ANTONIA AND SEJANUS*

The fall of Sejanus in A.D. 31 aroused considerable controversy in the
ancient sources and has also continued to do so inA .rnodt‘ern resea.rch. I‘ndeed,
~ questions of Sejanus’ intentions and of the identification of .h1s allies a}nd
enemies still remain of great interest. No small part of tl.us speculation
concerns Antonia Minor, who is considered by. an increasing num.ber of
scholars to have provided Tiberius with the c.ritlcal mforma:clon Wh.tch‘ led
directly to the fall of Sejanus.! In one recent artlcl.e onthe famlly connections
of Sejanus, it has been suggested that Antonia Minor, asa 'rela}uvc of S?anus
and a figure of no little influence, could have played a stgm.ﬁcant role Itlgt
only in his fall but also in his rise to power.z‘The relano'nshlp between be
two, the subject of much conjecture but little analysis, desetves to be
idered in detail.
CO?;‘: folldwing discussion will consist of three parts: L) the a!lc‘aged re-
lationship between-Antonia and Sejanus before 31, IL) the tradition that
stresses Antonia’s importance in the fall of Sejanus, fmd IT1.) based on the
conclusions of the first two sections, a reconstructf:.l(;rll of the process by
i ntonia became associated with the events of 31. B .

W};ltdvlvﬁ hete be argued that Antonia did not, in all probability, provide
Tibetius with the critical information about the intentions .of Sejanus. Hcr
importance in the tradition is an invention of the Claudian and Flavmn

Periods.
1. Antonia and Sejanus before 31

There seems to be a four-fold connection between Antonia .andr Sejanus
in the years before A.D. 31. First, Tacitus notes that Junius Blaesus?

* The author wishes to express his thanks to the members of the Seminar fur Alte Geschichte
der Universitit Freiburg before whom an early draft of this paper was read. Furthe:lr drasft;r::trz
improved by B.M. Levick of Oxford, Mortimer Chambers of Los Angeles and Walter Scl
heim;:;rotfhfrs‘zsllcri on Antonia’s life see PIR? A 885. Her important role .is accep.ted.in r(r)xost c;f
the studies which treat the fall of Sejanus including: F.B. Marsh, The Reign of szef'zu.r, b xp;ford,
1931, 304; E. Koestermann, Der Sturz Seians, Hermes 83 (1955) 352£.; R. Syme, Tacitus, ord,

1958, 752, and more recently by G.V. Sumner, The Family Connections of L. Aelius Sejanus, .

Phoenise 19 (1965) 144; E. Meise, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der ]uliﬁb—.Claudistben Dpynastie,
Miinchen, 1969, 85; H.W. Bitd, L. Aelius Sejanus and his Political Significance, Latomus 28
(1969) 83 and R. Seager, Tiberius, London, 1972, 216f. 2 Sumner, 140f.
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governor of Gallia Lugdunensis in 68/9 and grandson of Sejanus’ uncle,
could claim “Junios Antoniosque avos” (Hist. II1, 38). Briefly, Sejanus’ cousin,
a Junius Blaesus (either PZR>1736 ot 739) was married to the granddaughter
of Antonia’s half sister.? Second, Claudius, Antonia’s son, was married to
Aclia Paetina, the daughter of Sejanus’ adopted brother’s (i.e. Seius Tubero’s)
cousin (Sex. Aelius Catus). Third, Livilla, Antonia’s daughter, was in-
volved in Sejanus’ plan and was prepared to marry him.5 And, fourth,
Claudius’ son Drusus was betrothed to the daughter of Sejanus (Tac. Anx.
1V, 7; Suet. C1, 27). All this leads Sumner to suggest: “The possibility that
Antonia was in some sense allied with Sejanus will have to be born in mind
in any attempt to understand the rise and fall of the Volsinian,”

These arguments are not, however, very persuasive. Generally speaking,
the pattern of marriages in the Augustan Era had become so complex that
Antonia could be considered related in some degree to most of the impot-
tant families of the era. More specifically, the connections in the first two
cases are too distant to justify any definite conclusions about an alliance,
Regarding Claudius® marriage with Aelia Paetina, there is no evidence in
the sources that Claudius married (before 19), divorced (between 20 and 40)
or considered remarrying (in 48) Paetina because of her connection with
Sejanus.” As for Livilla, she was clearly acting on her own (Tac. Ann. IV,
39): Antonia could hardly have approved of her daughter’s behavior follow-
ing the death of Drusus Tiberii f. in 23 which was so diametrically opposed
to her own chastity following the death of Drusus the Elder (Val. Max. IV,
3.3). The rumor that Antonia punished Livilla for her complicity with
Sejanus (Dio 58,11.7) is consistent with the theory that Livilla was acting on
her own behalf. Finally, Tacitus says directly that the betrothal of Drusus
Claudii f. to Sejanus’ daughter was the express wish of Tiberius. What
Antonia may have thought cannot be determined, but Tacitus says that
Sejanus was pleased with the thought that his grandchildren would carry
the blood of the Drusi (Tac. Ann. IV, 7). That is, there is no indication that
marriage finalized a secret alliance between Sejanus and Antonia; what
Sejanus hoped to gain was prestige. _

There is then no serious case for an alliance between Antonia and Sejanus.
It might be added that, in contrast to his treatment of Livia Augusta and
Agtippina the Elder, Tacitus gives no indication that Antonia was in any

# See Sumner’s Stemmata, 137 (discussed on page 143) and PIR? 1 737,

4 Sumner, 141.

5 On Livilla’s relationship to Sejanus, see Meise, 49f. ¢ Sumner, 144.

7 For the evidence, see PIR? A 305 and especially Suet. C/. 26.2, where it is stated that Aelia
was divorced ex levibus offensis. The temptation to interpret these offensis as referring to a connec-
tion with Sejanus should, I feel, be resisted: if Sejanus was the cause it is difficult to understand
why Suetonius does not say so directly.

4 Historia, Band XXIV/1 (1975) © Franz Steiner Verlag GmbH, Wiesbaden, BRD
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way actively involved in the dynastic and political problems of the early
principate.® 7
II. Antonia and the fall of Sejanus

A. The Sources
An epigram of the poet Honestus of Corinth ha's been interpre?ed b};
Cichorius as the eatliest reference to Antonifl’s_ ‘rol.e in the fall of Sganu’s.
This epigram, preserved as an mscﬁPdon, is snmlar to thlrteexz ;h er i;x:
scribed epigrams of Honestus celebrating the Heliconian Muses of Thespiae.
It reads: ) ’
“H Sowode owjmepowot Peodg adyotoa 2efacti
Kaioapag, eipiyng dood Aédaume qo(Iin'
Enpeyey 0& copals ‘Elawvioow mmo?pwv
odyyopoc, 1ig ye véog xdouoy dowoey 6lov
: ’Ovéotov
which may be translated:

ugusta, being proud of two godlike Caesars
A v%ithﬂ::,heir sfegtrcs, shines forth a twin light of peace;
Fit company for the wise Heliconian Muses, a choir mate
of wise counsel, whose sagacity saved the whole world .
Honestus®®

ichori roued that the Augusta here is Antonia Minort, the two
(élafel;:iz:r};aé;u% Caligula and Tiberius Gemelh-ls. The saving of the wcg’llfi
refers to Antonia’s exposure of the plot of S.e]anus.. The validity o(fl' is
interpretation will be discussed below. Suffice it hete to say that the identi-

ion is hi improbable. N

ﬁcmr;tlif:l;rihgﬁs rlxalost doubtful reference, Flavil.ls ]oscph}Js, writing at
the end of the first century, is the first and only' ertf:r to ass1g“n dlrec.tly tg
Antonia the major role in the discovery of Sejanus’ alleged con}jl})u;cy
against Tiberius. In Book xviii of the AJ, ]ose:phu‘s relates howth ; eto,
M. Julius Agtippa I, had been imprisonefi by Tibetius and hOVJ. e former
appealed to Antonia, an old friend of his mother, to use her influence in

order to secure his release. Josephus here explains why Antonia was in-

fluential: .

Now Antonia was highly esteemed by Tibetius both because, as the wife
of his brother Drusus, she was related to him, and because she was a

or example Ann. I11,3 and Marsh, 304.

I jai rall sitive, see f
® Tacitus’ treatment of Antonia Is genera'y b 62. Honestus most likely lived under

s C.Cichorius, Romische Studien, Leipzig und Betlin, 1922, 3
Augustus and Tiberius, see below page 51.

10 Text from A.S.F. Gow and D.L. Page, The Greek Antbology: The Garland of Philip, Vol. I,

Cambridge, 1968, 276. The translation is basically that of this writer.
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' virtuous and chaste woman. For despite her youth she remained steadfast
in her widowhood and refused to matry again although the emperor
- urged her to do so. She thus kept her life free from reproach. She on her
own had done a very great service to Tiberius. For a great conspiracy
 (émPovlijc) had been formed against him by his friend Sejanus, who at
~ that time held very great power because he was prefect of the praetorian
- cohotts. Most of the senators and freedmen joined him, the army was
. bribed, and so the conspiracy made great progtess. Indeed, Sejanus would
have succeeded had not Antonia shown greater craft (copwrépg) in her
bold move than Sejanus did in his villainy. For when she was informed
- of the plot against Tiberius, she wrote him a full and accurate account
- of it and, entrusting the letter to Pallas, the most trustworthy of her
slaves, sent it to Tibetius at Capri. Tibetius, being informed, put Sejanus
- and his fellow conspirators to death. As for Antonia, whom he had pre-
viously held in high regard, he now valued het even more and put full
confidence in het. (A/ xviii, 180f.)11

It should be recognized that Josephus’ report makes two allegations: 1.) |
Antonia was the critical informer, and 2.) Sejanus was plotting against Tibe-

- rius. He is the only source for both statements.

The next reference to Antonia’s role in the fall of Sejanus appeats in the
writings of Cassius Dio, two centuries after the event. Concerning the ex-

cellent memory of Antonia’s freedwoman Caenis (the mistress of Vespasian),
Dio writes:

Her (Caenis’) mistress Antonia, the mother of Claudius, had once employed

her as a secretary in writing a secret letter to Tiberius about Sejanus

(mepi To¥ Zeiavot) and had immediately ordered the message to be erased,

in otder that no trace of it might be left. Thereupon she replied: “It is

useless, mistress, for you to give this command; for not only all this but

also whatever else you dictate to me I always carry in my mind and it
- can never be erased.” (66,14)12

Though other sources speak of Sejanus’ fall (e.g. Philo %g. 6; Tac. Ann.
VL3; Suet. 77b. 65), there is no further mention of Antonia.
B. Analysis of the sources

Honestus of Corinth is an obscure figure, but he probably lived duting

' the early first century — during the reigns of Augustus and Tiberius to be

mote exact.!® The evidence for this date is, however, not very secure, Little
may be derived from epigraphical arguments as the surviving epigrams from

-1t Loeb translation by L.H. Feldman. 12 Loeb translation by E Cary.
13 See Gow and Page, Vol. I1, 301 ; W. Peek, Die Musen von Thespiae, Geras A. Keramopoullon,
Athens, 1953, 609£. and Louis Robert, Bu//. Ep. 1955, No. 119, who discusses the earlier theories

~ thoroughly.

4*
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i engraved with Boeotian letters which hav.e not gener?.lly
gehef;fpvl;eﬂ sttflr;ied.gOne may conclude only that the inscriptlo'ns in question
were cut before A.D. 200.1 The alternative method of dating H?gest?;,
and a difficult one given the imprecise language Elsed, has been t;o identi ;é
the Augusta and Caesates of the above cited epigram. Up to the 111)1:(6:::)‘{:1:1
time, four imperial ladies have been suggested: Julia August.l f. §W1t 4 1::1131
and Lucius as the Caesares), Livia (Witl} Augustus 'and Tl.ber;us 0:1 w;b
Tibetius and the Elder Drusus), Antonia (with Ga.lu;Cahgu a and Tib.
Gemellus) and Julia Domna (with Geta and Caf:acal]a): . . )

As can be seen from the variety of suggestions this epigram does no
lend itself to easy interpretation. There are, however, sufﬁ.clen'F arguthment}s;
against Cichorius’ identification of the Augu‘sta as Antom":t. Flrzt,Ga oug
Antonia was given the title Augusta follomn.g t.he accession 2 v u;s7 11;1
March 37, she rejected the use of it during her lifetime (She died 1 May 37%¢)

and it was not commonly used before the reign of Claudius (Suet. Gains

15.3; CJ. 11.2). Second, it is hard to imagine that any poet 'vallld have
thought to place Tiberius Gemellus on th.e same lev.el as Cahguz at any
time after March 37. And, in fact, there is no official pjropagarcl1 a com-
menting on the equal status of the two eithet before ot 9:fter that flie. "
Moreover, there are two other mote satisfactory candidates for _ el tit 1;:,
Julia Augusti f. and Livia. Louis Robert has summed up persuasively t :‘
arguments for assigning the title to _]ulia.f’ Infieefd, the 1dent1ﬁcat10nfo
Julia and her sons C. and L. Caesar fits the inscription vety well e);cept or
one I;roblem: Julia never bote that title. It is true, however, that at least one
other inscription refets to her unofficially as:

> I[ov)Alay Dedv Zefaotii[v],'®

Nevertheless, suspicion remains as Livia, an official Augusta, fits the de-

sctiption even better. » . . o
If is true that the previous identifications connecting Livia with Augustus

and Tiberius®® or with Tiberius and Drusus the Elder® are less satisfactory

.

14 Peek, 612f. Robett is of the opinion, however, that there are analogies between this in-
: . i between 17 and 12 B.C.
iption and another one from Thespiae dated to : ‘ S
SC‘;‘E’ S‘e)e Robert for a bibliography and discussion. The suggestion of Julia Domna méy ‘;):;rraxf
mediately ruled out due to the similarity of this epigram to the eatly first century Garla
ilip, Gow and Page, Vol. II, 301. o - o
Plf:t]j;ndorlt in Magy 38, as believed by Cichorius, 363. It is this error, glvlng‘ ?lntor:lla a y:;r
i f Tife us i ich, in this writer’s opinion, substantially reduces the
instead of six weeks of life under Gaius, which, ubs Ly seduces tbe
i i ius’ date of her death, see the Fasti Ost. for the y
ffectiveness of Cichorius’ argument. On the , f Os :
;n (;E*‘.hrenberg and Jones, Documents Illustrating the Reigns of Augustus and Tiberins, Oxford, 196
(=E)). 17 Robett, id. otV N ‘
18 JGRR iii, 940, an inscription from the temple of Venus a aphos.
19 IGCZW and Page, 301. » P, Jamot, Fouilles de Thespies, BCH 26 (1902) 300.
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than the identification of Julia with Gaius and Lucius. To the first pair it
may be objected that it is highly improbable that Livia, as Augusta only
after A.D. 14 (Tac. A#nn. 1,8), would be mentioned as such on the first line
and the deified Augustus, paralleled with Tiberius, only as Caesar on line
two. The second identification suffers from a similar complication: Drusus
was long dead when Livia received the title.2! ‘
The most satisfactory identification, and one not previously suggested,
is Livia as the Augusta and her grandsons Germanicus and Drusus Julius
. Tib. £. as the Caesars. First, Livia was Augusta during the years that they
were Caesars (A.D. 14-19). Second, they both held imperium in these
years (Tac. Ann. 1,14 and 24), if, indeed, that is the meaning of ewifnrpoio.
They both had been voted ovations for diplomatic successes (Tac. Ann. II,
64) which is pethaps the meaning of eipfye pdn. They were often paired
(Tac. Ann. 11,43; IV, 4) and frequently served as honorary duumwiri?2 and
formed as well a consistent pair on the inscriptions and coins of the petiod.2s
Finally, there seems to have existed a common cult of Livia as Julia Augusta
with Germanicus and Drusus in Spain.2® Livia’s saving the world, then,
may well refer to her role in Augustus’ final settlement of the succession
problem in A.D. 4, at which time the Julian and Claudian families were
united.?s : ‘

In general, and recognizing that certainty on this question is impossible,
it is highly unlikely that the Augusta in this epigram is Antonia Minor.
Probably it is Livia, but Julia cannot be ruled out. One should in any case
reject Cichorius’ interpretation that Honestus was celebrating Antonia’s
role in the fall of Sejanus.2¢

The chapters from Josephus, though more specific, are no more satis-
factory, fot, as will be shown, both Josephus’ sources and his own inclina-
tions would have led him to exaggerate Antonia’s role.

The sources of Josephus® 4], especially for Roman history, have long

* Drusus, it may be objected, was and remained a Claudius throughout his life. A reference to
him as a “Caesar” is highly improbable.

2 E.g., in Spain, See A. Vives y Escudero, La Moneda Hispanica iv, Madrid, 1936, for many
references. )

# For the inscriptions, IGRR iii, 680, and iv, 1549: EJ 92, 94a and b; for the coins, Vives,
op.cit. and Catalogue of Greek Coins in the British Musenm, for Phrygia, 246; Lydia, 251; Caria,
167 and Central Greece, 65. )

# A. Garcia y Bellido, Los Retratos de Livia, Drusus Minor y Germanicus de Medina Sidonia,
Mélanges Piganiol, Paris, 1966, 481.

% On this subject, see B. M. Levick, Drusus Caesar and the Adoptions of A.D. 4, Latomus 25
(1966) 227. i

% Unfortunately, and despite the criticisms of Peek and Robert, Cichorius’ authority has
remained unchallenged in English speaking research, see, for example, Seager, 216 and G.W.
Bowersock, Augustus and the Greek World, Oxford, 1965, 141 n. 2.
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been the subject of speculation.?” Josephus, as is unfortunately his habit,
does not give any indication of his sources. Mommsen has argued onkthe’
basis of one anecdote (A] xix, 91/2) that Cluvius Ruftfts was the soutce of
all portions of the AJ and BJ dealing with Roman history.?® This theoty
has, until recently, won general acceptance.? Feldm?n,‘howejreyr,;ha:s prcf
sented a good case for supplemental oral sources d.ea]mg esp.eclall.y with t.he
problems of 4] xix. Among the probable sources is the Jewish k11.'1'sg,r Agnpé
pa I (PIR%I 131), whose son, Agrippa 1I (P]'R2 1132),as 2 fnefnd z}nl
patron of Josephus, provided him with a considerable body of historica
i ita 366).3° .
ma';'ijiltﬁZsecﬁog here under discussion could well stem from thf family
tradition of the Agrippae is substantiated by the .fact that .Bc.sok xviii of thc‘
AJ centers around the figure of Agrippa I and his romant'1.<.:1zed adYenmges
at the courts of Tibetius and Gaius. Throughout Book xviii f}ntoma, as the
friend of Agtippa’s mother Berenice (/] xviii, 143, 156, 165), is presented as
Agrippa’s saving angel (id. and 179f., 183£., 202f.,.236 f.): Thgse statements
Jead Feldman to conclude that Josephus gave special notice to Antc.)ma‘and
her family as part of a ... general exaltation of A'gnppa, (a.nd) hlyskfnend
Antonia ...”3! And, indeed, the story of Antonia and Sejanus appears
ithin the context of Agrippa’s adventures. S
onIlf}f tZen Agrippa I is the prgobzble soutce of these chaptef:s, how rel;zble
is he as a witness? As he was in Palestine from A.D. 23 until abogt 36,32 he
could not have passed on an eye witness account of what hgd happened.
His version of the story was formed, most probably, from what he leggned
frorri his Roman acquaintances after his return to Rome.‘ .
Some confirmation for this suggestion may be found in the prominence
of Pallas (PIR? A 858) in the story. First, the fact that Pallas, th?n an un-
known slave of Antonia, is mentioned at all, points to a source dating to the
reign of Claudius. Second, Pallas’ brother Antonius Fehx (PIR® A 828) was
later the procurator of Judaea and marriec.l Drusilla (PIRZ'D' 195), tézfl
daughter of Agrippa I and the sister of Agtippa II. Though it is doubt

27 Most recently by L.H. Feldman, The Sources of Josephus® Antiguities, B‘oolf 19, Latomus 21

(1962) 321; cf. D. Timpe, Romische Geschichte bei Flavius Josephus, Historia 9 (1960) 474.
’ i ibli he question.

Feldman, 320, n. 3, gives a complete bibliography of t . B .

28 Th. Mommsen, Cornelius Tacitus and Cluvius Rufus, Gesammelte Schriften vii, Berh.n, 1909,248.

29 See Feldman, 320, n. 3, for the references. An exception not noted by Felflman is H. Blf)ck,
Die Quellen des Flavius Josephus, Leipzig, 1879, 154, whete he argues that everything about Agrippa
I comes from his son Agtippa II. o o ‘

c;’" Feldman, 332. Timpe is of less value for this question as his analysis is restricted to the
particular problems of A/ xix. He does, however, admit the existence of a Jewish source, 501/2.
@ L H. Feldman, Josephus 1X (Loeb) 129, n. ‘D’. ’

32 Josephus 4/ xviii, 147 and 161. For a detailed chronology see A.H.M. Jones, The Hero?e:

of Judaea, Oxford, 1938, 185f.
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that he would have brought this story into the family tradition of the
Agtippae he may have been responsible for the detail concerning Pallas.
Whatever the case, this tradition would seem to have become established
during the reign of Claudius and definitely before Pallas’ fall from power
in the early years of Nero’s reign (Tac. Ann. X111, 14 and XIV, 65).

If the atguments about the Claudian context of Josephus’ account of -
Sejanus’ fall have any validity, one other inconsistency may be explained.
Josephus is the only source who states that the “conspiracy” was directed
against Tiberius himself. Both Suetonius (774. 61) and Tacitus (Ann. V1,3.4)
make it quite clear that the “conspiracy” centered around the figure of
Gaius. The reason for this transfer becomes clear when one considers that,
at the time the Agrippan version of the story was formed (i.e. soon after the
events of January 41),3 it may have been considered impolitic to refer to
the new emperot’s mother saving the tyrant Gaius. Using this version, and
understandably inclined to favor his friend and patron Agrippa II, it does
not seem likely that Josephus would have strained his critical faculties to
determine the truth of what is, after all, only an ancillary anecdote.

In summary, Josephus adopted a story that was compatible with the
wishes of his patron Agrippa II. The ultimate source of his version would
seem to have been Agrippa I, but as he was not in Rome at the time of
Sejanus’ fall he could not have passed on a first-hand account of the event.
This version of the fall of Sejanus, despite its appearing within the context
of Agrippa’s highly romantic and exaggerated adventures at the court of
Tiberius and Gaius, is datable, because of its emphasis on Pallas, to the
reign of Claudius. Consistent with the semi-official history of the Claudian

“Era and Agrippa’s devotion to Antonia, the version that became established

in the family tradition of the Agtippae de-emphasized the threat to Gaius
and exaggerated the importance of Antonia and Pallas.

There is then every reason why Josephus’ sources and his own inclina-
tions would have led him to stress the importance of Antonia in the events
of 31. In this sense, the story is remarkably similar to another well known
case of exaggeration by Josephus: his account of Agrippa’s role in the
accession of Claudius as reported in 4] xix, 236f.3¢ :

Dio’s account of Antonia’s role in the fall of Sejanus is.cutious because
it occurs not in the full account of the discovery and suppression of the
“conspiracy” in Book 58, but rather in the Flavian Book 66. It is still more
curious because, although Antonia is mentioned in Book 58, it is only in
relation to the punishment of her daughter Livilla for “complicity” (58,

11.7). The central figure of this passage is not Antonia Minor but her freed-
woman Caenis.

3 On the assassination of Gaius see J.P. V.D. Balsdon, The Emperor Gains, Oxford, 1934, 1011.
3¢ Cf. BJii, 206. See also V. Scramuzza, The Emperor Claudins, London, 1940, 58-9.
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The presence of Caenis points to the clear connection between Vespasian
and Antonia. Vespasian’s mistress in his youth and again later as he was
emperor was this Caenis, the trusted secretaty of Antonia (Suet. Ve-;p. 3,
Dio 66,14).35 He was sponsored in his career by L. Vitellius ('I.‘ac. Hise. iii,
66), the powerful minister and friend of Claudius, who claimed a lo.ng
friendship with Antonia (Tac. A#n. xi, 3). Another supporter of Vespasian
was Narcissus (Suet. Vesp. 4), the freedman of Claudius, who may l:lave
begun his career in the joint household of Claudius and Antonia.3¢ GlYen
this strong Flavian background, it may be worthwhile to investigate Dio’s
sources for this story.3? o

An analysis of the lost contemporary histories of the reign of Tiberius
is hopeless.3® The works of Servilius Nonianus, Aufidius Bass‘us and the
autobiogtaphies of Tibetius and Agrippina the Younger all remain shadowy
documents. Nevertheless, it is hard to see how any one of them would have
devoted much space to the tale of the prodigious memory of the still un-
known and young freedwoman of Antonia. Seneca the Elder might be 2
more likely source; his history seems to have come down to about 37 and
his own excellent memory may have given him an interest in similar ca-

pacities in others.® Nevertheless, the definite Flavian context in which this

story is told seems to speak against the proposition that Dio found the
story in a Julio-Claudian source. o

If a Flavian source for this tale seems mote likely, its identification is no
more certain. Pliny the Elder shows a great interest in such tales but his
history does not seem to have covered either the reign of Tiberius or very
much of Vespasian’s. Licinius Mucianus composed a book on natural
wonders in which the mnemonic achievements of Caenis would not have
been out of place. Nevertheless, too little is known about this work to
venture any suggestions.# ,

Plutarch, on the other hand, would seem a more likely source. He had
traveled extensively in Italy during the Flavian Era and was no doubt
familiar with the gossip concerning the emperors and their immediate

3 See also CIL vi, 12037, DIS. MANIB/ANTONIAE.AVG/L.CAENIDIS/OPTVMAE.
PATRON. ) o )

36 Tt is often forgotten that, after the adoption of Germanicus by Tiberius, Claudius became
paterfamilias of the Claudii Nerones, including Antonia under his authority.

3 . Millar, A Study of Cassius Dio, Oxford, 1964, 34, says “Quellenforschung makes up the vast
majority of literature on Dio, but it has hardly led to satisfactory results.” For one such attempt,
see G. Townend, Traces in Dio Cassius of Cluvius, Aufidius and Pliny, Hermes 89 (1961) 227.

38 Syme, 274-278. % Seneca, de vita patris, quoted and discussed by Syme, 277.

4 The terminal dates of ab fine Aufidii Bassi ate still unclear. See Syme, 179-80 and Townend,
232-3. , ) N

41 For the fragments, see H. Peter HRR ii, Stuttgart, 1967, 101£. (reprint of 1906 edition).
See also Kappelmacher, RE xiii, 441, ‘Licinius’ 116a.
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families.®2 Such a story might well have been recorded in one of his lost
essays.®3 Tacitus is also a possible source. It would not be unusual for him
to have given a summary of Caenis’ career on mentioning her death in a
lost portion of the Historiae. The details of the necrology, however, and
especially Caenis’ reply to Antonia, are not compatible with the usual
Tacitean solemnity and brevity on such occasions.#* In the end certainty is
impossible and further speculation meaningless.

We may conclude that such a story would never have been recorded if
Caenis had not later become such an important figure at Vespasian’s court.
Most likely this tale of one of the few truly colorful charactets of the
Flavian Era developed in that Era, being recorded perhaps by Plutarch.

In general, then, thete is no reliable evidence that Antonia played a sig-
nificant role in the fall of Sejanus.

III. A Reconstruction

On the basis of the conclusions reached above, it might be worthwhile

“to consider how the tradition concerning Antonia and Sejanus developed.

The official version of Sejanus’ fall is given by Suetonius in his 1ita
Tiberii. There Suetonius, quoting from Tiberius’ autobiography, states that
Tibetius claimed to have destroyed Sejanus “. .. guod comperisset furere ad-
versus liberos Germanici filii sui” (61). This version is supported by Tacitus
who mentions that Sextius Paconianus was the “... delectus ab Seiano cuins
ope dolus Gaio Caesari pararetur” (Ann.V1,3). Whether Tiberius mentioned
Antonia as the source (ot one ot the sources) which informed him of Sejanus’
plans cannot be determined. But, on the basis of Suetonius’ statement, it
would seem unlikely that Tiberius mentioned anyone in particular.

In line with this official version it is probable that the .Acta Senatus made
some mention of Antonia in connection with Sejanus’ fall. Following the
condemnation and death of Sejanus the Senate would probably have offi-
cially thanked Tiberius and Antonia for saving Gaius and his siblings. A
similar thanksgiving had been voted eleven years before when, following
Cn. Piso’s condemnation, Tiberius, Livia, Antonia, Agrippina, Drusus Tib.
f. and Claudius wete thanked . . . 0b vindictam Germanici” (Tac. Ann.111,18).
In 31, Livia and Drusus were dead and Agrippina was in prison. Claudius,
who had been consistently denied public honors by Tiberius (Suet. CV. 5)
and who had only been added to the Resolution of 20 as an afterthought,

42 C.P. Jones, Plutarch and Rome, Oxford, 1971, 20f.

43 The traditional list of Plutarch’s writings, “the catalogue of Lamprias” is given in full by
Ziegler, RE xxi, 697. About one-third of the titles are lost, including a “Life of Tiberius,”
catalogue number 27.

4 A good example of the Tacitean necrology is that for Livia, Amn. V, 1.
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may not even have been included in this one. It is a reasonable assumption
that official thanks would have been voted to Antonia, the guardian of
Gaius and his sisters in 31 (Suet. Gasus 10), whether or not she had played
any role in the exposure of the “plot.”

The accession of Gaius brought Antonia into prominence. She was given
all the honors voted previously to Livia including the title of Augusta
(Suet. Gains 15.2). It should be noted that, though Suetonius gives no pat-
ticular reason for these honors, people might have begun to associate her
with the saving of Gaius. Most likely, however, Antonia was honored as
patt of the general celebration of Gaius’ family.%

Interest in Antonia no doubt increased under Claudius, who, to the
honots voted for his mother, issued also 2 series of coins.46 The story would,
of course, have vatied: a reference to Antonia saving Gaius would not have
been acceptable in the days following his assassination. At this point the
tradition divided. Agtippa I returned to Judaea with one variation closely
linked to bis own adventures and flattering to Claudius, to his mother
Antonia, and to his powerful freedman Pallas. This version became part
of the family tradition of the Agtippae and eventually passed into the .4/
of Josephus. The other variation of the tradition is more difficult to trace
but it certainly solidified in the Flavian Era, no doubt promoted by Antonia’s
former sectetary and Vespasian’s mistress, Caenis. This tradition, stressing
Caenis instead of Pallas, passed eventually into Dio’s history.

, Conclusions

There is no evidence to support the theory that Antonia and Sejanus were
in any way allied before the events of 31. |

The sources which stress Antonia’s importance in the fall of Sejanus are
most probably based on inventions of the Claudian and Flavian petiods.

In reference to the more general question of Sejanus’ conspiracy it has
here been suggested that Josephus® allegation that Sejanus was plotting
against Tiberius reflects the semi-official history of the Claudian principate,
which, in the aftermath of Gaius’ assassination, de-emphasized the threat to
Gaius in 31. This tradition, developing at the time that it did, preferred to
see Sejanus’ conspiracy directed against Tiberius rather than against the
dead tyrant Gaius.

 Freiburg i. Br. ' | John Nicols

% The phenomenon is most plainly seen on Gaius’ bronze coinage, see BMCRE 1, 1511.
% BMCRE I Claudius, Nts. 109 (aureus) and 166 (dupondius).




