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BOUDICA’S SPEECHES IN TACITUS AND DI0O'

ABSTRACT: Some recent scholarship has argued that ancient Roman his-
torians inevitably cast foreigners as inferior and thereby justified Roman
imperialism and colonialism. This paper questions this position's validity
through an examination of the Boudica orations in Tacitus (Ann. 14.35.1-2)
and Cassius Dio (62.3-6). It argues that both authors present complex
portrayals of Boudica and seem at least partially capable of valorizing her
complaints against Roman misrule.

Much recent scholarship on the topic of Roman imperialism has
presented a definitive break with views prevalent in the early- to
mid-twentieth century. Whereas previously many historians favored
positions that highlight the “defensive” character of Roman expan-
sionism,? contemporary opinions are often distinctly critical of this
outlook.? Some of this recent work appears influenced by the spirit,
if not the specifics, of postcolonial theory.* Yet, even before this
new theoretical approach had an impact on the classics, numerous

" T would like to thank CW’s editor Matthew S. Santirocco and the anonymous
referees of CW for their valuable criticisms and suggestions, which aided the comple-
tion of this paper in its present form. I would also like to thank Mary T. Boatwright,
who offered many helpful comments on an earlier draft. All translations are my own.
Any errors of fact or judgment are my own.

2 See, for example, T. Mommsen, The History of Rome, vol. 4, tr. W. P. Dixon
(New York 1894); T. Frank, “The Import of the Fetial Institution,” CP 7 (1912) 335-42;
M. Holleaux, Rome, la Gréce et les monarchies hellénistique au Ille siécle avant J.-C.
(273-205) (Paris 1921); T. Frank, Roman Imperialism (New York 1929); E. Badian,
Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic (Ithaca 1968); R. M. Errington, The Dawn
of Empire: Romes Rise to World Power (Ithaca 1972) esp. 3-5. For modern surveys
of scholarly approaches to Roman imperialism, see E. Frézouls, “Sur I’historiographie
de I’impérialisme romain,” Krema 8 (1983) 141-62.

’ E.g., M. Millett, “Romanization: Historical Issues and Archaeological Inter-
pretation,” in T. Blage and M. Millett, eds., The Early Roman Empire in the West
(Oxford 1990) 35-37; R. Hingley, “Attitudes to Roman Imperialism,” in E. Scott, ed.,
Theoretical Roman Archaeology: First Conference Proceedings (Aldershot 1993) 23-27;
W. S. Hanson, “Forces of Change and Methods of Control,” in D. J. Mattingly, ed.,
Dialogues in Roman Imperialism: Power, Discourse, and Discrepant Experience in
the Roman Empire (Portsmouth, R.I., 1997) 67, which labels views on the topic that
highlight the “defensive” nature of Roman imperialism “apologist approaches”; D. J.
Mattingly, “Introduction: Dialogues of Power and Experience in the Roman Empire,” in
Mattingly (above) 7-24; J. Webster, “A Negotiated Syncretism: Readings on the Devel-
opment of Romano-Celtic Religion,” in Mattingly (above) 169; G. Fincham, “Writing
Colonial Conflict, Acknowledging Colonial Weakness,” in G. Davies, A. Gardner, and
K. Lockyear, eds., TRAC 2000: Proceedings of the Tenth Annual Theoretical Roman
Archaeology Conference (Oxford 2001) 25-34.

* E.g., P. Freeman, “ Romanization’—‘Imperialism’: What Are We Talking
About?” in K. Meadows, C. Lemke, and J. Heron, eds., TRAC 96: Proceedings of
the Sixth Annual Theoretical Roman Archaeology Conference (Oxford 1997) 8-14; C.
R. Whittaker, “Imperialism and Culture: The Roman Initiative,” in Mattingly (above,
n.3); Fincham (above, n.3). For some perceptive comments on the often broad and
unspecific influence of postcolonial theory on classicists, see P. Vasunia, “Hellenism
and Empire: Reading Edward Said,” Parallax 9.4 (2003) 88. For a general discussion
of postcolonial theory in the context of Roman imperialism, see J. Webster, “Roman
Imperialism and the ‘Post Imperial Age,”™ in J. Webster and N. Cooper, eds., Roman
Imperialism: Post-Colonial Perspectives (Leicester 1996).

173
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174 ERIC ADLER

scholarly books and articles on Roman imperialism focused on the
ways in which the drive to conquer territories and subject natives to
Roman rule was an integral part of Roman elite culture.’

Undoubtedly related to critical appraisals of modern European
and American imperialism, such views have also influenced scholarly
assessments of ancient Roman historians. Much as Edward Said argued
that Orientalists offered demeaning portraits of Easterners in order to
justify their exploitation and domination at the hands of the West,® a
number of contemporary scholars of Roman history have detected a
penchant on the part of ancient historians to characterize non-Romans
in a derogatory fashion. Some recent discussion has centered on the
notion that ancient authors consciously or unconsciously cast non-
Romans as inferior and thereby present intellectual justifications for
Roman imperialism.” In short, such scholarship has focused on the
ways in which Roman historians’ discussions of barbarians serve to
apologize for Roman expansionism.

Take, for example, Steven Rutledge’s article “Tacitus in Tartan:
Textual Colonization and Expansionist Discourse in the Agricola,”
which appeared in the journal Helios.® In this piece, Rutledge focuses
on the oration of a Celtic enemy of Rome, the Caledonian leader
Calgacus (4gr. 30-32). According to Rutledge, Tacitus’ Agricola

turns the alien and distant land of Roman Britain into
a Roman space, with a Roman identity, whose people
share and embrace Roman values and ideology with
varying results, and the ultimate aim of Tacitus’ text is
to perpetuate the further expansion and spread of the
Romanitas Agricola imposes on Britain. . . . [T]he text
in short acts as an abettor in the colonial process.’

5 E.g., W. V. Harris, “On War and Greed in the Second Century B.c.,” 4HR 76
(1971) 1371-85; P. A. Brunt, “Laus Imperii,” in P. D. A. Garnsey and C. R. Whit-
taker, eds., Imperialism in the Ancient World (Cambridge 1978) 159-91; ); K. Hopkins,
Conquerors and Slaves (Cambridge 1978); W. V. Harris, War and Imperialism in
Republican Rome: 327-70 s.c. (Oxford 1979); J. A. North, “The Development of Ro-
man Imperialism,” JRS 71 (1981) 1-9; P. Jal, “L’impérialisme romain: Observations
sur les témoignages littéraires latins de la fin de la République romaine,” Ktema 7
(1982) 143-50.

¢ E. W. Said, Orientalism (1978; repr. New York 2003) passim. For Said’s discus-
sion of Orientalism as it pertains to the ancient world, see 21, 56-57.

7 E.g., J. Webster, “The Just War: Graeco-Roman Texts as Colonial Discourse,”
in S. Cottam, D. Dungworth, S. Scott, and J. Taylor. eds., TRAC 94: Proceedings of
the Fourth Annual Theoretical Roman Archaeology Conference (Oxford 1994) 1-10;
R. Alston, “Conquest by Text: Juvenal and Plutarch on Egypt,” in Webster and Cooper
(above, n.4) 99-109; J. Webster, “Ethnographic Barbarity: Colonial Discourse and
‘Celtic Warrior Societies,”” in Webster and Cooper (above, n.4) esp. 116-19; S. H.
Rutledge, “Tacitus in Tartan: Textual Colonization and Expansionist Discourse in the
Agricola,” Helios 27 (2000) 75-95; C. Clarke, “An Island Nation: Re-reading Tacitus’
Agricola,” JRS 91 (2001) 94-112.

# Rutledge (above, n.7).

° Rutledge (above, n.7) 75.
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BOUDICA’S SPEECHES IN TACITUS AND DIO 175

It is this kind of exegesis of ancient literary texts that this paper
aims to test. This essay examines the Boudica'® orations found in
the works of Tacitus and Cassius Dio, in order to discern whether a
reading of these speeches focusing on the dehumanizing rhetoric of
an imperial power and in agreement with dominant views of Roman
expansionism catches the nuances that Tacitus and Dio offer in these
creations. Since the Boudica orations touch upon the subject of Ro-
man imperialism and are put in the mouth of a foreigner, they can
allow us to gauge the degrees to which Tacitus and Dio seem capable
of offering critical assessments of Roman expansionism. This paper
attempts to determine, that is to say, how much resistance can be
built into the imperial project—how critical of Rome’s empire both
Tacitus and Dio prove to be.

L.

First, let us examine the requisite historical background for the
respective orations. In either a.p. 60 or 61, Boudica, the widow of
Prasutagus, the recently deceased client-king of the Celtic Iceni tribe,
led an unsuccessful revolt against Rome.!" We possess only three nar-
ratives of this rebellion, two by the same author.'? Tacitus presents

' For the rationale behind this spelling of the name (and not Boudicca or Boa-
dicea), see K. Jackson, “Queen Boudicca?” Britannia 10 (1979) 55.

' Tac. Ann. 14.29.1 sets the revolt in a.p. 61. J. Asbach (4nalecta historica et
epigraphica latina [Ph.D. diss., Bonn University, 1878] 8-16) first argued that Tacitus
was mistaken and that the rebellion actually broke out in A.n. 60. The basis for this
contention is essentially twofold: first, the outbreak and the quelling of the revolt
took too long to have occurred during one year alone; second, the logistics of the
appointments of various Roman statesmen related to this rebellion favor ap. 60 over 61.
Numerous scholars have agreed and/or added rationales for this argument: e.g., R. Syme,
Tacitus, 2 vols. (Oxford 1958) 391; G. B. Townend, “Some Rhetorical Battle-Pictures
in Dio,” Hermes 92 (1964) 467; R. M. Ogilvie and 1. Richmond, eds., Cornelii Taciti
de vita Agricolae (Oxford 1967) 192; D. R. Dudley, The World of Tacitus (London
1968) 43; A. R. Birley, “Petillius Cerialis and the Conquest of Brigantia,” Britannia
4 (1973) 181 n.16; D. P. Orsi, “Sulla rivolta di Boudicca,” AFLB 16 (1973) 531; K.
R. Bradley, Suetonius’ Life of Nero: An Historical Commentary (Brussels 1978) 236;
R. Martin, Tacitus (Berkeley 1981) 173; S. Frere, Britannia: A History of Roman
Britain, 3rd ed. (London 1987) 57; P. R. Sealey, The Boudican Revolt against Rome
(Princes Risborough 1997) 12. Others conclude that 61 is the correct date: e.g., P.
Fabia, Les sources de Tacite dans les Histoires et les Annales (Paris 1893) 337; R. G.
Collingwood and J. N. L. Meyers, Roman Britain and the English Settlements (Oxford
1936) 99; R. Syme and R. G. Collingwood, “The Northern Frontier from Tiberius
to Nero,” CAH (1934) 802; G. H. Macurdy, Vassal-Queens and Some Contemporary
Women in the Roman Empire (Baltimore 1937) 103; C. E. Stevens, “The Will of Q.
Veranius,” CR 1 (1951) 4; H. Kéniger, Gestalt und Welt der Frau bei Tacitus (Ph.D.
diss., Niirnberg University, 1966) 61; J. D. Harrington, Cassius Dio: A Reexamination
(Ph.D. diss., University of Kentucky, 1970) 135; D. Braund, Ruling Roman Britain:
Kings, Queens, Governors, and Emperors from Julius Caesar to Agricola (London
1996) 133; P. Laederich, Les limites de ['empire: Les stratégies de ['impérialisme
romaine dans l’oeuvre de Tacite (Paris 2001) 308.

'2 Suetonius briefly mentions the revolt in Nero 39; as this notice is bereft
of detail and not placed in chronological context, it is of essentially no use to our
examination.
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176 ERIC ADLER

an extremely terse account of the revolt in Agricola 14.3-16.2, and
a longer, yet still concise, version in Annales 14.29-39. Cassius Dio
provides a discussion of the revolt in 62.1-2,!* which has come down
to us from antiquity only in the form of Xiphilinus’ epitome of Dio’s
history.'* Unfortunately, Tacitus and Dio do not agree on major de-
tails pertaining to the revolt, which renders our understanding of it
shaky.!* Tacitus and Dio stress different causes for the rebellion, but
concur on some specifics. According to the former, Prasutagus left
his two daughters and the emperor Nero as heirs to his inheritance,
presumably as a way to protect his descendants.'® The results of this
action, Tacitus tells us in the Annales, were precisely the opposite:
upon Prasutagus’ death, Roman centurions pillaged his realm; slaves
laid waste to his household; his widow Boudica was whipped; and
his daughters were raped. In addition to the maltreatment of Pra-
sutagus’ family, Tacitus informs us that the praecipui (“chief men”)
among the Iceni had their ancestral estates confiscated.!” As a result
of these actions, Tacitus informs us, Boudica led a revolt against
the Romans.'®

Tacitus does not claim that the seizing of the king’s and nobles’
property was technically illegal. There is a reason for this: agreements
between the government of Rome and client-kings only pertained to
the ruler himself; once he died, all previous arrangements were null
and void." Still, Tacitus’ discussion of events appears aimed at elic-

'3 The book numbers of Dio in this paper are those of Boissevain, who reformu-
lated the numbering of Leunclavius, a sixteenth-century editor. See U. P. Boissevain,
H. Smilda, and W. Nawijn, eds., Cassii Dionis Cocceiani historiarum romanarum quae
supersunt, vol. 2 (Berlin 1895-1931) xxi—xxvii; A. Gowing, “Cassius Dio on the Reign
of Nero,” ANRW 2.34.3 (1997) 2558-59.

4 For information on Xiphilinus, see Boissevain (above, n.13) vol. 2, i—xvii; F.
Millar, A Study of Cassius Dio (Oxford 1964) 2; P. A. Brunt, “On Historical Frag-
ments and Epitomes,” CQ (1980) 488-94; J. Edmondson, Dio: The Julio-Claudians:
Selections from Books 58—63 of the Roman History of Cassius Dio (London 1992) 29;
Gowing (above, n.13) 2561-63. Some scholars have blamed Xiphilinus for the sup-
posedly poor quality of Dio’s account of the Boudica revolt: e.g., C. M. Bulst, “The
Revolt of Queen Boudicca in A.p. 60,” Historia 10 (1961) 508; Orsi (above, n.11) 531,
who guesses that this is the case; Gowing (above, n.13) 2563.

'S For example, Tacitus (4nn. 14.32.2-3, 14.33) informs us that the rebellious
Britons sacked three cities (Camulodunum, London, Verulamium), Dio one fewer
(62.1.1). Regarding this discrepancy, Suet. Ner. 39, Eutr. 7.14, and Oros. 7.7 all agree
with Dio. Yet Tacitus provides more detail than Dio, who does not name the cities
that were sacked. For a fuller discussion of the discrepancies in Tacitus’ and Dio’s
accounts, see E. Adler, The “Enemy” Speaks: Oratory and Criticism of Empire in
Roman Historiography (Ph.D. diss., Duke University, 2005) 166-83.

16 Tac. Ann. 14.31.1.

7 Tac. Ann. 14.31.1.

'8 Ogilvie and Richmond (above, n.11) 198 posit that the following tribes were
involved in the uprising: the Iceni, Trinovantes, Coritani, Cornovii, Durotriges, Brig-
antes, and, probably, the Catuvellanni. Laederich (above, n.11) 310 believes a smaller
number of tribes were involved: the Iceni, Trinovantes, Catuvellanni, and Coritani.

19 See D. Braund, “Royal Wills and Rome,” PBSR 51 (1983) esp. 43—44. Braund
correctly concludes that Tacitus does not blame Rome for the confiscation of the
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BOUDICA’S SPEECHES IN TACITUS AND DIO 177

iting sympathy for the Iceni, and, more specifically, for Prasutagus’
family.

According to Dio, the reasons for the rebellion were threefold:
the procurator Decianus Catus’ confiscation of money that the em-
peror Claudius previously bestowed on prominent Britons; Seneca
the Younger’s recalling of forty million sesterces he loaned to the
islanders; and the entreaties of Boudica herself, which Dio consid-
ers the fundamental cause of the revolt.?” In both Tacitus’ and Dio’s
narratives of the rebellion, Boudica offers a rousing oration to her
troops (Tac. Ann. 14.35; Dio Cass. 62.3-6); both historians, more-
over, present a speech by Suetonius Paulinus, the Roman governor
of Britain, to his own troops. Although Tacitus and Dio offer these
orations at different junctures in their narratives,” and though Dio
grants Paulinus three shorter speeches (62.9-11) instead of one long
harangue, it is clear that both historians present the reader with coun-
terpoised speeches of generals before a major conflict—a common
element of ancient historiography.’> As noted above, these orations
offer us the opportunity to assess the degrees to which both Tacitus
and Dio appear capable of presenting negative appraisals of Roman
imperialism.

In order to believe that this can be gleaned from these speeches,
however, we must first conclude that the orations are neither ipsis-
sima verba renditions of Boudica’s words nor accurate reflections of
sentiments she actually expressed. Naturally, one cannot infer anything
about Tacitus’ and Cassius Dio’s discussion of Roman foreign policy
in these orations if they are essentially the product of the speaker,
not their respective authors.

Although the historicity of speeches in Graeco-Roman histori-
ography has been the subject of much scholarly disagreement, there
is little reason to conclude that Tacitus and Dio put forth an accu-
rate account of an historical Boudican oration.?® First, as Theodore

king’s property; rather, he seems irked by the manner in which it was accomplished.
S. Dyson (“Native Revolt Patterns in the Roman Empire,” ANRW 2.3 [1975] 167-68)
sees the Roman treatment of the Iceni as typical of abuses in “early stages of Ro-
manization.”

2 Dio Cass. 62.2.1-2.

2! Whereas Tacitus presents Boudica’s and Paulinus’ orations before the final
confrontation between the Romans and the Britons, Dio offers Boudica’s at the start
of the Britons’ rebellion.

22 For a discussion of the nature of such speeches, see T. C. Burgess, “Epideictic
Literature,” University of Chicago Studies in Classical Philology 3 (1902) 209-14;
M. H. Hansen, “The Battle Exhortation in Ancient Historiography: Fact or Fiction?”
Historia 42 (1993) 161-80.

» Numerous scholars have doubted that Tacitus’ orations are heavily based on
actually delivered orations: e.g., Fabia (above, n.11) 266-67; K. Eisenhardt, Uber die
Reden in den Historien und Annalen des Tacitus (Ludwigshafen am Rein 1911) 11-31;
E. Courbaud, Les procédés d’art de Tacite dans les Histoires (Paris 1918) 110; R.
Ullman, La technique des discours dans Salluste, Tite Live et Tacite: La matiére et
la composition (Oslo 1927) 197-99; Macurdy (above, n.11) 107; Syme (above, n.11)
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178 ERIC ADLER

Burgess noted, pre-battle harangues are the most likely category of
orations to be invented by ancient historians.?* Such speeches con-
tain certain stock elements and themes in common, which suggests
that dramatic and rhetorical considerations weighed heavily on their
inclusion. Mogens Hansen, furthermore, has justly questioned the
historicity of such speeches on the basis of logistics: without ampli-
fication systems, generals may not have been able to address all of
their troops in one gathering.®> As H. Taine realized, the audiences
for such speeches were entirely unrealistically portrayed in ancient
historiography: one seldom learns of noises from the crowd, applause,
jeers, and other forms of response.?® In addition, Boudica would not
have addressed her troops in either Latin or Greek; as a result, it
is highly unlikely that Tacitus and Dio acquired adequate informa-
tion on her speeches’ contents. Finally, Tacitus and Dio offer such
disparate versions of Boudica’s harangue that it seems far-fetched to
believe that either historian intended to present an accurate account
of an actual speech.

Still, it would be foolhardy to assume that the sentiments in these
compositions necessarily reflect their authors’ opinions on the topic
of Roman imperialism. Since juxtaposed speeches played an impor-
tant part in Graeco-Roman historiography, one may reasonably infer
that matters of tradition loomed large in their inclusion. This may
be particularly the case regarding Dio’s speech, since his devotion
to the literary strictures of the Second Sophistic led him to punctu-
ate his orations with stylistic imitations of Attic writers, particularly
Thucydides.?”” In addition, such speeches serve as a break from the

317; N. P. Miller, “Style and Content in Tacitus,” in T. A. Dorey, ed., Tacitus (London
1969) 110; Harrington (above, n.11) 25; J. N. Adams, “The Vocabulary of the Speeches
in Tacitus’ Historical Works,” BICS 20 (1973) 124-28; A. V. van Stekelenburg, “Lucan
and Cassius Dio as Heirs to Livy: The Speech of Julius Caesar at Placentia,” 4C 19
(1976) 44—45; Martin (above, n.11) 175, 230-33; R. Mellor, Tacitus (Berkeley 1993)
115; Gowing (above, n.13) 2581. The same is true regarding Dio’s speeches: e.g., P.
Meyer, De Maecenatis oratione a Dione ficta (Ph.D. diss., University of Berlin, 1891)
2; Macurdy (above, n.11) 107; Townend (above, n.11) 468 n.2; A. R. Burn, “Tacitus
on Britain,” in Dorey (above) 46; J. Overbeck, “Tacitus and Dio on Boudicca’s Rebel-
lion,” AJP 90 (1969) 137; van Stekelenburg (above); Martin (above, n.11) 175; G. W.
Bowersock, “Cassius Dio and Herodian,” in P. E. Easterling and B. M. W. Knox, eds.,
The Cambridge Ancient History of Classical Literature, vol. 1 (1985) 712; A. Gowing,
The Triumviral Narratives of Appian and Cassius Dio (Ann Arbor 1992) 227-28, 244.

24 Burgess (above, n.22) 209-14. See also J. Marincola, Authority and Tradition
in Ancient Historiography (Cambridge 1997) 17: “Certain types of incidents common
in war, such as the capture of a city, or the speech of a commander before battle,
were particularly subject to imitation [in Graeco-Roman historiography]”; Eisenhardt
(above, n.23) 17-18; E. Keitel, “Homeric Antecedents to the Cohortatio in the Ancient
Historians,” CW 80 (1987) 153-72.

25 Hansen (above, n.22). See, however, W. K. Pritchett, Ancient Greek Baitle
Speeches and a Palfrey (Amsterdam 2002) 52-65, which disagrees with Hansen’s
position.

26 H. Taine, Essai sur Tite Live (Paris 1874) 291-92.

?7 Dio’s stylistic debt to Thucydides was noted by Photius (Bibl. 71). For modern
assessments of this topic, see principally E. Litsch, De Cassio Dione imitatore Thucy-
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BOUDICA’S SPEECHES IN TACITUS AND DIO 179

main narrative in which they are found, and also add an element of
dramatic tension. Even so, it will be argued that the speeches allow
one to conclude that Tacitus and Dio were capable of presenting
ambivalent discussions of Roman imperialism and of portraying a
barbarian rebel in a semi-sympathetic light.

II.

First, to Tacitus. Before we discuss the specifics of Tacitus’
Boudica oratation, it will prove useful to provide the text of it in
full, with an accompanying translation:

Boudicca curru filias prae se vehens, ut quamque
nationem accesserat, solitum quidem Britannis femi-
narum ductu bellare testabatur, sed tunc non ut tantis
maioribus ortam regnum et opes, verum ut unam e
vulgo libertatem amissam, confectum verberibus corpus,
contrectatam filiarum pudicitiam ulcisci. Eo provectas
Romanorum cupidines, ut non corpora, ne senectam
quidem aut virginitatem impollutam relinquant. Adesse
tamen deos iustae vindictae; cecidisse legionem, quae
proelium ausa sit; ceteros castris occultari aut fugam
circumspicere. Ne strepitum quidem et clamorem tot
milium, nedum impetus et manus perlaturos. Si co-
pias armatorum, si causas belli secum expenderent,
vincendum illa acie vel cadendum esse. Id mulieri
destinatum: viverent viri et servirent.

(Ann. 14.35.1-2)%

Boudica, riding in a chariot with her daughters before
her, as she approached each tribe, was saying that it
was customary for the Britons to wage war under the
leadership of women; but then, she said, she was not

didis (Ph.D. diss., University of Freiburg, 1893) and E. Kyhnitzsch, De contionibus,
quas Cassius Dio historiae suae intexuit, cum Thucydideis comparatis (Ph.D. diss.,
University of Leipzig, 1894). Numerous other scholars mention Dio’s indebtedness to
Thucydides: e.g., N. P. Vlachos, “Demosthenes and Dio Cassius (D.C. 38, 36-46),”
CR 19 (1905) 102; J. N. H. Jahn, 4 Critical Study of the Sources of the History of
the Emperor Nero (Ph.D. diss., New York University, 1920) 33; E. Gabba, “Sulla
Storia Romana di Cassio Dione,” RSI 67 (1955) 304; F. Millar, “Some Speeches in
Cassius Dio,” MH 18 (1961) 11; Millar (above, n.14) 42, 177; Harrington (above,
n.11) 126-27; A. Piatowski, “L’Influence de I’historiographie tragicque sur la narration
de Dion Cassius,” in Actes de la Xlle conférence internationale d’études classique
‘eirene’ (Amsterdam 1975) 263; W. Ameling, “Cassius Dio und Bithynien,” E4 4
(1984) 130-31; G. J. D. Aalders, “Cassius Dio and the Greek World,” Mnemosyne 39
(1986) 293; J. W. Rich, “Dio on Augustus,” in A. Cameron, ed., History as Text: The
Writing of Ancient History (Chapel Hill 1989) 88; Edmondson (above, n.14) 39-40;
M. Hose, Erneuerung der Vergangenheit: Die Historiker im Imperium romanum von
Florus bis Cassius Dio (Stuttgart 1994) 367-69; M.-L. Freyburger-Galland, Aspects
du vocabulaire politique et institutionnel de Dion Cassius (Paris 1997) 18-19. Dio
claims that he read Greek authors to improve his style (55.12.5).

2 The text of the Annales used for this paper is that of K. Wellesley, ed.,.Cornelii
Taciti libri qui supersunt vol. 1.2 (Leipzig 1986).
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avenging her kingdom and her power as a woman born
from noble ancestors, but rather her lost freedom, her
body worn out by whips, and the defiled chastity of
her daughters as one of the people. The rapaciousness
of the Romans had advanced so far, she said, that they
do not even leave bodies, old age, or maidenhood
unsoiled. Nevertheless, the gods of just revenge are
present: a legion that dared battle has fallen; others
hid in the camp or searched intently for an escape.
She said that the Romans would not even be able
to endure the din and clamor of so many thousands,
much less their fury and violence: if they considered
the abundance of troops and the motives of the war,
they would know that their battle line must either
conquer or fall. That was the resolve of a woman:
the men might live and be slaves.

The speech, which is in oratio obliqua, commences with Boudica
on a chariot with her daughters in front of her assembled troops.
She first argues that it is customary for the Britons to fight under
female commanders (14.35.1). There already is reason to doubt the
historicity of the oration: the Britons would be well aware of what
was customary for their people, and thus the sentiment seems to be
aimed at Tacitus’ readership, not an imagined audience of Britons.?
The remark, furthermore, makes little sense in light of a comment
that Tacitus has Calgacus offer in the Agricola (31.4). Calgacus, in
order to stir up his troops, refers to the prior fortunes of the Britons
under an unnamed female commander (clearly either Boudica or
Cartimandua);*® we Britons, he claims, even fared well against the
Romans when led by a woman. If females customarily led Britons
into war, as Boudica maintains, Calgacus would not realistically offer
such a comment. It is likely that Tacitus began his Boudica oration
in this manner in order to highlight both Boudica’s gender and the
foreignness of the Britons, who would—unlike the Romans—engage
in battle under female leadership.’

The start of Boudica’s oration offers sentiments similar to those
found in Calgacus’ harangue. Both focus on the gender of the Britons’
commanders. Calgacus’ speech also mentions the Romans’ sexual
defilement of Celtic women,*? just as Tacitus discussed the rape of
Boudica’s daughters in the lead-up to the Boudica oration (14.31.3)

2 See Miller (above, n.23) 110.

30 On Cartimandua, client queen of the Brigantes, see Tac. 4Ann. 12.36; Hist.
3.45.

31 Ogilvie and Richmond (above, n.11) 198 inform us that Tacitus’ notion that
the Celts did not discern between the sexes of their rulers is “exaggerated.”

32| coniuges sororesque etiam si hostilem libidinem effugerunt, nomine ami-
corum atque hospitum polluuntur (“even if our wives and sisters have escaped the lust
of the enemy, they are defiled by so-called friends and guests,” Agr. 31.1). The text
of the Agricola is that of M. Winterbottom and R. M. Ogilvie, eds., Cornelii Taciti
opera minora (Oxford 1975).
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and in the oration itself (14.35.1). In both cases, Tacitus appears
interested in concentrating on the oppression of the Britons through
the metaphor of sexual misconduct.

Tacitus’ Boudica turns to her next argument. She does not, she
claims, act in the capacity of a ruler, but of a woman of her people,
since her freedom has been lost, her body whipped, and her daughters
ravaged (14.35.1). The speech continues to discuss Roman imperial
injustices through the lens of gender, restating the charges of abuse
and rape Tacitus presented in the narrative of the rebellion itself. In
addition to focusing on the gender of the speaker, the remark also
allows Boudica to downplay her noble stature, and potentially makes
her argument more compelling to readers. Boudica does not act like a
haughty, foreign queen, but like an outraged woman. This highlights
something noticed by other scholars examining this oration: Tacitus
in some ways turns Boudica into a wronged Roman matron.* He does
not, that is to say, always transform Boudica into the “Other”; rather,
he views her in part as a slightly idealized Roman woman.

Boudica’s focus on the sexual maltreatment of her daughters offers
another potential link between foreign and Roman women. Elsewhere
in the Roman historiographical tradition, rape looms large as an event
that validates an uprising. Famously, Sex. Tarquinius’ rape of Lucretia
hastens the demise of the kingship, serving as the catalyst for the
anti-monarchical rebellion led by Brutus and Collatinus.>* To be sure,
the parallel is not perfect—Boudica is not personally the victim of
sexual misconduct, and she certainly does not respond in the same
fashion as that attributed to Lucretia. Still, it is interesting to note
that this historical connection serves both to “Romanize” Boudica and
to present a justification for the rebellion somewhat akin to Rome’s
expulsion of a “foreign” monarchy.

Boudica then turns to a complaint regarding Roman misrule in
Britain. The Romans’ avarice has become so all-encompassing, she
claims, that their very bodies are not free from it (14.35.1). By means
of such a comment, Boudica fashions her familial maltreatment at
the hands of the Romans into a more general argument concern-
ing the provincial misconduct of an imperial power. The sentiment
is somewhat reminiscent of Sallust’s powerful line in the Epistula
Mithridatis (Hist. 4.69M):

Namque Romanis cum nationibus populis regibus
cunctis una et ea vetus causa bellandi est: cupido
profunda imperi et divitiarum (EM 5).%

» E.g., D. Schiirenberg, Stellung und Bedeutung der Frau in der Geschichtsschreibung
des Tacitus (Ph.D. diss., University of Marburg, 1975) 77; J. Crawford, “Cartimandua,
Boudicca, and Rebellion: British Queens and Roman Colonial Views,” in T. L. Hunt
and M. R. Lessard, eds., Women and the Colonial Gaze (New York 2002) 26-27.

# On the rape of Lucretia, see Livy 1.57.6-59; Dion. Hal. 4.64.4-67.4; Val.
Max. 6.1.1.

* The text of the EM used here is that of A. Kurfess, ed., C. Sallusti Crispi
Catilina, Iugurtha, fragmenta ampliora (Leipzig 1976).
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For the Romans there is a single age-old cause for
instigating war on all nations, peoples, and kings: a
deep-seated lust for empire and riches.

In both cases, greed—not concern for the justice of Roman actions—is
presented as the motivating force behind Roman expansionism, and
this avarice potentially has lascivious overtones (cupido profunda,
“a deep-seated lust”). Tacitus allows Boudica to expand what was
originally fashioned as a personal grievance (i.e., the maltreatment
of Boudica and her daughters) into a general argument concerning
provincial misrule. It is a damning indictment—one that undercuts
Roman claims to be acting in self-defense.

Boudica also refers to the earlier success of the revolt, claiming
that the gods were just in granting revenge against the Romans. One
of their legions (that of Petilius Cerialis) has perished, she says, and
the remaining Romans were hiding in their camp or searching for
an escape (14.35.2). In offering this sentiment, Boudica shifts her
focus to Roman military weakness and pusillanimity. Tacitus has now
distanced Boudica from her previous role as a Roman matron; unlike
the legendary Lucretia, Boudica, having suffered a wrong, exhorts
her troops to continue with their uprising, which she characterizes as
just (iusta vindicta). To be sure, it is possible that this criticism of
supposed Roman cowardice is not the kind of sentiment that would
elicit much sympathy in the hearts of many Romans. After all, later
events demonstrate that Boudica’s remarks are untrue: the Romans
ultimately defeat the rebellion. Such an argument, however, could
serve to highlight the tragic character of Boudica; even in the face
of superior Roman military might, the Britons’ leader rallies her army
with optimistic assessments of their foe.

In presenting this point, Tacitus’ Boudica refers to the customs
associated with the Britons’ military endeavors. Ne strepitum quidem
et clamorem tot milium . . . perlaturos (“They [the Romans] would not
even be able to endure the din and clamor of so many thousands”),
Tacitus reports her as saying, offering an explicit mention of the
Britons” war cry—the typical cacophonous fanfare that barbarians
bring into battle (14.35.2). In this instance, Tacitus demonstrates that
he has not fully “Romanized” Boudica: he has not merely reinvented
her as a wronged Roman matron, but has cast her as part Roman,
part Briton.’* His is a complex portrayal of an enemy of Rome,
which neither entirely relies on an ahistorically Roman Boudica nor
an “Otherized” barbarian.

This complexity of presentation can also be gleaned in Boudica’s
peroration. The view she has presented, she says, is that of a woman,
though men might live on as slaves (14.35.2).”” In concluding in this

36 Pace Crawford (above, n.33) 26-27.

37 For more discussion of this finale, see E. Kostermann, Cornelius Tacitus: An-
nalen, vol. 4 (Heidelberg 1968) 95. Boudica’s peroration seems to express a sentiment
similar to that of Boiocalus, the German leader who denounces Rome in the Ann.:
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manner, Tacitus appears to show little regard for verisimilitude: if
females were in fact regular leaders of Celtic military expeditions, as
Boudica claimed at the start of her oration (14.35.1), it is improbable
that she would offer a peroration that highlights the peculiarity of
her role as a woman leading the rebellion. Yet Boudica’s final remark
allows Tacitus to return to the subject of the speaker’s gender—the
subject with which the oration commenced. And Tacitus has clearly
offered this sentiment as mellifluously as possible: viverent viri et
servirent (“the men might live and be slaves”). This conclusion also
appears to offer a strikingly downcast view of the final battle on the
part of the Iceni; it is as if Boudica knows that she and her people
are doomed to failure, and thus must elect death.

All in all, Tacitus’ Boudica oration is a complex, compact exco-
riation of Roman imperialism. Notably, Tacitus refers to the gender
of the speaker on more than one occasion and has Boudica offer a
largely anecdotal response to Roman misrule. Although this may be
the case because this is the way Tacitus envisioned a woman arguing,
it is also possible that Tacitus has Boudica speak in this fashion in
order to avoid the repetition of another Calgacus-like oration. By the
time Tacitus wrote the Annales, oratorical complaints against Roman
expansionism were already fairly common occurrences in his work.
In the Agricola, Tacitus has unnamed Britons discuss their grievances
against Rome (15), and has Calgacus offer a strong indictment of
Roman misrule in Britain (30-32); in the Historiae, the Batavian
prince Civilis delivers two addresses against Roman misrule (4.14,
17). Tacitus may have preferred his Boudica to personalize the ora-
tion as a means of presenting a similar argument—one against Roman
misconduct in the provinces—in a novel form. Variety, that is to say,
might be key to Tacitus’ presentation of the Boudica speech.

As noted above, however, one can still detect links between
Tacitus’ Boudica oration and other Tacitean speeches that criticize
Roman rule. Roman sexual misconduct, for instance, is also men-
tioned in the Tacitean orations of Calgacus and Civilis (Hist. 4.14).%
Most significantly, Tacitus neither demonizes Boudica nor presents
a simplistic characterization of her. His Boudica is a hybrid—part
maltreated Roman matron, part determined Celtic leader.

Even those elements of the speech that cast Boudica as a barbarian
connect with themes Tacitus elsewhere casts as quintessentially Roman.
The oration’s appeal to the cardinal import of libertas (“freedom”)*

deesse nobis terra *in qua vivamus*: in qua moriamur, non potest (“we may lack a
place to live, but not a place to die,” 13.56.1); 1 accept Wellesley’s (above, n.28)
reading for these lines, but, for variants, see his appendix critica, 151.

* Yet in the Civilis oration, in contrast to Tacitus’ Boudica speech, Tacitus makes
it clear (4.14) that Civilis used the Romans’ debauchery as a pretext: he planned a
revolt anyway. Tacitus never claims this in regard to the Boudica oration.

¥ ... verum ut unam e vulgo libertatem amissam, confectum verberibus corpus,
contrectatam filiarum pudicitiam ulcisci (“. . . but rather, as one of the people, she
avenged her lost freedom, her body worn out by whips, and the defiled chastity of
her daughters,” 14.35.1).
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184 ERIC ADLER

relates to Tacitus’ discussion of the kinds of criticisms Thrasea Paetus
and the senatorial Stoic resistance offered about the government of
the Roman Empire.* Much like Thrasea, Boudica couches her appeal
in the language of freedom versus slavery. At the very least, this sug-
gests that Boudica’s cause piqued Tacitus’ interest. Overall, given the
intricacy of the oration, conclusions about its supposed anti-Briton,
colonialist tenor seem unfounded.

I1I.

Having discussed Tacitus’ Boudica speech, we may now move
on to Dio’s version. This account of the oration is more verbose; it
demonstrates none of the concision detectable in the Tacitean version.
Overall, modern scholars have been less likely to view this speech—or
almost any other penned by Dio—as concerned with much more than
ostentatious displays of philosophical musings and oratorical common-
places.*! For this reason, it seems, Dio’s orations directly pertaining
to Roman behavior in the provinces have not merited much attention.
Rather, the great weight of scholarship on Dio’s speeches pertains to
the orations of Agrippa (52.2-13) and Maecenas (52.14-40), which
discuss the best way to rule an empire.”’ In reality, Dio’s Boudica
speech, though a pell-mell creation, presents some powerful indict-
ments of Roman rule more specific than the generalities that Tacitus’
Boudica musters. The text of the oration with accompanying transla-
tion should make its garrulousness clear:

(3.1) “mémeicfe wév Tols €oyors ailrois ooov éAevbepia T
dovdeiac Oradéper, ot €l kal TpoTEPGY TIS Lu@y UMo
Ths Tol KpeiTTovog amelpiag émaywyols émayyéluwaa: TOY
‘Popaioy fnatnTo, aAAa viv ye ékatépou memelpauévor
uenabnrkaTe wev 6oov NuapTNKaTE dedTOTEIQY EMITTIATTOY
mpo THS TaTpiou NaiTNS TPOTIUNTAVTES, EYVWKATE O€
oo kal mevia adéamoToc mMAoUTou deuAelovTog mpodéper.

40 See Ann. 16.35. One can witness Tacitus’ use of such language elsewhere:
e.g., in Percennius’ stirring of a revolt among the Pannonian legions (4nn. 1.17); in
Calgacus’ oration (Agr. 31.1-2); in Civilis® speech (Hist. 4.17).

4 E.g., E. Schwartz, “Cassius [Dio Cocceianus],” RE 3.2 (1899) 1717-19;
Vlachos (above, n.27) 105-6; Millar (above, n.27); Millar (above, n.14) 73-83; van
Stekelenburg (above, n.23) 53-54; Gowing (above, n.23) 244-45. See, however, Gabba
(above, n.27) 301-8 and A. V. van Stekelenburg, De Redevoeringen bij Cassius Dio
(Ph.D. diss., University of Leiden, 1971) 38-39 on Caesar’s speech regarding the war
with Ariovistus (38.36-46), which directly pertains to the topic of Roman imperialism.
(On this topic, see below, n.46.)

42 E.g., Meyer (above, n.23); M. Hammond, “The Significance of the Speech of
Maecenas in Dio Cassius, Book LII,” TAP4 63 (1932) 88-102; Millar (above, n.14)
102-18; J. R. Berrigan, “Dio Cassius’ Defense of Democracy,” CB 44 (1968) 42-45;
P. McKechnie, “Cassius Dio’s Speech of Agrippa: A Realistic Alternative to Imperial
Government?” G&R 28 (1981) 150-55; M. Reinhold, “In Praise of Cassius Dio,” AC 55
(1986) 219-20; Rich (above, n.27) 98-100; A. L. Smyshlyayev, “ ‘The Maecenas Speech’
(Dio Cass. LII): The Dating and Political Orientation,” GLP 13 (1991) 137-55.
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(2) T wév yap ol TAV aioyioTwy, Ti &’ ol TAV aAyicTwy,
é€ otmep é¢ My Bpettaviav ottor mapéxuday, memovlawey;
ol TOV wev TAEICTOYV Kal WeYICTOV KTNUATOV OAWY
éotepnuela, TOv 3¢ Aoimdy TéAy kataBarlouev; (3) ov
Mpog TR TAAAG TAvTa Kail VEWE Kal yewpyelv éKelvoig,
Kal TOV couaTwy alTd®Y daouwoy ETNTlov épouey; Kal
moocw kpettTov My amaf Tigl mempacfar wariov 4 weta
kev@y éAevBepias dvopuatwy kat €toc Autpobofar; moow
0¢ éadaybfar kai amodwAévar wardov v kedalag UmoTelels
nepidéperv; (4) kaitor T TobTO €imov; 0ld€ yap TO TEAeuTHoa
nap’ alTots alnuioy éotiv, aAN’ ToTe Goov kal Umép TGOV
veKp®Y TeAoDuev: Tapa wev yap Tois aloig avBpwmoic kail
Toug doulevovTtas Tigw o BavaTos éAevbBepol, ‘Pwuaioc 0é
o wovois kal oi vekpol {@at mpos Ta Muuata. (5) T &
0TI, KAV Wy éxym TIS MWdY apylptov (midg vap N mobev),
amodvouebao kai orulevopela Gomep oi ovevouevor; Ti o
@Ay TPoidyToS Tol xpovou WeTplaTaley, oUTWS MUY KOTA
Ty mpwTNy €Vbls, oTe mavTes kal Ta Bmpia Ta vealwTa
Bepamelovat, mooTevmueyuévor;

(4.1) Vuels 06 0N mavTWY TOV KAKDY ToUTWY aiTiot, &')g
7e Ta)vneeg emew, YeYovauey, ot'rweg avTolg emB'r)val 'r'r)v
apx'r)v -r'r)g v'na'ou eﬂe-rpex,bay,ev, Kal ol mapayxofua alTols,
domep kal Tov Kaigapa Tov *lolAioy éxetvoy, éEnlacamey:
oiTives oU mopowbév adiay, domep kal TP AlyoloTe
kai T® Taiw 19 Kaliyodra, doBepov To kal mepaoar
Tov mAoly émoimaamey. (2) Toryapoly vijooy ToAikalTny,
wa@AAov 3é fTEIpOY TOOTOY TIVG TEPIPPUTOY VEULOWUEVO! KAl
idlay oikouwévmy €xovres, Kai TooolTov Umo Tol WKEavoD
ad’ amavtwy TOY dAwy avbpwnwy ddwpiouévor HoTe
Kal yhy (’137\7\4171/ Kal oﬁpaubv aMrdov oikety memaTebobar,
Kkal Tvas alTOY Kal -roug a'od:vw'ra,'rovg ve umOe To ovoy,a,
nudY akpiPdec TrpO'repov éyvwkéval, Ka,'red:pov'r)e'r)y,ev Kal
kaTtenatnlinuey v’ avbpwmwy undév dAro % mAeovekTely
€idotwv. (3) Al el kai wn mpdTepoy, viv €11, @ moATTal

dihot kal auyyevels (mavtas yap Uuds ouyyevels,
dTe Kai wias viaou oiknTopas Gvtas Kal €v Gvomwa Koivoy
kekAnuévovg, vouilw), Ta wpoo'ﬁxowra wpa’.§wy,ev Eweg €T
-r'r)g e)xeu@epm,g uv'm/.ovevouev, va kal To ﬂpoa'p'rma, Kal
To Epyov alTig Tolg Taigi KaTaAimwuey. av yap 'r)p,elg
17 guvtpodou eldaipovias mavTeAds éxkiabwueba, Ti
note éxelvor moimaovaty év dovlelg Tpadévte;

(5.1) Aéyw 0¢ TalTa olyx iva wighonte T6 mapovTa
(newionraTe yap), o0d iva doBnbire Ta wéirovra
(medoPmale yap), alX’ Tva émawéocw e udc o1t xal kad’
eavtovs mavl’ Goa Oel mpoaipeighe, kal xdorw Tulv
0Tt Kal éuwol kai éauTols éToiwws guvaipeae. doPerale d¢
undauds Tovs ‘Pwpaiovs: (2) olite yap mhelove Hudv eloty
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oUT’ avdpeloTepor. Tekumptov O¢ 6T Kal kpavedt kai Bwpab
kal kvnuiow éokénacle kal TpodéTi kal oTavpOuas: Kal
Telgeat kal Tadpoig éokevacle moos To uNT TaTyey é§
émdpoudis T@Y molepiwy. TobTo Yap aipobvtar wariov Umo
1@V PoBwy M To kal dpdcai TI Tpoxeipws WTTEP NWETS.
(3) TogaiTy vap meptovaig avdpias xowueba doTe Kal
Tas oKkYas aordaleaTépas TOV TEIXDY Kal TAS GOTIOGS
moAvapkeaTépas TS éxeivwy mavomAiag vouilewv. é5 olmep
nwets wev kal kpatobvtes aipoluey alTols kai Prachévreg
éxdelyouey, kav apa kai avaywpfoai moi mpoeAwuela, és
Totalta €An kai 0pm kataduvouela dote unTe elpebivar
unte Andbivar- (4) éxetvor 0¢ olite didEai Tiva vmo Tol
Bapous olite duyelv divavtal, KAy dpa Kai ékdpauwai TOTE,
& Te ywpia amodedeiyuéva katadelyovai, kavtaifa damep
és valeaypas katakheiovtal. (5) €v Te oby TolTois Tapa
oAU YUy e’)xa;r‘roﬁu‘ra,:, kail év ékelvolg, oT1 olTe )\uw‘v
olTe 31¢og, ov Lﬁuxog o? Kavp,a, u-n'odu-paumv damep 'nu,elg,
aA)’ oi wév kal okidg Kai O'KGTI’Y)g oiTou Te u,ey,a/yu,evou
Kkai olvou kal élaiou déovTal, KAV dpa TI TOUTwWY alToug
émAimy dadBeipoytal, Huiv 0¢ O maca wev moa kal pia
oiToS é0TI, TG 06 xuwos EAatov, Tav 0é Udwp oivog, may
0é dévdpov oikia. (6) kal uny kal Ta ywpia TaliTa Ny
wev cuvnby kal olupaya, éxeivois 0é O Kkal ayvwoTta Kal
ToAéuia: Kal ToUg ToTamoUs NLETS wev yuuvol diavéowey,
éxetvor 0é olUdé mloioig padiwg mepatolvtal. aAN’ iwuev
én’ alTovs ayabf Tixym Oappotvres. deifwmey ailTois 6T
Aaywo! kal aldTexes ovTes Kuv@y Kal AUKWV Gpxelv
émiyetpotiaty.”

(6.1) Taita eimoioa Aaywy wév éx Tol KOAmou mponKaTo
wavtelg TIvi xpwuévy, Kai émedy év aicip adiciy Edpaue,
16 T€ TAGloc may wobév aveBomoe, kai 7 Boudouika Tav
xelpa éc TOv olpavov avaTteivaca eime (2) “yapiv Té
oot Exw, @ ’Avdpactm, Kkal Tpogemikalobuali g€ yuvm
yuvaika, obk Alyurtiov axlfodipwy apyxovaa ws Nitwkors,
00d’ Acdoupiwy TOV éumipwy ws Zewipawis (kal yap
ralt’ %0 mapa OV ‘Pouaiov pepabikawpev), (3) ov
wiy 00dé ‘Popaivwv altdy wg mpotepov weév Megoaliva
émert’ 'Aqpimmiva viv 0¢é kai Népwv (ovoua wev {yap)
avdpoc Exer, Epyw dé yuvn éaTit amuelov 0¢, @ler Kal
kibapiler kai kalwmiletal), aAa &vdodv Bpetravdv,
yewpvely wev 9 dnuiovpyelv olk €idoTwy, molemelv 0€
dkp1Bdec pepabnrotwy, kai Ta Te GAAa TavTa Kowa Kal
nmaldas kai yuvalkas kowas vouilovTwy, kai dia TolTo
kal ékelvwy TNy alTiy Tols dppedty apeTny éxovadyv. (4)
TotoUTwy 00V avdpdy kai ToloUTwy yuvaik®y Padiletovaa
npogelxonal TE oot Kal aiT® vikmy kal cwTneiav Kal
éevbepiav kat’ avdpdv UBpioTdY adikwy amAnoTwy
avogiwy, € e kai dvdpas xpm kalelv avBpwmouvs Udat:
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Bepudd Aovuévous, ola oxevaota éaliovtag, oivov dxpaTov
mivovTag, ulpw aleidouévovg, uarbakds xoiwwuévous,
UETA y,elpa,m'wv, kal ToUTwy éwpwy, Kaaeﬁ%wa,g, kifa.-
pw3w, Kal ToUTW Ka,Kw, BOU)\euowa,g (5) um 7ap Tot umT
éuob p,'r)G uu,wv é11 Bagihelaeiey v Nepwvig m Aou,l-rta,,
aAN’ éxeivy wev ‘Popaiov @gdovea deomolétw (kal yap
alor ToialTy Yuvaiki douAelely, 1S TogoUToV 70n YKPoVOY
QvéyovTal Tupavvouang), Nudy 0é aU & Oéamolva ael wovy
TpoaTaToing.” (62.3-6)*

(3.1) “You have found out how much freedom differs
from slavery through real experiences, so that, even if
earlier some of you, through ignorance of what was
superior, were tricked by the tempting promises of the
Romans, you now, having tried both, have learned how
great a mistake you made in preferring an imported
tyranny to your ancient way of life, and you know
how much penury without a master surpasses wealth
as a slave. (2) For what of the most shameful, the
most distressing sort have we not experienced since
these people have taken themselves to Britain? Have
we not been robbed entirely of most of our greatest
possessions, and do we not pay taxes on the rest?
(3) Besides pasturing and farming for them, do we
not pay yearly tribute for our own bodies? By how
much would it have been better to be sold once and
for all, rather than to be held ransom each year with
the empty titles of freedom? By how much would it
have been better to be slain and die than to endure
while subject to a head tax? And yet why did I say
this? (4) For, among them not even dying is scot-
free, but you know how much we pay even for our
dead; with other people, death frees even those who
are enslaved, but with the Romans alone the dead
live on for gain. (5) And why is it that, even though
none of us has money (for how would we get it, and
from where?), we are sold and stripped like victims
of a homicide? And why should they be moderate in
the time to come, when they have treated us in this
fashion immediately, and when all men treat even
newly caught beasts well?

(4.1) “To speak the truth, we are responsible for
all these evils, as some of us entrusted them to set
foot on the island to begin with, and did not imme-
diately drive them off, as we did under the famous
Julius Caesar; and we did not, as we did with both

# The text of Dio used for this paper is that of Boissevain (above, n.13).
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Augustus and Gaius Caligula, make an attempt at a
formidable voyage. (2) Thus, though we inhabit so
large an island—rather a continent surrounded by
water—and though we have our own world and are
cut off by the ocean from all other people to such an
extent that we have been believed to inhabit another
land and sky, and even some of the wisest men have
not previously known our name accurately, we have
been disdained and trampled on by people who know
nothing other than greed. (3) But although we have
not done the proper things beforehand, let us, my
countrymen and friends and kinsmen (for I consider
you kinsmen, since you inhabit one island and are
called by a common name), do them now, so that we
may leave behind to our children both the name and
reality of freedom, while we still remember it. For if
we utterly forget our natural state of happiness, what
will our children do, nursed in slavery?

(5.1) “I do not say these things so that you will hate
your present circumstances (for you have hated them),
nor so that you will fear what is to come (for you
have feared it), but so that I may laud you, because
you have by yourselves chosen all the necessary steps,
and thank you for readily working together with me
and each other. Do not at all fear the Romans; (2)
for they are neither more numerous than we nor more
brave. And the proof is that they are covered with
helmets and breastplates and greaves and besides
prepared with stockades and walls and trenches so
as not to suffer from an attack of the enemy. For
they are overpowered by fears, unlike us, who act
offhandedly. (3) We truly enjoy such an abundance
of bravery that we consider our tents more secure
than their walls and our shields far more sufficient
than their full suits of armor. As such, overpower-
ing them, we capture them, and overpowered, we
flee, and if we decide to withdraw somewhere, we
slink away and hide in such marshes and hills that
we can’t be found or seized; (4) but the Romans,
because of their heavy armor, are neither able to
chase anyone nor to flee, and if they ever run away,
they flee to appointed places, and are enclosed there
as if trapped. (5) And in these respects they are by
far inferior to us: they can also not endure hunger,
thirst, cold, or heat as we can, but requiring shade,
shelter, and bread, they need wine and oil, and if
any of these things runs dry, they perish; for us, all
grasses and roots serve as bread, all liquids serve as
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oil, all water serves as wine, and all trees serve as a
house. (6) Verily, these lands are familiar to us and
our allies, but are unknown and adverse to them; and
we swim the rivers naked, whereas they cannot get
to the other side of them easily with boats. But let
us go against them trusting in good fortune. Let us
show them that they are hares and foxes attempting
to rule over dogs and wolves.”

(6.1) Having said these things, employing some kind
of divination, she let a hare escape from a fold of
her dress, and when it ran in an auspicious direction,
the whole multitude shouted out with delight, and
Boudica, lifting her hand toward the sky, said, (2)
“I give thanks to you, Andraste, and 1 call upon you
as a woman to a woman, as one who does not rule
over burden-bearing Egyptians as Nitocris, or over
the tradesmen Assyrians as Semiramis (for even we
have already learned these things from the Romans),
(3) or over the Romans themselves, as did Messalina,
then Agrippina, and now Nero (for though he has the
name of a man, he is in fact a woman, as one can tell
from his singing, his lyre playing, and his grooming);
rather, I rule over the Britons, who don’t know how
to farm or practice a trade, but have learned how to
be consummate fighters, and consider all things com-
mon—including children and wives—and as a result
the women have the same valor as men. (4) Ruling
over such men and women, then, I both pray to you
and ask for victory, safety, and freedom against in-
solent, unjust, insatiate, and profane men—if, at any
rate, one should even call people men who bathe in
warm water, eat artificial dainties, imbibe unmixed
wine, anoint themselves with myrrh, sleep on soft
beds with boys—even ones past their prime—and
are slaves to a bad lyre-player. (5) Truly may Ms.
Domitia-Nero no longer rule over us, but let that
singing girl be lord over the Romans, for surely they
are deserving of being slaves to such a woman, since
they have already put up with her playing the tyrant
for so long; but, mistress [sc. Andraste], may you
always be our only leader.”
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Interestingly, Dio’s approach to the character of Boudica is almost
entirely different from Tacitus’. Instead of partly presenting her as a
wronged Roman matron, Dio stresses Boudica’s monstrous, barbar-
ian features. Before the actual speech, in fact, Dio offers a physical
portrait of Boudica—a portrait that highlights her almost Amazonian
countenance (62.2.2—4). Also, Dio’s narrative of the rebellion in the
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lead-up to his version of Boudica’s oration appears less sympathetic
to the rebels. Unlike Tacitus, who quickly passes over the atrocities
the Britons committed against their Roman captives, Dio specifically
mentions the most terrible and savage (dervotatov kai Onpiwdéotarov)
action they undertook: they hung up the noblest women naked, cut
off their breasts, sewed them to their mouths, and then impaled them
on skewers (62.7.2-3). By linking this brutality to sacrifices made
in the grove of Andate (apparently the Celtic victory goddess),* Dio
associates these tortures with the Britons’ religion—more specifically,
with a female warrior goddess. Accordingly, he keeps the reader’s
attention on the foreignness of the Britons and the female leadership
of the rebellion. Although Xiphilinus, as P. A. Brunt made clear in
a useful article on epitomators,* was fond of gory details, it is safe
to suggest that the framework within which Dio presents his speech
of Boudica offers less sympathy for the plight of the Britons than
does Tacitus’.

All the same, this does not appear to be true regarding the oration
itself. In fact, Dio’s Boudica speech proffers a number of specific
points that dramatically call into question the blessings of Roman
conquest.*® For instance, Dio’s Boudica first remarks that her troops,
having suffered the indignities of Roman rule, now understand the
difference between freedom (éAevfepia) and slavery (dovAeia); accord-
ingly, she continues, éyvakate 0¢ Gow kai mevia adéamoTos mAolTou
dovAelovTog mpodéper (“you know how much penury without a master
surpasses wealth as a slave,” 62.3.1). Dio thus starts the oration by
discussing the Britons’ loss of autonomy, rather than focusing on the
gender of the speaker.”’

Throughout much of the speech, Dio casts Boudica and the Britons
as what Arthur O. Lovejoy and George Boas termed “hard primi-
tives”: “noble savages” unaccustomed to the slothful and effete ways
of the civilized.*® To this end, Dio’s Boudica harps on the indignities

4 Dio is the only author from antiquity to mention this goddess. He has Boudica
refer to ’AvdpaoTty in 62.6.2; perhaps this is the same figure. For more information
on her, see A. Nice, “Superstition and Religion in Tacitus’ and Dio’s Accounts of the
Boudica Revolt,” Pegasus 36 (1993) 17-18; G. Webster, Boudica: The British Revolt
against Rome 4.p. 60 (1978; repr. London 1993) 95.

4 Brunt (above, n.14) 489-92.

4 The Boudica oration offers a strikingly different view of Roman imperialism
from that presented in Dio’s speech of Caesar regarding the war with Ariovistus
(38.36-46). As van Stekelenburg (above, n.41) 38-39 recognizes, however, Dio pro-
vides hints that the latter oration does not reflect his own opinions on the topic. See
Adler (above, n.15) 201-5. One can find, moreover, anti-imperialist sentiments in Dio’s
speeches. Maecenas’ oration, for instance, supposedly a blueprint for Dio’s vision of
the perfect government, presents the idea that nothing good has happened to Rome
since it expanded beyond Italy (52.16.1-2).

47 Dio perhaps feels free to do this because he dwelled on Boudica’s gender at
such length in his description of her.

“ A. O. Lovejoy and G. Boas, Primitivism and Related Ideas in Antiquity (1935;
repr. Baltimore 1997) 9-11. According to Lovejoy and Boas, “hard primitivism” is an
attitude that uncritically lauds the uncivilized as living in austere conditions, and thus
unblemished by the decadent trappings of civilization.
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of Roman tax collection in its specificities, conjuring a picture of
pre-Roman Britain as a Valhalla free from taxation (62.3.3-5). Dio’s
Boudica also mixes her economic complaints with a strong moral
appeal in order to vilify the Romans. Even though we do not have
money, Boudica claims, the Romans strip us of everything; and they
will not become more moderate with time, if they have maltreated
us so badly from the start (62.3.5).*

This does not necessarily imply that Dio has sympathy for
Boudica: he may well have gone out of his way merely to depict her
as a benighted “hard primitive,” and thus entirely unaccustomed to
the necessities of “civilized” life. In fact, Dio appears to imagine a
fairyland pre-Roman Celtic society without any kind of taxation; it is
difficult to determine whether Dio portrays this as a dystopia or utopia.
Regardless, Dio ties Boudica’s speech to the monetary concerns he
himself offered regarding the rebellion: as the matter of loans proved
key to Dio’s description of the revolt (62.2.1), the matter of taxation
proves important to his version of Boudica’s oration.

In Dio’s version of the speech, Boudica even takes responsibility
for the vicissitudes of the Britons’ situation. She claims

To speak the truth, we are responsible for all these
evils, as some of us entrusted them to set foot on
the island to begin with, and did not immediately
drive them off, as we did under the famous Julius
Caesar (62.4.1).

Although this sentiment is quixotic (for the Britons could hardly
have driven off from the island a determined Roman force), it is
ennobling: it allows the reader to conclude that the pitiable subject
wants no pity, no special treatment. Taking responsibility, even though
erroneously, is laudable—a way of humanizing Boudica. For all of
Dio’s emphasis on her supposedly Amazonian qualities, his Boudica
is not merely a monster, a barbarian.’®

Boudica’s speech continues with this line of reasoning. Though
we inhabit a large island and are separated from the rest of mankind
to such an extent that many wise men do not know us by name, still,
she avers, we have been trampled on by men who only know how
to steal from others (62.4.2). Here one can detect a telltale hybrid
of denigration and championing of Rome. Boudica’s discussion of
Britain’s geography, naturally, stems from a Graeco-Roman perspec-
tive, not a Celtic one. A Celtic leader would be highly unlikely to
discuss Britain’s distance from the rest of the world; to the Britons,
their land would be the center of their activity, and thus not the pe-
riphery.’' Still, Dio’s placing of unrealistic geographical statements

* Compare Tiberius’ funeral oration for Augustus in Dio Cass. (56.35-41), which
praises its departed subject for treating provincials well (56.41.4).

0 Pace Braund (above, n.11) 141-43; Crawford (above, n.33) 28.

*! For a useful discussion of the ways in which Tacitus’ approach to the geogra-

phy of Britain sheds light on his conception of Roman conquest, see Clarke (above,
n.7).
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in the mouth of his Boudica—though demonstrating little regard for
verisimilitude—magnifies the theme of Roman greediness by mentioning
the distance of Britain from the heart of the Roman Empire. Having
pillaged the known world, Dio’s Boudica appears to be saying, the
Romans now find themselves in far-flung Britain. Yet there may also
be a bit of Roman boasting contained in this sentiment: the Romans
have conquered a territory so far off that many cannot even name
the people who inhabit it.

Boudica also exhorts her fellow Celts not to fear the Romans.
The Romans, she claims, require armor, defensive walls, and trenches
to protect themselves, whereas the Britons do not. According to her,
this demonstrates that the Romans are terrified of them (62.5.2). For
the first time in the oration, Dio’s Boudica has touched on the topic
of Roman cowardice, instead of crafting a moral argument critical
of Roman rule in the provinces. Still, the sentiment echoes earlier
parts of the oration; as before, Dio focuses on the Britons as “hard
primitives”: they do not require any of the trappings of civilization to
win their wars. Dio’s depiction of the Celts seems linked to a vision
of pre-Roman Britain as an idyllic golden age, free from the vicis-
situdes of “civilized” life. All the same, Boudica’s boast regarding
Celtic military might proves utterly wrongheaded: the Britons were
ultimately no match for Suetonius Paulinus’ Roman forces.

Perhaps the most striking line of argument Dio’s Boudica presents
occurs at the end of the speech. After offering a few bookish refer-
ences to female rulers in other societies, Boudica claims that she does
not rule over the Romans, as did Messalina, then Agrippina, and now
Nero (62.6.2). Although Nero is in name a man, Boudica argues, his
theatrical bent proves that he is actually a woman (62.6.3). Elsewhere
in his history, Dio offers numerous comments that suggest a profound
antipathy to an emperor taking part in theatrical activities.”” In fact,
throughout his work, Dio appears particularly concerned about the
circus, the arena, and the stage; further, his discussions of this topic
make it seem as if Dio perceives that an emperor’s conduct can be
measured by his reaction to the games.” Thus Boudica’s viewing of
Nero through the lens of his stage performances and the concomitant
denigration of his masculinity seem to fit Dio’s preoccupations.

The commentary Boudica presents also allows Dio to continue
with his focus on the Britons as primitives; here he posits that the
Britons, before Roman involvement on the island, lived in a commu-
nistic society—even a sexually communistic society, a la Aristophanes’
Ecclesiazusae (62.6.3). Naturally, these details are the invention of

52 See 74.14.1; 78.13.7; 80.14.3. See also the comments on theatrical activity in
the speech of Vindex, which encourages a revolt against Nero (63.22.4-5). For more
on this subject, particularly regarding Nero, see C. Edwards, “Beware of Imitations:
Theatre and Subversion of Imperial Identity,” in J. Elsner and Jamie Masters, eds.,
Reflections of Nero: Culture, History, and Representation (Chapel Hill 1994) 83-97;
Gowing (above, n.13) 2569.

53 See R. F. Newbold, “Cassius Dio and the Games,” AC 44 (1975) 589-604.
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Dio: the Britons were not proto-communists, and Dio’s vision of
sexual communism may be a typical way for men to picture female
visions of society. Importantly, the argument is damaging not only
to Nero himself, but also to Roman society, which would supposedly
allow such a weak, “feminine” emperor to rule over it.>* To this end,
Boudica’s oration concludes thus:

Truly may Ms. Domitia-Nero no longer rule over us,
but let that singing girl be lord over the Romans, for
surely they are deserving of being slaves to such a
woman, since they have already put up with her play-
ing the tyrant for so long; but, mistress [sc. Andraste],
may you always be our only leader (62.6.5).

The speech certainly demonstrates an intense hatred of Nero,
which fits Dio’s overall impression of him in his work.>® This does
not disqualify the broader criticism of Roman society offered in this
passage, but it does suggest that such criticism was not his only
concern. Even so, Dio intertwined his abuse of Nero with explicit
condemnation of the Romans: in addition to claiming in the perora-
tion to her speech that the Romans deserve such an effete ruler, Dio’s
Boudica also criticizes the Roman soldiers whom the Britons face.
To this end, she says:

Ruling over such men and women, then, I both pray
to you and ask for victory, safety, and freedom against
insolent, unjust, insatiate, and profane men—if, at any
rate, one should even call people men who bathe in
warm water, eat artificial dainties, imbibe unmixed
wine, anoint themselves with myrrh, sleep on soft
beds with boys—even ones past their prime—and are
slaves to a bad lyre player (62.6.4).

This remark demonstrates an ambiguous stance on the part of Dio
regarding the Britons’ rebellion that one can detect throughout the
oration. The criticism of Roman society both dramatically calls into
question the potentially decadent nature of the Roman world, and also
casts the Britons as primitive, and, by extension, inferior. Dio has not
simply penned a blistering attack on Roman foreign policy; the speech
is a hodgepodge of ideas and appears to present an ambiguous take on
the Celtic revolt. Still, Dio, like Tacitus, seems capable of valorizing
barbarian complaints pertaining to Roman provincial conduct.

Iv.

This leaves us with some general conclusions regarding Tacitus’
and Dio’s speeches of Boudica. Neither oration, to be sure, presents

** Pace Jahn (above, n.27) 33, who believes that Boudica’s harangue is intended
merely to criticize the emperor.

* For a discussion of Dio’s attitude toward Nero, see Gowing (above, n.13).
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an unambiguous condemnation of Roman imperialism entirely free
from the cultural baggage associated with the outlook of the Graeco-
Roman elite. To a certain extent, it is unreasonable to assume that
Tacitus or Dio—or any other Roman historian—would be capable
of offering a portrayal of a Celtic rebellion utterly divorced from
a Graeco-Roman perspective on native rebellions. After all, Tacitus
and Dio were not Britons; they likely did not possess much first-
hand knowledge of the Iceni.’® All the same, it would be foolish to
assert that Tacitus and Dio, on the basis of their respective Boudica
speeches, were stalwart anti-imperialists.

Even so, a discussion of these orations based on a perception of
the authors as “abettors in the colonial process” (to borrow Rutledge’s
phrase)®” will lead to a failure to grasp their nuances and ambigui-
ties. Tacitus’ Boudica is neither an unenlightened brute nor a mirror
image of a righteous and helpless Roman matron. Rather, Tacitus’
characterization offers the reader a more sensitive portrait. It is a
picture partly aimed at criticizing Roman imperial misconduct yet
also seemingly tied up in highlighting the disenchanting foreignness
of the Britons. Although harping on the strangeness of the female
leadership of the Britons’ revolt, Tacitus also couches his Boudica
speech in the language of the senatorial Stoic resistance to the Ro-
man government. This is no dehumanizing portrait from the pen of
an unreflective colonizing power.

The same can be said for Dio’s Boudica, even though Dio’s cre-
ation is very different from Tacitus’. His Boudica oration also offers
an ambivalent presentation of the rebellion’s leader. Though it may
strike the modern reader as unfocused and overlong, the speech pres-
ents numerous arguments missing from Tacitus’ version—arguments
that occasionally condemn Roman misrule in strong language. Dio’s
speech of Boudica is very specific in its look at provincial exploita-
tion—far more specific than Tacitus’, which proffers few details save
the personal maltreatment of Boudica and her daughters.

Again like Tacitus’ version, Dio’s Boudica oration seems trapped
between a condemnation of Roman society tied to romanticizing a
“primitive” Celtic culture and a denigration of non-Romans. Dio also
offers distinctly Roman touches to his Amazonian portrait of Boudica.
And there is something moral about Dio’s Boudica—even if this moral-
ity is largely encased in an alien garb. If anything, Dio’s exhortation
appears less impressive because it seems rambling and undisciplined,
not because Dio has no regard for the plight of Boudica.

%6 Tacitus may have had access to Suetonius Paulinus’ memoirs—if they ex-
isted—which may have touched upon his career in Britain. See Plin. Nat. 5.1.14. On
the possibility of this memoir pertaining to Britain, see Fabia (above, n.11) 338-39;
Syme (above, n.11) 297, 765. Orsi (above, n.11) 532 thinks that Tacitus may have
used them as a source; N. Reed, “The Sources for Tacitus and Dio for the Boudiccan
Revolt,” Latomus 33 (1974) 926-33, believes that both Tacitus’ and Dio’s accounts
of the rebellion are ultimately based on the testimony of Paulinus. Jahn (above, n.27)
guesses that Dio’s description of Boudica comes from Paulinus’ memoirs.

57 See above, p. 174.
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Under such circumstances, it is far-fetched to conclude that
neither Tacitus nor Dio is capable of extending partial sympathy to
Boudica and the Britons. Although they both anchor their arguments
in the outlook of Graeco-Roman elites, they demonstrate an ability to
focus on the problems of Roman expansionism. This calls into ques-
tion numerous contemporary readings of Roman historians’ attitudes
toward Roman imperialism, as such exegeses have the tendency to
view the matter as too cut-and-dried: the modern scholar attuned to
current positions on the topic is likely to underestimate or ignore
the self-criticism detectable in ancient historians’ works, preferring
to portray a self-assured author superciliously condemning all anti-
Romanism. Why must these orations be seen as the equivalent of
medieval morality plays? Why cannot ancient authors perceive Ro-
man rule to be both a blessing and a curse? It appears as if both
Tacitus and Dio, in their respective speeches of Boudica, are asking
the latter question.
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Recordings of Greek Classic Poetry

The aim of these recordings, produced by Stephen G. Daitz, Professor Emeritus
of Classics, City University of New York, is to make available to teachers and
students of Classics, and to all lovers of literature, readings in the original
language of some of the most important works of ancient Greece. These works
are read with the restored historical pronunciation of ancient Greek in accordance
with the latest linguistic and metrical evidence.

The recordings are avallable in downloadable MP3 format or on DVD.

Each audio selection contains the Greek text and an English translation in
oy pdf format.

A sample of the recordings can be heard on the Web site: rhapsodes.fll.vt.edu.
For more information and to order recordings, please visit www.greekclassicpoetry.com.
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* The lliad of Homer ~ $4.00 per book; $50.00 for DVD of all 24 books

* The Odyssey of Homer ~ $4.00 per book; $50.00 for DVD of all 24 books
* Euripides’ Hekabe ~ $15.00 * Aristophanes’ Birds ~ $15.00

* A Recital of Ancient Greek Poetry ~ $25.00

* Selections from the Greek Orators ~ $15.00

* Plato’s Portrait of Sokrates ~ $15.00

* The Pronunciation and Reading of Ancient Greek ~ $15.00
* The Pronunciation and Reading of Classical Latin ~ $15.00
* A Recital of Classical Latin Oratory and Poetry ~ $15.00

* Entire Series of Recordings on 10 DVDs ~ $205.00
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