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BILL LEADBETTER

«Patrimonium Indivisum»?
The Empire of Diocletian and Maximian, 285—289*

Introduction

The great temptation in historical construction is to tell the story backwards,
although it was lived forwards. This is no less true in ancient history, where the
struggle of ancient historians of the last generation or so has been to seck to
write analytical history which neither patronizes nor idolizes its subjects. Even
so, there remain unconscious traps and pitfalls which can only be perceived
once someone has actually fallen into them. It is with this false wisdom of
hindsight which I wish to begin. Stmon CorcORAN has recently pointed out, in
a seminal work on tetrarchic legislation, that the way in which the tetrarchs
related to one another has generally been perceived retrospectively. «The pala-
tine accoutrements of the Caesars are less certain. The model normally taken is
that of Constantius II and his Caesars, whom he kept on a tight rein, regulat-
ing their lives and appointing their officials. Such an analogy is dubious. . »'
When Diocletian began the process of sharing rule, he could only do so on
the basis of precedent and expetrience. One must expect, therefore, some de-
gree of groping about in the constitutional datk by the emperor and his collea-
gues. That at least is the thesis of this paper. The intention here is to examine
the first few years of Diocletian’s reign to see how the institutions came to-
gether and actually worked.

When Diocletian was proclaimed Augustus in November 284 at Chalce-
don, he was simply another rebellious general in a long line of third cen-
tury usurpers. Far from being a natural sucessor to Empire, he had to seize
it by force. His victory over Carinus a few months later vindicated his

* My thanks to Wolfson College Oxford, where most of this was written and Mac-
quarie University in Sydney, where it was completed and polished. I am grateful for the
advice of TED NixoN, ROBIN SEAGER, ROGER ToMLIN, audiences in both Oxford and
London and the anonymous reviewer(s) of the initial draft of this article. Such faults as
persist remain my own.

! S.Corcoran, The Empire of the Tetrarchs, Oxford 1996, 268.



214 Bill Leadbetter

treason. Seen In retrospect it was a major turning point in Roman history,
but neither Diocletian nor his advisers were in a position to see this. What
they did see was the necessity to continue the work of restoration com-
menced by earlier emperors. Indeed, for these predecessors, it had been a
conscious work of restoration. The title restitutor featured extensively in their
propaganda.

This makes it clear just how consciously reactionary the Roman ideology of
power had become. Diocletian was equally conservative in his approach,
although the title of restitutor is conspicuously absent from his coinage, appear-
ing only in occasional inscriptions.” Diocletian’s earliest coins are interested in
something else. The eastern mints, and in particular the mint of Antioch,
struck two primary reverse types for the new emperor: VICTORIA AVG and
IOVI CONSERVATORI AVG. The first was the continuation of type stan-
dard under previous emperors. The second was a reassertion of the claim that
the Empite was the gift of Jupiter. This was always an implicit claim to legit-
imate authority, and had been made explicit by Gallienus after the capture of
his father, and subsequently by Aurelian and Probus, although Carus had pre-
ferred to stress the strength of his dynasty.” Diocletians return to the eatlier
Jupiter issues reflects both his religious and political conservatism, and a rebel’s
precarious claim to legitimacy.

This claim received verisimilitude from stories which were circulating about
Diocletian’s predecessor Catus. It was said that he had died when his tent had
been struck by lightning. Moreover, the death of Carinus, Diocletian’s adversary
at the Margus, was equally mysterious. Carinus was no amateur general. He had
been campaigning in Britain and Gaul while his father was alive and had then
marched eastwards, despatching one usurper before finally facing Diocletian.*
At the Margus itself, his troops were carrying the day until a different fate
intervened. According to the literary tradition, Carinus was slain at the moment
of victory by one of his officers. The motive was revenge. Carinus had amused
himself in off-duty hours by sleeping with the wives of his soldiers. One offi-

2 ILS 617. See C.E.V.NixoN and BARBARA SAYLOR RODGERs, In Praise of Later
Roman Emperors, Betkley and Los Angeles 1994, 54f. For a discussion of the term
restitutor in impetial ideology, see B.LEADBETTER, Imperial Ideology and the Chri-
stians, in: M.P.J.Dmron (ed), Religion in the Ancient World, Amsterdam 1996,
245-254.

° See here J.R. FEaRs, Princeps a diis electus: the Divine Election of the Emperor as
a Political Concept at Rome, Rome 1977, 281-300.

4 Nemesianus, Cynegetica 69—73; Aur. Vict. de Caes. 38.1; for Carinus’ British cam-
paign, CIL XIV 146 (ILS 608); PMerLony, Il Regno di Caro, Carino e Numeriano,
Cagliari 1948, 123f.; B.LEADBETTER, Another Emperor Julian and the Accession of
Diocletian, AHB 8.2, 1994, 54-59.
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cet, a tribune, could stand no more and, in the fury of battle, slew his master,
thus handing the empire to Diocletian.”

A likely story, one might respond. Certainly the assassination of Carinus at
the apparent moment of victory is significant. People in his own entourage
cleatly wanted his opponent to win. That Diocletian, after this unearned vic-
tory, did not embark on a purge of his predecessot’s administration, is a matter
for approbation to Aurelius Victor, who praises Diocletian’s clementia.® But it is
equally likely that the source of this generosity of spirit was that many of those
whom he spared were on his side to begin with. Jupiter, and his rival’s own
men, had given him power. Holding it was another matter.

The evidence for Diocletian’s first few years is in one sense plentiful but it is
also confused. No clear picture emerges from these months, and thus, a variety
of interpretations have flourished, in particular with respect to Diocletian’s re-
lationship with Maximian. SEECK, for example, long ago suggested that the Tet-
rarchy — or rather the Dyarchy which engendered it — was not of Diocletian’s
own creation, but that it was thrust upon him by the ambitions of Maximian.” Tt
remains difficult to reconcile one image of a ruler so appatently in control as to
sponsor and oversee such vast reforms with another of an emperor whose hold
on power was fundamentally compromised almost from the outset. Nevertheless,
the kinds of arguments advanced by Seeck have found a sympathetic reading in
the works of some scholars in this question.® Others have been less impressed.
Most recently, FRaANK KOLB in his analysis of the decisive turning points of Dio-
cletian’s administration, has argued that the whole edifice was a master plan, care-
fully devised and constructed by a truly great and visionary Diocletian.’ WiLLIAM
SESTON, in 1946, took a more moderate view, depicting Diocletian as reacting to
citcumstance, rather than implementing a master plan. This view has found a

recent follower in STEPHEN WiLLIAM’S highly derivative book on Diocletian. '

5 Aur. Vict. de Caes. 39.11-12; Eutropius 9.19.1; SHA Vita Car. 16. Zosimus 1.73.3
and the Epitome de Caesaribus 38.8 (perhaps following Eunapius, see here, T.D.
Barnges, The Epitome de Caesaribus and its Sources, CPh 71, 1976, 258—-268) give
the rank of Carinus’ assassin as tribune. On Carinus’ posthumous reputation, see
A. CrastaGNOL, Trois études sut la Vita Cari: III, Carinus effeminatus, BHAC 12,
1972/4, 84-90.

6 Aur. Vict. de Caes. 39.14.

7 OSkrck, Geschichte des Untergangs der Antiken Welt I, Stuttgart 1897, 26; see
mote recently I. Konig, Die Berufung des Constantius Chlorus und des Galerius zu
Caesaren: Gedanken zur Entstehung det Ersten Tetrarchie, Chiron 4, 1974, 567-576.

8 See for example, A. RoussELLE, La chronologie de Maximien Hercule et le mythe
de la tétrarchie, DHA 2, 1976, 445—-466.

? F.Kovs, Diocletian und die Erste Tetrarchie: Improvisation oder Expetiment in
der Organisation monarchischer Herrschaft?, Berlin 1987.

10\ SEstoN, Dioclétien et la tétrarchie: guerres et réformes, Paris 1946; S.WiLLIAMS,
Diocletian and the Roman Recovery, London 1984.
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SEsTON’s approach is likely to be the most correct, although not necessarily
for the reasons which he advances. This is made clear by a study of the eatly
nature and chronology of the dyarchy. Here the problem of the sources, to
which I have already referred, arises. For the most part, the literary sources are
later and derivative, with the egregious exception of a couple of Gallic panegyr-
ics. One must thetefore begin with the contemporary sources: papyrological
dating formulae, coins (where datable on metrological and other grounds), and
inscriptions. These, too have limits: establishing a chronology does not solve
problems of causality. It does, though, make some possibilities more likely, and
others more improbable.

The nomination of Maximsian as Caesar

The communis opinio is that Maximian took the purple as Caesar in 285. For
an event so generally accepted, the evidence is curiously meagre. This in turn
poses legitimate questions about Maximian’s initial appointment. No coins were
struck for Maximian as Caesar; insctriptional evidence is slight and ambiguous;
literary testimony is terse and inconclusive. Eutropius is the most discursive:
Ita cum per ommen orbem terrarum res turbatae essent, Caransius in Britanniis rebellaret,
Achillens in Aegypto, Africam Quinguegentiani infestarent, Narseus Orienti bellum inferret,
Diocletianns Mascimianum Herculinm ex Caesare fecit Angustum, Constantinm et Maxi-
mianum Caesares . . .|

Although this testimony is followed word for word by Orosius and Jero-
me,!? it is a very slender peg on which to hang an analysis of Diocletian’s eatly
months in power. To begin with, it is patently wrong in one obvious respect.
Maximian was Augustus long before the creation of the Caesars. Indeed, the
passage looks suspiciously formulaic, the product of a neat constitutional mind
prepared to sacrifice history for symmetry. Eutropius’ source here is not dif-
ficult to identify. It is likely, although not certain, to have been the mysterious
and fallible Kaisergeschichte.” But it is not the only evidence which has been
used.

' Eutr. 9.22.1.

12 Oros. 7.23.3—5; Jer. Chron. s. a. 289 (Hrrm, 225£).

13 Aurelius Victor. (de Caes. 39.17) states that Maximian was created imperator by
Diocletian to fight the Bacaudae. He includes a slightly different catalogue of imperial
woes (39.22—24) in the naming of the Caesars: the Persians; lulianus; the Quinguegentia-
ni; Achilleus in Alexandria. This has obvious similarities with the slightly more compres-
sed accounts of the Epitome de Caesaribus (39.2—4) and Eutropius (9.22). The evident
similarities of the accounts indicate a common source, and the most likely candidate is
the Kaisergeschichte (see J. ScHLUMBERGER, Die Epitome de Caesatibus, Miinchen 1974,
184; A.Exnmany; Eine vetlorene Geschichte der Rémischen Kaiser, Philologus Supple-
ment 4, 1884, 444f). Serck’s dating of ca. 337 is the most systematic and authoritative
(Die Entstehung der H.A,, Jb. f Class. Philol. 141, 1890, 609—639). See also here



«Patrimonium Indivisum» ? 217

A series of North African inscriptions has also been cited. These call Max-
imian nobilissimus Caesar, and thus would appear to clinch the matter. Certainly,
for A. H. M. JoNEs they do.' But none of these are unambiguous. ILS 616, for
example, on which JoNEs explicitly relies, gives Maximian the title of nobilissimus
Caesar, as well as the standard Augustan epithets of imwictus, pius, felixc Angustus.
This is not the only inscription upon which Maximian beats the titles nobilissi-
mius Caesar and Angustus. SESTON has concluded on the basis of these that we
have been furnished with conclusive proof of the recognition of Maximian’s
tenure of office as Caesar in particular regions of the Empire.’> One cannot go
quite so far. The inscriptions do not say this, and are complicated by other
inscriptions which call Maximian both Cuaesar and consul (his first consulship was
in 287, after he had become Augustus) as well as proconsul, a title which one
normally associates with the Asugustus.'°

The only inscription which clearly attests Maximian as Caesar is CIL VIII
10285: Aurlelilo Vale\rio Masx\imiano nobilissi\mo Caes. 1t is not an inscription
which inspites confidence since it is unique in attesting Maximian as Caesat
without the title of Augustus. But it must be taken at face value. It was discov-
ered with three other milestones, two of which are legible. One of these is an
inscription of Numerian as consul designate thus fixing its date as 283.'7 An-
other is of Diocletian, probably from 285, since he is called cws. Diocletian did
not control Africa until after the Battle of the Margus, so the consular saluta-
tion more probably refers to his consulship of 285, rather than his btief tenure
of the office in the preceding year.'® The dedication to Maximian is clear en-
ough. The dates of the other two inscriptions make it an enticing possibility
that here we have a dedication to Maximian before he became Augustus. A sole
attestation does not inspire immense confidence, however. Ill-informed officials

T.D.Barngs, The Lost Kaisergeschichte and the Latin Historical Tradition, BHAC 7,
1970, 15-20. SymE calls the KG «brief and scrappy» (Emperors and Biography, Oxford
1971, 80). Its most celebrated error is its confusion of Didius Iulianus with Salvius
Tulianus (Aut. Vict. de Caes. 19.1; Eutr. 8.17.1).

4 A H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire III, Oxford 1964, 3 n. 3.

15 Seston, Le. (n. 10) 61.

16 As cited by SESTON 63, see also ANNA PasQuALINI, Massimiano Herculius, Rome
1976, 17. Most of the relevant African inscriptions are taken to refer to Galerius
(PAsQUALINT 19). Only CIL VIII 10285 refers unambiguously to Maximian. The impetial
title, proconsul, which it bears first appeared under Trajan (see M.HAMMOND, Imperial
elements in the formula of the Roman Emperors during the first two and a half centu-
ries, Mem. Am. Acad. Rom. 25, 1957, 20), although it was not used regularly until the
Severan period (ILS 458 illustrates the changes particularly clearly). It appears to have
been unique to the Augustus, only being assumed by a Caesar upon elevation to the
higher rank (SEECK, op. cit. [n. 7] I, 14ff).

7" CIL VIII 10283, although the reading of cos. des. is not as clear as it might be.

18 CIL VIII 10284.



218 Bill Leadbetter

can abbreviate too much or get things wrong. Two of the earliest documents
of Diocletian’s reign give him the wrong names, a different version in each
case. ?

The most light on this matter is not shed by a study of titulature, but of the
dating formulae employed on papyri, and regnal formulae found on inscrip-
tions. Of these, the relevant inscriptions have been tabulated by RousseLLE,?
although one listed by that scholar must be rejected.?! The remainder demon-
strate an anomaly. Maximian’s #ribunicia potestas consistently lags two years be-
hind Diocletians until 293. ILS 617 will serve as an example here. This insctip-
tion, dated by Diocletian’s #ribunicia potestas to 288 cleatly shows that in that
year, Maximian was only in his third year of tribunician power on December
10th, 287. The date of his acceptance of tribunician power must therefore lie
between December 10th 285 and December 10th 286. Nor is this an isolated
example. This pattern is consistent, but it only remains so until 293. An in-
scription late in that year gives Maximian only one year fewer of tribunician
power than Diocletian, rather than two as heretofore.?? The pattern can again
be seen in the best known and most widely distributed inscription of the
Tetrarchy — the Edict of Maximum Prices which gives a date of the eighteenth
year of Diocletian’s #ribunicia potestas, and the seventeenth year of Maximian’s.??

There is a similar, although not identical, anomaly in the Alexandrian papyri
of the Tetrarchy. In Egypt, Diocletian’s Year One was November 24th 284 —
August 28th 285. Maximian’s dating formulae lag a year behind Diocletian’s in
Egypt which means that his year One must have commenced some time be-
tween August 29th 285 and August 28th 286.%* Thus, in Tetrarchic papyti,
there is always to be found a double or triple date (depending on whether the
document was written before or after March 293). This multiple dating formu-
la for the Augusti ceases in 303 with the celebration of Diocletian’s vicennalia.*
Thenceforth, the dating formulae for Diocletian and Maximian were identical.

19 AE 1973, 540; P. Oxy. 42, 3055; see X.Loriot, Les débuts du régne de Dioclé-
tien d’aprés une inscription trouvée 4 Ayasofya, BSNAF 1973, 70-76.

20 ROUSSELLE, L.c. (n. 8) 448—50.

21 CIL VIII 22187 is unclear. RousseLLE reads COS II[T[] PROCOS II[I] in the titula-
ture of Diocletian, but the insctiption is unbroken, and so merely mistaken. It also calls
Diocletian PP II[I] and hence is not to be trusted.

22 CIL XIII 5249 (ILS 630).

2 For the text, S. Laurrer, Diokletians Preisedikt, Berlin 1971, 90, praef. 1-2.

2 See A.CHASTAGNOL, Les années regnales de Maximien Hercule en Egypte et les
fétes vicennales du 20 novembre 303, Rev. Num. VI/9, 1967, 54-81; J. D. THoMas, On
dating by the regnal years of Diocletian, Maximian and the Caesars, CE 46, 1971, 173—
179; R.E.SmrrH, The regnal and tribunician dates of Maximian Herculius, Latomus 31,
1972, 1058-1071.

» See THoMmas, L. (n. 24) 178.
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CHASTAGNOL 1is clearly right when he argues on this basis that, upon the oc-
casion of the vicennalia, Maximian’s titulature was augmented by one year so as
to bring about a double wicennalia of the two August, rather than celebrating
Diocletian’s alone.?

Augmentation of regnal years on special occasions is thus established as
practice. An augmentation of Maximian’s tribunician power can be petceived in
the course of 293 when the Caesars were created. In this case, he received an
augmentation of a single year, which still left him a year behind Diocletian.
Clearly he did not receive the augmentation in order to become coeval with
Diocletian, so then why did it occur at all?

The whole question falls into place if Maximian had been made Caesar in 285,
but without tribunician power.?” In general, where it is possible to ascertain im-
petial protocols, Caesars had not held tribunician power, at least from the time of
Septimius Severus onwards.?® PAsQUALINT is surprised at her own conclusion that
Maximian did not hold tribunician power as Caesar,?’ but she ought not be. With
the ephemeral exception of the sons of Decius, no Caesars had tribunician power
conferred upon them in the course of the third century.”® So when Maximian
was created Caesar, Diocletian followed established practice in not granting #zba-
nicia potestas to Maximian. In 293, however, there was a departure from precedent,
and the Caesars did receive tribunician power. Reasons of justice and equity de-
manded a fiction: that Maximian receive recognition for having had tenure of a
Caesarship of equal potency. Hence the augmentation in 29331

Thus, the problematic literaty evidence, the unsatisfactory and even ambigu-
ous epigraphic evidence, and the inconsistencies of impetial salutations com--
bine. Maximian was without a doubt created Caesar in 285. BARNES suggests
on July 21st.” This date makes some sense, but lacks firm attestation, the sole
evidence for it being an interpretation of a passage in the Passio Marcelli of
dubious authenticity.>® Tt is also complicated by the problem of the Egyptian

26 CHASTAGNOL, Lc. (n. 24) 62—68.
PasQuUALINI, lc. (n. 16) 24.

% NeumanN, RE 3, 1, 1887, 1287 s.v. Caesar.
PasqQuaLing, lc. 27.

3 CIL VI 1101, 1102 (ILS 518.520) show the exceptions as the sons of Decius. See
M.PeAcHIN, Roman Impetial Titulature and Chronology A.D. 235-284, Amsterdam
1990, 257 no. 126, 263 no. 158; NEUMANN, l.c.

31 See the Edict of Maximum Prices where the Caesars are both #b pot. LX.

32 T D.Barnes, The New Empire of Diocletian and Constantine, Cambridge Mass.
1982, 4 n. 5.

3 A genuine passage in the Passio Marcelli (Recension M. la) speaks of July 21st as
dies festus imperatoris vestri. Another passage, identified by DELEHAYE as an interpolation
(Les actes de S.Marcel le Centurion. Ann. Boll. 41, 1923, 260) names the day in questi-
on as Maximian’s gemuinus natalis. BARNES rejects this on the basis that it is an interpola-
tion, but this is not ipso facto proof of error.
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new yeat. Given that titles were augmented in Egypt on that date, both Diocle-
tian and Maximian ought, on BARNES’s dating, to shate a first regnal year, since
they would both have come to the purple between August 28th, 284 and Au-
gust 27th, 285. However, in Egyptian papyrological dating formulae, they do
not have the same regnal year until the augmentation of Maximian’s titulature
on the occasion of the wvicennalia. This view then, rescues the evidence of the
Passio Marcelli that July 21st was Maximian’s genuinus natalis>* So, if BARNES’s
dating is to be rejected, when did Maximian receive the purple?

The evidence of Maximians regnal years suggests another occasion. Both
RousseLLE and PASQUALINI argue for a date between December 10th and De-
cember 31st, 285.% DieTmAr KieNAsT prefers the period between the end of
October and the beginning of December, 285.% Frank Kors is more precise,
opting for the date of December 13th on the basis of a stray refetence in
Lactantius.”” But he does raise a further point, not otherwise noted by others.
Maximian’s first consulship was in 287. Those of Constantius and Galerius
were in 294, the year after their nomination as Caesars. By the end of 285,
Diocletian will have long since proclaimed the consuls for the following year:
Tunius Maximus and Vettius Aquilinus. But eatlier in that year, particulatly in
July, soon after his summer victory over Carinus (before which he was in no
position to nominate consuls for the following year with any certainty) he
certainly could have nominated Maximian to a consulship. The fact that Max-
imian was not made consul until 287 would therefore suggest that he was
raised to the rank of Caesar some time after the consular nominations for 286
were known. This certainly adds support to a dating later rather than earlier in
the course of 285 for Maximian’s elevation.

Moreover, there is a further implication here which Kors did not draw.
Consular nominations were made some months in advance, although later
rather than ecarlier in the year. Although it is impossible to be more precise
than that on the matter of consular nomination, it is clear enough that, at
whatever point it was in the latter part of 285, the decision to make Maximian
Caesar must have been subsequent to those nominations. That being so, Dio-
cletian’s appointment of Maximian as Caesar cannot have come straight after
the battle of the Margus (as BARNES argues®). This makes it far less likely that
Diocletian had any «grand plan» and more likely that he was responding to
circumstance.

3* Passio Marcelli, Rec. M, 2.1; see C.E.V.NixoN, The Epiphany> of the Tetrarchs?
An examination of Mamertinus’ Panegyric of 291, TAPA 111, 1981, 157-166.

% See ROUSSELLE, Lc. (n. 8) 452f; PasQuaLiNg, Le. (n. 16) 26.

3 D.Kienast, Rémische Ka1sertabelle, Darmstadt?, 1996, 272.

37 Ko, Le. (n. 9) 28—31; for a critique of this, see NIxoN — RODGERs, Le. (n. 2) 47.

3 BarnES, Le. (n. 32) 4 n. 5.
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Why then did he make Maximian Cacsar? Reasons abound. Indeed, there is
a degree of unanimity amongst modern scholars on this point. There were a
number of military emergencies and Diocletian could not deal with all of them
at once. Civil war inevitably weakened frontiers and the borders of the west
were especially friable. The most specific need was in Gaul. A local militia of
sotts, the Bacaudae, was threatening Roman rule in the provinces. The militia
is charactetized by the sources as a peasant robber-band.”” Doubt has rightly
been cast upon this view of the Bacaudae in a number of works of compara-
tvely recent date. Eprrr Mary WIGHTMAN and, more recently, ZE'EV RUBIN,
have pointed out that these Bacaudae were far more than mere bandits.*
Their leaders struck coins and claimed imperial titles.*! Tt was a usurpation of
sorts, but one which had more in common with the revolt of landowners
which characterized the amperium Galliarum than a military coup.42 Now, if Max-
imian’s appointment to the rank of Caesar, and his commission against the
Bagaudae, date from the end of 285, then this has its implications for the
chronology of events. BARNES has dated this campaign and the defeat of a
German raid to before the end of 285.% Clearly, neither of these can be so if
Maximian was not Caesar untl December of that year. These events therefore
belong to 286.

This has its own logic. If the campaigns belong to 285, then there is no
evident military activity for Maximian in 286 despite the sense of urgency con-
veyed by our sources. The hiatus, however, is artificial. Maximian became Cae-
sat in December 285, and proceeded to the task set him — namely the sup-
pression of the Bacaudaec and the protection of the Gallic fronder. He was
conspicuously successful. The Bacaudae were suppressed in a swift and merci- '
less campaign,** and a German raid repelled.* The end of that year afforded
Maximian a rest, and he wintered in Trier where he assumed his first consul-

ship in dramatic circumstances. *0

¥ Pan. Lat. 2.4.3; Aur. Vict. de Caes. 39.17.

' Bprru Mary WicHTMAN, Gallia Belgica, London 1985, 199f,; Z.RuUBIN, Mass
Movements in Antiquity: Appearances and Realities, in: IMALKIN and Z.W. RUBINSOHN
(eds.), Leaders and Masses in the Roman Wortld: Studies in Honour of Zvi Yavetz,
Leiden 1995, 129-188, 137—-148.

41 RIC V2, 55; WIiGHTMAN, Lc.

*2 1 B DRINKwWATER, The Gallic Empire: Separatism and Continuity in the North-
Western Provinces of the Roman Empire, A.D. 260—274, Stuttgart 1987, 247-254.

4 Barnes, Le. (n. 32) 10.57.

# Pan. Lat. 2.4; see also PasQuaLINg, Le. (n. 16) 31f,

4 Pan. Lat. 2.5.

# Pan. Lat. 2.6. The city may not be Trier (see BARNES, Lc. [n. 32] 57) but it seems
the obvious choice.
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Elevation to Augustus

By that time, however, he had left junior rank behind. At some point in 286
Maximian received promotion from his junior status to that of Augustus. The
key question here is the reason for the promotion. Was it willed by Diocletian,
or forced by Maximian after victory in the field?*’ It is conceivable that Max-
imian’s victorious army hailed him as Augustus, and Diocletian acquiesced for
the sake of stability. But that course of events would have left Maximian in a
position of power over Diocletian which their subsequent relationship would
seem to deny.

A number of matters make this clear. First, although Maximian had a court
and administration, issued rescripts, and otherwise conducted the business of
ruling, there is no suggestion that he ever dictated policy to Diocletian.*® The
evidence is for the reverse situation, most notably Diocletian’s insistence upon
Maximians abdication in 305, and his nomination of successors far removed
from Maximian’s own circle.*’ Indeed, when a successful general, Carausius,
did seek to graft himself into the imperial college, he was conspicuously re-
buffed by both Diocletian and Maximian.

Moreover, Diocletian was always careful to ensure that his seniority to Max-
imian was stressed in the symbols of Empire. Although Maximian was never
known as his son, but as his impetial brother, it is clear that Diocletian was
always regarded as an elder brother.®® His name, for example, always took pre-
cedence in impetial formulae. When the full titles were spelled out, Diocletian
had more of them. Ultimately, the charismatic lovius/Herculius titulature
evolved, but not without at least one false start.

The ambiguous inscriptional record from Africa has already been referred to.
The coincidence of the titles of Augustus and nobilissimns Caesar seems proble-
matic. The one would seem, customatily, to preclude the other. But there are a
number of insctiptions in similar terms attested for other emperors. Indeed, in
MicHAEL PEACHIN’s catalogue of imperial titles borne in the half-century prior
to Diocletian’s accession, there can be found something like seventy instances
of the coupling of these two titles.”! These instances are attested all over the

7 SEECK, op. cit. (n. 7) 1, 26.

8 On Maximian’s powers, see CORCORAN, Lc. (n. 1) 268—275.

4 EButr. 9.27; Aur. Vict. de Caes. 39.48; Lact. de mort. pers. 18.12—13; Pan. Lat.
6.15.6. For commentary, see Nixon and RoDpGERs, Lc. (n. 2) 241.

%0 Kors, Le. (n. 9) 88—114 has argued that the «brotherhood» of the two August
meant formal equality. Even if this is what was intended to be conveyed (and that is
unlikely), then it wasn’t conveyed very well. Mamertinus, the literary source for this
observation, was bound to elevate Maximian’s position, since he was delivering a speech
in his praise (see here NixoN and RODGERS, Lc. [n. 2] 45).

! PEACHIN, Lc: (n. 30). For a full list of relevant references, see appendix.
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Empire, primarily in inscriptions, but also in papyrological formulae. What they
have most in common is the emperors for whom they are attested: Maximus 11
(22 occurrences), Gordian III (2), Philippus Junior (21), Hetrennius Etruscus
and Hostilianus (one each). Gallienus (one), Valetian II (two), Saloninus (one),
Carinus (13) and Numerian (10).>2 All of these emperors were associated in
their rule with more senior partners in power, generally (although not exclu-
sively) their fathers.

The practice of coupling the titles was commented upon in 1967 by
H.-G.Prraum.> He examined a number of occurrences of the coupling of the
two titles up to the time of Numerian. His conclusion is instructive: «Dans
tous ces cas, le nomen imperatoris en soi n’implique aucun co-régence effectif»>*
What people did see and undetstand when they read these insctiptions was an
order of precedence and seniority. When these titles were coupled in the
name of Maximian, people can only have read the same thing — that Max-
imian’s power and authority were in some measute infetior to those of Diocle-
tian.

The inscriptions only belong, however, to the first years of the dyarchy.
Whether it was found to be too clumsy, or simply inaccurate, the title nobilisss-
mus Caesar disappears from Maximian’s insctiptions. What seems to take its
place is a much more subtle ranking of the Augusti: the Iovius/Herculius titu-
latute. It has been generally agreed that this form of title did not belong to the
first year of the dyarchy.> This is in accord with the literary testimony of
Aurelius Victor, who states that the cognomina were adopted after the Bacau-
dae campaign.®® The eatliest datable inscription referting to Diocletian as Iovius
and Maximian as Herculins is from 288,°7 and in the following yeat the author
of a panegyric to Maximian elaborates upon these titles, which might suggest
their novelty.® The evidence of the coinage might be held to be more precise

52 PrrauMm also lists one for the sons of Decius: Lc. next note 178 (232).

5 H.-G.PrLaum, P. Licinius Gallienus Nobilissimus Caesar et M. Aurelius Numeria-
nus Nobilissimus Caesar Aug: a la lumiére de deux nouveaux milliares d’Oum el
Bouaghi, BAA, 2, 1966/67, 175-182 (= Afrique Romaine. Scripta Varia I, Paris 1978,
229-230).

> PrrLaum, le. 180.

55 See here, for example, W.SEsTON, Iovius et Herculius ou’ P«épiphanie» des tétrar-
ques, Historia 1, 1950, 257-266.

% Aur. Vict. de Caes. 39.18; for discussion of this issue see NixonN and RODGERs,
lc. (n. 2) 48f.

7 ILS 617.

58 Pan. Lat. 2.1.2—4 (reference to the historical cult of Hercules), 2.1 (achievements
of Hercules), 4.2 (Maximian explicitly likened to Hercules; and Diocletian to Jupiter),
7.5 (Diocletian likened to Jupiter, Maximian called a member of «a Herculean race»),
10.2 Maximian compated to «the race of Hercules»), 11.7, 12.4 (Diocletian and Maxi-
mian likened to Jupiter and Hercules).
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if the chronology established by Bastien is correct.” This would seem to
establish that Hercules was associated with Maximian in the course of 286.
The chronology can be no more precise than that, nor can the iconography.
Coin types featuting Hercules as conservator do emerge, just as issues featuring
Iovi Conservatori do in the earliest months of the reign of Diocletian.® The
most evidentiary weight that these issues can bear is of a deliberate linking of
Maximian with Hercules from the time of his appointment, not, as KoL would
prefer, that Maximian became Herculius as soon as he became Augustus.(’1

From the hiatus in the evidence, it is tempting to postulate a corresponding
chronological gap between the naming of Maximian as co-emperor and the
adoption of the lovius/Herculius titulature. That being the case, then the ex-
planation for the concurrence of the titles nobilissimns Caesar and Angustus is to
hand. The development of the terminology demonstrates, among other things,
Diocletian’s determination to retain a hierarchy within the imperial college.
Diocletian was clearly the senior; Maximian, his imperial servant. The pairing
of Augustus with nobilissimus Caesar may well then represent an early attempt to
give formal expression to the protocol of power. It probably proved too ambig-
uous, and was subsequently abandoned in favour of the religious terminology
of the divine comites a few months later.

It is in the development of these titles that Diocletian went beyond estab-
lished models. While emperors had claimed all manner of divine comstes in the
past, they had not adopted divine cognomina. These cognomina themselves
were adjectival in form — cleatly descriptive. They described a function and, by
implication, a relationship. Jupiter is invariably depicted on coins holding a
globe and sceptre, the symbols of rule. Hercules is shown with lion-skin and
club, the symbols of his labours. The obvious implication is that Jupiter rules
and Hercules labours. This is not a crude division of power; it is an assertion
of Diocletian’s ultimate authority.

This is cleatly seen in the Panegyrics of 289 and 291. KoLs has argued that
these documents are clear evidence of the formal equality of Maximian and
Diocletian.®® Certainly there are passages in the speeches which give that im-
pression (2.11.1-3, 13.1.—4; 3.6.7-7.7, 11.1-5). But it must be remembered

% PBastinN, Le monnayage de latelier de Lyon: Dioclétien et ses coregents avant la
réforme monétaire (285-294), Wetteren 1972.

80 RIC V 2, 251 no. 298 (Cyzicus), 255 no. 316, 256 no. 324 (Antioch), 257 nos. 328,
330 (Tripolis). FEARrs, Le. (n. 3) 295f. New evidence has also come to light. A recently
published Oxyrhynchus papyrus (P. Oxy. 63, 4352, fr. 5) is a fragment of a poem in
praise of Aurelius Diogenes, prefect of Egypt in 285, in which the poet cleatly portrays
Diocletian as sent by «Capitoline Zeus» to mend the broken world (lines 16—20).

1 Kors, Le. (n. 9) 54—60.

62 Kors, Le. 103-109.
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that these are not constitutional treatises, but panegyrics in which a measure of
terminological inexactitude is to be expected. Indeed, at one point, the pane-
gyrist of 289 gives the game away. Describing a conference between Diocletian
and Maximian at Milan, he exclaims: adeo numini illius simpliciter amanterque, quid-
quid pro hisce terris feceras, rettulisti, cum ex diversa orbis parte coenntes invictas dexteras
contulistis, adeo fidum illud fuit fraternumaue conloguinm.®

Although it would be unwise to put too much weight on individual words
here like refero and fides, thete is a clear implication here that Maximian, in some
sense, reports to Diocletian. There is no complementary passage in which Dio-
cletian tells Maximian what he has done. He has no report to make. More
explicitly, the Panegyrist elsewhere describes Diocletian as making decisions
cartied out by the loyal and heroic Maximian.®* Despite the Panegyrist’s de-
claration of the formal equality of Diocletian and Maximian (9.4-5), it is not
powet-sharing which he portrays, but delegation. The two Panegyrists describe
Diocletian’s visits to the west, both to campaign and to meet with Maximian.
Maximian makes no equivalent visits to the east. In the years of the dyarchy,
Gaul and northern Italy were Maximian’s sole fields of operation, wheteas Dio-
cletian, based at Nicomedia, is attested in Italy, Raetia, Syria, Dacia Nova, Pan-
nonia and Moesia.®> When the Panegyrist of 289 declares, at 11.2, that the
Empire is an undivided heritage (patrimonium indivisum), he does so correctly
precisely because, in the analysis, Diocletian has not divided the Empite be-
tween himself and a coeval. He has, instead, delegated authority.

What made this peculiar arrangement work was that Maximian allowed it to.
Maximian accepted the supetior authority of Diocletian. This, in a sense, was
the new imperial virtue: concordia. It was celebrated on the coinage and in the -
panegyrics. 66 Tt underpinned the public ideology of the dyarchy, as it did the
tetrarchy which succeeded it. The effusiveness of the Panegytists may not sim-
ply lie in the fact that effusion was their job. Here was a civil war which
stubbornly refused to happen.

Why then, did Diocletian take this risk? And when? The absence of coinage
struck in the name of Maximian as Caesar makes it clear that he cannot have
been Caesar for very long before his elevation to the higher rank. The earliest
indubitable attestations of Maximian as Augustus belong to late May and eatly
June 286. These make good sense of the date of April 1st offered by the

Consularia Constantinopolitana and preferred by Barnes and Kisnast®

9 Pan. Lat. 2.9.1-2.

%4 Pan. Lat. 2.11.6-7.

9 Barnes, Le. (n. 32) 49-52; 56-58.

% RIC V2 223 no.17; 250 no. 290; 251 nos. 291—-292; 254 no. 313; 254 no. 321;
262 no. 354; 290 no. 601; 293 nos. 615—616. Pan. Lat. 10(2) 9.3; 11.1-4; 11(3), 6.3;
7.4;19.4.

7 BARNEs, Le. (n. 32) 4 n. 6; KinNast, Le. (n. 36) 272.
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Furthermore, this dating also helps explain the dearth of numismatic and epi-
graphic attestation of Maximian as Caesar. If Maximian were made Caesar in
December and promoted at the beginning of April, then he will have held the
junior rank for only about fourteen weeks.

But why the promotion at all? Why did Diocletian change his mind after less
than four months? Maximian was sent as Caesar to quell provincial dissent, but
other dangers also threatened: quid vero? statim vixcdum misero illo furore sopito, cum
omnes barbarae nationes excidinm universae Galliae minarentur, neque solum Burgundiones
et Alamanni sed etiam Chaibones Erulique, viribus primi barbarorum, locis ultini, praeci-
piti impetn in has provincias inruissent, quis deus tam insperatam salutem nobis attulisset
nisi tu adfuisses?®®

The twin facts of provincial unrest and fractured frontiers are sufficient
to explain Maximian’s promotion. An extended imperial presence in Gaul
was required. The Gallic provinces were vulnerable and had grown accus-
tomed to a resident emperor. They had only been reunited to the central
Empire for less than a decade since the episode of the mperium Galliarum:
and since then had suffered at least one major raid, hosted an attempted
usurpation, and as a result, had received extended visits from both Probus
and Carinus.®” Diocletian could not provide such attention himself. Just as
the West needed to be secured, so did the East. The Persian frontier had
yet to be secured. There is some evidence that the Persians had gone on
the offensive after the armistice which had been negotiated on behalf of
Numerian in 284. Territory taken by Carus may have been reoccupied.”®
This would certainly make sense of Diocletian’s attested presence in Syria
and Palestine in 286."!

The need in Gaul was certainly there. In 287, on the very day that he took
the consular fasces, the city where he was present (probably Trier) was threat-
ened by a barbarian attack.”® Maximian was compelled to exchange the regalia
of civil office for the paludamentum of war: .. .quam facile tu, imperator, togam

68 Pan. Lat. 2.5.1.

% For the barbarian incursions into Gaul after the death of Aurelian and Probus’
response, see Zos. 1.67ff., Oros. 7.24, Zonaras 12.29, Julian, Caesares 314, A-B,
RIC V2, 22 nos. 1920 celebrate Probus’ visit to Gaul; for Probus’ building program in
Gaul, see DRINKWATER, lc. (n. 42) 48, 222f. The revolt was that of Proculus and Bono-
sus, based in Colonia Agtippinensis (Ep. de Caes. 37.2, Eutr. 9.17, Oros. 7.24.3;
A.CHASTAGNOL, L’usurpateur gaulois Bonosus, d’aprés I'Histoire Auguste, BSNAF,
1969, 78-98). For Catinus’ visit to Gaul, Nemesianus, Cynegetica, 69-78, CIL XIV
126, MELONT, Lc. (n. 4) 124f.

0 See RN.FRrYE, The History of Ancient Iran, Miinchen 1984, 305.

I TDBARNES, Lc. (n. 32) 50f.

2 TD.BARNEs, Lc. 57, suggesting other locations as well, but see E.M.WIGHTMAN,
Roman Trier and the Treviri, London 1970, 58.
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praetextam sumpto thoraci mutasti, hastam posito scipione rapuisti, a tribunali temet in
campum, a curuli in equum transtulisti et rursus ex: acte cum triumpho redisti . . .7

This victory was only the first. He then roundly defeated the tribes from
across the Rhine. In a major offensive, Maximian penetrated deep into bar-
barian territory. Delighted but inaccurate, the Panegyrist ctied: . . .quidguid uitra

Rbenum prospicio, Romannm est. ™ The choice of Maximian had been justified.

Conclusion

It is the contention of this article that Diocletian was securely in control
throughout his entire reign. Maximians promotion was not the result of an
audacious coup, but rather, the patronage of an emperor who was careful to
ensure the formal expression of his supetiotity in rank over the colleague
whom he had nominated. Furthermore, it is clear that there can have been no
master-plan. There is a degree of improvisation evident in the fact that Max-
imian was Caesar for so short a time, as well as experimentation in impetial
titulature. Here Diocletian was on less certain ground, having no teal models to
work from. His real innovation was in the development of the ideology of
concordia and the charismatic Iovius/Herculius cognomina to express the rela-
tionship between the two Awgusti. Moreover, up to a point, the dyarchy worked
well. At all times Maximian acted as Diocletian’s loyal subordinate. Only when
that failed and the model of two emperors proved inadequate for the needs of
the Empite did Diocletian give consideration to the expansion of the impetial
college from two to four.

Appendix

Instances of the co-incidence of the titles nobilissimus Caesar and Angustus taken
from MicHAEL PEACHIN, Roman Imperial Titulatute and Chronology A.D.
235-284, Amsterdam 1990. The first reference number is the page, the second
is PEACHINs title number.

Maximus II: 121.100; 124.120; 125.129; 126.136; 126.140; 127.146; 129.157,
129.160; 130.161; 130.163; 131.172; 135.192; 136.195; 141.224; 142.232;
142.234; 142.236.

Gordian III: 155.25.

Philip II: 216.112-115; 226.186; 227.195; 227.199; 228.202; 228.210, 211;
229.215; 237.269, 271.

Hostilianus: 262.155.

73 Pan. Lat. 2.6.4.
74 Pan. Lat. 2.7.7.
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Herennius Etruscus: 262.155.

Gallienus: 311.89.

Valerian II: 343.321; 354.408.

Saloninus: 361.447.

Carinus: 454.72; 455.82; 464.156; 465.158; 467.173; 468.179; 469.188.
Numerian: 459.111; 460.120; 461.130; 462.137; 467.173; 468.179; 469.188.
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