Was Nero a more diplomatic and less militaristic emperor? Was military virtue necessary for his auctoritas?


Nero is said to have been more of a diplomat than a military general. This essay would be evaluating the potential of this and further looking into if Nero’s military virtue was beneficial to his reign and authority as the emperor of Rome. Looking at how Nero used his diplomacy and his military feats and losses to gauge whether Nero was more of a diplomat than a general. To find this, the events of the war with Parthia and the Boudican revolt will be investigated and gauge how well Nero dealt with them and to see if Nero always tried to find a more diplomatic solution to the event that had unfolded during his time as emperor. Then looking at how necessary his military virtue was to secure his reign as emperor and how much they needed to enact his authority over the empire of Rome.
To begin looking into whether or not Nero was more of a diplomatic emperor than a military hardy one, the events that unfurled in Britain will be investigated, known as the Boudican revolt. The development of this uprising was said to have been caused by the procurator that Nero had placed in that area of Britain. (Tacitus. Ann. 14.31). Now it is said that the revolt was dealt with rather swiftly (Braund, 2013. pg. 85), and this would have given credit to Nero if he had been the one to lead the defense against Britain's revolt. However, the governor set in Britain held the defense and ended the revolt (Suetonius. Nero. 18). The notion that Nero is not given credit for putting an end to the revolt gives way to the idea that Nero may not have been a very good military and that he would have preferred a more diplomatic approach to the situation that occurred. Suetonius also mentions the idea that Nero was going to just remove the Roman legions from Britain entirely. However, it was only mentioned in passing in Suetonius's work, so it can be unclear whether this was considered (Suetonius. Nero. 18). Braund pays mention to this and even says that the idea itself is not bad if it was not in response to the revolt itself (Braund, 2013. pg. 85). Braund would be saying this from a military point of reference because it would show weakness for Nero as emperor and as a military leader. However, this can then give means to Nero being more of a diplomat than a general and that Nero did not need a tremendous military virtue to keep his command over the roman empire. So, with Nero not being given credit for the war, this gives clear evidence that he was not seen as a strong military emperor like Augustus, who having won the battle of Actium, was able to use that victory to become the first emperor of Rome and was able to use the military authority that he had earned himself to help maintain himself as emperor. 
More evidence of Nero being more of a diplomatic emperor than a military one can be seen with the Roman-Parthian war. The War with Parthia lasted roughly from 58 AD to 63 AD. This war gives a considerable insight into Nero being more diplomatic than what was shown in the previous example. While this lasted so much longer than the revolt in Britain had, the credit also mainly goes to the general put in charge by Nero (Tacitus. Ann. 13.8). Corbulo was the general put in charge of returning order to Armenia. In Braund's work, he mentions that many other sources all seem to agree that Corbulo was "a man of the highest moral standing" (Braund, 2013. pg. 91) with the praise that the general is given over how they dealt with the war compared to Nero it shows that again Nero is not a strong military leader, and he is better with the more diplomatic side of war. During this war from David Shotter's work on Nero, he goes into how the emperor used diplomacy to end the war with Armenia and that he was able to "Secure peace around the world" (Shotter, 2012. pg. 39). With this, it becomes much clearer that Nero was a more diplomatic emperor than a military one since the military praise mostly going to Corbulo since this was the man who was able to "Storm three Armenian strongholds in one day" (Braund, 2013. pg. 91). This then goes to prove that while Nero praised for the military victory, it was more of a diplomatic victory since Nero was able to put Corbulo into the central command over the east, which led to the king of Armenia laying down his crown and agreed only to take it back up from Nero when in Rome (Shotter, 2012. pg. 39). Also, with this war, it was Nero's first military success, so there can be disagreement by some more primary sources saying that Nero as emperor would be given all the credit. As such, he was hailed Imperator for his achievement. However, as pointed out by Braund, "Corbulo was the general, but Nero was the supreme commander and victor" (Braund, 2012. pg. 91), so with this, it can be argued that all the military success that Corbulo had was always going to Nero.
Now looking at how much Nero needed his military virtue to maintain his rule over the empire and keep his authority since from what it can be interpreted as Nero did not need a massive amount of military virtue to keep his authority over the empire of Rome since as we do know Nero was said to rule from approximately 54 AD to 68 AD. With this knowledge, Nero maintained his rule for over ten years with what has been shown as such little military virtue. At the same time, it can be argued that Nero did have vast military virtue due to stopping the war with Armenia with it succeeding in the empire and was able to squash the revolt in Britain. However, as said by Braund on the matter of the revolt, Nero is not given any credit for the victory in this area (Braund, 2012. pg. 85) and that Nero did have the idea to remove all his legions from Britain (Suetonius, Nero. 18). If Nero had done this, due to the timing of the revolt, it would have made him look weak to his soldiers, and this could have been a potentially significant loss in military virtue. However, there is the possibility that in modern times the view on Nero could be looked at as not having a significant virtue on the military side of being emperor. However, during his reign, it could pseudo of looking like he did since as the emperor of Rome, all military victories that he was in charge of would automatically go to become a victory for Nero. So, to say that Nero did not have any military virtue would be correct since he would lose control of his legions and commanders if he did not have any. On the other hand, though being able to look back on his records for such can allow modern scholars to investigate further and better distinguish how much military virtue Nero had compared to what it may have looked like back in his reign.
To finalize, through looking at the wars and revolts that happened during Nero's reign, it can be understood that Nero was a more diplomatic emperor than a militaristic emperor. This can be seen with how at the end of the Boudican revolt, Nero was not given credit for the victory that took place since and that the withdrawal of troops could be viewed as more of a diplomatic way of ending the conflict instead of squashing the revolt (Braund, 2012. pg. 86). Then with the way that Nero is said to have used a more diplomatic strategy to end the war with Parthia since this way he was able to get the king to hand over his crown; however, with this, Nero is credited for the military victory (Shotter, 2013. pg. 39). Then looking into the necessity of military virtue for Nero reign, it would seem that it may have been a small necessity to have so that he has the respect of the legions and commanders, so they do not try and overthrow him but looking at it from a modern viewpoint it can be seen that he might not have had as much military virtue then what was led to be believed during his reign.
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