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This dissertation studies five Roman emperors––Augustus, Domitian,
Antoninus Pius, Septimius Severus, and Diocletian––who were responsible for major
architectural additions to the Forum Romanum. Nestled between the Capitoline and
Palatine hills, the Forum was the political center of Rome since the city's beginnings.
It housed the senate house, or Curia, as well as the city's two major basilicas, the
Basilica Julia and the Basilica Aemilia. It also was the location of the Rostra, or
speaking platform. Equally important were the religious aspects of the Forum; the
Shrine of Janus and the Temples of Concordia, Castor, Saturn, and Vesta were located
in the Forum; just outside the Forum were the dwellings of the Vestal Virgins and the
Pontifex Maximus. The Forum was also the site of numerous key events in the history
and mythology of Rome. The Forum Romanum was perhaps the one area where an
imperial commission could still share, or visually appropriate, the history of both
Republican and Imperial Rome.
I argue that the individual building programs of these five emperors in the
Forum Romanum harnessed the Forum's history and tradition. The commission of
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buildings, statuary, and inscriptions was part of a larger discourse of legitimacy in
Roman politics; this discourse involved bo th visual and textual representations as well
as temporary ritual and oratory, all of which validated the Roman conception of power
and its role in the lives of Romans. I submit that by choosing the Forum Romanum as
a place for this aspect of Roman legitimacy, emperors were not only following
traditions that date to Rome’s beginnings, but also emphatically placing their names
into the city’s most visible urban space. Through the construction of new monuments
and the restoration of venerable structures in the Forum, these emperors not only left
the mark of their munificence in the public's memory, but also forged their name into
the topography of ancient Rome. This study utilizes t he archaeological, inscriptional,
numismatic, and textual records to reconstruct how the Forum looked and––above
all––how it functioned because of these emperors' programs.
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INTRODUCTION

This study investigates how five Roman emperors, through their individual
building programs in the Forum Romanum, used the Forum's history and tradition to
advert ise the legitimacy of their own reigns. These emperors, through the
construction of new monuments and the restoration of venerable structures, left the
mark of their munificence in the public's memory. In every case, an emperor's specific
interventions in the Forum Romanum constituted a political st atement, usually
intended to increase that emperor's claim to legitimate po wer. An examination of the
archaeological, inscriptional, and textual records allows us to reconstruct how the
forum looked and––above all––how it functioned because of these emperors'
programs.
In the last years of the Roman Republic, Marcus Piso commented to Cicero
that "one's emotions are more strongly aroused by seeing the places that tradition
records to have been the favorite resort of men of note in former days, rather than by
hearing about their deeds or reading their writing."1 With regard to Piso's remark,
Diane Favro has argued that during the Republic, the Forum Romanum was one such
place of tradition; Favro writes that the Forum "was not just an open space in urban
Rome, it was a container of collective consciousness."2 Favro, however, argues that
the Augustan modification of the Forum, combined with the very nature of Imperial
rule, robbed the Forum of political importance. Yet, as I shall argue in this study, the

1

Cicero. De Finibus V.2. Translation in D. Favro, "The Roman Forum and Roman Memory,"
Places 5.1 (1988), 17.
2
Favro, (1988), 17.
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Forum’s importance in Rome’s political landscape does not decline as drastically as
Favro suggests; rather it remained one of the most sacred areas in Rome and a
“container of collective consciousness” into the last years of the empire. This aspect
of the Forum is well illustrated by Ammianus Marcellinus’ account of the emperor
Constantius II’s visit to Rome in A.D. 357.3 We here that Constantius was captivated
by the history of the Forum and its sights. He even went as far as to address the
Senate in the Curia and talk to the people of Rome from the Rostra.
Nestled between the Capitoline and Palatine hills, the Forum was the political
center of Rome since the city's beginnings. It housed the senate house, or Curia, as
well as the city's two major basilicas, the Basilica Julia and the Basilica Aemilia.
Although many basilicas, including the spectacular Basilica Ulpia in the Forum of
Trajan, sprang up in other areas of Ro me during the imperial period, there is no
evidence that these new basilicas actually replaced those in the Forum Romanum.
Equally important were the religious aspects of the Forum; the Shrine of Janus and t he
Temples of Concordia, Castor, Saturn, and Vesta were located in the Forum; just
outside the Forum were the dwellings of the Vestal Virgins and the Pontifex Maximus.
The Forum was also the site of numerous key events in the history and mythology of
Rome.
This study examines five emperors who were responsible for major building
programs in the Forum: Augustus, Domitian, Antoninus Pius, Septimius Severus, and

3

Ammian us Marcelli nus, xvi. 13-18. Th is event occurr ed almost th irty years after
Constantine moved the capital to Byzantium. Thus the Roman Senate was simply a municipal body
with no power in the new Byzantine empire. This account suggests that Constantius was partially
inspired from the power of the place; this inspiration led him to reenact the rituals of Republican
Rome.
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Diocletian. With the exception of Antoninus Pius, they came to power after large fires
in the Forum and had the opportunity to impose their own ideology onto t he
restoration of the city's center. While the custom of using the Forum Romanum as a
ceremonial center may have provided some of the motivation for the form and function
of these emperors' monuments, the Forum was also perhaps the one area where an
imperial commission could still share, or visually appropriate, the history of both
Republican and imperial Rome. It was one of Rome's great “metaphors of power.”4
Consequently, its location and history made the Forum the perfect place for an
emperor to advertise his legitimacy.
In her book, The Art of Persuasion, Jane Evans defines propaganda as
“information used by an organized group that is made available to a selected audience,
for the specific purpose of making the audience take a particular course of action or
conform to a certain attitude desired by the organized group.”5 I believe that
powerful Romans, during both the Republican and imperial periods, utilized public

4

As the model for my approach to the Forum Romanum I look beyond the field of classical
archaeology and use the methodology of Linda Schele and David Freidel in their study of the Copan
Acropolis in Forest of Kings: The Untold Story of the Ancient Maya (New York, 1990). Schele and
Freidel tr ace the ar tistic an d archi tectural development of the a cropolis at Copa n as it r elates
specifically to dynasti c legitimi zation. Through both inscr iptiona l and ar chaeological evidence they
examine how the building and decorative programs of successive kings at Copan recognize the
dynastic traditions of the acropolis area. Their study reveals that starting with the founder of the
dynasty, Yax-Kuk-Mo’, who built an early temple on the site, until the last king, Yax-Pac, the kings
of Copan were fully aware of opportunities provided by architectural and sculptural programs on the
acropolis. Ya-Kuk-Mo’s temple, along with the adjacent pre-dynastic Ballcourt, became what Schele
and Freidel refer to as “Copan’s central metaphors of power throughout its recorded history” (312).
5
J. D. Evans,. The Art of Persuasion: Polit ical Propaganda from Ae neas to Brutus (Ann
Arbor, 1992), 1. See also M. Cullhed, Conservator urbis suae. Studies in the politics and
Propaganda of the Emperor Maxentius. (Stockholm , 1994); G. Belloni “Monete r omane e
propaganda. Impostazione di una problematica complessa,” in I canali della propaganda nel modo
antico, ed. M. Sordi (Milan, 1976), 131-59. M. P. Charlesworth “The Virtues of a Emperor.
Propaganda and the Creation of Belief,” ProcBritAc 23 (London, 1937), 105-33.
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monuments and numismatics to influence the public perception of their deeds. These
public works often proclaimed the successes o f the powerful gens of the Republic, and
later the dynasties of the empire. Imperial sculptural and architectural programs often
sought to associate an emperor with popular historical figures of the past, situating
him in the political mythology of Rome. Such was the case with Augustus, the first
emperor, who was responsible fo r the most prolific program of self advertisement in
Roman history. Through coinage, sculpture, and architecture, Augustus sought to
confirm his authority as Rome’s first emperor.

FIVE EMPERORS AND THE FORUM ROMANUM
After Augustus’ death in A.D. 14, the entire city of Rome celebrated the deeds
and memory of the first emperor. According to Suetonius, the Forum Romanum
provided the backdrop for many of the events surrounding the funeral. 6 A procession
carried an ivory and gold funeral couch into t he Forum and placed it in front of the
Rostra. The couch supported a wax image of Augustus in triumphal dress.
Accompanying the couch in the procession were images of relatives and heroes of
Roman history, including Romulus. Drusus, Augustus' adopted grandson, delivered a
eulogy from the Rostra of Augustus and afterward Tiberius, his chosen successor,
spoke from the Rostra of the Temple of Deified Caesar.
Chapter One studies Augustus' extensive building program in the Forum, a
program that must have created a stunning stage set for his funeral. The visitor to the
Forum in A.D. 14 saw a collection of buildings and monuments that provided a sort of
6

The Forum was the traditional place for public funerals during the Republic. For an
account see Suetonius, Divus Augustus, 22. See a lso Chapter 1 of this study.
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road map of the first emperor's career. Yet, perhaps more significant for his successor
Tiberius, the final product revealed a transformation of the Forum into a marble plaza
celebrating Augustan military vict ories and the legitimacy of the first emperor and his
adopted heirs. In a project begun by Julius Caesar, Augustus repaved the central area
and rebuilt many of the Forum’s traditional buildings. At the east end of the Forum he
commissioned the Temple of Deified Caesar, which Cassius Dio tells us was decorated
on the front with prows of defeated ships from Actium. 7 Eventually the temple may
have been flanked on either side by arches celebrating Augustus’ victories at Actium
and Parthia. The final product t ransformed one of the most sacred areas of the
Republic into a monument to the Gens Iulia. The Temple of Deified Caesar, combined
with the arches of Augustus, celebrated his rule as the adopted son of a deity who
restored peace to Rome through his military prowess. These were monuments to the
legitimacy of his rule within the sacred heart of Rome.
The Flavian Dynasty saw its legitimization through the building programs of
Domitian in the Forum Romanum. Chapter Two follows the extent of Domitian’s
architectural activity in and around the Forum. Domitian’s program shows an interest
in the sacred topography of ancient Rome; he strategically places monuments
throughout the Forum and the surrounding areas. Domitian completed the Temple of
Deified Vespasian which looked out over the Forum Romanum up to the Arch of
Titus at the far end of the Sacra Via. Domitian then reworked the Argiletum, the road
that entered the Forum Romanum from the North, into a ceremonial entrance for his
own Forum Transito rium. Finally, he placed a colossal equestrian statue of himself in

7

Cassius Dio, 51.19.2.
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the Forum’s cent ral area. Statius comments, perhaps somewhat sarcastically, that the
surrounding Forum was well suited for Domitian’s statue.8
Although Antoninus Pius and Septimius Severus did not rebuild entire portions
of the Forum, they chose it as a location for strategically placed monuments of
commemoration. These buildings set up topographical relationships with existing
monuments, associating the emperor, and his family, with the long history of the
Forum. Chapter Three examines the historical context surrounding Antoninus Pius’
Temple of Divine Faustina on the north-eastern boundary of the Forum Romanum,
commissioned some time after the death of his wife in A.D. 141. Evidence suggests
that he fully intended for his own name to be included on the temple later, at the time
of his death and apotheosis. Altho ugh there were other temples to deified emperors in
the Forum, this was the first actually planned by an emperor during his lifetime.
In A.D. 203 the senate decreed the arch of Septimius Severus in celebration of
his victory against the Parthians. Chapter Four studies how this triple arch used both
sculpture and topographical placement in its aim to legitimize the Severan dynasty.
The program of sculptural relief celebrated the victories of Septimius Severus,
Caracalla, and Geta. The placement of the arch in the Forum Romanum utilized its
topographical relationship to monuments of past emperors. For example, if this arch
sat directly across the forum from Augustus’ Parthian Arch, also a triple-fornix arch, it
may have suggested a parallel between the founder of the Severan dynasty and the first
emperor. Severan family activity in the Forum included a new pavement, an
equestrian statue, and the restoration of the Temples of Deified Vespasian and Vesta.

8

Statius, Silvae 1.1.
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Diocletian, who came to power following the most politically unstable fifty
years of the empire, was responsible for the creation of a new type of imperial rule.
His Tetrarchy split the empire int o four regions, each to be ruled by its own emperor in
one of four new capital cities. Although Rome was not one of these new capitals,
Diocletian still recognized its importance and carried out an extensive building
program throughout the city. Part of this program included the restorat ion of the
Forum Romanum after the fire of Carinus in A.D. 283; this resto ration of the Forum is
the focus of Chapter Five. Diocletian's new Curia, which still stands in the Forum, was
apparently faithful in plan to its predecessor, and archaeological evidence suggests the
same for his renovation of the rest of the Forum. Diocletian also undertook an
extensive restoration of the central area of the Forum, which included the addition of
eighteen free-standing columns situated in a U-shaped composition. These columns
were presumably topped by statues of various great men from Rome’s history.
Diocletian’s monument not only dominated this central area of the Forum, but changed
the viewer’s perception of the entire area. Possibly inspired by the great imperial fora
of past emperors, Diocletian may have sought to transform the Forum Romanum into
a “Forum of Diocletian” with the addition of this multi-columnar monument.
The goal of this study is to articulate how the changes that these emperors
made in the Forum Romanum influenced Roman conceptions of imperial power.
These changes to the Forum demonstrate both traditional and nontraditional strategies
for communicating power to a variety of ancient Roman viewers. I believe that by
defining the way in which Romans of the imperial period perceived the Forum, we can
shed new light on questions of communication and reception in the ancient world. In
the end, I hope to demonstrate how emperors approached the Forum Romanum as
-7-

both the center of Rome and her empire, and the most effective place in the city for an
emperor to proclaim legitimacy through the construction of monuments.

PUBLIC LEGITIMACY IN REPUBLICAN ROME
The concept of political legitimacy is somewhat ambiguous; the characteristics
of legitimacy differ from one political system to another.9 On the most basic level, its
is the recognition of a government’s legitimate right to rule.
All societies find it necessary to regulate the access to and the exercise of power;
and wherever power is organised and distributed in accordance with social rules
––in the spheres of production and reproduction, in the family and economy, as
well as the polity––these rules stand in need of legitimation. Legitimacy is an
important aspect of power in all of these aspects. 10
Legitimacy is perhaps most importantly an institution that must be accepted mutually
by both those who govern and those who are governed.11 Governments tends to
celebrate this relationship by what is essentially a series of rituals and proclamations.
According to Max Weber, such acknowledgment falls into the second category of
political legitimacy, traditional aut hority. 12 Here the ruler observes accepted
traditions and perhaps rituals associated with legitimate rule. In other words, the ruled
expect rulers to follow certain established criteria. In ancient Rome, these criteria

9

See the discussion by Cullhed (1994), 12-13. See also M. Crawford, The Roman Republic
(Cambridge, 1978), 28-9.
10
D. Beetham The Legitimation of Power (Issues in Political Theory) (Atlantic High lands,
New Jersey 1991), 39.
11
Cullhed (1994),13.
12
M. Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft: Grundriss der verstehen Soziologie5, ed. By J.
Winckelmann (Tübingen, 1976), 124. Weber’s other categories are legal authority and charismatic
authority. See also Cullhed (1994), 89-90 on how these definitions translate into the rule of the
emperor Maxenti us.
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changed as Rome’s government changed, yet, the Roman adherence to tradition
allowed many of the rituals of government to survive into the empire.
What constituted legitimacy in ancient Rome? To understand the concept as it
applied to the empire, we should first consider the Republic. The oligarchy that ruled
Rome during the Republic was, for much of the republic’s long existence, dominated
by the city’s most powerful patrician gens.13 Likewise, if one had ancestors who
were well known for their deeds, a pat rician was supposed to emulate those deeds and
follow the cursus honorum through the various offices associated with senatorial
service. Att the beginning of the Republic, the patricians controlled access to Rome’
magistracies, priesthoods, and the senate.14 The most successful senators reached the
pinnacle of their career and held consulship. A consulship usually led to a foreign
governor post or a military command, two offices that often were integral in the
accumulation of wealth. The fortunate had successful military campaigns and were
granted a triumph by the senate. All of these “stops” along the cursus honorum were
the legitimizing force in Republican Rome. The most legitimate––those who, along
with their noble ancesto rs had followed a path of aristocratic success––were usually
able to hold great influence in Rome. The reward for political legitimacy during the
Republic was the accumulation of clientes, or clients.
Even though Roman rule transformed from an oligarchy to a monarchy, the
foundat ion for legitimacy changed little in the early empire. This is especially true in
the case of the Julio-Claudians who still touted their patrician status. 15 In fact, as I
13

On Rome’s political system in the Republic see M. Crawford, (1978), 22-30.
M. Crawford (1978), 24.
15
See M. Roller, Constructing Autocracy: Aristocrats and Emperors in Julio-Claudian Rome
(Princeton and Oxford, 2001).
14
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argue in the next chapter, much of the message of legitimacy found in Augustan
Rome, and especially the Forum, revealed the first emperor’s adherence to Republican
values. Augustus’ program in t he Forum celebrates the deeds and status of his
ancestors (namely Caesar), his military achievements, the offices he holds in Rome,
and his reverence to established Roman tradition. It was Augustus, through his use of
the Forum as a place to proclaim the legitimacy of the Julio-Claudian dynasty, who
rewrote the history and t radition one of the city’s most important urban spaces and the
way that it was perceived by future emperors. He also created the formula for imperial
success and later emperors often searched for some link to the first emperor as one of
their primary messages of legitimacy.
What this study assumes is that the commission of buildings, statuary, and
inscriptions was part of a larger discourse of legitimacy in Roman politics;16 this
discourse involved both visual and textual representations as well as temporary ritual
and oratory, all of which validated the Roman conception of power and its role in the
lives of Romans. I submit that by choosing the Roman Forum as a place for this
aspect of Roman legitimacy, emperors were not only following traditions that date to
Rome’s beginnings, but also emphatically placing their names into the city’s most
visible urban space.

16

We have no ancient accounts that address the concept of legitimacy directly. The word
legitimus usually referred lawful or according to law. See for example Cicero, Verr. 2.2.52 §128 or
Livy 25. 2. We do ha ve, however , ancien t texts discuss the glory of building in Rome, m ost not ably,
in Cicero, Ad Atticum 4.17. Here he mentions how the restored Basilica Aemelia will bring glory to
Aemelius. Even more convincing, however, is Augustus’ Res Gestae where he lists the buildings that
he built and restored. Augustus, Res Gestae 19-21.
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WHY THE FORUM? THE FORUM AND ITS PLACE IN ROME
It is the magnitude and permanence of the markers that anchor and are
humbling, and their particular configuration that fixes a pilgrim more firmly to
one spot than another.17
Robin Rhodes used these words when discussing the Athenian Acropolis and
its place in the mythological landscape of Greece, yet I believe that they could easily
pertain to the Forum Romanum. The power of place in ancient Rome played an
integral role in the every day life, and Romans saw themselves and their city as the
center of the world.18 In order to set the stage for an analysis of imperial building
programs in the Forum Romanum, it is important to recognize the role the Forum
played in Rome fro m its beginnings. That is, why pick the Forum as a place to build?
Part of the problem faced by modern scholars when writing about the Forum
Romanum, is that it is difficult to define the Forum’s exact boundaries. In fact, we
have no ancient texts that clearly define the space of the Forum. 19 Many modern-day
visitors to the Forum assume that it is the area that stretches from the Capitoline to the
Arch of Titus and from the rear of the Basilica Julia to rear of the Basilica Aemilia,
since these are more or less the boundaries of the modern archaeological park.
Whereas t he two basilicas come to represent the boundaries of the Forum during the
late Republic, the lower slopes of the Capitoline and the Velia seem to have been
distinguished from the Forum. We hear from Servius that the Regia was outside of the

17

R.F. Rhodes, Architecture and Meaning on the Athenian Acro polis (Cambridge, 1995), 18.
On the Rostra/Forum’s role in late Republican politics see A. Vasaly, Representati ons:
Images of the world in Cice ronian Oratory (Berkeley, 1993), 61.
19
This debate is discussed in N. Purcell, “Forum Romanum (The Republican Period)” in
LTUR 2. 325.
18
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Forum proper,20 and we kno w that the Temple of Caesar, immediately adjacent, was in
the Forum. 21 While the argument is made that the Temples of Saturn and Concordia
are separate from the Forum, 22 the Fasti Amiterini specifically state that the Temple of
Saturn is in or on the Forum. 23 Morover, the nearby Millarium Aurelium, or Golden
Milestone, was also said to be in the Forum. 24 This study assumes that Forum the was
bounded by the lower part of the Tabularium, the Basilicas Julia and Aemilia, and the
western edge of the Regia. That said, I also submit that any building erected in clear
view from of the Forum, visually affected the experience of the Forum visitor; for that
reason several buildings near the Forum are included in this study.
The Forum’s history begins early. Iron Age Rome was simply a cluster of
small villages that o ccupied several of the dominant hills that make up Rome and the
area of the Forum was a marshy area often flooded by the Tiber. The earliest
archeological data we have from the Forum are the Iron Age tombs found by Giacomo
Boni at the beginning of the twentieth century; although the precise date of these
tombs is a topic of debate, they seem to coincide with the early huts on the Palatine.25
These huts and tombs are roughly contemporary with the historical legends
surrounding the foundation of Rome and the times of Romulus.26 Early in these

20

Serv. Aen. 8.363. Regia in radicibus Palatii finisbusque Romani fori. It does not seem out
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Cappelli, eds. Roma. Romolo, Remo e la fondazione della citta (Rome, 2000).
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histories the Forum area was at one point the battle ground between the forces of
Romulus, who held the Palatine, and those of Titus Tatius, who held the Captitoline.27
This place of battle was also the place of peace, and t he space of the Forum eventually
became the symbol of the of the unified city of Sabines and Romans.28 As Rome grew
and its Sabine and Etruscan kings created a city center, they did so in the Forum.
For the most part, archaeology and history agree on the growth of the Forum
(Fig. 1). The earlier monuments–– the Vulcanal, the Curia Hostilia, the Regia––were
all located on the higher stretches o f ground where flooding was not as much of a
problem. The flooding problem was addressed, according to Roman legend, by
Tarquinius Priscus, 616-578, who first began work on channeling the Cloaca.29 This
coincides roughly with the pavement of the Forum that recent coring in the Forum
dates to circa 625 B. C.30 The regal period witnessed the creation of the Forum as a
commercial and municipal center and it was here that the first tabernae appear (along
the Via Sacra).31 It was also the point in which buildings in the Forum became
associated with their builders. As the Forum grew it almost functioned as a urban
museum of Roman history.
The Republic witnessed the growth of the Forum into what Roman’s
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For example it is in the Forum that Romans believed the Sabine general Mettius Curtius
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considered the center of the city’s political and social life.32 The Forum housed the
Senate house and the Comitium––literally the center of Roman politics––and it was
the place where people gathered to hear the famous speeches from the Rostra. It was
also the place where, in the mid-second century, the first Roman basilica, the Basilica
Porcia, was built. The most magnificent Roman basilica, the Basilica Aemelia, became
the major landmark in the Forum after its construction in 179 B.C. This building was
a monument to one of Rome’s most powerful Republican gentes. In 78 B.C., Marcus
Aemilius Lepidus added the imagines clipeatae of his ancestors t o the facade of the
Basilica Aemelia, and later minted a coin showing the imagines on the building’s
facade (Fig. 2).33 These additions to the Forum’s largest building clearly placed a
powerful Roman family and the successes of its ancestors on display in the city center,
a move that anticipated the motives of t he Augustan transformation of the Forum.
The daily life of Rome revolved around monuments celebrating Roman res
gestae. Romans believed that this tradition began with Romulus when after his victory
over the Camerini he dedicated a bronze quadriga to Vulcan on near the Vulcanal and
near it erected a statue of himself––complete with an inscription documenting his own
deeds.34 The senate erected numerous statues in the Forum and on the Rostra to
celebrate the great military victories of the Republic, such as the rostrated column of
C. Duilius; this monument celebrated his great sea victory against the Carthaginians.35
Even the Rostra itself was a victory monument as it got its names from the ship prows
32

Festus, 74. Festus, while discussing the meanings of the word “Forum” mentions it as both
a place of business and a place for speeches, lawsuits, an d assemblies.
33
Pli ny Historia Naturalis 35.13.
34
Dion. Hal. 2.54.
35
CIL. 6.31611. Pliny, Historia Naturalis, 43.23-24 tells us of the statues of famous men that
decorated the Rostra.
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of Antium that decorated it.36
The monuments of the Republic transformed the Forum into the perfect stage
set for ceremony and ritual Subsequently the Forum was the site of many of the city’s
most famous events; it became the place where Rome celebrated its victories. From
very early in the city’s history, it was a major vantage point for the triumphal
procession. Generals and their procession would travel through t he Forum along the
Sacra Via before ascending to the Capitoline Temple above.37 Caesar, as part of his
triumph, entertained almost all of Rome when had 22,000 tables set in the Forum for a
banquet.38 The open space in the Forum was also used for gladiatorial games,
especially the munera, the games associated with funerals.39 We know that the sons
of Marcus Aemlius Lepidus funded three days of munera in the Forum after their
father’s death in 216 B.C.40 In addition to funeral games, religious holidays were tied
to the Forum’s temples, the most famous of which was the Saturnalia.41 Other events
in the Forum included the race of the October horse. This ceremony, possibly
associated with both war and agriculture,42 included a chariot race in the Forum. The
right-hand horse of the winning chariot was sacrificed to Mars in the Campus Martius
and then its tail was hurried back to the Regia where its blood was sprinkled on an

36
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altar.43

SULLA, CAESAR AND THE FORUM ROMANUM: 80-44 B.C.
Toward the end of the Republic, Sulla and Caesar began massive restoration
projects in the Forum. Sulla’s project included a repavement and the construction of
the Tabularium. 44 Except for Sulla’s additons, the Forum at this point was still, for the
most part, an irregularly shaped cluster of buildings dating from varying periods the
Republic. The Tabularium must have dominated the area when viewed from the east,
as it visually replaced the eastern slope of the Capitoline hill. This is especially true
since at this time the Temple of Concordia was smaller than it was in the Imperial
period and the space that was eventually occupied by the Temple of Vespasian was
empty. At the northwest corner of the Forum the large Rost ra, Comitium well and the
Curia Hostilia provided visual boundaries. We can only speculate about the size of the
Basilica Aemelia et Fulvia, but its restoration in the mid fifties, and subsequent
rebuilding under Augustus, may have enlarged it. In front of the Basilica were the
Tabernae Novae, a line of small shops that designate the northern boundary of the
Forum’s central area. The Regia and the Temple of Vesta flanked the eastern side of
the Forum. To the south, the Temple of Castor, the small Basilica Sempronia, the
Tabernae Veteres, and the Temple of Saturn sealed the area of the Forum.
Around 55 B.C. the Forum slowly began a t ransformation that would not end
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until Augustus’ rededication of the Basilica Julia as the Basilica of Gaius and Lucius in
A.D. 12. Although we have very little of the archaeological record dating from this
Caesarian period, the literary sources suggest that much of the credit for initiating the
reworking of the Forum should go to the Caesar. By 54 B.C. Aemelius Paulus had
begun the resto ration of the Basilica Aemelia, and t he construction of the Basilica Julia
most likely was underway. 45 The Basilica Aemelia already had a long history, but
Caesar created a new basilica, which apparent ly replaced the Tabernae Veterae and the
Basilica Sempronia.46 Caesar’s new building would have significantly altered t he
space of the central part of the Forum. What is evident is that the Forum now housed
these two new Basilicas of significant size. The central area of the Forum, as an urban
space, would have been now visually sealed by the two large basilicas to the nort h and
south. Altho ugh no archaeological evidence exists for the Basilica Sempronia, it is
usually thought to have been much smaller than Caesar’s new Basilica. Morever,
Caesar would have tied his name to both basilicas, one literally, the other through his

45
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patronage. Associating himself with the construction of both basilicas advertised his
commitment to urban improvement and linked his name to the two largest law courts
in Rome; the Forum was now bounded by two basilicas whose construction were tied
to the dictator.47
Since we have no mention of the Basilica Julia until Augustus’s Res Gestae,48
we cannot be certain of how it fit into Caesar’s overall plan of the forum, or whether
he had one. We can only deduce that it seems to have coincided with the need to
create more space in the city’s main area of business and government. This need is
especially evident in the most famous passage of Cicero’s letter to Att icus discussing
Caesar’s plans in the Forum. 49 Cicero’s letter mentions the large sum of money paid
by Caesar to buy land for expansion, or widening, of the Forum Romanum. 50 This
purchase led to the creation of the Forum of Caesar. Interestingly, Cicero considered
the project an addition to the Forum Romanum, instead of the creation of a forum
that would carry Caesar’s name.51 In either case, Caesar’s project would have been
significant, especially when one considers that he was campaigning in Gaul while
simultaneously funding major building projects in Rome.52
Part of Caesar’s plan for the Forum included moving some its usual activities
47
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to other areas of the city. As evidenced by Cicero’s letter to Atticus, Caesar was
planning at the time of his land purchase a new area for voting, the Saepta Julia, in the
Campus Martius.53 Although the Saepta Julia was located in the Campus Martius, its
future effect on the Forum was significant as it moved the tribunal voting assemblies
out of the Forum, where they had been for centuries. 54 Roger Ulrich argues that this
move, as well as the creation of the new Forum, demonstrates that Caesar’s primary
concern was opening up the area around the Curia.55
Caesar’s movement of the Rostra from its original position in front of the
Comitium to an axial position in the Forum’s west end, also demonstrates a desire to
reduce crowding in the area of the Curia.56 The Rostra had always been associated
with Comitium (Fig. 3), and although originally intended as a speaking platform for
the Comitium, by the time of Caesar’s day it was used to address crowds in the
Forum. 57 The crowds that traditionally gathered in front of the Rostra to listen to
speeches, would now be moved to fill the space between the Basilica Julia and the
Basilica Aemelia. The two huge basilicas combined with t he new placement of the
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Rostra t o create the most regularized plan in the Forum’s long history. 58 Moreover,
buildings that were in some way the result of Caesar’s patronage would now provide
the backdrop for the Forum’s activities, surrounding crowds gathered in front of the
Rostra. More importantly, with the removal of the Comitium and the Rostra from the
area of in front of the Curia, a new open space would give better access to the Forum
of Caesar.
Caesar’s plan to open up the north-eastern part of the Forum Romanum may
have been aided by the fire of 52 B.C. that destroyed bo th the Basilica Porcia and the
Curia Hostilia.59 The position of both buildings in the Republican forum would have
blocked the entrance to the new Forum of Caesar, but now the destruction of this area
by the Clodian funeral pyre gave Caesar the opportunity to restructure it to suit his
own needs. Even though Caesar did not live to see its completion, the new Curia,
especially with a rear door opening into the Forum of Caesar, acted spatially as a
monumental partition, and even quasi-propylon, between the two fora.60 Since there is
no mention of the Basilica Porcia after the fire, it must have been not worth
rebuilding.61 The new Forum of Caesar and the new Basilica Julia would be able to
take overs its activities; in fact, an account by Appian describes the activities of a
Caesar’s new forum not as a market place, but instead, as a center for law courts and
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justice.62
The modern debate as to how the Curia Hostilia area would have fit into
Caesar’s plan for the Forum Romanum demonstrates how little we still know about
the building activity of this period. James Anderson argues that the first phase of
planning for the new forum “was to include the redesigning and rebuilding of the Curia
(Fig. 4).”63 Ulrich notes that the orientation of the tabernae walls in the Forum of
Caesar suggests that the plan of the new forum was “worked around the old Senate
House; there was no indication from this that the building was to be moved.”64
Furthermore, he argues convincingly that had the Curia Julia already been planned;
there would have been no need to restore the Curia Hostilia after the fire.65
Considering the history of the old Curia, it seems unlikely that Caesar would have been
able to tear down the Curia Hostilia and commence building his own. 66 Caesar’s new
Curia would replace the so-called Curia Cornelia, the Curia Hostilia as it was repaired
by Faustus Sulla.67 Dio Cassius, although historically removed from the events of
Caesar’s life, notes that this occurred for two reasons: first, a temple to Felicitas was
to be built on the site; and secondly, that there was a desire to remove the name of
Sulla from the Senate House.68 It is for these reasons, according to Dio, that the
62
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Senate charged Caesar with the building of the new Curia that would bear his name.
The evidence suggests that although Caesar would have been able to build the Curia in
a manner that would have fit in with his new Forum, he may not have lived to see the
project even started.69
Since Augustus completed or altered most of the Caesarean projects in the
Forum, we do not have a clear idea of Caesar’s intentions. It is evident, however, that
he initiated a building program in the Forum that would have, for the first time in the
city’s hist ory, significantly altered the Forum’s plan. The Forum’s growth over time
had never involved monumental planning. In fact, the largest pervious program was
that of Sulla. We can imagine that as Caesar planned it, his new Basilica Julia, along
with the Basilica Aemelia, would have do minated the main plaza. Although it is
possible that the size of these new basilicas probably altered the central space used by
Romans as an area for gladitorial combat,70 part of Caesar’s plans for the Forum may
have included the series of underground galleries which were probably used as a
“backstage” area for Forum gladiatorial events and games.71 He also spread awnings
over t he area to keep spectators out of the sun. 72 Caesar’s plan likely included a new
pavement, that which essentially covered the Comitium. We can also assume that the
remodeled by his father (Dio Cassius, 40.49).
69
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opening up of the central area of the Forum Romanum allowed for easy movement
into the new Forum of Caesar. The evidence we do have for Caesar’s plans in the
Forum Romanum suggests that they were in many ways self glorifying. Even so, a
certain extent they were also practical. As Caesar envisioned the Forum, monuments
bearing his name would have surrounded the central area; however, these monuments
would have contributed to the overall efficiency of the Forum’s activities.
The political motivations for such a massive restructuring for Rome’s center
become clear during the empire as emperors take familial legitimacy to a new level.
The Forum Romanum, although it was not the only area where emperors celebrated
their legitimacy, is perhaps the most important. Romans, even late into the empire,
seem to be obsessed with both t radition and history. While the Capitoline was the
center of state religion and the Palatine, the location of imperial palaces, the Forum
was both the location and symbol of Rome’s political identity. The public celebration
of great men’s accomplishments was the public advertisement of their political
legitimacy.
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CHAPTER ONE

The Forum Romanum and the Public Legitimacy of Octavian/Augustus

This chapter examines the historical and archaeological record of Augustus’
transformation of the Forum, as well as the how these changes may have been
perceived by Romans of the first century A.D. By the time of Augustus’s death,
nearly every monument in the Forum Romanum, in some way, celebrated the
achievements or family of the princeps. The visitor to the Forum in A D. 14 saw a
ring of Augustan monuments that represented a gradual transformation of the city’s
central square (Fig. 5). Although this change had begun with Caesar, Augustus
continued this process of transforming the Forum -- through sculptural programs,
building programs, and restoration programs -- immediately after Caesar’s death.
Scholars have produced numerous recent studies on how Augustus changed
the city of Rome.73 From legislation to building programs, Rome during the time of
Augustus was a city undergoing change. From the time of Caesar’s death in 44 B.C.,
until the death of Augustus in A.D. 14, the Forum Romanum also underwent a
significant metamorphosis. The changes initiated by Caesar were either finished, or in
the case of fire, restored by Augustus. Although one could argue that the Forum
Romanum at the time of Augustus’ death was a visually integrated group of buildings
73
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and monuments, there is no evidence that Augustus perceived any kind of grand plan
for the Forum. Two fires, the changing political landscape from 44 B.C. to A.D. 14,
the various honors bestowed on Augustus during his reign, and the need to create a
viable dynasty all affected architectural projects in the Forum. In fact, the history of
the Forum in the Augustan period reflects the varying crises and events of Augustus’
career. Despite the diverse circumstances under which Augustus built buildings and
monuments in the Forum, I believe that Augustus was not only able to integrate the
Forum architecturally, but also programmatically. In other words, the Forum
Romanum evolved slowly and deliberately under the patronage of Augustus to become
a monument to the legitimacy of Augustus’ reign and the Julio-Claudian dynasty. In
order to discuss the messages of Augustan architecture in the Forum Romanum, an
examination of the evidence of each building and the context within which it was built
is essential. The archaeological and literary record is an integral part of understanding
the goals of Augustus and interpreting how Romans perceived his new Forum
Romanum.
In a brief article from 1987, Cairoli F. Giuliani outlines Augustus’s building
program in the Forum. 74 Giuliani not es that although we have very little
archaeological evidence surviving in the Forum from the Augustan period, with the
help of literary and inscriptional evidence, we can divide this building program into
three phases: the continuation o f work started by Caesar; the reconstruction of the
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Forum after the fire of 14 B.C.; and newly constructed monuments.75 Augustus
himself differentiates his own projects in what is perhaps our best source for
understanding what Augustus did in the Forum, his Res Gestae. He first ment ions
those buildings which he co nstructed. In the Forum they are the Curia and the
adjoining Chalcidicum, and the Temple of Deified Caesar (see Fig. 5).76 He then states
that he completed the basilica “quae fuit inter aedem Castoris aedem Saturni,”which
he later began to restore after a fire (presumably that of 14 B.C.) in the name of his
two adopted sons. 77 In the same section, Augustus states that he also repaired “duo et
octaginta templa deum in urbe.” Certainly this statement refers to work done on some
of the Forum temples. The Res Gestae represents only a fraction of what Augustus, or
those who supported him, did in the Forum. Altho ugh these classifications are in no
way chronological,78 they are a helpful way in which to distinguish the different
motivations of Augustus’ program in the Forum. As Octavian, he claimed Caesar’s
legacy through the completion of his father’s building projects. He also, as did Caesar,
assigned his name to buildings that he restored after a fire. Finally, Augustus used the
Forum as an area to create new monuments, most of which celebrated the legitimacy
of the Julio-Claudian dynasty.

OCTAVIAN AND THE FORUM, 44-27 B.C.
The political tension in the years after Caesar’s death centered around Octavian
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and Antony who, although loosely aligned in the second triumvirate with Lepidus,
were in reality engaged in a war of public opinion as to who was the legitimate
successor to Caesar. A significant part of Octavian’s strategy within t his war of public
(and senatorial) opinion was to use architectural and sculptural programs to advertise
his claim to legitimacy as Caesar's heir, with the aim of capturing the legacy of Caesar.
Though located throughout the city of Rome (as many scholars have emphasized),79
the majority of these projects were in the Forum. Because it was the traditional
center of political, civic, and religious Rome, the Forum was both the most prestigious
location for such commissions, and because of its frequent use, the place where the
largest number of Romans frequently gathered. The first section of this chapter focuses
on Octavian’s use of the Forum Romanum as a place to advertise his political
legitimacy during the first years of his public career, from 44 until he accepted the title
of Augustus in 27 B.C.
When the young Octavian arrived in Rome in 44 B. C. he found a city in
desperate need of repair, both politically and structurally. As Caesar's heir, Octavian
inherited not o nly the dictator's wealth,80 but also the political turmoil that resulted
from dictator’s death. Arguably, the hub of this public turmoil was in the Forum which
in 44 B.C. the people of Rome more or less converted into a heroon for the soon-to-be
deified Julius Caesar. As the site of Caesar's improvised funeral pyre, the Forum also
became the location for a temporary column and shrine to the slain dictator.81 The

79

For example see Favro (1996); Karl Galinsky, (1996); P. Zanker, 1988); and E. Simon,

(1986).
80

Suetonius, Divus Iulius 84 In his will, Caesar had adopted Gaius Octavian as his son, thus
giving h im the n ame “Caesar ,” and Octavian u sed his new ti tle to his full advantage.
81
Suetonius Divus Iulius 85.

-27-

column was the first of many monuments to go up in the Forum after the death of
Caesar.
Although Caesar’s pyre was originally set up in the Campus Martius, near the
tomb of his family, during the turmoil surrounding his funeral a makeshift pyre was
erected in the Forum. 82 The bier itself consisted of a gilded shrine in the form of the
Temple of Venus Genetrix, located in the Forum of Caesar. A host of Roman
magistrates carried Caesar’s bier into the Forum while Antony stood on the Rost ra and
recounted all of Caesar’s “human” and “divine” honors. 83 It was at this point, that
according to Plutarch, the crowd was moved into turmoil. Cicero actually accuses
Antony of inciting a riot and lighting the funeral pyre (whose flames spread to nearby
homes).84 Soon after the funeral the common supporters of Caesar set up a column of
Numidian marble, nearly twent y feet in height, at the site of Caesar’s funeral pyre, and
at its base they placed an inscription honoring Caesar as the father of his country, or
parenti patriae.85 Although the column apparently remained in the Forum for only a
few months (it was removed during the consulship of Dolabella),86 Octavian, aware of
the popularity of Caesar in the city of Rome, re-erected an altar at the site.87
Soon after the funeral of Caesar, Octavian aligned himself with Lepidus and
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Antony in the second triumvirate, but as tensions grew, each of the triumvirs,
especially Octavian and Antony, st ruggled to gain the support of the senate and people
of Rome.88 Octavian quickly tried to publicize himself as the rightful heir to Caesar.
Early in his career he oversaw the completion of projects begun or planned by Caesar,
namely the Basilica Julia, the Curia Julia, and the Forum of Caesar. Caesar had started
construction of his own Forum and the Basilica Julia in the fifties and the senate gave
the right to build the new Curia Julia to Caesar in 44 B.C. 89 Octavian’s continuation
of these Caesarean projects was a demonstration of piety toward his (adopted) gens.
Much later in his career, under the name Augustus, he emphasized the importance of
assuming both projects in his Res Gestae, written shortly before his death. In this
account of his life’s achievements, written decades after his successful defeat of
Antony, he lists the Curia and Chalcidicum as the first buildings that he built.90
From the same passage in the Res Gestae, Augustus takes full credit for the
Temple of Deified Caesar (Fig. 6), 91 a building that evidently represented, at least in
its inception, the collective effort of the triumvirate.92 The temple resulted from the
Senate’s unprecedent ed deification of Caesar somet ime around the first o f the year in
43 B.C. 93 A comet, which was visible in the sky over Rome for seven days during

88

For a summary of this period and its architecture see Favro (1996), 81-120.
On the Basilica Julia and the Forum of Caesar see note 111 below. On the Curia, see Dio
Cassius, 44.50.
90
Augustus, Res Gestae, 19: Curiam at continens ei calcidicum....feci. Dio Cassius (47.19)
however, gives credit to all three triumvirs. Even if the project represented the collective effort of the
triumvir ate it was Octa vian who clearly benefitted from the building, as it h onored his adoptive
father.
91
Augustus, Res Gestae, 19: ...aedem Divi Iuli ...feci.
92
Dio Cassius 47.18.4; Dio states that the triumvirs collectively began the foundation for a
shrine to Caesar at the location of his funeral pyre.
93
See Weinstock (1971), 385-7.
89

-29-

secular games given by Octavian that same year, was interpreted by Romans as visual
proof of Caesar’s deification. 94 Octavian advertised the phenomenon on coins. One
denarius depicts the comet as a star, or sidus Iulium.95 The reverse of an aureus of
Octavian portrays the Temple of Deified Caesar before it was built with a star in the
pediment,96 while a later denarius portrays Octavian placing the star on the head of
Caesar’s statue.97
The Temple of Deified Caesar was both hexastyle and prostyle (Fig. 7).98
Nearly square in dimension, the podium measured approximately 26 by 28 meters,99
yet the podium alone was almost 6 meters in height.100 The resulting effect was a
relatively small temple that must have seemed disproportionat ely tall for its size. The
archaeological evidence suggests that temple had two functions: it certainly was a
temple for the worship of the deified Julius Caesar; and it was also a stage for oratory,
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as the front of the temple was actually a speaking platform.101 Altho ugh some
controversy exists as to the exact relationship between the rostra and the temple,
scholars generally accept that the two were indeed connected.102 The temple had one
rear entrance, perhaps intended as a link to the Regia. The visitor climbed a lateral
ramp, located on either side of the temple, to reach the rostra on the front. The plan
was essentially an architectural quot ation of the Temple of Venus Genetrix in the
Forum of Caesar.103 In fact, Vitruvius mentions the two as examples of a pycnostyle
temple, that is, a temple with an intercolumniation of one and one half times the width
of a column.104 Unlike the Temple of Venus Genetrix, however, the Temple of
Deified Caesar had an exedra-like niche in the front of the podium which preserved the
site of the shrine o f Caesar, presumably the one const ructed by Octavian.105
The temple was not finished for over a decade and not dedicated until after
Actium. When it was dedicated in 29 B. C. this building was firmly associated with
Octavian who, despite the fact that the temple was vowed collectively by the
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triumvirate, 106 decorated its Rostra with the prows of Antony and Cleopatra’s defeated
ships. Once finished, the temple’s location over the site of Caesar’s funeral pyre in the
east end of the Forum’s central area, dramatically altered the architectural frame of the
Forum. The temple backed up to the Regia and faced the Tabularium in the west end.
Thus for the first time in the Forum’s long history, the view of the Regia from the
Forum’s central area was essentially lost. This placement of the temple visually sealed
the east end of the Forum. The height of the temple would have probably equaled that
of the Basilica Aemilia and Basilica Julia to physically dominate the east end of the
Forum, adding to the impression of a planned urban center. More importantly for
Octavian, however, was making the east end of the Forum a memorial to his dead
father.

Octavian’s regularization of the Forum, combined with the temple’s

architectural similarity to the Temple of Venus Genetrix, paid homage to the large
scale project of Caesar’s Forum (which Octavian himself had completed). The
addition of the rostra on the front of the temple allowed Octavian a place from which
to address Romans, framed by an architectural reminder of his status as divi filius.
Octavian also dedicated a new Rostra at western end of the Forum’s central
area in 42 B.C. (See Fig. 5).107 This new Rost ra looked out toward where the Temple
of Deified Caesar would eventually stand and likely represents one of Octavian’s first
completed efforts in the Forum. It was an expanded version of the one built by
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Caesar in the Forum just a few years before. Although Caesar’s Rostra replaced the
old Comitium Rostra (moving it from the Comitium to its present location in the west
end of the Forum), and thus no longer required the hemicycle shape to conform to the
top of the Comitium’s well, it retained the traditional shape with the platform
supposedly curved on both front and back.108 Octavian’s new Rostra represented a
change in design; while it st ill preserved t he curved hemicyle of stairs in the back, it
had a straight front facing the Forum (Fig. 8).109 The new model increased the overall
length of the platform from about 13 meters to nearly 24 meters and also widened the
platform to nearly 10 meters (the Caesarean Rostra was only 3.5 meters in width),
expanding it into the central area of the Forum. A marble balust rade ran along the
sides and front. This new platform, with opus quadratum walls and marble facing,
effectively sealed off the west end of the Forum, designating a boundary for the central
area of the Forum. 110
Why was Octavian so co ncerned with the expansion of the Rostra? The
expanded version of the speaking platform gave him an opportunity to advertise an
early success. When Caesar moved the Rost ra before his death, he replaced the
statues of Sulla and Pompey which had been torn down during riots in 49 B.C.111
Vellius tells us that in 43 B.C., the senate voted Octavian the honor of a gilded
108
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equestrian statue on the Rostra, which bore an inscription no ting his age (at this time
he was nineteen).112

The senate, who throughout the Republic had honored

important men by voting them statues on the Rostra,113 had voted the honor of an
equestrian statue in rostris to only Sulla, Pompey, and Caesar. Moreover, Octavian’s
honor came only after he had united the veterans of Caesar’s army in the south,
creating what was in effect an illegal army of his own. 114 Paul Zanker argues that
numismatic evidence from the era actually shows the development of the statue from
its conception to its realization. 115 Whether or not these coins actually show the
artistic development of the stat ue is debatable; 116 however, the first coin clearly refers
to the statue, as it portrays a ship’s beak underneath to denote the Rostra (Fig. 9).
Caesar’s somewhat narrow Rostra already supporting statues of Sulla, Pompey, and
Caesar, we can assume that the need to expand the Rostra was partially due to the lack
of space for the growing number of equestrian statues. The placement of the statue on
the Rostra reminded viewers that the senate had supported Octavian in his role as
Caesar’s adopted son at a time when the support of Rome was integral to his success;
112
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at age nineteen he achieved the military honor of an equestrian statue in rostris. This
honor placed him in the company of the Republic’s greatest generals, one of which
was his adopted father.
Other building projects in the Forum reflect the political atmosphere of this
period. Despite the alliance of the triumvirate, the period from 42 B.C. until Actium
was in no way a period of unified activity in Rome. In fact, the building programs of
the period, many of which were actually restoration of older monuments, reveal
various and sometimes sordid activities and political alliances.117 Antony’s solid
military record and proven loyalty to Caesar magnified the need for Octavian and his
supporters to demonstrate comparable success.118 We know from Suetonius that
Octavian encouraged his apparent supporters to acts of public munificence.119
In 36 B.C., using spoils from campaigns in Spain where he was governor, Cn.
Domitius Calvinus restored the Regia after it burned earlier that year.120 A Caesarean
supporter in the civil war, and consul in 40 B.C., Calvinus was likewise a supporter of
Octavian. Calvinus seems to have used most o f the gold taken from Spanish cities in
his rebuilding of the Regia. Dio notes that the apparently opulent restoration
included, among o ther things, statues borrowed from Octavian himself;121 two of
these statues originally decorated a tent of Alexander the Great.122 The building had a
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long and sacred history for the city of Rome (Fig. 10). According to Ro man legend, it
was originally the house of Numa,123 and was traditionally the house of the Pontifex
Maximus.124 Perhaps more importantly for Octavian, it was the house where Caesar
lived, as Pontifex Maximus, until his death. Thus the restoration by Calvinus would
have been seen as a direct support of Caesar’s adopted son.
According to Suetonius, Munat ius Plancus’ wo rk on the Temple of Saturn in
the southwest corner (see Fig. 5) of the Forum resulted from the urging of Oct avian.125
At the time of t he second triumvirate, the temple, which was originally dedicated in
497 B.C.,126 may have been one of the oldest structures in the Forum. Although we
have no evidence of any restoration of the temple from its traditional date of
dedication until Plancus’ restoration, 127 in all likelihood the temple had required at least
minor maintenance at some point in its nearly four-hundred-and-fifty-year history.
Nevertheless, if restorations had been only minor since the beginning of the fifth
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century B. C., it may have been primarily a temple of mud brick and wood in the
traditional Etruscan/Italic style. It thus was likely in dire need of work by 42 B.C.
Not only was the temple the primary site for the worship of Saturn, it was also the site
of the aerarium Saturni, essentially the state treasury,128 which Caesar had looted in
order to fund his war against Pompey. 129 Although the surviving inscription on the
temple’s gable commemorates a fourth century A.D. restoration after fire,130 some of
the surviving architectural decorations date from Plancus’ restoration. 131
The apparent intention of Octavian’s supporters was to associate their military
success with the adopted son of Caesar.132 Clearly, t hese rebuilt sacred buildings in
the Forum acted as billboards advertising their own success. As successful military
men, however, they likewise advertised to the people of Rome their support of
Caesar’s adopted son. Undoubtedly, the restoration of Rome’s most traditional
buildings in the sacred heart of the city not only showed reverence to the religious
traditions of Rome, but also the coalition of successful military men behind Octavian
who wished to return to political stability.
Octavian further advertised his own success in 36 B.C. when the senate voted
a columna rostrata celebrating what amounted to his first military victory, the defeat
of Sextus Pompey in the naval battle of Naulochus .133 The victory was especially
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sweet since Pompey had defeated Octavian in two skirmishes in 38 B.C. off Cumae
and Messina. The column, adorned with ship’s beaks, stoo d in the Forum, near the
new Rostra of Augustus. 134 A denarius portrayed the column, complete with ship’s
beaks, supporting a statue of the young Octavian, a semi-nude youth in triumphant
Greek fashion wearing the Greek chlamys instead of a toga (See Fig. 11).135
This image of Octavian, as it is portrayed on the coin, boldly likened him to a
eastern Hellenistic ruler. In fact, Octavian’s image atop the column can be compared
to the well known portrait of a Roman general in the pose of a Hellensistic ruler from
the second century B. C., now in the Museo delle Terme in Rome (Fig. 12).136
Altho ugh not nude, the po rtrait of young Octavian, like the general, stands in
contrapposto with a staff. Octavian’s column itself was a quotation of the columna
rostrata of C. Duilius in the Forum. This column celebrated the great Republican
general’s naval defeat of the Carthaginians in 260 B.C.137 Appian’s account notes an
inscription on the Octavian’s column that credited the young man with the restoration
of peace on both land and sea.138 The other honors bestowed on Octavian as a result
of this victory included an ovatio and a triumphal arch.139
Apparently, Octavian’s attentions turned way from his building programs in the
years before and during Actium, as he was involved in a series of military campaigns.
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At this point he had solidified his support in Rome and could focus his efforts on the
defeat of Antony. After Actium, however, he eventually resumed his building
throughout Rome, especially in the Forum. Modern scholarship has concluded that at
this point a major part of Octavian’s building program in Rome included a significant
reworking of the Forum. Filippo Coarelli argues that Octavian’s second phase of
building after Actium began a “systematic cancellation” of his early projects and those
associated with the other triumvirs.140 Coarelli’s statement, however, in some ways is
misleading. To begin with, the evidence suggests that Lepidus and Antony’s activity
in the Forum was in fact very minor. As argued above, the triumvirate apparently
vowed the Temple of Caesar, and may have been responsible for the restorat ion of the
Curia. However, Antony spent less and less time in Rome in the period that led to
Actium. It was Octavian and his supporters who were behind most o f the projects in
the Forum and it was not until much later, after the fires of 14 B.C., that Augustus
actually rebuilt or reorganized the Forum.
I believe that what happened in about 29 B.C. was instead a major
redecorating of the Forum in preparation for Octavian’s great triumph. Fortunately
for Octavian, the end of a series of successful military endeavors—the naval battle
over Sextus Pompey in 36, his campaigns in Illyria from 35 until 33, and finally his
victories at Act ium and in Egypt—roughly coincided with what was probably the
completion of most of the Forum projects heretofore discussed. This allowed him to
utilize what were in all likelihood undecorat ed facades and empty cellae as a setting
140
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direct reference to Octavian’s adoption by Caesar.
Like the those of Curia, the decorations of the newly completed Forum
temples, the Temple of Caesar and the Temple of Sat urn, alluded to Actium. The
Temple of Caesar, which Octavian also dedicated in 29, included the prows of
defeated ships which were placed on the temple’s Rostra.146 Now the Forum’s central
area had opposed speaking platforms, both associated with Octavian, and both
displaying the spoils of victory. Inside the Temple of Caesar, Octavian placed a
monumental painting by the famous painter Apelles.147 This painting portrayed Venus
Anadynome which, as Zanker notes, alluded to the divine ancestry of the gens Iulia.148
The painting accompanied the large statue of Caesar in the cella, thus juxtaposing the
dictator with his ancestor Venus. The statue portrays a divine Caesar, with the sidus
Iulius on his head, while Apelles portrayed Venus during her divine birth as she rises
out of the sea.149 The Temple of Saturn, which had been rebuilt by Munatius Plancus,
received pediment sculpture of horn-blowing tritons. 150 These st atues — apparently
the last touches of Plancus’ restoration — may have referred to Actium; Octavian
claimed that Tritons had provided him divine support during his naval battle.151 Such
a gesture by Plancus certainly erased any doubt in the minds of the Romans about his

146

These would have mirrored four bronze columns decorated with casts of Egyptian ship
prows which Octavian placed somewhere in the Forum’s central area, Servius, ad Georg, 3.29.
147
Pliny, Historia Naturalis, 35.91.
148
Pliny, Historia Naturalis, 35.91.
149
Pliny, Historia Naturalis, 35.91. The birth of Venus, is in essence her deification. Thus
the program inside this temple literally presents the history of Julian Divine ancestry.
150
Macrobius, Saturnalia, 8.1.4: “ilud non omiserim Tritonas cum bucinis fastigio Saturni
aedes superpositos,...”
151
Zanker (1988), 81; see also K. Fittschen, “Zur Panzerstatue in Cherchel,” JdI 91 (1976):
208-210.

-41-

support of Octavian.
The year of 29 B.C. also marked t he Octavian’s dedication of the Curia and the
Temple of Deified Caesar.152 Thus the young Octavian expropriated the honor of
constructing these buildings, even t hough t hey were both vowed collectively by the
triumvirate. Part of this expropriation included the decoration of the buildings as
discussed above. The Roman viewer who saw such decorations and witnessed
Octavian dedicating the buildings may have easily forgotten that these buildings were
originally collectively vowed by the triumvirat e. Moreover, the buildings must have
provided a spectacular backdrop for the celebration and triumph of Octavian in 29
B.C. The triumph marked not only the end of years of conflict but for Rome the
beginning of a time of prosperity. The ceremonies were lavish, including three days of
triumph, one for each of the victories in Illyria, Actium, and Egypt.153
In the same year, the senate voted a triumphal arch for Octavian in the Forum
in celebration o f his victory over Antony. 154 The so-called Actian Arch is the subject
of perhaps the most controversial debate in modern scholarship about the Forum
Romanum, 155 The debate concerns both the arch’s precise location and its appearance.
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Due to the nature of modern scholarly debate, one can no longer address the issue of
the Actian Arch of Octavian without discussing the Parthian Arch of Augustus, dated
ten years later in 19 B.C. In fact, the debate must also now include the arch voted to
Octavian — the Naulochus Arch — after his defeat of Sextus Pompey in 36 B.C.
Before 1985, it was generally accepted that the Actian arch stood originally in
the area between the Temple of Deified Caesar and the Temple of Castor (see Fig.
5).156 This arch was single-span, and it is this one that appears on denarii of Octavian,
dating to 29-27 B.C.157 Based on the Gamberini Moneget’s claim that he found
evidence of two arches in the area south of the Temple of Deified Caesar, scholars
generally agreed that the Part hian Arch of 19 B.C., celebrating the return of the
standards lost by Crassus, replaced the Actian arch. Gamberini Moneget’s two arches
represented the first single-span Actian Arch, and the later Parthian arch, a triple-bay
arch. Thus through the recovery of the Parthian standards, albeit through diplomacy
not war, Augustus could celebrate a more attractive military victory than that over a
Roman in civil war. Since he had a more noble victory to celebrate, Augustus gladly
tore down the Actian Arch, and built another in its place.158 Ancient accounts place
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the Parthian Arch specifically near the Temple of Deified Caesar,159 and scholars
accepted that it was the Parthian Arch that appeared on denarii of L. Vincius from 17
B.C. and Spanish denarii from 18 and 17 B.C (Fig. 14).160
In 1985 Coarelli reopened the debate.161 His new theory suggested that
instead of tearing down the Actian Arch to build the Parthian Arch, Augustus tore
down the Naulochus Arch. 162 Coarelli also associates descriptions and drawings from
the Renaissance by Pirro Ligorio with a set of foundat ions to the north of the Temple
of Deified Caesar, to claim that the Part hian Arch stood between the temple and the
Basilica Aemilia. Many scholars have been drawn t o Co arelli’s theory because it
allows for the construction o f the Parthian Arch without the destruction of the one
celebrating Octavian’s victory at Actium. 163 Moreover, the reconstruction allows for
the presence of two triple-bay arches, each flanking the Temple of Deified Caesar (Fig.
15).164 This configuration would have allowed for a virtual wall of Augustan
“propaganda” on the Forum’s east end.
The most recent archaeological exploration, that published by Elisabeth
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Nedergaard in 1988,165 refutes Gamberini Monteget’s proposal that there were two
different arches located to the south of the Temple of Deified Caesar. Instead
Nedergaard asserts t hat the physical remains suggest two building phases for the same
arch. This arch was the Parthian Arch of Augustus which she believes is the one
portrayed on both the Vincius coins and the Spanish denarii. She therefore disagrees
with Coarelli’s theory, and states that she could find no evidence for the presence of
another arch on the north side of the Temple of Deified Caesar. Finally, she argues
that there is no evidence that the Actian Arch ever stood in the area of the Parthian
Arch. If one accepts Nedergaard’s argument, then the Actian Arch would have stood
in some presently unidentified place in the Forum; Nedergaard does not speculate on
its location.
The problems within both arguments are eloquently presented in a review
article by Fred Kleiner.166 Kleiner is especially convincing in his criticism of Coarelli.
He notes that the primary problem with Coarelli’s argument is that it would require t he
re-dating of several issues of coins. It indeed seem unlikely that Octavian would have
issued coins in 29 B.C. of an arch that celebrated the much less glamorous battle over
Sextus Pompey, when that year coincided with the three day celebration of his defeat
of Antony and Cleopatra.167 Another numismatic problem noted by Kleiner is that
Coarelli’s hypothesis would mean that no coin minted in Rome would have ever
portrayed the Parthian Arch. More importantly, Coarelli’s Parthian arch would have
165
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been effectively swallowed by the construction of the Porticus of Gaius and Lucius in
2 B.C. Kleiner does not accept that the Parthian Arch was located to the north of
Caesar’s temple partially because he cannot accept that “Augustus ceded his own spot
and glory as the Parthian ‘victor’ to the two Caesars.”168
There is also the matter of a now lost inscript ion, which scholars have
previously assigned to the Actian Arch. The inscription read:
SENATVS • POPULVSQUE • ROMANVS
IMP• CAESAR • DIVI • F • COS • QUINCT
COS • DESIGN • SEXT • IMP • SEPT
REPUBLICA • CONSERVATA169
If this inscription did belong to the Actian Arch — which seems likely since Octavian’s
titles date the inscription to circa 29 B.C., the date of his triumph — then why would
Augustus tear down the arch, but preserve the inscription? A recent article by J. W.
Rich argues another possibility: that the “Actian Arch” and the Parthian Arch were
the same arch. Thus Augustus, upon the return of the standards in 20 B.C., allowed
the redecoration of the “Actian” Arch into an arch that celebrated both victories (could
this be the two phases proposed by Nedergaard?).170 The attractive aspect of this
theory is that it would explain the inscription found on the south side of the Temple of
Caesar as the “Actian” part of the Parthian Arch.
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No matter how delicate a subject the victory over another Roman may have
been for Octavian/Augustus, it seems unlikely that Augustus would tear down an arch
voted to him by the Senate. He certainly did not hide other allusions to Actium; there
were ship’s prows on the Temple of Caesar, Tritons in the pediment of the Temple of
Saturn, and Victory statues adorning the Curia. If he had the desire in retrospect to
downplay his role at Actium, it seems that he would have had to embark on a major
redecoration of Rome.
For the purpose of this study, I am going to make two assumptions. First, I
am going to trust Dio’s statement that somewhere in the Forum was a monument
commemorating the victories that were celebrated in 29 B.C. That is, the Actium
Arch occupied a heretofore undiscovered location in the Forum or, as Rich suggests, it
was incorporated into the Parthian Arch. It is not out of the question that Dio’s
knowledge of the monument may have come from the fact it was st ill standing in the
third century. After all, these victories led to the celebration of Octavian’s first
triumph, and for this reason, the preservation of the arch seems appropriate.
Secondly, as other scholars have argued, I shall assume that Octavian did not
emphasize his victory in a civil war, but instead painted it as a victory over a foreign
foe.171 Thus, the “Actium” aspect of this arch was never emphasized. Octavian himself
emphasized victory over Dalmatia and Egypt; the prows decorating the Temple of
Deified Caesar were those of Egyptian ships and the other spoils of war came from
Egypt as well. As Dio tells us, the Egyptian triumphal celebration was the last, and
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most spectacular.172 The riches of Egypt were paraded through the street
accompanied by the children of Cleopatra and an effigy of their dead mother. The
inscription discussed above may give us the best way in which to think about the
public image of Octavian’s military success: that is, as the restoration of the Republic.

AUGUSTUS, TIBERIUS, AND THE FORUM ROMANUM, 27 B.C.- A.D. 14
After the celebrations of Octavian’s triumph and the dedication of the various
new buildings in Rome, the political situation also quieted significantly. Octavian had
generally strong support from the people and was favored by a majority of the Senate.
It is safe to assume that at this point, the Forum still glistened with its newly built
buildings. If Octavian stood in the Forum he would have been surrounded by
buildings that were in some way att ributed to him. In 27 B.C. the Senate voted him
the title of Augustus and he thereafter assumed this title as his name. Moreover, this
same year is when Augustus “rest ores” the Republic. From this point, we have no
evidence for any major projects in the Forum before the construction of the Parthian
Arch.
That said, I shall also make a stand on issues regarding the Parthian Arch. I do
not agree with Coarelli that the Parthian Arch stood on the north side of the Temple of
Caesar. Instead, I assume that the arch stoo d to the south of the temple. Thus the
remains of an arch, excavated by Richter in 1889 and later by Gamberini Monteget in
the early nineteen fifties, represent the foundations of the Part hian Arch. 173 Also
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associated with this arch are the architectural decorations re-examined by Nedergaard.
As far as the numismatic evidence, we must make either of two choices: first, that both
the denarius of Vincius, and that from Spain portray the same Arch and the
discrepancy between the two is explained by the fact that the designer of the Spanish
denarius never saw the arch; or secondly, that the two coins port ray two different
arches. Both possibilities have problems and yet both are plausible. For this study, I
assume that at the least the coin of Vincius,174 and possibly that fro m Spain, represent
the Parthian Arch. Although it offers an attractive explanation of the problems
presented by both arches, I am wary of the lack of evidence for Rich’s theory that the
Actian Arch was simply redecorat ed to also celebrate the Parthian victory.
Another controversial aspect related to the study of the Augustan Forum
Romanum is that of the location of the Fasti Capitolini Consulares. We know that
Augustus placed a list of the all the consuls and triumphant generals in the area of the
Forum and since the nineteenth century scholars have argued as to its location. The
earliest mention we have of the Fasti come from the testaments of Renaissance
scholars who comment on their discovery, somewhere in the vicinity of the Temple of
Castor, in 1541.175 By the turn of the twentieth century scholars generally agreed that
Augustus had placed the Fasti on the walls of the Regia;176 however publications by
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Degrassi and Gatti in the forties convincingly placed them on the Parthian Arch. 177
Although Coarelli assigns the Fasti to the Actian Arch (since in his reconstruction it is
that arch which stands between the Temple of Caesar and the Temple of Cast or) the
most recent study of the fragments and their architectural settings strengthen the
argument that they decorated the Parthian Arch of Augustus.178
In 20 B.C the Senate voted Augustus as the curator viarum, the commissioner
of all Roman roads. It was while he held this office, according to Dio, that he set up
the milliarum aureum, or the Golden Milestone in the Forum. 179 The milestone
represented the place where all the great Roman roads met.180 According to Pliny this
point of convergence was in capite Romani fori,181 while Tacitus and Suetonius locate
it more specifically sub aedem Saturni.182 Although some scholars have argued that
the milestone actually had inscriptions listing the distances between Rome and the
major cities of the empire,183 we have no evidence for this claim.184 Pliny uses the
milestone to measure the distances within the city and the region of Rome, suggesting
that it was indeed considered the center o f the city.185 Although the exact location of
the monument has not been securely discovered, it more than likely stood somewhere
177

Attilio Degrassi, “L’edificio dei Fasti Capitolini,” Rendiconti della Pontificia accademia
romana d’archeologia 21 (1946): 57-104; and Guglielmo Gatti “La ricostruzione dell’arco di
Augusto al Foro Romano,” Rendiconti della Pontificia accademia romana d’archeologia 21 (1946):
105-102.
178
E. Nedergaard, “La collocazione originaria dei Fasti Capitolini e gli arch i di Augusto nel
Foro Romano.” Bollettino della Commissione archeologica comunale di Roma 96 (1994-5): 33-70.
179
Dio Cassius, 54.8. As Mari (2 51) suggests, the primary motive for monument may have
been as a commemoration of Augustus’ position a s curator viarum
180
Plutarch, Galba, 24,
181
Pliny, Historia Naturalis, 3.66.
182
Tacitus, Historiarum, 1.27; Suetonius, Otho, 6.
183
Platner and Ashby (1929), 342.
184
Richardson (1992), 254.
185
Pliny, Historia Naturalis, 3.66.

-50-

near the Rost ra (see Fig. 5). Some mediaeval sources and modern scholars have
associated the milliarum with the Umbilicus Romae, which archaeologists have
identified with the large brick cylinder found between the Arch of Septimius Severus
and the Rostra, although the construction of this monument is decidedly later than the
Augustan period.186 These remains are also a substantial distance from the Temple of
Saturn, and may represent a relocation of the original monument in a later period. The
most likely candidate for the monument is a round concrete base found by Kähler
during his 1959 excavations of the Rostra area.187 The appearance of the monument is
unknown, although Richardson’s suggestion that it had the form of a Roman milestone
seems accurate since it was the center milestone for the entire empire.188
In 14 B.C., a fire significantly damaged Augustus’ newly redecorated Forum,
destroying two of its most important buildings, the Basilica Aemilia and the Temple of
Vesta. The origins of t he fire are unknown, but the account of Dio suggests that it
started in the Basilica Aemilia.189 Dio also states that altho ugh the rebuilding of the
basilica was somehow credited to Aemelius, it was Augustus and Paullus who were
responsible. It is hard to imagine that the fire managed to destroy the Basilica Aemilia
and the Temple of Vesta without damaging any monuments in between, since the two
buildings are separated by a significant distance. Recent scholarship has suggested
that the fire may have been responsible for the destruction of the Temple of Castor and
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Pollux, which stood very near the Temple of Vesta.190 Although we can assume that
Augustus rebuilt the Temple of Vesta, we have little archaeological evidence,191 and
no literary, or numismatic sources to support this assumption. We know that when the
Temple of Vesta burned the sacred objects were saved and carried to the Capitoline.192
Perhaps the restoration of the Temple of Vesta in the Forum motivated Augustus to
build his new temple to Vesta on the Palatine in 12 B.C.193.
Unfortunat ely, the evidence for the Augustan rebuilding of the Basilica Aemilia
is unclear and it is difficult to distinguish which remains date to this rebuilding and
which to that by Aemelius Paulus in A. D. 22. 194

It seems, however, that these two

restorat ions did not alter the plan. Scholarly debat e continues on the dating of the
interior frieze of the Basilica, excavated by Boni and Bartoli. Many scholars prefer to
date the frieze to the first restoration in circa 55 BC,195 while some scholars have
dated the frieze to the rebuilding after the fire of 14 B.C.196 The frieze is an account of
the mythology of Rome’s foundation. 197 As mentioned above, Augustus’ role in the
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restoration of the Basilica Aemilia, gave him the opportunity to add his name to
another building in the Forum.
I believe that another question raised by the fire of 14 A.D. is whether it was
this fire that destroyed the Basilca Julia. In the Res Gestae, Augustus tells us that he
restored the Basilica after the fire and dedicated it to Gaius and Lucius. If the fire of
14 B.C. destroyed t he Temple of Vesta and possibly the Temple of Castor and Pollux,
perhaps this fire also destroyed the Basilica Julia, since it stood near these buildings.
Could Dio have been mistaken when he said that it was the Basilica Aemilia that was
destroyed by fire, instead of the Basilica Julia? If so, the buildings destroyed by the
fire would have been adjacent, and thus more susceptible to the flames of t heir
neighbors. 198 Also, scholars have suggested the possibility of ot her fires in the
Forum, 199 since Dio states that many of the Forum’s buildings were rendered useless
by fires in 9 B.C.200 Birte Poulsen notes that the destruction of the Forum may have
been so great in the period, that the complete restoration of the area may have lasted
well into the final years of Augustus’ life, as exemplified by the t ime between the
vowing (7 B.C.) and the dedication (A.D. 10) of the Temple of Concordia.201 For this
reason, the remaining discussion here will concentrate on the known historical dates of
preserving Rome. If these were somehow an allusion to Augustus role as the savior of Rome, perhaps
their place in the Basilic Aemilia alludes to Augustus financing of the building’s restoration.
198
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the buildings built between 14 B.C. and A.D. 14, most of which are dates of
dedication.
In 12 B.C., after the long awaited death of Lepidus, Augustus received the title
of pontifex maximus. The title, which he had previously turned down,202 was
important to him because it had been held by Caesar. Part of Augustus’ agenda as the
head priest of Rome was the revival of many of the city’s ancient cults. Among other
things, this revival included the restoration of the ancient altar to the underworld god
Vulcan, or the Volcanal, an altar that was believed to have existed on the lower slopes
of the Capitoline since the earliest days of Rome,203 Our evidence of the Augustan
dedication comes from an inscription found during the Renaissance which states that
Augustus used money sent to him by the people of Rome during an absence from the
city.204 In the north eastern part of the excavated Forum, excavations unearthed what
probably represent the foundations of the Volcanal. These included Tufa blocks and a
stone platform, which was later covered in cement and painted red. There is no
confirmed archaeological evidence, other than the inscription, from the Augustan
restorat ion.
The last architectural projects in the Forum Romanum during the reign of
Augustus reflect his desire for a successor. The first of these projects to be completed
was the Porticus of Gaius and Lucius. An inscription found near the south-east corner
of the Basilica Aemilia has led scholars to associate the Porticus of Gaius and Lucius
202
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Caesar with the basilica. The inscription reads:
L• CAESARI• AUG(U)STI F• DIVI• N
PRINCIPI IUVENTU(TI)S COS • DESIG
CUM (E)SSET AN N •N(A)T •XIII I •AVG
SENATUS205

The titles of Augustus here date the inscription to 2 B.C. Although Gamberini
Moneget maintained that the discovery of this inscription near the south-east part of
the Basilica Aemilia placed the porticus between the basilica and the Temple of Deified
Caesar, Esther Van Deman’s identification of the monument with t he colonnade of the
Basilica Aemilia still seems the most plausible solution; it is the portico t hat ran along
the entire facade of the Basilica Aemilia (Fig. 16).206 Dio adds to the confusion when
he states that Augustus dedicated the Porticus (not the Basilica) of Gaius and Lucius
in A. D. 12;207 however, a passage from Suetonius — porticam basilicamque Gai et
Luci — clearly differentiates the two monuments 208 We can speculate that a small
arched connection between the Basilica Aemilia and the Temple of Deified Caesar,
such as that suggested by Gamberini Moneget, may not have been considered a
porticus by the Romans, especially when one considers the size of such buildings as
the Porticus of Octavia. Therefore, the most likely scenario is that Augustus decided,
at some point during the reconstruction of the Basilica Aemilia in 14 B.C., to expand
the colonnade of the basilica and dedicate it to his newly adopted sons.209 Perhaps, if
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there were fires in the Forum around 9 B.C. some damage was inflicted on the facade
of the Basilica Aemilia as it was st ill under construction. If so, the addition of the
Porticus may have coincided with a repair. Or perhaps, Augustus originally conceived
the porticus as part of the restorat ion of the building after its burning in 14 B.C., and
for this reason his contribution was for the construction of the po rticus. Unfortunately
for Augustus, soon after the dedication of the Porticus in 2 B.C., both of the young
Caesars had recently died, and thus the building became a monument to their memory.
The loss of the two young men put Augustus, now in his early sixties, in the
awkward position of adopting a new successor. Augustus soon began to consider
Tiberius as his successor. The need to justify Tiberius as successor was paramount
and is perhaps best seen in the lavish restoration of two of the Forum’s most important
temples, the Temple of Cast or and Pollux and the Temple of Concordia. Although he
misidentifies the year, Suetonius tells us that Tiberius vowed bo th temples after his
triumph celebrating his victorious German campaigns in 10 B.C. 210

Were these

monuments encouraged by Augustus so that Tiberius could publicize his
accomplishments in the center of Rome? Or were these restorations important as acts
of legitimization in the eyes of Augustus?211 Either way, the restoration of these two
temples emphatically placed Tiberius’ name and deeds within ring of Julio-Claudian
buildings that surrounded the main piazza of the Forum.
According to Ro man legend t he son of Aulus Postumius dedicated the Temple
210
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of Castor and Pollux on July 15th, 484 B.C.212 Although archaeological excavations
have revealed a previously unknown second phase,213 before its rebuilding by Tiberius,
Lucius Caecilius Metellus had last rededicated a newly resto red temple, paid for by his
campaigns in Dalmatia, in 117 B.C.214 Very little remains of the Augustan phase, save
the podium and a few architectural fragments (Fig. 17). However, the archaeological
record has produced a fairly thoro ugh picture of the temples appearance. Excavations
into the core of the podium have revealed that every time the temple was rebuilt, the
preceding podium was left as a core; thus the Tiberian temple essentially swallowed
the podium of the Metellan phase. The resulting temple was impressive in size, with a
podium of nearly 75 square meters. The Tiberian temple, like its predecessor, was
Corinthian, octastyle and peripteral, with double rows of eleven columns on the side.
Unlike its predecessor the superstructure was of Luna marble, matching the other
Augustan temples in the Forum. Nielsen maintains that cella of the Augustan phase
likely contained black and white mosaic since fragments, preserving lozenge shape
decorations, which were found in early excavations. Other architectural fragments of
the Tiberian phase reveal the lush decorations typical of Augustan period temples.215
The temple also, like the Temple of Deified Caesar and t he Temple of Venus Genetrix
in the Forum of Caesar, was pycnostyle and included in its design a space in the front
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of the po dium which could be used as a speaking platform.216 Moreover, the
impressive height of the podium, nearly 7 meters, created an imposing structure when
viewed from below; the proximity of the Temple of Deified Caesar and the new
Temple of Castor and Pollux with their high podiums must have dwarfed the visitor to
the Forum’s east end.
The unique plan of Tiberius’ new Temple of Concord (Fig. 18) seems to have
been well suited for the display of sculpture.217 Due to the restricted placement of the
temple on the lower slopes of the Capitoline direct ly in front of the Tabularium, the
temple’s cella was wider (45 meters) than it was deep (24 meters). The pronaos was
narrower than the cella (34 meters) and relatively deep (14 meters). The location
placed the temple significantly higher than the pavement level of the Forum and its
wide cella created a large interior space. Eleven niches framed by columns of white
marble divided the interior space, and presumably created space for the display of
sculpture. Revetment of Luna marble added to the seemingly ostentatious decoration
of the temple, but more importantly, blended it into the other buildings of the Forum.
The spectacular architectural decorations of Tiberius’ building is evidenced by the well
preserved cornice fragment (preserved in the Tabularium) and the ornate interior
column bases and Corinthian capitals (complete with springing rams).218
We do have an elaborate account of the decorat ive program that adorned the
Tiberian Temple of Concordia. Much of this information comes from Pliny who tells
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that this newly built basilica was actually an enlarged version of the building he
finished for Caesar.227 Although the appearance of this building is obscured by the
restorations of Diocletian after the fire of A.D. 283, we know that the basilica was
immense (approximately 100 by 50 meters). The plan consisted of a large nave with
side aisles on all sides. The arcades of the side aisles supported the basilica’s seco nd
sto ry. Augustus covered the outside of the building with Luna marble and Doric
columns. The massive new building would have been an impressive monument to his
deceased complementing the Porticus of Gaius and Lucius on the other side of the
Forum.
The dedication of the Basilica Julia marks the end of over a half of century of
architectural patronage in the Forum Romanum. Although the Basilica Julia was the
last monument that Augustus dedicated, it does not complete this list of his activity in
the Forum. Several ot her events, restorations, and municipal projects can be securely
dated to the Augustan period, yet without certain dates. Based on the presence of
opus caementicium, Esther Van Deman maintained that Octavian/Augustus either
completed or restored the underground galleries of the Forum, parts of the Cloaca
under t he Basilica Aemilia and in front of the Curia Julia, the Sacellum Cloacina in the
Forum, and the fountain and possibly the aedicula of Juturna.228 Other archaeological
evidence suggests that at some point Octavian/Augustus may have restored the
columna rostrata of Gaius Duilius. Although the inscription on the monument retains
227
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its third century B.C. grammar, it is on Luna marble.229 We can speculate that it was
Augustus who likely carried out the restoration of the Duilius column, since his own
columna rostrata was itself a quotation of this mid-republican monument. Augustus’
work in the Forum also included a new pavement.230 Although no dates are certain,
the aedileship of Agrippa in 33 B.C., or more likely, Augustus’ tenure as curator
viarum in 20 B.C. are possibilities. Historically, however, new pavements in the
Forum often coincided with periods of fire damage in which case the Augustan
pavement may date to some point during the fire-plagued era after 14 B.C.231

THE FORUM, AUGUSTAN MESSAGES, AND THE ROMAN VIEWER
Augustus’ projects in the Forum likely made the city’s ancient square the
perfect backdrop for all ceremonies of state. One event likely embedded in ceremony
was the closing of the doors of t he shrine of Janus in the Forum. 232 The shrine, located
near the south-west corner of the Basilica Aemilia where the Argiletum entered the
Forum, had a long tradition in Rome. The closing of the shrine’s doors was a symbol
of peace as they were closed when Rome was not at war (or involved in civil war) on
land or at sea. Octavian closed them in 30 B.C. after Actium. Rome had not witnessed
the closed doors of the shrine since the first Punic War. 233 The doors were closed,
according to Suetonius, two other times during the Augustus’ reign. 234 Although one
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closing followed the pacification of the Cantabrians, the date of the other is unknown.
Augustus considered the event to be important and mentions it in his own Res Gestae
that, during his career, the senate three times ordered the closing of the shrine’s
doors. 235
The final “Augustan” event in the Forum was his funeral in A.D. 14. The
Forum at this point became the backdrop for the commemoration of his achievements.
Suetonius tells us that some senators proposed that as Augustus’ body entered t he
city, the statue of Victory from the Curia should precede it.236 The funeral was in
many ways a peaceful allusion to Caesar’s. 237 The procession carried an ivory and
gold funeral couch into the Forum and placed it in front of the western Rostra.
Accompanying t he couch in the procession were images of relatives and heroes of
Roman history, including Romulus. The couch concealed the actual coffin but
supported a wax image of Augustus in triumphal dress. Drusus delivered a eulogy
from the Rostra of Augustus and afterward Tiberius spoke from the Rost ra of the
Temple of Deified Caesar. Unlike Caesar’s funeral, however, the procession carried
Augustus’ body through a triumphal gate to a funeral pyre in front of his Mausoleum
in the Campus Martius.

Although the Forum had been the location of many great

eulogies during the Republic, I believe that it was particularly well suited as the site
for the celebration of Augustus’ memory. The use of the Forum as the site of funeral
activities, especially his eulogies, may give us clues as t o the actual mot ives behind his
building programs in the Forum Romanum.
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The Roman who was fortunate enough to witness the events surrounding t he
funeral in the Augustan Forum Romanum may have been more in awe of the setting
than of the words spoken by either Tiberius or Drusus. For if while listening to the
eulogy of Drusus on the Rostra of Augustus a viewer’s eyes had strayed to the various
monuments, the architectural setting may have spoken more highly of Augustus than
the eulogy itself. The young Drusus stood on the Rostra first moved by Caesar and
then enlarged by Augustus. Gilded statues of Sulla, Pompey, Caesar, and Augustus
(portrayed as a young Octavian) surrounded the young man as he extolled the virtues
of his adopted grandfather. Somewhere near the Rostra another monument to his
grandfather, a column bearing ship’s prows marked not only Octavian’s first military
victory, but did so in the tradition of the great Republican general Gaius Duilius. The
first monument behind Drusus, the recently dedicated and elaborately decorated
Temple of Concordia Augustae (now partially blocking the view of the massive
Tabularium built in the time of Sulla) celebrated the military prowess of his father,
Tiberius. The Temple of Saturn stood to t he left, behind the Rostra. Its pediment
decorations portrayed the divine support of Augustus’ victory over Egypt and
Cleopatra. Between the Temple of Saturn and the Rostra was the Milliarum Aureum,
marking the center of the empire, which had both grown and stabilized as a result of
Augustus’ reign. Finally, a look to t he right would reveal the Curia, also decorated as
a victory monument, and the Chalcidicium. The elderly viewer, near seventy, would
see the small circular area that marked the location where the Comitium had been and
perhaps remember the often raucous meetings of t he voting assemblies. The small
shrine of Janus, with its doors closed, was a constant reminder of the peace and
stability established during the Augustan era.
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As our Roman turned t o hear the eulogy of Tiberius, the architectural setting
may have been even more stunning. Tiberius stood on the Rostra of the Temple of
Caesar. Perhaps one could catch a glance into the cella and make out the large statue
of Deified Caesar. The image must have been powerful: Tiberius stood on the front of
the temple celebrating the deification of his adopted grandfather while eulogizing his
soon-to-be deified adopted father. Ships beaks from victories over Cleopatra
protruded from the Rostra. As our viewer’s eyes strayed to the right, the massive
triple arch of Augustus, celebrating possibly both his father’s triple triumph in 29 B.C.
and the return of the Parthian standards, supported a gilded quadriga driven by an
image of Augustus himself. The arch also bore the Fasti Capitolini Consulares,
making this elaborate arch not only a monument to the victories of Augustus, but also
to t he symbolic restorat ion of the Republic. Further to the right, our viewer saw the
newly dedicated Temple of Castor, a celebration of Tiberius’ military vict ories. Still
further to the right, the newly restored Basilica Julia, now rededicated to Gaius and
Lucius, dominated the south side of the main plaza. Our Roman remembered that
across the central square is another monument dedicated to the memory of the two
young men, the Porticus of Gaius and Lucius. Behind the Porticus, the great Basilica
Aemilia, rebuilt through the financial support of Augustus, cast its shadow over the
Forum’s central square. This building, like so many others in the Forum, still glistened
from its recent rebuilding after fires that began nearly thirty years before. Those fires
had also resulted in a beautiful new pavement of the Forum. Our viewer hears the last
lines of Tiberius’s speech, asking the Roman people to deify Augustus.238
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The visitor to the Forum in A.D. 14 saw a collection of buildings and
monuments that provided a sort of road map of Augustus’ career (Fig. 20). In fact,
one could argue that a building or statue in the Forum Romanum celebrated nearly
every significant event in the life of Octavian/Augustus. The early years after the
death of Caesar were denoted by the expanded Rostra and its gilded equestrian statue.
The struggle for power was underscored by the restoration projects of the viri
triumphalis. The columna rostrata celebrated the first naval victory of Octavian when
he was 27. The decoration of the monuments dedicated in 29 B.C. — the Curia Julia,
the Temple of Deified Caesar, and perhaps an Actian Arch — linked divine ancestors
with military success and the restoration of the Republic. The Parthian Arch (possibly
combined with “Actian” honors) celebrated a diplomatic victory that returned t he
standards lost by Crassus. The Basilica Aemilia (with the Porticus of Gaius and
Lucius), the Basilica Julia/Gaius and Lucius, the Temple of Concord, and t he Temple
of Castor Pollux were monuments that celebrated the new dynasty, but were also
important restorations. Finally, several monuments reflected the various offices held
by Augustus; the Milliarum Aureum celebrated his office as curator viarum and the
restorations of the Volcanal and the Temple of Vesta revealed his desire for the revival
and upkeep of Republican religious heritage, especially once Augustus attained the
office of pontifex maximus.
The literary sources and the archaeological record suggest that the Forum
Romanum under Augustus changed dramatically. As a result, the tendency in modern
scholarship has been to rightly label the changes of the Forum made by Augustus as a
combination of urban reform and imperial propaganda. Many scholars have associated
this process with the metamorphosis of the Republican Forum Romanum into a
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backdrop for Imperial ceremony. While describing a walk through the Forum in A. D.
14, Diane Favro’s fictional Roman grandfather “observes that the choreographed
buildings and human activity in the Forum Romanum resemble a stage set,” yet he
realizes that “ he along with other Romans happily accepts the appearance, rather than
the substance, of a restored Republic.”239 John Stambaugh, in The Ancient Roman
City, writes:
...the southeastern end of the Forum became a dynastic monument dominated by
three generations of Augustus’s family. The old landmarks — Regia and Vesta
— were placed quite literally in their shadow, reduced to rather quaint
antiquities.240
In a section from The Power of Images in the Age of Augustus, Paul Zanker offers a
similar description of the Forum.
In the end, what had o nce been the po litical center of the old Republic became
the showplace of the Julii, where the presence of Republican monuments was
only incidental. They were, to be sure, reminders of the glorious past, but now
overshadowed by the dazzling splendor of the present.241
What is evident from each of these passages is how modern scholarship defines the
finished product of the Augustan Forum Romanum as an essentially non-Republican
group of buildings. The decorations, the new building materials, and the regularization
of the plan certainly changed the image of the Forum. Consequently, the older
monuments of the Forum––now restored to the architectural style of
Augustus––painted a striking contrast to the Republican past. For the modern scholar,
this type of change throughout Rome has come to symbolize the visual language of

239

Favro (1996), 276.
John Stambaugh, The Ancient Roman City (Baltimore, 1979), 118-119.
241
Zanker (1988), 82.
240

-66-

Augustus’ young empire .
For good reason, this view of Augustan Rome, and of the Augustan Forum
Romanum is generally accepted. We should recognize that the one very important
aspect of every Augustan project in the Forum, was as an architectural proclamation
of his own political legitimacy. As both Stambaugh and Zanker state, at the end of
Augustus’ life, the Forum demonstrated his concern with the legitimacy of his
successor. However, this ultimate concern of Augustus, came only after he was able
to legitimate himself. I believe an examination of the history of the Augustan Forum
Romanum, will reveal that behind the sparkling facades of Luna marble lay nearly fivehundred years of Republican tradition. In other words, although t he appearance of the
Forum may have been quite different in A.D. 14 than it was in 44 B.C., the
motivations of Augustus were less radical. I hope to show that the means in which
Augustus used to legitimate himself through architectural projects in the Forum, like
many of his political reforms, showed a great reverence to the traditions of Republican
Rome. Moreover, the use of the Forum Romanum as the site of this reform not only
fell into a long-standing tradition, but also allowed him to situate himself in the
historical fabric of the Republic.242
Public familial legitimization underscores many of the buildings programs that
had taken place in the Forum Romanum, and all over Rome for that matt er, since the
beginning of the Republic. Monuments to Rome’s greatest generals and most
powerful gens decorated the Forum. Perhaps the great est surviving example is the
Basilca Aemilia.243 The custom of triumphant generals vowing temples in the Forum,
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and in other areas of the city as well, dated to the early history of the Republic.
Arches and columna rostrata likewise commemorated the victories of the triumphant
generals over foreign foes. In the second century B.C., great families built basilicas to
celebrate their gentes. All of these buildings and monuments celebrated not only the
patrons of each building, but perhaps more importantly, they manipulated the
experience of the visitor by associating activities of each building with the patron’s
name. This type of manipulation lies at the core of the Roman tradition of
commemoration. The association of a building and its activities with a patron was a
way of perpetuating the memory of that patron. Thus, the Basilica Aemilia not only
mesmerized Ro me with its beauty, it associated the family of Amelius Lepidus with the
law courts of Rome. The same can be said of the religious activities in the temples
vowed by triumphant generals. The Forum, as the traditional center of Ro me, was the
most prestigious location for such commissions, and because of its frequent use, was
the location where the most Romans would view such buildings. This was the
architectural tradition that Octavian knew when he arrived in Rome soon after
Caesar’s death.
I believe that Octavian’s early buildings, monuments, and restoration projects
in the Forum Romanum offered the Roman viewer a decidedly different message from
those he carried out under the name Augustus. Clearly, once he gained the title
Augustus and had secured complete power in Rome, the first emperor’s needs
regarding public image changed. As Augustus he needed to maintain control rather
than gain it and this need is clearly illustrated in the dynastic monuments of his later
career. This is especially true in the Forum where, with the exception of the Parthian
Arch, the major Augustan works in the Forum after 27 B.C. are monuments to the
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Julio-Claudian dynasty (for example, the Porticus of Gaius and Lucius and Tiberius’
restoration of the Temples of Castor and Concordia). I submit that the ultimate
message of every building, and the final “program” of the Forum at the time of
Augutus’s death in A.D. 14, was unmistakably a celebration of his Res Gestae as the
legitimizing force behind the dynasty. Military victory, reverence to the gods, the
offices of the cursus honorum, and preservation of the pat rician family were the
accomplishments of all great Republicans and those that Augustus strove to advertise
in his building programs. Thus, in A.D. 14, the Forum Romanum, the single locus
that exemplified the history and virtue of the Republic, now commemorated the
Augustan restoration of the res publica while simultaneously providing a backdrop for
the “Republican” extolling of Augustus’ accomplishments. Ironically, these
“Republican” virtues legitimized imperial rule.
But an examination of the Forum in A.D. 14 overlooks the early history of
Octavian, especially since many early monuments were undoubtedly overshadowed (or
even assimilated) by those completed after 27 B.C. Octavian’s concerns were
understandably different before he had gained control of Rome and its senate. As
mentioned abo ve, despite the guise of the triumvirate, from the death of Caesar until
Actium, he was engaged in a battle of public opinion against Antony. Even though he
was Caesar’s heir, he was at a disadvantage from the start since Antony had gained a
great deal of popularity as a successful supporter of Caesar. One way that Octavian
could communicate his desired image to the populace of Rome was t hrough the
architectural and sculptural programs in the Forum. Thus his monuments in the Forum
celebrated legitimacy through military victory, his connection with Caesar, and the
traditions of the Republic. The Temple of Deified Caesar represented the keystone
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that supported his legitimacy to rule, and it became the centerpiece of the Forum
Romanum. It was a constant reminder that he was the adopted son of a Rome’s first
deified leader from whom he had inherited his right to political power. Octavian
decorated the temple with the spoils of his own military success, as if to prove himself
a worthy successor. In 29 B.C. the Forum’s arches, columns, temples, basilicas, and
even the senate house advertised his legitimacy as a military leader, and supported his
claim as the successor to Caesar.
We should also consider that his restoration of the Forum, even with
monuments bearing his name, showed the upmost reverence to Rome and its
traditions. More specifically, these were traditions important to the idea of the
Republic. Thus, in contrast to Antony, Octavian restored the buildings that
represented, in the Roman mind, the essence of Rome. Antony, meanwhile, was in
Egypt, carrying on a scandalous affair with an Egyptian queen, and undoubtedly in the
eyes of many, living a very non-Roman life. We know that Octavian took advantage
of Antony’s absence, painting Antony as one who aspired to move the capital to t he
Alexandria and rule Rome as a Hellenistic king.244 During this public-o pinion assault
on Antony, Octavian lived in Rome and rebuilt one of the most sacred areas of Rome,
the Forum Romanum.
Why did Octavian choose the Forum as the site of many of his early building
programs? I believe that the Forum was the best place for him to advertise his own
legitimacy in the city of Rome. Public familial legitimization underscored many of the
building programs that had taken place in the Forum Romanum since the beginning of
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the Republic. Monuments to Rome’s greatest generals and most powerful gentes
decorated the Forum. 245 The custom of triumphant generals vowing temples in the
Forum, and in other areas of the city as well, dated to the early history of the Republic.
Arches and columnae rostratae likewise commemorated the victories of the
triumphant generals over foreign fo es. In the second century B.C., great families built
basilicas to celebrate their gens; the greatest surviving example is the Basilica
Aemilia.246 All of these buildings and monuments celebrated not only the patrons, but
perhaps more importantly, they manipulated the experience of the visitor to the Forum
by associating activities of each building with the patron’s name. This type of
manipulation lies at the core of the Roman tradition of commemoration. 247 The
association of a building and its activities with a patron was a way of perpetuating the
memory of that patron. Thus, the Basilica Aemilia not only mesmerized Rome with its
beauty, but also associated the family of Aemelius Lepidus with the law courts of
Rome. The same can be said of the religious activities in the temples vowed by
triumphant generals.
In many ways, the Forum provided a large scale topographical map of the
city’s history. Monuments such as the Regia, the Temples of Vesta, Saturn, and
Castor, and t he Curia, had t raditions dating back to the regal period and the early
Republic. Therefore by choosing the Forum as a place for both restoration and
personal propaganda, Octavian’s projects appropriated the history of the Forum into
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his own message, namely his legitimacy as the successor of Caesar. Even after he had
secured full control in 27 B.C. and gained the title of Augustus, his choice of the
Forum for such an extensive program of building and restoration situated his own
accomplishments within the matrix of what Diane Favro has called the “collective
consciousness of Rome.”248
An examination of the numismatic evidence from the years after the death of
Caesar supports my argument that Octavian specifically recognized the Forum
Romanum as a place to advertise his own legitimacy. Octavian, or his supporters,
minted numerous coins advertising Forum buildings and monuments. In fact, of the
architectural-reverse type coins 249 minted by Octavian or his supporters between 44
B.C. and 27 B.C., the overwhelming majority portray monuments in the Forum
Romanum. These include images of his columna rostrata (see Fig. 11), the equestrian
statue on the Rostra ( Fig. 9), the Temple of Deified Caesar (Fig. 21), the Curia (Fig.
13), and at least one triumphal arch (Fig. 14).250 The depiction of building projects on
the reverse of coins not only advertised Octavian’s public munificence and his
senatorial support, but even allowed him to take credit for the buildings that were
vowed jointly by the triumvirate. For example, neither Antony nor Lepidus minted
coins illustrating the Curia and the Temple of Deified Caesar, buildings vowed or
completed collectively by the triumvirate. Thus in the mind of a Roman using the
coin with a portrait of Octavian on the obverse and the Temple of Deified Caesar on
248

D. Favro (1988), 17.
For this st udy I include im ages of sculpture (such as th e equestrian statue discussed above)
as an ar chitectur al type.
250
On these coins see Crawford (1974), although he omits several example. For illustrations
see Fuchs (1969). For a recent and in depth discussion of the coins from this period see D. R. Sear,
The History and the Coinage of the Roman Imperators 49-27 BC (London, 1998).
249

-72-

the reverse,251 the building was Octavian’s.
What messages did Octavian hope to advertise to Rome through his Forum
building projects? From the death of Caesar, Octavian was clearly aware of the need
to portray himself as a competent military man. The history of the late Republic had
been dominated by great generals—Marius, Sulla, Pompey, and Caesar—and it is
apparent from the actions of Octavian in his early career that in order to legitimate
himself in the eyes of Romans, he needed to prove himself as a competent military
man. Antony and Lepidus had already distinguished t hemselves militarily by the time
of Caesar’s death. Young Octavian, though quick to emphasize his adoption by the
deified Caesar, still had to live up to Caesar’s reputation as a general. Thus the
placement of a gilded statue on the Rost ra, after what was essentially an illegal and
unsuccessful creation of an army from Caesar’s veterans, reflected the importance of
advertising himself as a great military mind (and showed the support of Caesar’s
army). Even though Octavian was only nineteen years old, he realized the importance
of his image sharing the Rostra with those of Sulla, Pompey, and Caesar. Even as
Augustus, over 50 years later, he mentions this fact in his Res Gestae.252 While Caesar
had made his military success known through his famous accounts of his wars in Gaul,
Octavian publicized success with public buildings and monuments.253 In this way, he
inevitably reached a much broader audience within the city of Rome and since many of
these monuments had come from the influence of Octavian’s supporters in the senate,
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they advertised senatorial approval as well. 254
Other than military success, Octavian’s wo rk in the Forum also advertised his
ability to act as a public administrator and continue the trend of massive urban projects
in the Forum that began under t he dictatorships of Sulla and Caesar. In the
introduction, I briefly outlined the major Forum projects of the two dictators. These
were the first major attempts at revitalizing the area of the Forum during the Republic.
Such projects promoted a ruler as the city’s beneficiary. As a result of Caesar’s ability
to link himself, and his personal success, with urban renewal; the stage was set for
Octavian’s own self advertisement in the Forum.
Even after he received the title of Augustus, the need to advertise military
capability continued. The Parthian victory, while considered only a diplomatic one,
seems to have been very important in the Augustan program of legitimacy, and the
return of the Parthian standards seemed a fitting conclusion to what was twenty years
of strife. Augustus combined the victories of his triple triumph with his greatest
diplomatic victory to portray himself as the savior of the Republic. This was accented
by the likely placement of the Fasti Consulares on the Parthian Arch. Instead of an
arch celebrating the victory of a monarch, the arch stood as restorat ion of Republican
tradition. Augustus was named, not as emperor, but as a consul multiple times,
illustrating not a break from the Republican system of government, but its restoration
254
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and continuation. Moreover, this new triple-bay arch not only celebrated the victories
of Augustus and restoration o f the Republic, but its conspicuous placement at the
Forum’s east end combined it visually with the first major monument t o his legit imacy,
the Temple of Deified Caesar.
It is no surprise that the monuments extolling the military prowess of Augustus
stood near the Temple of Deified Caesar. In many ways the use of this east end of the
Forum as the area celebrating the achievements and legitimacy of the Julio-Claudian
may have been chosen because of the presence of the Temple of Deified Caesar, and
the Regia. After all, the Temple of Deified Caesar symbolized the very authority that
initiated the rule of Augustus, his status as divi filius. This status, although perhaps
less necessary during the later years of his reign, nevertheless pro vided a constant
reminder of the ultimate source of his legitimacy. The ships’ beaks from Actium
decorated the Temple’s speaking platform. The positioning of the Parthian — and
possibly the Actian — Arch alongside the Temple advertised Augustus as the worthy
successor to Caesar. In fact, perhaps it advertised him as the more capable of the two,
since it was during the first triumvirate that the Parthian standards were lost and
perhaps in the minds of some Romans, it was Caesar who was responsible for plunging
Rome into another twenty-five years of civil war.
It was to the advantage of Augustus to advertise his divine ancestry. Mary
Beard, John North, and Simon Price write:
The assimilation itself could be understood in different ways: both as an
outrageously new, foreign, element within the political and religious horizons of
the Roman élite, and as a form of honour which had strong traditional roots in
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Roman conceptions of deity and relations between political leaders and gods. 255
Although this tradition in some way may have been a new one to Rome, it is also true
that patrician families often worshiped their ancestors. In this sense, the deification of
Caesar may not have seemed all that strange to Romans. We can assume that
Augustus’ perceived reverence to his deified adopted father would have been
expected. Not o nly did he advert ise this reverence through a building program in the
Forum, but also on coins as we see images of a mourning (bearded) Oct avian on the
reverse of a coin depicting the Temple of Deified Caesar. 256
In the Forum, Augustus utilized his association with Caesar for his own
legitimization, as well as for that of his deceased heirs, Gaius and Lucius, and his
eventual heir, Tiberius. The placement of the Porticus of Gaius and Lucius, on the
front of the Basilica Aemilia, would have associated it visually with the Temple of
Deified Caesar. Moreover, the renaming of the Basilica Julia as the Basilica Gaius and
Lucis would have placed young Caesars not only with Augustus, but with their divine
adopted grandfather. Similar associations were likely behind the redecoration of the
Temple of Castor by Tiberius. The position of this temple, which was visually linked
by the Parthian Arch to the Temple to Deified Caesar, created a powerful image.
Augustus, restorer of the Republic, was the link between the divine Caesar and the
promising young heir to the throne. The link to Caesar may have been emphasized by
the decorations of the Temple of Castor. Some scholars believe a relief from Mantua
portraying Romans fighting Gauls to be an interior panel from the temple.257 If this is
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the case, the display of this subject, which is historically associated with Caesar, may
have been an attempt to liken the victories of the Tiberius in Germany and Illyria to
those of Caesar in Gaul. Moreover, Tiberius’ victories also are celebrated near those
of his adopted father’s.
A similar association between the heirs of Augustus and their divine lineage
appears on the famous Belvedere Altar, now in the Vatican museums in Rome.258 The
altar portrays a sculptural narrative account of this new Julio-Claudian lineage.259 A
figure on the left, usually identified as Augustus or Tiberius, watches the apotheosis of
Caesar, who rides into the sky in a chariot. To the right, a woman, either Venus or
Livia, stands with two boys, most likely Gaius and Lucius. Not only does the scene
tie the two young boys, and perhaps Tiberius ,to their deified grandfather, but if the
female figure is Venus, then it is a reminder of the Julian divine ancestry. On another
part of the altar are two scenes from the Aenead associating the Julio-Claudians with
the mythological foundation of the city. When one combines the monuments from the
eastern edge of the Forum, we get similar messages pertaining to the divine ancestors
of the Julio-Claudians. This decorative program emphasized Augustus’ legitimacy
through his adoption by the divine Caesar, and Gaius, Lucius, and Tiberius through
their adoption by Augustus.
Perhaps one of the most important aspects of this facelift, in a project begun
by Caesar, was the reduction o f the Comitium and the removal of its activities to the
Saepta Julia in the Campus Martius. Although the mot ive for Caesar seems to have
258
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been to clear space in the Forum’s northwestern corner, in actuality its removal all
but eliminated the activities of the plebeian voting assemblies in the Forum. More
importantly, it isolated the Senate, a patrician body, within the “stage set” of the
Augustan building programs in the Forum. This action, although seemingly
inconsequential, I believe underscores one of the primary intentions of Augustus in the
Forum Romanum — to not only appease the senate, but also to legitimate his future
dynasty through the traditions of patrician Rome. In many ways, the Forum Romanum
consequently became a monument to the patrician legitimization of Augustus.
Whereas Caesar utilized the plebeian assemblies in the fifties to circumvent his
enemies in the senate, once he had gained absolute control, he no longer required the
services of the often violent assemblies to pass his laws. Perhaps for this reason, he
intended to re-locate the voting assemblies into the Saepta Julia. The Saepta was
finished after Caesar’s death by Lepidus, and we should assume that it was not until
that time that voting assemblies began using the new structure in the Campus Martius.
It is at this point that the Comitium became an obsolete structure, ret aining little use
other than ceremony. In all likelihood, the re-paving of the Forum by Augustus led to
filling in of the Comitium, preserved only by a slightly indented circular area in front of
the Curia.
The movement of voting assemblies outside of the Forum must have had a
significant effect on the activities of the area. Without a functional Comitium, the
massive crowds and the sometimes violent gatherings in the Forum, common in the
late Republic, were now a thing of the past. The Rostra, which was moved by Caesar,
no longer hid the area in front of the Senate house, but instead was placed axially with
the Temple of Deified Caesar on the other side of the Forum’s central area. The
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Rostra, now without the Comitium, serves as a platform for imperial speech, as it is
essentially disconnected, both literally and figuratively, from its previous function as
the speaking platform associated with the Comitium. The Senate, despite the absolute
power of Augustus, could now o perat e in relative t ranquility and safety, passing the
laws of Augustus with ease. I believe the movement of voting assemblies outside of
the Forum clearly demonstrates Augustus’ desire to appease the Senate, something
well documented in modern scholarship.260

Augustus’ reorganization of this part of

the Forum isolated the Senate from the violence and turmoil associated with voting
assemblies of the pre-Augustan years.
Augustus’ new Rome, including the Forum, also reflected a new seemingly
non-Roman desire for the massive urban restructuring that was more co mmon in the
tradition of Classical Greece and the Hellenistic east. This desire to build a new capital
was initially the desire of Caesar, and was carried out by Augustus. Unlike previous
Roman projects which were much smaller in scale, Augustus reworked almost all of
Rome, manipulating the experience of Romans throughout the city. His massive
mausoleum combined with the Ara Pacis and the Horologium dominated the Campus
Martius. His new Forum of Augustus outshone that of his adoptive father. Likewise,
his activities in the Forum Romanum, as discussed above, gave the city’s central
square a facelift in marble and Augustan propaganda. Perhaps this new look for the
Forum can be compared with Pericles’ restorat ion of the Acropolis in Athens in the
mid-fifth century B.C.261 Both rulers restore their respective city’s most sacred areas
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while indelibly putting their own mark on this restoration. Modern scholarship has
often pointed out that Augustan monuments in Rome quoted those of Periclean
Athens, as if Augustus sought to legitimize himself through comparison to one of
history’s great figures. Yet, in the Forum, such comparisons were less conspicuous.
Granted, the new look of the Forum was indeed of marble, in the tradition of Greek
cities, especially Athens. However, this was the case all throughout Augustan Rome.
Despite this new look, if we examine Augustus’ building program in the
Forum, once again we are reminded of reverence for Roman tradition. The
monument and building types that go up are columna rostrata, statues, rostra, basilica,
Italic-style temples, and monumental arches––all architectural forms that are
specifically Roman. Thus where one might see the precinct of attic sanctuaries as a
prototype for the Forum of Augustus or the Altar of the Twelve Gods in the Agora as
a prototype for the Ara Pacis,262 no such Greek prototypes exist for the Forum.
It seems to have been important for Augustus to preserve a sense of tradition
in the Forum. Lily Ross Taylor, in her book Party Politics in the Age of Caesar, notes
that when Italy chose support the young Augustus as emperor,263 that all Romans
essentially became the clients of Augustus, that is, the relationship between Augustus
and Romans “followed the tradition of Republican clientage.”264 I believe that if we
accept this argument -- that Augustus as princeps had t he entire city of Rome as his
clients -- then the Forum Romanum became in a sense his public atrium. The atrium
of the Roman house was used as both a ceremonial greeting place for clients and a
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repository for the images and deeds of ancestors. Wax imagines of deceased male
ancestors decorated the atrium and inscriptions celebrated their accomplishments. The
visitor to the Roman house, often a client of the paterfamilias, would often wait to be
greet ed in the atrium. Thus, the atrium of the Ro man house provided the client the
necessary information for that would assure him of the capabilities of the
paterfamilias. That is, the ancestors and familial power of a Roman patrician were
what legitimized his position in Roman society. The number of clients he had often
depended on not only his accomplishments, but also those of his ancestors. The
atrium as the public space of the Roman house was the ideal location for the
advertisement of the family’s res gestae. It was the domestic shrine to patrician
legitimacy.
The Forum Romanum becomes the large scale public equivalent of an atrium
for the Julio-Claudian dynasty. Its monuments celebrate the accomplishments of
Augustus and his greatest (adopted) ancestor, Julius Caesar (see Fig. 20). Monuments
also celebrate the accomplishments of his adopted sons — Gaius, Lucius, and Tiberius.
As I have shown, these monuments surround the visitor to the Forum; no matter
where one looked, an Augustan monument greeted the viewer. Thus, like an atrium,
the Forum functioned as a defined space of “possession.” Although the Forum was
Rome’s most public space, its tradition was appropriated by Augustus through his
building program, and the space was claimed as his own. Most importantly, if we
consider that Romans may have viewed themselves as t he clients of Augustus, then his
decoration of the Forum legitimated this role through a collection of monuments.
These monuments advertised his military prowess, important public office he had held,
his role as the restorer of the ancient religion, his divine ancestor, and his capable
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legacy. When one considers that Augustus maintained a modest residence on the
Palatine, then it is easy to comprehend the need for a large space that demonstrated his
abilities to his clientele, the citizens of Rome
I am not suggesting that Augustus considered the Forum his personal atrium. 265
However, perhaps the same motivations behind the decoration of the patrician house
atrium lay behind Augustan messages in the Forum, that is, to create a place to
advertise legitimacy. The need to proclaim himself as capable for this “new form” of
republicanism, especially since it required the naming of successors, easily explains the
massive building program celebrating his legitimacy and that of his successor, Tiberius.
The preservation of certain Republican aspects of the Forum by Augustus, ensured
that later emperors who reworked the Forum for their own propaganda, did not level
the Forum and use the space as their own. One can argue that Augustus, through his
use of the Forum as a place to advertise the legitimacy of the Julio-Claudian dynasty,
rewrote the history and tradition of the city’s principal piazza and the way that future
emperors and Romans perceived it.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Equus Domitiani and the New Topography of the Flavian Forum Romanum

Domitian’s building program in the Forum––the most extensive reworking of
the area since the Augustan period––punctuated the long and sacred historical record
of the Forum with monuments celebrating the legitimacy of the last Flavian emperor.
The visitor to the Forum Romanum in A.D. 91 saw several monuments to the glory of
the Domitian, perhaps none more ostentatious than a massive bronze equestrian statue
of the emperor Domitian in the Forum’s cent ral area. Domitian restored the Curia, the
Temple of Castor, and the Temple of Vesta. He also completed the Temple of Deified
Vespasian; this temple looked out over the Forum up to the Arch of Titus at the far
end of the Sacra Via. He then reworked the Argiletum, the road that entered t he
Forum Romanum from the North, into a ceremonial entrance for his own Forum
Transitorium (which was dedicated by Nerva). The Forum Transitorium, connected to
the Forum Romanum, was a monument to t he Flavian dynasty and its patron goddess
Minerva. His building program reflected an awareness of the sacred topography of
Rome, and by placing or restoring monuments at points of entrance into the Forum, he
was able to integrate his Forum program with buildings on the Velian, Capitoline, and
Palatine. This chapter explores Domitian’s strategic placement and restoration of
monuments and the way in which these monuments, through specific topographical
relationships and sight lines, connected the emperor’s name to the city’s historical
past.
Domitian’s work in and around the Forum reveals an approach quite diffrerent
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from that of Augustus in manipulating the experience of the visitor to the Forum.
Domitian’s program opens up the Forum where Augustus had visually sealed it with
his buildings. Moreover, we can see differences in the motivations behind the two
building programs. Augustus, although concerned with his own legitimacy at the time
of the second triumvirate, during the latter part of his career advertises his own
success as a means to legitimize his successors. Although the career of Domitian was
cut short, his message of self commemoration, as demonstrated by his building
program, reflects a desire for self-legitimacy rather than a desire to legitimize a
successor. Thus his concerns are with the glory of Vespasian and Titus (as a means of
self-legitimization), his own military record, and his ties to the goddess Minerva.266
Ancient criticism of Domitian has clearly shaped his historical personality; his
infamous deeds and the damnatio memoriae issued by the senate after his death
influenced ancient historians. Suetonius, a contemporary of Domitian, paints him as a
madman and Dio is equally scathing in his historical view.267 We should remember
that many of the opinions expressed by such authors, especially Pliny the Younger,
may have come as result of Trajanic anti-Flavian “propaganda.”268 Fortunately for the
modern scholar, the archaeological record left by Domitian provides a sometimes
overwhelming account of his building activities in the city of Rome. Although scholars
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have shown interest in Domitian’s building program in Rome,269 few have considered
the results of his activity in the Forum Romanum. 270 The archaeological remains of the
Domitianic period preserve what is arguably the most prolific imperial building
program in the city of Rome.271 Several ancient authors, even those critical of his
reign, provide us with important information on this emperor’s extensive building and
restorat ion in the city. Of the buildings pertaining to t his study, Suetonius mentions
only the Capitoline Temple and the Forum Nervae (Transitorium),272 and several
passages of Martial give us somewhat cryptic accounts of Domitian’s rebuilding of
much of Rome. We have, however, Statius’ entire poem on the Equus Domitiani.273
James Anderson has documented the accounts of two late historians: the
Chronographer of 354 and Chronicles of St. Jerome by Eusebius.274 Combining these
lists we get mention of warehouses near the Forum, a Temple dedicated to both
Casto r and Minerva, another to Vespasian, the Curia, the Forum Transitorium, the
Capitoline, and Minerva Chalcidica. We also have helpful lists of the Curiosum Urbis
Regionum and the Notitia Regionum Urbis; both mention the Temple of Vespasian
269
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(and Titus), the atrium Minervae, and in the Curiosum we have mention of the
Templum Castorum et Minervae.275

THE FORUM AND THE JULIO-CLAUDIAN YEARS
Domitian, born during the reign of Claudius in A. D. 51,276 was the son of
Titus Vespasianus, emperor from A. D. 69 to 79. His rise to power was largely due to
the military and political successes of Vespasian as well as that of his brother Titus.
The historical record, as mentioned above is tainted; however, it does seem that
Domitian was always the less favored of the two sons, by both his father and t he
people of Rome. The young Domitian was kept at home during his brother’s and
father’s highly successful campaigns in Judaea.277 Thus once Domitian gained power
at the death of Titus in 81 he attempts to gain military glory of his own. Before he
was born, his father had dutifully followed the cursus honorum, culminating in his
consulship in A. D. 51 (the year of Domitian’s birth) and t hen being hailed emperor in
69. His fathers’s political success must have exposed Domitian as a young man to the
daily political life in the Forum. 278
It is worth pointing out that after the death of Augustus in A.D. 14, the Forum
did not see another building program until that begun by Domitian in A. D. 81. In
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order to set the stage for Domitianic projects in the Forum, it is necessary to examine
minor additions made in the Julio-Claudian period after the death of Augustus. This
was the Forum that Domitian grew up with. The most notable of these additions was
the Arch of Tiberius erected in A.D. 16. Although built after the death of Augustus,
this arch could be viewed as the final punctuation of the Augustan period as it
celebrated the return of the standards lost by Varus in Germany in A.D. 9. Tiberius
placed the arch in the space between the Temple of Saturn and the Basilica Julia.279
Further evidence for the arch survives on the Oratio relief of the Arch of Co nstantine
(Fig. 22). Here the artist portrayed a single span arch to the left of the rost ra that in all
likelihood represents the Tiberian Arch,280 an arch analogous to the Parthian arch of
Augustus. Just as Augustus found legitimacy in his association with Caesar, so now
did Tiberius with Augustus. Tiberius’ placement of the arch, in one of the few empty
spaces in the Forum, allowed his monument to play off topographical associations with
Augustus’s Forum monuments. For example, it stood almost directly across the
Forum from the Curia, which now was in essence an Augustan victory monument.
It has been well documented by modern scholarship that the Julio-Claudians
continued to rely on association with Augustus,281 and for this reason the Forum, for
the most part, preserved its Augustan appearance throughout the dynasty. Other than
Tiberius’ arch, the only other significant addition came in the form of Caligula’s use of
the Temple of Cast or. When he enlarged the Domus Tiberiana down to the Forum, he
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seems to have altered the Temple of Castor to function as a vestibule for his palace.282
Furthermore, according to Suetonius, Caligula apparently liked to stand between the
two statues of the Dioscuri and be worshiped by those in the Forum as a third
Dioscuri. Other than this somewhat minor addition the Forum changed very little until
the fire of A. D. 64.

NERO AND THE FIRE OF 64
Nero built very little in the Forum and the damage from the fire of A.D. 64
(combined with damage from the later fire of A.D. 80) opened the door for later
Flavian building programs. The A.D. 64 fire clearly devastated most of the city, but
ancient sources tell us little about what happened specifically in the Forum. Tacitus
mentions that the fire destroyed t he Regia (or what he calls the house of Numa) and
the Temple of Vesta.283 Since Nero minted coins that portray an intact Temple of
Vesta from circa 65-66,284 he must have quickly completed enough of the temple for
it to have functioned because the temple played a part in the civil wars in A. D. 69 .285
Nero also minted the famous Janus coins portraying the shrine with a closed door (Fig.
23).286 The seems to be little evidence that the fire damaged the western part of the
Forum, so it is likely that the Janus coins utilized the shrine solely as a means of selfadvertisement for Nero; the coins celebrated the closed door of the Janus shrine, an
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event that occured only when Rome was not at war.

THE FLAVIANS AND THE FORUM
Little work went on in the Forum during the civil war of 68-69,287 and
Vespasian inherits a city badly ravaged by fire and war. The damage inflicted by the
fire of A.D. 64 was undoubtedly too extensive to repair before the death of Nero in 68
and was followed by damage caused in the civil war. We must assume that Vespasian
was responsible for some of the city’s repair, although the archaeological evidence
suggests t hat his concerns lay outside of the Forum. 288 There are coins minted jointly
by Vespasian, Titus, and Domitian in 72 and 73 that illustrate the Temple of Vesta.289
There is no evidence, literary or archaeological, that work was done on this temple
during the reign of Vespasian; however, the coins may have been minted to celebrate
some final touches on the restoration of Nero. For example, an as of Vespasian,
illustrates the Temple with an akroterion on the apex of the domed roof, that is not
shown on the coin of Nero.290
Another coin, minted jointly by Vespasian and Titus, may provide a clue to
another restoration project in the Forum. This denarius, likely dated to just before the
death of Vespasian, illustrates the rost rated column of Octavian in the Forum. 291 The
revival of this coin may coincide with some restoration work on the column. The
statue on the column differs slightly from that which appears on the denarius of
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Octavian. On the Flavian coin the statue has a radiate crown and appears to be
without any type of cloak.292 The restoration of this monument would have
demonstrated no t only a reverence to Rome’s first emperor but also to the more stable
and conservative imperial rule associated with Augustus.
Vespasian’s death in A. D. 79 marks the terminus post quem for the
construction of the the first major Flavian project in the Forum, the Temple of Deified
Vespasian (Fig. 24).293 The question remains as the how much of the Temple was
done by Titus and how much by Domitian. Most scholars have asserted that it was
likely started by the time of Titus’ death.294 If this is indeed the case, then Domitian
would have been responsible a significant part of the building. Although the temple’s
inscription included only the name of Vespasian, it is referred to by the Chronographer
of 354 as the Temple of Vespasian and Titus.
How much, however, could Titus have done to the temple before his own
death in 81? Vespasian did not die until September of 79. He was quickly deified by
the Senate, at which time Titus probably vowed the temple. Yet it seems unlikely that
Titus had time to do any significant work on the temple before his death. We can
assume that the fire of 80, although it did not seem to affect the area of the temple,
must have brought new construction to a virtual standstill. I would suggest that Titus
vowed the temple, and possibly saw construction carried out on its foundations before
his death. Thus most of the temple, beyond its siting and its basic plan, should be
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credited to Domitian.
The siting o f the temple is significant in that it utilized one of the few remaining
open spaces in the Forum (certainly one of the last large enough for a temple).295 Titus
located the temple at the base of the Tabularium between Tiberius’ Temple of
Concordia Augustae and the Porticus Dei Consentes. It faced to t he east overlooking
the Rostra below and the rest of the Forum (Fig. 26). The natural topography of this
end of the Forum slopes upward toward the base of the Capitoline, and for this reason,
like the Temple of Concordia, it was elevated over the pavement level of the Forum.
As one viewed the Temple from the center of the Forum the left side would have been
obscured by the pronaos of the Temple of Saturn with the lower parts still visible to
the viewer’s left of the Temple of Concordia. The temple’s siting also placed it on the
clivus Capitolinus, the road that carried traffic from the Forum Romanum to the top
of the Capitoline hill; this meant that it was one of the last buildings viewed as one left
the Forum during a trumphal procession.
Most scholars agree that an artist portrayed the temple on the Plutei Traiani,
the marble balustrades which stand today inside the Curia.296 From this scene, and the
surviving archaeological data, we can reconstruct the temple’s plan. The temple was
constricted by its placement; its podium measured only 33 by 22 met ers. The
archaeological remains preserve evidence of a hexastyle and prost yle temple. The
columns were fluted and Corinthian. Otherwise not much remains of the
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superstructure save the core, some block of peperino, and fragments of travertine cella
walls. The cella was lined with marble and had interior columns, six on each side.
Excavations have uncovered some of the remains of the spectacular
architectural decoration. Enough remains of the entablature to reconstruct the syma,
cornice, and frieze (a partially reconstructed fragment sits in one of the galleries of the
Tabularium). The syma consists of curved and lanced leaves and the ornate cornice
included an Ionian kyma. Particularly interesting is the frieze with representations of
sacrificial instruments and priestly regalia. These include (from left to right) a
bucranium, an urceus, a culter, an aspergillum, a patera (with a Gorgon head for an
omphalos), a securis, a malleus, and a galerus (Fig. 27). The frieze is clearly visible
from the Forum’s central area. A Corinthian capital with a tropaeon and a head of
Victory probably decorated the cella. We can presume (although we have no
evidence) that a cult statue of Vespasian stood in the cella.297
Apparently both Domitian and Titus restored, or more likely altered, the
Porticus dei Consentes (Fig. 28), which stands to the south of the Temple of
Vespasian. We have little evidence about the early history of the Porticus, originally
built in 174 B. C. 298 Archaeologists have identified remains of concrete facing from
the area that belong to t he restorat ion by Domitian. 299 In all likelihood, such
manipulation of the area was started, or at least planned by Titus, in order to make
room for the Temple of Deified Vespasian. The Porticus, as it st and t oday, still
297
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preserves the essential Flavian plan. It stands on a triangular platform set into the
southwest corner of the Forum against the Capitoline hill. The Porticus consists of 12
columns supporting a simple architrave. Richardson is probably correct in suggesting
that images of the 12 deities honored by this monument stoo d in the
intercolumniations.300
According to recent interpretations of St. Jerome’s chronicles, Domitian
restored the Curia and the adjoining Forum of Caesar from damage inflicted in the fire
of 64. Richardson has argued that not only did Domitian restore the Curia (which
survives today in its Diolcetianic form), he actually moved it to its current position.
Part of the evidence of Richardson’s argument comes from a denarius minted by
Octavian in 29, the reverse of which is believed to portray the Curia. Richardson
identifies the front portico illustrated on the coin (see Fig. 13) as the Chalcidicum
(mentioned by Augustus in the Res Gestae). Richardson argues that to enter this
portico, one had to approach the Augustan Curia via lateral ramps from the Argiletum
side, that is, from the east. For this reason, he argues that when the Curia needed
rebuilding, at some point during the reign of Domitian, t he emperor took the
opportunity to move the entire building in order open up the Argiletum; this area he
wanted as the entrance of his new Forum Transitiorium (Fig. 29).
Archaeological exploration in the eighties refut ed Richardson’s theory.
Morselli and Totorici found parts of the Caesarian/Augustan foundations underneath
the current Diocletianic Curia.301 Furthermore these excavations found no hard
evidence of a Domitianic restoration. Thus we should, at this point, conclude that
300
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Domitian’s work was minor. We can assume that he probably had to rebuild part of
the superstructure, but was able to reuse the foundations from the earlier phase. Thus
when his Curia burned in the fire of Carinus in 283, it destroyed all evidence of
Domitian’s restoration
The same excavation suggests that, despite the image on the denarius of 29
B.C., the Chalcidicum was not the portico located in the front of the Curia, as
Richardson argued. Morselli and Tortorici propose that it was a colonnade located
behind the Curia, and thus incorporated into the porticos of the Forum of Caesar (Fig.
30).302 Still others argue that it was a lateral colonnade that flanked the western side
of the Curia and abutted the Forum of Caesar to the south. If this is the case, as
Richardson suggests, we may see it in a Renaissance plan by Antonio da Sangallo the
Younger; it is now hidden under the church of SS. Luca ande Martina (Fig. 31) .
Neither the archaeological evidence nor t he literary are able to tell us much about the
Chalcidicum’s use. It likely served as an outside gathering place for Senators, but it
does not seem to have had any special religious purposes.
The Chalcidicum is probably Domitian converts into the Atrium of Minerva
during his extensive restoration of this end of the Forum. Both the Curiosum and the
Notitia list an atrium Minervae near the Senatus, or Curia. It is possible that
Domitian did little to alter the form of the building, but we can surmise that he added
some type of shrine or statue(s) to the goddess to what was called previously the
Chalcidicum. We should not, however, confuse this converted monument with
Domitian’s Minervam Chalcidicam – listed in the curiosum but not the notitia – as
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this monument was in the Campus Martius.
Domitian’s wo rk in the area around the Curia was undoubtedly linked to his
work in the imperial Fora. We know he did extensive work in the Forum of Caesar
and initiated the construction of the Forum Transitorium. His Forum Transitorium had
the most direct access of all the Imperial fora into the Forum Romanum (see Fig. 29).
Even the Forum of Caesar, which Caesar may have originally intended as an expansion
of the Forum Romanum, 303 seems to have utilized colonnades and the Curia as a
physical and visual boundary between it and the Forum Romanum. The Forum
Transitorium, on the other hand, was in many ways an extension of the Forum
Romanum. Domitian’s reworking of the Argiletum, one of Rome’s most ancient roads,
from the the Forum Transitorium to the Forum Romanum was a major element of his
plans. The road, which had long served as the main thoroughfare from the Forum into
the tenant neighborhood of the Subura, was all but obliterated by Domitian’s new
forum and what was left became a type of monumental entrance into his new Forum
Transitorium.
Domitian’s Fo rum Transitorium effectively swallowed the Argiletum as it left
the Forum Romanum. In essence, his new Forum convert ed the remains of the
Argiletum to the north of the Forum Romanum into a precinct for his patron goddess,
Minerva. Although Vespasian must have begun some work in the area of the Forum
Transitorium during his construction of the Temple of Peace, the area seems to have
been left fairly open until Domitian began his project; it was likely co nnected in some
way to the market area of the Republican Macellum. Domitian also seems to have
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reworked what was left of the Argiletum road in the area between the Basilica Aemilia
and the Curia,304 and this may have included reworking of the outside of the eastern
wall of the Forum of Caesar.
Richardson also argued that, as part of the work on the Argiletum, Domitian
relocated the Shrine of Janus from the Forum Romanum into the Forum
Transitorium. 305 This shrine had a rich tradition in both the Republican and Imperial
periods. During the Julio-Claudian period Augustus and Nero celebrated military
victories by closing its doors. Nero was so proud o f his accomplishment that he
minted coins showing the shrine with its doors closed.306 The origins of the
monument may have been more humble, as it seems to have originally served as a
sanctified bridge over the brook of the cloaca maxima in the early Forum. 307 It seems
to have kept this relationship to the cloaca, even after the brook was moved
underground in the form of Rome’s great sewer. There is little evidence for the
presence of the shrine, although we know from ancient accounts that it stood at the
end o f the Argiletum, apparently where the road ent ered the Forum. 308 Although
excavations have been unable to find any type of foundation for the shrine, most
scholars now accept that it probably stood under what seem to have been a mediaeval
tower attached to the remains of the southwest corner of the Basilica Aemilia.309
Domitian built a shrine or possibly a small temple to Ianus Quadrifons as part
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of his Forum Transitorium complex. This new monument housed a cult statue based
on a type a four-faced Janus statue brought from Falerii in 241. Holland suggested
that the statue already belonged to a shrine to t he god somewhere in this area and
Domitian simply rebuilt the shrine as part of the Forum Transitorium. 310 According to
Martial, the four faces of the monument referred to the number of surrounding fora
(Pacis, Transitorium, Augustus, Romanum).311
It is the presence of this new Janus that led Richardson to propose that
Domitian dismantled the two-sided shrine, the shrine in the Forum Romanum, when he
reworked the Argiletum. If this were the case, he would have been the first emperor
to dismantle a monument with a Republican history in the Forum. Although such a
move would have indeed been bold when we consider the history of the monument,
the erection of a new Janus monument, essentially over the cloaca, would have
preserved its ancient relationship to the brook. Martial’s description of the monument
does suggest that the Domitianic Arch/Temple was simply a new home for the
shrine.312
Much of Richardson’s theory, however, is based on the proposal that Domitian
moved the Curia, and thus covered up the spot where old shrine of Janus stood. Since
we now know that Domitian did not move the Curia, he may not have had the need to
tear down the Janus shrine.313 We also have an account from Procopius,314 who points
out that a shrine to Janus, just large enough to cover the cult statue, still stood in the
310
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Forum Romanum in the fifth century. Based on the Neronian coin image, Richardson
argues that the shrine of Procopius’ day is too small and thus actually a version rebuilt
in the second century A. D. We have no earlier description of the shrine’s actual size
and there is no reason not to believe that the Neronian coin and Procopius’s
description are of the same monument. If the shrine was as small Procopius suggests,
then in all likelihood, Domitian would not have had to tear it down in order to rework
the Argiletum as an entrance to the Forum Transitorium.
In order to comprehend t he plans of Domitian in the Forum, we must actually
look out side the boundaries of the Forum proper. Torelli has noted that Domitian’s
reworking of the Forum included opening up the area to topographical relationships
with monuments outside of the Forum (Fig. 32).315 Nowhere does this opening up
seem more evident than in the Forum Transitorium. The narrow path of the Argiletum
seems to have led to a type of Propylon entrance in the south-east corner of the Forum
Transitorium. The Forum was narrow, restricted by the Forum of Augustus and the
Templum Pacis, and thus had to conform to the narrow space. Even though the Nerva
dedicated the Forum, 316 its siting and design were a result of Domitian’s patronage.
The Forum consisted of a narrow precinct (Fig. 33), surrounded by a
colonnade. Its form was that of a colonnade en ressaut supporting sections of
architrave that jutted out from the side wall at right angles.317 Segments of frieze that
ran around the interior of the Forum are still in situ. 318 In addition to a shrine, or small
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temple of Janus Quadrifons, the center piece of the Forum was a temple to Domitian’s
patron goddess, Minerva. Interestingly, Do mitian follows the tradition o f Caesar by
dedicating his Forum to his patron goddess. Unlike Caesar, Domitian’s allegiance to
Minerva is pure invention. Caesar traced his family origins through the Julii back to
Venus. Domitian seems to have invented Minerva as his patron and as the Imperial
protectress.
Domitian likewise utilized monuments to his brother’s and father’s successes as
foundations for his own legitimacy. The primary monument to his brother, the Arch of
Titus, he located on the principal approach to the Forum from the west.319 The arch
stands atop the Velian hill, at the highest point of the Sacra Via. Although for the
modern visitor the arch is in the same archaeological park as the Forum, its location
was well outside of what the Romans considered the Forum. Its placement is
significant in that it provided a type of monumental entrance onto t he Sacra Via as one
headed toward the Forum. The arch also functioned as a type entrance for the area of
the Colosseum as one exited the Forum – or as has been recently argued – the entire
valley of Nero’s Domus Aurea (Fig. 34).320 Domitian decorated the both sides of the
arch’s interior with reliefs celebrating the triumphal victories of Titus and Vespasian
and the capture of Judaea. Importantly, the scenes move with the viewer as he enters
the Forum. The northern relief depicts Titus in his victory quadriga during his
triumphal march into Rome after the defeat of Jerusalem. The opposite relief depicts
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the parade of the spoils of Jerusalem during the triumph, which were later placed in the
Temple of Peace. Soldiers carry placards describing the events of the war or
identifying the spoils, most notably the great menorah from the Temple in
Jerusalem. 321 The arch seems a modest celebration for Domitian’s deified brother,
whose apotheosis is pictured in relief on the underside of the arch.
A Roman who traveled down the Sacra Via from the Velian hill to the Forum
Romanum may have seen at least one, and possibly two massive Flavian warehouses,
or horreae (Fig. 35). 322 The large buildings, likely more marketplaces than storage
facilities, seem to have stood on either side of the Sacra Via, and were thus imposing
to t he visitor. We have mention of a warehouse built by Vespasian by the
Chrono grapher of 354. Although he does not mention the exact location of the
warehouse, Van Deman suggested that it occupied the area between the Atrium
Vestae and the Arch of Titus.323 Carandini argues that this entire area, after damage
by the fire of 64, saw the construction of Vespasian’s warehouse, and the later Horrea
Piperataria by Domitian. 324
The Chronographer gives a precise location of the Horrea Piperataria, in the
spot marked in his day by the Basilica of Constantine.325 Excavations into the floor of
the Basilica have turned up traces of Domitianic brick work. 326 Richardson’s
suggestion that the area was a type of market before the the fire of 64 and then
321
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assimilated into the Domus Aurea is plausible.327 He also suggests that Domitian’s
warehouse, which may have been a market for either spices or other luxury goods, was
more or less a restoration of the area to its former use. According to Dio, the area
burned during the fire of Commodus in A.D. 192.328
Domitian seems to have been busy in the south east corner of the Forum
Romanum and the entrance area of the Forum along the Via Tuscus. He may have
overseen work on the Temple of Vesta and the Atrium Vestae, likely the finishing
touches of a restoration. Both had been destroyed and their restoration was at least
initiated after the fire of 64. Work on the temple may have progressed at a slow pace
since Vespasian, Titus, and Domitian issue coins portraying the temple in 72 and 73,
suggesting that at that time restorat ion had already begun. 329 The archaeological data
reveals that work was done to the Temple during Domitian’s time; both Van Deman
and Blake noted that parts of the Temple preserve Domitianic brickwork. From circa
82 we also have a coin of Julia Titi, Domitian’s niece, t hat portrays a statue of the
goddess Vesta on the reverse. This coin may indicate that she either repaired or
replaced the cult statue. 330 Otherwise, perhaps Domitian commissioned t he statue in
the name of his niece and rumored mistress. 331
The Atrium Vestae (see Fig. 35), like the Temple of Vesta seems to have
suffered damage in the fire of 64, then again in the fire of either 69 or 80. 332 Nero
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The most likely scenario is that Domitian placed some monument to
Minerva—a statue, shrine, or building—in the area of the Castor temple. I believe that
this pro bability is supported by a close reading of the ancient sources. Scholars have
been troubled by the fact that the Chrongrapher of 354 specifically calls the building
templum Castorum et Minervae, yet he is probably using the same convention as we
see in the Curiosum Urbis;337 Here the author lists two separate (but nearby) temples,
the Temple of Vespasian and t he Temple of Saturn, as the Templum Saturni,
Vespasiani et Titi.338

So if we believe the Chronographer that the templum Minervae

was near the Temple of Cast or, then where was it?
Hülsen first suggested that Domitian built such a shrine in the area of what is
now Santa Maria Antiqua in association with the Temple of Deified Augustus.
Although the placement of a church o ver a pagan shrine or temple is common, t he
archaeological evidence does not support his theory, especially since the success of his
argument depended on the location of the Temple of Deified Augustus inside the
complex of the church and the nearby Domitianic hall. This possibility has been
essentially erased by the archaeological work of the last century.339 A statue of
Minerva was found in the area of the Lacus Iuturna, leading one scholar to suggest
that some sort of shrine to the goddess guarded the entrance to the Palatine near the
Lacus.340

337

Reproduced in H. Jordan, Topographie der Stadt Rom im Alterthum, II (Berlin, 1871),

541-74.
338

Anderson (1983), 100, notes that the Chronographer combines the the baths of Trajan and
Titus in to the thermas Titianus et Traianus. This seems to further support the idea that such coupling
of building names only occurs when the two buildings share topographical proximity.
339
H. Bloch, I bolli Laterizi e la storia edilizia romana (Rome, 1947), 27-9, 348.
340
Anderson (1983), 100.

-103-

Richardson has proposed that instead of a separate building, Domitian added a
sort of Sacellum onto the rear part of the Temple of Castor and Pollux, thus creating a
shrine to Minerva that, although joined, could still be referred to as a separate
building.341 This scenario would also fit into Martial’s description of a Minerva
Temple near the (presumed) site of the Temple of deified August us. Despite the
attractive aspects of this theory, we still have no archaeological evidence to support
the presence of such an addition. There also does not seem to be room enough to add
such a building between the rear portion of the Temple of Castor and t he Domitianic
“Hall” behind it. Moreover, although Richardson cites the rather obscure Temple of
Bacchus in Pompeii, there is little tradition of such additions in the history of Roman
architecture.
Recent argument s have returned to the cluster of buildings mentioned above
that are today part of the church of Sant a Maria Antiqua, that church’s vestibule, and
the so-called Domitianic hall (the building mistaken for years — by scholars such as
Hülsen — as the Temple of Defied Augustus).342 These buildings, although not in the
traditional shape of a t emple, or shrine, are the most likely known candidates for the
Domitianic Minerva complex . 343 They are the only buildings in the area that the
archaeological record securely dates to the Domitianic period. 344 Moreover, their
341
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proximity to the Temple of Castor and the presumed location to the Temple of Deified
Augustus place them in a location that is consistent with the literary description.
There is no reason, as has been suggested,345 that this complex of buildings must
include the libraries asso ciated with the Temple of Divus Augustus. Instead, as the
archaeological evidence suggests, it was thoroughly a Domitianic complex. Even
though the building seems to be a vestibule for the entrance to the Domus Tiberiana
from the Forum, the placement of a Minerva shrine within (or near) an entrance to the
imperial palace would not seem out of place for Domitian.346 The later location of the
church of Santa Maria Antiqua within a precinct of Minerva, herself a virgin goddess,
seems appropriate.347
I would suggest that, if the vestibule area for the Domus Tiberiana was not a
monument to Minerva, then Domitian placed such a monument across the Via Tuscus,
behind the Basilica Julia. Although this is the area considered by some to be the
location for the Temple of Deified Augustus — which Domitian restores —perhaps
Domitian sought to tie himself to Augustus through the introduction of his own
monument in the area.348 The addition of some sort of Minerva shrine within the
complex of the Temple of Deified Augustus was possible since the latter had been
partially damaged, or even destroyed by fire, and was restored by Domitian.
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Domitian’s temple may have been a fairly small building, a type of Sacellum, not unlike
that of Juppiter Custos — which was later rebuilt as a Temple — built by Domitian
on the Capitoline. 349 Perhaps a similar small Sacellum to Minerva was an appropriate
addition to the area of the Temple of Deified Augustus.

THE EQUUS DOMITIANI
The centerpiece of Domitian’s Forum Romanum (as argued by Torelli), and
thebest known of Domitian’s Forum monuments, was the Equus Domitiani. The poet
Statius made famous this equestrian statue as the subject of the first segment of his
Silvae. In the poem, Statius provides us with a fairly det ailed description of the
monument’s appearance and describes its location. In addition, we have numismatic
evidence of the statue; a rare denarius of Domitian may depict the statue. Although
for majority of the twentieth century it was believed to have stood on foundat ions in
the center of the Forum, the reevaluation of the archeological evidence by Giuliani and
Verduchi in the eighties has now left in question the monument’s location.350
Domitian erected the statue in celebration of his victories in Dacia and
Germany; it perhaps illustrates his own desire to mat ch the military successes of his
father and brother. Domitian was involved in two conflicts against the Dacians and one
against the Germans.351 The first Dacian war, in A.D. 84 and 85, resulted from a
Dacian offensive on Roman camps near the Danube. Domitian goes to the area in 85
after the defeat of his Roman governor, Oppius Sabinus. This led to a later triumph as
349
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a result of the successful expulsion of the Dacians by his general Cornelius Fuscus.352
The German conflict initiated from a military revolt by the Roman governor
Saturninus in 89, who revolted with two legions in the area of modern Mainz.
Domitian traveled to the area with the Praetorian guard, and Trajan was called in from
Spain to assist Aulus Bicus Lappius Maximus, the general of the forces stationed in
lower Germany. Domitian, with the aid of his supporters, quickly suppressed the
revolt, which seems to have had negligible support from anyone in Rome. Domitian
used the opportunity of such a force in Germany to engage the Chatti, a tribe which
had supposedly aligned with Saturninus in the revolt. He sent Lappius against them;
Lappius’s success resulted in victory and a treaty. 353
The Equus Domitiani, which was voted by the Senate, and must have been
linked to the double triumph,354 for bot h the German and the Dacian victory,
celebrated by Domitian after 89. Statius begins the Silvae with a description of the
statue’s location. We are never told that it actually is located in the Forum, but only
given a detailed description of the buildings surrounding it, one that any Roman would
have known described the Forum. Statius hints t hat the statue is so impressive that it
is well suited for the Forum (Par operi sedes). Two details tell us which way the
statue faced: Statius notes that in the path (hinc obvia ...) of the horse is the Temple of
Deified Caesar; and he writes that the statue seems to keep watch over the new palace
(or the Palatine) and the Temple of Vesta. It was flanked on either side by the
Basilica Julia and Aemilia (at laterum passus hinc Iulia tecta tuentur illinc belligeri
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sublimis regia Pauli). At his back were two other temples, that of Domitian’s father,
the deified Vespasian, and that of Concordia ( terga Pater, blandoque videt Concordia
vultu). We also know that the statue is within sight of the Temple of Castor and
Pollux, as Statius tells us that Casto r can loo k from his Temple and see Domitian.
Stat ius’ description of the monument offers some insight to its appearance. The
statue is said to have been so tall that Domitian looked down upon the temples that
surround him (...templa superfluges...).

He must have worn a great bronze cuirass as

his chest is said to be so great that it used all the ore from the mines of Temese.
Domitian also wore a chlamys or cloak. His sword, apparently quite large, rested —
presumably in a scabbard — at his side. His horse, also of great size, seems to be
tossing his head. One of the horse’s front feet trampled the head of the personification
of the Rhine. Finally, Domitian gestured with his right hand, while his left hand
supported a small statue of Pallas, or Minerva. Minerva held the severed head of
Medusa.
During his reign, Domitian issued several coins that may depict an equestrian
statue. In fact, the evidence suggests that there were at least two different types of
these statues. One type should be identified with another Domitianic equestrian statue
(with the face reworked into that of Nerva) found at Misenum and now in the Naples
archaeological museum. Both the coin and the statue portray Domitian on a galloping
horse, with a spear in his right hand.355 On the coin his horse tramples what is
probably a fallen German (now lost) on the bronze statue from Misenum. A rare
denarius may depict the Equus Domitiani in the Roman Forum (Fig. 37). This coin
355
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shows a more statically composed statue with a walking horse, and what seems to be a
head underneath the horse’s right front hoof.356 As Castagnoli argued in the fifties,
this coin conforms nicely to Statius’ description of the monument, and thus probably
depicts the statue in the Forum. 357 Recently, John Geyssen has noted that the coin in
fact is not a perfect fit to Statius’ description, as it appears to depict Domitian with
both arms raised in front, instead of with the left holding the figure of Minerva.358
Unfortunately, in order to understand the appearance of the statue, we are
forced to rely on the coin depiction and the description of Statius, as the statue was
undoubtedly victim of the damnatio memoriae issued by the senate after Domitian’s
death. Both Suetonius and Pliny the Younger give accounts of the widespread
destruction of Domitian’s images.359 Statues were pulled down with apparent violence
and were hacked with swords and dismembered; all bronze statues were melted down.
Pliny mentions specifically, with seemingly noticeable displeasure, one particular image
of the emperor that one could not help but notice while ascending to the Capitoline,
undoubtedly the Equus Domitiani.
So where was the statue ? During excavations in 1902 and 1903, Boni
discovered foundations in the center of the Forum while clearing one of the
underground galleries that run under the Forum (Fig. 38). Although his excavations
were never formally published, most scholars at the time, including Huelsen, 360 agreed
that this base indeed belonged to the famous equestrian statue of Domitian. The
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concrete foundation included four settings for what were presumably supports for an
equestrian statue. Moreover, the foundation’s location in the center of the Forum
seemed to fit perfectly the description of Statius. The foundations were presumed to
date from the first century A.D., as they cut into one of the undergro und galleries,
built either during the Sullan or Caesarean period.
The dat ing of these foundations and their connection to the Equus Domitiani
was called into question by the explorations of Giulianii and Verduchi in the late
seventies and early eighties.361 Their examination of the area discovered t hat the
foundations were instead from an earlier monument. The evidence suggests that these
foundat ions must have been produced before the repavement of the Forum in the
Augustan period, providing a terminus ante quem of 12 B. C. Giuliani and Verduchi
suggest that it was a monument constructed at some point between the Caesarean and
early Augustan period. They propose that a rectangle of concrete and irregular
travertine blocks – located immediately north of Bo ni’s foundat ions – may have
instead belonged to either the Equus Domitiani or the Equus Severus (Fig. 39). They
suggest the possibility that the foundations belonged to bot h statues, and that these
foundat ions were reworked at a later time for the Severan monument. Giuliani and
Verduchi’s proposal requires us to look at the evidence of Septimius Severus’s
equestrian statue and the history of pavement in the Forum Romanum in order to
understand the Equus Domitinai.
Herodian, our only source for the Equus Severi, tells us that the senate erected
the statue in memory of a dream of Severus, a dream he had the night he heard that

361

Giuliani and Verduchi (1987), 118-22.

-110-

Pertinax assumed control of the empire.362 In the dream, Severus was watching
Pertinax ride through the Forum on a large ho rse. When the horse reached the old
Comitium area in front of the Curia, it apparently had a change of heart and threw
Pertinax to the ground. Herodian tells us, and I quote, “While Severus stood there
motionless, the horse slipped under him, taking him up on his back, and bore him
safely along. Then, halting in the middle of the Forum, the stallion raised Severus aloft,
so that he was seen and cheered by all. And in our time a huge bronze statue depicting
this dream still stood on that spot.” Modern topographers have varied
their interpretations of Herodian’s description. Platner and Ashby, and later
Richardson, do not propose a location for the statue in their topographical
dictionaries, but just assign it to so mewhere in the middle of the Forum. 363 Whittaker,
in his Loeb translation of Herodian, argues for the spot where the horse picked up
Severus.364 Coarelli also prefers t his location and attributes the remains of a
monument in front of the Arch of Septimius Severus to t he Equus Severi. Giuliani and
Verduchi, on the other hand, interpret the location of the statue as the place where
Severus was elevated and honored, thus in the center of the Forum. 365 For this reason,
they attribute the area of smaller paving stones adjacent to the Boni’s foundations to
the Equus Severi. As I have already mentioned, they also propose that Severus’ statue
expropriated the location and foundations of Domitian’s equestrian statue.
Giuliani and Verduchi’s solution for the Equus Severi does seem to fit to t he
text of Herodian, who mentions that the statue stood on “that spot” after he tells us
362
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that the horse carried Severus to the center of the Forum. Since Severus was
responsible fo r much of the surviving pavement of the Forum, 366 and since this area
preserves decidedly different paving stones, the monument that occupied this space
was destroyed and covered over after any Severan activity in the Forum. Yet does it
make sense that Severus consciously–– or in the case of a dream––unconsciously
chose the spot previously occupied by the Equus Domitiani ? After all Severus’ statue
commemorated the events of a dream, a premonition of his own imperial destiny.
Domitian’s statue was destroyed a hundred years before and any visible evidence of its
foundations may have been long covered up.
Indeed, no other scholar seems willing to attribute existing remains to the
location of both the Equus Domitiani and the Equus Severi. Surprisingly, Coarelli,
Torelli, and Richardson all assign this spot instead to Domitian’s statue alone. Yet
neither t he archaeological nor the literary evidence can confirm even this assumption,
and simply put, without further excavation, we cannot be sure where Domitian’s statue
stood. The desire to locate the statue in the very center of the Forum may be
conditioned by the location of Boni’s foundations, so long believed to be associated
with Equus. We must remember, however, that Boni, upon discovery of these
foundations in 1902, assigned them to the Equus Domitiani largely because of Statius’
account.
Thus, at best, Giuliani and Verduchi’s theory is tentative; the evidence seems
much more conclusive for the Severan period and to date no strong evidence points to
Domitianic activity in this area. Is there another acceptable location for the Equus
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Domitiani? I believe that the location of the statue may be better understood when
placed within the co ntext of Domitian’s work in the Forum Romanum. As I have
shown, Domitian was responsible for the most extensive restoration of the Forum
since the Augustan period. If we reexamine the description of Statius, we actually see
that what he tells us is not as precise as some modern scholars would like to believe.
Again, according to Statius the statue stood facing the Temple of Caesar, in front of
the Temples of Vespasian and Concord, between the Basilicas Julia and Aemilia, and
near the Lacus Curtius. Statius’ poem thus simply describes the Forum Romanum,
specifically, the Forum’s central area. In fact, any spot between the Temple of deified
Caesar, the Rostra, and the basilicas Julia and Aemilia would fit his description. Given
Statius’ lack of specificity I would like to suggest an alternative siting for the Equus
Domitiani.
Let us begin with another look at Domitian’s program in and around the Forum
Romanum. Mario Torelli has provided an ambitious assessment of this program (see
Fig. 32). He hypothesizes that the Equus Domitiani, in the spot proposed by Giuliani
and Verduchi, served as the topographical fulcrum of Domitian’s vast building
program in Rome, a program that Torelli argues juxtaposed Flavian and Augustan
monuments as a means to legitimize the new dynasty.367 Torelli’s theory, as
illustrated by his reconstruction, places Domitian’s equestrian statue in an axial
alignment with t he Temple of Minerva in the Fo rum Transitorium and within a
preconceived sight line between the Temple of Deified Vespasian and Torelli’s
hypothetical location for the Arch of Deified Vespasian. His Velian location for the
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arch, however, is where both literary and archaeological evidence places the Horrea
Piperataria. It is also worth noting that Torelli’s axial alignment of the Temple of
Minerva in the Forum Transito rium with the Equus Domitiani in the Forum Romanum,
would no t have been appreciated by any Roman viewer because the Basilica Aemilia
physically, and above all visually, separated the two fora.
Despite the attractiveness of a Forum-oriented Domitianic building program,
Torelli’s argument is highly speculative and unconvincing. In addition to the
problematic location of the Vespasianic Arch, Torelli’s sight lines are in fact blind.
That is, the topographical relationships are much more convincing on a plan than they
would have been as one walked through the Forum area. He notes specifically an axial
alignment between the location of the Equus Domitiani proposed by Giuliani and
Verduchi and the Temple of Minerva in the Fo rum Transitorium. Unfortunately, the
presence of the Basilica Aemilia allows such a topographical relationship to be
appreciated only from a birds-eye view. The same can be said about the relationship
between the equestrian statue, the Temple of Deified Vespasian, and the Arch of Titus.
Clearly, with the Temple of Deified Caesar, the Atrium Vestae, and t he Vespasianic
warehouse one would no t have been able to see the Arch of Titus from anywhere in
the central area of the Forum. The view from the top of the Velian hill, which today
nicely frames the Forum and the Temple of Deified Vespasian though the arch, would
have instead framed a direct view of the eastern side of the Vespasianic Warehouse.
Yet it is appealing to associate pre-conceived topographical relationships and
sight lines within Domitian’s architectural program, and other scholars have provided
less speculative suggestions. As noted above, Penelope Davies has recently proposed
that the Arch of Titus acted as a monumental entrance to the newly reclaimed area of
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the Domus Aurea (see Fig. 34).368 As one entered this area from the Forum, the Arch
of Titus partially framed the view of the new amphitheater, the topographical icon of
the Flavian dynasty’s public munificence. Moreover, I believe that the Flavian Meta
Sudans punctuated this approach toward the Colosseum, as it stood perfectly framed
within the view through the Arch of Titus. On a smaller scale, William Macdonald
notes that Domitian‘s palace architect, Rabirius, utilized enfilades to break down
vertical planes and frame vistas within the palace complex (Fig. 40).369 I believe that
the architecture of Domitian’s Forum Transitorium may have manipulated the
experience of the visitor in a similar way.
Domitian’s new Forum––a celebration of the Flavian Dynasty and its patron
goddess Minerva––occupied the long narrow space between Vespasian’s Templum
Pacis and the Fora of Augustus and Caesar. The location of the Forum Transitorium,
as its name suggests, allowed it to function as sort of a monumental atrium between
the Forum Romanum and the other imperial fora; it was the only Imperial Forum
directly connected to the Forum Romanum. As noted abo ve, Martial recognized this
aspect of Domitian’s Forum and wrote that the Shrine of Janus Quadrafons allowed
the four-faced god to look out on four different Fora, one of which was presumably
the Forum Romanum. In order to see the Forum Romanum, Janus would have had to
look up the Argiletum, the ancient road that was consumed in the construction of the
Forum Transitorium. Moreover, at least one building on the Argiletum, the Curia, was
damaged by the fire of AD 80, and it was this fire that may have allowed Domitian’s
368
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architects to exploit the potential of an open passageway between his new Forum and
the Forum Romanum. Indeed, excavations by Morselli and Totorici in the 1980s
revealed extensive Domitianic work on the Argiletum, work that may have been
intended to provide a fitting approach for his new Fo rum. 370
How then could Domitian have exploited this direct link between his Forum
and the Forum Romanum? To answer this question, we must once more go forward
in time, this time to Tetrarchic Rome, where after a particularly destructive fire in A.D.
283, Diocletian assumed the responsibility of restoring the Forum Romanum. Part of
his restoration included the addition of 18 free-standing columns in the Forum’s
central area, an addition that likely provided a stunning backdrop to the ceremonies
connected with the Decennalia. One of these columns converted into the Column of
Phocas in A.D. 608 may have honored Diocletian himself. Yet if we look at the plan
of Dioclet ian’s new Forum Romanum, this lone column seems oddly out of place. Why
is it not symmetrically located in the center of the other columns? If, however, we pull
back and examine the area around t he Forum, the reason is clear (Fig. 41). The
architect of Diocletian’s monument was aware that if he located this column in the
southwest corner of the Forum, in a non-axial placement within the regularized
composition of the other seventeen columns, it stood in a sight line to the Forum
Transitorium. This aspect of Diocletian’s urban project visually united his new Forum
Romanum with the Imperial Fora. His new columns, which likely supported images of
the Tetrarchs and other historical figures, or summi viri, were now visually joined with
the Forum Transitorium, where the Historia Augusta tell us Alexander Severus had
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placed similar summi viri statues some 60 years before.371
Diocletian’s column was not the only monument in the Forum Romanum that
exploited a visual link to the Forum Transitorium. At least two other unidentified
monuments evidenced by areas of irregularly repaired pavement in the Forum’s central
area seem to have been placed in such a way that they would have been viewed when
entering the Forum Romanum on the Argiletum. One of these monuments, that
Giuliani and Verduchi propose may have been the Marsyas statue, was directly in front
of the Rostra. This one I have labeled as number 2 on the schematic plan (Fig. 42).
The other, number 3 , is asso ciated with foundations of the so-called Plutei Traiani,
discussed in the following chapter. Although t his was not the original context for the
Plutei—they were re-used in late antiquity—it nonetheless is evidence of a continuing
tradition of placing monuments on this same spot. More importantly, monuments 2
and 3, like Diocletian’s column (number 1), exploited the visual axis along the
Argiletum and greeted the visitor who entered from the Forum Transitorium. I
propose that Domitian’s equestrian statue may have been located in the southwest
corner of the Forum’s central area, specifically, in the location currently occupied by
the Column of Phocas. The statue would have had a very specific visual relationship
with the Forum Transitorium; this location would have placed it in a direct sight line
from Domitian’s forum through the Argiletum.372
As noted above, the archaeological record preserves substantial evidence that
Domitian reworked the Argiletum. In fact, he seems to have been very aware of the
Forum Transitorium as an extension of the Forum Romanum. The excavations of
371
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Morselli and Tortorici have given us a detailed record of Domitians’s activities in the
area. Although the excavations stop short of following the Argiletum all the way into
the Forum, one trench ran between the Curia and the Basilica Aemilia (Fig. 43).373
This part of the excavations covered an area that extended approximately 13 meters
from the back (north) of the Curia (almost exactly half of the building’s length) along
the Argiletum toward the Forum Romanum. This entire area revealed heavy activity
during the Domitianic period and it is safe t o assume that this included his work on the
Curia and more specifically on the Argiletum as the conduit between the Fora. We can
also assume, until further excavations are carried out, that this activity continued
toward the Forum. From this evidence it is clear that Domitian was interested in the
relationship between his new Forum and the Forum Romanum.
In turn, if we locate the Equus Domitiani at the current site of the Column of
Phocas, Domitian’s equestrian statue stood in front of the Temple of Deified
Vespasian. If the viewer actually stood in front of the statue, the temple would have
framed Domitian from behind. Moreover, if one was actually able to see the Arch of
Titus (or more likely the Quadriga on top of the arch) from the Temple of Vespasian,
or from the Clivus Captitolinus in fro nt of the temple, it would have been in a nearly
straight line with the Temple and the equestrian statue. Such a siting would actually
work well with an account of Pliny the Younger, who states that the equestrian statue
was easily seen as one ascended the Capitoline. It would be particularly visible as one
rounded the curve of the Clivus in front of the Temple of Saturn. Now, in a similar
way in which Augustus associated his victories with the Temple of Deified Caesar,
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Domitian would have associated his great victory monument with the Temple of
Deified Vespasian.
Even more convincing is the relationship of the equestrian statue (sited at the
Column of Phocas) with the Forum Transitorium. The view from the Forum
Transitorium, framed by the Basilica Aemilia on the left and the Curia on the right,
provided a perfect sight line from the entrance of Domitian’s Forum to his equestrian
statue. In this instance, the most desired entrance into the Forum for Domitian carried
the visitor from the precinct of his patron goddess into a Forum Romanum dominated
by his colossal statue. In his left hand, the hand raised toward the Forum
Transitorium, Domitian held and image of Minerva. With the location of the statue
where I have proposed, the goddess greets the visitor immediately as he enters the
Forum.
The presence of the Column of Phocas would have likewise made the
discovery of the equestrian statue’s foundations difficult for modern archaeologists.
The column itself has always stood in its present location since the abandonment of the
Forum. Boni’s excavations in 1903 removed the northen part of the column’s stepped
base to reveal the pavement. Altho ugh parts o f the Forum pavement are visible
underneath lost parts of the column’s foundations, these pavements should be
associated with the Severan period; this pavement would have covered any evidence of
Domitian’s statue.374 Until excavations are carried out underneath the Column of
Phocas, the current evidence does not allow us to either prove or disprove this
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proposal. Based on the accounts of Statius, however, this siting works well:
Domitian is certainly flanked by the two great basilicas; he rides toward the Temple of
Caesar; the Temples of Vespasian and Concordia are at his back; and he is certainly
near the Lacus Curtius.

The siting also allows the statue to be easily seen from the

Clivus Capitolinus, as the account of Pliny the Younger tells us. Much o f this
proposed siting, however, is based on the assumption that Domitian was indeed
interested in very specific topographical relationships, or sight lines.

UNDERSTANDING DOMITIAN IN THE FORUM ROMANUM
So what exactly was Domitian doing in the Forum Romanum? With certainty
we can presume that he did not intend the type of unified program of singular dynastic
that seems to have been the central theme of Augustus’s rebuilding of the Forum. In
fact, Torelli suggests, that Domitian was striving to instead play off preexisting
Augustan monuments Forum with those that he erected.375 If this is the case, then he
looked to associate himself with Augustus as a means to advertise his own legitimacy.
The building that seems to best illustrate this aspect of Domitian’s building program is
the Temple of Deified Vespasian. One can see the Temple of Deified Vespasian as a
quotation that of Caesar, that is, Domitian, by dedicating a temple to his dead father in
the Forum, recalled Augustus’ legitimization through the Temple of Deified Caesar.
Indeed part of this quotation was its placement in the Forum. No other temple to a
deified emperor (there had only been two others), not even that of Augustus, was in
the Forum proper. Moreover, as noted by Torelli, Vespasian’s Temple’s location
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looked directly out toward the Forum and Temple of Caesar.
The same type of topographical parallels, according to Torelli, may have been
part of the motivation behind ot her Domitianic buildings. For example, the placement
of the Equus Domitiani, somewhere in the the Forum’s central area, certainly located it
within the ring of Augustan monuments in the Forum. Domitian’s reconstruction of
the Temple of Deified Augustus — just outside of the Forum Romanum — and the
placement of his own Minerva Temple nearby, further paid homage to the memory of
the first emperor. As Torelli notes, the reworking of the vestibule area of the Palatine
would have linked Domitian with Augustus (through the rebuilding of the latter’s
temple) at the entrance to the Palatine. Domitian likewise restores the Curia Julia
(started by Caesar and finished by August us) and apparently rededicates the
Chalcidicum as the Atrium Minervae. Finally, his Forum Transitorium acted as a type
of sanctified vestibule for all of the Imperial Fora. This topographical collection
placed Domitian’s Forum as the centerpiece, and literally as the conduit, between the
Fora of Caesar, Augustus, Vespasian, and the Forum Romanum.
Domitian’s program is especially impressive when one considers the limits
imposed on him by pre-existing buildings in the Forum. He squeezed the Forum
Transitiorium, presumably through the design of Rabirius, into only a fraction of the
space of the other imperial fora. The Temple of Deified Vespasian, as mentioned at
the beginning of the this chapter, was placed into what was essentially the last open
space in the Forum proper. In fact, every other building either built, rebuilt, or
dedicated by Domitian, was accomplished in part due to the fires of 64, 69, and 80.
The restorations to the Curia and the rededication of the Chalcidicum as the Atrium
Minervae were necessary, but also gave Domitian the chance to associate himself with
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Augustan monuments. The same can be said of the reworking of the area around the
Temple of Deified Augustus. It is interesting to point out, that in the one area where
Domitian had more freedom to work in, between the Forum and the Colosseum, he
apparently places more emphasis on his brother than on himself.
We sho uld consider that Domitian essentially omitted Titus from the Forum,
that is, none of the Domitianic monuments seems to have carried references to his
brother (remember that the Arch of Titus is not in the Forum). The sources from
Domitian’s reign suggest that, even though later sources refer to the Temple of
Vespasian as that of Vespasian and Titus, 376 the original intention of the temple was
only as a place to worship Vespasian. The Acta fratrum Arvalium, from a fragment
dated to A.D. 87 (thus during the reign of Domitian),377 refer to the Temple of
Vespasian. The only other contemporary source that mentions the temple, Statius,
also does not mention Titus.378 Finally, perhaps most convincing, is that the temple’s
inscription only mentions the Deified Vespasian.
Although this aspect of the temple may seem minor, it may be an important
aspect of Domitian’s program within the Forum. For all intents and purposes, Titus’
commemoration is relegated to the Velia, located between two warehouses. He is
also,without his own Forum and, as I discuss below, the relationship of the Templum
Pacis and the Forum Transitorium to the Forum was an integral part of Domitian’s
building program. Thus the parallels mentioned by Torelli, although interesting, are
too speculative Instead of setting up complex associations among monuments
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(monuments whose existence and location are questionable), we should consider that
the programmatic building and restoration in the Forum, especially as it relates to the
monuments of Augustus and Caesar, centers specifically on Vespasian and Domitian.
In this way, Domitian looked to legitimize himself through his father’s success,
especially his military success. Although he builds a monument to his brother, that
monument is visually isolated fro m the Temple of Deified Vespasian.
I believe that Titus’s role in the Jewish victories was de-emphasized in the
Forum proper. The center part of the Forum contained no monuments to Domitian’s
brother; the Forum had two newly built (in other words, not restored or rededicated)
Flavian monuments, the Equus Domitiani and the Temple of Deified Vespasian. There
was no Forum of Titus; the single monument toTitus was a triumphal arch on t he
Velia. Although it may have acted as a sort of entrance into the Colosseum area,379
and o r the Forum (and even the Palatine), this role seems minor within the Domitianic
building program surrounding the Forum. In relationship to the Forum Romanum
area, the arch was hidden by the two warehouses (see Fig. 35), the Horrea Piperataria
and the Horrea Vespasiani. The Chronographer of 354 assigns the construction of
both horreae to Domitian. If this is so, did Domitian purposely construct large
buildings to shield the Arch of Titus from the Forum? Even in relationship to the
Palatine, Titus’s arch held the somewhat subordinate position to that of Domitian on
the Palatine. If we consider the arch(es) of Augustus, and later Septimius Severus in
the Forum, it is hard to argue that topographical relationships to other monuments
were not important. The placement of the Augustan arch(es) emphasize its
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topographical relationship to the adjacent Temple of Deified Caesar. Moreover, the
design of these arches (especially that of Septimius Severus) seem to emphasize their
facade. If we credit the sculptural decoration of the Arch of Titus to Domitian, then it
is perhaps important to note that the sculptural scenes depicting the Triumph of Titus
are not on the facade, but instead inside the arch.
The historical record, although admittedly clouded, does suggest Domitian’s
distast e for his brother, and even to some extent, his father. As common with many
imperial scenarios, it was widely believed that Domitian may have aided in his
brother’s death. Dio writes at length about Do mitian’s apparent dislike of brother and
his father.380

According to Dio, although he acted as if he was in mourning aft er his

brother’s death, he was bitter toward those who spoke fondly of Titus. He even
abolished the games held in honor of Titus on his birthday. Part of this dislike may
have come from Titus’ early upbringing in the palace. He was not just the older
brother, but the favorite brother, who educated with Claudius’ son in the Imperial
palace. The dislike for Vespasian is hard to either prove or disprove as the two major
monuments in honor of Vespasian, the Templum Pacis and Temple of Deified
Vespasian, were conceived before Domitian’s reign. Domitian, however, did build the
Temple of the Gens Flavia on the site of Vespasian’s house on the Quirinal. 381 What is
clear is that Domitian recognized the importance of advertising a link to his father; this
seems especially true in the Forum Romanum.
Domitian may have also recognized the importance of his mark on the
topography of the Imperial Fora (Fig. 44). It is possible that during the Flavian period
380
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the area eventually occupied by the Temple of Antoninus and Faustina (to the east of
the Basilica Aemilia) acted as an open area and approach to theTemplum Pacis.
Ancient sources actually describe Vespasian’s Templum as being immediately next to
the Forum Romanum; 382 some modern scholars have even argued for an entrance
from the Forum side (that is behind the Basilica Aemilia).383 Unfortunately, the
archaeological evidence does not give a clear picture of how, and if, one could have
entered Vespasian’s Forum from the Forum Romanum. 384 If there was direct access to
the Templum Pacis from the Forum Romanum, then we should consider that the
Forum Romanum, and its tradition of monuments, provided a type of monumental
vestibule for both the Templum Pacis and the Forum Transitorium. Thus, if standing
in the Forum’s central area and facing the Basilica Aemilia, one would have gone to
the left to enter the Forum Transitorium of Domitian, and to the right to reach the
Templum Pacis. I have already emphasized the appro ach from the Forum to the
Forum Transitorium. Thus the approach from Vespasian’s Templum into the Forum
Romanum could have included the Temple of Deified Caesar and the Regia, once
again, forcing the viewer to consider the parallels between Caesar/Augustus and
Vespasian/Domitian.
The two Flavian “fora” would have also offset parallel monuments to Caesar
and Augustus. The construction of the Templum Pacis and the Forum Transitorium,
in effect, appropriates the direct entrance into the Forum Romanum. When there were
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only two Imperial fora, those of Caesar and Augustus, one would assume that Romans
grouped them with the Forum Romanum as the three civic fora. The mere fact that
Domitian builds a Forum (again, it seems that the Templum Pacis is not considered a
Forum until later), would seemingly place him immediately in the company of
Augustus and Caesar. Moreover, the location of the Forum Transitorium and the
Templum Pacis may have forced traffic going in and out of the Forum Romanum into
what is Flavian space before it reaches Julio-Claudian space. 385
Much of the final effect on the Forum stems from an opening up of the Forum
area. The opposite can be said about Augustus’ reworking of the Forum.
Octavian/Augustus, with the expansion of the Rostra, the building of the Curia Julia,
the construction of the Temple of Deified Caesar, and the Arch(s) celebrating his
triumphs, visually sealed the Forum Romanum with the monuments celebrating his
accomplishments as a means to legitimize the Julio-Claudian dynasty. Domitian’s
work, although it follows the Augustan model to some extent, actually “reopened” the
Forum to his own buildings on the periphery. In addition to the Forum Transitorium,
Domitian restored the Domus Tiberiana, whose entrance required the reworking of
the Forum and the massive vestibule area on the Via Tuscus. The overall effect was
aided by the restoration o f the nearby Temple of Deified Augustus and possibly a
small shrine to Minerva.
This complex of buildings, coupled with the approach through the newly
restored Forum monuments, celebrated the achievements and divine patronage of
385
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Minerva as a type of monumental vestibule for the Palatine. Domitian’s concern with
the Palatine is evident from his addition of the Domus Flavia and Augustana.386 More
important in relation to the Forum, however, is the rebuilding of the Domus Tiberiana.
Here on the Forum side Domitian restored the original imperial palace, built by
Tiberius, that had probably been severely damaged by the fire of A.D. 64, to an even
grander scale, Domitian was also responsible for what modern scholars have called
the Forum extension of the Domus Tiberiana.387 The area had been similarly utilized
by Caligula when he converted the Temple of Castor and Pollux into a type of
vestibule for the Domus Tiberiana. Domitian seems to have modified the ramp that led
up to the Palatine from the Forum. 388 Thus, where Augustus’s small house on the
Palatine had possibly relied on the Forum as a type of massive atrium, 389 Domitian,
following the example of Caligula, extended the palatial area, literally, to the Forum.
Such a move was a direct incorporation of the city’s civic history into the domain of
the Imperial residence.
The appropriation of arguably the most important hill in Rome, the Capitoline,
was also part of Domitian’s plan. 390 The most profound effect may have been the
approach to the Capitoline, or more importantly, the final stage of the triumphal
procession. The rebuilt Curia and the rededicated Atrium Minervae, the Temple of
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Deified Vespasian, and the Porticus dei Consentes placed a string of Flavian
monuments along the Clivus Capitolinus. This street was the last part of the route
taken by triumphal processions as t hey made their way toward the arx and t he Temple
of Jupiter Optimus Maximus. When a procession reached the top of the Velian hill,
after skirting the Palatine, it would pass the Arch of Titus as it began the descent into
the Forum. As the procession moved into the Forum proper, it met the massive Equus
Domitiani, which was located directly in line with the view toward t he Capitoline
Temple. The procession would then pass in front of the newly restored Curia, and
possibly the Atrium Minervae, as it began the turn up the first part of the Clivus
Capitolinus. The last stage of the Forum took the procession in front of the the
Temple of Deified Vespasian and the Porticus dei Consentes. The summit of the
Capitoline included a host of Domitianic buildings, the Temple of Jupiter Custos, the
newly restored Temple of the Jupiter Optimus Maximus, and a collection of gold and
silver statues of the Flavian family.
Undo ubtedly, an important aspect of the Capitoline for Domitian was the role
of Minerva in the Capitoline triad.391 What is evident from the extent of Domitian’s
building program, especially in the area of the Forum, was his desire to pay homage to
his patron goddess with several shrines and temples. These included the Atrium of
Minerva near the Curia, the Temple of Minerva and the Forum Transitorium, and the
shrine to Minerva somewhere near the Temple of Castor. Also the figure of Domitian
on the Equus Domitiani supported an image of the goddess in his left hand.
An image of Minerva also likely stood in the Porticus Dei Consentes. Just as there
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were references to Domitian and what seems to be a sort of Flavian visual control of
the entrances to the Forum, there were also references to Minerva in the same places.
Although Domitian also added the Minerva Chalcidicum in the Campus Martius, these
references to Minerva seems to have been concentrated in and around the Forum.
Images of Minerva were a major part of not only Domitianic art and
architecture, but also numismatics.392 Domitian’s attraction to Minerva has been a
subject of discussion by scholars, bot h ancient and modern. Suetonius tells us that he
was passionate in his devotion to the virgin goddess, and according to Dio he had a
shrine to her in his room. Darwell-Smith no tes that she is both a patron of the arts and
a goddess of war, and thus an appropriate patron for an emperor.393 D’Ambra gives
similar reasons:
Minerva was eminently suitable t o convey the emperor’s concerns: she was the
marital goddess, armed with a gleaming shield, spear, and helmet, leading the
fray; and she protected the marital domain, instructing matrons in their domestic
duties, exemplified by spinning and weaving. In other words, Minerva portrayed
civic responsibility abroad and at home.394
Perhaps the most important aspect of Minerva is her symbolic multi-valency. These
different roles of the goddess appear also on her images on Domitianic coins: the
goddess of war and the military, and of more peaceful pursuits.395 She is a protective
goddess, that is, she protects the moral and political realm and, above all, the emperor.
Moreover, we must also recognize that Domitian’s initiation of a Minerva cult was in

392

See C. Gmyrek (1998).
Follows Mat tingly BMCRE I pl. CLVII.
394
D’Ambra (1993), 10. Yet D’Ambra’s argument should be accepted cautiously as it is
centered around her theory of the role of the friezes in the Forum Transitorium.
395
Darwall-Smith (1986), 127.
393

-129-

vision, perhaps even a departure from the previous Flavian model. Where Vespasian
and Titus redesign the space of the former Domus Aurea as a center for the populace
of Rome, Domitian instead centers his program in the Forum, the Argiletum, the
Palatine, and the Capitoline. Isolating Domitian’s Forum projects from the rest of his
building program in Rome may be misleading. That is, while he recognized the sacred
nature of the city’s central square, his building projects seems to have integrated the
Forum into the surrounding area. Domitian was also interested in controlling accesses
into the Forum with Flavian monuments. This attention to thoroughfares seems most
focused on the Forum as the culmination of the triumphal procession. Domitian,
moreover, built extensively along the triumphal way, placing constant reminders of
Flavian glory along the route. Interestingly, Domitian’s lack of major Forum
buildings may have been a purposeful part of his program. An isolated Equus
Domitiani, if it was indeed near as massive as Statius suggests, 400 would have been a
dominant visual presence in the Forum. This massive stat ue would have been the
visual fulcrum of the Forum, balancing Domitian’s vision of a urban renewal with the
city’s most revered buildings.
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CHAPTER THREE

Dynastic Deification and the Temple of Antoninus and Faustina

Domitian and Augustus were responsible for massive urban project s in the
Forum. These emperors had the chance t o build extensively because o f the
opportunity presented by fire damage. In contrast, Antoninus Pius witnessed no major
fire damage in the Forum and built only one building there, the Temple of Deified
Faustina. He built the temple in honor of his wife who died and was deified by the
senate in A.D. 141.401 Twenty years later, after the death of Antoninus in 161, his
adopted sons Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus rededicated the temple as the Temple
of Deified Antoninus and Faustina.402 The temple, because of its conversion into a
church in the eighth century A. D., is one of the best preserved structures in the Forum
Romanum. In the sense that it was not part of a much larger program, Antoninus’
temple was so mewhat of an anomaly for an imperial commission in the Forum and it
was also the only building there dedicated to a woman (at least in its inception). In
this chapter I argue that the temple, located just on the edge of the Forum proper,
adjacent to t he Basilica Aemilia, stood as a great symbol to the dynastic stability of the
Antonines. Why did Antoninus Pius place a temple to his wife in the Forum
Romanum? What role does the deified empress play in the dynastic legitimacy of the
Antonines? This chapter, through an examination of both archaeological and
numismatic evidence, explores the motives behind the construction of Temple of
401
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Deified Antoninus and Faustina.

THE FORUM FROM NERVA THROUGH HADRIAN
Surprisingly, the Forum received very little attention in the years bet ween the
death of Domitian and the accession of Antoninus Pius, A.D. 96 to 138. Nerva, as far
as we can tell, initiated no building projects in the Forum. It was, however, during his
reign that the extensive destruction of Domitianic images and inscriptions occurred.
As discussed in the previous chapter, the Equus Domitiani was probably one of these
images, and its destruct ion alone must have had a profound effect on the viewer’s
experience of the Forum. Many of the changes initiated by Domitian, however, seem
to have remain untouched, as evidenced by the buildings attributed to him by later
authors. 403 The Temple to Vespasian and the Arch of Titus did not suffer, and Nerva
dedicated the Forum Transitorium as his own.
Trajan also seems to have done very little in the Forum, apparently
concentrating his efforts on Dacian campaigns, his own forum, and baths. The
exception may be the erection of a statue that portrayed the emperor with the
personification of Italia. Although we have no physical evidence of the statue, an
image of it appears on a sestertius of Trajan from circa A.D. 110.404 The coin shows
Trajan seated facing a standing Italia. Italia has a small child to her left and another in
her arms. The same image (without the children) appears on the reliefs of the socalled Plutei Traiani, the two marble balustrades found in the Forum Romanum. These
well-known relief sculptures include two historical scenes set in the Roman Forum,
403
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and t he presence of this Trajan and Italia image has led scholars to speculate that this
was a sculptural group in t he Forum. 405 Indeed, Trajan and Italia seem to be set on a
base as if sculpture, and there is speculation that the group stood at the spot previously
occupied by Domitian’s equestrian statue.406
The Plutei, or Anaglypha, Traiani/Hadriani are a thorny issue that seems
unresolvable without further archaeological evidence.407 The scholarly debate centers
over three issues: the date of the reliefs (usually believed to be either Trajanic or
Hadrianic); their purpose and original location; and the subject of their reliefs. It
seems certain that they date to either the Trajanic or Hadrianic period based on
stylistic grounds; furthermore they illustrate the Trajanic statuary group. More
importantly, at least for this study, the reliefs record that the Forum was still an
important location in the city of Rome at this time; they are a record of the Forum was
still used for important civic rituals (either an alimenta, adventus, or congiarum).408
Needless to say, the reliefs also illustrate the building and restoration of the two major
building campaigns of the Forum, that of Augustus and that of Domitian. Other than
the Plutei, Trajan and Hadrian are both responsible for additions and modifications of
the Atrium Vestae. Trajan seems to have redesigned t he entire ground plan, while
Hadrian added the aedicula and restored the area connecting the Atrium with the
Temple of Vesta.409 Hadrian also modified the Domitianic Vestibule of the Palatine.
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Hadrian’s major addition to this area was not in the Forum, but on the Velia.
The Temple of Venus and Roma was a massive structure, the largest temple in the
history of the city; 410 it must have dominated the skyline from the Forum. The
temple’s peripteral design reflects Hadrian’s love of classical Greece, while its dual
cellae were a testament to the emperor’s innovative architectural designs. The temple
occupied the Velian hill between the Flavian Amphitheater and the Temple of Peace
and had the two back-to-back-cellae, one for Venus and one for Roma. Venus’ side
looked east toward the Colosseum and Roma’s faced west, overlooking the Forum
Romanum. The peripteral temple stood on a massive podium surrounded by a
colonnade. The main approach to the temple was the Sacra Via which seems to have
run directly into the temple’s west end. The temple, although not located in the Forum
had a profound effect on a viewer’s experience of the Forum. More importantly it set
the stage for the construction of a nearby temple, that of the Deified Faustina.

HISTORY AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE
The Temple of Antoninus and Faustina utilized what may have been one of the
last open spaces in the Forum (Fig. 45). We know very little about what stoo d in the
location before the temple. Boni’s excavations at the beginning of the century
discovered iron age burials at the foot of the temple, in an area called the
“sepolcretum.” Plutarch tells us that the consul Marius built his house near the Forum
and Richardson had suggested that the Domus Marius and the Temple of Honus and
Virtus Marianus (what some ancient authors have referred to as the Monumenta
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Mariana) may have previously occupied that area of the Temple of Antoninus and
Faustina.411 However, this proposal is at best speculation. The location of Antoninus’
temple placed it between several important monuments. It stood just outside the
Forum proper, facing the Regia and the Temple of Vesta. This placement of the
temple seems to have sealed off the lateral walls of the Templum Pacis from a Forum
approach, although it seems likely that some type of road led out of the Forum from
the area between the Basilica Aemilia and the temple. Equally important, as I discuss
in more detail below, was the temple’s location on the Sacra Via and its proximity to
the Temple of Deified Caesar.
The temple was hexastyle with two additional lateral columns separating the
front colonnade from the wall of the cella (Fig. 46).412 All ten of the cipollino columns
still survive and measure almost a meter in diameter and 17 meters in height. Each
column preserves a white marble Corinthian capital. At the front and rear corners of
the cella would have been two engaged pilasters with white marble Corinthian capitals
matching those of the pronaos columns. The columns supported a white marble
entablature and frieze that ran around the entire building. The walls of the cella
consisted of rough square cut peperino. These rested on a course of travertine.
Although no longer extant, the original building utilized marble revetment to conceal
the peperino on both the interior and exterior sides. The temple still preserves a
significant amount of its decorative frieze. The frieze, which at one point ran around
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the entire building, depicted candelabras and griffins paired with sacrificial implements.
The temple had two phases (excluding its later conversion into a church). The
first phase was as the Temple of Deified Faustina, from the vowing of the temple at
the time of Faustina’s death in A. D. 141 until the death of Antoninus Pius in A.D.
161. This phase includes the building of the temple and its subsequent completion and
dedication, likely in A. D. 151.413 This first phase corresponds to the bottom half of
the inscription on the temple’s entablature. This inscription read: DIVAE •
FAUSTINAE • EX • S • C (To the deified Faustina from decree of the Senate).414 The
second phase of the temple dates from A.D. 161 after the death of Antoninus. At this
point his adopted sons, Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus, converted the temple into
a monument to both Antoninus and Faustina. The conversion added the inscription
DIVI • ANTONINO • ET (to the deified Antoninus and) to the area of the frieze, above
the inscription to Faustina (Fig. 47).415
What is unclear is whether or not t he motives for the duel dedication should be
attributed to Antoninus Pius or to his sons. Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus, as
evidenced by the famous frieze on the column base of Antoninus Pius in the Vatican,
were clearly concerned with the idea the dual apotheosis of their adopted mother and
father. Could this idea of the dual apotheosis be theirs? If so, then perhaps it was
through their decision that the temple in the Forum be dedicated to both the emperor
and his wife. Yet, it seems unlikely that Antoninus would build a Temple to his wife,
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and not himself, on what one would consider one of the best (remaining) locations for
such a temple. It also hardly seems possible that Antoninus would dedicate such a
building, located adjacent to the Temple of Deified Caesar, to his wife and not save it
for himself. I believe that in order to understand the motives behind the temple—a
temple that was the first to be dedicated to both husband and wife—we must look
carefully into the historical, numismatic, and archaeological record beginning with
Trajan and Plotina.

HADRIAN AND ANTONINUS
Hadrian reigned from 117 until 138. In his later years, and faced with the
prospect of no successor, Hadrian adopted as his son and successor, L. Ceionius
Commodus––who took the name Lucius Aelius Caesar––in A.D. 136. Two years
later, in 138, Aelius died. Aware of his own ill-health and the need for a successor,416
Hadrian quickly adopted Titus Fulvius Boionius Antoninus, who would eventually be
called Antoninus Pius. Hadrian’s decision was none too soon, for he died later that
year in the sea resort of Baiae.
Antoninus Pius had moved up the ranks of the cursus honorum and possessed
an exemplary Roman résumé. Although his parents came from the town of Nîmes in
Transalpijne Gaul, Antoninus was born just outside of Rome in the city of
Lanuvium. 417 He had served as quaestor, praeto r, and consul followed by a tenure as
proconsul in Asia during the two year period before his adoption. Despite Antoninus’
qualifications, Hadrian wanted the security of pre-arranged dynasty. Therefore, his
416
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adoption of Antoninus was conditional upon the latter’s adoption of Marcus Aurelius
and Lucius Verus. Antoninus’s adoption of the two young men (Marcus Aurelius was
17 and Lucius Verus only 8) secured a legitimate dynasty which, until the reign of
Commodus, was successful. Moreover, the two young men had ties to Anto ninus and
Hadrian; Marcus was the nephew Antoninus’ wife, Faustina; Lucius was the son of
Hadrian’s first choice as successor, Aelius. The ado ption of Lucius Verus would have
undoubtedly been seen as a solidification of Antoninus’ loyalty to Hadrian, since he
was publically taking responsibility for Aelius’ so n.
After Hadrian’s death, despite the smoothness of the transition between the
two emperors, Antoninus had early difficulties with the senate. According to the
Epitome of Dio Cassius,418 the senate initially denied Hadrian’s deification, but was
moved to deify the emperor after Antoninus’s tearful address to the senate,
threatening to step down as emperor if they did not deify Hadrian. The senate
eventually gave Hadrian the honor of deification and rewarding Antoninus with the
title “Pius.” Another aspect of Antoninus’ piety included the completion of building
projects begun by his adopted father. One of the most important of these monuments
was the Mausoleum of Hadrian, which stood on the opposite bank of the Tiber from
Hadrian’s Pantheon. The Mausoleum was a highly visible monument to Antoninus’
adopted father. In fact, Penelope Davies has shown that Hadrian’s placement of the his
Mausoleum lined up perfectly with the Pantheon, and the Column of Trajan,
topographically linking the commemorative monuments of Trajan and Hadrian. 419
One approached the massive mausoleum via the Pons Aelius, which had been
418
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completed and dedicated by Hadrian in A.D. 134. The Mausoleum held the ashes of
both Hadrian and Sabina, and later Antoninus and Faustina, and eventually served as
the burial location of the imperial family through the Severans. The completion of the
mausoleum not only showed great reverence to Hadrian, but also to the newly formed
dynasty which, because of the death of Hadrian, was now under the care of Antoninus.
Following in the footsteps of the Julio-Claudians, the Flavians, and Hadrian, Antoninus
built a Temple to the Divine Hadrian, or Hadrianeum; 420 this he located, not on the
Forum, but on the Campus Martius, very near Hadrian’s Pantheon. The location of
the Hadrianeum is significant in that it initiated t he Antonine appro priation of the
Campus Martius,421

APOTHEOSIS AND TEMPLE OF DEIFIED FAUSTINA
Only three years after the initiation of Antoninus’ reign, Faustina died. Despite
the fact that Faustina was not treated well by the ancient sources, 422 it is likely that she
was in fact well respected as the Senate immediately deified her after her death. Also
like Sabina and Matidia, Faustina received the title of Augusta from the Senate,
making her the “first woman” of Rome. Although empress deification had a long
history in Rome, beginning with Livia,423 as I shall discuss below, the public imagery
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celebrating Faustina’s deification (especially the numismatic iconography) continued
the traditions begun after the death of Plotina, the wife of Trajan, and later Hadrian’s
wife Sabina.424 Thus the deification of Faustina created a clear parallel to these
empresses, and perhaps more importantly, conveyed a sense of stability for what was
essentially a predetermined adopted dynasty.
Hadrian’s contribution to the dynastic deification began when he built a temple
to his deified mother-in-law, Matidia.425 Matidia, the niece of Trajan, who had been a
favorite of both emperors, received the title of Augusta. Trajan deified Matidia’s
mother, Marciana Ulpia.426 Hadrian deified Matidia upon her death in A. D. 119,427
and commissioned a shrine in honor of her in the Campus Martius;.428 We have some
idea of the temples appearance from a rare bronze medallion that depicts the building
on its reverse.429 The image on the medallion illustrates a small building within a
colonnaded precinct. Also visible is an image of the cult statue. Matidia’s temple also
may be depicted on a fragment of the Severan marble plan, and if so, was very similar
to t he Temple of Deified Hadrian in plan. The deification of an emperor’s mother-inlaw, complete with temple, was unprecedented at the time. It emphasized the
contribution of both the empress’ and emperor’s family in the stability of the imperial
household.
This deification of the empress and other women of the imperial family seems
424
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to have been an important component of Hadrianic/Antonine familial legitimacy.
Hadrian commissioned a monument, possibly an altar, commemorating Sabina.
Scolars have attribute at least two relief panels to the altar; these panels celebrated the
deification of Sabina, and eventually became the prototype for Antonine apotheosis
scenes on both sculpture and numismatics (Fig. 48).430 Kleiner notes that the
Apotheosis of Sabina is the first instance in imperial public art of an empress’
apotheosis. 431 Although much of the scene is heavily restored, 432 the overall
composition is clear. Hadrian, seated in the lower right, points toward the sky, as
Sabina rises from a funeral pyre on the back of a winged victory, usually identified as
Aeternitas. On the lower left a personification of the Campus Martius clearly denotes
the location of Sabina’s funeral pyre. On the right side, standing behind Hadrian, a
bearded male looks on.
The identification of this figure is somewhat of a mystery. According to
Kleiner, the heavy restoration prevents a positive identification. Bonanno identifies
him as the genius of the senate,433 but he seems significantly different from genius
senatus on the alimenta panel that also decorated Sabina’s monument. Boatwright
identifies him as simply an attendant and La Rocca suggests either a Praetorian or
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Lictor.434 Yet this figure’s position with regard to Hadrian seems too important for a
simple attendant, and he carries no fasces nor does he wear a Praetorian uniform. The
subject matter (a combination of historical and allegorical) may suggest that, at least
before its modern restoration, it was a portrait. We have precedence for such a po rtrait
on Trajan’s Arch at Beneventum, where Hadrian appears very prominently in the attic
panels, a clear illustration of his legitimacy as successor.435 The fact that the figure on
the Sabina panel witnesses the apotheosis of Sabina, and t he fact that it is the only
other figure, may speak of its importance. Could this be Antoninus Pius? It is
possible, since the relief must be dated after 136, the date of Sabina’s death,436 and
could be as late as 138. Cianfrani even suggests an early Antonine date for the relief,
which, if accurate, would place the scene within the dynastic program of Antoninus
Pius.437 If this is indeed the case, then the earliest evidence depicting empress
apotheosis on public monuments dates to the reign of Antoninus. Whether
commissioned by Antoninus or Hadrian, the depiction of a future emperor witnessing
his predecessor’s wife’s apotheosis would have reiterat ed the Hadrianic/Antonine
policy of publically emphasizing the deification of the empress.
The sto ry and program of the new language of dynastic legitimacy is well
illustrated on Hadrianic and Antonine numismatics. A number of issues are directly
relevant to the dynastic deification, and their issuance can be seen as an celebration of
434
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the dynasty’s newly found stability. Starting with Hadrian, the medallion mentioned
above illustrated the temple complete with a legend referring to his mother-in-law’s
deification. 438 After the death of Sabina, Hadrian issued an aureus and a denarius, in
the name of the deified Sabina.439 Both coins portray the bust of Sabina, complete
with the inscription DIVA AUG SABINA. The reverse scene was the first of its type for
an imperial coin, showing an empress riding t o her deification on the back of an eagle
(Fig. 49).
Antoninus follows suit by portraying a similar scene, this time illustrating the
apotheosis of Hadrian, on the reverse of coins minted shortly after the latt er emperor’s
death. Following t he model of the Sabina coin, Hadrian’s portrait on the obverse is
accompanied by the legend DIVUS HADRIANUS AUG.440 On the reverse, a figure of
Hadrian sits on the back of an eagle as he rises t o apotheosis (Fig. 50). A related coin
has on its reverse just t he eagle perched on a globe. Both Hadrianic coins and the
Sabina coin include the legend CONSECRATIO as a reverse legend signifying the
consecration of the priestly order associated with each cult’s worship. The
advertisement of empress deification suggested the imperial family’s pietas and
concordia.441
After the death of Faust ina, Antoninus relied on the same formula for coins
issued to celebrate her apotheosis and the building of the temple. Antoninus minted
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several series of “Diva Faustina” coins.

442

On several examples, Faustina’s portrait

appears on the obverse, complete with DIVA FAUSTINA legend.443 Like both Hadrian
and Sabina’s coin, the coin’s reverse depicts Faustina on the back of an eagle (Fig.
51), during the process of apotheosis. Antoninus also mints a coin with the deified
Faustina on the obverse and a sidus, or star, on the reverse;444 these recall those minted
by Octavian in celebration of the apotheosis of Caesar and the appearance of the sidus
Iulius.
Additional numismatic issues include two different versions of a coin with a
Temple of Deified Faustina on the reverse. One apparently coincides with the
dedication (it has the legend DEDICATIO AEDES) and in all likelihood shows t he
temple before completion. 445 The image depicts a hexastyle temple complete with
akroteria of victories. The coin depicts a quadriga — driven by the empress herself —
at the apex of the temple’s pediment. According to Philip Hill, an anepigraphic gold
type depicts in great detail the pediment scene with Faustina in the center with young
girls or the puellae faustinianae.446 A sestertius (Fig. 52), believed to commemorate
the temple’s completion in A. D. 150 depicts it with a seated cult statue of the
empress, visible though the temple’s colonnade.447 There is also an altar with an
442
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latticed fence running in front of the temple. On either side of the colonnade stand two
statues on high pedestals.
This issue may give us a clue about the temple’s earliest phase. The detail of
this coin depicts a series of small indented squares running along the front o f the
architrave (Fig. 52). Because this decoration continues along the entire front of the
architrave, it cannot represent the inscription. Instead, I believe it represents an
abstracted depiction of the frieze. If this is indeed the frieze, then the earliest phase of
the temple had the frieze running along the architrave above the dedicatory inscription.
Thus when Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus re-dedicated the temple in A. D. 161,
they, as Richardson suggests, had to chisel off the architrave o n the front of the
temple to make room for Antoninus’ inscription. Thus we have to ask: did Antoninus
intend for the temple to hono r only his wife?
I believe that the numismatic evidence can answer this question. Two
architectural types, minted by Antoninus after the death of Faustina, depict temples,
the Hadrianeum (Fig. 53) and the Temple of Deified Augustus (Fig. 54). The
Hadrianeum sestertius, minted in all likelihood in A.D. 151 to celebrate the completion
of the temple, depicts an octastyle temple.448 One can barely make out the corner
akroteria and they are not identifiable, but a quadriga is visible on the top of the
pediment. The temple is clearly the Hadrianeum because of the legend PIETAS that
appears underneath, an allusion to Antoninus’ piety toward his adopted father.
Between the colonnade, however, is not one cult statue but two, a man and a woman.
These are undoubtedly statues of both the deified Hadrian and the Deified Sabina.
coin of Julia Domn a that clearly repr esents the Vest a Temple.
448
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Thus, Antoninus advert ises the completed temple as not just a monument to Hadrian,
but a monument to his adopted and deified parents.
Antoninus minted a series of coins that depict the Temple of Deified
Augustus. 449 Although there are legend variations within the series, they all celebrate
his resto ration of the temple after it burned. The coins illustrate in detail the temple
and its decoration. A figure of Augustus is in the center of the pediment, and two
sculptural groups; one showing Romulus, Aeneas, and Anchises decorated the roof.
Like the sestertius showing the Hadrianeum, the columns part to reveal the cult statue.
Again, instead of showing just the statue of Augustus, this coin portrays both the first
emperor and his wife, Livia (the first deified empress). This sestertius is the first
instance o f any known association of the temple with the empress. Earlier depictions
of the temple on coins only allude to Augustus. Although a sestertius illustrating a
sacrifice scene of Caligula in front of the newly completed temple does not depict the
cult statue (Fig. 55) , a denarius of Domitian, probably commemorating his
restoration of the temple, depicts only one cult statue, t hat of Augustus
(Fig. 55).450
Antoninus followed the general model of emperor legitimacy; he emphasized a
connection to Augustus and the person who put him in power, Hadrian. The history of
imperial legitimacy was linked to Augustus; as the first emperor he had legitimized
himself as the adopted son of the deified Julius Caesar and had molded the concept of
the emperor in the Roman world. Of course, Antoninus’ legitimacy came as t he
adopted son of Hadrian and as his chosen successor. But the concept of this new
449
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dynasty, a dynasty built on prearranged adoption, now sought legitimacy through both
emperor, Antoninus, and empress, Faustina.

For this reason, Antoninus seems to

have deliberately emphasized the imperial family over the emperor, and perhaps more
importantly, he emphasized the deification of the imperial family. The numismatic
evidence seems to support this theory. The restored Temple of Deified Augustus is
portrayed as a memorial to not only the first emperor and his wife, but the deification
of the imperial family. The same can be said about the coins co mmemorating the
Hadrianeum. Antoninus’ coins helped rewrite the history of dynastic deification to
include both the emperor and empress in the same temple. I believe that these issues
helped set up the dual deification of Antoninus and Faustina and retroactively created
the precedence for their temple in the Forum. Therefore Anto ninus had always
intended to share the honor of deification with his wife in the Roman Forum.
Additional numismatic evidence suggests that Antoninus deliberately and
publicly emphasized his relationship with Faustina, even after her death; a denarius
minted after the death of Faust ina shows the imperial couple holding right hands, the
dextrarum iunctio, as a symbol of their eventual reunification in the afterlife.451 The
harmony of their union is stressed by the legend CONCORDIA. Another coin, minted
between 140 and 144 (so it may or may not postdate Faustina’s death), depicts the
imperial couple standing on platforms engaged in the dextrarum iunctio.452 Below
them and in a smaller scale are images of Marcus Aurelius and Faustina the younger
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grasping their right hands over an altar. Supported by Antoninus’ right hand is a
statuette of Concordia holding a cornucopia.453 This coin celebrates not only the
strength of bond between Antoninus and Faustina, but likewise that of the prearranged
successor, Marcus Aurelius and his wife Faustina the younger. It is also worth not ing
that Faustina was a symbol of a matriarchal dynasty. Since her daughter was Marcus
Aurelius’ wife, the dynastic blood lineage was actually from empress to future
empress, not from emperor to future emperor.454

THE NEW DYNASTY AND THE NEW TEMPLE
I have shown above that the historical, architectural, and numismatic record
from the late-Hadrianic and early-Antonine period points to a deliberate emphasis on
the imperial family and the dual deification of emperor and empress. Natalie Kampen
has attempted to identify the political motivations for placing the empress within the
public imagery o f the imperial family. 455 According to Kampen the very nature of the
empress’s role, especially her role in continuing a dynasty,456 forced her from the
private realm of the aristocratic matron into the very public realm of imperial art.457
453
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Penelope Davies has argued that Faustina played a very specific role in the public
imagery of the Antonine dynasty, especially the imagery on the Column Base of
Antoninus Pius.
The empress’s appearance in a commemorative context, then, rounded out a
family image that reinforced the message of dynastic regeneration. As a symbol
of fertility, she was central to imperial propaganda, guardian of the monarchy’s
future, who ensured that kingship did not die with the passing of the king. She
did not need to be the heir’s real mother to signify dynastic motherhoo d; on the
contrary, the force of her image was mustered especially to promote adoptive
ties by establishing a fictive family. The empress is dead – long live the king.458
Clearly, Hadrian and Antoninus, bo th adopted emperors, st ressed familial harmony
through the deification o f their wives. Hadrian’s adoption of Antoninus included the
latter’s ado ption of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus, setting up the future of the
empire. Since Hadrian died soon after the adoption, the burden of publically
legitimizing the new dynasty fell on the shoulders of Antoninus. As Davies notes, the
emphasis on the adoptive ties of the new Antonine dynasty, created a very distinct
public role of the empress as the familial glue of the Antonine dynasty. I would argue
that the mot herly aspect of the empress is reiterated on her temple, where in the
pediment sculpture she was portrayed with the orphaned girls of Rome, or the puellae
faustinianae. In this sense, her role as mother moves from the imperial family into the
public domain and her own deification is justified, at least partially, by her role as the
imperial and public mother of Antonine Rome.
Does the empress’s ro le in continuing t he dynasty play a part in the placement
the Temple of Deified Faustina? In other words, how can we fit the deified empress as
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a subject within the architectural and topographical record of the Forum?459 Why did
Antoninus Pius not locate the Temple on the Campus Martius, near the dynastic
monuments of Hadrian?
Antoninus made an emphatic statement by building his first dynastic monument
— the temple to his deified wife— near the corner of the Forum on Sacra Via. I
propose that, although the location of the Temple of Deified Faustina was one of the
last open spaces in the Forum, its location perfectly suited a temple to the deified
empress. As I have discussed in previous chapters, the Forum was an area where
emperors built monuments proclaiming their legitimacy and the legitimacy of their
dynasties. During the empire, which at the time of Faustina’s death was nearly 170
years old, it had already seen two major rebuilding projects (those of Augustus and
Domitian) and numerous smaller commissions and restorations. I believe that
Antoninus’s siting of the Temple of Deified Faustina not only relied on the ancient
history of the Republican Rome, but also took into account the fairly recent
phenomenon of imperial dynastic legitimacy. The obvious connection was with the
Temple of Deified Caesar. The new t emple of Deified Faustina loo ked over the Regia
and Caesar’s temple. Its location near the latter was poignant since Caesar’s temple
was the prototype for all other imperial deifications. It also became the centerpiece of
Augustus’ building program in the Forum. Surrounding the Temple of Deified Caesar
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were Augustus’ mo numents t o his own legitimacy (such as the Parthian Arch) and it is
where he placed monuments to his own dynasty. Fo r example, he rededicated the
Basilica Julia as the Basilica of Gaius and Lucius and he commissioned the Porticus of
Gaius and Lucius on the front of the Basilica Aemilia. These buildings framed the
view of the temple of Deified Caesar from the Forum. Presumably their position in the
Forum placed the visitor within a U-shaped configuration of monuments celebrating
the Julio-Claudian dynasty.
What is evident when one examines the plan of the east end of the Forum (Fig.
56) and the area to the south, is the topographical relationship of the Temple of
Deified Faustina, the Temple of Deified Caesar, the Temple of Castor and Pollux, and
the likely location of the Temple of Deified Augustus. All four buildings essentially
line up on a diagonal axis across the east end of the Forum. The siting of Caesar’s
temple was the location of his funeral pyre, undoubtedly purposely placed in front of
the Regia since he died as Pontifex Maximus (and it was of course the area where he
was cremated). Suetonius tells us that it was the Dioscuri who came from their nearby
temple and lit Caesar’s pyre. Thus, by the end of the first century A. D. when
Suetonius was writing, the historical event of Caesar’s funeral had grown into
mythology that incorporated the Dioscuri. The Dioscuri were convenient participants
since they were not only guardian figures of Rome, but also symbols of human
immortality. 460 Not surprisingly, Tiberius restores the Castor temple soon after
Augustus names him as successor, further associating Julio-Claudian legitimacy with
the Dioscuri. The relationship of this newly restored temple to the Temple of Caesar
460
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may have been a deciding factor in the siting of the Temple of Deified Augustus (in all
probability, behind the Temple of Castor) in what seems an otherwise obscure area
between the Forum Romanum and the Forum Boarium. Consequent ly the siting of the
Temple of Defied Faustina played off both the historical and the mythological
precedent set by the other three temples.
Antoninus seems to have made a bold move by placing a temple to his deified
wife in such a way that it drew comparison with historical and allegorical male figures.
No empress had ever received the honor of a temple in the Forum. Yet, one could
argue that this part of the Forum had always been associated with women, family, and
domestic space.461 The Temple to Vesta lay just on the other side of the Regia from
the Temple of Deified Faustina and nearby was the Atrium Vestae, the residences of
the Vestal Virgins. Both buildings, and t heir relationship with the Regia and Temple
of Vesta dated to Rome’s beginnings. Yet , perhaps more significant, were the
mythological associations with the Vestals. For according to Roman legend it was
Rhea Silvia, a Vestal Virgin, who gave birth to Romulus and Remus after she was
raped by Mars.462 Thus Roman mythology not only linked a Vestal to the foundation
of Rome but also to t he establishment of the first royal dynasty. Antoninus’ placement
of the Temple of Deified Faustina may have likewise taken advantage of its proximity
to the Vestal complex. Perhaps the topographical proximity of Antoninus’ new temple
alluded to a similarity between Faustina and Rhea Silvia , suggesting that his wife was
the matriarch of the new Antonine dynasty.463 She, like Rhea Silvia, was the
461
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(adopted) mother of the next two emperors, Lucius Verus and Marcus Aurelius. Her
temple placed her into the mythological landscape of the Forum.
Also important topographically were developments on the nearby Velian under
Hadrian. As discussed above, the Temple of Venus and Roma expropriated the Sacra
Via as an approach to the building (see Fig.45). Fittingly, as the visitor left the
Forum, walking along the Sacra Via on the way toward t he top of the Velian, the
approach took him or her directly to the front of the Temple of Roma. Such an
approach must have been particularly poignant for any ceremony associated the city’s
the nine- hundred-year anniversary in A. D. 147. As Boatwright has argued, although
the goddess Roma had been worshipped outside of Rome since the principate of
Augustus, this temple introduced her worship to the city of Rome.464 The Temple of
Venus and Roma, t he largest in the city of Rome and in a dominant position on the
Velia, looked out over the Forum and the Imperial Fora; modern scholars have even
suggested that it functioned like an imperial Forum. 465 By the Hadrianic period, all of
the fora below housed monuments and images celebrating the achievements of
emperors that, after the construction of Hadrian’s massive complex, must have been
dwarfed by Roma in her temple. Antoninus’ siting of the Temple of Deified Faustina
not only took advantage of the approach to the Temple of Roma, but may have also
invited comparison between the empress and Roma herself. These new temples led to
the “feminization” of the Antonine Sacra Via, introducing the worship of both
historical and mythological women into the city’s civic center. The importance of this
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new presence in the city is evidenced by later Antonine additions to the temple, namely
the erection of silver statues of Marcus Aurelius and Faustina in the Temple of Venus
and Roma. The statues accompanied an altar where young married women and their
grooms came to sacrifice, perhaps in the hope that they could emulate the marital
harmony of the emperor and empress.
Not surprisingly, Roma played a part in the public imagery of Antoninus
Pius, the most well known example decorating the base of his great column. This
monument, put up by Lucius Verus and Marcus Aurelius on the Campus Martius after
the death of Antoninus, has received significant attention from modern scholars.466 The
column’s shaft, unlike that of Trajan, was not decorated; all of the sculptural relief was
on the base. The well-known reliefs include an allegorical scene depicting the
apotheosis of Antoninus and Faustina. They ride to heaven, accompanied by two
eagles, on the back of a winged genius (Fig. 57). Framing the picture from below are
the personification of the Campus Martius on the left and Roma on the right. The
Campus Martius is poignant because of the location of the funeral pyre and column of
Antoninus on the Campus Martius.467 Could the figure of the goddess Roma have a
more specific meaning than just the personification of the city? Could her presence on
the column base allude to the new temple on the Velia? If so, then her presence on the
base could be read as a toponym for the location of Faustina’s temple, which stood
just down the Sacra Via from the Temple of Venus and Roma.468 This scenario means
466
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that the scene on the column base located the principle commemorative monuments of
Antoninus and Faustina, and linked them to their apotheosis.
Regardless of the role of Roma, it is clear what the patrons of this base,
Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus, hoped to gain from such an image. The image on
this column base was the ultimate conclusion of Antoninus’ message of familial
harmony, and stood to legitimate the subsequent rules of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius
Verus. In other words, the pre-arranged adoptions of Lucius Verus and Marcus
Aurelius found legitimacy in the concordia of their adopted family. Thus their piety
toward their adopted father and mother immediately matched that of Antoninus
toward Hadrian. 469 While previous emperor’s constructed monument celebrating
harmony of the imperial family, Antoninus seems to have made this harmony the
primary focus of his reign. Augustus initially found legitimacy in his status as the
adopted son of Caesar, but he further legitimized himself and his successors through
his own military and diplomatic victories. Similarly, Flavian military legitimacy relied
on the conquering of Judaea and Trajan on the success of his great Dacian campaigns.
All of these emperors alluded to familial stability, but none seemed to make it the
focus of their public imagery.
My point is best illustrated by a comparison between the Arch of Titus, the
Column of Trajan, and the Column Base of Antoninus Pius. Trajan’s column and
Titus’ arch are both clear tributes to their respective military res gestae,470 that is,
their military achievements marked the highlight of their life and the raison d’etre for
469
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their respective apotheoses. Reliefs on the column depict Trajan’s great Dacian
campaigns in detail and those on Titus’ arch celebrate his role in the Jewish wars; each
monument depicts a direct link between these deeds and the respective emperor’s
apotheosis. On the other hand, Antoninus’ reign was marked by peace, and one could
argue that his great achievement was his piety toward his adopted father, and perhaps
more importantly, his wife and adopted sons.471 Even though the decursio scenes
depicted on two sides of this base were military in nature, they were actually part of
imperial funerary ritual. 472 Thus his column is devoid of any emphasis on military
accomplishment. The inscription on the base identifies the adopted sons as patrons of
the monument and places them within this allegorical account of the concordia
between emperor and empress. This monument advertises family strength as the key
ingredient of Antonine legitimacy.
The column base is evidence that Faustina’s role in the imperial family was
celebrated not only by her husband, but also by her adopted sons. Faustina as empress
did not need to provide Antoninus with heirs; the dynasty was set for two generations
because of pre-arranged adoption. Yet she became, especially after her death, a
symbol of imperial family and even fertility.473 As empress, she was the public example
for married women in Rome. The proclamat ion of harmony and strength within the
imperial family, however, was a twenty year affair that started with the deification of
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Faustina and the construction of her temple. It was then a role she assumed
posthumously The siting of this temple in the Forum Romanum was an integral part of
its message. Nestled between monuments celebrating the Aemilii, the Julio-Claudians,
and the Flavians, the temple became another monument in the landscape of imperial
legitimacy in the Forum’s east end. The Antonines chose to legitimate their prearranged dynast y through the deification o f the imperial couple instead of the
celebration of military campaigns. Anto ninus, through the issue of numerous coins
and the construction of the temple to his wife, essentially rewrote the history of the
imperial family. His coins conspicuously placed Livia and Sabina within the temples
of their deified husbands creating a tradition of deified dynasties. More importantly
this new tradition of emperor/empress deification linked Antoninus and Faustina to
Hadrian/Sabina and Augustus/Livia. Although numismatics were an important avenue
for the communication of this new Antonine emphasis on dynastic deification, the
siting of the Temple of Deified Antoninus and Faustina at the edge of the Sacra Via,
and its proximity of the Temple of Deified Caesar, introduced this new concept of
power into the mythological topography of Roman imperial deification.
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CHAPTER FOUR

The African Augustus and the Umbilicus Romae: Severan
Familial Legitimacy in the Forum

Septimius Severus, although from the African city of Leptis Magna, was
responsible for several major additions to the forum, all of which seem to recognize
the political potential of building in the city’s central piazza. This program constituted
an attempt to legitimize a new and provincial dynasty in the heart of Rome. Severus,
who came to power after a significant civil war, utilized Forum building and
restoration projects to link himself and his family, not so much to t he Republican past
as to the imperial past. He sought legitimacy through association with previous great
emperors, and his building program in t he Forum reflects his desire to place himself in
the historical record of the city’s topography. Whereas his self adoption to the then
deceased Marcus Aurelius has been well documented by scholars, his building program
in the Forum not only emphasized this adoption, but also played on topographical
relationships with Flavian and Julio-Claudian buildings. His best known architectural
addition to the Forum was his famous arch, which still stands near the Rostra today.
He was also responsible for the construction of the umbilicus Romae, literally the
navel of the Roman empire. He added a new pavement to t he Forum, restored the
Temple of Deified Vespasian, and added an equestrian statue in the Forum’s central
area. Following the Antonine model, which I discussed in the previous chapter,
Severus utilized the Forum as not only a place to advertise his own political success,
but also that of his sons, Geta and Caracalla, and his wife Julia Domna. Both Geta and
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Caracalla contributed, at least in name, to t he above mentioned Forum project s and
Julia Domna was involved in the final major restoration of the Vestal complex.
Severus emerged victorious from a bloody civil war to take power, and for that
reason, has not always been treated kindly by ancient sources. Likewise his African
origins must have painted him as a political outsider from the onset. He was,
however, an effective military leader and enjoyed popularity with the army. Like
Antoninus Pius, he is documented by few ancient authors, the three primary sources
being Dio, Herodian, and the Scriptores Historia Augustae.474 Despite probable
biases, Dio and Herodian should be regarded as relatively reliable sources; Dio is
actually in Rome during the reign of Severus and Herodian writes during the first
couple of decades of the third century A.D. In fact Dio offers us a glimpse into the
state ceremonies under Severus through his detailed account of Pertinax’s funeral and
it is Dio who likely provides the most reliable account of his military campaigns,
including the civil war.
The civil war that produced the principate of Septimius Severus was in many
ways similar to the war that followed Nero’s death. The unpopular Commodus, after
several previous attempts on his life during his reign, finally fell victim to a murder
conspiracy. 475 His death, like Nero’s, left the empire vulnerable to civil war. The
conspirators placed Pertinax, a well-respected senator and the last remaining champion
of Marcus Aurelius, on the throne. Despite the popularity of Pertinax with bo th the
senate and the people of Rome, he was not in favor with the Praetorian Guard;
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consequent ly, his attempts to stifle the prevalent abuses of t he Praetorians led to his
murder after only a couple of months in power and the installation of Didius Julianus
as the new emperor. Didius, however, did not enjoy same popularity as Pertinax, and
quicky lost favor in Rome. More importantly, the unpopularity of Didius Julianus set
the stage for other claims to the throne. Three generals were hailed as emperor by
their troops: Pescennius Niger in Carnuntum, Septimius Severus in Illyricum and
Clodius Albinus in Brittannica. After assembling his t roops, Severus moved quickly
taking his army from Illyricum to Rome. In Rome he gained full support of the
Senate, which led t o the execution of Didius Julianus and the execution of the
Praetorians who had murdered Pertinax. With the threat in Britain gone – Clodius
Albinus agreed temporarily to support Severus as his Caesar – and with the full
support of the Senate and people of Rome, he turned his army to the east. After
initiating a siege at Byzantium, Severus’ pursued and defeated the armies of Niger and
also engaged several eastern cities who had supported his adversary. Niger was
caught and murdered outside Antioch in A. D. 194. Severus then decided to turn back
toward Britain and confront Albinus, whom he still feared as a threat to the throne.
Severus was victorious in a hard fought battle, which led to the death of Albinus and
the sack of Lugdunum. Finally the empire was united under the new Severan dynasty.
Severus found himself in a situation not unlike Vespasian’s after the wars of A.
D. 69; he was a new emperor faced with the task of legitimizing himself in a city that
had grown restless from civil war. Yet Vespasian, even though born outside of Rome,
was still Italian. Severus, on the other hand, was from Africa. Moreover, when he
returned to Rome after the defeat of Albinus, who was of the highest Roman pedigree,
Severus ordered the murder of all Senators who had supported Albinus, many of
-161-

whom according to Herodian, were actually the most noble born senators. 476 In
contrast to his murder of Rome’s patrician elite, he made gifts to the people and
handsomely paid the army. 477 He further stabilized his situation by revamping the
Praetorian guard and stocking it with his own loyal soldiers.
After his defeat of Albinus, Severus spent little time in Rome and turned his
attention, and his now well-paid army, back to the east to engage the Parthians. Upon
arrival in the east he gained full support of both Armenia and Osroene. After an
unsuccessful siege at the Atrenian city of Hatra, he moved to fight the Parthians.
According to Herodian, Severus seems to have take the Parthians by surprise,478
completely sacking the capitol of Ctesiphon. 479 The sack included widespread looting
of the city’s great wealth. He returned to Ro me with his new wealth (accompanied his
sons Geta and Caracalla) where he celebrated a triumph and gained the title
“Parthicus.”
Despite a successful military career, the consulship, and governor position in
Upper Pannonia, did Severus see himself as an outsider? Not only was he from Africa,
but his murder of Rome’s noble Senators must not have been well received. The
historical record gives us little insight into how well the emperor fit into the political
landscape of Rome.480 Yet one aspect of his time in Rome is clear; the Severan
“propaganda machine” was busy from the onset in an attempt to associate him with the
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pant heon of Roman emperors. This “machine” started when he assumed the name
Pertinax from 193 to 198 and publicized himself as the avenger of the popular fallen
emperor.481 He seems to have dropped the name once he received that of “Parthicus”
in A. D. 198. This title was of course an overt allusion to Augustus, who assumed the
title after his diplomatic “victory” in 19 B. C., a victory that resulted from the return of
the standards lost by Crassus. Perhaps Severus’ most overt attempt at Romanizing
himself in the eyes of the Roman populace was his “retroactive” adoption by Marcus
Aurelius. That is, he literally placed himself into the legacy of the of the great
Antonine dynasty. He even went as far as to declare himself the brother of
Commodus. Severus’ desire to avenge the death of Pertinax was also a pious act
toward the memory of Marcus Aurelius.
Severus advertised his role as the avenger of Pertinax on coins minted during
his first stint in Rome after the defeat of Didius Julianus. Some of his earliest issues
celebrated the deification of Pertinax, and were in fact minted as coins of divus
Pertinax.482 A sestertius from A. D. 193 depicts on its obverse the slain emperor with
the legend DIVVS PERT PIVS PATER. One reverse of this series had the eagle on
globe with the legend CO SE CR ATIO, while another reverse of the same mint
depicts the funeral pyre of Pertinax. These are one of the earliest instances of the
Severan pattern of emulating Augustus. Here, Severus emphatically sets himself up as
the rightful avenger to a slain god, and co nsequent ly the rightful successor of that slain
god. This act echoes the immediate response of the young Octavian after the murder
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of Caesar. Severus relied on the popularity of Pertinax and his role as avenger was
now publically celebrated on his early coins.
Severan numismatics also openly celebrate the new emperor and the dynasty
that he hoped would survive him. Several issues depict Severus in the roles of the
imperial office, and many of these depict him accompanied by his two sons. One
example depicts the emperor on a platfrom with his two sons with a soldier as they
give a gift to a citizen. The legend FELICITAS SAECULI alludes to gifts t o the
people of Rome, which in this instance, is made during the joint rule of Caracalla and
Septimius. The inclusion of Geta can be seen as a promise of future harmony and
generosity from the new Severan dynasty. The new dynasty, that is Severus and his
two sons, appear on other coins performing sacrifice in capite velato. Such scenes
seem to show a distinct reference to traditional Roman religion and ritual. These coins
were minted during the period that Severus was in Rome, from A.D. 198 to 210.

THE FORUM BETWEEN ANTONINUS PIUS AND SEPTIMIUS SEVERUS
This same period saw Severus’ widespread building program in Rome and this
program included significant additions and restorations in the Forum Romanum. 483
Few changes had occurred in the Forum since the addition of the Temple of Faustina
in A. D. 141. The death of Antoninus Pius left the empire in the capable hands of
Marcus Aurelius, who along with his adopted brother and co-emperor, Lucius Verus,
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rededicated the Temple of Deified Faustina as the Temple of Deified Antoninus and
Faustina. Eventually, two cult statues, one for the emperor and one for the empress,
decorated the cella. This rededication, as discussed in the previous chapt er, likely
required the removal of part of the temple’s frieze. Although seemingly insignificant,
the slight alteration of the temple’s facade was one of the last known change made to
the Forum until after t he end of the Antonine dynasty.484 One exception may have
been the Aedicula Diva Faustinae, a small shrine dedicated to Faustina the younger
wedged between the Temples of Concordia and Deified Vespasian.485 There also may
have been also been a statue of Commodus.; Herodian tells us that the emperor
ordered statues of himself put up all over the city and one such statue stood opposite
the senate house and portrayed the emperor as an archer.
A major event that marked the end of the reign of Commodus was a large scale
fire throughout the city.486 This fire had a profound effect on t he Forum and set the
stage for its Severan restoration. The fire apparently began in, and completely
destroyed the Temple of Peace. It then quickly spread to other parts of the city,
destroying a significant part of the city. In the Forum, the Temple of Vesta fell victim
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to the fire. The destruction of the temple left the sacred image of Pallas Athena, which
according to legend came to Rome with Aeneas, exposed.487 Altho ugh Herodian only
mentions the Temples of Peace and Vesta by name, we can assume that the damage
was significant. The fire supposedly burnt the entire Temple of Peace and its precinct
to t he ground; thus it is hard to imagine that it did not affect at least portions of the
other Imperial Fora. Likewise, the burning of the temple of Vesta may have had
spread to nearby buildings in the Forum Romanum.
The first evidence of Severan activity in the Roman Forum comes from Dio
and describes not a building but an event.488 The event, the funeral of Pertinax, is the
earliest documented episode of Severus’ struggle for legitimacy in Rome and was well
documented by Dio. What is remarkable about the funeral was that it occurred
months after the death of Pertinax and stands as a spectacle fabricated by Severus so
that he could demonstrate his loyalty to Pertinax and the customs of Rome. The
ceremonies began with the construction of a wooden platform near the Rostra. Dio is
not specific as to which Rostra, the western Rostra of Caesar/Augustus or the eastern
Rostra in front of the Temple of Deified Caesar (either Rostra would have been a
fitting place for an Imperial funeral). The platform supported a shrine surrounded by
ivory and gold columns, and inside was an ivory and gold bier surrounded by land and
sea animal protomes.489 The bier was draped in purple and gold fabric. The bier was
literally a couch for a wax reclining effigy of the deceased Pertinax. An attendant
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waved peacock feathers as if shooing flies from a sleeping emperor. A procession of
mourners, including Severus, senators, and t heir wives, entered the Forum and sat in
the central a plaza. Following this procession came another bearing images of summi
viri and bronze personifications of subject ed nations. Also in this procession were the
guilds of Rome, including lictors, scribes, heralds. More effigies of summi viri
followed with the army, calvary, and race horses, and the great funeral offerings of
Severus and the Senators. Finally came a gilded altar covered in ivory and exotic
gems. After this grand procession, Severus mounted the Rostra and gave a glowing
oration, which was met by many cheers. The funeral procession now took the bier to
the Campus Martius where there was a three-story funeral pyre for the effigy of
Pertinax. The final ceremonies included the placing of the offerings and the bier into
the pyre, the kissing of the effigy by Severus and his family, and a military decursio.
Finally the consuls lit the pyre and an eagle was released to carry the soul of the slain
emperor into the sky.
The account of the funeral is astounding. Dio himself was at the funeral and
witnessed the events first hand. This account adds an important component to our
understanding of Severus and his desired public image in Rome. He staged a
spectacular event that was nothing more than an intricate memorial service, since the
real body of Pertinax was not available. Perhaps more important was the fact that
these extravagant ceremonies were a public spectacle. They occurred in the city’s
most public space, the Forum Romanum, and the included multiple levels of Roman
society; Dio notes the imperial family, senatorial and equestrian families, the guilds of
Rome, and the army. Thus Severus’ first move is a public spectacle aimed at his own
legitimacy in the city’s center.
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Severus’ funeral for Pertinax also placed the African emperor into the historical
record of Imperial ritual. He likened himself to Antony who stage the great funeral of
Caesar. The funeral of Augustus was the great legitimizing event that marked the
beginning of the reign of Tiberius. Severus also follows the Antonine model of public
piety. The three-story funeral pyre, and its subsequent depiction on Divus Pertinax
coins, echoes the actions of Antoninus Pius for Hadrian and Lucius Verus and Marcus
Aurelius for Antoninus Pius. By assuming the primary role in the funeral ceremonies,
Severus appropriated the role of a family member. Yet Severus not only elevated
himself to the role o f a family member, but also claims t he honor for his entire family
as evidenced by the spectacle of the entire imperial family kissing the wax effigy of
Pertinax. Severus even adopted the title “Pius Pert inax” after the funeral and
publicized his role of the avenger of Pertinax. By doing so, he assumed the role o f the
slain emperor’s son.

SEPTIMIUS SEVERUS AND THE FORUM ROMANUM
Severus’ strong tie to Pertinax was the motive behind what was probably his
first public monument in the Forum. The monument, the Equus Severi, came about
because of a dream of Severus. The dream is mentioned by Dio,490 but comes to us in
detail from Herodian.491 Septimius was apparently well known for his dreams, but
according to Herodian, this dream was the most important and occurred the day that
Pertinax became emperor. Severus, then in Pannonia, swore an oath to Pertinax and
made the customary sacrifices. In short, the account by Herodian has led most
490
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scholars to assume that a bronze equestrian statue of Septimius Severus stood in the
Forum, undoubtedly a part o f Severus’ Forum decoration. Unfortunately, we have no
extant remains or even securely identified foundations of the statue. The lack of
evidence and the vague nature of Herodian’s account (of how the horse picked up
Severus and carried him to the middle of the Forum) has led to some scholarly debate
centered around the location of the statue. Even though ancient accounts of
monuments are rarely specific enough to locate a monument, Coarelli’s argument (that
the statue stood near the arch of Severus) ignores the account of Herodian, who
states that the statue stoo d not where the horse picked up Severus, but where the
horse elevated him to be cheered by the crowd in the center of the Forum (Fig. 58).492
That spot coordinates with Giuliani and Verduchi’s location for the statue, however,
their associationof the location with the former siting of the Equus Domitiani is not
convincing. We should therefore conclude that either Domitian’s statue or Severus’s
stood on the site suggested by Giuliani and Verduchi, not both. Since Domitian’s base
had to survive a damnatio memoriae and Severus pavement of the Forum, it is likely
that we are seeing evidence of the latter emperor’s monument.
Although nothing of the statue itself remains, images from Severan coins may
give us a clue to its appearance. There are several issues of coins that may portray
either the famous dream or else the statue. Two sestertii from the period of A.D. 196197 are likely candidates. The obverse, with the bearded image of Severus, contains
the legend L SEPT SEV PERT AUG IMP VIII contains his title “Pertinax.” Two
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reverses of what appears to be an equestrian statue are included in this series. They
both depict an image of Severus on horseback (Fig. 59). The horse paces with his
right hoof raised. Severus sits on back holding an upside down spear. The date of
these coins would likely coincide with the monument, or if not, when the nature of
Sevrus’ omnia imperii became known in Rome. If this early coin does depict the
dream, then surely later coins showing essentially the same image refer to the statue
itself. Specifically an aureus from A. D. 201 is a likely candidate for the statue. 493
In 203, the senate voted Severus and his sons Geta and Caracalla a triumphal
arch to commemorate their Parthian victories. Severus led two Parthian campaigns;
the first, mentioned above, was in A. D. 195. The arch still stands today and survives
as one of the most well preserved monuments in the Forum Romanum (Fig. 60); it is
the only major Forum monument to preserve the majority of its sculptural decorations.
For this reason it has received a great deal of scholarly attention, the most significant
of which is Richard Brilliant’s 1967 mono graph. 494
In the tradition of Augustus’ building program in the Roman Forum,
Septimius constructed a tripled-bayed Parthian arch. The arch stood in the northeast
corner of the Forum, between the Rostra and the area of the old Comitium. Its
location, at what was apparently the point where the Sacra Via turned into the Clivus
Capitolinus, places it some three meters above the pavement level of the Forum
proper. The arch itself, however, was not on the Sacra Via but was instead approached
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by a series of stairs from below. The location made it the perfect billboard on the
route of triumphal processions. It also closed the Forum off, at least visually, to the
Capitoline. Importantly, the arch, like the Parthian arch of Augustus, was a threshold
that dominated one of the most important entrance/exit areas of the Forum.
The arch celebrated Severus’ two Parthian campaigns with both inscription and
figural relief sculpture. The inscription originally read:495
IMP.CAESAR.L .SEPTIMIO. M.F .SEVERO .PIO.PERTINACI.AUG.PATRI.PATRIAE.
PARTHICO.ARABICO.ET.PARTHICO. ADIABENICO. PONTIFICI .MAXIMO.TRIBUNIC.
POTEST XI .IMP . XI .COS .IIII .PROCOS .ET. IMP.CAES.M. AURELIO .L.FIL .ANTONIO.
AUG .PIO .FELICI .TRIBUNIC .POTEST. VI.COS.PROCOS .P.P.ET SEPTIMIO . GETAE .
NOB . CAESARI.OB .REMPUBLICAM .RESTITUTAM .IMPERIUMQUE .POPULI .ROMANI
.PROPAGATUM.INSIGNIBUS .VIRTUTIBUS .EORUM.DOMI .FORISQUE.S.P.Q.R.496

Interestingly the same inscription appears in the attic on both sides of the arch.
Because of the dual title of Parthicus, the tendency has been to date the dedication of
the monument to A.D. 203. Brilliant has suggested that because of Severus still has
the name Pertinax, the arch may have been vowed after Severus’ first Parthian
campaign in A.D. 195, yet if Severus’ famous dream had made it into the public
mythology, perhaps the placement of the arch, and the advertisement of his own
military success, helped proclaim his own imperial destiny.
The arch still preserves the majority of its decoration. The column bases, four
on each side, preserve reliefs of Roman soldiers and Parthian prisoners on the three
visible sides. The spandrels are decorated with a variety of allegorical and
mythological figures. These include victories on the center arch and various river gods
on the lateral arches. On either side of the central arch images of the four seasons
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decorate the lower half of the spandrels. Figures decorate each of the six keystones.497
Well preserved is the figure of Mars on either side of the central bay. The other
keystones are damaged beyond recognition, although it is generally agreed that the
northwest keystone represented Hercules.498 There is also a narrow frieze that runs
the length of the arch on the front and back underneath the level of the four panel
scenes; this frieze, which is cut in high relief, displays either accounts of Severus’
return to Rome or his triumphal procession. This register has not weathered well and
therefore the scenes are hard to read. Fortunately we have the Bartoli’s detailed
seventeenth-century engravings which give a clues as to the nature of the scenes (Fig.
61). In essence this register depicts the transfer of spoils from Parthia to Rome. Short
squat male figures accompany carts pulled by oxen. The carts are heavily laden with
bundles, presumably the spoils taken by Severus’ troops and returned to Rome for the
emperor’s triumph. The procession leads from the personification of Parthia to the
personification of Roma. The are also the four famous “narrative” panels, two on
each side, that provide a sort of visual and condensed history of Severus’ campaigns in
Parthia. These remarkable scenes have been the focus of much scholarly opinion
regarding their narrative structure, style, and specific subject matter. They are worth
further discussion in this study because they survive as the most intact example of an
imperial celebration of res gestae. That is, they are a specific visual account of
Severus’s greatest achievement. For this reason, the style and narrative is particularly
important since they represent a vehicle for the communication of imperial ideology.
Scholars refer to t hem as panels I, II, III, and IV. The scenes’ narrative
497
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progression and the identification of the various towns was first suggested by Brilliant.
Panel I, located on the southeast, depicts a departure scene from a Roman camp
(Kleiner suggests Carrhae),499 followed by an engagement with Parthians, and finally
the liberat ion of the town of Nisibis. The narrative movement takes the eye from the
bottom of the panel, the camp scene, toward the middle, the engagement with
Parthians and the subsequent fight, to the top, where a scene shows Septimius
Severus addressing his troups with the town of Nisibis in the upper right hand corner.
Panel II, located on the northeast side of the arch, instead offers a seemingly much
more complicated narrative cycle. Here the artist utilized a composition that literally
zig-zags across the panel, beginning in the lower left-hand corner. Here Severus and
his war machine advance toward the town of Edessa.The scene then moves up and to
the left with an adlocutio, submission, a camp scene, and finally a profectio. Panel
III, the best preserved of the four panels, returns to a simple two-tiered narrative that
shows t he siege and submission of Seleugia. Finally, Panel IV illustrates the siege and
submission of the Parthian capital, Ctesiphon. As I shall discuss below, the specific
account of Severus’ campaign not only validated his role as the protector of the
empire, but also invited comparison with Augustus, whose Parthian Arch decorated
the other end o f the Forum.
Another attempt at securing association with past emperors was the Severan
restoration of the Temple of Deified Vespasian (Fig. 62), a temple which had
apparently stood without incident since its completion during the reign of Domitian. It
perhaps fell victim to the fire of Commodus and was still in need of restorat ion during
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the reign of Severus; however, the extent of the damage to the temple and its
subsequent need of restoration is unclear. The monument was the last surviving
reminder of the Flavians in the Forum proper, since it had now about one hundred year
since the destruction of the Equus Domitiani. The key evidence of the Severan
restoration comes from the surviving inscription in t he architrave, which survives only
in part (ESTITUER). Fortunately we are able to reconstruct the inscription fro m the
Einsiedeln Itinerary and the evidence suggests that Severus celebrated his restoration
of the temple through the augmentation of the original inscriptions on the temple’s
facade. The original inscription, simply DIVO VESPASIANO AUGUSTO SPQR,
was expanded to include IMPP. CAESS. SEVERUS ET ANTONINUS PII AUGG
FELICES RESTITUERE underneath. 500 This change of the inscription apparently
required a modification of the architrave in order to make room for the second line.
This modification, according to the reconstructions of De Angeli, was a plaque that
rested over the lower moldings of the architrave.501
If the reconstruction of the inscription from the Einsiedeln Itinerary is reliable,
then there are questio ns raised about the exact date of the restoration. Pro blematic is
the absence of Geta in the Severan inscription. One view is that the restoration of the
temple, or at least the execution of the inscription, occurred after the death of Severus
and the damnatio memoriae of Geta.502 This theory has been challenged recently on
the bases of the absence of the pater patriae in Severus’ title.503 Moreover, if the
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work was done after the death of Severus, Caracalla would have included the title
Divo to his father’s name. An examination of the numismatics reveals that Caracalla
adopted the title of Ant(oninus) Pius Aug(ustus) in 201. Moreover, it is not until 208
that Geta receives the title Augustus. Therefore, the inscription puts the date of the
temples restoration between those two years. We can perhaps be more specific and
speculate that the restoration of the temple was for the Ludi Saeculares in 204,
especially since they were last celebrated in A. D. 88 by Domitian, the emperor also
responsible for the construction of the Temple of Deified Vespasian.
An image of the restored temple may decorate the reverse of an aureus minted
by Caracalla.504 This rare aureus, the best example of which is in the collection of the
American Numismatics Society (see Fig. 63), depicts on its reverse a heretofore
unidentified hexastyle temple. The temple on the coin may depict Minerva in the
pediment, which would be appropriate because she was the patron goddess of the
Flavian dynasty. On the coin what seem to be statues of togate figures stand in front
of each of the temple’s six columns. Could these be decorations added during the
Severan restoration? These statues may represent a group of the Flavians with the
Severans. Although it is hard to imagine that Severus would have erected a statue of
Domitian, statues of Ttitus and Vespasian would make sense. Inviting comparison
with the first two Flavians could be interpreted as an attempt at legitimizing the
provincial Severan dynasty. Titus represents the most revered non-adopted successor
in imperial history. Thus by setting up a parallel with Vespasian and Titus, who ruled
successfully after a civil war, Severus may have been paving the way for the public

504

BMCRE 5, 817.

-175-

acceptance of his own dynasty, a dynasty that similarly did not rely on adoption. Such
a theory seems even more likely when one considers that Marcus Aurelius son
Commodus, was not perceived as an effective ruler.
Severus’ restoration of the Forum pavement may have also been a project
meant to improve the city for the Saecular games. The forum had not been paved
since the principate of Augustus and because of the daily wear and tear, civil wars, and
the construction and destruction of numerous statues and monuments in in the Forum
central area, it was undoubtedly in need of repair. The pavement also gave Severus
the opportunity to prepare the area around his new arch. This included the set of steps
that led one from the Sacra Via up to the arch. Although minor pavement repairs were
likely conducted into the latest history of the Forum, Severus’ pavement was the last
large scale restoration of its kind. It is known to modern scholars only through
archaeological evidence and has been most recently documented by Giuliani and
Verduchi in the eighties. Their work documented the extent of the pavement and the
way in which it affected the Forum itself. What is immediately apparent is that
Severus pavement was more of a repair than a replacement, and although the most
significant restoration since Augustus, it does not seem to have been a uniform
repavement of the entire plaza.505 It also did not seem to cover up earlier monuments
as Giuliani and Verduchi seem to have found evidence of such monuments scattered
throughout the Forum. Severus may have have even preserved the actual inscription
of L. Naevius Surdinus, who was responsible for the Augustan period repavement of
the Forum in circa 12 B.C. The authors suggest that the survival of the Surdinus

505

Giuliani and Verduchi (1987), 65

-176-

inscription was a show of reverence on the part of Severus toward the Surdinus’
contribution.
Giuliani and Verduchi’s conclusions about the history of the Forum’s central
area have not escaped criticism. Coarelli asserts that there never was any Severan
pavement of the Forum. He argues that if that was the case then we would not see
evidence of pre-Severan monuments in the Forum’s central area.506 Coarelli actually
proposes that the surviving Forum pavement is in fact not Augustan, but Caesarean.
This means that the inscription of Surdinus survives from some minor Augustan repair
and in no way as an example of Severan reverence. Timothy Wiseman expresses the
same doubt in his review of Giuliani and Verduchi’s book. Wiseman argues that
Surdinus was not a “famous” name (like Agrippa) that would have been recognized by
Severus. Perhaps more importantly, his family was still prevalent in politics during the
reign of Severus, and it is doubtful that the emperor would have wanted to share credit
for for such a significant commission. 507
How do we explain these discrepancies? It is unfortunately a problem that
deserves further excavation and until such study is done, it is hard to argue against the
interpretation of Giuliani and Verduchi. There is, without a doubt, evidence of two
different imperial pavements in the Forum Romanum. Specifically in an area adjacent
to the spot where archaeologist discovered the Plutei Traiani (Fig. 64), across the Via
Sacra from the original Shrine of Janus, two different levels of pavement are visible. It
is in this area where Giuliani and Verduchi point out three Augustan pavement stones
506
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lying directly underneath what is the current level of the Forum. They note these
(Augustan) pavers are not only larger but also more regularized than the Severan
pavement above. Their excavations also may have discovered both Augustan and
Severan pavement preparation. Specifically two cross sections from their 1982 trench
— a trench that literally abuts t he inscription of Surdinus — discovered multiple
levels of pavement preparation with a significant leveling fill underneath what they
identify as the Severan pavement.508 The Augustan preparation is directly underneath
the foundation base for the monument t hey identify as the Augustan tribunal
praetorium. There is, however, no mention of any datable material from the
“preparation of the Severan pavement,” so it is difficult to ascertain the validity of
their co nclusions. Yet it is clear that Severus was involved in restoration around the
Rostra (in association with his work on the umbilicus Romae) and the modification of
the triumphal procession route (Via Sacra) for his arch. This work well may have led
to work in the Forum’s central area and t his fits the scenario of Giuliani and Verduchi;
they propose that the Severan intervention is not a complete repavement, but rather a
restoration. This t heory leaves room for a variety of interpretations and effectively
justifies remaining evidence of earlier imperial monuments.
Yet what about the Surdinus inscription (Fig. 65)? This is another thorny issue
that deserves further study. The very possibility that Severus may have purposely
preserved the inscription raises potentially important issues about ancient Roman
recognition of their own topographical history. Possibly such an inscription, visible for
over two hundred years in the Forum, developed its own oral mythology and would
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have consequent ly been safe from later destruction. Alternat ively, perhaps the
Surdinus inscription survives today not because it was left alone by Severus, but
because a later intervention, possibly by Diocletian during the construction of his
column, disturbed the Severan pavement and effectively exposed the previous
Augustan pavement. This scenario fits the archaeological evidence since in some areas
the upper level of pavement sit directly on top of earlier pavement while in other areas
earlier pavement is missing and t here is consequently a “preparation” level. Finally, it
may be that the restoration of the Forum’s pavement was not a major project and thus
“sharing credit” may not have been a particularly pertinent issue.509 After all, Severus’
arch and equestrian statue would have overshadowed the prestige of a restoration of
the Forum’s pavement.
Another seemingly important Forum project of Severus was the umbilicus
Romae, a monument he either built or rest ored. Not surprisingly, as with many
Severan monuments, the Umbilicus is the center of scholarly debate. Several theories
exist regarding its date and function although most scholars agree with that the
monument is to be identified with a cylindrical set of remains near the northern corner
of the western Rostra. The location of these remains is consistent with our only two
ancient accounts of the monument, the late antique Notitia and the Einsedeln Itinerary.
The former locat es the monument in the area between the the Concordia temple and
those of Vespasian and Saturn.510 The Einsedeln Itinerary locates it near the church of
St. Sergius and Bacchus, which stood just above the Rostra below the Temples of
509
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Vespasian and Concordia.511
The archaeological evidence seems to suggest at least two building phases, the
most prolific of which belonged to the late history of the Forum. Yet the uncertainty
of the archaeological data has been an integral factor in the inability of scholars to
define the purpose and history of the monument. Kähler, after extensive work around
the Rostra in the 1930s, argued for a reworking of the Umbilicus in the early fourth
century A.D. (see Fig. 8), a modification of the monument that coincides with the
restoration of the Rostra during the Tetrarchic period (see following chapter).512 More
recent work in the area points to an initial Augustan construction with a Severan
restorat ion, coinciding with that emperor’s construction of his adjacent arch. 513
Apparently, there may have been some sort of small interior space in the Augustan
phase that was probably filled in during the Severan stage.
The evidence of an interior chamber has led to Coarelli’s speculation that the
Umbilicus survives as the restored Mundus, an underground sacrarium associated
with the gods of the underworld, especially Ceres.514 Coarelli’s hypothesis is based
solely on evidence of the ancient literature, and ignores the archaeological data,
specifically that the earliest evidence of construction is Augustan.515 We have an
equally problematic suggestion by Richardson that the Umbilicus is simply another
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name for the Miliarum Aureum,516 yet the latter monument seems different in regard to
its function; it was specifically the cent ral milestone of Rome and it was from this point
that traveling distance from Rome was measured. The Umbilicus seems to have been
literally the center of the Roman empire, not its roads. Altho ugh the difference seems
subtle, it was probably significant enough for the existence of both monuments. Their
apparent proximity (most locate the Miliarum Aureum just below the Temple of
Saturn) would have made sense. That Severus restored an Augustan Umbilicus is
consistent with his activity in this end of the Forum and perhaps, more importantly, it
places his triumphal arch at the center of the Roman world.
The other important Forum project in the Severan period is the restoration of
the Vestal complex (the temple and atrium) which scholars have attributed to
Severus’ wife, Julia Domna. As mentioned above, the temple burned during the fire
of Commodus in A. D. 191. The attribution of the temple’s restoration to Julia
Domna is made on the basis of numimatic evidence; there is no inscription, such as
that on the Temple of Deified Vespasian, to identify a Severan restorat ion. The
Atrium Vestae, the large building to the north of the temple, preserves very little
evidence of the Severan restoration. Although Van Deman proposed that the fire of
Commodus did not do enough damage to warrant a modification in the layout of the
building, the Severan restorat ion included the major restoration of the roo ms in the
northwest (those closest to the temple) and a reworking of the courtyard area.517 The
latter included, according to Van Deman, the lowering of the gardens and the central
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fountains. Bloch asserted in his study of the brick stamps that there were very few
bricks stamps from the Severan period.518 Russell Scott likewise found little evidence
of Severan brickstamps, but hinted at a late restoration utilizing re-used bricks.519 That
Julia Domna restored the Temple of Vesta seems secure.520 In fact, this was likely the
last major work on the monument, meaning the partially restored temple that stands
today in the Forum is a reflection of her work. This restoration was potentially more
significant than that of the Atrium Vestae, as the ancient sources state that the temple
burned completely in A. D. 191. The temple’s restoration is attributed to the empress
because of a coin minted by Caracalla for the Julia Domna. Several issues of t he coin
portray a scene on the reverse that most scholars have identified as the empress
sacrificing in front of the temple (Fig. 66). The ambitiously restored temple in the
Forum today is essentially that of Julia Domna.
We should also not overlook the importance of Julia Domna’s restoration of
the Temple of Vesta. This was the first restoration project of a undertaken by a
woman in the Forum Romanum. It seems to follow the precedents set by the
Antonines emphasizing the empress in this area of the Forum. More importantly, the
public image of the empress is greatly augmented. She restores one of the most sacred
Roman monuments, an act commemorated by coins depicting her sacrificing in front of
the Temple. Such overt display of piety toward Roman tradition may have been
intended to offset any doubts about the very public role of this new Syrian empress.521
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THE SEVERAN NARRATIVE OF LEGITIMACY IN THE FORUM
The arch preserves what must have been originally an impressive array of
sculptural decoration. The sculpture, above all the four banner-like relief panels
depicting events in the history of Severus’ campaign, has been the focus of numerous
studies. Stylistically and narratively they are “problematic” and have been used by
scholars as an early example of the Late Antique in Roman art.522 Although this study
is not concerned with such broad art historical definitions, the panels, along with their
style and narrative, survive as primary evidence of Severus’ public message to Ro me
and as a testament to his desire to advertise his own political legitimacy. For this
reason they deserve discussion here.
The most revealing reliefs of Septimius Severus' arch are the four great panels.
Compositionally, these panels look to t he designs of the column monuments of Marcus
Aurelius and Trajan. The artists utilized horizontal bands or "turf segments" to divide
the composition of each panel into multiple narratives. Like the artists of the spiraled
reliefs on the column of Marcus Aurelius, the artist s of t he Septimius Severus panels
depended on the composition of “stock” scenes to clarify what would have otherwise
been an indiscernible composition. A comparison between an adlocutio scene from
the column of Marcus Aurelius and one on panel IV, or the southwest panel, from the
Arch of Septimius Severus, illustrates how artist's of both monuments used the stock
scene in the same way.
Perhaps even more important is what these four panels from the Arch of
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Septimius Severus tell us about the artists involved in its construction. 523 Both
Hamberg and Brilliant identify two "masters" who (essentially) each worked on two
of the panels. Brilliant connects the "Antonine Master" with panels I and III, and the
"Severan Master" with panels II and IV.524 He identifies the "Antonine Master" as t he
artist who works in the older Antonine style, specifically that of the column of Marcus
Auelius. His figures, while by no means representative of "Hadrianic Classicism,” still
exhibit a concern for modeling and realistically perceived space. The bodies of these
figures display believable relationship to the background. Close inspection reveals
how the artist still relied on modeling to create the face and hair of the figures.
If we define the style of the "Antonine Master" as Proto-Late Antique, then the
"Severan Master" worked in a style that had clearly arrived in the Late Antique. His
figures have little relation to the ground behind them, thus giving them a "cookiecutter" appearance. Their anatomy appears much less naturalistic and often awkward.
The "Severan Master" depicted groups of soldiers, such as those on panel II, as a
cluster of heads and bodies that have no relationship to feet below. One is easily able
to recognized this st yle in the treatment of the heads and hair. The modeling of the
"Antonine Master" is gone, replaced by a style that defines the figure through linear
cuts in the stone. For example, the artist defined hair with "negative" cuts into the
surface instead of the more modeled style of the "Antonine Master." This style looks
forward to the style of the famous reliefs on the Arch of Constantine.
If the Julio-Claudian, Flavian, and Antonine dynasties are marked by a
consistent visual language and style on public monuments, Severan public monuments
523
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display a variety of approaches to public monumental art. A case in point are the two
distinct styles on t he Palazzo Sachetti Relief and Panel A from the Arch o f the
Argentarii in the Forum Boarium. The figures on the Palazzo Sachetti Relief show a
perceivable relationship to each other and to the architecture depicted behind them.
They are set within a naturalistic city landscape and the figures themselves still display
some adherence to classical proportions. The artist clearly depicted believable
anatomy underneath the clothing of each figure. Though not as dramatic as that from
the soutn panel on interior of the Arch of Titus, the arch in the background o f the
Sachetti relief still displays a faint attempt at perspective and illusionism as it seems to
turn slightly into the background. On the Arch of the Argentarii, however, we see a
style comparable to the "Severan Master." Again, like the figures from the Septimius'
arch, these figures display the "cookie-cutter" effect and do not seem to fit
naturalistically into their surroundings. In other words, they appear almost as if they
were cut out and placed within the composition and there is much less concern for
naturalistic anatomy.
Such diversity of style on Severan public monuments recalls differences that
we normally attribute to the split between the city of Rome and her provinces. Yet it
seems unfair to project our own sense of stylistic continuity onto the monuments of
the past, as such discrepancy in style seems to have been a common element in the
visual language of Roman art, especially Severan art. Such differing styles were not
limited to sculpture. John Clarke identifies two distinct styles, and two masters, of
Severan black and white mosaics in the Terme Marittime at Ostia 525 The "Old
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Master," whose mosaics appear in room C, works in what Clarke defines as the "Late
Draftsmanly Style." This style, which might be understood as a slightly stylized
version of Trajanic mosaic art, is analogous to the "Antonine Master" of the Arch of
Septimius Severus. As Clarke points out,526 the parallel for the "Severan Master," is
the "New Master." Here the interior white lines of the figures are "independent of,
and divorced from, the organic form.”527
Do these diverse styles represent the tastes of Septimius Severus? Or are they
evidence of a provincial style from Africa (or the importation of African artists to
decorate Rome)? Or instead, do they represent the natural evolution (or deevolution) from the late Antonine style into that of the Late Antique? Is the move into
abstraction simply a more effective way of communicating propaganda from an
increasingly less sophisticated emperors’ (or to an increasingly a less sophisticated
audience)? We can only speculate on the answers to these questions. We should,
however, immediately recognize that style is an inherent part of narrative. That is,
style can make narrative more or less convincing or effective. Consequently, the arch
of Septimius Severus exists not only as a precursor to the style of the Late Antique,
but also, a precursor to that period’s desired form of narrative. That is, the degree of
naturalism seems to have become secondary in importance to simplified form and
composition. More importantly, in this arch, we are seeing narrative at the highest
level; this is the world’s most powerful individual, a Roman emperor, communicating
to the populace of the world’s most powerful city, Rome. It therefore seems
dangerous to assume that Severus would not enlist the most competent artists and
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have advisors who directed these artists in the message that their sculpture conveyed.
That these new styles of art and narrative would “trickle down” to private
commissions, such as those documented by Clarke, should not surprise anyone.
Formally, and on a less profound level, the arch’s diverse styles seem to
document the problems associated with detailed narrative on the restricted spaces of
the panel. The panels are apparently the first, and perhaps only, of their kind in the
history of Roman imperial art. Indeed modern scholarship has labeled the panels as an
ambitious but ultimately failed attempt at narrative. Diana Kleiner writes:
This was a progressive idea on the part of the master artist but, at the same time,
totally unsatisfactory solution to arch design. The complex historical scenes on
the column, which provided a wealth of anecdotal detail, are necessarily
abbreviated on the panels and are thus rendered less intelligible. The easy flow
of the winding narrative of the column is arrested on the arch, where scenes can
only be read from bottom to to p and not in a circling rotation. Of course, the
visual circling of the column has already been deemphasized on the Column of
Marcus Aurelius, where there was a greater attempt by the artist to align the
scenes vertically. It is for this reason that the experimental treatment of the
panels of the Arch of Septimius Severus appears never to have been repeated.528
Recent scholarship has offered an alternative to the criticism of Kleiner. Penelope
Davies argues that the arch does not stand as a failed attempt to emulate the frieze of
the column on flat panels, but an intentional imitation of the column that draws
comparison between Severus and Marcus Aurelius.529 In other word, Severus
expropriates the composition of the Aurelian column and places in it his own military
narrative. This narrative survives as what Davies calls “conceptual” spoliation.”
Whether or not we accept the idea of conceptual spoiliation, we should not overlook
528
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the fact that these panels represent the only known example of military narrative in the
Forum. Although the Forum had been used since Romulus as a display place for
trophies of war, it had never seen, at least in stone, the narrative of a general’s or
emperor’s campaign. Davies’ theory allows us to place these narratives within a more
precise historical context. Severus chooses t he Forum as his own arena for public
legitimacy, a legitimacy that relies on visual narratives of his own military parallels to
Marcus Aurelius.
I believe other aspects of these panels point to a deliberate attempt by Severus
to expropriate the legacy of Marcus Aurelius. Although few disagree with Brilliant’s
important study of narrative pattern, there have been some alternat ive identifications
the specific battles and cities shown. Rubin, in furthering an argument of Picard,
proposes a different reading for the panels III and IV, those on the west, or capitol,
side of the arch. 530 Specifically this reading incorporates the failed siege at Hatra into
the narrative cycle. Thus Ctesiphon is the battle depicted on Panel III, and Hatra is
that depicted on Panel IV (Fig. 67). Rubin notes specific descriptions of both Hatra
and Ctesiphon from Herodian and argues that his (Rubin’s) narrative scenario is more
consistent these descriptions. He even goes so far as to suggest that one of
Herodian’s main sources for Severus’ Parthian campaigns was the arch itself. Despite
Rubin’s detailed argument, would Severus, an emperor obsessed with his public image
in Rome, advertise his only major setback in the Parthian wars? Hatra was the one
city that he was not able to successfully siege into submission.
Rubin’s theory does bring up an important aspect of the arch’s narrative, that
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is its account of the war and the effect of this account on the oral history of Severus’
campaign. First of all, I believe that it may show a modern bias toward t he monument
to assume that each panel is a specific account of the war. That does not mean that
the panels show fabricated scenes, but perhaps these scenes are an “official” narrative
written from a somewhat manipulated historical truth. I would suggest that Severus
may have adjusted the account of his wars so that they coincided with the great
Marcomannic campaigns of Marcus Aurelius. The historical accounts tell how the
campaigns of both Marcus Aurelius’s and Septimius Severus’s were saved by divine
intervention. According to legend, Marcus Aurelius’ troops were literally surrounded
on all sides by the Quadi, and had fallen victim by to the lack of supplies and the
intense heat. At the moment when all seemed lost, a rain cloud appeared, drenched
the battlefield, and allowed a full Roman recovery and subsequent victory. This
“divine intervention,” located in the lowest area of the spiral frieze, is one of the most
visible scenes on the famous column of Marcus Aurelius.531
Similar divine intervention apparently saved Severus’ troops. After the failed
siege of Hatra troop moral was at a low. As Severus and his men made the crossing of
the Tigres (misidentified by Herodian as the Euphrates) they were suddenly caught in
a miraculous current that carried them all the way to Ctesiphon. This led to the
Severus’ most successful battle and the looting of the great wealth of the Parthian
capital. Rubin argues, and I think convincingly, that the presence of the river genius in
the upper left corner of Panel III identifies this panel as that depicting the siege and
sack of Ctesiphon. Whether Panel IV depict s Hatra is another issue, but important
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here is the issue of historical modification. Severus seems to have re-created his own
military history in order to advertise the similarity of his campaigns with those of
Marcus Aurelius. Both emperors thus seem invincible because of their ability to call
on divine intervention. It may very well be that the “official” version of Severus’
campaigns, undoubtedly that depicted in the Roman Forum, survives as a historical
modification intended to link Severus to his (retroactively) adopted father. This
creation of parallel military successes is underscored by the river genius in Panel III
that mimics the rain god on the panel of Marcus Aurelius. Part of the official version
of both Aurelius’ and Severus’ campaigns publically emphasizes divine intervention
and for Severus, the intervent ion of the river god allowed him to escape t he
embarrassment of a failed military venture.
Severus’ arch was indeed a triumphal billboard composed of historical and
conceptual allusions to his self-adopted father, Marcus Aurelius. Yet the arch also
invited comparison to other emperors, specifically Augustus. I have already
mentioned that the arch, as noted by numerous scholars,532 was clearly placed among
the other Forum arches, which were all Julio Claudian. The Parthian (and Actian?)
arch stood near the Temple of Caesar and Tiberius’ arch stood opposite the Rostra
from Severus’, near the temple of Saturn. The very fact that Severus included himself
along with the only dynasty to have placed arches documents his desire to associate
himself with the “good” emperors of the past. Yet, I believe that the inscription
constitutes a more direct reference to Augustus. Specifically, the phrase
REMPUBLICAM RESTITUTAM in line five of the Severan arch’s inscription recalls
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the similar line, REPUBLICA CONSERVATA, in the inscription (see Chapter 2) that
many believe belonged to one of Augustus’ Forum arches (likely the Actian).
Severus’ arch not only celebrated the enlarged the empire (IMPERIUMQUE POPULI
ROMANI PROPAGATUM ), but also his rescue of the “Republic.” Presumably this
phrase refers to the end of the civil war and thus Severus’ actions could find legitimacy
in those of Octavian/Augustus, who fought his own way into imperial power. Such
allusions to past imperial success in many ways prefigure the same expropriation of the
imperial past that occurs over one hundred years later on the Arch of Constantine.
Altho ugh Severus built extensively in the city Rome including the Septizodium,
the restoration of the Palatine, and a massive bath co mplex, he seems to have
deliberately concentrated his public message of legitimacy on the Forum Romanum.
Not only does his arch stand as a gateway between the Forum and the
Capitoline, it stands as the public record of his achievements; the restorer of the
Republic, t he conqueror of Parthia, and the patriarch of a new dynasty. The active
role of Caracalla in many ways reflects the activities of Tiberius in the Forum during
the final twenty years of the principate of Augustus. Severus’ program in the Forum
also prefigures Constantine’s allusions to “the good emperors” on his arch.
Constantine utilizes “spolia” from these previous emperor’s monuments to publicly
liken his own rule to theirs. Severus too looks to three well respected emperors:
Augustus, Vespasian, and Marcus Aurelius. His own role as the restorer of the
Republic parallels Augustus and Vespasian, who “rescue” the empire from civil war
and return it to peace. They also, like Severus, initiated new dynasties. Marcus
Aurelius because of his lingering popularity in the city of Rome, was the natural choice
for Severus to emulate. His “adoption” of Severus legitimates the new family into t he
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recent popular history of Rome. Finally Severus’ focus on the Roman Forum finds a
parallel in his activities in the Forum at Leptis Magna, his hometown.533 There he
completely rebuilds this Forum and decorates it with the same message of military
achievement and familial harmony.
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CHAPTER FIVE

A Forum Diocletiani? Diocletian's Programmatic Restoration
and the “Spoliation” of the Forum in the Late Empire 534
The final significant imperial intervention in the Forum Romanum –
Diocletian’s restorat ion after the devastating fire of A. D. 283 – did not advertise the
legitimacy of a new dynasty, but instead celebrated the Tetrarchy, a new type of
imperial rule that redefined previous perceptions of dynastic rule. The third century,
which saw almost constant civil war and few emperors spending time in Rome,535 also
witnessed a dearth of imperial commissions in the city, and none in the Forum. In AD
283, during the reign of Carinus, a fire broke out in the Roman Forum, completely
destroying the Basilica Julia and the Curia and damaging several other buildings.536
The Forum had not changed since the extensive restorat ion during the early Severan
period, but this fire left its western end practically destroyed. Diocletian restored the
city’s traditional center and took on the restoration of the Forum from 284 to 305. 537
He rebuilt both the Curia and the Basilica Julia, and restored the Forum of Julius
Caesar to the northeast, which had also been damaged by the fire. Diocletian's new
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Curia, which still stands in the Forum, was apparently faithful in plan to its
predecessor, and archaeological evidence suggests the same for his renovation of the
Basilica Julia. These restorations seem to have coincided with ceremonies in Rome
that celebrated both the decennalia of the Tetrarchy and the vicennalia of Diocletian
and Maximian. Diocletian’s attention to Rome seems odd when we consider that
Diocletian’s new form of imperial rule split the empire into four regions with four new
capitals, a move that essentially ended Rome’s position as the political center of the
empire.
Revaluation of the archaeological evidence by Cairoli Fulvio Giuliani and
Patrizia Verduchi found that Diocletian’s extensive restoration of the central area of
the Forum also included the addition of eighteen free-standing columns (Fig. 68 ).538
Diocletian’s columns will be the primary focus of this chapter. I hope to show how
they altered the viewer's perception of the Forum Romanum and how they can be
placed contextually within the history of the late empire. In many ways the addition of
these columns visually and physically expropriated the Forum Romanum into a space
that functioned so that it became a space that functioned in the same way as an
imperial Forum. Where scholars have generally concentrated only on only part of
Diocletian’s column, that which comprised the Decennalia monument,539 I will
consider Diocletian's additions to the Forum's central area as a unified whole, or
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essentially, as one multi-columnar monument.

DIOCLETIAN’S RISE TO POWER
Diocletian came to power after he successfully avenged the death of Numerian,
for whom he had served as imperial bodyguard.540 This t ask of avenging the slain
emperor included battle against forces led by Numerian’s brother Carinus, during
whose brief reign as emperor Rome had suffered greatly under the fire of 283. After
his defeat of Carinus in 285, Diocletian was forced to confront uprisings in Egypt, the
Near East, Germany, and Gaul. He enlisted the help of his close friend Maximian,
offering him the title of Caesar. After stabilizing the empire, Diocletian decided to
implement a new type of government in A.D. 293, the Tetrarchy. This new system of
imperial rule split the empire into four parts to be governed by two Augusti
(Diocletian and Maximian) and two Caesars (Galerius and Constantus Chlorus).541
The Tetrarchs rejected the dynastic traditions of the past, yet st ill sought t o cement
ties among the four rulers through marriage.542 The empire was governed from four
new capitals situated throughout the empire. The four new capitals and rulers help
prevent conflict and uprising within the empire. Diocletian also enacted numerous
new fiscal reforms. The iron hand of the Tetrarchy thus introduced a new sense of
prosperity and stability. The designation of other cities as capitals, however,
essentially excluded Rome from the politics of the empire; suddenly the center of the
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known world had lost much of its political significance.

THE FIRE OF 283
Diocletian ended the third century with a major restoration of the city of Rome
after two fires that damaged large parts of the Forum and the Campus Martius. He
repaired the great theater of Pompey on the Campus Martius and constructed his
enormous bath complex on the Quirinal. A brief mention in the Scriptores Historiae
Augustae extolls the beauty of these baths.543 We have but one mention of
Diocletian’s building project in the Forum. The Chronographer of A.D. 354 tells us
that the fire of Carinus destroyed the senatus, forum Caesaris, basilicam Iuliam, et
Graecostadium and that Diocletian’s restored the first three.544 With just this one
account, it is difficult to comprehend the fire and the extent of its damage, and the
archaeological data seems equally difficult to decipher. What we can say is that the
fire seemed to concentrate in the western part of the Forum, destroying the Curia, at
least part of the Forum of Caesar, the Rostra, and the Basilica Julia. These buildings
all preserve evidence of restoration during the Tetrarchic period. It is unclear if there
was any fire damage to the temples of Concordia, Vespasian,, or Saturn. We also have
no evidence that the fire damaged the Basilica Aemilia. The Graecostadium mentioned
by the Chronographer is at this point known only in name to the modern
topographer.545 It seems to have been outside of the Forum proper, perhaps on the
vicus Iugarius behind the Basilica Julia.
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THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE
Diocletian’s respect for Roman tradition seems to have fueled his desire to
restore the city to its previous splendor. Perhaps his most famous gift to the people of
Rome were his baths on the Quirinal. He was however, apparently responsible for
significant work in the Roman Forum, which he both restored and augmented. The
best preserved of Diocletian’s restoration Forum projects is the Curia Julia (Fig. 69
).546 The building survives today because of its conversion into the church of S.
Adriano in the early seventh century. From 1935-38 the church was deconsecrated
and, under the patronage of Mussolini, it was restored to its original form. Thus, with
the exception of modern rest orat ion, what survives today is Diocletian’s building. The
question remains as to how much Diocletian’s building differed from the versions of
Domitian and Augustus. Although the high ceiling and the group of three large
windo ws on the facade of Diocletian’s Curia stylistically recall other Tetrarchic
buildings,547 they seem to more or less preserve the appearance of the Augustan
building. Coins of Octavian that are believed to depict the Curia Julia illustrate a
building very similar to that of Diocletian (See Fig. 13). Not unlike Diocletian’s
building, the Curia on the denarius of Octavian had three large windows situated high
on the facade. These large windows allowed light to filter into the Senate chamber,
lighting it from above.
The building survives as a large high-ceilinged hall faced with red brick
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(originally the brick was faced with marble). Although the wood-beam ceiling is a
modern restorat ion, we can imagine some t ype of similar beamed ceiling to have
spanned t he building in Diocletian’s time. Inside the space is framed by steps on the
long side that, at one time, supported benches for Senators. The colorful opus sectile
floor, typical of the fourth century, dates to Diocletian’s restoration, and may exist as
one of the few noticeable changes he made.548 Otherwise, especially when we
consider the numismatic evidence, the building seems to ret ain its form (from the
period of the second triumvirate).
Archaeological evidence also suggests that Diocletian’s restorat ion of the
Basilica Julia retained the building’s original plan and form (Fig. 70).549 The building
had apparently stood unchanged since its final Augustan period restorat ion, when the
first emperor had dedicated it as the Basilica of Gaius and Lucius.550 The extent of
the damage to the building during the fire of Carinus is unknown, but apparently it
required an almost complete rebuilding. The foundations that survive date primarily to
the restoration by Diocletian although much of what the modern viewer sees, such as
the reconst ructed travertine pillar at the front of the building, is modern. The building
was over 100 meters in length, making it one o f the Forum’s the most imposing
buildings; it preserves evidence of white pavement in the nave and blue on the aisles.
Part of the damage caused by the fire included the Rostra at the Forum’s west
end, which Diocletian rebuilt. This Rostra, which had been placed in its axial position
in the Forum’s central piazza by Caesar, had undergone expansion and modification
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over its long history as Rome’s central speaking platform. Despite these changes, the
platform retained its traditional shape, a rectangular speaking platform mounted via a
staircase from the rear. This shape was likewise retained by Diocletian during his
restorat ion. The excavations of Kähler and later Giuliani and Verduchi defined t he
Rostra and its reconstruction under Diocletian. 551 This reco nstruction included the
augmentation of the foundat ions to support the extra weight of the five-column
Tetrarchic monument (see below). Diocletian’s restoration must have included some
work on t he nearby umbilicus Romae, the navel of the Roman empire, placed near the
rostra by Septimius Severus.
Here, to commemorate the Decennalia of the Tetrarchs in 303 Diocletian
commissioned a five-column monument, of which only one base survives, identified in
1938 by L'Orange from the oratio relief on the Arch of Constantine.552 On this relief,
the artist depicted Constantine addressing a cro wd from the Rostra (Fig. 22 ). The
Rostra is easily identified, as is the nearby Arch of Septimius Severus. On either side
of the Rostra are statues of Marcus Aurelius and Hadrian. These statues frame a
crowd of senators gathered around the now missing figure of Constantine. Just over
the heads of these senators the artist depicted five Corinthian capitals, on top of which
are statues These are presumably the figures that topped the Tetrarchic onument. The
middle column was topped by a statue of Jupiter, Diocletian's patron God, while the
other columns supported the images of togate genii of Augusti and the Caesars.553
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Kähler’s excavation provided enough evidence to reconstruct the monument’s
appearance. A sculpted base, presumably similar to the one extant base in the Forum,
supported each of the five columns. The shafts themselves were carved of red granite
and the capitals were white marble. Kähler found fragments of female heads and
Medusa heads that apparently formed part of the capitals. His excavations discovered
evidence of the statues that topped the columns, including a large part of a torso of
one of the statues. The figures on the columns – each togate and holding a patera –
are believed not to be actual portraits, but instead representations of the genius of each
of the four Tetrarchs.554 Although Kähler indicated that the central column was taller
and stood behind the four columns of the Augusti and the Caesars (Fig. 71), the
revaluation by Giuliani and Verduchi found otherwise. Their reconstruction suggests
that all five columns were the same height and places all five columns in a single line
(see Fig. 68), inst ead of the staggered composition suggested by Kähler. This
reconstruction seems consistent with the representation of the monument on t he
Constantinian relief; it also seems to fit into the unified composition of the other
Diocletianic columns that were part of his programmatic restoration.
We have one extant base from the Decennalia monument in the Forum. The
base, decorated with reliefs on all four sides, stands today in front of the Rostra.
Aside from the Constantinian reliefs on the arch of Constantine, this Tetrarchic base
survives as one of the few state commissioned “historical reliefs” in Rome during late
antiquity, and for this reason, provides a glimpse into the way in which the ideology of
power was communicated on public monuments. Each of the four scenes is well
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preserved on the base. These include a procession, a suovetaurilia, a sacrifice, and an
inscription.
Although the lower third of the procession scene is missing, enough remains
for us to decipher the scene (Fig. 72). It depicts a procession of figures moving from
right to left. In the foreground four togate men with contabulatio, presumably the
Tetrarchs, 555 dominate the composition. Behind them are other figures in military
dress whose identity are unknown. These figures also carry standards and wear the
paludamentum. Also in this group is a genius with a cornucopia and patera. He has
been identified as either the Genius Populi romani or the Genius Augusti.556 He also
could represent the Genius of the senate, who is often shown in such imperial scenes
and whose presence makes sense because of the monument’s location in t he Forum. 557
Also present in the scene is a small male child, presumably the son of one of the
Tetrarchs.
The procession scene is followed by a sacrifice scene (Fig. 72). Here a togate
figure, presumably the tetrarch honored on this specific base, stands at an altar while
pouring a libation from a patera. While the tetrarch pours the libation a figure
ident ified as the Genius Senatus looks on as a victory crowns him. Witnessing this
ceremony are Mars, Roma, and Sol Invictus. There is also a bearded flamen who
wears a spiked cap. We know that the sacrifice was a suovetaurilia because the scene
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on the third side of the base depicts the bull, pig, and sheep: the sacrificial victims (Fig.
73). The victims wear garlands and ribbons and are accompanied by the popa, who
carries the sacrificial ax, and by a camillus and a victimarius.
The fourth side preserves an image of two winged victories who hold a shield
(Fig. 73) with the inscription CAESARUM DECENNALIA FELICITER. Most
scholars assume that the mention of a Caesar suggests that this base supported the
image of one of the Caesars, either Constantius Chlorus or Galerius.
How should we read these scenes? Are they an account of the actual
ceremony that was part of the Decennalia celebration? The presence of a procession
and sacrifice may indicate that they are. Certainly, as Kleiner notes, the presence of a
suovetaurilia sacrifice points to the celebration of not just a Decennalia ceremony
(that would require just an ox for sacrifice) but specifically a military victory.558 This
victory was likely Diocletian’s victory over the Persians in 299. If this is the case,
Diocletian’s monument fits into the long history of the Forum by celebrating his
Parthian victory in the same public space as the arches that celebrated the Parthian
victories of both Augustus and Septimius Severus.
Diocletian built another Rostra at the opposite end of the Forums central area,
directly in front of the Temple of Deified Julius (Fig. 68). A large fragment of this
Rostra is now visible in the south east corner of the central piazza, where the vicus
Tuscus enters the Forum (Fig. 74). The remnants preserve evidence of a sizeable
structure that stretched to the opposite side of the Forum. The new Rostra included
five columns which mirrored those of the Tetrarchic monument.559 These columns
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effectively created a visual seal to this end o f the forum's central area. We can assume
that these columns likewise supported statues although we have no extant statuary
fragments.560 One entered t he substructure of the Rostra through a series of five
doors, each corresponding with a column. The interior consisted of a series of vaulted
rooms, which probably had little use but as storage. The top of the Rostra was reached
via two staircases that ascended from the interior of the substructure through the floor
of the actual platform. The speaker emerged onto the top of the rostra in the area
separated from the Forum by the screen of columns. He would have to walk between
two columns before facing an audience in the Forum’s central area. We can only
speculate as to what statues these columns supported. Perhaps this five-columned
monument was intended to support images, or more precisely images of the genii, of
the next set of Tetrarchs.
Connecting the sets of columns located on each Rostra, Diocletian erected
seven hono rary columns in front of the Basilica Julia, the bases of which can still be
seen in the Forum (see Fig. 68). The two columns closest to t he west Rostra have
been partially restored. These restored bases give an immediate sense of the size of
the columns (Fig. 75). The bases alone were nearly four meters in height and must
have dwarfed anyone who walked bet ween them. 561 The massive bases raised the level
of the columns so that they stood at the level of those on both Rostra.562 Scholars
agree that these columns were honorary, although, no evidence survives to indicate
whom they honored. 563 Hypotheses might include gods, past emperors, military
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figures, or other figures important to Roman civic life.
Giuliani and Verduchi also discovered the foundat ions of a single column in the
central area, reworked into the column of Phocas in 608, date to the period of
Diocletian's restorations (Fig. 76).564 This column’s size differentiates it from the
Diocletian’s other columns and would have made it the focal point of the Forum's
central area (Fig. 68). Lawrence Richardson speculates that this column honored
Diocletian himself. 565 The column stands off-center in the Forum’s central area, just
southeast of the Rostra. The current state of the column is not how it appeared in the
Diocletianic period; the pyramidal base and fluted column are later additions. With t he
pyramidal base stripped off, 566 the base of the column is very similar to the bases of
the seven honorary columns.

DIOCLETIAN AND THE FORUM ROMANUM
Diocletian restored the west end of the Forum to its original form. He carefully
rebuilt many of the buildings associated with Rome’s distant and glorious past. These
buildings, such as the Curia, the Basilica Julia, the Temple of Saturn, the Rost ra, and
even the Forum of Caesar, dated from the Republic (even though there had been
intervening imperial restorations). More importantly, Diocletian’s great restoration
seems to have paid homage to the great buildings of Julius Caesar. Caesar built (or
started) the Basilica Julia, Curia Julia and Forum of Caesar; even in the late third
century, they still bore his name. Moreover, Diocletian forced the experience of
564
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Caesar’s monuments to be subordinated to his own monuments; even the Temple of
Deified Caesar was hidden behind the massive new eastern Rostra and its five columns.
Caesar may have been an attractive target for Diocletian as they both rose out of civil
war and, at least temporarily, restored security to Rome and instituted widespread
reforms and radical changes to Rome’s government. Diocletian was careful to pay
homage to Rome’s traditional past and one of its most famous (or infamous) historical
figures. Yet in actuality his homage to Roman tradition was simply cosmetic. As
mentioned above, the creation of the Tetrarchy all but removed Rome from the political
arena of the Mediterranean. The senate that met in Diocletian’s new Curia would have
had little more than a faint municipal power, and the senators would have been
reminded of this by the massive columns of put up in honor of the Tetrarchy.
It is under Diocletian that the Forum loses its importance in the affairs of the
empire. The Forum (re)created by Diocletian was little more than a backdrop for
ceremony. His column monument became his signature on this ceremonial space, a
space defined by buildings that were little more than memorials to Rome’s great past.
So what was Diocletian’s motive? Giuliani and Verduchi's work shows that Diocletian
rebuilt the original buildings of the Forum while also adding a highly conspicuous "U"shaped configuration of columns. It is my hypothesis that these columns functioned,
both physically and programmatically, as one multi-columnar monument. If I am
correct in this assumption, where might we look for an architectural protot ype, and
how might we explain his intentions?
Diocletian may have found inspiration in the fora of previous emperors.
Although the Forum Romanum was the one of the most important areas in Republican
Rome in terms of politics, economics, and to a certain extent, social affairs, during the
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empire,567 the adjacent imperial fora presumably took over many of its functions. More
importantly, an imperial Forum provided a place for an emperor to display his own
ideology within a space that was uniquely his. Yet emperors, even late into the empire
(as evidenced by the great funeral of Pertinax, discussed in the previous chapt er) still
looked to the Forum Romanum as the site for great ceremonies of state. While this
tradition of using the Forum Romanum as a ceremonial center may have provided some
of the motivation for the form and function of Diocletian's restorations of the central
area, I believe that he ultimately looked to the imperial fora as a prototype for his multicolumned monument.
Although one percept ion of an imperial forum may have been as an emperor's
gift to the populace of Rome, it ultimately played the part of imperial billboard,
providing the perfect setting for the advertisement of imperial ideology. Augustus filled
his forum with statues of gods as well as historic and mythological figures sit uating his
rule within the larger context of history. Paul Zanker documents Augustus' use of
mythological and historic figures in the sculptural program of his Forum; an important
aspect of this program was the use of "summi viri" figures, statues of selected great
men from Roman history.568 Zanker writes:
The comparison between past and present greatness invited by Augustus was
not merely for rhetorical effect. The ceremonies of state which Augustus
initiated in connection with the new Forum and Temple of Mars insured that in
the future the glory of the present would be enacted against the background of
the Roman Past, now so neatly reorganized.569
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Zanker's description implies that the visitor to the Forum would not only see
statues of Roman historical figures, but more importantly, see them in an
Augustan context. Augustus’ reorganization of the historical past set the stage for
later emperors to follow his example. Yet the creation of the imperial ceremonial
space, as Zanker notes, was an essential function of an imperial forum.
Yet this type of dynastic celebration was not the only role of the imperial
forum. Vespasian and Trajan utilized their fora to remind the visitor of their
military victories.570 In both cases the imperial forum celebrated the emperor's
accomplishments, his res gestae.571 An imperial forum was tantamount to t he
emperor's signature on the city of Rome: it stood as a constant reminder of that
emperor’s deeds. James Packer not es that the sculptural program of Trajan's
Forum celebrated his victories in the Dacian wars on several levels. Trajan's
power as a military emperor was marked by Dacian captives in the attics of the
colonnades and elsewhere. The history of the wars was consolidated into the
friezes on the Column of Trajan. Packer writes “Axis marker, heroon, tomb, the
Column was a sermon in stone, a visual history of the Dacian wars that indicated
to the semi-literate why the senate had deified Trajan.”572 Trajan displayed his
sculptural res gestae as well as his great act of beneficence to the city of Rome, a
new basilica and markets. In doing so he effectively combined his self
advertisement with the civic activities of the city. His Forum, at the same time,
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took advantage of the public nature of the basilica and markets to overlap images
of the success of Trajan’s campaigns in Dacia with the daily activities of the city’s
populace.
Diocletian’s commission in the Forum Romanum follows the formulae of
the imperial fora. I believe that, just as Augustus did in his Forum, Diocletian was,
in a sense, harnessing history and tradition to legitimate his rule. The honorary
statues, which we presume capped the seven columns in front of the Basilica Julia,
may have functioned in a similar way to the "summi viri" in the Forum of
Augustus. We can speculate that a similar type of connection with the past was an
aim of Diocletian's new Forum monument, especially as a backdrop for the
ceremonies of the Tetrarchy's Decennalia. If these were "summi viri," he
reorganized history both programmatically by referring to important figures in the
past, and physically, by rebuilding traditional Republican monuments of the Forum.
Moreover, these figures emphatically placed the Tetrarchs, whose images stood on
the columns of the adjacent Decennalia Monument, next to the traditional great
men of Roman history.
Like Trajan, Diocletian's monument also served t o celebrate his
accomplishments. His conspicuous placement of the monument provided a
framework for one of his great acts of munificence, the cost ly rebuilding of the
Forum. He had shown great reverence to Roman tradition by restoring the city’s
most sacred center, especially in light of the fact that he had stripped it of its
traditional role as the center of the empire. The Decennalia monument moreover
celebrated his other great accomplishment, the formation of the Tetrarchy.
Diocletian placed his monument in the Forum, the site of the Decennalia
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celebration, as this was the best place to commemorate his own name and link it to
his res gestae. Like Trajan's Forum, Diocletian's monument celebrates his
accomplishments while imposing them on the daily civic and political affairs of the
Forum.
All of the Imperial fora used the colonnade to direct both the visitor's gaze
as well as his movement (see Fig. 44). In most cases, some form of colonnade
would designate an interior space while simultaneously directing the eye toward
the focal point of the Forum. James Packer has described the effect of the
architecture of Trajan's Forum on the visitor. Packer argues that the architect of
Trajan's Forum utilized a complex combination of colonnade and hemicycle to
transform "casual walk through the Forum into a series of progressive visual
revelations."573 The visitor was guided through the sculptural program by the lure
of "remote, mysterious vistas."574
Diocletian's monument seems to have created vistas from traditional
appro aches into the Forum's central area. A visual link between Diocletian's
monument and the Capitoline greeted the visitor who entered from the East on the
Sacra Via (Fig. 77). I believe that if one stood on the Sacra Via, at the northeast
corner of the Forum's central area, the large single column was in a direct sight line
with the Capitoline Temple, creating a visual link between the viewer and his
ultimate destination further up the Sacra Via.

If this column did honor

Diocletian, it would have further associated the emperor with his own patron deity,
Jupiter. The addition of the new Rostra in front of the temple of Deified Caesar
573
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blocked the visitor’s view of the Capitoline until he or she was able to see the full
array of the eighteen columns. If this is the case, then Diocletian utilized his own
reconstruction of the Forum – especially, his new column monuments – to situate
his own iconography within the most sacred aspect s of Roman topography. The
view from the Forum Romanum to the Capitoline temple was a view that had
existed since the regal period in Rome. Diocletian’s columns, were able to
manipulate that view so that it was framed by Tetrarchic images.
Giuliani and Verduchi point out that the location of his large single column,
which is in the southwest corner of the U-shaped arrangement of columns, allowed
it to be seen from the Forum Transitorium (Fig. 41).575 Eve D'Ambra has
suggested that the architect of the Forum Transitorium created an axial alignment
with the equestrian statue of Domitian and the Temple of Minerva.576 I suggest, in
Chapter 3, that the Equus Domitiani instead took advantage of the Argiletum’s
direct sight line into the Forum Transitorium, linking the Forum Romanum to
Domitian’s own Forum. If the was indeed the case, then the site of Domitian’s
statue was resurrected by Diocletian's new single column, creating a visual link to
the Forum Transitorium and connecting it to the traditions of the imperial fora.
Once inside the central area of the Forum, Diocletian's monuments
restricted the view of traditional buildings with a screen of columns. After
Diocletian's additions, the enormous honorary columns obst ructed the view of the
Basilica Julia's facade, and confronted the visitor while entering or exiting the
basilica. This type of modification of a pre-existing facade by Diocletian was not
575

Giuliani and Verduchi (1987), 187.
D’Ambra (1993), 45-6; see also M. Torelli, (1987), Fig. 4.
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limited to Rome. At Ephesus, he imposed similar iconography upon an older
monument by placing four Tetrarchic columns in front of the Temple of Hadrian.577
These columns essentially robbed the Hadrianic building of its original facade. In
essence this type of placement of columns in front of a building such as the Basilica
Julia, is a variation on what scholars call “spoliation,” a modern term that refers to
the reuse of older monuments, or their components, to build a new monument.
The best example is the Arch of Constantine where fragments of at least three
earlier imperial monuments were reworked into a monument honoring
Constantine.578 The reuse of these monuments allowed Constantine to associate
himself with former emperors.579
Diocletian’s form of spoliation kept the Forum intact (restoring its major
components such as the Curia, Rostra , and Basilica Julia). Yet he expropriated
the space of the Forum by making his columns part of the experience of these these
buildings. Thus Diocletian literally made his monument fit into the viewer’s
experience of the Basilica Julia’s facade (and vice versa). Conceptually the
columns appropriated the facade of the Basilica Julia and extend the experience of
entering the basilica into the Forum’s central piazza. Similar screens of columns
on each of the Rostra obstructed the view toward the Tabularium to the east, and
of the Temple of Deified Caesar to the east. Let us even consider the view from
577
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the Curia: the senator, who under the Tetrarchy had little, if any, power, would
have been greeted by the large single column of Diocletian as he looked out onto
Forum from the steps of the Curia. Thus, Diocletian’s monument uses the entire
Forum Romanum as “spolia,” filtering the visual contact with Rome’s historic past
through an enormous “sieve” of Tetrarchic iconography. These columns
transformed a public space, one most Romans associated with nearly a thousand
years of Roman mythology and history, into a space subjugated to Tetrarchic
imagery.
An imperial forum created a space that was clearly that of the emperor. As
noted by Ward-Perkins, the architect of the Forum of Augustus used an imposing
precinct wall as well as high porticoes to create "visual screen between the Forum
and the crowded tenement quarter of the Subura."580 This type of screen created a
contained space that was in essence a sanctuary to the emperor. Diocletian
marked his space by utilizing a traditional Roman architectural form, the column,
in a non-traditional way. The columns on both Rostra and the seven that
connected them, even though they supported individual statues, must have blended
together as a collective whole. Like the columns on front of a temple, this group
was visually defined as a collection. The collective whole functioned as an
architectural element, altering the facade of the Basilica Julia, but more
importantly, shaping a space within a space: creating a completely new space,
Diocletian's space, within the most sacred and traditional area of Rome. This new
area in turn became a frame within which the single co lumn, perhaps a monument
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to Diocletian himself, provided a focal point.
Diocletian’s new monument must have provided a profound experience for
the ancient Roman walking through t he Forum. The historical center of the ancient
city now stood partially hidden behind a scaenae frons of Tetrarchic columns.
Like the scaenae frons of a theater, this imagery provided a backdrop for the court
ceremonies of the Tetrarchy, the highlight of which was undoubtedly the great
Decennalia celebrations in Rome. Furthermore, this monument shaped the way in
which later emperor’s utilized the Forum. We know from the work of Giuliani and
Verduchi that later emperors seemed to have reworked Diocletian’s columns; the
honorary columns preserve evidence of work in during the reigns of both
Maxentius and Constantine. Thus, through the “spoliation” of Diocletian’s
monument, perhaps Constantine and Maxentius were able to impose their
iconography on t he Forum. The brick work on the honorary bases shows only
slight modification by later emperors. A simple substitution of the historical
figures which stood atop each statue would have allowed a new emperor to
rewrite the historical context within which he wanted to be seen. Alexander
Severus’ renovation o f the Forum Transitorium also included statues of important
emperors, and we should assume that through renovation he was, taking over that
monument and its history to advert ise his own imperial ideology. 581 The emperors
who reused Diocletian’s monument could expropriate the history of the Forum as
their own, placing themselves within the long history of the Forum as the center of
Roman politics.
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Diocletian seems to have rebuilt the traditional monuments of the Forum to
their original state. Perhaps he did so with the aim of recalling, or suggesting,
more stable times, since his rule followed one of the most tumultuous periods of
Roman history. Although he restored the forum, Diocletian left a signature of
monuments that altered the space of the central area. Whereas previous emperors
commissioned additions to the Forum Romanum in the form of arches, temples or
equestrian statues, none of these monuments was able to alter the perception of
space so effectively. The Curia, whether restored by Augustus, Domitian, or
Diocletian, was still the Curia, a monument with a great deal of history. The
columns of Diocletian, however, effectively made the history of the Forum
secondary to the screen of Tetrarchic iconography. In other words, Diocletian
created his own forum but not in the traditional way. On the one hand, Augustus
and Trajan reorganized history and used it as “propaganda” in their new fora; on
the other hand, Diocletian took the existing Forum and superimposed images of his
new Tet rarchic system on it. The Roman Forum therefore provided both a
physical and historical foundation for his accomplishments and the stability of the
Tetrarchy. Perhaps for the Roman of the early fourt h century, however, the
reworked Forum stood as a monument to the profound changes that had occurred
during the reign of Diocletian, changes t hat had stripped both the city of Rome and
its main Forum of their political significance.
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CONCLUSIONS

In A. D. 608 a man named Smaragdus, the exarch of Italy, erected a
column in honor of the eastern emperor Phocas.582 Smaragdus’ monument was a
pastiche of former monuments: a column from a second century building, a base
originally built by Diocletian, and pyramidal stairs built from stones robbed out of
earlier buildings. Perhaps the only original aspect of the monument was a statue of
the emperor on the top, a statue for which we have no textual or archeological
evidence. This column was the last recorded addition to t he Forum Romanum, the
central area of Rome which had played an important part in the daily life of the city
since it was ruled by Etruscan kings. In 608, Rome was a skeleton of its former
grandeur and it was a town that would not witness comparable grandeur for
another 1000 years. Smaragdus’ monument seems to have been the last gasp of
imperial recognition of one of Rome’s best known open spaces. This space was
the location of famous speeches delivered from the Rostra, the funerals of Rome’s
greatest leaders, and the penultimate station of the triumphal procession; yet these
may have been activities that meant very little to Smaragdus. Many of the
buildings that had stood around the Forum were likely in ruin in 608 and several
pagan buildings were now Christian churches. Yet, perhaps to Smaragdus, this
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open piazza still played some important role. It had a sense of history.
Smaragdus’ monument was certainly not the most glorious of Rome’s long
history, yet it seems to have shared the motivation of many previous imperial
monuments in the Forum. This motivation reco gnized the potential of forging
one’s name into the architectural record of what ones once the center of the center
of the world. It is impossible for the twentieth century historian t o understand the
seventh century A.D. perception of the Roman Forum; how much did Smaragdus
know about Augustus? Did he have the same topographical familiarity with the
Forum that even we do? Chances are that he did not. There was cert ainly a
different topographical mythology for mediaeval Rome t han for pagan Rome and
Smaragdus may have only known a few details of Rome’s great past. Nonetheless,
his monument was the last monument that celebrated an emperor in the Forum
Romanum.
I believe that this study has revealed that ancient Romans, even those who
lived during the imperial period, were conscious of the Forum and the traditions
that it represented. Romans of the empire still saw it as the center of their empire
and of their city, and the daily life of the city still centered around the Forum. I
have shown that five emperors undertook significant programs of resto ration and
building within the Forum. A young Octavian saw the Forum as the place to
celebrate his military victories as he struggled to gain power in the city during the
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years between the death of Caesar and the battle of Actium. Later, as Augustus
he used it to celebrate both his res gestae and the glory of the new Julio-Claudian
dynasty. It was here that his successor Tiberius funded the restorat ion of the
Temples of Castor and Concordia, and later added his own triumphal arch.
Domitian opened up the Forum to other parts of the city, with his own Forum
Transitorium act ing as the triumphal gateway between the Forum Romanum and
the Imperial Fora. Somewhere in center of the Forum Romanum, he erected the
colossal statue that gained fame in the poem of Statius. Antoninus Pius used the
Forum to continue the trend of dynastic deification begun under Trajan and
Hadrian. This trend emphasized the imperial family and the single Temple of
Antoninus and Faustina placed the imperial couple into the topo graphical
mythology of the Forum’s east end. The African emperor Septimius Severus,
perhaps with the aim of legitimizing a foreign dynasty in the city of Rome, involved
his entire family in the restoration of the Forum. It was in the Forum that he
placed his triumphal arch, a celebration his Parthian victory. Finally, Diocletian
restored the Forum on the model of the Imperial Fora, erecting a ring of columns
that claimed the space as his own and celebrated the success of the Tetrarchy.
These building programs did share some commonalities. As I have argued
in this study, they demonstrated a recognition of both the Republican and Imperial
history of the Forum. Its role as the center of daily life, its position at the junction
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of major urban thoroughfares, and its frequent use for public ceremony made the
Forum one of the most trafficked areas of t he city. Yet, only five emperors (six
counting Tiberius) commissioned major additions to the Forum Romanum. Four
out of five of these emperors (the exception being Antoninus Pius) were given
somewhat of a blank canvas in the Forum as a result of major urban fires.
This fact highlights one of the most remarkable aspects of the Forum
during the Imperial period. Even when the Forum was destroyed by fire, emperors
chose to restore it to its original state, rather than build something in its place. Of
the major buildings that ringed the Forum’s central area at the end of the Republic
––the Rostra, the Curia, the Basilica Aemilia, the Regia, the Temple of Vesta, the
Temple of Castor, the Basilica Julia, and the Temple of Saturn––all were restored
at least once during the empire. Moreover, all were standing in their original
position and retained more or less their original appearance. Any new additions to
the Forum were placed around pre-existing structures. What does this say about
the Forum? It certainly seems that not even the most daring emperors were willing
to ignore the restoration of the traditional buildings of the Forum. Perhaps more
important, however, is that these buildings were still needed in the everyday life of
the city. Diocletian’s restoration of the Curia, Basilica Julia, and the Rostra
suggests that even in the late empire, these monuments had a role in the affairs of
Rome.
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Romans had a strong tie to the history and topography of the Forum.
Romanum, an aspect that seems to have not escaped the emperors who built there.
The power of memory and association made it a desirable place to build, and a
desirable place to proclaim one’s public legitimacy. As legend has it, Romulus
placed a monument celebrating his own deeds near the Vulcanal. Nearly 1400
years later Smaragdus placed the last monument in the Forum. In between, t he
Forum saw numerous fires, restorat ions, and additions. All of these recognized the
propagandistic potential of advertising one’s deeds in the Forum and associating
one’s name with the topography of ancient Rome’s central piazza.

-219-

ILLUSTRATIONS

-220-
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Figure 2. Coin depicting the facade of the Basilica Amelia

-222-

Figure 3. Reconstruction of the Republican Rostra
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Figure 4. The Forum of Caesar and t he Curia Julia
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Figure 5. Forum Buildings of Augustus, circa A.D. 14
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Figure 6. Reconstruction of Temple of Divus Iulius with Augustan Arches
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Figure 7. Eastern Forum Romanum
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Figure 8. Plan of Rostra
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Figure 9. Coin with reverse image of Octavian’s Equestrian Statue on the Rostra
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Figure 10. Plan of Regia
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Figure 11. Coin with image of Octavian’s Rostrated column
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Figure 12. Statue of Roman General as a Hellenistic Prince, 2nd Century B. C.
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Figure 13. Coin of Octavian depicting Curia Julia
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Figure 14. Coin of Vincius (left) and Spanish coin (right) depicting arch.
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Figure 15. Reconstruction of Parthian Arch of Augustus
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Figure 16. Plan of Forum with Basilicas Aemilia and Julia
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Figure 17. Temple of Castor, plan.
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Figure 18. Temple of Concordia, plan
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Figure 19. Coin depicting Temple of Concordia
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Figure 20. Plan of Augustan Forum Romanum
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Figure 21. Coin of Octavian with Temple of Divus Iulius reverse
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Figure 22. Oratio relief from the Arch of Constantine (with details)
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Figure 23. Neronian coin with Shrine of Janus reverse.
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Figure 24. Plan of southwest corner of Forum Romanum
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Figure 25. Temple of Deified Vespasian, elevation.
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Figure 26. View over Temple of Vespasian toward the center of the Forum
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Figure 27. Frieze fragment from Temple of Vespasian
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Figure 28. Porticus Dei Consentes
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Figure 29. Reconstruction of Argiletum with Curia and Forum Transitorium
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Figure 30. Plan with proposed siting of Chalcidicum
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Figure 31. Sangallo plan of Curia (right) with Chalicidum (?) to the left
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Figure 32. Domitianic Forum Romanum with sight lines proposed by Torelli
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Figure 33. Plan of Forum Transitorium
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Figure 34. View of Arch of Titus from the Palatine
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Figure 35. Velia with Flavian warehouses
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Figure 36. Plan depicting Domitianic Hall against corner of the Palatine
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Figure 37. Coin depicting Equus Domitiani
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Figure 38. Boni’s and Giuliani and Verduchi’s proposed locations for the Equus
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Figure 39. Two proposed sites for the Equus Domitiani
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Figure 40. Enfilade from Domitianic Palace
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Figure 41. Site line from Diocletian’s column to the Forum Transitorium
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Figure 42. Plan of Forum with location of monuments on site line with Argiletum
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Figure 43. Plan showing Domitian’s work on the Argiletum (shaded areas)
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Figure 44. Plan of Imperial Fora
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Figure 45. Location of the Temple of Antoninus and Faustina (circled)
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Figure 46. Temple of Antoninus and Faustina
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Figure 47. Inscription from Temple of Anto ninus and Faustina
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Figure 48. Panel of Apot heosis of Sabina
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Figure 49. Coin depicting Apotheosis of Sabina
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Figure 50. Coin depicting apotheosis of Hadrian
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Figure 51. Coin depicting apotheosis of Faustina
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Figure 52. Sestertius depicting Temple of Faustina
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Figure 53. Antonine coin depicting the Temple of Defied Augustus
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Figure 54. Antonine coin depicting Hadrianeum
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Figure 55. Coins of Caligula (left) and Domitian (right)
depicting Temple of Deified Augustus
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Figure 56. Plan of eastern Forum Romanum
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Figure 57. Column Base of Antoninus Pius. Apotheosis.
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Figure 58. Plan of Forum plotting dream of Septimius Severus
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Figure 59. Coin depicting Equus Severi
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Figure 60. Forum Romanum with Arch of Septimius Severus
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Figure 61. Etching depicting triumph scene from Arch of Septimius Severus

-281-

Figure 62. Elevation of Severan Temple of Deified Vespasian
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Figure 63. Severan coin depicting hexastyle temple
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Figure 64. Evidence of Augustan and Severan Forum pavements
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Figure 65. Surdinus inscription
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Figure 66. Julia Domna sacrificing in front of the Temple of Vesta
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Figure 67. Engraving of Panel III, Arch of Septimius Severus

-287-

Figure 68. Reconstruction of Diocletian’s Forum monuments
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Figure 69. Diocletian’s Curia
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Figure 70. View of Basilica Julia from Tabularium
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Figure 71. Kähler’s reconstruction of the Tetrarchic Monuments
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Figure 72. Sacrifice (top) and Procession (bottom) reliefs from Tetrarchic base
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Figure 73. Inscription (top) and suovetaurilia reliefs from Tetrarchic base
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Figure 74. View of East ern Rostra from Palatine
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Figure 75. Bases of honorary columns
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Figure 76. Column of Phocas
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Figure 77. Reconstruction of Diocletianic Forum with Capitoline Temple (top left)
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