claudius: in particular, the choice of the first dose as slow-working, its failnrr.l
take effect, the choice of a second as more rapid, and the employment of l]
custa. The most suspicious feature among these parallels is the t‘wofold imrl(‘
duction of Lucusta by Tacitus. In Ann. 12, 66, 4 she appears as arfifex {alin,
nomine L. ... nuper veneficiv damnata et diu inter instrumenta regni haty,

in 13,15, 4 as damnata veneficii nomine L., multa scelerum fama. Dio introduc,
her for Claudius’ murder in almost the same terms as Tacitus: his account .* |
that of Britannicus is so sadly abbreviated by the epitomators that we cannv: E
tell whether Lucusta was ever mentioned there. Suetonius omits all menti:
of her in Cl. 44, 2—3, while introducing her in Nero 33, 2, for the murder
Britannicus, as quadam L. venenariorum indice (artifice THOMAS).

These variants can be explained only on the assumption that one of th
original sources introduced her for the first murder only, another only for tl
second. Thus Pliny, following the current mushroom-story for Claud;us, witi
Lucusta as the prime agent, evidently provided few circumstantial details {i:
Britannicus; whereas Cluvius, using the story of Halotus and the poisonct
draught for Claudius, was able to employ the material from the other version
for the death of Britannicus, making it appear as Lucusta’s first major crin

and so introducing her a fresh character. His version seems to be followed by tl»
Scholiast on Juv.1, 71, who regards her entirely as a creature of Nero’svan\‘l
mentions only the murder of Britannicus. Then Tacitus, who combined Plin:
and Cluvius to provide the fullest possible account of Claudius’ death, inal
vertently introduced Lucusta a second time for the second murder as if she wi-
a fresh character. His carelessness is hardly palliated by the fact that book 1.
is the first of a new hexad and may have been completed after a certain intervi!
but the second introduction could not have echoed the first so closely unless I
had found it phrased in this way in one of his sources. Suetonius, more Cii*
cumspectly, avoided the doublet by cutting Lucusta out of the earlier incident
which was already rich enough in details, and kept the whole story for Brit2! {
nicus. Dio, who seems never to have corrected such discrepancies in advapc
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e below), used Lucusta for the first murder, as he found her in Pliny, and

~robably omitted her from the second, as he found it in Cluvius — unless he

;wglccted to refer to Cluvius at all for this incident and continued to follow
plinv. Each of our extant historians reveals, in his handling of the conflicting
_urces for these two murders, his characteristic method of going to work. Their
.vidence also shows that Cluvins was prepared to misappropriate material from
.o context to enrich another. This suspicion is confirmed by a consideration
.i the various accounts in our authorities of the Fire of 64.

ye have Tacitus’ word that authorities disagreed as to whether this out-
‘reak was caused forte an dolo principis (Ann.1s, 38, 1). His own subsequent
weount is clearly a mixture of the two versions, with a reflection of the more
ostile in 38, 8. 39, 3, and of the more favourable in 39, 1—2. The hostile
weount appears most distinctly in Dio 62, 16—17, and in Suet. Nero 38, 1. The
atter begins with the anecdote: dicente quodamn in sermone communi, ’ Euov
smovrog yala pely0ntw moel, Immo, inquit, éuot {dvroc, planeque ita fecit; and
wontinues with the reference to plerigue comsulares catching imperial slaves
-prrading the fire (a detail which is found in much the same form in Tacitus and
Dio). There can be no point in this mention of the rank of these witnesses unless
to vstablish their authority; and it is quite in accordance with Suetonius’
rommon method of indirect and anonymous reference to his sources that the
phrase should conceal the authority of Cluvius Rufus, a consular of many years’
tanding, who was in Rome during that summer (Nero 21,2). Whether this last
mfcrence is valid or not, there is evidence that a writer who used Greek held
Nvro responsible for the Fire.

Pliny’s attitude to the question is hardly revealed by his extant work.
Despite his constant interest in the buildings of Rome, there is only one passage
which appears to blame Nero for the Fire. This runs, in our texts of 17, 5:
clae o duraverunt ... ad Neronis principis incendia, quibus cremavit urbem
s postea cultu virides tuvenesque, ni princeps ille adcelerasset etiam arborum
"wrtem. Here the actual accusation, quibus cremavit urbem annis postea is not
“tind in the MS D, and is properly rejected by DETLEFSEX as a gloss; and the
:“_“1 part of the sentence is at least suspect, as involving an awkward repetition
Fthe word princeps and an unexplained reference, as it appears, to the death
" Prrsons unspecified anywhere in the context. It is at least likely that these
o P\ are a later addition, whether by a later hand or by Pliny himself, desiring
e “pt his passing reference to the Fire to a view which had become widespread
: i"l“‘])l)' after Josephus made his list of Nero’s major crimes in B. J. 2,13, T,
“':‘”"“ about 75. For such later revisions of Pliny, see CIACERI, p.405. Cert-
_#Y one cannot argue on the basis of this passage that Pliny’s history con-
”““"‘(1 the charge of deliberate incendiarism.

v'mu “¢ possess evidence concerning the alternative view of the Fire. In
© 43, 1 (and similarly in Dio 63, 27, 2) we learn that in his final panic Nero
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creditur destinasse urbem incendere feris tn populum immissis. This story cony, .
no apparent relationship to the earlier Fire of 64; and that it was not intunf
merely to portray Nero as going one better than his supposed earlier arm;
the same city is shown by Victor, Caes. 5, 13 (a passage containing matte, Wi,
cannot be derived from Suetonius himself, but must be from a common g, .
which asserts this same intention to set fire to Rome in 68, while nowy, -
mentioning the actual fire of 64. However incompetent a historian Vietg, We
it is inconceivable that he should have omitted the really serious charg 4
retained this vague statement of an unfulfilled intention if both were foyy,; .
his source. It is thus clear that Suetonius used two different sources: ¢,
which explicitly blamed Nero for the great Fire, while the other regarded 1,
accidental, but accused the emperor of a plan to burn the city in 68. Fyry, .
the account of the latter is found firmly imbedded in the continuous narry;,.
of the fall of Nero (40, 4—45), in which no Greek occurs but there is a G
pasquinade translated into Latin. Everything combines to show that the fory, .
source was Cluvius, the latter Pliny.

Now to return to the Greek verse with which Suetonius’ account of the [,
begins: there is some evidence that Cluvius, in relating this story about Nu.
has appropriated the main idea from another context. The verse éuod Gavivro:
is attributed by Dio 68, 23, 4 to Tiberius, with the further statement that
often counted Priam blessed because he was utterly destroyed together with:
country and his kingship«. Exactly the same sentiment, with the appropna:
change to »he saw his country destroyed .. .« is attributed by Dio 62, 16,11
Nero, with the words xa: adrdg,as if Dio was aware of the repetition; but hede
not this time give the verse. In Suetonius’ version of the former context i
Tib.62, 3 we have namque identidem Priamum felicem vocabat, quod supersi:
omnium suorum exstitissel, with no verse; while in Nero 38, 1, where the ver-
is given, there is no reference to Priam. It is clear that the sources used by bot.
Suetonius and Dio made use of the same item, with both verse and reference t
Priam, for both emperors similarly. Apart from the use of Greek, it is mo-
unlikely that Pliny, who was consciously writing a continuation of the histor:
of the earlier Julio-Claudians, would have been guilty of this transferenc

Cluvius, on the other hand, was writing without regard to predecessors; andit:

easy to see how, recognising the extreme appropriateness to Nero of the stort
earlier told of Tiberius, he transferred it to his own account of the Fire of by

where it fitted in excellently with Nero’s known interest in Troy and compos"

tion of a Halosis Ilii. Thus Dio, reading the sources for Tiberius, copicd th

story down complete; but later, finding it in Cluvius’ account of Nero, 1
dropped the verse, retaining the Priam-anecdote as an integral part of the ¢
cumstantial detail and apologizing for the repetition with the words xai ar74"

which have caused such perplexity to editors of the text. Suetonius, on thr

other hand, who is known to have started making notes for his later Lives whils
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_ill working on the earlier (cf. his use of Augustus’ correspondence for the Lives

jown to Caligula), noticed the duplication in time to divide the material between
-he two contexts.

The same thing evidently occurred over the oracle tpic 6¢ Totnxociwy
worehiouévey évavtdy “Poualovs uguios dAet ordow. This, with a few
1d£iitional words, is found in Dio 57, 18, 5 in the year 19 A. D., when, as Dio
1imself observes, there was nothing particularly appropriate about it. He gives
‘he same lines again in 62, 18, 3, in a context where Nero is being openly blamed
ior the Fire, together with another Greek hexameter, doyatos Aiveaddy
wTodxTovos Tyeuovedoet, which is presumably the work of someone who
actually saw the extinction of the Julio-Claudians. The goo years are still not
nwch to the point, and the oracle is certainly not good enough for any single
Listorian to quote it twice; but for Cluvius, still requiring details for his
hostile account of the Fire, it was worth borrowing from an earlier source on
{iberius.

In the same way it is likely that Cluvius was responsible for the duplication
-f the strange detail in Suet. Cal.37, 1 ut calidis frigidisque unguentis lavaretur,
which is found in the later chroniclers among the excesses of Nero, always
linked with the equally odd item piscatus est refe aurato et purpura coccoque
funibus nexts, as in Nero 30, 3. So they appear in Orosius 7, 7, 3, Jerome Chron.
an. 01, while Eutropius 7, 14 attempts to reconcile the confusion with the words
cxemplo C. Caesarts; though Victor, still apparently following Pliny, has no
trace of the item. In these passages we have not the clue of Greek to help us,
and it is perhaps odd that Cluvius, who certainly dealt with part of Caligula’s
ftign at least, should have used a detail from one of the other historians on that
mperor for his own account of Nero; but the displacement of material is so
‘milar to the examples we have already considered that he is the most likely
‘ulprit. The same process of borrowing may account for the duplication of the
night cabinet-meeting ending in a music-hall performance in Cal. 54, 2, Dio 59,
i-3and in Nero 41,2, Dio 63, 26, 4; although the latter pair of passages appears
"2 be in continuous narrative derived from Pliny.

There is one anecdote in our authorities which involves more complicated
">ucs. In Gal. 4,1 Suetonius gives two versions of a single story about Galba:

nstat Augustum puero adhuc salutanti se inter aequales apprehensa buccula
Nxisse, Kai of, Téxvov, TR ApyTic Nu@y mapatedéy; sed et Tiberius, cum comper-
Sseb imperaturum eum, verum in senecta, Vivat sane, ait, quando id ad nos nihil
*1" tinet. Tac. Ann. 6, 20, 3, under the year 33 A.D., has: nonomiserim praesagium
berii de Servio Galba tum consule; quem accitum et diversis sermonibus per-
iPlatum postremo Graects verbis in hanc sententiam adlocutus est: Et tu, Galba,

'”d”qlte degustabis imperium, seram ac brevem potentiam significans. Dio 57,

* 4 8lves a similar account under the year 20, with the added detail that the
"lon was Galba's betrothal, the Greek words being given less vividly as

RN
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xal o wote Tijs Tjyepovias yedoy, and the explanation for Tiberj,. L
concern, »because he was going to rule in old age and after his gy, N
Finally Josephus Ant.18, 217, in illustration of Tiberius’ interest in Ly, k
relates the same story of Tiberius, with no circumstantial details or quotanui,‘
actual words. !

There are clearly serious inconsistencies between the versions of the o,
One, however, can be removed at once. Tacitus, wishing to insert t),, St
early in the Annals in order to prepare for the accession of Galba at th, end.
the work, has simply chosen to place it in the year in which Galba has firg( |,
mentioned, because he was then consul. He does not state speciﬁcally, and .
not be held to imply, that the incident took place in 33; while his phryy, ’
omisertm is a clear indication that he had inserted the story from an extray,,,
source (one which there is reason to suspect, as will be seen, he did not , o
to use until he had written the first few books of the Annals). In fact such S
could not have occurred in the main sources for Tiberius’ reign, Auf,
Bassus, Servilius Nonianus and the elder Seneca, none of whom lived t .,
Galba cmperor.

With this confusion cleared away, it is possible to distinguish two differe
versions of the story. The first of these concerns Augustus, during Galyy
boyhood (he was about seventeen when Augustus died), and gives the words
the idiomatic Greek recorded by Suetonius; the second concerns Tiberius, n;
the occasion of Galba’s betrothal, with the words in Latin (from which Di,
commonplace Greek appears to be a translation), and sets the story on the con
text of Tiberius’ interest in horoscopes, as it occurs in Josephus, Tacitus anr
Dio. Neither of these versions can well have come into existence before 6S; v
both were incorporated in sources used by Suetonius. Neither occurs in Pl
tarch, who has no section on portents in either Galba or Otho.

Given two such sources, Suetonius’ treatment presents no difficultic
Finding them both, he has preferred the former for its lively Greek, which bear-
all the marks of ¢psissima verba; but also quotes the latter, as fitting much mor
credibly into the chronological scheme and Tiberius’ known interest in astr-
logy, and as containing Tiberius’ further comment. Similarly Tacitus, eithe
having noted down the story while working on Galba for the Histories o
finding it in a source for Tiberius, introduces it in the year of Galba's consulatc
though whether the very close translation into Latin of what were evidently i
same Greek words as Suetonius attributes to Augustus is Tacitus’ own work ¢
someone else’s, is not at first sight apparent. Dio’s account js much mon
puzzling. With the two key words of Suetonius’ Greek changed into mort
ordinary language, he is surely working from a version with the remark alrcady
in Latin; but, if we suppose this version to be Pliny’s, as is the most obviou:
explanation, there is the problem of how Dio came to insert the anecdotc &
early as the year 20. Even if he knew that Galba’s betrothal fell in that year

i
i
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. is likely enough if his bride Lepida (Gal.s, 1) was the daughter of the
;iv.Lepidus who in 21 A.D. was concerned about his nubilem filiam (Tac.
\nn.3, 35, 2), he is not likely to have been aware of the prophecy at all until
. had completed Tiberius’ reign and reached 64, 1, 1, where the epitome does
:rldced preserve a brief reference to the same story. As we have observed,
Do seemns to have dealt with his material as he came to it, even when this
-osulted in serious duplications.

An examination of the contexts of this story and of certain other related
anccdotes reveals a clue which may suggest how the prophecy concerning Galba
and the other passages containing Greek in the reign of Tiberius first came into
terary form, and how the displacements and duplications came about.

In Aug.98, 4 Suetonius reports the exchange of two Greek trimeters with
Chrasyllum Tiberi comitem contra accubantem; in Tib.62, 3, where Tiberius
selicem Priamum vocabat, his plan to murder Caligula and Gemellus is thwarted
iy the cunning of Thrasyllus «¢ aiunt; and in Tac. Ann.6, 21 a long section on
itrasyllus, including the story related also in Suet. Tib.14, 4 of Thrasyllus’
stophecy of Tiberius’ principate, follows immediately on the story about Galba.
[his passage in Tacitus lecads on, by way of a digression on determinism, to a
wference to the prophecy of Thrasyllus’ son concerning the principate of Nero;
o that it contains in fact the prophecies of three separate principates, all des-
-ribed under the year 33, when none of them were in any way in question. All
‘hree contexts show signs of Greek in the source: the first containing the Greek
wrses given by Suetonius; the second having the Greek duot Gavdvros . . . in
he parallel passage in Dio (38, 25, 3); the third having the emperor’s words to
talba in Greek, as stated by Tacitus and quoted by Suetonius.

I'rom this it can be inferred that there was a source covering certain events
in Tiberius’ reign, in all of which Thrasyllus played a prominent part, and in all
#['which Greek was quoted in the original. Morcover, the third of the passages

hows that this source must have been written, or at least completed, after the
ivath of Nero.

These clues all point directly to a known writer of the Flavian age: the
"-prefect of Egypt Tiberius Claudius Balbillus, who was almost certainly the
o of Thrasyllus, carried on his father’s profession as court astrologer, lived to
" patronised by Vespasian, was described by Seneca (N. Q.4, 2, 13) as per-
TSt omni literarum genere ravissime and quoted by Pliny (n.h.19, 3);
':"hile lis descendents attained sufficient distinction down to the reign of
llmvlrian at least to ensure that his works would not have been allowed to
tvtish before most of our authorities had the chance to make use of them (see
“nerally CicHorivs, Rém. Stud.(1922) p.39z, CUMONT in Mél. d’Arch. et
'1‘ Hist, (1928—g) p.33, KrorL in P-W. Suppl. Band v (1931) 50—60, with
MMa, SHERWIN WHITE in Pap. Brit. Sch. Rome (1939) p.21, n.68, SCHWARZ

* Bull. dell'Inst. d’Arch. Or.49, (1950) pp.45—55, MAGIE, Roman Rule in

8*
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Asia Minor (1950), pp- 1398—1400). We have no direct knowledge of any ¢
writings except the purely astrological works addressed to Seneca's frit:;‘
Hermogenes (Catal. Cod. Astrol. Graec VIII 3, p.103), in which he explajy; .
method of calculating a man’s future and particularly the importan,
certain heavenly bodies as threatening death (cf. Suet. Nero 36, 1) ; but Sencey
words indicate that he wrote on a variety of topics, and the sort of sern
historical work hinted at in our sources, on the influence of astrology and y;, .
predictions on the imperial succession, with special reference to the succegy., , .
Thrasvllus and of Balbillus himself, would be well within his known ﬁdd‘r
interests. PETER goes so far as to give him an entry in Hist. Rom. Jpy.
(Pp.304—3), on the strength of Seneca’s quotation about dolphins and crocod;;,
in Egvpt; but there is no reason to class him as a historian proper (cf. Crapy ..
worTH in C. A. H. X. p.86g). Certainly he is not cited by name by any of (-
historians; but it should be remembered that Dio names no sources whatsoey. -
for this period; Suetonius names none later than the death of Tiberius, althou
he indicates the use of variants by such phrases as constat, u¢ arimt, o
while Tacitus, who apparently follows Pliny throughout all the later bogks
the Annals, names him twice only, with two mentions of Cluvius Rufus an’
three of Fabius Rusticus. For the reign of Tiberius, no sources are acknoy.
ledged at all, apart from one reference to Pliny’s German Wars in Tac. Ann :
69, 3, one to Agrippinaib.4, 53, 3, and one to Seneca in Suet. Tib.73, 2. Yetis:
fairly certain that considerable use must have been made of Aufidius Bassusan:
Servilius Nonianus, the latter of whom gets no nearer an acknowledgemen-
than the phrase vir consularis in Suet. Tib. 61, 6. It is noticeable, however, tha:
the historians make a point of referring to their main authorities if they occi:
in the history of the period in their own right; as Suetonius (Nero 21, 2), D
(63, 14, 3) and Tacitus (seven times in the Histories) refer to Cluvius Rufu-
whose part in events was hardly significant. This may account for the rathe
unnecessary references to Balbillus in Tac. Ann.13, 22, T and Suet. Nero 36,
(the latter normally introduces prophecies of this sort with vague reference t-
multi, ib.6, 1, mathematici, ib. 40, 2). In default of any specific testimony, th
acceptance of Balbillus as the source in question must remain conjectural; bv:
some such writer there must have been to account for the observed phenomen:
in our historians, and the name Balbillus may serve to represent him.

Such a work as we have described, whether mainly in Latin or in Greek.
appearing soon enough after the death of Galba for the Flavian historians t
make use of it, will have attracted attention particularly for the audaciow
claim it made that Thrasyllus had prophesied Galba’s accession something Ik
fifty vears before (this attention will have been further increased if the autht:
was a distinguished intimate of the emperor and already well-known as a¢
author). It appears to have become established as a standard minor source "
the reign of Tiberius.

O O
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(luvius, accordingly, who was not writing the history of Tiberius, found in
nalbillus first the story about the prophecy of Galba’s succession. Whether
sliberately or not, he seems to have misinterpreted a reference to ‘Caesar’ or
.he emperor’ as referring to Augustus; and he is the most likely person to have
sdded confirmatory details out of his own head to fit this version, so as to give
.0 to puero adhuc and apprehensa buccula in Suetonius’ first version. At the
ame time he seems to have borrowed from Balbillus the two prophecies in
Greck, Tole 06 Teimxooiwy . . . and éuod Bavdvrog . . ., for use in his own account
+{ Nero's reign; whence the former was copied by Dio (despite his earlier use of
.in its proper context, straight from Balbillus), the latter by Suetonius, in the
manner we have observed above.

Pliny, for his part, while narrating the portents of Galba’s accession as it
appears in Dio 64, 1, 1, will have translated Tiberius’ words into Latin and made
the chronological reference clear (for the position of these portents, cf. the
:ntroduction of Otho in Plut. Gal. 19, 2, Tac. Hist. 1, 13, 3). He made no use of
‘he rest of the material, as falling outside his period, except for the details of
\ero’s birth, which he inserted at the beginning of Nero’s reign, as they are
iund in Dio 61, 2, 1, and perhaps Suet. Nero 6, 1. The dependence of the latter
passage on Balbillus, probably by way of Pliny, accounts for the remarkable
lct that Nero’s birth is there dated in the first place in relation to the death of
liberius, as it must have appeared in Balbillus’ work.

Of our extant writers, Tacitus plainly turns to Balbillus at Ann.6, 20, 3 for
material about Tiberius’ addiction to horoscopes not hinted at in the earlier
tooks, though Dio traces it to as early as 16 A.D. (57, 15,7, with a reference to
thrasyilus). In the same context he evidently found the prophecies of Galba’s
and Nero’s principates, which he inserts at the same point, the latter entirely
it of sequence (ib. 22, 6), with a promise to give it in full, presumably with the
aithors” name, as no doubt he did in the lost book 7, on the birth of Nero;
«though he held over one detail from the same context (cf. Dio 61,2, 1) for
~\A'~’f'lppina’s death in 14, 9, 5. The other prophecies he omits, as below thedignity
R his work. Tacitus’ treatment of this material ties up with an observation
‘I SYME (App. 37, P.695) that his references to Tiberius’ exile in Rhodes in
M1, 4,47 4,57, 3 bear the marks of later insertion into the context (»Perhaps
* Was taken from a subsidiary source which he did not light upon until he had
*Titlen a large part of the first hexad«). The Rhodian exile is of course the first
“?'I"'&arence of Thrasyllus (ib.6, 20, 3, Dio 55, 171, I).

. E_UCtonius appears to have used Balbillus directly for the earlier period, to
ff‘r""de the prophecies in Tib.14, 4 and 62, 3, as well as the eye-witness details
ixi -\ilgv’ustus' last days in Aug.98, 4, with the exchange of trimeters with
__‘“““11118, and perhaps the comic lines in Greek ib.gg, 1. For the Galba
x(zlp]]”;;: he uses simply the sources for Galba’s principate, presumably having

‘albillus aside after completing Tiberius. Had he used him directly for the
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later anecdote, he would hardly have found difficulty in choosing e
variants.
Dio probably used Balbillus for the account of Thrasyllus in 55 o

and although he omits the Masgabas-verses of Suet. Aug,98. 4 perli, .
incomprehensible, he refers briefly to the comic lines of ib. g9, 1 in 56 30,4 }
also probably owes to Balbillus the notice of Galba’s foga virilis in sf,
which is stated to have appeared as a coincidence 7ois 4% &merra 0,
and can hardly have been remarked in any work written before 68. He turp,
to him again for the Greek prophecy in 57, 18, 5; and while consulting ..
noticed also the prophecy of Galba’s accession, which he introduced 4 lite
later (57, 19, 4), whether to fit in with the reference to Galba’s betrothal yy,,
he may have been able to date to the year 20, or as an example of the astp
logical investigations which he may have found in some other source. Wiy, .
very odd is that Dio does not use the original Greek of Tiberius’ words, 4. .,
have it in Suetonius, but a version which can only derive from Pliny’s Lay:
Since it is inconceivable that Dio would have taken the trouble to look
Pliny (whom he was not to use for several books to come), it can only .
supposed that some Byzantine scribe, puzzled by the strange verb nagar(,},;;.,
in Dio’s text, glossed in the simpler words t7j¢ rjyspuovias wagayetoerar frop
Dio’s second mention of the incident at the beginning of Galba’s reign (64,1,
where it is clearly translated from Pliny’s Latin version of the same contey:
This will explain why the perfectly simple word doy#jc has also been chang:!
if the whole phrase from the later passage was glossed into the text of ti

t\\'(‘wn .

former (for a similar explanatory gloss by Xiphilinus, cf. 6g, 18, 1). Finally Di.

referred to Balbillus for information on the last part of the reign, with th
éuol Oavdvros passage (58, 23, 4), and, shortly after, the passage linking t»
deaths of Thrasyllus and Tiberius (ib. 27—8) and giving considerable promincne
to Thrasyllus’ clever handling of the emperor. Some of the same material
though in an abbreviated form, was also obtained from Balbillus by Josephu-

A further point which may be explained by the use of Balbillus is the di-
placement of the appearence of the phoenix in Tac. Ann.6, 28, 1. This appear:
in Dio 58, 27, 1 under the year 36, joined with the fire on the Aventine whicl
Tac. ib. 45, 1 places in the same year, as one of the portents of Tiberius’ deat!:
which Thrasyllus so shrewdly misinterpreted. This date for the phoenix »
confirmed by Pliny N.H.10,5, on the authority of Cornelius Valerianus.
Tacitus, however, distinctly dates the phoenix to 34, introducing its appearcnce
with the names of the consuls; and, while he evidently welcomed any item
to relieve the account of prosecutions which otherwise occupies that year
(Ann.6,29—30), it is hard to suppose that he would have transferred it bla-
tantly from 36, if he had found it clearly dated in the main annalistic record
Clearly the main historians did not mention this questionable event, which
was vouched for only by writers familiar with Egypt; and Tacitus, while

!
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tracting from Balbillus the material used in 6, 20, 3—22, 6, noticed the

.1ail in the same source, without any precise indication of the year, and so

.roduced it at the first convenient point (SYME, pp. 472, 771—4, offers no
‘\pl&nation of the displacement).

There may be many other incidents in our authorities which still reveal the
.ns of incorporation into the main tradition of historical writing from a

_bsidiary source. This discussion aims merely to work out the implications of
e use of Greek in our extant writers and to recognise certain features which

taracterise @ number of passages and enable us with some confidence to

Luribute their origin to Cluvius Rufus or Pliny, and with some hesitation to a
writer whom we have identified with Balbillus. No light has been thrown upon
‘e contribution of Fabius Rusticus, of whom we still know virtually nothing

wept that he favoured Seneca and was prepared to falsify history for partisan

<-asons. In particular, we are not aware whether he would have admitted Greek

ato his histories. It appears, however, that the passages of Greek which we

save examined fall into a clearly characterized group, which is to be attributed
“» Cluvius. One possible exception is the anecdote in Cl. 43 containing 6 Towoag

i wioerar; but this exhibits such hostility to Agrippina that again, on the

~vidence of Tac. Ann. 14, 2, it is to be attributed rather to Cluvius than to

fubius, who tended to support her.
jut what has been inferred concerning two of the main Flavian historians
fices to indicate the shortcomings which led to their complete supersession
vwriters of the next gencration. Pliny, though writing religiosissime, as his
vrphew says (Ep. s, 8, 5), appears not merely to have been prolix and indis-
nminate in his use of material (as we knew already from Tacitus), but to have
“n rendered obsolete almost before he completed his Histories by his failure
'+ take a savage enough line about Nero and his predecessors. There is no need
" +>veinhim a public servant embittered by lack of promotion under Nero (so
"M, Pp.292—3). It is more likely that such hostile expressions as are found
L were a concession to the atmosphere in Rome as Pliny found it as a
W after the composition of the Histories. Cluvius, on the other hand, perhaps
11%10Us to live down his unfortunate record under Nero, appears as unscrupu-
sl misappropriating material from one emperor to another, in order to add

Oy

gt circumstantial evidence to an account ostensibly based on his own
‘berience,

‘lagitus describes the Julio-Claudian historians as dishonest in two ways:
w0t Gaigue et Claudii ac Neronds res florentibus ipsis ob metum falsae post-
"‘ "”5_ chcz'demnt recentibus odits composttae sunt (Ann.1, 1, 5). About the year 87
il already accepts as a common literary activity the composition of guae
; 'T“ Jalsus .adstrm't scriptor (3, 20, 4, which is surely to be taken in this sense,

T than in BUECHELER's, of some poetical Neronian apocrypha); and

1tu3 Josephus might almost be describing Pliny and Cluvius as, on the one
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hand, »those who, as a result of being well-treated by Nero, neglected ¢

truth¢, and, on the other, sthose who, from sheer hatred, behaved s outO o
ly with their falsehoods that they deserve severe criticism« (Ant. 20 Ir-ag«:u.
when he goes on to complain that they falsified the history even of em’ 34)- I
befor.e their own time, he must be referring to Fabius Rusticus; Sl.;rors s
Cluv1}15 and Pliny were grown up during the reigns they are knc;wn Ee "
described, and Plutarch evidently followed Pliny. Whether indeed pyo b
really favourable towards Nero or merely appeared so by contrast to l(I:ly Wa
a.nd Fabius, we cannot tell. But by the beginning of the second cent hmj&
time was clearly ripe for Tacitus to produce the definitive account of theury 5
combining the solid factual framework of Pliny with the more ePCHU:A
?lccepted embellishments of the others; and for Suetonius to make his civzem}
lngenuo.us and erratic selection from the same sources!. After this then;or‘
generation of writers on Claudius and Nero had no appeal excepi to ‘lr:;‘
professional historians as Cassius Dio. sue

Liverpool G. B. Towxenp

! See however S.H. A. Prob. 2.7, where Tacitus, with Sallust, Livy and Trogus, :
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