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Abstract

The “principate’, the system of government created by Augustus for imperial Rome,
has puzzled ancient historians since the days of Theodor Mommsen, Mommsen,
whose ancient history classes Max Weber attended, modelled the principate as
a political system sui generis, which was, constitutionally, the continuation of the
Roman Republic, but in which the ruler was, essentially, an fllegitimate military dic-
tator. Instead of applying the doctrines of classical legitimacy, this paper proposes
that Weber's three types of legitimate authority better explain the complexities of the
Roman Empire from Augustus to the 3rd century AD. While there were numerous
elements of ‘traditional’ and “legal” authority built into the principate, the individual
rulers’ legitimacy largely rested on ‘charisma’. Individual ‘charisma’ could become
hereditary: whole dynasties relied on ‘charismatic’ founding fathers, such as the
Julio-Claudian (Augustus) and the Flavian (Vespasian) houses. With its intrinsic
contradictions and the analytical difficulties it poses, the Roman principate is the
ultimate testing ground for Weber's ideal types.

Keywords: charismatic authority, legal authority, legitimacy, Roman Empire, tradi-
tional authority.

On a chilly day in winter 27 BC, Gaius Julius Caesar Divi filius— Octa-
vian, from this day onwards to be called Augustus—entered Senate
House on the Roman Forum and addressed the hundreds of men
assembled in the hall, the representatives of Rome’s ancient ruling
class, every single man full of expectations. In a carefully staged

1. In accordance with common practice in classical scholarship, the present
paper uses some abbreviations the general reader will find unfamiliar: AE (L année
épigraphique), Cass. Dio (Cassius Dio, Rotitan History), CIL (Corpus Inscriptionum Lati-
narum), Dig, (Digestae), IG (Inscriptiones Graecne), Mon. Anc. (Monrumentim Ancyra-
nuit = Res gestae Divi Augusti), Plin. hist. nat. (Pliny the Elder, Natrral History), Suet.
Claud (Sueton, Clmudius), Tac. ann. (Tacitus, Aunals), Tac. dial. (Tacitus, Dialogue on
orators), Tac. hist. (Tacitus, Histories), TAM (Tituli Asine Minoris),
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156 Max Weber Studies

ceremony, the man who, just four years ago, had trimiphed over his
archrival, the co-triumvir Mark Antony, returned the extraordinary
powers the triumvirs had usurped 16 years earlier. With this act of
state, the Republic, this peculiar form of government that had evolved
over centuries, but eventually had collapsed under the weight of the
vast empire it had built, was ‘restored’ 2

1. Approaching a political anomaly

In his res gestae, his “account of deeds’, composed towards the end of
his life and monumentalized, throughout the Empire, in the form of
inscriptions, Augustus remarked that from this day on he “took pre-
cedence of all in authority, but of power I possessed no more than
those who were my colleagues in any magistracy.” In strictly legal
terms this is correct: there was no position, no “office’, the princeps, as
Augustus liked to be called, could hold; the constitutional founda-
tion of his de facto monarchic role was composed of two bundles
of magisterial powers providing him, essentially, with the supreme
command over the army and the power to summon, and preside
over, the senate.*

Yet this is only half the truth. In fact, from his victory over Mark
Antony at Actium in 31 BC onwards, Augustus had been the single
most powerful man in the Roman state. The powers the Senate had
conferred on him, in two batches in 27 and 23 BC, were limitless in
space and, de facto, also in time, whereas the Republic had metica-
lously avoided the accumulation of unbound power in the hands
of one man.® Hardly anybody in the new state created by Augustus
dared to criticise, let alone challenge the ruler; those who did, were
put to death or, like the poet Ovid, exiled.®

Oscillating between autocracy and formal constitutionalism, the
Roman principate (as Theodor Mommsen called the political system

2. Cass. Dio 53.1-11,

3. Mon. Anc. 34 (post id tempus praestiti onmibus mictoritate, potestalis autem nililo
amplivs habui quam qui fuerunlt mili quoque in magistratu conlegae). The fribunicia potes-
tns referred to the powers of the plebeian tribune, namely to summon and preside
the Senate, ‘

4. The bibliography on the settlement of the year 27 BC is vast. For reference
see Salmon 1956: 457-58; Christ 1982: 256-58; Kienast 1982; 71-84; Levi 1994: 260-67;
Bleicken 21998: 324-40; Bringmann,/Schafer 2002: 45-54; Kunkel/Schermaier 2005:
63-64; Schlange-Schoningen 2005: 86-90. )

5. Ferrary 2010

6. For an in-depth study of opposition against Augustus see Dettenhofer 2000.
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erected by Augustus, the first princeps) was a morphological hybrid,
the man on top, the Roman emperor, a political animal sui generis.
Like so many rulers in history, he was the bearer of a power that
was, in theory, universal, unlimited, both in space and substance.”
And yet, grasping the role the emperor had in the Roman state is
almost impossible, at least for the early Empire; he had no precise
place in what could be regarded as its “constitution’. No formal act
of investiture introduced a new emperor and no law ruled as to who
should succeed the deceased one. The curious role the princeps, the
emperor, had in Roman society was deeply rooted in Roman history:
one centrepiece of the consensus on which the res publica, the Roman
state, had been built, was the demonization of monarchy. It was
enshrined in the foundation myth of the Republic, which glorified
the expulsion of Rome’s last king, an Etruscan conveniently named
Tarquinius Superbus (‘Tarquin the Proud’).

When Julius Caesar had eliminated his rival for absolute power,
Pompey, in 48 BC, he reinvented a time-honoured republican insti-
tution, the dictatorship, an office originally designed for states of
emergency and very different in meaning from modern notions of
dictatorship. Unlike the republican dictators, Caesar had no intent to
sooner or later abdicate this office. He had himself proclaimed dicta-
tor for 10 years in 47 and for lifetime (dictator perpetuo) in January or
February 44 8C. Little more than one month later, Caesar was dead,
slain by Senators who had looked through the republican disguise of
his quasi-monarchic position in the Roman state; Senators who did
not tolerate the monopoly of power Caesar had created for himself
in their midst. The first attempt to establish sole rulership in Rome
had been a terrific failure.®

Mindful of this failure, Octavian, Caesar’s great nephew and
adopted son, took a more cautious route, after he had defeated his
last enemy, Mark Antony, in the Battle of Actium in 31 BC. For a few
years, he simply relied on his control of the military. On January
27, when he appeared before the Senate, he ‘returned’ power to his
fellow Senators. As a quid pre quo, he received (without actually
holding the office of a proconsul) a proconsular imperium, which was
effective throughout the Empire and which implicated, de facto, the
supreme command over the army. He also received the honorific

7. Mehl 1990,
8. Meier 1980; Meier 1995: 430-86; Canfora 2001: 280-89; Baltrusch 2004: 157-58;
Jehne 2010. .
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title of Augustus (‘the sublime one’). Augustus, who henceforth had
himself called princeps (‘the first man’), continued to hold the consul-
ship for some more years, before, in 23 BC, he laid down this office,
once the Republic’s key magistracy, in return for a second bundle of
powers, the tribunicia potestas.

In contrast to Caesar, Augustus managed to survive. And not
only that: his sole rule lasted, from Actium to his death in AD 14, for
44 years and transformed the Roman world for good. The formula
Augustus presented to the Senators in January 27 was met with
approval. Rome’s old political elite could live with a sole ruler, as
long as they could nourish the illusion that they were not Augustus’
subjects but his social peers. They were ready to accept monarchy in
anything but in name. The result was a political system, which was
autocratic without being named as such, with a “first man” who held
no office but a bundle of individually conferred powers and Sena-
tors who were his subjects but preferred being called his ‘friends”.’

The idiosyncratic form of government created by Augustus was
the result of an historical asynchronism: the sacred traditions of the
Roman Republic, grown in centuries, had to be tuned with the pro-
foundly and abruptly changed political realities the recent period of
crisis had brought about.”” The paradox of a monarchy fluctuating
between autocracy and constitutionalism, but with no real place in
the constitution, has puzzled scholars since Theodor Mommsen’s
attempts to understand the working of the Roman state in strictly
legalistic terms. “All the princeps” actions lie within the perimeter
of republican magistracies’”, Mommsen claimed in his lectures on
Roman imperial history.! And: “He does not stand above the laws,
but the laws stand above him.”"? To Mommsen, the principate, as he
called the system created by Augustus, was, politically, the resultof a
revolutionary uprising, with the princeps as the agent of the people’s

9. On the terms of communication between the emperor and the senators see
the instructive study by Roller 2001.

10. Thisis the bottom line of the very lucid —and for the present topic seminal —
investigation by Winterling 2001, esp. 106-107, and now Winterling 2009b: 9-33.

11. Mommsen 1992: 94 {" Alles, was der Princeps ausfiihrt, bewegt sich im Kreise
republikanischer Amter”). The text, first published in 1992, is compiled from the
transcripts of some of Mommsen'’s students. Faute de mieux, the lectures have to fill
the gap left by the missing fourth volume of Mommsen’s Roman History destined to
cover the imperial period,

12, Mommsen 1992: 94 (‘Er steht nicht {iber den Gesetzen, sondern die Gesetze
stehen fiber ihm"). According to Mommsen, the princeps was not legibus solutus, but
his power was legibus circnnscriptum (defined by law) and hence constitutional,
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sovereignty. Constitutionally, however, Mommsen conceived the
principate as the continuation of the Republic: a Dyarchie rather than
a monarchy, in which the “first man’ held an extraordinary --and
exceptionally powerful —magistracy, but had to share power with
a likewise ‘sovereign’ Senate."* Yet even Mommsen had to accept
that ‘the new magistracy had such far-reaching powers that it almost
touched omnipotence.”*

Mommsen’s constitutionalist approach has left a deep mark on
scholars’ conceptions of the Roman Empire.® It has been revitalised
in the past few decades and can now be deemed to be the new ortho-
doxy on the European continent.’” On the other hand, Anglo-Saxon
scholars (but others too) who are less concerned with legal impli-
cations and tend to be more ‘pragmatic’, take the act of state of 27
BC for an ingenious, but profoundly hypocritical orchestration, the
‘restoration’ of the Republic for a white lie designed to Iull potential
opponents from the ranks of Rome’s senatorial aristocracy. To them,
the principate was, under the thin veneer of constitutionalism, in
essence an autocracy in the tradition of the Hellenistic monarchies,
to some indeed a military dictatorship in disguise.'®

Some twenty years ago, Egon Flaig put forward a modified ver-
sion of this approach: sharing the conception of the Roman prin-
cipate as a camouflaged military dictatorship and pointing to the
(hardly disputed) fact that the rule of the individual princeps lacked
all ingredients of classical legitimacy, Flaig suggested that the
emperor was ‘kept at the top” by the fact that (and only if) his rule
was ‘accepted’ by the pressure-groups crucial for the running of
the Roman Empire: the Senators, the military and the urban plebs of
Rome. According to Flaig, an emperor could only survive when he
managed to maintain a constant, positive dialogue with each of the
three vital groups. Power in imperial Rome, in this view, depended
to a considerable degree on negotiation. Did the emperor succeed

13. Mommsen 1907: 191 (“Ausfluff und Organ der Volkssouveranitit’y; Momm-
sen 1887, vol. 2.2: 748-49.

14. Mommsen 1887, vol. 3.2: 1265.

15. Moemmsen 1992: 95 (‘Allerdings hat die neue Magistratur eine so weite
Kompetenz, daf sie an die Allmacht stretft’).

16. Schulz 1967; HeuB 1974; Castritius 1980; Castritius 1982,

17. Kunkel 1961; Bleicken 1981: 20-48; Jacques ef al. 1990, passim; Bleicken 1998:
371-90; Kunkel/Schermaier 2005: 63-66.

18. See, for instance, Gelzer 1923; Premerstein 1937; De Martino 1951, vol. 4:
758-63; Béranger 1953; Wickert 1954: 2135-136; 2070; Christ 1982: 256-58; Wallace-
Hadrill 1982: 47; Syme 2002: 324.
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in advertising himself as a ‘good” emperor, his rule was secure; if
he failed in his self-representation, his acceptance was compromised
and he was, more often than not, a dead man walking.?

Unfortunately, none of these interpretations leads us out of the
dilemma. While there is considerable truth in each of them, they
all fail to solve, what they identify as the problem: demonstrate the
‘character’, the “true nature’ of the political system established by
Augustus.* The pragmatists’ approach cannot explain why Augus-
tus and his successors spent so much effort on grounding their rule
on the legal traditions of the Republic. The principate’s constitutional
base was obviously more than a camouflage for autocracy. Not
accidentally did so many emperors woefully perish, after they had
defied the principle of legal rule. Besides, there was really no need
for a veneer: everybody in the Roman world, the Senators included,
knew who held real power in the Empire. The ‘restoration’ of the
Republic was not, or certainly not just, a white lie.

The constitutionalists’ interpretation, vice versa, fails to explain
the, at best, rudimentary legal framing of the emperor’s position
in the Roman state. A new emperor is proclaimed imperator by
the army, while the Senate’s approval was a sheer formality, with
no real political effect. If the emperorship was a ‘magistracy’, as
Mommsen calls it, why were there no formal criteria for eligibility?
If it was a constitutional institution, why did no law rule as to how
new emperors were made? Why was there no sign of an effective
dynastic principle defending the sons of emperors against their
rivals in times of crisis???

Finally, Flaig’s ‘acceptance’ model reduces the emperors’ inter-
action with the relevant pressure-groups to the field of communi-
cation. By doing so, it grossly overemphasises self-representation,
while it plays down “real world’ factors. This is tempting, as media of

19. Flaig 1997: 15-17. See also Flaig 1992: 176-207; Seelentag 2004: 17-21. Flaig's
approach has caught relatively little attention, especially in the English-speaking
world (but see Landon 2006: 55). In many ways similar is the approach by Veyne 2005:
36-40, who calls the Augustan settlement a ‘compromis tacite’ (ibid.: 39) between the
emperor and the old, senatorial ruling class.

20. In Kunkel/Schermaier 2005: 63, we still read of ‘Das Wesen des Prinzipats’
(also the titles of Premerstein 1937; Kunkel 1961; Schulz 1967),

21. The shortcomings of both positions have been accentuated by Winterling
2001: 99. _

22, No lesser man than Tacitus (ann. 1.49.4) remarked that, in principle, any
senator was capax imperii ('capable of the empire’). According to Flaig 1997: 20, the
dynastic principle was effective only as long as it was unchallenged.
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imperial self-representation (such as coins, images and inscriptions)
account for a substantial part of the evidence. However, the failure
of such emperors as Nero, Commodus and the short-lived “soldier
emperors’ of the 3rd century AD cannot be explained through their
communicative shortcomings only.?

2. A Weberian way-out?

The Achilles” heel of Flaig’s model as well as the pragmatists’ and
constitutionalists’ conceptions is their claim to be universal, to give
a holistic theory of the Roman Empire’s political system. Given the
multiple paradoxes of the principate, a more flexible, less monolithic
approach may seem preferable. Such flexibility is automatically built
into a methodology, which consciously operates with ideal types: an
approach taking into account the utopian nature of the concepts we
apply.*

As it happens, Weber himself provides us, in his Three types of legiti-
mate rule, with some heuristic tools possessing the explanatory poten-
tial for tackling the principate’s complexities without unduly reducing
them: firstly, the traditional, charismaticand legal-bureaucratic sources
of authority Weber outlines appear to mirror the various strands of
power present in Roman society from the Republic onwards: powers
rooted in legal Satzung as well as Herkommen and personal charisma.
Secondly, since Weber's categories are ideal types, it is to be expected
that the authority of the Roman emperor encompassed them all; what
needs to be established is in what specific mixture and to what degree.
The purpose of this essay will be, therefore, to identify the ‘traditional’,
‘charismatic” and ‘legal’ components in the system constituted by the
principate.

Curiously, no serious attempt has been made so far to employ
Weber’s sociology of authority for a systematic investigation of
the political setup of the Roman Empire.” Its value for the Roman

23. On the third century crisis Sommer 2004a; Quet 2006; Hekster 2008; Johne
2008,

24. Weber 1956a: 235 ('In seiner begrifflichen Reinheit ist dieses Gedankenbild
nirgends in der Wirklichkeit empirisch vorfindbar, es ist eine Utopie, und Ffiir die
historische Arbeit erwichst die Aufgabe, in jedem cinzelnen Falle festzustellen, wie
nahe oder wie fern die Wirklichkeit jenem Idealbilde steht [...]').

25. There are rudiments of such an approach in Eich 2005, who exploits Weber's
type of ‘legal’ rule for his investigation of administrative transformations in the
3rd century AD, in Veyne 1976, who draws upon Weber's model of anstaltsmifige
Vergesellschaftung (1976: 616) and especially in Ando 2000, whe, in scrutinising the
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period has repeatedly been disputed, most fervidly by those main-
taining that the Roman Empire’s political system is explainable in
constitutional terms.? In a rather polemical essay, the American his-
torian J.E. Landon has blamed —mostly unnamed —ancient histori-
ans for constructing ‘strategies of legitimation’, as though the Roman
emperor had nothing better to do than "busily working to “legitimate”
himself’.¥” This criticism is partly justified, as, in recent years, classical
scholars have —largely in response to the linguistic and iconic turns
their discipline took —focussed too much on representation and com-
municqtion of authority, whereas the actual sources of authority (or in
Weber’s words: the reasons why emperors stood a chance that their
orders were carried out) have widely been ignored.?

But blaming Weber or an alleged Weberian strand in classical schol-
arship for such an obsession with media rather than sources of author-
ity is missing the point: Weber does not teach us about purported
‘strategies of legitimation”. His sociology of authority is about explain-
ing why people follow orders, why they accept authority and what
this authority is based upon. By having our own approach guided by
ideal types, we can circumnavigate the pitfalls of dichotomic patterns
of explanation with holistic pretensions. This being said, identifying
Augustus’ and his successors’ authority as either ‘legal’, “traditional’ or
‘charismatic’ cannot be the purpose of a ‘Weberian” analysis of author-
ity in the Roman Empire. As Weber himself has pointed out, any histor-
ical Herrschaft relied on a combination of all three Legitimititsgriinde?
At best, a paper of the size and scope of the present one can identify
some of the components of the Roman emperors’ authority.

3. By the book: the ‘legal’ dimension of authority

According to Weber, ‘legal” authority (legale Herrschaft) is based on
the “fundamental assumption’ that any law can be arbitrarily created

factors that kept the Roman Empire stable, explicitly refers to the Weberian catego-
ries of legitimacy, in particular that of ‘charisma’. For possible uses of the elements of
Weber's sociology of authority for a study in the Roman Republic see Hatscher 2000,
along with the critical review by Flaig 2004. See also the important paper by Gehrke
1982, who applies Weber's type of ‘charismatic’ rule to the Hellenistic kingdoms.

26. Bleicken 1972: §9-92; Landon 2006.

27. Landon 2006: 58-62.

28. See, for instance, Hekster 2002; Eich 2003; Weber/Zimmermann 2003;
Seelentag 2004; Hekster 2009; Winterling 2009a. For a différent, hands-on approach,
Millar 1977; Millar 2004b; Millar 2004a,

29. Weber 1956b: 151. On Weber’s concept of legitimacy Breuer 2000.
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and altered through formally correct rulings.” Its purest form is
‘bureaucratic’ authority, with government agencies (Behdrden) as its
heteronomous branches. The administrative staff (Verwaltungsstab)
is composed of officials (Beamte), the ones who take orders are com-
panions (Genossen) or citizens (Biirger). They do not obey people but
rules (Regeln), which are also binding for those who give orders.
Typologically, these people as superiors (Vorgesetzte), legitimated
through their matter-of-fact expertise (sachliche Kompetenz). Their
service is professional (Berufsarbeit), the benchmarks of their judge-
ment are considerations of utility (Zweckmifligkeitsgesichtspunkte).®!

The Roman Empire had no full-fledged bureaucracy in the modern
sense. In the Republic, the magistrates, elected by the people, had
hardly any administrative staff at their disposal. Administrative ser-
vices, such as tax collection, were farmed out to private entrepreneurs
(publicani). The magjistrates, who were recruited from the nobility,
Rome’s traditional and highly exclusive noblesse de robe, had few sub-
ject-specific skills and did not get any training for the offices they
held. The overall degree of professionalism in the Republic’s admin-
istration was woefully low.*?

This was about to change with Augustus’ rise to sole power, but
only gradually, slowly and by no means completely. The old mag-
istracies continued to exist, but they were deprived of their powers
and functionally reduced to conduits spitting out the personnel the
emperors needed for the senatorial top jobs in the army and the
provinces.® Little by little, new career paths were created for non-
senatorial officials.* Expertise added to, but did not replace, status
as a criterion for eligibility. A rudimentary central administration
was established by Augustus and accommodated in his own private

30. Weber 1956b: 151 {"Grundvorstellung ist: daB beliebiges Recht durch formal
korrekt gewillkiirte Satzung geschaffen und abgedndert werden konne),

31. Weber 1956b: 151-54.

32. On qualification and (lack of) professionalism in the Republic Bleicken 1975:
120-38; Schiavone 1990; Kunkel/ Wittmann 1995: 52-64; Beck 2005: 31-62; Beck 2008.
On the nobility as a (largely) hereditary aristocracy defined through social prestige
and their de facto monopoly of eligibility for the magistracies Gelzer 1962; Kloft 1998;
Jehne 2000; Bleckmann 2002; Goldmann 2002; Halkeskamp 2007, Against this now
dominating view and in favour of a less coherent and secluded political leadership
in the Republic Brunt 1982; Millar 1984; Millar 1986; Millar 1989; North 1990; Millar
1995; Millar 1998. '

33. Birley 1953; Millar 1966; Talbert 1984b; Talbert 1984a; Eck 1991; Salmeri
1991.

34. Saller 1980; Brunt 1983; Talbert 1996.
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house on the Palatine Hill in Rome. For the first time in Roman his-
tory, the men in charge were professionals who were qualified for
their administrative jobs. But these men were slaves or freedmen
(liberti), former slaves, who had belonged to Augustus and depended
personally on the ruler. When first established, the central imperial
administration looked like the management of a large private house-
hold.* And indeed the borders between ‘public’ and ‘private’ were
often floating in Roman society.*

This rudimentary bureaucracy was hardly the Verwaltungsstab
Weber had in mind as the backbone of ‘legal’ authority. Yet there
were germs of meritocratic professionalism, which, in the course
of three centuries, evolved into the most sophisticated bureaucratic
body the world had ever seen so far. After the death of the emperor
Claudius (AD 54), slaves and freedmen began to be replaced by civil
servants, who were recruited from the ranks of the equestrian order,
the second class of Rome’s imperial elite, and had to go through
formal education and a rigorous process of selection. Those slaves
who continued to work for the emperor, were, from the mid-1st cen-
tury AD onwards, no longer the personal property of any one emperor,
but belonged, institutionally, to the ruling emperor.”” Hence, civil
servants were, on a personal level, less dependent on the emperor.
To be sure, social status and patronage still mattered (and indeed
they mattered more than skills and qualifications) and access to the
higher ranks of administration depended solely on the emperor —
but professionalism slowly gained ground. It was further boosted by
the so-called Antonine Plague in the 160s and 170s and by protracted
warfare in the same period, both of which carried with them a dis-
proportionately high death toll among the upper echelons of society
and fresh blood into the administrative and military elites.*

This facilitated careers such as the one of Publius Helvius Perti-
nax, who, in the 2nd century AD, rose from a humble translator to

35. Winlerling 1997: 94-98; Winterling 1999: 48-57.

36. On “public’ and ‘private’ in republican and imperial Rome Gros 1990;
Winterling 1997: 105-109; Winterling 2009b: 58-75, Like the emperor, high-ranking
magistrates and officials, especially in the provinces, depended on their private staff
(slaves, freedmen and friends). Some officials in Rome had publicly funded scribae
(scribes), nccensi (heralds) and other apparitores (clerks) at their disposal (Purcell 1983;
Jacques et al. 1990: 60-61).

37. Winterling 1999: 108-10.

38.  On professionalization, changes in the composition of the ruling classes and
the impact of demography see Potter 2004: 66-82. The Antonine plague and its effects
have been investigated by Duncan-Jones 1996,
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Roman emperor (AD 193)*, and later, slightly less spectacular, but
still impressive, the one of Marcus Gnaeus Licinius Rufinus, who,
born as an equestrian in Lydia (Asia Minor), held numerous offices
in the imperial administration and crowned his career with the con-
sulship around AD 230.* Such men did not enter the imperial service
being dark horses. They had gone through years of rigorous educa-
ton, studying at one of the prestigious law schools. The most famous
of these schools was the one established by Septimius Severus at
Berytus (Beirut) in the province of Syria Phoenice (c. AD 197). The
school attracted ambitious men from the entire Greek-speaking east-
ern half of the Empire. When they graduated, they almost invariably
embarked on promising careers in the imperial civil service.*!

The implementation of a formal education of, and essentially
meritocratic career paths for, jurists substantially contributed to the
Empire’s gradual bureaucratization. It was preceded by the creation
of a statutory framework for the principate, which, paradoxically,
made the emperor’s rule more legal and less bound by law at the
same time. When Augustus had created the principate, the legal
basis of his powers had been the bundles of magisterial competences
the Senate had conferred on him. When the emperor Vespasian
ascended the throne in AD 69, these packages were complemented
by a law (lex de imperio Vespasiani) issued by the Senate and listing,
point by point, the emperot’s powers.*

The inscription with fragments of the lex de imperio Vespasiani is
a somewhat mysterious and even contradictory document, On the
one hand, the lex shows that Vespasian, in order to be a legitimate
emperor, required the consensus of the people and the Senate, as
expressed in this law. All his provisions predating the law (most
notably the adoption of an imperial name and the admission of
Vespasian’s own henchmen to the Senate) were, stricto sensu, not
covered by the law. But they had been issued and were effective.
Accordingly, the law had to yield to political reality and declare that
‘whatever before the passage of this law has been done, executed,
decreed, ordered by Emperor Caesar Vespasian Augustus or by
anyone at his order or mandate, these things shall be legal and valid,

39. Alfvldy 1974; Lippold 1983.

40. TAM 5.2, no. 984-986; 1G 10.2 (1), no, 142; AE 1949, no. 341; Herrmann 1997:
111. See Millar 1999,
41. Schemmel 1923; Wieacker 2006: 266-71; Schuol 2010,
42, CIL 6.930. Cf. Brunt 1977; Pabst 1989; Pabst 1997: 187-88; Pfeiffer 2009: 15-
18. -
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just as if they had been done by the order of the people or of the
plebs.®

The lex rules that, like his predecessors Augustus, Tibetius and
Claudius, ‘whatever he considers to be in accordance with the
public advantage and the dignity of divine and human and public
and private interests he shall have the right and the power to do
and to execute.** Also, like the three ‘good’ emperors before him,
he should be unbound by certain laws passed by the people and
Senate of Rome.” While the lawgiver clearly takes into account the
effectively unlimited power the emperor had won with his success-
ful usurpation, he does not write a blank cheque for Vespasian: his
legal exemption is tied to conditions and limits. Even a century after
Augustus’ ‘restoration” of the Republic, the lex de imperio Vespasiani
is extremely scrupulous about the emperors, powers, which must be
rooted in gesatzten Regeln.*

That other emperors employed similar legal constructions when
they took power we may assume, but we cannot prove it. The lex de
imperio Vespasiani is a singular document: no similar law —if there
was any —has come upon us. Yet by the late 2nd century AD, little
had survived of the binding powers of legal norms. Increasingly, the
emperor became the personification of the law and the source of all
justice. He acquired a de-facto monopoly in the creation of new laws
and was, in the words of Ulpian (ca. AD 170-223), one of the leading
jurists of his time, legibus solutus (‘not bound by the laws’): “what
pleases the princeps to do, has the force of law."¥

As a result of both the increasing professionalization of the admin-
istration and the gradual legalization of the princeps’ powers, the

43, CIL 6.930, § 8 (utique quae arnte hanc legens vogatant acta gesta | decreta imperata
ab imperatore Caesare Vespasinne Auglusto] | iussy mandatuue eiis n quogue sunt, en
perinde iusta rataglue] | sint, ac st populi plebisue iussu acla essent).

44, CIL §6, the so-called discretionary clause (utigue quaccunague ex usy rei publicne
maiestateque divinarur | humanarun publicarum privatarunique verunt esse | censebil, el
agere facere ius potestasque sit, ita uti diuo Auglustol, Tiberioque Iulio Caesari Auglusto], |
Tiberiogue Claudio Caesari | Augflusto] Gernianico fitit ; | ).

45, CIL §7 (utique quibus legibus plebeite scitis scriptum fuit, ne dinus Auglustus],
| Tiberiusue lulius Coesar Auglustus], Tiberiusque Claoudius Caesar Aug(ustus) | Ger-
manicus fenerentur, iis legibus plebisque scitis implerator] Caesar | Vespusionus solufus
sit ; quaeque ex quague lege rogatione | dinurm Auglustum], Tiberiumue luliem Caesarem
Auglustum], Tiberiumue | Clandiunt Cacsarem Auglustuni] Germanicunt facere oportuit,
| ea omnin impleratori] Caesari Vespasiano Auglusto] facere liceat ; |).

46. Thus Pabst 198%: 182-84.

47, Dig.1.41.1 (Ulpian).
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Roman Empire’s political system tended towards a higher degree
of institutionalization: personal ties between the emperor and the
magistrates, between the magistrates and their colleagues and staff,
and between the emperor and his subjects in general were, bit by bit,
replaced by legal frameworks and procedures. While the emperor
himself became legibus solutus, the empire he ruled became, in Max
Weber’s terms, an ‘enduring association” (Vergesellschaftung) of the
highest level of institutionalisation {Anstalt), effectively anticipating,
to a certain degree, the emergence of the state in the early modern
period.®

4. As the ancestors did: the ‘traditional” dimension of authority

Institutionalization, from Augustus to the 3rd century AD, came at
the expense of personal bonds, which had structured Roman society
of old and were part and parcel of the Empire’s republican heritage.
This legacy was imbued with tradition. The Latin term for every-
thing traditional was mos maiorum, the ‘custom of the ancestors”
a code of ‘time-honored principles, traditional models and rules of
appropriate conduct, of tlme-tested policies, regulations, and well-
established practices’.*

Such a code fits rather neatly into the Weberian category of ‘tra-
ditional” authority: like the mos maiorum, Weber’s ‘norms of tradition’
(Traditionsnormen) constitute a set of rules resistant to innovation
and confining the power of any political actor. When actors change
the code, they describe their changes as the ‘cognition’ of an ances-
tral rule, which has always been effective (‘Erkenntnis’ eines Satzes
als “von jeher geltend’).”® Under the auspices of tradition, authority is
bound by the code and a certain ‘sense of decency’ (Billigkeitsgefiihl),
but by no formal rules. ‘Ethical decency’ (materiale ethische Billig-
keit), justice and utilitarian expediency’ (utilitaristische Zweckmdflig-
keit) fill the gap left by the absence of formal law. The one who rules
is the ‘master’ (Herr), the subordinates are ‘subjects” (Untertanen).
The administrative personnel are recruited from people, who are
personally dependent on the ruler as members of his household,
relatives, friends or personal vassals. Traditional authority tends
to give the ruler a considerable scope of discretion. Its structure
of governance is either ‘paternalistic’ (patriarchalisch) or ‘corporate’

48, For a concise overview see Eich 2005: 379-83,
49. Holkeskamp 2010: 17-18.
50. Weber 1956b; 154.
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(standisch). While, in paternalistic organisations, officials owe their
jobs to pure arbitrariness on the master’s part, the administrative
hierarchy in corporate organisations mirrors the devolved struc-
tures of society as a whole. Administrative personnel hold their
positions autonomously, in their own right (kraft Eigenstellung).
Instead of discipline, the administration’s functioning depends on
tradition, privilege, goodwill and sense of honour.™

In Rome, codes of behaviour, institutions, social hierarchy and
relations between people were enshrined in the mos maiorum. The,
theoretically, unlimited power of the pater familias, the housefather
as the head of the extended family, over all his dependents; the bilat-
eral relationship between ‘friends’ (amici) or between ‘patron’ (patro-
nus) on the one hand and ‘client’ (cliens) on the other; the obligations
of reciprocity; the rules of political competition—all this was driven
by the unwritten rules of the mos maiorum.®® The iron principles
directing the ways people behaved and interacted, principles such
as mutual loyalty (fides), protection (patrocinium), dignity (dignitas),
honour (honos), did not die with the Republic that had generated
them in centuries. They survived and persisted in the Empire, which
they shaped and overshadowed.

When Augustus organised his household (domus) as the rudi-
mentary nucleus of an imperial bureaucracy, he did so in his capac-
ity of pater familias, whose authority extended to the Empire no less
than to his domus. Bonds of patrocinium tied his collaborators and
indeed the whole imperial population to the ruler. In the ideal
world of the ‘restored” Republic, the Senators figured as Augus-
tus’ personal amici. When slaves and freedmen worked towards
the emperor as specialists for all sorts of administrative functions,
they could do so because there were personal ties of fides linking
them to the “first man’. These men were wheels in an —in Weberian
terms —‘paternalistic’ machinery, totally dependent on an, essen-
tially, despotic master.®

Quite similarly, the increasing number of members of the eques-
trian order serving in vital positions—men like Pontius Pilate, the
procurator of Judaea known from the gospels—owed their jobs first
and foremost to imperial favour. Yet unlike freedmen and slaves,
these men had social status in their own right: they were eligible

51. Weber 1956b: 154-59.
52. Still fundamental is Gelzer 1962, Cf. Saller 1989; Kloft 1998.
53. Chantraine 1967; Weaver 1972; Winterling 1999: 108-15.
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because they were members of the empire’s social elite, not due to
their being the emperor’s creatures. If this was true for equestrian
officials, it was more than ever true for Senators holding key positions
in the army, the provincial and the empire’s central administration.
These men were tied together by an overwhelmingly strong esprit
de corps: after all, it was from their ranks that the emperors came.
The equestrians’ and especially the Senators” presence in the impe-
rial administration gave its organisation —to use Weber’s word —a
distinctly ‘corporate” touch.

In times of crisis, such ‘corporate” elements could put the empire’s
political stability at risk: the Empire’s reliance on high-ranking, vis-
ible, socially privileged and partially autonomous officials who, in
terms of their social prestige, could easily rival with the emperor
himself, meant that there was, in theory, a huge reserve army of men
who were, in Tacitus’ words, capaces imperii>* Was the emperor’s
authority, for whatever reason, undermined, a Senatorial official —
especially one in command of armies —could stand up to challenge
the incumbent any moment. This happened, four times in a row, in
AD 68/69, following Nero’s death. A second cascade of usurpations
shook the Empire in AD 193 after Commodus had been murdered.
The fact that the principate, when established by Augustus, had to
come to terms with the traditional, corporate elements of Roman
society made it vulnerable to this particularly bloody way of passing
the baton on.”

Despite the process of legalization and institutionalization the
Empire underwent between the 1st century BC and the 3rd century
AD, law did never fully tame the traditional components. Their
tension-laden relationship was a tradition in itself: in the Roman
Republic, the mos maiorum had co-existed with elements of legal
authority since, with the laws of the XII tabulae ("Twelve Tables’),
first attempts had been made to codify the inventory of unwritten,
ancestral law.*® The boundaries between the two spheres were often
blurred, with large part of the ‘constitution’ remaining in an uncodi-
tied, customary state — similar to that of the modern British constitu-
tion. The Republic’s institutions and the framework keeping them in
place evolved over centuries, owing to the Roman society’s ability to
flexibly respond to changes and challenges. Yet the contemporaries

54. See above, n. 22.

55. Flaig 1992; Flaig 1997; Szidat 2010. :

56. Wieacker 1967; Crifo 1972; D'Ippolito 1988. For traditional and religious ele-
ments in the X! fabulae see Rives 2002.
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believed that the ways their institutions operated were unalterable,
firmly entrenched in the mos maiorum.%’

Romans liked to emulate great men of the past as role models
(exempla). Hence, Roman history was full of exempla, and one, argu-
ably the prime, purpose of studying history was to revitalize the
exempla of an idealised past. In almost any instance could exempla be
invoked. This explains why Augustus could—and had to—sell to
the public the installation of the principate as a ‘restoration” of the
Republic: putting the Roman state under the protection of one man
was, in this logic, not establishing a new order; it was returning to
the sacred, ancestral principles of nos maiorum and doing what the
exempla of the past had done. This was no sheer act of ‘propaganda’”:
rather, the mos matorum was the only framework available for any act
of constitutional innovation.®™ From here, the blatant conservatism of
Augustus’ programme of government receives its meaning.*

The birth of the principate was not only represented, but, by most
people who inhabited the Roman wotld, perceived as the return of
an ancestral and better order after a century of civil war and unrest,
the rebirth of a lost golden age: ‘Faith, Honour, ancient Modesty,
/ And Peace, and Virtue, spite of scorn, / Come back to earth; and
Plenty, see, / With teeming horn’, the poet Horace wrote in a poem
dedicated to the Secular Games of 17 BC—and most of his contem-
poraries will have emphatically agreed.” Yet, the glaring change
Augustus’ reign had brought about did not go unnoticed by watchful
observers. Tacitus, in the introduction to his major historical work,
the Annals, refers to Augustus as the one who “gathered beneath his
empire a world outworn by civil broils.”® The same Tacitus, in his
Dialogue on Orators (Dinlogus de oratoribus), compares both Roman
states, old and new, having his discussant Maternus moan about the
loss of freedom in the age of monarchy.*

57. On the importance of mos maiorum for the evolution of Roman law Behrends
2000: 21-24. Cf. Holkeskamp 1996; Linke/Stemmler 2000.

58. Walter 2004: 411-17,

59. The most striking example being his laws on marriage, procreation and
decency, which were aimed at restoring a long lost sense of morale and piely.
CI. Raditsa 1980; Kienast 1982: 137-41; Gardner 1986: 82-85; Bleicken ¥1999: 484-92;
Wallace-Hadrill 2009; Dahlheim 2010: 223-24,

60. Hor. carm. saec. 57-60 (lam Fides et Pax et Honor Pudorque / Priscus et neglectn
redire Virkus / Audet, adpareltque beata pleno / Copia cornu)..

61. Tac. ann, 1,1. (cuncta discordiis civilibus fessa nomine principis sub inperiin
iccepit).

62. Tac. dial. 27.
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Despite scattered criticism, mostly off the records, the princi-
pate was doubtless a legitimate order, widely accepted throughout
the Roman world. The reasons for this were manifold: firstly, after
Augustus’ long reign of almost 50 years, there was hardly any alter-
native; secondly, and more importantly, the principate could operate
under the laws of the Republic. It was a legal order, with the capacity
to evolve and adapt, through gradual institutionalization, to social
and political change. Thirdly, and still more significantly, Augustus
had managed to accurately fit the new system into the framework
of time-honoured ‘norms of tradition”: namely the code of the mos
maiorum, including the whole corpus of behavioural patterns, prac-
tices, customary laws and social ties that had evolved during the
Republic.

5. Empire of glory: the ‘chavismafic’ dimension of authority

But this is not the whole story. The mos maiorum’s continuity ac-
counted for the much of the principate’s legitimacy as such; but it
played hardly any role in securing an individual emperor’s legitima-
cy.® Laws like the lex de imperio Vespasiani enhanced an emperor’s le-
gitimacy, but they were obviously not its ultimate source. Vespasian
was, quintessentially, a legitimate ruler before the lex was issued,
and Augustus’ legitimacy was undisputed long before that day in
winter 27 BC, when he appeared before the Senate in order to ‘return’
his extraordinary powers. No pretender would have dared to chal-
lenge these two men, so powerful was their authority, their claim to
rule over the Roman world.

Why so? The key to understanding the arcanum imperii of emper-
ors like Augustus and Vespasian—both the founders of dynasties —
lies in the supposedly harmless word auctoritas Augustus uses in
his res gestae to describe the one element that set him apart from
his fellow senatorial officials. While we have seen that Augustus
was in fact privileged because he could accumulate and iterate the
competences tted to numerous offices (which his colleagues could
not), this legal privilege alone does not explain his unique position
in the Roman state. The gap was filled with auctoritas, a concept only
imperfectly translated with the English word “authority”: its mean-
ing ranges from ‘bearing’, ‘impact’ over ‘esteem’ to ‘mandate” and

63. The undeniable truth that the principate’s and a princeps’ legitimacy are two
different things, has been accentuated by Flaig 1997: 16.
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‘competence’. Augustus’ almost super-human auctoritas was the fruit
of his achievements in the civil war: after all, it had been Augustus,
who had defeated the murderers of Caesar, Sextus Pompey, Cleo-
patra and Mark Antony, all enemies of the Roman people, and then
reconciled the Roman world.

The Weberian translation for auctoritas is simply ‘charisma’. “Char-
ismatic” authority, according to Weber, is based on “affectual devo-
tion" (affektuelle Hingabe), with the “leader’ (Fiihrer) as the one who
gives and the “disciple’ (Jiinger) as the one who follows orders. Pet-
sonal allegiance is the prime criterion for the recruitment of admin-
istrative personnel: meritocratic principles are as irrelevant as status
and rank. ‘Charisma’ is based on the belief in the leader’s abilities
and luck. It is attributed to, not innate in, the leader. Does he fail to
live up to his followers” expectations, the leader’s power is jeopar-
dized. Constantly, he has to ‘prove’ himself (sich bewdihren).’Charis-
matic” authority does without rules, laws and rationales; its essence is
‘belief’: “‘confidence’ (Vertrauen) in the ruler’s ‘heroism’ (Heldentum),
magic abilities or ‘epiphany’ (Offenbarung). The most extreme mani-
festations of “‘charismatic’ leadership are the prophet, the demagogue
and the war hero. ‘Charismatic” authority thrives under exceptional
circumstances: in times of war, civil war, migration, distress or reli-
gious awakening. Pure ‘charismatic” leadership is strictly personal
and depends on ‘un-mundane’ {(gufleralltigliche, auflerwerktigliche)
conditions. Accordingly, succession and routine are the most critical
phases for any authority founded on ‘charisma’: when the bearer of
‘charisma’ dies or when the war is over, ‘charismatic’ leadership risks
‘mundanization” (Veralltidglichung).

‘Mundanization’ can take three paths: ‘charismatic’ leadership is
often superseded by (1) ‘traditional’ authority through “traditional-
ization’ (Traditionalisierung) of ‘charismatic’ rule — or (2) “traditional’
or ‘legal’ authority through the transformation of the ‘disciples’
into bureaucracies based on privilege, respectively professionalism
and merit. Finally, (3) ‘charisma’ can itself go mundane, when the
‘charisma’ is handed down to subsequent generations by oracle,
‘ritualistic objectification” (rifuelle Versachlichung),** designation or
‘inheritance’ (Erbcharisma). Where ‘charisma’ becomes “hereditary’,
it is turned into a matter of “blood’: the source of authority is tied
to a family or dynasty and thus depersonalized. While leadership
under the auspices of a ‘'mundanized’ charisma becomes more

64. Through ritualistic and sacramental acts, such as anointment or coronation.
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stable and reliable, it certainly looses in intensity: in effect, "hered-
itary charisma’ is a mere vestige of the original quality, in multiple
ways compromised by “tradition’.®

Roman society had long been immune to the temptations of
‘charisma’. The aristocratic code of conduct of the Roman nobility,
which, in the Republic, had regulated competition for power and
offices, had also proscribed any cult of personality. The victorious
general, when granted a triumphal procession by the Senate, lived
his one day of semi-divineness. After that, he was just an ordinary
Senator no different from his peers. This changed, when, in the 2nd
century BC, the Republic became a world power waging expansion-
ist wars throughout the Mediterranean. Roman generals acquired a
taste for the limitless power of Hellenistic kings and became ever
more reluctant to accept the limitations of the aristocratic code of
behaviour, Slightly later, when, under Marius, the army structure
underwent significant changes and unpropertied, landless have-nots
were admitted to the legions as proletarian, semi-professional sol-
diers, these men’s outright chiliastic hopes rested on their generals.
Were they victorious and carried home shiploads of booty, it was in
their power to lead their soldiers to a promised land of wealth and
earthly happiness beyond any rational comprehension. Rome’s most
successful generals —men like Marius, Sulla, Pompey, Julius Caesar
and Mark Antony —were soon to become quasi-messianic figures.

Accordingly, the gateway through which ‘charismatic’ leader-
ship found its way into Roman politics, was the military. More pre-
cisely: the relationship between a semi-professional (and in the
Empire increasingly professional) post-Marian army and its senato-
rial supreme commanders. When Sulla, for the first time in recorded
Roman history, seized Rome with force in order to reverse a plebi-
scite, the power of ‘charismatic’ leadership was revealed. The soldiers
had taken Sulla’s orders not only because they shared common mate-
rial interests with the general; they had followed him in the first place
because they believed in the man, his heroism and his genius.”” In the
strong ties between the soldiers and their general, older, ‘traditional’

65. Weber 1956b: 159-66.

66. On the restructuring of the late republican army and its relationship with
senatorial commanders see Christ 1984: 157-64; Vanderbroeck 1987; de Blois 2007;
Rosenstein 2007.

67. Volkmann 1958; Keaveney 1982: 45-63; Levick 1982; Christ 2002: 78-82. The
charismatic character of Sulla’s leadership has been emphasized by Hatscher 2000:
106-51.
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personal bonds of patronage merged with new, ‘charismatic” ele-
ments. The relationship between the soldiers and the leader was
based on bilateral reciprocity, which was, however, charged with
“irrational’, “affectual’ momentum.

This did not change with the transition to monarchic leadership
under Augustus. To the soldiers, Octavian-Augustus and all subse-
quent emperors were mainly their imperatores, their supreme military
commanders —and as such, they were guarantors of victory, wealth
and salvation. It did not matter that Augustus himself had a rela-
tively low military profile.®® In many respects, he was an anti-Sulla
and an anti-Caesar, But he was Julius Caesar’s adopted son and heir.
And he was Divi Filius, the son of the deified Caesar and hence share-
holder in his divineness. From the start of his political career, the
unmilitary Octavian associated himself with soldiers: official images
represented Augustus in military gear; and later, when he was sole
ruler, the triumphal procession became a privilege of the emperor
and his close relatives.” First and foremost, Octavian, once he con-
trolled Italy, immediately attended to the veterans’ needs: Caesar’s
discharged soldiers were provided with landed property in Italy,
land that had to be taken away from others before it could be redis-
tributed. Meeting the soldiers’ expectations, Octavian had delivered
his part of the deal. By severely hurting thousands of Italian land
holders, Octavian had strengthened the ties with his active soldiers,
too: when it came to the golden handshake he owed to the soldiers,
the message read, Octavian meant business. Again, much more was
at stake than filthy lucre. For the soldiers, it was their intrinsic right
to be looked after by the ruler: a deeply emotional affair.”

The ‘charisma’ of Octavian-Augustus did not only extend to sol-
diers and veterans. As the restorer of peace, stability and wealth
after a century of civil war, he had, in the eyes of millions of people
inhabiting Rome, Italy and the Empire, stood the test. He had

68. His victories were accomplished by others: Marcus Agrippa and his step-
sons Tiberius and Drusus in the first place, while Octavian’s major engagement as a
military commander —at Philippi in late 42 BC— was not very glorious.

69. The Senator Lucius Cornelius Balbus was, in 19 BC, the last non-member of
an imperfal dynasty to celebrate a triumphal procession, for a victory in North Africa
(Plin. hist. nat. 5.35}.

70. On being discharged, soldiers received landed property until 13 8c. From
then onwards, they were paid a gratuity of ca. 13 annual salaries in money. On the
provisions for veterans, the importance of which is stressed by Augustus himself
(Mon. Anc. 3, 15-16): Levi 1994: 145-51; Bleicken 1998: 182-89 and 555; Syme 2002:
352.
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complied with their desires, which were shaped by a period of unrest
and instability. The poet Virgil, in his famous 4th eclogue, written in
the year 40 BC, gave expression to the chiliastic expectations of his
time. He announces the birth of a child and the beginning of a new
golden age: ‘Now is come the last age of Cumaean song; the great
line of the centuries begins anew. Now the Virgin returns, the reign
of Saturn returns; now a new generation descends from heaven on
high. Only do you, pure Lucina [the goddess Diana], smile on the
birth of the child, under whom the iron brood shall at last cease and a
golden race spring up throughout the world! Your own Apollo now
is king!”*

We do not know, who the child was, whose birth Virgil heralds,
but to contemporaries nine years on, after Octavian’s victory at
Actium, it must have been a plausible assumption that the golden
age they had been longing for had finally come true. Who, if not the
victorious Octavian, was the messianic figure they had been wait-
ing for? He had brought about the “last age of Cumaean song’ —was
he not worthy of Romans believing in his "heroic power’ (Helden-
kraft), worthy of being followed, of being recognized as leader? The
paradox of Augustus’ charisma was, that he had, through utterly
extraordinary achievements, restored an order, which was, by con-
temporaries, perceived as how it should be—and hence recovered
an ordinary situation. Since ‘charisma’ lives on what is ‘forever new’
(das ewig Neue) and “un-mundane’ (anflerwerktiglich), the restoration
of peace and internal order created a potentially dangerous situation
for a ruler whose authority relied, to a large extent, on precisely that
‘charisma’. :

For Augustus, there were two potential solutions. He could, after
a few years of irregular rule, accentuate the ‘traditional’ and ‘legal’
sources of his authority. This he did the very day when he appeared
before the Senate in order to ‘restore’ the Republic. And he could
keep the memories of his extraordinary accomplishments alive and
remind his subjects in regular intervals that the peace he had won
was no matter of course, but indeed a historical singularity, which
needed care and defence. As occasional reminders served the wars
Augustus fought against those parts of the world unwilling to accept
the yoke he imposed on them: in the Alps, in northwest Spain, on the

71. Verg. ecl. 4.4-10 (ultima Cumaei venit inm carntinis aetas; / maghus ab integro
saeclorim nascitur ordo. /iam redit et Virgo, redeunt Saburnia regna, inm nova progenies
caelo demittitur alto. / tu modo nascenti puero, quo ferren prinnon / desinet ac foto surget
gens auvea mundo, / casta fave Litcing; tuus inm regnat Apollo).
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Danube and in Germany. In the east, with the Parthians, a favour-
able settlement was achieved without a war. But a ‘victory” it was
nonetheless, and as such it was celebrated by Augustan imagery
[Augustus of Primaporta).

More compelling still than the message of victory was the prom-
ise of peace.”” The new age of peace Augustus had brought was
officially inaugurated with the Secular Games (ludi saeculares) the
princeps held in 17 BC. For this occasion Horace had composed his
carmen saeculare, The Secular Games were a lavish and impressive
celebration of Augustus’ achievements, which lasted for 13 days and
featured mass sacrifices to the Capitoline gods followed by gladiato-
rial games and chariot races —an unprecedented spectacle celebrat-
ing not only the absence of internal strife and unrest, but also the
subjugation of the civilised world by Roman arms. Six years later,
the Ara Pacis Augustae, the altar of the ‘Augustan Peace’, was vowed
and constructed on the Campus Martius in the north of Rome. The
altar, which was enclosed by a wall with rich relief decoration, was
officially dedicated in 9 BC. The reliefs’ imagery represented a reli-
gious procession attended by Augustus and his family along with
allegoric personifications of peace, wealth and the city of Rome as
well as scenes from Rome’s mythical past. Despite its now fragmen-
tary and reconstructed condition, the altar’s visual programme still
captivates the beholder. In a manner of speaking, its message per-
petuated Augustus’ achievements into a longue durée: the Augustan
Peace, this centrepiece of the princeps’ ‘charismatic” authority, was
literally carved in stone.”

Tiberius, Augustus’ stepson, son-in-law and adopted son, could
look back on a glamorous military career, when he succeeded the
first princeps in AD 14. Besides, Tiberius had shared in the tribunicia
potestas (since 6 BC) and the proconsular fimperium (since AD 4), the
main legal sources of Augustus” authority. This made the Senate’s
declaration inviting Tiberius to accept the emperorship a mere for-
mality.” But more decisive than all this was the fact that he had been
chosen for succession by Augustus himself. By this means, the older

72. On the Roman concept of peace, which was rather different from any modern
notion, Zampaglione 1973, esp. 135-38 and 155-57.

73. Onthe Ara Pacis’ figurative programme Moretti 1938; Weinstock 1960; Settis
1988; Capo 2006; Rossini 2006.

74. Tiberius had to be talked into accepting the imperial purple by the Senators,
as Tac. ann, 1.11-12 reports. Such a behaviour — recusatio imperii — was expected from
a new emperor and hence not surprising. Cf, Béranger 1948; Huttner 2004.
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man’s charisma was transferred to the younger one: this qualified
him as the legitimate heir, in quite the same way Weber describes
the working of Erbcharisma. The overwhelming prestige the founder
of the principate had accumulated in his lifetime was attached to his
family, the Julio-Claudians, now a proper dynasty: to generations of
successors, whose claim to the empire appeared substantially more
legitimate than the aspirations of potential, non-Julio-Claudian pre-
tenders. Such was the advantage, that, when the Emperor Caligula
was murdered after only four years in the purple in AD 41, an alter-
native candidate to his uncle Claudius, who was physically disabled
and hardly a bearer of personal ‘charisma’, was not even considered.
Caligula may have been a failure, but the dynasty’s Erbcharisma lived
0n'75

Ironically, dynastic continuity was part of Rome’s republican
legacy, too. Republican aristocrats had handed down their circle of
friends (and enemies), clients and political alliances from generation
to generation. When Julius Caesar’s testament was opened and his
posthumous adoption of Octavian became known, it went without
saying that the young man “inherited’ the loyalty of Caesar’s sol-
diers, too. In Rome, multi-generations loyalty never took the shape
of a full-fledged dynastic principle, but the notion that symbolic cap-
ital, ‘charisma’ included, could be hoarded by families was deeply
entrenched in Roman mentality.”

However, like any symbolic capital, ‘charisma’ had an expiry
date. The Julio-Claudian dynastic ‘charisma’ survived Caligula and
it survived the crisis of Claudius’ reign, who had been the target
of a plot instigated by his own wife, Messalina.”” When, under
Nero, a new landslide of internal and external crises rolled over
the empire, the reservoir of ‘charisma’ was exhausted at last. A
dangerous plot backed by high-profile Senators, a revolt, by the
Jews, against Roman rule in Palestine and a badly managed war
with the Parthians over Armenia and the Near East and especially
the emperor’s behaviour, deemed unacceptable by his senatorial
peers, undermined Nero’s — and the dynasty’s — reputation irrepa-
rably.” What was left of the Julio-Claudian’s dynastic ‘charisma’

75. Suet. Claud. 10. On the succession see Winterling 2003: 171-74.

76. Walter 2003. Walter 2004: 86-87, speaks of ‘ancestral capital’ {(Almenkapital).

77. Tac. ann. 11.26-38; Suet. Claud. 26.2.

78. On the crisis on the eastern theatre Schur 1923; Momigliano 1931; Hammond
1934; Salvo 2008-200%; Sommer 2009. For a detailed description of the plot against
Nero and its aftermath Tac. ann. 15.52-71,
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did not suffice to save an emperor, whose ineptitude to live up
to his subjects’ expectations was blatant. For the first time in the
Empire’s history, the accession of a ruler from outside the Julio-
Claudian family became a realistic option. It was now evident that
the numerous Senators who had successfully commanded Rome’s
legions in the provinces, were, in Tacitus’ words, capaces imperii.
And, as the same Tacitus observed, ‘an emperor could be made
elsewhere than at Rome’.™

In the 18-months crisis that followed Nero’s death in June 68, four
pretenders fought for the ultimate prize: imperial power. They all
shared roughly the same attributes: provincial governors with con-
siderable military experience and standing, they combined prestige
and the command of military resources with a pivotal position in
influential aristocratic networks. Political fortune, prestige and being
networked were the factors, on which a candidate’s capacity for win-
ning support and mobilizing armies critically depended. Galba, the
first pretender, had allies and prestige, but made miserable political
mistakes and was killed by his own Praetorian Guard; Otho, who
was responsible for Galba’s downfall, was shrewd but lacked the
backing from the armies; Vitellius, the third usurper, had won over
the large Rhine army, but was easily dwarfed by Vespasian when it
came to military glory. In AD 67, Vespasian had been dispatched by
Nero to settle the crisis in Judaea, and he had, by AD 69, practically
accomplished his mission with remarkable determination. No Sena-
tor of the time could seriously compete with the military ‘charisma’
of the man, who had all but put down the Jewish Revolt, arguably
the most dangerous uprising in the 1st century AD. Here, in Judaea,
lay the reasons, why legion after legion flocked behind Vespasian;
here he founded his legitimacy as a ruler.*

Like the pax Augusta by Augustus and the Julio-Claudians, the
Judaean victory was, henceforth, aggressively exploited by Flavian
self-representation. This was hardly surprising. Like Augustus,
Vespasian and his family had to cope with the dilemma of ‘charis-
matic’ authority: transforming personal ‘charisma’ into Erbcharisma
came at a price: by attaching extraordinary achievements to a family
tree, the ‘charisma’ was inevitably diluted; with time, exceptional

79. Tac. hist. 1.4.

80. On the ‘year of the four emperors’ see Sullivan 1953; Chilver 1957; Ferrill
1965; Grassl 1973; Greenhalgh 1975; Murison 1993; Wellesley 2000; Morgan 2006. By
far the most comprehensive investigation in the Roman usurpation is Flaig 1992.
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accomplishments lost their ‘un-mundane’ character and people
began to take for granted the blessings that came from them. Remem-
brance had to be fostered by the authorities at all costs, through
buildings, works of art and public festivities: two gigantic buildings,
the Temple of Peace (Templum Pacis) and the Colosseum (Amphi-
theatrum Flavium) emblematized the glory of the Flavian dynasty.®
While Vespasian had put down the Jewish Revolt in the Judaean
countryside, his elder son Titus® had gone down in history as the
conqueror of Jerusalem. The second son, Domitian,* possessed no
military record of his own, when he ascended the throne. In order to
make good such a potentially lethal shortcoming, Domitian had built
the Arch of Titus on the Roman Forum: the building, a landmark in
the heart of ancient Rome, made Titus” triumph over the Jews visible
and memorable for the generations to come.

Like the house of Augustus, Rome’s second dynasty, the Flavians,
was, first and foremost, founded on ‘charisma’. And like the Julio-
Claudian one, the Flavian ‘charisma), slowly, butinevitably, faded away.
In the relatively calm waters of the early imperial period, Erbcharisma
turned out to be quite a strong resource countervailing the weakness
of other, ‘legal’ and ‘traditional’, sources of legitimacy individual
emperors possessed: even for those emperors, who clearly lacked in
personal ‘charisma’. Only in extreme cases did an established dynasty
collapse, with Nero (AD 68), Domitian (AD 96) and again following the
murder of Commodus (AD 192).

This changed, when, in the 3rd century AD, the external conditions
framing the Empire rapidly deteriorated. While it became harder
and harder for incumbent emperors to dispense the security, wealth
and salvation their subjects expected from them, multiple front-lines
created a multitude of military men, who were capaces imperii and
hence destined to challenge the emperor at the first opportunity. The

81. The Templum Pacis, now largely lost, was dedicated in AD 75 to celebrate Ves-
pasian’s victory over the Jews. It accommodated much of the booty from Jersualem
and also a comprehensive collection of Greek art, symbolizing Rome’s subjugation
of the Mediterranean east. Cf. Bravi 2006; Bravi 2010. In the case of the Amplhithe-
afrum Flavium even the location was fraught with symbolism: built in the depression
between the Palatine Hill and the Oppius, it replaced Nero's megalomantac palace,
the ‘Golden House’ (Domus Aurea), thus returning to the public a piece of land once
usurped by Nero.

82. Ruled AD 79-81. :

83. Domitian (ruled AD 81-96) was Titus” younger brother, who became emperor
following the older one’s premature death.
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strong military bias of the ‘charismatic’ component Augustus had
built into the principate turned out to be almost lethal: avalanches of
usurpations plunged the empire into chaos, from which it emerged
only when emperors began to associate themselves with powerful
deities. The discovery, by the emperors of the later 3rd century, of
‘divine right’ (Gottesgnadentum), another Weberian sub-category of
‘charisma’, led to the alliance between the Empire and Christian-
ity—and thus opened a completely new chapter in the relationship
between authority and legitimacy.®

6. Conclusion

While traditional approaches to the principate have attempted
to reduce the intricacy of the Roman Empire’s political system, a
Weberian perspective accentuates its contradictions and complexi-
ties. Weber's three types of legitimate authority are ideal types and
do not claim a location in real history. This being said, it is evident
that the principate neither “was’ ‘legal” nor ‘traditional’ or “char-
ismatic’. At best, the Roman emperors’ authority featured “legal’,
“traditional” and ‘charismatic’ components —sources of legitimacy.
Unlike Weber’s ideal types, these sources were placed in the real
world: legal acts, customs, norms and people believing in the ‘mis-
sion” of their emperor.

Neither the principate as such nor any individual emperor de-
pended solely on one component for legitimacy. The principate was
legitimate and accordingly undisputed as Rome’s system of gov-
ernment since the days of Augustus, because it {a) had substantially
contributed to overcoming, the period of civil war and terror that lay
before its foundation, (b) blended smoothly with the mos maiorum, the
Republic’s moral framework of traditions and norms and (c) managed
to create a legal foundation for the ruler, whose position was gradu-
ally transformed into an ‘office” with clearly defined powers. These
sources, which fed the principate with legitimacy, converged with
the legitimizing components of Augustus’ own, personal authority.

84. A potential forerunner of this development was the emperor Elegabalus,
who, unsuccessfully, attempted to implement in Rome the cult of the eponymous
local god from the Syrian town of Emesa. Cf. Optendrenk 1969; Turcan 1985;
Pietrzykowski 1986; Frey 1989; Sommer 2004b. On the emperor Aurelian and his
choice of Sol Invictus as a divine protector Cizek 1994; Watson 1999, 194-195; Berrens
2004, $9-126; White 2005. On the concept of Goftesgnadentum in the 3rd century
Sommer 2004a: 114-22.
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Neither Augustus nor the principate could afford to abandon any
single of these elements. Since they persisted and the general condi-
tions did not change much, there was no realistic alternative to the
principate. Not even political sceptics like Tacitus seriously consid-
ered a return to the Republic.

Apart from the political system’s generic legitimacy, two more
levels of legitimacy must be separated: dynastic and individual.
A family’s claim to rule was legitimate, if it could boast a ‘found-
ing father’, who had accomplished extraordinary, ‘un-mundane’
achievements; men like Augustus, Vespasian and, later in the 2nd
century AD, Septimius Severus. Their individual ‘charisma’ became
Erbcharisma, which, if in a diluted and slackened form, boosted their
descendents’ claim to the purple, effectively ruling others out, at
leastin the medium term. This was not a dynastic principle in the full
sense of the word, rather a head start, which was given to emperors
who had orderly succeeded their predecessors.

The legitimacy of individual emperors after Augustus was quite
a different matter. Invoking Erbcharisma was not enough to stay in
power. The legal foundation of an emperor’s rule through Senate’s
decrees was a requirement, but hardly a sufficient source of legiti-
macy, Otherwise ephemeral emperors like Galba, Otho and Vitel-
lius would have been in a much stronger position. Emperors had
to prove that they were up to the job. They could excel in admin-
istration or, like the emperors of the Antonine dynasty in the 2nd
century — who were, with the exception of Commodus, all adopted
by their predecessors —claim that they had been selected, because
they were best qualified for the purple. Most emperors simply
waged war. Winning glory through military triumph seemed, at
all times, the easiest and most promising path leading to individual
‘charisma’. :

It was, as the emperors of the 3rd century learned the hard way,
also a tremendously perilous path. In the heated climate of ‘military
anarchy’, one lost battle could cost an emperor all his reputation.
Of the 21 emperors, who ruled between AD 235 and 284, 18 died
from the hands of fellow Romans. Military ‘charisma’, to which the
authority of so many emperors was tied, for good or for evil, was
a powerful, but at the same time a very ephemeral resource. The
Roman Empire was indeed an empire of glory —but it could, all of a
sudden, turn into an empire of shame for those emperors, who fell
from favour with their subjects.

© Max Weber Studies 2011.




182 Max Weber Studies

References
Alfsldy, Géza
1974 ‘P, Helvius Pertinax und M. Valerius Maximianus’, Situl1 14-15: 199-
215.
Ando, Clifford

2000 Imperinl ideology and provincial loyalty in the Roman enpire (Berkeley:
University of California Press).
Baltrusch, Ernst
2004 Cresar und Pompeins (Darmstadt: WBG).

Beck, Hans
2005 Karriere und Hierarchie. Die rémische Atistokratic und dic Anfinge des
“cursus honortm” in der miittieren Republik (Berlin: Akademie Verlag).
2008 ‘Prominenz und aristokratische Herrschaft in der rémischen Repub-

ik, in Die Macht der Wenigen. Aristokratische Herrschaftspraxis, Konmui-
nikation und ‘edler” Lebensstil in Antike und Friiher Neuzeit (ed. H. Beck;
Munich: Oldenbourg): 101-123.
Behrends, Okko
2000 '‘Die Gewohnheit des Rechts und das Gewohnheitsrecht. Die geis-
tigen Grundlagen des klassischen romischen Rechts mit einem ver-
gleichenden Blick auf die Gewohnheitsrechtslehre der Historischen
Rechtsschule und der Gegenwart’, in Die Begriinduing des Reciits als
Iistorisches Problem, Schriften des Historischen Kollegs. Kolloquien, Bd. 45
{ed. Dietmar Willoweit; Munich: Oldenbourg): 19-135.
Béranger, Jean
1948 ‘Le refus du pouvoeir’, Museum Helveticum 5: 178-96.
1953 ‘Récherches sur I'aspect idéologique du principat’, Sclnweizerische
Beitriige zur Altertumstwissenschaft 6: 169-217.
Berrens, Stephan
2004 Sonnenlult wnd Kaisertum von den Severern bis zu Constantin . (193-337
n. Chr.) (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner).
Birley, Eric B.
1953 ‘Senators in the emperor’s service’, Proceedings of the British Acadenry
39:197-214.
Bleckmann, Bruno
2002 Die rémische Nobilitit im Ersten Punischen Krieg. Untersuchungen zur
aristokratischen Konlatrrenz in der Republik (Berlin: Akademie Verlag).
Bleicken, Jochen
1972 Staatliche Ordnung und Freiheil in der romischen Republik, Frankfurter
althistorische Studier, Bd. 6 (Kallmiinz: Lassleben)
1975 Die Verfassung der ronsischen Republik. Grundlagen und Entwicklung
{Paderborn: UTB).
1981 Verfussungs- und Sozialgeschichle des Romischen Kniserreiches, Bde. 1-2
(Paderborn: UTB).
1998 Augustus. Eine Biographie (Berlin : Fest).
1999 Geschichte der Roniischen Republik (Munich: Oldenbourg).
Bravi, Alessandra '
2006 ‘Immagini dell'identitd giudaica a Roma in epoca flavia. Il Templum
Pacis e la menorah sull’ Arco di Tito’, Mediterraneo Antico 9. 449-61.

© Max Weber Studies 2011.



Sommer Empire of glory 183

2010 ‘Angemessene Bilder und praktischer Sinn der Kunst. Griechische
Bildwerke im Templum Pacis’, in Tradition und Erneuerung. Mediale
Strategien in der Zeif der Flovier (ed. Christiane Reitz; Berlin: de
Gruyter): 535-52.
Breuer, Stefan
2000 ‘Das Legitimitdtskonzept Max Webers', in Die Begriindung des Rechts
als historisches Problem, Schriften des Historischen Kollegs. Kolloguien,
Bd. 45 (ed. Dietmar Willoweit; Munich: Oldenbourg): 1-17.
Bringmann, Klaus, and Thomas Schiifer
2002 Atigustus und die Begritndiung des rintischen Kaisertums (Berlin: Akade-
mie Verlag).
Brunt, Peter
1977 ‘Lex de imperto Vespasiani’, Journal of Roman Studies 67: 95-116.
1982 ‘Nobilitas and novitas’, Jorrrnal of Roman Studies 72: 1-17.
1983 ‘Princeps and equites’, Jorernal of Roman Studies: 42-75.
Canfora, Luciano
2001 Cresar. Der dentokratische Diktator. Einie Biographie (Munich: Oldenbourg).
Capo, Saverio

2006 Ara Pacis. La pace di Augusfo (Ficulle, Terni: Comosavona).
Castritius, Helmut
1980 ‘Das romische Kaisertum als Struktur und ProzeB’, Historische Zeit-

scirift 230: 89-103.
1982 Der rémische Prinzipat als Republik (Husum: Mattlnesen)
Chantraine, Heinrich

1967 Freigelassene und Skinven im Dienst der romischen Kniser. Studien zu
ilirer Nomenklatur, Forschungen zur antiken Skinverei, Bd. 1 (Wiesbaden;
Steiner).
Chilver, G.E.F.

1957 “The army in politics, A.D. 68-70", Journal of Ronmumn Studies 47: 29-35.
Christ, Karl
1982 ‘Die Dialektik des augusteischen Prinzipats’, in Rimische Geschichie
und Wissenscliaftsgeschichite, Bde. 1-3 Bd. 1 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftli-
che Buchgesellschaft).
1984 Ktise und Untergang der rémischen Republik (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftli-

che Buchgesellschaft).
. 2002 Sulln. Eine rémische Karriere (Munich: Beck).
Cizek, Eugen
1994 L’emperetir Aurélien et son femps (Paris: Les Belles Lettres).
Crifd, Giuliano

1972 ‘La legge delle XII tavole. Osservazioni e problemi’, Aufstieg und

Niedergang der rémischen Welt I 2: 115-33.
D'Ippolito, Federico

1988 "Le XII Tavole. II testo e la politica’, in Roma in Italia, Stotia di Roma,
Bd. 1 {ed. Arnaldo Momigliano and Aldo Schiavone; Turin: Einaudi):
397-413.

Dahlheim, Werner
2010 Aungustus. Aufrihrer, Herrscher, Heiland, Eme ngmphze (Munich: Beck).

© Max Weber Studies 2011.




184 Max Weber Studies

de Blois, Lukas
2007 Army and general in the late Roman republic’, in A companion to te
Romai army (ed. Paul Erdkamp; Oxford: Blackwell): 164-79.
De Martino, Francesco
1951 Storia delln costituzione romana, Bde. 1-6 (Naples).
Dettenhofer, Maria H.
2000 Herrschaft und Widerstand im augusteischen Principat, Die Konkstrrenz
zwischen “res publica” und “domus Augusta”, Historia Einzelschriften
(Stuttgart: Steiner).
Duncan-fones, Richard P,
1966 "The impact of the Antonine Plague’, Journal of Roman Archacology 9:
108-136.
Eck, Werner
1991 ‘La riforma dei gruppi dirigenti. L'ordine senatorio e 'ordine equestre’,
in L'impero mediterrance. 2: | principi e il mondo, Storia di Roma, Bd. 2 (ed.
Guido Clemente et al,; Turin): 73-118.
Eich, Armin
2003 ‘Die Idealtypen “Propaganda” und “Représentation” als heuristische
Mitte! bei der Besimmung gesellschaftlicher Konvergenzen und Diver-
genzen von Moderne und rémischer Kaiserzeit', in Propaganida — Selbst-
durstellung — Reprisentation im romischen Kuiserreich des 1. [hs. n. Chir. {ed.
Gregor Weber and Martin Zimmermann; Stuttgart: Steiner): 41-84.
Eich, Peter
2005 Zur Metamorphose des politischen Systems in der romischen Kaiserzeif. Die
Entstelung einer “personalen Brirokratie” im langen dritten [alirhundert
(Berlin: Akademie).
Ferrary, Jean-Louis
2010 “The powers of Augustus’, in Augusfus (ed. Jonathan Edmondson;
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press): 90-136,

Ferrill, Arther
1965 ‘Otho, Vitellius, and the propaganda of Vespasiar', The Classical Journal
60: 267-69.
Flaig, Egon

1992 Den Kaiser herausfordern. Die Usurpation im Rdmischen Reich (Frankfurt
am Main: Campus).
1997 “Fiir eine Konzeptionalisierung der Usurpation im spétrémischen
Reich’, in Usurpationen in der Spétantike (eds. Frangois Paschoud and
Joachim Szidat; Stuttgart: Steiner): 15-34.
2004 ‘Rezension Christoph R. Hatscher, Charisma und res publica’, Gromon
76: 523-30.
Frey, Martin
1989 Untersuchungen zur Religion und zur Religionspolitik des Knisers Elagabal,
Historia Einzelschriften, Bd. 62 (Stuttgart: Steiner).
Gardner, Jane F.
1936 Women in Romar lnw and society (London: Wiley).
Gehrke, Hans-Joachim :
1982 ‘Der siegreiche Kénig. Uberlegungen zur hellenistischen Monarchie’,
Archiv filr Kulturgeschichte 64: 247-77.

© Max Weber Studies 2011.



Sommer Empire of glory 185

Celzer, Matthias
1923 ‘Caesar und Augustus’ in Meister der Politik. Eine weltgeschichtliche
Reifie von Bildnissen, Bd. 1 (ed. Erich Marcks and Karl Alexander von
Miiller; Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags- Anstalt): 147-95.
1962 ‘Die Nobilitit der rémischen Republik’, in Kleine Schriften, Bd. 1 (Wies-
baden: Steiner): 17-135,
Goldmann, Frank
2002 “Nobilitas als Status und Gruppe. Uberlegungen zum Nobilititsbeg-
riff der rémischen Republik’, in Res publica reperta. Zur Verfassung und
Gesellschaft der romischen Republilcund des frifhen Prinzipats. Festsclirift
fiir Jochen Bleickent zum 75. Geburistag (ed. Jorg Spielvogel; Stuttgart:
Steiner): 45-66.
Grassl, Herbert
1973 Untersuciningen zum Vierkaiserjalir 68/69 n.Chr. Ein Beitrag zur Ideologie
und Soziglsfruktur des frithen Prinzipats (Vienna: Verband der wissen-
schaftlichen Gesellschaften Osterreichs Verlag).
Greenhalgh, Peter
1975 The year of the four emperors (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson).
Gros, Pierre
1990 ‘L’organizzazione dello spazio pubblico e privato’, in Linpero medi-
ferraneo. 1; La vepubblica imperiale, Storin di Roma, Bd. 2, (ed. Guido Cle-
mente ¢t gl; Turin: Einaudi): 133-42,
Hammoend, Mason
1934 ‘Corbulo and Nero's eastern policy’, Harvard Studies in Classical Phi-
lology 45: 81-104,
Hatscher, Christoph R. _
2000 Charismn und res publicn. Max Webers Herrschaftssoziologie und die Rénifs-
che Republik, Historia Efnzelschriften, Bd., 136 (Stuttgart: Steiner).
Hekster, Olivier

2002 Commodus, An emperor at e crossronds {(Amsterdam).
2008 Rome and its Empire. AD 193-284 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press).
2009 Romeinse keizers. De Macht van het imago (Amsterdam).
Herrmann, Peter
1997 ‘Die Karriere eines prominenten Juristen aus Thyateira’, Tyche 12:
111-23.
Heufi, Alfred
1974 ‘Theodor Mommsen und die revolutionsire Stiuktur des romischen
Kaisertums’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt 111, 1: 77-90.
Holkeskamp, Karl-Joachim
1996 ‘Exempla und mos maiorum. Uberlegungen zum kollektiven Gediicht-

nis der Nobilitil’, in Vergangenheif und Lebenswelt. Scziale Konnnunika-
tion, Traditionsbildung und historisches Bewitfitsein (ed. Hans-Joachim
Gehrke and Astrid Moller; Tiibingen: Narr): 301-338.

2007 ‘History and collective memory in the middle Republic’, in A com-
panion to the Roman Republic (ed. Nathan Rosenstein and Robert Mor-
stein-Marx; Malden, MA: Wiley): loc. 8054-356."

2010 Reconstructing the Roman republic. An ancient political cultire and modern
research (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press).

© Max Weber Studies 2011,




186 Max Weber Studies

Hutiner, Ulrich
2004 Recusntio Imperii, Ein politisches Rikual zwischen Ethik und Taktik, Spu-
dasmata, Bd. 93 (Hildesheim: Olms).
Jacques, Francois et al,
1990 Les structures de I'Enpire romain, Rome et U'inlégration de I'Empire, Bd. 1
{Paris).
Jehne, Martin
2000 “Jovialitat und Freiheit, Zur Institutionalisierung der Beziehungen
zwischen Ober- und Unterschichten in der rdmischen Republik’, in
Mos maiorum. Untersuchungen zu den Formen der Identititsstiftung und
Stabilisierung in der rimischen Republik (ed. Bernhard Linke and Michael
Stemmler; Stuttgart: Steiner): 207-235.

- 2010 ’Der Dictator und die Republik. Wurzeln, Formen und Perspektiven
von Caesars Monarchie’, in Zwischen Monarchie und Republik. Gesell-
schaftliche Stabilisierungsleistungen und politische Transformationspo-
tentinle in den antiken Stadtstaaten, Historia Einzelschriften, Bd. 21 (ed.
Bernhard Linke ef al.; Stuttgart: Steiner): 187-211,

Johne, Klaus-Peter
2008 Die Zeit der Soldntenkaiser. Krise und Transformation des Roniischen Reiches
im 3. jahrtundert n. Chr. (235-284), Bde. 1-2 (Berlin: Akademie).
Keaveney, Arthur
1982 Sulln. The last republican (London: Routledge).
Kienast, Dietmar
1982 Augustus, Prinzeps und Mongrch (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftiche Buch-

gesellshaft).
Kloft, Hans
1998 ‘Realitiit und Imagination. Uberlegungen zur Herrschaftstheorie in
der rdmischen Republik’, in Politische Theorie und Praxis im Altertum
(ed. Wolfgang Schuller; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftiche Buchgesellshaft):
134-48.
Kunkel, Wolfgang
1961 “Uber das Wesen des augusteischen Prinzipats’, Gymnasium 68: 353-
70,

Kunkel, Wolfgang, and Martin Josef Schermaier

2005 Rémische Rechtsgeschichte (Koln: UTB).
Kunkel, Wolfgang, and Roland Wittmann

1995 Stantsordnung und Staatspraxis der Romischen Republik (Munich: Beck).
Landon, J.E,

2006 “The legitimacy of the Roman Emperor. Against Weberian legitimacy
and imperial “strategies of legitimation™, in Herrschaftsstrukturen und
Herrschaftspraxis. Konzepte, Prinzipien und Strategien der Administration
im rimschen Kaiserreich (ed. Anne Kolb; Berlin: Akademie); 53-63.

Levi, Mario Attilio

1994 Augusto e il suo tempo (Milan: Rusconi).
Levick, Barbara

1082 ‘Sulla’s march on Rome in 88 B.C., Historia 31; 503-508.
Linke, Bernhard, and Michael Stemmler ’

2000 ‘Institutionalitit und Geschichtlichkeit in der romischen Republik.
Einleitende Bemmerkungen zu den Forschungsperspektiven’, in Mos

© Max Weber Studies 2011.



Sommer Empire of glory 187

matorim, Untersuchungen zu den Formen der Identilitsstiftung und Skabi-
lisierung in der romischen Republik, Historia Einzelschriften, Bd. 141 (ed.
Bernhard Linke/Michael Stemmler; Stuttgart: Steiner); 1-23,
Lippold, Adolf
1983 ‘Zur Laufbahn des P. Helvius Pertinax’, in Bonner Historia-Augusta-
Colloguiim 1979/1981, Antigquitas. Reilie 4. Beitriige zitr Historin-Augnsta-
Forschung, Bd. 15 (Bonn: Habelt): 173-92,
Mehl, Andreas
1990 ‘Tinperium sine fine dedi. Die augusteische Vorstellung von der Gren-
zlosigkeit des Romischen Reiches’, in Stuttgarter Kollogesivtin zutr histo-
rischen Geograpltie des Altertunis, Bd. 4 (ed. Eckart Olshausen and Holger
Sonnabend; Amsterdam): 431-64.
Meier, Christian
1980 Die Olmmacht des allmdchtigen Dictators Caesar. Drei biographische Skizzen
(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp).
1995 Caesar (London: HarperCollins).
Millar, Fergus
1966 ‘The empetor, the Senate and the provinces’, Journal of Roman Studies
56: 156-66.
1977 The eniperor in the Roman world (31 BC-AD 337) (Ithaca, NY: Cormell Uni-
versity Press).
1984 “The political character of the classical Roman Republic, 200-151 B.C.",
Journal of Rentan Studies 74: 1-19.
1986 ‘Politics, persuasion, and the people before the Social War (150-90
B.C.), Journal of Roman Studies 76: 1-11.

1989 ‘Political power in mid-Republican Rome. Curia or comitium?”, Jour-
ntal of Roman Studies 79: 138-50.
1995 ‘Popular politics at Rome in the late Republic’, in Leaders and muasses

in the Roman world. Studies in honour of Zvi Yavetz (ed. Irad Malkin and
Wolfgang Zeev Rubinsohn; Leiden: E.J. Brill): 91-113.
1998 The crowd in Rowme in the late Republic (Ann Arbor: University of Michi-
gan Press).
1999 ‘The Greek east and Roman [aw. The dossier of M. Cn. Licinius Rufi-
nus’, Journal of Roman Studies 89: 90-108).
2004a ‘Emperors at work’, in Rome, the Greek world, and the east. Bd. 2: Govern-
ment, society, and culture in the Roman Empire (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press): 3-22.
2004b “Trajan. Government by correspondence’, in Goveriment, society, and
culture in Hhe Roman Empire, Rome, the Greek world, and the east, Bd. 2
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press): 23-46.
Moemigliano, Arnaldo
1931 ‘Corbulone e la politica verso i Parti’, in Alti del secondo congresso nazi-
onale di studi romani, Bd. 1 (Rome): 368-75.
Moemmsen, Theodor
1887 Rémisches Staatsrecht (Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot).
1907 Abrif3 des rdmischen Staatsrechts (Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot).
1992 Rémische Kaisergeschichte (Munich: Beck). '
Moretti, Giuseppe
1938 L'ara Pacis Augustae (Rome: Librerio dello stato).

© Max Weber Studies 2011.




188 Max Weber Studies

Morgan, Gwyn
2006 69 A.D. The year of the four emperors (New York: Oxford University
Press). .

Murison, Charles Leslie
1993 Galba, Otho and Vilellius. Careers and controversies (Hildesheim: Olms).
North, John
1990 ‘Politics and aristocracy in the Roman Republic’, Classical Philology 85:
277-87.
Optendrenk, Theo
1969 Die Religionspolitik des Kaisers Elagnbal im Spiegel der Historia Augustn,
Habelts Dissertationsdrucke, Reihe Alke Geschiclite, Bd. 6 (Bonn).
Pabst, Angela
1989 .. .ageret, faceret quaccumgquee re publica conseretesse,” Anniherun-
gen an die lex de imperio Vespasiani’, in Festschriff Robert Werner zu
seinem 65. Geburtstag (ed. Werner Dahlheim; Constance; Universitits-
verlag Konstanz): 125-84.
1977 Comitia imperfi, Ideelle Grundlagen des romischen Kaisertums (Darm-
stadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft).
Pfeiffer, Stefan
2009 Die Zeit der Flavier. Vespasian — Titus — Domitian (Darmstadt: Wissen-
schaftliche Buchgesellschaft).
Pietrzykowski, Michael
1986 ‘Die Religionspolitik des Kaisers Elagabal’, Aufstieg nnd Niedergmg
der rantischen Welt 11 16.3: 1806-1825.
Potter, David Stone
2000 The Romarn Empire at bmy. AD 180-395 (London: Routledge).
Premerstein, Anton von
1937 Von Werden rird Wesen des Prinzipats, Abhandlungen der Bayerischen
Alkadeniie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Klasse. Nete Folge,
Bd. 15 (Munich).
Purcell, Nicholas _
1983 ‘The apparitores. A study in social mobility’, Proceedings of the British
School at Rome 51: 125-73,
Quet, Marie-Henriette (ed.)
2006 La “crise” de I'Empire romant. De Mare-Auréle d Constantin, Mutntions,
continuités, ruphires (Paris).
Raditsa, Leo Ferrero
1980 ‘Augustus’ legislation concerning matriage, procreation, love affairs
and adultery’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der rdmischen Welt I} 13; 278-
339.
Rives, James B.
2002 ‘Magic in the XII Tables revisited’, Classical Quarterly 52: 270-90.
Roller, Matthew B.
2001 Constructing nutocracy. Aristocrats and emperors in fulio-Clandian Rome
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press).
Rosenstein, Nathan
2007 ‘Military command, political power, and the republican elite’, in A
comtpaition to the Romun arnry (ed. Paul Erdkamp; Oxford; Blackwell):
132-47.

© Max Weber Studies 2011.



Sommer Empire of glory 189

Rossini, Orietta
2006 Ara Pacis (Milan: Electa).

Sallet, Richard
1980 ‘Promotion and patronage in equestrian careers’, lournal of Roman
Studies 60: 38-49,
1989 ‘I rapporti di parentela e I'organizzazione familiare’, in Caratteri e

metfologie, Storia di Roma, Bd. 4 (ed. Emilio Gabba and Aldo Schia-
vone; Turin): 515-55.
Salmeri, Giovanni
1991 ‘Dalle province a Roma. Il rinmnovamento del Senato’, in Lmpero med-
iterraneo. 2: I principi e il mondo, Storin di Roma, Bd. 2 {ed. Guido Clem-
ente et al.; Turin}: 553-75.
Salmon, Edward Togo
1956 “The evolution of Augustus’ principate’, Hisforin 5: 456-78.
Salvo, Davide )
2008-2009 “La crisi romano-partica del 54-63 d.C. La prospettiva romana nel res-
contro di Tacito’, Hormos. Nuovn serie 1-2: 226-39.
Schemmel, Fritz
1923 ‘Die Schule von Berytus’, Philologische Wochenschrift 43: 236-40.
Schiavone, Aldo
1950 ‘Pensiero giuridico e razionalita aristocratica’, in L'imipero mediterra-
neo. 1: La repubblica imperiale, Storia di Roma, Bd. 2 (ed. Guido Clemente
et al.; Turin): 415-78,
Schlange-Schoningen, Heinrich
2005 Augiistus (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft).
Schulz, Otto Theodor

1967 Das Wesen des rimischen Kniserfums der ersten zwei Jahrlunderte (Pader-
born).
Schuol, Monika
2010 ‘Drie Rechtsschule von Berytus. Romische Jurisprudenz im Vorderen

Orient’, in lnferkutfuralitit in der Alten Welt. Vorderasien, Hellas, Agypten
unid die vielfilltigen Ebenen des Kontaks, Philippike, Marburger alterfum-
swissenschaftliche Abhandlunger, Bd. 34 (ed. Robert Rollinger et al.; Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz): 161-84.
Schur, Werner
1923 Die Orientpolitik des Kaisers MNero, Klic Beiheft, Bd. 15 (Leipzig:
Dietrich’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung).
Seelentag, Gunnar
2004 Tatenn und Tugenden Traians. Hervschaftsdarstellung im Principat (Stul-
tgart: Steiner).
Settis, Salvatore ‘
1988 ‘Drie Ara Pacis’, in Kniser Augustus und die verlorene Republik (ed. Wolf-
Dieter Heilmeyer ¢t al.; Mainz: Helbig): 400-426.
Sommer, Michael
2004a Die Soldatenkaiser (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft).
2004b  ‘Elagabal —Wege zur Konstruktion eines “schlechten” Kaisers’, Scripta
Classica Israelica 23: 95-110. : '
2009 “La crisi romano-partica 53-64 d.C. —la prospettiva “orientale
10.

s F

, Hortitos

© Max Weber Studies 2011.




190 Max Weber Studies

Sullivan, Philip B.
1953 ‘A note on the Flavian accession’, The Classical Journal 4% 67-70.
Syme, Ronald
2002 The Roman revolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
Szidat, Joachim
2010 Usurpator tanti nontinis. Kaiser und Usurpator in der Spdtantike (337-476
1.Chr.), Historig Einzelschriften, Bd. 210 (Stuttgart: Steiner),
Talbert, Richard J.A.
1984a ‘Augustus and the Senate’, Greece & Rome. Second series 31: 55-63.
1984b The senate of Imperial Rome (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press).
1996 ‘The senate and senatorial and equestrian posts’, in The Augustm
empive. 43 B.C.-aD 69, Cambridge Ancient History, Bd. 10 (eds. Alan K,
Bowman et al; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press): 324-43.
Turcan, Robert
1985 Heéliogabale et le sacre du soleil (Paris: Albin Michel).
Vanderbroeck, Paul J.].
1987 Popular leadership and collective behavior in the late Roman Republic (ca.
80-50 B.c.), Dutch monographs on ancient history and archaeology, Bd. 3
{Amsterdam: Gieben).

Veyne, Paul :
1976 Le pain et le cirque. Sociologie historique d’un pluralisme politique (Paris;
Seuil).
2005 ‘Qu’était-ce qu'un empereur romain?, in L'empire gréco-romain (Paris:
Seuil): 15-78.
Volkmann, Hans

1958 Sullas Marsch auf Rom. Der Verfall der rimischen Republik, Jomus-Bricher
(Munich: Oldenbourg).

Wallace-Hadrill, Andrew
1982 ‘Civilis princeps. Between citizen and king’, journal of Roman Shudies
72: 32-48,
2009 ‘Family and inheritance in the Augustan marriage laws’, in Augusfus
{ed. Jonathan Edmondson; Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press):
250-74.
Walter, Uwe

2003 ‘Ahn Macht Sinn. Familientradition und Familienprofil im republi-
kanischen Rom', in Sinn (in) der Antike. Crientierungssysteme, Leitbilder
und Wertkonzepte im Allerfum (ed. Karl-Joachim Holkeskamp; Mainz):

255-78.
2004 “Memoria” und “res publica”. Zur Geschichiskultur int republikanischen
Rom (Frankfurt am Main: Verlag Antike).
Watson, Alaric

1999 Aurelian and the third century (London: Routledge).
Weaver, Paul Richard Carey
1972 Familia Caesaris. A social study of the emperotr’s freedmen and slaves (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press).
Weber, Gregor, and Martin Zimmermann
2003 ‘Propaganda, Selbstdarsteliung und Représentation. Die Leitbeg-
riffe des Kolloquiums in der Forschung zur frithen Kaiserzeit, in
Propaganda — Selbstdarstellung — Reprisentation im rémischen Kniserreich

© Max Weber Studies 2011.



Sommer Empire of glory 191

des 1. hs. n.Chr. (ed. Gregor Weber and Martin Zimmermann; Stut-
tgart: Steiner): 11-40.
Weber, Max ‘

1956a  ‘Die “Objektivitit” sozialwissenschaftlicher Erkenntnis’, in Soziologie,
weltgeschichtiche Analysen, Polifik, Stuttgart: Kroener): 186-282,

1956b 'Die dret reinen Typen der legitimen Herrschaflt’, in Weltgeschichtliche
Analysen, Politik (Stuttgart: Kroener): 151-66.

Weinstock, Stefan

196 ‘Pax and the “Ara Pacis™, journal of Roman Studies 50: 44-58.
Wellesley, Kenneth

2000 The year of the four emperors (London: Routledge).
White, John Francis

2005 Restorer of the world, The Romar Emiperor Aurelian (Staplehurst: Spell-

mount).
Wickert, Lothar
1954 ‘Princeps’, RE 22, 2: 1998-2296.
Wieacker, Franz

1967 ‘Die XII Tafeln in threm Jahrhundert’, Entretiens sur U'Antiguité Clas-
sique 13: 291-362, _

2006 Die Jurisprudenz vont frithen Prinzipat bis zum Ausgang der Antike im
westrdmischen Reich und die ostronusche Rechtswissenschaft bis zur jus-
tinianischen Gesetzgebung. Ein Fragment (Munich: Beck).

Winterling, Aloys

1997 "Hof ohne “Staat”. Die aula Caesarisim 1. und 2. Jahrhundert n. Chr./,
in Zwischen “Haus” und “Staat”. Antike Hofe int Vergleich, Historische
Zeitschrift Beihefte. Newe Folge, Bd. 23 (ed. Aloys Winterling; Munich:
Oldenbourg): 91-112.

1999 Auln Caesaris. Studien zur Institutionnlisierung des rdnischen Kaiserhofes
in der Zeit von Augustus bis Commodus (31 v, Chr, — 192 n. Chir.} (Munich:
Oldenbourg).

2001 "“Staat”, “Gesellschaft” und politische Integration in der rémischen

Kaiserzeit’, Klio 83: 93-112.
2003 Caliguin, Eine Biographie (Munich: Beck),
2009a  Caligula. A biography (Berkeley: University of California Press).
20090 Politics and socely in imperial Rome (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell).
Zampaglione, Gerardo
1973 The idea of peace in antiguity (Notre Dame, Ind: University of Notre
Dame Press).

© Max Weber Studies 2011.




