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POPULAR IN THE PROVINCES? 
A PROPOS OF TAC. ANN. 1.2.2* 

by Barbara Levick 

(St. Hilda's College, Oxford) 

'Besides, the new order was popular in the provinces'. This is what\ Tac
itus says, in Michael Grant's Penguin translation, about the change from 
Republic to Empire at the beginning of his Annals. Then he goes .on to 
give the reasons: 'There, government by Senate and People was looked 
upon sceptically as a matter of sparring ellgnitaries and extortionate of
ficials. The legal system had provided no remedy against these, since it 
was wholly incapacitated by violence, favouritism, and - most of all -
bribery'.' 

Tacitus' grand Latin is grandly translated. In plain words, not ouly elld 
taxation of the provinces perform its acknowledged function of paying for 
their defence and of financing further conquests, but the provinces had 
suffered from the dynastic struggles between powerful inellviduals such as 
Caesar and Pompey, the Triumvirs and the Liberators, Octavian and An
tonius - to mention only those of the last twenty years of the Republic - , 
while officials had been making a good thing of it: senatorial governors and 
their suborellnates had been taking a cut. If they were brought to book un
der whatever law against extortimi was in force at the tinIe of their offences 
there was no .redress because juries and prosecutors could be bullied and 
intimidated, the defendant could enter into mutually beneficial intrignes 
with them, or they could simply be bribed. All this is painfully familiar 
and needs no new documentation. It is only surprising that Tacitus makes 
no mention of equestrian tax contractors, the publicani and their servants, 
who were no less notorious. However, the . point that Tacitus is making 
concerns provincial ellssatisfaction with senatorial government and with 
the representatives of the senate who carried it out on the spot. Except in 
the province of Asia, where Caesar cut out the publicani, there seems to 
have been no drastic change in methods of collecting taxes from Republic 
to Empire, at least in public provinces under proconsuls.2 

Tacitus is making an enormous claim in telling us what 'the provinces' 
felt, and it needs exanIination. There is another passage where he writes 
of them in the same sweeping way: in A.D. 69 the provinces of Greece 
and Asia are 'terrified' by news of an inIpostor on the loose pretending to 
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be Nero. But this impostor had a lot of support from the lower orders, 
have-nots. The prospect of social unrest encouraged by him, at a time 
when the government of Rome itself was in dispute between Otho and 
Vitellius, would certainly have caused alarm to the propertied classes in 
those provinces, and it is surely to them that Tacitus is referring when he 
writes of the two provinces as a whole: as governor of Asia himself in about 
112-3 he is likely to have enjoyed close social relations with leading families 
in the province.3 

It is probable then that what Tacitus is saying about the provinces wel
coming the change from Republic to Empire also applies in particnlar, if 
not exclusively, to the upper classes there: it was the men who came into 
contact with Roman officials, whose place in society and local power' were 
guaranteed by Rome, whose money was the main source of Roman taxes, 
and whose property would be liable to confiscation in civil war, who were 
pleased. No direct efforts were made to improve the lot of the lower classes, 
the overwhelming majority of the (perhaps 54 m.) inhabitants of Italy and 
all the provinces.4 

Two characteristic episodes, widely separated in time and place, show 
members of the lower classes oppressed by men in the imperial service 
but below the rank of governor. Both concern the 'requisitioning' of don
keys, and that is not entirely a coincidence: donkeys were the main form 
of transport that the less well-off had for themselves and their market
produce. The first episode is known from a papyrus that records an edict 
issued by the prince Germanlcus when he was in Egypt in A.D. 19. It has 
come to his attention that members of his staff have been reqnlsitionlng 
donkeys from people· who are driving them through Alexandria. He issues 
a stern warnlng against it. Complaints are to be addressed to his secre
tary. That looks promising, as long as the peasants are not intimidated " 
by the offenders and can get hold of the secretary. Gross injustices against 
the poor and helpless are not approved; just difficnlt to prevent because 
only in exceptional circumstances is anyone likely to take "notice of what is 
going on. Germanlcus is a temporary fly in the oppressors' ointment, and, 
however unwittingly, he has intensified regnlar oppression by introducing 
a retinue of his own, one likely to be particnlarly self-important and arro
gant. In Apnleius' Golden Ass, written in the mid-second century A.D., 
the hero, who has been turned into a donkey, is travelling through Greece. 
A Roman soldier comes and beats up his current owner, a gardener, and 
tries to 'requisition' the donkey. He is beaten up in his turn by the owner's 
friends, but the soldier comes back with reinforcements.5 

Such low grade oppression of people who were in a poor position to 
complain went on, and worsened as the needs of the government became 
more pressing in the third century A.D., especially in financing the armies, 
which were in constant use and constantly on the move. Economic preSSUrE 
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on all ranks intensified and at the bottom of the heap, among the suppliers 
of primary goods, it was worst of all. Long inscriptions record complaints 
sent to the Emperor. From Scaptopara in Thrace comes a familiar story of 
the imperial highways, dated to 238, of oppression by officials, unauthorized 
billeting against .an imperial edict, and incursions into plots of land, looting 
and kidnapping. A renewed appeal to the Emperor was referred back to 
the provincial governor with instructions that the original edict should be 
respected. The natives put up the inscription to deter further offenders; 
whether it worked is. another matter.6 

But even for people higher up the social scale the idea that Roman 
'provincial administration' (to give it its older and grander name) improved 
under the Principate met a strong challenge more than thirty years agq from 
P.A. Brunt, and he has reprinted the paper in Roman Imperial Themes, 
with minor changes.7 

The main points of that paper are that, while the old abuses went on 
much as before, new ones developed in addition, and efforts to check them 
were useless. Further, any imperial improvements were based on Republi
can legislation and the Republican outlook. 'The government of senate and 
people was no less honourable in its intentions than that of the Empire'; 
and in conclusion: 'We may grant that the Principate made some improve
ments in the standard of administration . .. But there was also deteriorar 
tion. Rome tried to govern more and more, and slowly extingnished what 
remnants of liberty were left to her subjects.' There certainly were cases of 
repetundae under the Empire, some of them particularly scandalous. One 
involved the consul of A.D. 5, an aristocrat impressively named L. Valerius 
Messalla Volesus. As governor of Asia about five years later, he became no
torious for an atrocity: allegedly he had 300 men executed in one day, and 
stalked about among the hodies muttering 'Oh, what a royal deed!'. When 
he arrived back in Rome he was put on trial in the senate for extortion · 
aggravated by violence (v;s), found gnilty, and sent into exile.s 

Volesus' punishment was little consolation for the relatives of the dead, 
but it might have been seen as a deterrent: if so, it was apparently a failure. 
Ten years later a senator called Galus Silanus, also a former governor of 
Asia, was likewise put on trial in the House for extortion aggravated by 
violence, and his case was evidently considered in the same particularly 
serious class as Volesus'. To encourage the senate to do.its duty - we are 
to infer that it would have failed in it otherwise - Tiberius produced the 
decree that had been passed against Volesus and had it read out. Sila.nus 
too was sent into exile, relegated to the island of Cythnus With interdiction 
from fire and water; in other words he suffered the severe penalty later to 
be known as deportation.9 

Cases of extortion went on into the second century A.D.; they were 
do"cumented down to Trajan by P.A. Brunt. Most of the cases were less 
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sensational than those of Volesus and Silanus. But one of the worst came 
eighty years after the Volesus trial: that of Marius Priscus, ex-governor of 
Africa, in 99-100. It is worth noting that Tacitus was involved alongside 
Pliny in prosecuting Priscus; he knew the worst. 'O 

Beyond the extortion and brutality fa.miliar from the Republic, P.A. 
Brunt catalogued three new abuses. One was the power and influence that 
the Emperor had in appointing men. Senatoriallegati Augusti pro praetore 
and equestrian prefects and procurators were directly appointed by him, the 
former only ratified .by the senate; even proconsnls, who won their place 
by putting their names forward when they were simply the most senior 
ex-consnl (or ex-praetor) on the roster and drew lots for the two (for ex
praetors half a dozen) available positions, the emperor may be assumed to 
have approved, or they wonld never have reached praetorship or consnlship 
in the first place. That made all these men very formidable to attack: it 
amounted to a criticism of the Emperor, either for misjudging his man, or, 
worse, for seeming to collude in his misbehaviour." 

Second, some of the Emperor's men were allowed to hold office for years. 
Pontius Pilate, the Prefect of Judaea, for whom nobody has a good word, 
neither Christian nor Jew, had been in office for ten years before he was 
removed in 36 by a governor of Syria with superior impenum. And it was 
impermissible to bring charges against a governor while he was in office. 
Even proconsuls were sometimes prorogued and stayed in place for more 
than one year, once or twice under Tiberius up to six years. That emperor 
was notorious for keeping men in post. The explanation imputed to him is 
that he thought of governors as flies who wonld eventually become gorged 
and stop sucking the blood of their victims; Ta.citus suggests that he was 
afraid of appointing men of more than average ability, or that he found it 
difficult to take decisions. More probably he met a shortage of satisfactory 
candidates - he certainly complained of that - and kept them on when 
he had them. This would be self-defeating, a deterrent to others who did 
not want to spend winters in the snows and fogs of the Rhine and North 
Sea instead of enjoying the social and intellectual pleasures of Rome. And 
in any case Pontius Pilate was clearly not a good choice.'2 

There was another development that P.A. Brunt thinks did as much harm 
as good: again Ta.citus gives us a fine example of it. In A.D. 62 the senate 
learned that a leading man on the island of Crete, Claudius Timarchus, 
boasted that it depended on him whether or not votes of thanks were given . 
to governors when they left office. That put governors into the power of the 
provincial aristocracy, or of a section of it. The votes of thanks were given 
by councils on which the cities of the province were represented. Cliques 
could dominate the councils, and then the governor was in their hands. This 
means that one of the things that scholars cited as a factor for improvement 
actually contributed to the mischief, putting undue power in the hands 
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of oppressive provincial potentates. Minor attempts at improvement had 
already been made: in A.D. 11 votes of thanks to governors were forbidden 
within six months of their leaving their provinces; and in the walee of the 
Timarchus scandal of 62 such votes were banned altogether - an easy rule 
to evade if resolutions were worded carefully enough, and one that probably 
did not apply to individual cities, as Brunt argues.'3 

A more important move had been made in 4 B.C. against direct mis
government by governors, both proconsuls and legates. The fifth Cyrene 
Edict embodies a senatorial decree that introduced a new, shorter pro
cedure for attacking a delinquent governor, provided the provincials were 
trying only to recover their money and were not accusing him of br~tality: 
such cases were to be tried by a five-man committee of the senate,\ there 
was a limit on the number of witnesses who conld be sub poena'd, and 
the whole procedure had to be completed and the resnlt reported to the 
full senate within one month. Augustus made it clear in the decree that 
he himself was behind the new procedure and he says that it was designed 
expressly to help the provincials get justice, and allow elderly and hard-up 
witnesses to escape being sUb-poena'd; and he advertises the care (<ppov'd~, 
cum) that he and the senate felt for their subjects. But a critic wonld have 
little difficnlty in fanlting the scheme. First, the cases were taken by five 

. senators, who wonld be biased in favour of their peers, as they always had 
been, unless they had a particular grudge against the individual concerned; 
second, the fewer the prosecution witnesses, the less good the chances of 
securing a conviction actually were. And there was a temptation, for the 
sake of a speedy result, not to go for the full-scale longer process even 
when brutality was involved; so the accused wonld get away with it. In the 
decree it is for the provincials to decide which process to use, but by the 
time of Pliny's cases, a hundred years later, the defendant seems to be able 
to exercise some influence on the choice and he is naturally trying to get ' 
his case heard by the shorter process: if the senate agrees, it is virtually 
handing down a verdict of not guilty on any possible charges of vis." 

P.A. Brunt's cogent, compelling, and influential paper will always prevent 
scholars from taking the rose-tinted view of developed Roman imperialism 
in occupation that was acceptable in late Victorian times and even un
til after the Second World War, when paternalistic imperialism was still 
considered respectable in European countries. We have already seen that 
metropolitan Roman aristocrats did not change their attitude to provin
cials, that they were there to be used. Even those with the best intentions 
and a strong reason for keeping provincials contented had something of 
that attitude:. the Emperor Tiberius thought of them as domestic animals, 
as opposed to the wild beasts of the regions outside the Empire, when 
he (allegedly) told a governor that he wanted his subjects shorn and not 
flayed.'5 
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Roman aristocrats outside the imperial house, climbiug the ladder of the 
official career under Augustus, still had temptations to resist similar to 
those of Republican officials. They certainly still had to face inordinate 
expense getting to the top of the political ladder and some may still have 
expected to r.epay themselves out of what they made in their proviuces. 
Aristotle had pointed out that it was one of the failings of timocracy, where 
men virtually paid for office, that they expected afterwards to reimburse 
themselves for their expenses; he obviously regarded this as a universal 
rnle, and he may have been right. Perhaps it was knowledge of the can
didate's financial circumstances that made Tiberius prevent C. Snlpicius 
Galba (cos. 22) from drawiug lots for Asia and Africa iu 36: he wrote him 
a letter and told him not to stand. Galba killed himself whether be'cause 
of the disgrace alone or also because the bim had definitively ruined him 
financially. Thirteen years previously Tiberius had refused to exercise con
trol over the lot on the grounds that punishment was iutended to follow 
the crime not to anticipate it, and that it was impossible to tell how a man 
might turn out iu office. It is temptiug but facile to put this iuconsistency 
down to Tiberius' increasiug carelessness in handling his peers: if on Capri 
the old Emperor was less well-informed than he confidently supposed, in 22 
he cannot have missed the fact that the proposal for him to vet candidates 
for proconsnlships was part of a mischievous game designed to remove some 
of them from the path of the politician who put it forward, Cn. Cornelius 
Dolabella. '6 

In A.D. 14 popular election effectively came to an end, to the joy of 
senators, who were no longer forced to tip the electors for their votes, but 
that was not the only form of expenses connected with election and the 
holding of office: a man's peers (the new electoral college) still had to be 
dined, games still had to be given. One· praetor, A. Fabricius, went on 
strike under N ero and refused to train horses for his games because the 
charioteers' fees were too high. He began to train dogs instead, until the 
Emperor was shamed into making up the difference himself.17 

The question then is not whether Rome's running of her proviuces 
reached some impeccable level under the Principate but whether there was 
any improvement greater than P.A. Brunt argued; and it seems possible 
that there was, first because Tacitus seems to claim it, second because of 
two factors: the enhanced will to control governors, highlighted by Brunt 
as a decisive factor; and the arrival on the senatorial (and equestrian) scene 
of new men whose careers were in the hands of the emperor. 

The passage of Tacitus relatiug to the provinces quoted at the beginning 
of this paper is significant in itself. It raises the question of his purpose 
iu including it, if provincials were no better off under the Principate than 
they had been before. Irony, it might be suggested; but this is no place 
for it and there is no sign of it here: Tacitus is giviug a straightforward 
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account of the state of affairs in A.D. 14. He believed that at least the 
men he thought important in the provinces welcomed the change, and he 
believed that they were right. 

Nor is Tacitus likely to be altogether mistaken. We have already seen 
him prosecuting a serious case; and as governor of Asia he will have met 
members of the cultivated upper class there and got to know how they 
felt. We have a conflict to resolve between the state of affairs implied by 
the opening of the Annals, and the weighty evidence arrayed against the 
claim that there was a distinct improvement under the Empire. It is not 
unreasonable to ask if there is further evidence in favour of the eyewitness. 

Although temptations remained for senators, they did diminish with the 
end of elections in 14. And it was not only elections that came to ail end, 
but, to a large extent and much more gradually, the nobility and patriciate 
of the Republic, and their aspirations as well. Shortage of money, and the 
savage dynastic politics of the Principate, virtually finished them off. If 
they were too close to the throne like the Iunii Silani, they were liable to 
be attacked for political reasons. The last Silanus was killed by Nero on 
his way to exile in A.D. 65: one of them had married a granddaughter 
of Augustus and they had the imperial blood. Wealth alone, however, is 
alleged as motive enough for some members of the imperial dynasty. Lesser 
. gentes had lost property in the earlier civil wars and were unable to afford 
politics at all; others limited their families dangerously to make sure that 
there was enough to pay for one member in a generation to go into politics. 
The section of society that regarded it as its natural prerogative to govern 
Rome's Empire and make a good thing of it was gradually eliminated. 
The names of the two men who behaved particnlarly outrageously in the 
provinces in the reigns of the first two Emperors, Valerius Messalla Volesus 
and Iunius Silanus, were both indicators of high nobility, patrician and 
(originally at any rate) plebeian. That is probably not a coincidence: these ' 
were the men who thought that royal deeds were theirs to perform.'s 

These aristocrats were replaced by new families from all over Italy un
der Augnstus and Tiber,us, men like the later Emperor Vespasian and his 
brother Sabinus, Sabines indeed, from Reate in central Italy north of Rome; 
and from further north, from Cisalpine Gaul, just below the Alps, men like 
the younger Pliny (suff. 100); and from beyond the Alps, in southern Gaul, 
which was certainly where Tacitus' father-in-law Agricola (suff. 76 or 77) 
came from and probably Tacitus himself (suff. 97), Spain, the home of 
Seneca (suff. 56), and even further afield. From Nero and Vespasian on
ward there was an increasing proportion of men from eastern provinces let 
in, especially from the province of Asia, as well as the beginning of a strong 
African representation. Roman colonies were often favoured, and in N ar
bonensis the local dynasts, descendants of tribal chieftains, whose wealth 
- landholdings, that is, - was greater than anything a colonial fanilly 
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could easily develop from its original allotment. With the change came 
a significant change in fashion - even in eating habits: the extravagance 
that had been encouraged by open competition gave way - though only 
gradually and not necessarily steadily - to a provincial, frugal style.'· 

These men were not all intellectual or moral giants: Marius Priscus who 
despoiled Africa came from Baetica, his counterpart Caecilius Classicus vice 
versa, as Pliny pointed out. The new men listed above - and we must 
include Tacitus himself - are well known; except Vespasian and Agricola 
(a frustrated philosopher whose mother wanted him to get on and discour
aged excessive attention to the study, we are told), they were writers -
eJ.ite Roman society came in the second century, with Hadrian and Marcus 
Aurelius at its head, to be do!ninated by literary men -, and the ydunger 
Pliny and Cornelius Fronto present themselves as patterns of virtue. That 
imposed obligations, as it had imposed them on Cicero, who had spoken 
in public against Verres and written to his brother Quintus on provincial 
government long before he went to Cilicia, and it made lapses conspicuous, 
hence more to be avoided. Hypocrisy adInittedly is a common enough fail
ing: the philosopher Seneca (from Corduba in Spain) loaned forty Inillion 
sesterces to Britons and his hasty recall of the money was put forward as 
one of the prime causes of the revolt of Boudicca in 60. He is a striking 

. parallel to Cicero's friend the philosopher Brutus who drove Salaminian 
councillors to their deaths by hounding them for the money owed him. 
Neither however was acting in an official capacity. Vespasian proved an 
excellent Emperor, better than Tacitus !night have expected. One of the 
things that was held against him was his running of the province of Africa 
in the early sixties; Tacitus claims that it gave him a bad reputation; an
other source, Suetonius, is a little kinder: he did well there but ended up a 
laughing stock because he was pelted with turnips in the market place at . 
Hadrurnetum (Sousse)?O 

'New men' were particnlarly subject to Aristotle's rnle about timocracies, 
that when offices are obtained by money the· holders expect to get their 
investment back: they wonld have to spend more money to malre sure that 
they won the favour of their peers and got on. But one of the main merits 
of new men for the Romans (for some, the only merit they had) had always 
been that they already had money: Tacitus malres Claudius advocate the 
adInission of Gauls to the senate partly on just those grounds: that they 
shonld contribute their cash; and when Tacitus brings on the new men from 
the east who were adInitted during Vespasian's bid for power in 69 he says 
that . the newcomers were men of outstanding calibre on the whole, though 
some had more money than merit. And Trajan made his new adInissions 
invest one third oftheir spare cash in Italian land, which inImediately sent 
the prices up and delighted Italian landowners. At any rate they conld 
afford what they were paying for, which was more than some of the older 
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aristocracy could:' 
The main point about these new men is that, like the paradigmatic nollllS 

homo Sulpicius Quirinius whose sour obituary is delivered by Tacitus under 
the year A.D. 21 (he reached the consulship of 12 B.C. with a combination 
of 'energetic generalship and zealous acts of loyalty'), they depended for 
advancement not only on money but on the favour of the Emperor, and 
they knew it. To get on they would have to behave satisfactorily. They were 
aware of their main supporter looking over their shoulder. Of course this 
effect would diminish as their sons eotered the senate and could be more 
confident of advancemeot without the particular favour of an emperor, but 
the rate of turnover was qnite high: 'By and large,' write K. Hopkiits and 
G. Burton, 'seoators' sons did not follow in their fathers' footsteps'. \ Two 
questions follow: first, did the Emperor care how they"treated provincials? 
And second, how far could he know what they were doing? 22 

The answer to the first question is, in the main, surely 'yes'. We have 
seen two emperors professing their care for the provinces, Augustus and 
Tiberius. Another, Claudius, was cited by his 'friend' Paullus Fabius Per
sicus, proconsul of Asia, as being a devotee of justice, giving each man 
his due, a principle that Persicus explicitly claims to follow on . Claudius' 
example. (We are still with the upper class: if the ideal of impeiial justice 
was to give each man his due, it would freely be admitted that some men 
were not owed much.) And Trajan actually made performance in provinces 
a criterion for advancement: Pliny remarks in the Panegyric on a quaestor 
who has performed well in a province; the Emperor uses this in the seoate 
as an argument for his further advancement. Emperors had good reasons 
for taking care: one ' was to avoid discontent and actual revolt. Tiberius, 
we are told by Tacitus, was very careful to avoid imposing new taxes -
so as to preserve tranqnillity in the Empire. Apart from unrest, emperors . 
could find themselves besieged by the vocal diplomats from the Greek
speaking provinces who were clearly well known to Tacitus. (He commeots 
unfavourably on their attacks on the imakilled speaker C. Silanus.) Wheo 
Domitian at the begin.niJ:ig of the nineties issued an edict ordering the cut
ting down of half the vines in the provinces - an: absurd demand, wheo 
it could not be policed -, a vine-growing district of Asia seat him an 
embassy led by the sophist Scopelian, a speaker so eloqueot that, we are 
told, Domitian actually ended by eocouraging the growers to plant more. 
Exaggerated, but the orator must actually have had some effect or at least 
have been believed to be able to persuade Domitian. These were meo of 
substance from the very class in the province of Asia that was now produc
ing senators, they had to be heard, and listening to them was an integral 
part of cultural life. In particular, those accounted as part of the 'Second 
Sophistic' passed from city to governor as to emperor and were equally at 
ease with all. The provinces were beginning to count more in the Roman 
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scheme of things. There was a sound economic reason for this: there were 
to be few more conquests self-sustainable from the rich pickings they pro
vided. After the conquest of Dacia that of Parthia had to be given up, and 
in costly Britain the move to the Antonine Wall was only temporary. The 
Empire depended on steady income from provinces at peace, the 'sheep' of 
Tiberius' metaphor?3 

Admittedly, financial needs sometimes overrode imperial prudence. Au
gnstus' procurator in Gaul, Licinus, was an embarrassment to him, though 
one might well be sceptical of the final twist in the story, how Licinus took 
Augnstus home and showed him all he had gathered - for the state. Nero's 
excessive demands (due to the cumulative costs of the war and rebe\lion in 
Britain, the campaigns against the Parthians, and the restoration oflRome 
after the fire of 64 as much as to extravagance on his part) are notorious. 
It is a plausible scenario that it was they that led to the revolt of Vindex 
in 68. Here too we may have an explanation of the mess that the careful 
Vespasian made of his gov.ernment of Africa. It is possible that he was 
pelted with turnips in the market because that was all there was for sale 
there, just as in the reign of Tiberius there had once been nothing for sale 
in the market of Aspendus in Pamphylia except vetch: in particular there 
was no grain. Drought and locusts are no fault of a governor, but there was 
also the consuming hunger of the city of Rome three days' sail away across 
the water, which, if we believe Josephus, Africa played the major part in 
assuaging by supplying two-thirds of Rome's imported grain to Egypt's 
one-third. The precise year of Vespasian's governorship is not known for 
certain, but in 62 there was a shortage of grain in Rome, which as usual 
worried the authorities. Nero would not want to be pelted, as Claudlus had 
been during the shortage of 51, with a hail of dry crusts. Maybe Vespasian, 
knowing. what Nero's priorities were, commandeered all the grain available, 
even above what was normally taken as tribute, and sent it off. Vespasian' 
was a new man of noted sycophancy, and such behaviour would fit that 
picture. Probably rightly, he was more afraid of Nero than of the turnips; 
but, significantly, the notorious episode damaged his reputation, certainly 
in Africa itself, but perhaps also elsewhere. It passed into history, but that 
may be due to Vitellian propaganda of 69'" 

A comparable case, but plainer and much more gross, comes to our 
attention from the reign of Tiberius: that of Pontius Pilate, whose offences 
are too numerous and too well-known to enumerate. They seem to make 
sense if they are interpreted as efforts to placate an alarming .emperor: 
Pilate tried to bring standards bearing the Emperor's image into Jerusalem; 
dlverted sacred funds into the construction of an aque!iuct; set up aniconic 
shields on the Antonia ('with the intention of annoying the Jews rather 
than of honouring Tiberiu8'); and spent provincial funds (presumably) on 
the construction of the Tiberieum at Caesarea. It is the episode of Christ's 
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condemnation that is most illuminating, whatever the historicity of John's 
version. Even if it has been distorted by anti-Jewish feeling after the event, 
it still illustrates the point. Pilate was inclined to let Jesus off, and the 
crowd is represented as doing everything they could to make him execute 
him. They are shown threatening Pilate: if he lets Jesus off, they say, 'thou 
art not Caesar's friend'. There could hardly be a better illustration of the 
way in which not only the personality of an individual Emperor, but even 
the way that personality was perceived by his officials and his subjects, 
could affect government in far corners of Empire.'s 

What then of Domitian, arguably the most intimidating ruler of the first • two centuries of the Empire? Suetonius (no favourable judge) gives him 
the credit of a particularly clear record as far as repetundae was concerned, 
by contrast with his successors Nerva and 'frajan. Scholars are at odds 
on how to interpret what Suetonius says. In P.A. Brunt's view Suetonius 
deduced his conclusion from the simple fact that there were fewer cases 
brought than in the succeeding reigns, and his deduction was unsound: the 
lower rate might be due either to the better quality of governors or to the 
reduced expectation of convictions. Some support is given to Suetonius' 
claim both by Pliny's remark in thePanegyricus that 'frajan (by contrast 
with Domitian, presumably) made men good by not punishing the bad 
but by rewarding the good, and by the flattering remarks of contemporary 
writers who praise Domitian's justice and even-handedness. A certain pro
portion of repetundae cases were really politicai, part of feuds conducted 
by Roman politicians· in the senate and by provincials at home; the two be
came intertwined. Domitian will have been aware of that, and was not the 
man to tolerate games of that kind. It is interesting that the other emperor 
who has a particularly good reputation for his 'provincial administration', 
Tiberius, clocked up not one but eleven trials during his principate; but he . 
was consciously non-interventionist in senatorial affairs.26 

So far self-interest has been assumed as a universal and sole motive, 
even for emperors who made lofty claims. The Roman moral code, though, 
insisted on mutual obligations between equals and unequals (beneficia, of
ficia), giving each man his due (iustitia), as Claudius maintained, keeping 
one's hands off others' property (abstinentia, innocentia), loyalty and keep
ing to one's obligations (fides). When these principles were not kept to, at 
least the failures were easily recognized, if only because of their familiarity; 
allaritia and /uxuria, stimulated by an excess of the perfectly honourable 
ambitio, were diagnosed as sources of the fall of the sick Republic. A gov
ernor had to choose between adhering to this code, and giving way to the 
temptations that his office put in front of him or to pressures imposed by 
what it had cost him. If he did this he might try to deceive himself or to 
brazen it out (,What a royal deed!,), on the basis that provincials were out
siders, even animals. Some Romans at least adhered to the code. Tiberius 
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did and in about A.D. 4 committed himself to helping the small city of 
Aezani in Phrygia: 'Letter of Tiberius Caesar brought from Bononia in 
Gaul ... Since it was long ago that I learned of your devotion and fellow
feeling towards me, I was very glad to receive from your envoys the decree 
illustrating the goodwill of the city towards me. I shall therefore try as 
far as I am able to benefit you on . every occasion on which you reqnire 
assistance'. It was worth while sending envoys a thousand miles or more 
from central Asia Minor to get in touch with Tiberius on the north coast of 
Gaul. In Dio's version of the 'shorn sheep' apothegm, the governor rebuked 
is an Aemilius Rectus, Prefect of Egypt; Egyptians were held particplarly 
contemptible, and allowances must be made for inconsistencies of attitude: 
a governor, even an emperor, writing of Egyptians, even of Greeks' as a 
whole, might write and even feel differently from one dealing with a high 
class individual, his moral, intellectual, and cultural equal.27 

The second question is more problematical. Some provinces like Britain 
beyond the Channel and J udaea were far enough from Rome to present 
a particular temptation, and Judaea presented particular problems too. 
Agrippa II is brought on the stage by Josephus using a number of arguments 
to dissuade the Jews from revolt in 66, including the claim that distance 
made it hard for emperors to know what was going on in Judaea, so that 
they could not be blamed. The way Britain was despoiled by Roman 
settlers, governors and tax gatherers (aware of what the subjugation of the 
island was costing), as well as money lenders, at least in its early days and 
into the Flavian era, may have had something to do with this factor.28 

But both Britain and Judaea were special cases, Judaea additionally so 
because gove=ental and financial matters were in the hands of the same 
official, the Prefect-Procurator. Most provinces were governed by senators 
and the collection of taxes was in the hands of knights, and the rivalry that 
had existed in the Republic still lingered on. In Britain a new financial 
agent reported back to Rome on the way the senatorial governor who had 
put down the revolt of Boudicca in 61 was ill-treating his subjects: he 
thought it would lead to a new outbreak. Nero sent his freedman Polyclitus 
to find out what was going on. In Aqnitania Agricola is said to have 
paid particular attention to avoiding trouble with the financial agents. Of 
course, if they were corrupt, the senatorial governor might be led to condone 
their misbehaviour, but no system was perfect, and oppression by him 
would give them an open-and-shut case for accusing a rival. Tiberius, 
having given his written undertaking to Aezani, would have been obliged 
to investigate any complaint from there. More than that, the city put up his 
reply in stone in their market. place for all to see, and they could entertain 
visiting Roman officials there, the governor, the financial agent, and show 
it to them, just in passing, as part of a tour of the city. The monument 
would be equally impressive to the city's neighbours, precisely the people 
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with whom they were most likely to be at loggerheads, over boundaries, 
for example?" 

The appearance on the scene of administrators of provincial origin could 
and did lead to particular difficulties, it must be admitted. A man govern
ing his own province might be tempted to take advantage of it politically: 
he might use his position to favour local friends or to payoff old scores: 
the cities of the Greek East and no doubt the communities of Gaul (as the 
roles of Diviciacus and Dumnorix in Caesar's Bellum Gallicum suggest), 
though we hear a lot less about this in the west than the east, were rid
dled with ambition, jealousy, and faction. This could cut two ways: the 
rival faction could accuse the governor of misconduct after his ter~ of of
fice. We have a case that looks like this in A.D. 70, from Cyrenaica'in N. 
Africa: the governor Antonius Flarnma was charged with extortion by his 
province. Later his family is found back in power there. It looks as if they 
suffered a temporary setback because of trouble in the long-turbulent city 
of Cyrene. A similar shift in power, in the provincial assembly, explains 
why the prosecution against Varenus Rufus, governor of Bithynia Pontus 
in about 104/5, was dropped.3o 

Counter-examples, of fellow-feeling between governors and governed, are 
in order. First Vindex: if Nero's tax-demands were what led directly to the 
outbreak of this revolt among the dynatoi of Gaul, it was led by a Gallic 
prince who was governor of a Gallic province. Then there was the action of 
C. Julius Alpinus Classicianus in Britain seven years previously, prompted 
perhaps by rivalry between a senatorial and an equestrian official, but also 
involving one who was himself a Celt and dealing with a Celtic nobility: 
Classicianus' own name and that of his wife Julia Pacata, daughter of 
Indus, link him with Julius Indus, the Treveran loyalist of the revolt of 21 
and with Alpinus the Helvetian executed by A. Caecina and Classicus the . 
Treveran who was to break away with Civilis in 69.31 

Overall, the increase in the inlportance to Rome of the provinces and 
the men who were important in them made a favourable difference. This 
is most apparent at the narrow politicallevei. The provinces had a voice, 
though it might be distorted and misused, and the employment of men 
who were dependent on the Emperor for advancement encouraged a more 
careful and cautious approach. Any economic improvement during the 
first two centuries is likely to have been ainlOst equally unbalanced, tipped 
heavily towards the wealthy; if the poor benefited it was from use of the 
buildings and amenities with which the rich paid for their predominance. 
But under the new dispensation buildings and amenities proliferated, and 
economic activity was stimulated, not so much directly by tax demands as 
indirectly by the presence of a market of stationary troops in a number of 
provinces which had its beneficial effect on producers at all but the lowest 
levels.32 
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NOTES* 

I am greatly indebted to the kindness and hospitality of Professor D.B. Saddington 
for an opportunity of giving a version of this paper a.t the Witwatersrand University 
in September, 1993, and for his suggestion that it might be acceptable to Acta 
Cla3!Jiro. I use the following abbreviations for works often cited: Sherk. Augustus to 
Hadrian: R.I<. Sherk, The Roman Empire: Augustus to Hadrianj 7\-. Documents 
of Greece and Rome 6, Cambridge 1988; EJ: V. Ehrenberg and A.H.M. JaDes, 
Document.! illustrating the reigns of Augustu$ and Tiberius, ed. 2, D.L. Stockton, 
Oxford 1976; Smallwood, Gaius-Nero: = E.M. Smallwood, Documents illustrating 
the principates of Gaius Claudius and Nero, Cambridge 1967; Braund: D. Braund, 
Augustus to Nero. A sourcebook on Roman History 31 B.C. - A.D. 68, !london, 
etc. 1985; Brunt, 'Charges' = P.A. Brunt, 'Charges of provincial maladministra.tion 
under the early Principa.te', Historia 10 (1961) 189-227 = Roman Imperial Themes, 
Oxford 1990, 53-95, with additional nn. and cross-references, involving occasional 
modifications. 

1. Tac. Ann.!. 2. 2 (not missed by Brunt, 'Charges' 189/53): 'neque provinciae ilium 
rerum statum abnueba.nt, suspecto senatus populique imperio ob certamina poten
tium et avaritiam magistratuum, invalido legum auxilio, quae vi, ambitu, postremo 
pecunia.turba.bantur', tr. M. Grant, The Annals o/imperial Rome, Penguin Books, 
London 1989, 32; on the first sentence H. Furneaux, The Annals of Taeitus, Oxford 
18962 , commented: 'this important admission appea.rs to understate tbe fact'. 

2. Acknowledged functions: Tac. Hut 4. 73. For a catalogue of the criminal activities 
of one governor. see I. Shatzman, Senatorial wealth and "enatorial politics, Coil. 
Latomw 142, Brussels 1975. 429-36. on C. Verres. Changes in methods of collecting 
taxes: Appian, BC 5. 4. OctB.vian addressmg Ephesiansj Plut. Caes. 48. 1; Cass. 
Dio 42. 6. 3, both referring to Asia, 48 E.C.j see C. Nicolet, Caesar Augustu.!: SetJen 
Bspects, ed. E. ,Segal and F. Millar, Oxford 1984, 101-3, with n. 49; P.A. Brunt, 
'Publicans in the P~incipate', Roman Imperial Theme.! 355-432. 

3. Tac. Hist. 2. 8: ' ... Achaia atque Asia. falso exterrita.e velut Nero adventaret, vano 
super exitu eius rumore eoque pluribus vivere eum fingentihus credentibusque'j see 
B. Levick. Roman Colonie.! in southern Asia Minor, Oxford 1967, 166 n. 4j G.W. 
Bowersock, 'The mechanics of subversion in the Roman provinces', !n Entretieru 
Hordt 33, Geneva 1987,291-320. Tacitus governor of Asia.: W. Eck, Senatoren. tJon 
Vespasian bi.! Hadrian : Vestigia 13, Munich 1970, 176, following R. Symc, Tacitus, 
Oxford 1958, 2, 664f. 

4. Population estimated a.t c. 54 m.: K. Hopkins, JRS 70 (1980) 118, following J. 
Beloch, Die BetJolkerung der griet:hisch-romischen Welt, Leipzig 1886, 507. 

5. Germanicus' edict: A. Hunt and C. Edgar, Select Papyri 2, Cambridge, Mass., and 
London 1977, 211 = EJ 320(a); tr. Braund 558A. Apul. Met. 9. 39£. 

6. Scaptopara inscription: CIL 3, Suppl. 12336 = F . Abbott and A. JohnBOn, Munic
ipal adminidration, Princeton 1926, repr. N.V. 1968,467 no. 139, cC. 440 no. 113, 
Pha.ena. in Syriaj 476 no. 141, republished in MAMA 10, London 1993, 114, Ara.gua. 
in Phrygiaj 478 no. 142, Aga. Bey Koy, Lydia.j 480 no. 143, Mendechora, Lydia.. 

7. 'Administration' (cf. D. Braund, The Administration of the Roman Empire £41 
B.G. - A.D. 193, Exeter Stud. in Hist. 19, Exeter 1988): F. MilIar, JRS 56 (1966) 
166. 

8. Volesus: Sen. De Ira 2. 5. 5. 'Deportation': B. Levick, Historia 28 (1979) 376-9. 

9. Tac. Ann. 3. 6fi-9. 
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10. PUny, Ep. 2. 11. 2. Brunt's list enlarged: W. Orth, Die ProtJinzialpolitik de~ 
Tiberius, Munich 1972, 64 n. 2. 

11. Imperial int.erventlon in appointments due to the lot: Thc. Ann. 3. 69. 1-6, refused, 
A.D. 22; 6. 40. 3, C. Galba, A.D. 36; Agr. 42. I, Cn. Agricola, c. 90. 

12. Tiberius' prorogations (noticed by Brunt, 'Charges' 210C./76f.): Tac. Ann. 1. 80: 
C. Poppa.eus SabinuB, Moesia, A.D. IS, 11-35; Jas. AJ 18. 6. 5j Cass. Dio 58. 23. 
Si his complaint: Tac. Ann. 6. 27. 3j see.Orth, op. cit., 131£. 

13. Claudius Timarchus: Tac. Ann. 15. 20-22. 2, with Brunt, 'Charges"212-7/78-83 
on koina. Sources .of wealth available to the Cretan elite are discussed in A. LoS's 
paper 'Qui exportait le vin cretois en Ce.mpanie a.l'~poquejuli~claudienne?' in the 
forthcoming proceedings oC the Colloque intern. du groupe de recherches IJtrovinces 
romaines'. 7-9 Atlri11994: 'Les elites provinciaJ.s sous le Haut--Empire romnin'. . \ 

14. Fifth Cyrene Edict: F. De Visscher, Le~ Ediu d'Augustc decoulIem a Cyrene, 
Brussels, 1940, repr. Osnabriick, 1965, Augustus mentioning the rppoVtlOIX oC himself 
and.the senate at 1.80f.; R.K. Sherk, Roman Documents of the G~ek East: Senatus 
cODsulta and Epistulae to the age of Augu.!tus, Baltimore 1969, 174-182, no. 31, 
bibliographYi EJ 311i tr. by Braund 543 and by Sherk, Rome and the Greek East 
to the death of Augu"tus: 7\-. Documenb of Greece and Romc 4, Cambridge 1984, 
127- 132, no. 102, and Augustus-Hadrian 25-30, no. 13. Procedure in Pliny: Ep. 
2. 11. 2f. Brunt, 'Charges' 199f./64f' l doubts whether the procedure established 
by the SC was in force for long, but A.N. Sherwin White ad loc., 16lf., shows 
how the procedure developed between 4 B.C. and A.D. 100. On tlPOvtV;/ cum see 
J. Beranger, Recherchcs sur l'aspect ideologique du Principat, Schweiz. Beitr. zur 
Altertumsw. 6, Basel 1953, 186-217. 

15. Rose-tinted view: see above, n. 1, on Furneaux, 18932 • Sheep: Suet. Tib. 32. 2, 
'flayed'j Cass. Dio 57. 10. 5, 'shaven'. Maroboduu8 oC the Marcomanni is compared 
with a snake in its lair, lured out by Tiberius, in VeIl. Pat. 2. 129. 3. A compliant 
Greek-speaking subject might regard his compa.triots as children in relation to the 
Romans, Plut. Mor. 814A, Precepts for politicians 17. 7 - where there is hope of 
growing to adulthood. 

16. Aristocrats' problems: The. Ann. 3. 55. Aristotle on timocra.cy: Pol. 2, 1273b. The 
point is made by Brunt, 'Charges' 209/75. C. Galba and Tiberius' refusal: above, 
n. 11. Dolabella's game: Ta.c. Ann. 3. 47. 4; 4. 23. 2. 

17. Elections: Tac. Ann. 1. 15. H. Senatorial election pacts: Cass. Dio 59. 20. 4. 
Neronian praetor: 61. 6. 2f. 

18. End of elections: Tac. Ann. 1. 15. 1; change of mores due to the doom of the nobiles: 
3. 55. Doom: K. Hopkins and G. BurtOD, 'Ambition and withdrawal: the senato
rial aristocracy under the emperors', in K. Hopkins, Death and renewal, Cambridge 
1983, 120-200. Note the ultimate survivor of the Republican patriciate, married 
into a colonial aristocracy: Ser. Coinelius Dolabella Metilianus Pompeius Marcel
Ius, suff. 113: AE 1960, 35: see H. Halfmann, Die Senatoren auoS dem o"tlichen 
Teil des Imperium Romanum bis rum Ende des 2. Jh. n. Chr. HYpomnemata 58, 
Gottingen 1979, 116. Silani patrician: H.-H. Pistor, Prinzeps und Patriziat in der 
Zeit 'lion Augustu" bis Commodus, Inaug.-Diss., Freiburg i. Br. 1965, 22; genealogy 
and end: R. Syme, Augustan aristocracy, Oxford 1986, Table XIIf.;· S. De Laet, 
De Samenstelling t1an den romeinschen senaat gedurende de eerste eeuw van het 
Principaat. 28 'lI66-r: Chr. - 68 na Chr., Antwerp 1942, 255, shows 5 Silani under 
Vespasian, one under Domitian. 

19. Changing composition of the senate (and mores): Tac. Ann. 3. 55, esp. 4; previou9 
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n., and T.P. Wiseman, New men in the Roman "enate 170 B.C. - A.D. 14. Ox
ford 1971, with areas attested 184-190; M. Hammond, 'Composition of the senate. 
A.D. 68 - 235\ JRS 47 {1957} 74-81; W. Eck, op. ciL, n.3 above, P. Lambrechts, 
La composition du scnat romain de Faccession au trone d'Hadrien a la mort de 
Commode. 117-192: Rijksuniver3iteit de Gent, Werken uitgev. door de Fae. van 
de Wijsbegeerte en Lett 79, Antwerp 1936; La composition du senat TOmain de Sep
time Severe a Diocletien, 193-284. Diss. Pann. Mus. nat. Hung.!. 8, Budapest 
1937. 

20. The failings of provincial senators are mentioned by Brunt, 'Charges' 215/81, citing 
the violent Herodes" Atticus; but his quarrels were with his fellow-Athenians. Clas
sicus and Priecus: Pliny, Ep. 3. 9. 2f: 'dedi malum et accepi,' Agricola's philosophy: 
Ta.c. Agr. 4. 3. Seneca's loans: Cass. Dio 62. 2. 1. Cicero: Brunt, 'Charges' 190, 
n. 3/54 (with reference to 316-22), citing Pro Sest. 98; Ad Q. Fr. 1. 1; 2 ':'err. 3. 
207; his own government: Ad Att. 5, 21; 6, 2. Vespa.aian's proconsulship: U. Vogel
Weidemann, Die Statthalter 110n Africa u. Asia in den Jahren 14-68 n. Chr.: eine 
Unter3uchung zum Verhaltn.is Princep.J und Senat. Antiquitas I, 31, Bonn 1982, 
205, dating to ?63-4, with earlier bibliography; so D. Kienast, Romische Kauerta
bellen, Darmstadt 1990, 108: 'ca. 63/4'. M.T. Griffin, Nero: the end of a dyna.Jty, 
London 1984, 265 n. 102, supports her previous dating, Seneca: a philo.Jopher in 
politics, Oxford 1976, 452f., to 61/2 or 62/3, where however she did not rule out 
63/4. His general reputation: Ta.c. Hist. 1. 10; conduct in Africa: 2. 97: lfamosum 
invisumque'; Suet. Div. Vup. 4. 3. 

21. Politics an investment: above, n. 16. Money and new men: A. Lintott, Histo";a 
21 (1972) 631f. Claudius: Ta.c. Ann. 11. 24. 4: 'aurum et opes suas inferant'. 
Vespasian's admissions: Ta.c. Hist. 2. 82: 'egregios viros, quibusdam fortuoa pro 
virtutibus fuit'. Investment under Trajan: Pliny, Ep. 6. 19, with Sherwin White ad 
loco 

22. SuJpiciu8 Quirinius:· Ta.c. Ann. 3. 48. 'IUrnover: Hopkina and Burton, in Hopkins, 
01'. cit., n. 18, esp. 117, 'a gradual but continuous turnover' in the Republic, and 
198" on newcomers under the Empire. 

23. Augustus: n. 14 above; TiberiuB and taxation: Th.c. Ann. 4. 6. 7j ideal of giving 
each his due: F.K. Dorner, ErlQ.J.J de.J Statthalter.J lion Asia, Paullu.J Fabius Per.Ji
cus, DiBS. GreifBwaJd" 1935 = Smallwood, Gaius-Nero 380, 11.12f., 'tou ... &)..l1/9i3C; " 
liLXctLo'ta:tOu 1)yc,,6voc; and 16, 'teX Uhct tx&:a't~ li1to/xct'tctG'tct9f)vcn.; tr. Braund 586. 
On the opening paragraph see also B. Levick, Latomw 41 (1982) 55 n. 17. Paullus 
BB Claudius' friend: Smallwood, Gaiw-Ncro 369, 'Table of Lyons', col. 2, 1.24L 
Trajan: PUny, Pan. 70, 1. Scopelian and the vine edict: Philostr. Lives of Sophists 
520. The eloquence of Asia (deployed against C. Silanus, Tac. Ann. 3. 67.2) is ac
knowledged by Brunt, 'Charges' 217/83, noting however that it was found frigid. 
Cost of Britain: App. Rom. Hut. Pr .5. 

24. Licinus: Cass. Dio 54. 21. 2-8, cited by Brunt, ~Charges' 207/72. Nero's extrav
agance: M.T. Griffin, op. cit., n. 20 above, 205-7j taxation the cause of Vindex's 
rising: B. Levick, Rheinischcs Museum NF 128 (1985) 321. Aspendus: Philostr. 
VA 1. 15. African grain exports to Rome: Jos. BJ 2, ' 383, with R. Haywood, 
ESAR 4, Baltimore 1938; repr. N.Y: 1959, 42f. Date of governorship: above, n. 
20. Shortage of 62: Ta.c. Ann. 15. 18. with P. Garnsey, Famine and food .Jupply 
in the Graeco-Roman world, Cambridge 1988, 223f. Claudius pelted: Suet. Dit). 
Claud. 18. 2. Vespasian's sycophancy: Suet. Dill. Vesp. 2. 3. A grain shortage was 
already adumbrated by H. Bengtson, Die Flavier: ... Geschichte eine.J romi.Jchen 
Kaiserhauses , Munich 1979, 23. 
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25. Standards and aqueduct: Jas. BJ 2. 169-77; gilded shields: Philo, Leg. ad Oaium 
299-305, tr. by E.M. Sma.llwood, where Philo presents Tiberiu5 in a. fa.voura.ble 
light, i.e., hostile to Pilate's conduct, the better to da.mn Caligu)a. Tiberieum: EJ 
369. Condemnation of Christ: John 12. 19. 

26. B. Levick, Latomus 41 (1982) 63f., on Suet. Dom. 8. 2; St8.t. Silv. 5.2.9lf.; Front. 
Strat. 2. 11. 7 (two references owed to the kindness of Prof. S. Mitchell); PUny, PafL 
70.2. 

27. Morality: see, e.g., Sall. BC 1-4; Lintott, art. cit. n. 21, 626-38; B. Levick, Greece 
and Rome 29 (1979) 53-62. Aezani: EJ 319; tr. Braund 554. Animals: above, n. 
15. Rectus: PIR2 .A 394. Contemptuous language: e.g., Pliny, Ep. 10. 40. 2. 

2B. Agrippa II: Jas. BJ 2. 352. Britain: Tac. Ann. 14.31, and Agr. 19. 

29. Rivalry in Britain (noticed by Brunt, 'Charges' 209/74): Tac. Ann. 14. 38f. Aqui-
tania.: Agr. 9. 4. , 

30. Factional rivalries involving governors are documented by Brunt, 'Charges' 213-
5/79-31. Fla.mma.: Tac. Hid. 4. 45, with J. Reynolds, JRS 49 (1959) 97: 'stasis 
was endemic'; trouble is attested by the Augustan edicts: above, n. 14. Varenus: 
Pliny, Ep. 5.20: 7. 6. 

31. Vindex and the dynatoi: Levick, art. cit. n. 24. Classicianus: Ta.c. Ann. 14. 3Bf. 
with H.-G. Pftaurn, Lea procurateurs eque,dres, Paris 1950, 158f. 

32. Note the 'voluntary' contributions produced by Gault Spain, and Italy, to make 
up far losses incurred by Germanicus in 15: Tac. Ann. 1. 71. 3i and 'continuatio 
tributorum' was a justification far the Gallic revolt of 21: 3.40.4. Tax demands and 
monetization: K. Hopkins, JRS 70 (1980) 105. Peace as the decisive factor: Brunt, 
'Charges- 189/53. 
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