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THE REFUSAL OF DIVINE HONOURS
An Avcustan Formura

I

Ic the worship of the Roman Emperors there were at the beginning
at least two elements that stood in sharp contrast to each othet. The Greeks
had been accustomed for some three centuries to the rule of heredi
Basileis; a bastleus during his lifeime was often entitled @55 and honoured
as such, and this title and honour sometimes continued after death.! In
Rome the attitude towards an Em was different: strictly speaking there
was at first no such ching as an "Emperor,” but merely a citizen entrusted
with greac powers; writers of the impernl age are never weary of pouring
scorn upon 'mores regii,” on the evils of a court and of despotic rule. Neither
by mclir.iun nor by education were Romans favourably disposed rowards
worship of a living man as a god. True, they were accustomed ro the
notion that every man had a genits, and the genius was entitled to saenfice on
that man's birthday: even so, the genius was hardly ‘a god.” save in so far
as men were liable to think of it as if it were that fundamentally different
thing Salycov. The deification of Julius Caesar after his death gave a pracrical
application, however, to a principle which had found acceprance by the middle
oﬁhc first century 8.C. that a life devored to the service of the State entitled
the liver, after death, to be enrolled among the ranks of the gods, The Senate,
as the body that decided questions of religion and cult, had duly inseribed
Caesar on the list of the gods, and so Divus Iulius took his place in the Roman
Pantheon. Sull, though a dead man nught be detfied by the State, Roman
sentiment and tradition were against the deification of a fiving man, however
great and powerful; by which I mean thar, though writers mighe express them-
selves in flatrering terms about a ruler, and though private cirizens might begin
domestic and unauthorised cults, there would be no public and state-recognised
worship of him.. But from 30 8.¢. the position of Augustus was unexampled;
no Roman had ever held such power. Now, though Augustus chose, wisely,

} A prent, and sdmisable, study of the HellenisticKing-  the various siudies by Prof, Nock and Prof. L. K. Taylor
Coulr s thom of L. Wil:hm."im'é:nfdi des hellenist-  and Prof. Ko Smh Aomun RuleeCale uE:;:
tacher bes,” In Sitpmgrber, ﬁm&ﬂi my debe must be 5

(A kir. ALY, 1938, p ad | need only reler here o
[
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to abide by Roman custom and oadition and never countenanced officially
any worship of himself alone—indeed, he even had images of himself in yarious
parts of the city (which might have become objects of cult from enthusiasts))
melted down and transformed into statues for dedication to Apollo—he might
be placed in a quandary should he receive a request from Greeks asking him
to authorise a cult of himself. For such a request was true to Greek custom
and tradition, and it would be impolitic to refuse outrighe. What Augustus
did we know from a passage in Suctonius, Div, Aug. 52; he allowed worship
of himself only if it were in conjunction with that of Rome. Of what he
said we have no record. Yer we may be sure thar 2 man ar once so astute
and considerate as Augustus, so ractful and understanding, would never have
been guilty of a brusque refusal; while expressing his gratitude and pleasure
at the offer, he would have declined gr:ccﬁl.[iy and with reasons; reasons,
too; that would be in the Greek rradirion as well as suitable for home con-
sumption. Unfortunately we do not possess (as far as I know) any such
document. But we may be able to reconseruce the ‘formula’ that Augustus
devised from an examination of some pronouncements that have survived,
and such an examination should prove instructive.

I

We start with Augustus’ successor, Tiberus. The liverary sources for
his reign depict him 2s one who was most anxious to tread closely in the
footsteps ofP his divine father, and as ‘validus spernendis honoribus.” Thus
while he countenanced the erection of a joint temple ro himself, Livia and
the Senate (Tacitus Ann. IV, 15), he would nor allow the province of Hispania
Ulterior to dedicate a temple to himself and Livia (dAnn. IV, 37, 38), On this
occasion Tacitus puts into his mouth a noble speech: ‘ego me, patres con-
scripti, mortalem esse et hominum officia fungi satisque habere, s1 locum
principem impleam, et vos testor et meminisse posteros volo . . . haec milu
in animus vestris templa, hae pulcherrimae effigies et mansurae,” This evidence
for his attitude is borne out by Suetonius, Tih. 26. Within recent years an
iscription from Gytheum has broughe corroboration ro our literary sources.®
It contains pracrically complete a letter from Tiberius, datable with fair
certainty to A.D. 15, replying to proposals made by the town of Gytheum
‘els elotPacy piv To0 oG waTpds Ty BE Thy fueripay’. It 15 a reasonable

* Thie letrer of Tiberius to Gytheum was first pubilished Rommemann, Newe Dakueesee s Labonizeden Kairerksts
hjrs.limmln'ﬂﬂqmﬁ.llglm,p,ynduua Breslan, tg29, He rig'ma?:

drch, (e, 77) XXIX.
Snﬁdmkhmnnhlrrpnuﬂxumod‘thtm,_c. o 'm"mﬁ:::dl' 'minzmi.ww,
M. Rossovesefl in Rev. Hiar, CLXIL, 1g90, po 1, Fanmg=, XLIX, 5z, pe 308
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conjecture, supported by all scholars, that the town had, in some form,
offered Tiberius divine honours (loéfso Tijad).

‘To thus Tiberius replied as follows: ‘&' ofs ‘s Emowiv mwpoofikew
tmohayPdio kel xowdj wévTas &vdpdnrous wal 1Big Thy Ouetépoy oAw EEcnpéTous
puldooay O pEyiba T ToU fuel morpds el SmavTa ToV kdouov elepysoicy TS
Beols rpemroloes Tipds, alTds 5E dpxolucn Tols peTplwTEpary Te kal dvBpomeions.”
At first sight the answer lacks precision: indeed Rostoviseff compares it
unfavourably with the detailed and careful response thar Claudius gave ro
the Alexandrians (see p. 4). Tiberius thanks the people of Gytheum and
does not say ‘No’ directly: what ruler could, withour being offensive? He
pomes out clearly, however, that w55 8eols wpemoloas Tiuds should be reserved
par excellence (Enpérous) for his father Augustus, because of his overwhelming
benefits to the whole world, but professes that he is content with more
modest honours such as may be given to a man: 'ego me mortalem esse er
hominum officia fungi . . . et vos testor et meminisse posteros volo® could
well develop oue of this. Implicitly Tiberius does refuse tés 8eols wpemotoas
mipds, And we may conclude that his atritude did have irs effect. Doubtless
there were many private nf&rings. or dedications b}' distant rowns, to Tiberius
as Beds; it was unavoidable.® But we happen to s two public dedications
made to commemorate a solemn occasion, (the delvery of Rome from the con-
spiracy of Sejanus in A.D. 31), one by the town of Interamna and the other by a
governor of Crete.* Here the dedication is not to the god Tiberius, but to
the mumen and to the providentin of the emperor.® It 15 a prudent and clever
formula, for it does for Tiberius exactly what Tibetius had done for Augustus,
when he dedicated during the liferime of his father an altar to the Numen
Augwsti and a temple to Comcordic Awgusta. In doing this both town and

vernor must have felt themselves absolutely correct, and we may assume
that this formula was whar Tiberius wanted.

So much for Tiberius' reply, By a remarkable piece of good forrune we
possess a similar urrerance from his adopted son Germanicus to the people
of Egypt, preserved on a Berlin papyrus.® Dunng the winter of 18/19
‘Germanicus was greeted by the people with 'divine acclamations' (fodgeon
bpeovions), which he thought he must check by edict. In this edict he
firse acknowledges gratefully their loyal welcomer ‘miw pv evoww . . .

A full lisx will be foued in ] R Risom, € Sarmom hr:'-r.tu."r..ﬂul-!lf’i.u..izu PooTo4: If T oated
Trangall Fau Tifery am  bommessers, Amsterdam by G Cichorivs in Rémie .':"mﬁm tglf‘"flnéﬁ
’, o

‘mh&'.}ﬁ‘ mmmuw c
1 o JES, sg7 and igR in i fen. Aﬂn{g_ 1533, 13 July, p. 40 is declared un-
' Onthe i of Providensis soe my ordcle  tenable by Ul Wilcken in mmwm
in Harv, Fiev. KXIX, 1936, P 107, 1918, B 4% (Wildken first cived the parallel the

!mrm.ﬁu“.mmm?u.w. Romance; for which see p. 7)
Wilmowsits Moelkmdoof snd F. in Sprpunge-



4 THE BRITISH SCHOOL AT ROME

dmobéxoun.” But—'tés 8 #mebévous fuol xol looblous Expaviicas tudw i
&mavroy maporTolpc. Tpkwouot yép whve TP owrhip Svtws kal elpyity ToU
oUpmavTos Tou dulpdrov yivous, T8 dud mopl kad T unTpl alrod, & B8 whun,
Ta BE fubrepe € . . . boiv (2 45 far inferior to) v Ixelvey Sadryros xrA. Lietle
comment is needed: Germanicus modestly refuses excessive ritles, which could
only bring suspicion and odium upon him; then follows a reminder of the
divinity and beneficence of the emperor—where we may observe thar Germanicus
stresses his relationship—together with a declaration that his own position 1s far
below such Beidrns. There is a significant similarity between this pronouncement
and thac of Tiberius, One other point for comment 15 the wse of waparmotin,
It is a word of courteous rejection or deprecation, as in the Epist. ad Diognetum,
41 2, where it is contrasted with wopaBéyeotai (as with dmobéysode here), or as in
the Arta Apollonit, 22, where Apollonius says ‘816 16 uoosBls atrriv pdhoa
woparroGuer. But from a ruler it is the politest way of refusing, and so we
find Augustus saying (Res Gestaz, 5, 2) ‘o0 wapgmeduny . . . iy Emudhsav
s éyopds (the Larin being ‘mon sum  deprecatus") following a phrase
with ‘otx Bef&uny.’ It is ‘a courreous indication of disinclination,® from one
who c¢ould command.

Same twenty years later the Emperor Claudius was faced with a long lisc
of honours offered him by the Alexandrians, and he made a careful choice
between honours fitting for 4 man and for a god. In the now famous Letter
to the Alexandrians 7 we see him refusing a golden statue representing Pax
Clawdiana Augusta, as i appeared offensive (gopmxds):® he chen accepts several
honours, but proceeds—dpyiepéar ' dpdw xal vedv xoraoveuds ToparTodum, obTe
PopTixos Tols kaT' bnauTdy dvBpdwors Pouldpeves dven, T lepd B xod T& ToloTTa
pdvors Tolg Geols aipera Gmwd Tol Travrds aldvog dmobebdofor kplveow wrA.'

The phrasing here has some obvious reminders of the two previous
documents. The reasons for which Claudius deprecates a temple and high-
priest for humself are rwo:® he does not want to be gogrinds, and he feels
that by long tradition temples and suchlike things are reserved par excellence
(¢ipera) for the gods alone. In the second reason he stands in line with
his uncle Tiberius and his brother Germanicus, in the firse (chough the
phrasing is his own) he agrees with the Tiberian acritude. As to the phrasing
Cameron * has well compared gopricés here to the phrase in Clandius’ speech

" Ihe letter of Clandius b iithed in. Jewy and  him by Dioc Castfua LX, 1, 45 {Bodssevain),
Chriztianse in Egype, od. H. 1. London, jouy, Pap. "f:eﬁ.{.‘mmun, ‘The Leter of Clandive o dhe

Lonod, rgis, pp. ¢ . (et on pp. 33 AL Alexandnans,” in Clisr XX, 1o » ICE
- Pﬂ;llplﬁuulel- s shoald be for a & too Locian, F.m.rq. t,qiﬁ Mﬁnﬁm he
alone: soe K. Scoring Trans. Aduer, Phil dieoc, I,  bhehes, "Stev - fnowh @ popreiy m Umipsivpous
1G58, P 10T, roluersy Tiy Uweplakds.'
’ii'g;::ﬁmd:hmhw:uirﬁm‘-hnhmhﬂuf "
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preserved ar L ‘ne nimio insolentior esse videar." To accept divine honours
would be to arrogate vulgarly to himself what he did not deserve, just as in
the Lyons tables the mention of bella might be thought to tmply a boastful
allusion to that great kellum in which Britain had been added to the Empire.

The three utterances that I have reproduced here all possess a certain
fundamental likeness in their general atticude, in the reasons they give, and in
the phrasing they employ. This likeness has, maturally, been observed before,
and Miss Lily Ross Taylor has suggested that it may well be due to some
Augustan model.** Wich this suggestion I am in entire agreement, and [
think we can add further evidence in support. In Inscript. Grascae ad res Rom.

. IV, 1302, there will be found a long and interesting text from Acolic
Cyme, datable between 2 B.c. and 4.p. 14, concerning honours which the
me!c of Cyme had offered in gratitude to 3 Roman benefactor, L. Vaccius
L. t. Aemilia Labeo.’®* The offer included a tcmpie, the conferment of the
titles of wrioms and eepyéms, the dedication of golden statues “as s
customary to very great benefacrors of the people,” and (afrer death)) burial in
the gymnasiam. Labeo received the news of this offer with greac emotion,
but (says the text) ‘was content to retain what he had already been granted,
and to adape his own fortune to what was accessible to a man.” Wich this
in mind ‘tév piv UmepPdpex xal Goiot xal Tols loooléoin dpudzoigav T3S TE TG
VD mﬁﬁﬁﬂ[mmﬂimmﬁm,m
vouizey Tav xplow 16 whddeos xal Tav sivday Emrrelewprikny, Tals 82 Tois dyddowi
Téwv dvpov pemoloas dousnzoloa ydpa cuvemtveuos Telpas.”

As there are some doubts of interpretation I give my translation of this
very interesting passage. Labeo “deprecated the honour both of the consecra-
ton of the temple and of the title of Founder as excessive and suited only to
gods and heroes, considering that it was sufficient for him to have witnessed
the decision and the goodwill of the people; bur he jomed in assenting to
the honours that were fitting for good men with welcoming joy.’

This inscription provides only what may be called the oratio obligus of
Labeo’s reply, but it contains points of such relevance for the theme of this
article that comment is demanded. Cyme had proposed. to manifest ics
gratitude to a great benefactor in what was, by now, the normal Greek way;
by consecrating a temple to him, by conterring the rtitles of Founder and
Benefactor on him, and by dedicating golden statues—by what, in fact, would

1 See her article in Tram. Awwr. Phil. dssee. LX,  and is seprodiseed in LGRA IV, no. 1303, Unformun-
:9&._&.‘:?. antely there does noc s tor be mg‘:ﬂﬂd :mg
i prseripion was first published (as far 2e L lnow)  uponie I hos bmmbuh b Lﬁhu%a&,
'z.aﬁ"”‘!rh@ﬂﬁﬂ.m-;imﬂmhﬂ.{hﬂm and by Prof. 5. Eigem, in 3 Oloenses, XV and
o grisch. D nsckeifoen, 16884, no. 311,  XVI, 1936, p. i11; but not Jor phraseology.
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amount to deificarion, Labeo's reaction to this offer is instructive: we may
observe and compare with the imperial replies. He is content with what he
has, content to limit his fortune by human bounds ( “rois dgixroi Svlipcmes’)
—'ego me mortalem esse et hominum officia fungi , . , et vos testor et
meminisse posteros volo,” said Tiberius, and prayed for a mind ‘quieram et
intellegentem humant divinique iuris.” The honours proposed suiug gods and
demi-gods only: similarly Claudius regarded ‘temples and suchlike' as marks
of honour reserved for gods alone, Therefore Labeo deprecates 2 temple and
the title of Founder: the word he uses, moparmsioten, s that em lﬂ}rcd by
Germanicus and Claudius. Sufficient for him (‘&pxény,’ with which we may
compare ‘the Tiberian ‘olmds 88 dpxolucn’) is the knowledge of Cyme's
goodwill; ‘miv pbv elvorv,” said Germanicus, ‘dwosiyoum. He acceprs,
however, with pleasure the honours that are suitable for good men (“vods . . .
Tols Gydboin Tév dvbpdv wpemoloans . . . Teluns’); similarly Tiberius claimed
that he was content ‘pevpicoripens xal dvipwmsion Tuets.’ To Labeo the honour
of a temple appeared UmepPdons, to Germanicus lod8en: Ecpoavfionis seemed
Emobdvor, and Claudius feared that men would think him goprixds 1if he
accepred a temple.

This inscription is certainly the earliest of the four documents we have
discussed. It is possible, of course; thac Labeo had thought out his attitude
tor himself, an:lP:iﬁut the reasons he gives for refusal ate his own reaction.
Yet I find it more credible to assume thar Libeo already knew of a model by
which to frame his answer; taking it in conjunction with the answers of
Tiberius, Germanicus and Claudius, I feel reasonably surc thar Augustus had,
before 2 B.c., already given in some pronouncement the ‘correct” answer and
shown what was the night attitude o adopr towards such offers from Greek
or Greek-speaking peoples. As Miss Taylor wrote, ten years ago, about
Tiberius (op. cit. p. 98), ‘refusal of honours was pare ug the tradition of
Augustus that he was faichfully following,"

IF this is true, and if we possess vestiges sufficient for reconstructing the
Augustan formula of refusal, we can assess more clearly the significance of a
passage from the Alexander Romance.™ The tradirion set up by Augustus
was polite refusal of ladBeor Tipal on the grounds that the emperor was only
morral, conrent with human honours, and chat ro accepe divine ones would
bring odium upon him, since the gods alone could fictingly receive them.
The Alexander Romance is usually dated ro the second century of our era—
i, 1t 1s post-Augustan. In book II, 22, 7 ff. (ed. Kroll, p. 97) we are shown

Y Thin passgr was Aot cited by Wilicknn (ap. 5. p. g¢), and later by Mis Taylor (op. ai. B 00 i rhis
poniection.
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a lecter from Rhodogune and Statira in which they declare thar Alexander is
equal to the Gl}mpians in reason; wisdom and power, and that they have
written to the Persians to ask their gods that he may be “auvBpoviafijven 16 Al
ki Trpooxuviiatcn.

There then follows Alexander's reply (11, 22, 12)i—

Taparrolpa oy looftous Tiuds: &yd yap vdpamos §8cpTds yeyvnue kel
elhaPolpat T Towlrov kivBuvow yap fépel TOv Tepl YuxTs. Emrevdy B8 xal Seyopm
udiv 1o gpéunpe wrd.” No scholar accepts the Romanee as historical, and we
can be sure that Alexander never made any such pronouncement. The episode
has been invented—and why? When we observe how closely 'Alexander’
follows in phrasing and spirit the Augustan formula, the answer must be that
the invention was deliberate, and intended to clear Alexander’s memory from
Stoic-cum-Roman actacks. To this I shall return in a2 moment, buc firse I
must give Dr. W. W. Tarn's brilliant analysis of the passage, which he was
kind enough to send me when I appealed o him for help.

“The letter is an inversion of what Timacus wrote about Callisthenes and
Alexander (Polybius, Biitener-Wobse, XII, 12% (125),

“§2, [Timacus says that] Callisthenes deserved whar he got for making Alexander
a god, BiegBapréra THY Exelvou guxhy kaf' Sgou olés T fjw. t 15 why
Alexander says it would endanger his soul.

'§ 3. Praise of Demosthenes, etc. Blom vais "AleEdvBpou mipals Tals [ooBio
dorriheyov. Alexander here does what rhey had done; hence the same phrase
with the definite arucle, Tés loodéous Tipds, though the princesses had not used
thar phrase i their letter, and Persis had already made E?m a full blown Beds
11, 21, 26),
: '§4. Blame of Callisthenes for decking out with aegis and thunderbolt a
“mortal nature,” *'nature subject to dearh’" (Bynrfj plon). Hence Alexander calls
himself &Bpamos phaprds, ‘subject to perishing,” though &vlpwmos alone was
enough ; and for compare SisgiapréTa above.

‘Whoever wrote this passage of the Romance, wrote with Timaeus open before
fum at the famous passage about Callisthenes : Alexander was going to do betrer
than that this nme,

The writer, whoever it was, when fathering this letrer on Alexander, gave it
the spirit and phrasing of the Augustan formula, ‘maparrotum . . o Erowd
B¢ kal Blyoucn.' We may temark that mopmmeiodoi cannot have been a word
often used in Hellenistic chancelleries: in Mr. B. Welles' admirable Rayal
Correspondence 1 can find only one instance cited, and that in a letter from a
Parthian king, But in lecters from Rome, where a princeps and not a king was
speaking, it could be used with a greater appearance of naturalness. In the
matter of the ivBuves mpl yuyfis | can find no parallel utterance from an
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emperor, but the conscience of Rome was sufficiently alive to the dangers of
great power, Augustus apart, the emperor who warned his friends ‘Quanta
belua esser imperium,” or who declared ‘cuncta mortalium mcerea quantoque
plus adeptus forer tanto se magis in lubrico’ could not be unaware of the

that lurked in the 8aémg of a ruler. Thar was precisely the danger
that overwhelmed Caligula—"tmd ueyttous Tiis dpxiis dbadzov tanrov’ (Josephus,
Ant. Jud. XVIIL, 256), and Caligula and Domitian remained as ‘awful examples’
for writers and moralists. As for &vfpemos ¢baprés and edhaBotum—the speech
of Tacitus reported in Ann, IV, 37/38 and Labeo's anxiety to measure his
own fortune Tols dplxroiny dvlipdmw both speak the same languagc. More
stll; if Auguscus did make a pronouncement which served as a model for
such refusals, i thFs us to understand the vehemence which Livy puts into
his denunciation of Alexander the Great (IX, 18): there indeed was a ruler
“mersus secundis rebus,” who could no longer measure his fortime by human
standards, The whole hostile portrait, misleading as we know it to be, must
have been most satisfying to Roman pride, and must have been drawn with
an tmplied comparison to the ‘pater atque princeps.’

I

This, then, was the formula thar Augustus had devised, in answering the
Greek communities. A courteous expression of pleasure ar the offer made,
a4 evidencing the depth of their Iu}falty, coupled with deprecation of such
honours as excessive and suicable to gods only; he was a morral, content with
such honours as are fitting for moreals. IF our assumption is correct it ex-
plains the singular resemblance that exises between [E:: answers of Labeo,
Tiberius, Germanicus and Claudius, which can hardly be due to chance,
The formula seems to me q'pic;d alike of the prudence and the polireness of
Augustus: it was considerate to the Greeks, and it was true to Roman tradi-
tion. As such it was a formula thar worked well, and Augustus’ actitude was
followed carefully by the more thoughtful of his successors, 'Im allgemeinem
kann man sagen, dass die klugen Kaiser—hierin cbenso vorsichtig wic
Augustus handelnd—sich nie Gorr nannten, wie oft auch die Untertanen
ihnen diesen Namen betlegen mochten."** To call oneself god, or to allow
oneself to be called god, and to accepe a temple would be overstepping the
bounds of human nature.

Our investigation has reached ics close. Yet I must permic myself one

18 K. Janrere, Die edmisehs Feltrackauie und die Exssichung der weluficken Macks des Poperer, Turky, 1936, P T
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further remark, and chat is to notice how curiously this artitude of Augustus
is a reminder to the Greeks of what they would have been the first to admit
in the fifth century. The Greeks of that rime knew well the dangers that
lay in 2 man seeking ro become a god, or in arrogating to himself divine
honours. Then had come the fourth and third centuries 8.c,, when men
had argued with some show of reason—granted the ancient notions about
godship—thac if a man did things that only a god could do he ought to be
gttc:ﬂirh honours that had hitherto been reserved only for gods. They
had forgotten thar though it might be a mark of honour to be offered ach:
worship, to accept it must be dangerous for a moral, and was liable to place
him (like the Herodotean tyrant) ‘berds 7év &olbrou vonudreov.,. Here the
utterance of Augustus was tumely, and a prudent recall o the tradition of
antiquity.

Yer, however much wise rulers mighe refuse, cthe danger stll remained.
It is perhaps one of the tragedies of such great power as lay in the hands of
the Hellenistic monarchs or the Roman emperors that it must apparently be
invested with some sup:m.atura] sancrion: that the holder of it can never be
regarded merely as a man, but tends to become something more than
ordinarily human. When the great crisis of the Roman Empire in the third

Eacl been weathered, Aurelian brought to Rome, from Persia, the
idea of the emperor ruling by the grace of the highest god, of a god-fayoured
monarchy. This led on to the pomp and ceremonial of the Diocletianic
Court, where the acceptance DFPDChris:i;miry by Constantine made litcle
difference. The emperor was ruling by the grace of God, and as such some-
thing specially favoured, set apart, rarely to be seen by his subjects, living a
life of isolated splendour,

Perhaps the process was inevitable; yer throughout the period occasional
voiCes Were ra'isaj‘:;ainst the inherent dangers in the system. We have studied
ar length the prudence and courtesy of Augustus and of his immediate
successors; the sanity and good sense of such later emperors as Vespasian,
Trajan and Hadrian kept them on the same mack. Perhaps the last pagan
expression of that spiric is from Marcus Aurelius, who in his 'Spa iy
dmroxaioapans ® shows his dread of becoming a victim of the pomp and cere-
mony with which even in the second century the throne was being surrounded,
But when, two centuries later, the Empire possessed a Christian ruler, and
when the motive of Christian piety could powerfully reinforce that of pagan
moderatio, Christian counsellors could from rime to ime, sometimes bnﬁqufly.

% plarcos Auselins, Medicmon, Y1, 30 (Schenkl).
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sometimes more diplomatically, temind emperors that they were bur mormal,
in spite of the blaze of glory amid which they sat. Hosius, the bishop of
Corduba, appealing to Constantius in favour of the orthodox , and

orecating Constantius' support of the Arians exclaims, in words that
would befit 2 Pindar or Herodotus, "walom, srapaxedd, kol pvijeénm & funrog
&vlpwmos Tuyxdves,” though he follows it up with a ‘eoffifnm Tiv fuépa
Tiis wploews.' ¥ St. Ambrose was ready not only by his writing, bur also
by action; to conyince Theodosius that he was only a mortl, and a sinful
one at that, but perhaps one of the latest echoes (apart from Byzantine times,
inco which I have not the knowledge to lead the reader) is to be found in
the address of Synesius o Arcadius peri Basilelas, In this daring and out-
spoken pronouncement Synesius asks for pardon if he should speak too freely
o a mﬁ: who has power and wealth surpassing those of a Darus, a ruler
venerated by ciries innumerable, who have never seen him, and who would
count seeing him a boon beyond praying for. The speech proceeds as one
might expecr, but | cannot refrain from quoting one of tWO Senfences which
make a fitting conclusion to the general theme of this article: Syneswus
wishes the emperor to emerge from his seclusion, to show himsell to his
subjecrs and to his soldiers, and he proceeds:'* gyt ydp ollitv ofrrass Bumpooder
&0 yripwe moifiom T ‘Popaiwv ds Thy mepl TS Povidmiv odua oxtyny xal
Beporreloy, fiv Gomep Iepoupyolvres fiulv fv dmoppriTy TorotvTan, kal T Papfapikids
tkrebeioban T wef' Ouds . . . Toryapouv fj omvdams i, xal 1o SeBibven pf
EEcvBpuammioBelTe ouvnes yevousvor Béaue, kerandeioTous woiel ohoprovuivous g’
bauriow EdnypoTa piv Spdivres, EAdxioTa B dxolovras, Gp° v mpaxTIKR GRdvnos
ouvalpoizeron, pdvas fBoptvous Téy ToU oductos fibovds, kal TouTwY yE TaS
UikesTiTes, Soas &gf Te xal yitoss Tropizous, Biov 36vras Bcdarriov Tvelpovos. 't
fux olv dmafiolre Tov Gvfipwmoy, olbE Ths dvipomou TuyyxavaiTe TEAnSTHTOS
KTA « o 0

Thus Syneswus, and 1 could not forbear quoring the passage, because it
forms an epilogue, albeit a rather melancholy epilogue, to the long history of
the posinon of the ruler in ancient times. True, Arcadius was not ¢laim
the old “divine honours,” but in lieu of thar the best the ancient world could
offer in the end was a position of lonely isolation from subjects, awe-inspiring
and inhuman. Such is the end of a long process of development that had gone
on from Alexander the Grear to Arcadius; in it the modest ‘refusal’ of Augustus
plays a part that commands admiration by its sanity and moderation.
M. P. CHARLESWORTH

B Floaius, i Athenashom (Mi PG XXV, 741 A mefercocs to Plato, Philfer s1c
o srm w.l'l P.G. " WJ‘
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Tiie origin of the imperiai civil service is generally artribured to Augustus,
and its development to Claudius; but a precise un erstanding of what were
the original elements due to Augustus and whae the additions of Claudius is
1o seek, despite much sound piecemeal work on the activicy of the latter. The
problem has not been rackled as a whole.! To speak of the ‘civil service' of
Augustus is perhaps to use a metaphor of dubious value. The term ‘civil
service’ implies a regular and highly organised body of bureaucratic officials
forming an administrative and executive personnel which, under the general
guidance of the Government, or, in classical rerminology, of the Magistraces,
manages, often in minute derail, the affaurs of the country concerned, Such
Systeins were not unknown in antiquity, noably in Prolemaic Egypt, but such
was not the system of the Principate in general, even at the fullest deyelopment
of the pmcuranm’al service. Still less was such a system originated by Augustus,
despite the retention in Egypt of Prolemaic methods,

It is true that Augustus entrusted certain tasks, for which he could not or
would not employ senators, to persons drawn from the equestrian order.
Bur unity of social status in the officials does not by 1self imply the unity of
their functions, The equestrian officials of Augustus fall into two rather
different groups. The first group contains the great prefectures—the prefecture
of Egyp, instituted in 30 B.c., and three other prefectures, which make their
appearance only late in the reign. Two of these, the pracfecrura vigilwm and the
pracfuctura annone, instituted between Ap. 5 and a.D. g, are of normal civil
service type:? but the third, the pracfectura practorii, originally a purely mili
office which first became a permanent post in 2 B.C., ranks oddly in ::Z
company.* The only connexion with the other three posts, of which the
functions were properly administrative and governmental, is incidental. In the
lack of senior military posts open to the equestrian order it was only wichin

i}iﬁmup that a rns:p-omib[c eques, and one well known to the Princeps per-
y: could be found for the key position of pracfectus prastorii.

* Even Hiochield in hly momesnsl work, Die mlm-gmdulmdumin:mdaiﬁn‘mnf
Kubrarloke Perwalnungeheameen (Berlin, ryaq), which is Professar Last on pointa of derail snd docerine,

d:.:tu:irh:fﬂl rzdﬂ;mmm_w:u ';;nnhidm.;ﬁﬂiugﬁ;l.q.ﬂiﬁdlﬁdd@dn
sorplain the graus] procurameial curmsor 333 ., 39
the way in which (& worked the early Principate. iﬂini‘;,tu.m._

That, and anly that, is the object of tiis ssody. Throngh-
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Apart from these prefects a few equestrian officials are known who are
commonly grouped vogether as the ‘procurarors.” Buc, as Hirschfeld ﬁinuﬂ
our, it is necessary to distinguish in the early Principate between the pro-
curacors proper, the financial officials, and the so-called praesidial ators—
various military officers, ex-centurions and ex-tribunes, who nr:th a5 gOovernors
of small provincial areas under the title not of proswraror bur normally of
pragfectus. This distincrion can be carried further. It is not merely titular. A
careful comparison of the evidence, both literary and epigraphic, for the
Principates of Augustus and Tiberius as 2 whole with that for the period of
Claudius and his immediate successor suggeses that the so-called praessdial
procuracorship took shape bur slowly, and differed widely in the earlier period
from the guise which ic eventually assumed. These governors were originally
military efficers—commonly of equeserian rank, bur often only cencurions—
sent to deal with difficult regions in the course of ther milicary ducies®
Hence comes the miIErar}-_:i:ﬁ of pracfectus, sometimes defined as pracfectus
efvitatum, ot pracfectus civitatum et levis armaturae, or pragfectus cohortis et civitatum,
with the very occasional variant pracfectus pro legato,

This method of purely nulitary administration was still common in: the
middle of Tiberius" reign,* and out of ir gradually developed the notion of
appointing knights after their military career to the governorship of minor
provinces on the analogy of the prefecture of Egypt. It is probable that the
more important of the pracfeti civitatum were granted regular powers of pro-
vincial jurisdiction in the earlier period, but the governmental procuracorship
with the title “procurator provinciae™ was nor mormal rill the time of Claudius.’

. Im%:’:?ﬁfgﬁm Marnime Alps: tni & M&i&fm .r ﬁuﬂmw "ﬂ"m
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Hizwrical Inscripsions, g0, Oxford, 1851) culls uttention  Mesres, 119 (Bonner Jahrbiiher, Hefy
makwuhhnpnkr’inﬁk.,dd'm.nu.&_h o '.!;.}1,_#T;{u4.1;&m:m.
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In the time of Augustus and Tiberius it is difficult to distinguish between the
military and the procuratorial affinities of the equestrian govemnor. Only once
is the term procurator used to describe whar at first sight appears to be a governor-
ship. Q. Ocravius Sagira calls himself ‘procuraror Caesaris Augusti in
Vindalicis er Ractis et in valle Poenina,’ #but it is clear from the inscription of
Sextus Hirrutus that pracfectus was the proper ticle even in this area for
military governors.® Elsewhere praefectus is universal.?® Probably Sagitea
was agent in this area when Raetia was a military district under legionary
Occupanion and gm'cmed b}' a legatus Awgusti M The duties of these mulitary
prefects were not always governmental. The pracfectus Bernicidis™® was probably
in general charge of the mines in that parc of Egypt and discharged duties
similar to those of the ‘archimetallarches metallorum omnium quae sunt in
Acgypto.'®* Both men were ex-tribunes, and the quasi-military character of
thetr duties is obvious. '

It is thus apparent that many tasks and posts which ended up as part of the
procuratorial system began as an extension of the military ducies of com-
missioned and non-commissioned officers, and are not to be reckoned as part of
a systematised ]xnnn-amrial carcer in the time of Augustus and Tibertus,
Most of these posts passed early into the procuratorial system, but a few
remained semi-milicary in character ull the second century A.p. For example,
equestrian officers were sometimes employed as censitores of special districts for
the oversight of the provincial census, but not till the time of Trajan at the
earliest were regular "procuratores ad census acciptendos’ established.!® Con-
versely the prefecture of the feet, which under Augustus and Tiberius was
either a purely military post, held normally afrer the prasfectura castrorum,® or a
domestic post held by freedmen, gradually lost its military associations and
was added to the procuratorial career in the time of Claudius and Nero.”
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The teem procurator in the time of huFusuu and Tiberius was thus limired
to the agents who administered the public revenues and the private property
of the Priru:tps‘ That this 1s the proper connotation of the term there is no
serious doubt. The connexion of procurator with res Cazsaris is ¢ even in
the later imperial writers, and it was not till the time of Claudius at the earliest
that the term was exrended to cover more than financial affairs.** The pro-
curator at first possessed no judicial, governmental or military authority what-
soever, For Augustus chis appears most clearly in the employment of the
notorious freedman Licinus as the procurator of Gaul.® Tacitus affirms the
principle for the procurators of Tiberius in general, and implies thar Tiberius
was fuﬂnwing the lead of Augustus.® Tiberins himself laid down the rule in
the case of a procurator of the public province of Asia.2 Augustus and
Tiberius were simply following the syscem adopred by the Republican nobility
of using members of the ﬁnancin]ly qualified equestrian order as their business
agents. = Whether they handled the private estaces of the Princeps in a
sematorial province or his public revenues in his own provinces, they themselves
remained private agents, irrespective of the status of the funds concerned.
The carly form of their title shows this: procarator Cacsaris Augusti is wsed
equally by Q. Octavius Sagitea in Spain,® by P, Caninius Agrippa in Achaea 4
and by Kl Bennins Rufus in Iraly. = e were differences of funcrion,
especially that in the imperial provinces one of the duries of che procurator
Wwas to use the revenues which he collected to pay the troops.* Bur, unlike the
quaestor whom he displaced, the procurator of an imperial province had no
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independent nsibility. Hence the connexions of the early procurators
are with the hmﬂld o?d\e Princeps rather than the delegates of his imperium,
AEﬂrt from Licinus in Gaul, Augustus employed indifferently for his public
libraries grammatici who were freedmen, Hyginus and Melissus,*” and a Roman
knight, Pompeius Macer.® Conversely, Sextus Afranius Burrus served as the
agent of Livia before becoming the procurator of Tiberius.®

It follows from the above discussion that a strong distinction is to be
&r.‘iw:: between the pracfecti provinciarum ot pracfecti civitatum and the procwratores
.dugurri. Only the former pnﬁsemd in any way an official or constitutional
position in the earliest period, derived from their connexion with the army.
Anr “mf? Wh[f'h t‘h" Eﬂ'm”ﬂi Frﬂcurﬂtur]ﬂ! carecer at thﬁ ime Pﬂ‘m:d wWias
derived merely from the unity of the common mulitary origin and social stacus
of the persons concerned.

This conclusion 1s reinforced by an examination of the known careers of
Roman knights in the time of Augustus and Tiberius, There is no 5ug¢catmn
in the available evidence, which is not altogether meagre, of any concatenation
or co-ordination of the three branches of the equestrian career discussed above.
The custom—for there was certainly no rule—seems to have been to cmploy a
man always in the same kind uf]ub C, Bacbius Articus held several posts as

pracfestus ending up under Clandius as governor of Noricum, but was never a
financial procurater. Other prafecti are known who up ro the date of their
inscriptions were never procurators, and viee wrsa.® Q. Octavius Sagitaa, the
arﬂ}f possible exception, was probably, as was argued above, always a financial
officer, as he certainly was in Spain and Syria. Pompeius Macer, who was pro-
curator of Augusr.us in Asia.®t was given charge of his libraries in Rome—
which falls in the category of res Caesavie. Augustus séems in fact to have
followed the rules of common sense in dealing with these posts. Doubtless if
men had capacities in both directions they may have been used both as pro-
curators and prefects. Bu present indications point the other way.

The known evidence concerning the group. of senior prefectures; which
‘had come into being by the end of Augustus’ reign, produces even more
curious results. [t 1s u&u:tﬂ sad that only persons of grear experience and
ability were appomted to r.z: prefecture ﬂf Egypt and the other greac pre-
fectures, This may be true in general, bur it is not demonstrable. The
evidence rather indicates that these offices were filled by men who had held no
other civil posts. There is evidence for promotion within the group in the

" Suet De Grammia 39, 31 M Abive, e §-13,
M Suer. Div. fufins. 56 '*Eu:buu,:.,]u-tal:},
-ﬂ'..f-'qn..
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Augustan and Julio-Claudian period, The prefecture of Egypr was commonly
filled from the pretorian—a custom perhaps established by Augustus by the
promotion of his first pretorian prefect, Ostorius Scapula, to Egypt—and the
pretorian prefecture was sometimes filled from the praefectura vigilum or the
pracfectura arinonae.** There was evidently no hard-and-faserule. When Augustus
wanted a trustworthy man for the first pracfectus annonae he seems to have
chosen an ex-prefect of Egypt, C. Turranius.®® But there is no known evi
dence of promotion from ourside this group, i.e., from procuratorships or
minor prefectures, to any of these senior posts until the time of Claudius,
and there are certain indicacions that such graded promotion through the pro-
curatorial service was not normal even then, As late as A.p. 69 Lucilius Bassus
expected to be appointed directly after his military service to the pretorian
prefecrure.® Indeed, throughout the Julio-Claudian period, for which che
evidence is comparatively abundant, appointments to the senior prefectures
seem to have been achieved by personal and political influence racher than by
merit.* This is easily demonstrable for the Neronian period, both early and
late. Not only did Caecina Tuscus, Tigellinus and Nymphidius Sabinus owe
everything ro court favour, bur even Faenius Rufus, who performed his duties
as pracfectus annonae and praefectus practorsi so well, ¥ owed his position to
Agrippina.®® In some ar least of these instances it would appear from rhe not
altogether meagre tradition that the persons concerned had not held any
responsible posts before these. tmportant prefectures. Nor can the facts be
dismissed as a peculiar scandal of the Neronian period. The appointment of
Seianus to be pretorian prefect with his father i A.p. 14 was, according to
Tacttus, due entirely ro IEu personal influence with Tiberius.® He had indeed
Sanctis, fiv, Fil, :spa'lbfﬁ; i.l.ll.illl m.n-m Nf: mm hm?‘ﬁm Jﬁmm
hafd' h_w.ﬁ"ﬁd. The promotion of by o i Dt T il Sy vt
e b yadar s hﬁw.qu:%ﬂi ottt of o i o e N A

Philo, faccaer, Cf.  coun somnexions are well ahested (Schil. oo Juvenal T,
et - e o s et i
G Twmaics who waepict o Egvpe in 4 1.2 (. g{ﬁu. ff and Fumcurs od doc). Nyl
witn ﬂhu-u-m?‘ unr?u qfi:::p:ut‘Mu;‘rl -:E;:m
ebou m_pﬁmﬁumwingm:nﬂ.ﬂmm

o anﬁduéﬁfmﬁ!wﬂuhmmwhmdu ﬂm el

4
Tmmmhjpmlmcﬁpﬁbnuhhmuhlutf ' Tac, drm 13,331 14, g1
{;}ﬁ-gﬁr‘:;h hmrhmmh himr' mSein W IEL 4y e ‘Pmiw‘ Sewca promprom. fuit
o tor Viiross Pl o i e fo from ol = o Ay

A A trnimanibeg,’
I - Plotios Firmus, Otho's = paod 1, 241 Magrg Tiberiom -suctorime.”
mmamn & manipelaribus iondam, Muhﬂyinq.t:'animdmﬁa'memﬂﬂ
vigilibui mﬂmw feecining  Augusti sopotem secttin” Cf. Dio 57y 19, 4. For i
+ Wil 3 PROTUTIIOr in M:M-uﬂhﬁmuﬂ:ﬂ'l:ﬁ:gﬁ\m’dﬂ
(Do 8,9, 3; 6o, 33, 3. JLS 133613370 2, 107, 3. JLS %098, BIK 1,



PROCURATOR AUGUSTI 17

been on the fringe of the imperial household from an early age. So too Avillius
Flaccus, ]:-rcﬁ:ct of Egypt in A.0. 37, who had been brought up with the grand-
~sons of Augustus and played a part in the downfall of Agrippina, owed his
pn:fc:turt to the friendship of Tiberius.* Likewise the powerful prc&ct of
Claudius’ reign, Rufrius Crispinus, was noted for his social connexions.*
But most light is cast by the peculiar influence of the family of Seneca. An
uncle, Galerius, was prefect of Egypt under Tiberius,*® and Smm s brother,
Annaeus Mela, was noted for an ambitio pracpostera which led him to prefer an
uestrian career to the senarorial cursus, in the certain hope of achieving the
lnghcs: posts open to knights.# Thar he was relying upon his family con-
nexions can hardly be doubred. It was perhaps a deliberate break with this
rradition when at last a plain man of well u'u:d ability, Afranius Burrus, was
appointed pretorian prefect in A.D. 51 to replace the influential Rufrius
Crispinus. Yet even Burrus was selected by the influence of Agrippina, and had
been earlier a procurator of Tibertus, I..n'm and Claudius. % ¢ is !:wec:s::]y
whf:n there is evidence of such influence before appointment that cne may
t a lack of strict rcg:ud fm‘ merit. Once in ofhice these prefects naturally

touk a leading place in society.®
It would rJ:us appear that the senior prefectures in the early Principate
formed a series of Pﬂzti which fell to distinguished persons drawn from the
most exalted circles, and were not necessarily the crown of a long and arduous
career in the obscurer branches of the imperial service.® Ar least, to gain
these posts one had to attract the notice of the Princeps or to secure a court
connexion.*? Such perhaps was the original meaning of the term amicus mews,
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18 THE BRITISH SCHOOL AT ROME

sometimes used by the Princeps of his procurators.*® Technical or professional
qualifications were not required. Philo implies this when he saps that Flaccus
learned his job remarkably quickly, considering that even those occupied from
their youth up in the administration of Egypr had difficulty in mastering their
work—and Philo was not concerned to flarter the man.*® For the reign of
Augustus there is indeed little evidence. The names of nine prefects of Egypr
are known, but a study of their circumsrances yields few results.® Strabo
describes them generally as odgpoves &vBpss, and such they seem to have been. 5
Even their descendants were mostly undistinguished. Nor till Seius Strabo,
who married a lady with senatorial connexions, does there appear a prefect of
any social importance.®® The prefects under Augustus were thus kept in their
place after Cornelius Gallus. Bur since the method of direct a pointment
without previous administrative experience was common in the fol owing half
century, it is unlikely that any other system was employed earlier. Until the
creation late in Augustus’ reign of three new prefectures, for the practorium,
vigiles and annona respectively, there could be no question of anything like a
cursus bomorum, and even then there was a distinction between the procuratorial
system and the prefectures.

This failure to build up a system or to make use of experts is manifesc in
the evidence for the other posts of the Egyptian administration, notably the
furidics and the idiologus, which so far have been left our of account. They
were officers concerned with jurisdiction and finance respectively, and cheir
‘duties seem to have been complicated; yet epigraphic evidence shows that
Tiberius, atr least, appointed men straight from their military eribunates to
these posts.®™ The idiclogus had to guide him in his assessment of penalties 2
litele k known as the Gnomon, compiled by, or ar the orders of,
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Augustus.® Originally, however, his duties were less important than chey
eventually became. The iuridicus was left to his own discretion. This reliance
on amateurs is partly explained, for the Prcﬁ:ct and idiologus, by the existence
of 3 numerous staff of Greek subordinates, who could guide r.{u:m on points
of detail 3 Yer the iuridicus, in the documents, seems o give his decisions out
of his own head. Nor was their term of office long enough to enable them
to become masters of the whole system: fourteen known prefects span the
period from 3o B.C. 10 A.D. 405 Evidently neither prefects nor iuridici nor
idiologi were required ta be more than sound and trustworthy men, Their
general efficiency was sufficiently tested in their military career. The refusal
or failure to create a system is the more remarkable in Egypt, where all the
clements of a hierarchy were to hand, prefect above, then iuridicus, idiologus,
and, below them, the epistrategi. The latter post, which, like the two preceding,
was taken over from the Prolemaic system, was the lowest office held by
Romans in Egype. It illustrates the unpretentious nature of Augustus’
arrangements that at firse a Greek was left in charge of the epistrategia of the
Thebaid.5 Eventually he was replaced by a Roman, and with the creation of
epistrategias for the Delra and the "Seven Nomes with the Arsinoite,” these
posts were regularly flled by knights.*® But not till the time of Claudius did
the epistrategiae become stepping-stones o higher things.

Augustus and Tiberius chus avoided the forms of bureaucracy even when
they could not avoid the use of bureaucrars, and took special pains to avoid the
extension of their spheres of activity. This is most notable in the lack of a
regular secretariac. They had freedmen in plenty, but the advisory functions

{ under Claudius by Pallas and Narcissus were done for Augustus and

Tiberius by more dignified secii laboris, Maecenas, Agrippa and Seianus.
Augustus trusted some of his freedmen as Cicero trusted Tiro, but he sub-
jected them to a discipline which did not permit them to rise above the status
of servants.® When he rcquircd a confidential secrecary for his private corre-
ence, Augustus invired the assistance of Horace.® In the use of his
iends he was a thorough Republican. They were not the romites of a court,
nor the paid servants of a master, but stood towards Augustus in the relation
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that Balbus and Oppius held towards Caesar.® In the administration of Iealy

also, the creation of a centralised burea was avoided even when some
form of tmperial interference became inevitable, Wherever possible Augustus
and Tiberius preferred the appointment of senatorial curatores, nominally under
the control of the Senate, to that of equestrian prefects responsible to them-
selves, Over against the equestrian pracfectus annonac and the prafectus vigilum
were the senatorial curator aguarum, the ewratores viarum and the euratores alvei
Tiberic. This tradition of respect for the forms of senatorial authority in Iraly
was maintained wherever possible in the first two centuries of the Principate.®

Cravbpius anp Nero

The evidence for the careers of Roman knights in the later Julio-Claudian
Principates reveals an increasing complexity in the nascent bureaucracy. There
is no violent break with the precedents of the earlier period, yet something
more systematic is observable, Firse the three branches of the equestrian
career appear ta have been consolidated. This was achieved by two changes.
First was the assimilation of the quasi-military governmental prefeccures and
the civil :i!m-nmnrshtps. On the one hand the term pracfectus was displaced
by the title procurator. Henceforth prasfuct civitatum appear only as subordinate
administrators concerned with special areas within the regular provinces.s*
That the change was completed by Claudius is proved most decisively by the
fact that the governors otP his new equestrian provinces in Thrace andMaare-
tania were known as procuratores from the beginning.*® The demilitarisation of
the office may have commenced earlier with the grant of civil jurisdiction to the
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pracfecti 5 A similar development affected the pracfectura elassis, which became

a avil
On the other hand, the financial

mental

procurators late in Claudius’ reign by the

and was inserted within the pmcmturi:l career at this time.*®

tors were assimilated to the govern-
grant of certain powers of

jurisdiction, for which Prnrinus!y they had been dependent upon the prauinc:'nl

govmmrﬁ."’
The second

great change—if the

suggestion of the admittedly scanty

evidence for the earlier period be accepted—was the gradual development of
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prefects under Claudius and Nero begin to
from outside, though this custom was
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As a resule of these changes the procuratorship lost its domestic shackles
and took its place, along with che praefecturae, within the imperial constitution,
and the equestrian career began to take shape and to fill out. It acquired a head
and s middle, and lacked only feet. There was not yet a regular series of minor
posts in which the novices could be trained, and wi:ich did not call for special
ability and trustworchiness. The procuratorial service was still very much a
sentor service, It is not that humbler posts were entirely Iackin%. There were
the epistrategiae of Egype, and we know that Ti. Claudius Balbillus was ‘(pro-
curacor Asiae et ajedium divi Augusti et . . . lucorum sacro{rumque
omnim qulae sunt Alexan(driae et in toto Aegypt)o et supra Museum et a(b
Alexandrijna bybliothece et archi(erei et a Herm)en Alexandreon per
(annos . . .)etad legationes et resp(onsa Graeca Ca)esaris Augdivi Claud:." ®
Bur this list represents, instead of a series of charges held one after another,
a conglomeration of posts held at most in two or three turns. A similar
collocation of posts mostly held ac once turns up in the career of another
scholar of the period, Dionysius of Alexandria, a Romanised Greek of the
same type as Claudius’ docror Stercinius Xenophon, who also after the military
tribunate was ad respomsa Graeea,™ It would then appear that where minor
posts existed together they were given in pluraliry.™

The tradition of the procurator as a very senior official still held. Thac
this was so is further demonstrated by the use which Claudius made of his
freedmen. Few things have been so much misunderstood as this. That
Claudius claimed for, or gave to, his secretaries a certain public position is not
in dispute, nor that chis represents an encroachment of the imperial household
upon the res publica popult Romani.™ Bue the extent of this encroachment has
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whose special standing was not seriously affected by the death of Claudius, no
magisterial powers were actually conferred upon them, despite the misleading
language of Tacitus in certain passages.™ Not even the a rationibus received
any measure of official authority, It was only external dignity which was
conferred on the freedmen by the grant of ¢.g., the ornaments quacsioria, Nor
did Claudius claim anything for his secretaries at the expense of the Senate.
The financial resources which the a rationibus handled were the same as those
of which Suetonius states in dealing with the breviarium totius imperii lefr by
Augustus: ‘adiecit et libertorum servorumgque nomina a quibus ratio exigi
posset.” If Pallas enjoyed any independence it was only a practical independ-
ence at the expense of the Princeps himself. Instead nk)a domestic instrument
the a rationibus, and to a slighter extent the other secretaries, rended to become
public figures, but ina social, not a juridical sense. The limits of their import-
ance were strictly maintained cven under Claudius.™ Buc all chis affected the
pru-cmmrial system only indirectly as yet. The growing independence of the
secretariats meant that in time they would acquire respectability, and be
recognised as posts which a Roman knight, especially a Roman knight of
Greek extraction, could hold withour loss of dignitas. When that time came
the secretariats went to swell the volume of the equestrian career. Even as early
as A.D. 6g knights were found who were willing to take such service under
Vitellius, though this was in the special circumstances of a civil war.™ But
it 15 absurd to suggest thar Claudius gave posts to freedmen which he might
have given to knights. Seill less is this true of the executive Tmilium held by
freedmen, the origin of which seems to belong to the Claudian period,™
notably the posts of 'procurator aquarum,’ ™ ‘procurator portus Ostiensis,”
- a nmnﬂ“igu,' * ‘procurator XX heredicatium,’ ® ° or
castrensis,” ® 'procurator byhlimhn:amm.' 8 ‘3 patrimonio '8 and the ‘cura-
cor de Minucia.' 8 The truth is that these were very small fry, of whom it
would have taken three or four to make one equestrian procurator Augusti, which
title they did not bear, although they were the agents of the Princeps.*® They
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were plain freedmen procurators, and most of them were demonstrably the
junior personnel that acted under the orders of equestrian or senatorial officials.
When Nero gave a special commission to Arruntius Stella ro ke charge of
the imperial games—a commission ranked wich Tacitus with the prefectures
of the corn supply and of Egypt—it was precisely to the a muneribus and the od
elepbantos thar Stella would issue his detailed instructions.® Likewise the
freedman procurator byblicthecarum was the executive of the learned librarians
of equestrian rank such as Balbillus, and the special agents of the viresima
kereditatium would be under the eye of the equestrian procurator or of the
quaestor in each province.® Even Frontinus, as late as the reign of Trajan,
could insist that the junior staff—wich particular reference to the procurator
aguarum, by then an equestrian official —must be treated as ‘manus quacdam et
instrumenta.” ® There is nothing particularly significant abour the increased
amount of evidence which appears in the Claudian period for the houschold
of the Princeps ot the servile personnel of the various branches of the urban
and provincial administration.® The diverse officia existed earlier and were
neither more nor less tmporzant, only less well testified ar thac period.™ It is,
however, true that there was a2 continual tendency for these executive procura-
tors of freedman rank ro develop, like rhe secretaries, into public officials,
although their domestic connexions were never entirely forgotten. The balance
of these two forces is shown very neatly by the career of Ti. Claudius Bucolas,
a freedman of Claudius or Nero, who was successively pracpustator, sricliniarches,
procurator & muneribus, precurator aguarwm—under Domitian—and  prockrator
castrensis.® It was notr until the final emancipation of these executive procura-
torships from their domestic association with the palace service thar the
equestrian procuratorial syscem could absorb them, and so acquire a junior
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grade. Only then did the ocuratorial career attain its full complexicy, and
the system which was y organised by Hadrian emerge. But there is no
sign of such emancipation till the reign of Trajan.® Ac the period under
discussion the equestrian system retained a considerable degree of flexibilicy.
The direct appointment of men, whether court favourites or persons of special
merit, without intermediate experience direct to the most senior posts was
common, and though 2 hi:mcﬁr of office was beginning to emerge it was
neither fixed nor rigid.® Graecinius Laco held the post of procurator in Gaul
after his pracfectura vigilem ** At the same time it s not perhaps accidental
that the post ad responsa Graeda, in the three known instances, was held early,
as also was that of mridicus Alexandriae.™
There is also an apparent tendency to pay more attention to pm&ssiunal
experience in making ;lxraintmm:s. Vergimus Capito, Caecina Tuscus, and
especially Ti. Julius exander—possibly also Balbillus—all had previous
experience of Engprian affairs before holding the prefecture there, while the
aifainxmm: of the ex-Jew Alexander to the governorship of Judaea was an
obvious—if misguided—attempt at an homoeopathic cure.¥” The more
important aspect of this tendency, however, is the increasing employment of
Greeks with equestrian status in the branches of the procuratorial service to
which they were suited. This begins under Claudius.®® It was a new develop-
ment, and one which prcp.:uf:d the way for an altogether different arritude
towards the oriental provinces. It 15, however, to be noted that these Greeks
had to enter the procurarorial service, like any other knight, through the army
and the military tribunate.” The normal procedure is shown most clearly by
the titulses of C. Julius Spartiaticus: "proc. Caes. et Augustac, trib. mil., equo
publico exornato a dive Eﬂdiﬂ-' IWW S i
So, then, the equestrian administration grew up, if not haphazard, at
lease pitr.:cm:al, under Augustus and Tibertus. Oﬂici‘:ﬁ widely differing in the
duties which they performed and the authority which they wielded came into
being as the need arose. There were three main divisions of the equestrian
service before the Principate of Claudius, and in the formative period from
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A.D. 41 10 A.D. 69 these three branches were unified and welded into one
system. From widely disparate elements there emerged something that is
recognisably akin in some respects to the administrative systems of modern
states. Bur only in some respects, Seill the pmcurnmrinr system bore the
traces of its origin, and long remained only in part mechanical and regular,
It was created in the traditions of the old Republic as well as in the spirit of
the new monarchy, and in its workings can occasionally be discerned the
practical effects of chat wilfulness and licence which were said by the ancients
to be the main auributes of monarchy, but which were at times no less
characteristic of the late Republic. This was, however, a delusive a pearance.,
For finally, to controvert the ancient theorists, these traits vanished in the
highly developed bureaucracy of the second century., To this end Claudius
contributed more, by the establishment of a cursus and of the principles of
recruitment and preferment, than any other individual Princeps between
Augustus and Hadrian 20!
A. N. Suerwin-Warrs
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MORS IN VICTORIA

Tue relicf shown in Plate IA was among those transferred to the Terme
Museum from the Villa Ludovisi. where, abour 1460, Cassiano Dal Pozzo
caw it immured in the wall of a small building to the right of the entrance.
Its original provenience is unknown. In his caralogue of the Villa Ludovist
scﬂuimn‘c t Schreiber describes it as representing ‘a knight with two at-
tendants. . . . On the left a youth walks forward to the 1. He wears a
sleeved tunic girt at the waist, and shoes; and carries on his right shoulder a
short stave which has been broken off where the relief border is damaged.
He is represented almose en face, and turns his head backwards towards the
knighe. With his lefc hand he leads by the bridle a richly harnessed horse
saddled with a panther-skin. On the horse rides a young (beardless ?) man in
short-sleeved tunic and cloak, the latcer falling over his left forearm. He is
laureate, and holds the horse's rein in his left hand, while the righe is raised to
the level of his head. . . . There follows a bearded man wearing tunic and
shoes. In his lefc hand he holds the ¢nd of an object slung over his lefc shoulder
(probably a sack . . .), and in his right hand he lifts up a hemispherical
helmer * (the left cheek-piece broken off), in the act of placing it on the
knight's head.’

Paribeni,® for a reason discussed below, takes the rider to be an emperor,
and suggests that the slab may originally have come from a triumphal monu-
ment. Thete exist, however, other examples of the same subject where the
connection with a private citizen is confirmed by inscription.

The most notable of these is the relief of the knight T. Flavius in the
Lateran Museum,® (Place II) on which the arrangement of the Terme
relief is closely repeared, with the addition of two female figures on the left.
Aparc from these figures the only variation of importance is that here the
knight is nort yet crowned, bur about to receive a laurel-wreath, instead of a
helmer, from the pedisequus. The other features of the group remain un-

A Selurilir, T, Dié Ansikin Bidwerke der Vile L 4 Loterm Msesm 60, 977 Bermdoed-Schbne, Dis
iz, po. 3t Argiban Hitdwerks der Lateranensiichen Musems, o 3814

5 am be a helmer, and is faken 1o be 6o, g4y, CIL X1V, 167 Thi relict wan found o 1856
ome by Paribeni (Le Terme & Dicclegiane « il Mures  in the Via delie Tombe at Ostia ia front ofs
Hqiuuﬁﬂ-mmdnd.,p.:u},nnﬂus&:ﬁhu. vomb Nw;&?muﬂhﬂmﬂhdﬁhmdum

Bur the form i curions. yomb (CFL .M&Sﬂcdﬂi&.ﬂ.l’nﬂhltﬂi.x?.
& Op. il fax, sir., B0, 190 p- boxv, and Visconti in danall del Jnstizute, 1847, B- 394
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changed: the forward-stepping, backward-glancing eursor with stave, the rider
with raised right arm, the richly harnessed horse with panther-skin saddle, and
the pedisiquus carrying a sack over his shoulder. Schreiber cites two further ex-
amples of the scene, the originals of both of which appear to be lost, The
first, which was ar one time in the Giustiniani Gallery, 1s illustrated by
Inghirami %; the other is described in the catalogue of the old Musco Kircher-
tano.® Inghirami’s drawing (Fig. 1) shows a version in which the crown is
held b}' the eursor instead of the pedisequus, but otherwise, so far as one can
tell from such a reproduction, it follows the Terme and Lateran reliefs fairly

———— P =

Fia, 1. —Romas Fuwerar Revss
Afeer Inghitsmi, Momsmenti Eruacli, VI, pl. Ba.

closely. The Kircheriano example appeared on a sarco -lid, to the left
of myinsm-iption which gave F}m nmame of the dead: P(hlﬂ.gu':'iﬁus Lucianus,
knight. “The scene’, according ro Ruggiero, ‘represented a young knight
holding a crown in his hand. He was preceded by a youth CArTying a crown in
his right hand and a torch in his left, and followed by another also carrying a
torch and an object difficule to distinguish on his shoulder.” Schreiber had
no hesitation in identifying this object as a ‘full waller or sack,” and adds thac
it was slung over the left shoulder. The sarco gus of a knighr, M. Mynius
Lollianus, in the Louvre 7 provides an example in which both the attendants
;:nﬁmﬁgﬁmn:,pi Mﬁm relief, 30 far 38 T know, is not mentloned In

Resgia any of the Louvre caralogyses. It is In the Gallerie Mollien,
for informmion shour the low of this arad ki wmid an the label 10 have come from Monsicelll.
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CafTy Crowns; and finally ic is probably right to sec in the funeral relief of
another knight, M. Aurelius Verianus, in the Conservatori Palace,® the same
scene curtailed by the omission of the pedisequus.

Four out of five of these reliefs are proved by their inscriptions to have
commemorated knights, and the representaion of a knight on horseback
might fairly be said to explain itself, But I think Wilpert * is cercainly right
when he sees in the scene not only an allusion to the status of the dead in
this world, but a symbolic representation of the fate of his soul in the next.
That a knight's soul should prefer trrmels xerrievan is not surprising,

Neither the idea nor the representation of the soul's last journey originated
in Rome. Greek funeral art, it is true, prcfm:d to emphasise the leave-
taking from this world rather than the journey to the next, but in Etruscan
art the journey irself is represented with a great variety of symbolism, and
the idea must have had a peculiar fascination for Etrruscan escharological
thought. Its survival into Roman times is not surprising, for folklore of this
kind lives smhbomlr on among the pf:uplc, undisturbed by the flucruations of
politics and philosophies. More une ed is the fact that the Roman
representation of the idea is so closely oreshadowed on Etruscan monuments
that a continuous tradicion must be supposed for the iconography of the
scene no less than for the belief which inspired it, The Volterran urn ¥
shown in Fig. 2 anticipates the whole scheme of the Roman reliefs: the
eursor with forward step and backward glance leading the horse by the bridle,
the slow-stepping horse itself with raised forcleg and, bringing up the rear,
the pedisequus with 3 sack over his shoulder. There are, however, two notable
differences, not of iconography but of content, in the Etruscan version of the
scene. The cursor appears in the guise of the sombre psychagogue Charun, and
the rider neither wears nor is offered a crown. The scene 1s closely repeated on
other urns, and must have been a commonplace of the Erruscan funeral
repertory. There are, too, many variations on the theme. On some, ! for
instance, the artendancs (they are here winged Lasas) carry torches, fore-
shadowing the Kircheriano version; on others ** they are armed with daggers
and instruments of torture which find no place in the Roman versions. But
all are clearly derived from a single iconographic type; and equally clearly
this same type lies behind the Roman examples.

The Etruscan versions cannot well be later than the end of the second

T ?;“' Scalprare in the Conteryotori  wnd coe I PRIRIR: 1 IXIX 4, LXX 4, LXXI §,
o ; Grissiomi, wext . 18- LXXI 7

“M?Mﬁ&ﬂrtfﬁ&nﬁ;[ﬂ,lﬂl= i Kisyee, op. it 111, LXIX 5, LXX1 6.
- B3, filg. 14 Kirme cites four similss stamples in sculpruee



30 THE BRITISH SCHOOL AT ROME

century 5.c., while the Roman reliefs are probably all to be dated in the firsc
half of the third century after Christ. The intervening gap of some three
hundred years is bridged by no surviving monuments; and one can only
suppose (L: during that long period the iconographic tradition was preseryed
in the popular but perishable art of [Pa.in:ing on wood which handed down a
rl.:icrl:ory of illustrations not only for triumphs, but for funerals and many
other occasions as well 18

And the same supposition must be made to explain why the composi-

) L

Fig, s.—Vocrerran UrN, sfter Koroe, & Rilievi dells Urne Erruechy, TIT, LXX, 2.

tional scheme of these versions of the last journey is also used for imperial
scenes of Adventws and Profetio. The close relations 1p of these scenes, as they
are represented on coin-types (Plate I, B and C), to the scene on the Terme
relief led Paribeni to identify the rider on the lacter as an emperor, but its even
closer relationship wich the Roman versions of the lase journey—particularly che
Lateran relief—suggests thac here, too, it is not an emperor riding in eriumph,
but a dead knight riding to the underworld. Bur, emperor or kaighe, the
fact remains that the same compositional scheme is used for a funeral and 2

" O s lost st sz Haoul-Rocherie, Pafa. n!mthmﬁmﬁm:dm.ﬂuhu'w
wmw i . {’

PP v 4 .
spdiamike in Rom," RM; 193132, vol.  nell' Are Sepolersle Ronsuns' Readicomal i, Iﬁ:
36, 37, pp. B . M:;Erlnqwbmm:h:hmy Aecad, 111, p. 61,
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rriumphal scene; and this is most easily explained if the scheme was part of
the stock-in-trade of Roman popular art which vaid:d ilustration for
funeral and triumph indifferently. One would, in fact, expect thar, in a
eraditional and uncreative arr of this kind, a scheme invented for one scene
<hould, whenever convenient, be frugally transferred to another, without,
howeyer, implying any cransference of ideas. The Etruscan prototypes prove
that the eursor-knight-pedisequus arrangement was used to express the eschato-
logical belief symbolised in the last journey long before it was used for

tus and Profectio scenes and its adapration m Roman times to these
scenes of triumphal character can have been no more than an unsignificant
borrowing. But as soon as the triumphal association of the scene became
familiar, a new significance must at once have atrached to its continued use as a
funeral scene.

And this u:iump[uf element (which was thus in a sense fortuitously
introduced into the Roman version of the last journey) we find deliberately
reinforced by a modification of the Etruscan prototype which must corre-

to a modification of belief. The Etruscan soul, guided on its way by a
malevolent Charun, rides as a reluctant vicum towards an underworld
threatening all the rterrors of the Etruscan imagination. It is far from a
triumphal progress. The Roman, on the other hand, rides sadly bur in state,
attended by servants * and honoured with the symbols of victory, the crown,
the helmet ¥ and the saddle of panthcr-skin.” And on the Lateran relief we
see that the end of the journey leads the soul into the presence of Pro-

serpine ¥ :
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It is this popular expectation of apotheosis after death which transforms
the Etruscan version into the Roman and sets heaven in the place of hell ac
the end of the journey. And apotheosis also obliterates the distincrions which
separate the emperor and commoner here on carth. In life the emperor alone
is divine and entitled to the divine honours of a triumph, but death confers
divinity on every purified soul and initiates a triumph in which commoners
and emperors ride as equals. It is because they are "gods, no longer mortals’
that the knights on these reliefs are privileged to receive triumphal honours
after death.

Escharological beliefs of this kind were deeply influenced by the mystery
religions, and particularly by Orphism, buc their significance was too uni-
versal to be confined witltin the limits of any single body of doctrine. 1:1
represent an alteration in the attitude of a whole ciyilisation ro life and d
and the new outlock, whatever it owed to the mystery religions, became the
distinctive encouragement of Christianity and Pauline mysticism. ™

D. E. L. Haynes

9 Curm anter morteldbocinduernit mmoralistem, unc et sermo qui soriprus est: Absorprs e mors i viceosa,



FORMAL ORNAMENT ON LATE ROMAN AND EARLY
BYZANTINE SILVER!

Tue silver plate of the late Roman and early Byzantine period is
characterised by formal engraved ornament of an unusual and easily recognis-
able kind. The morives used in this ornament consisted art first of the quatre-
foil diaper, several forms of rosette, strips of tongue pattern, heart-shaped
leaves, and groups of leaves variously arranged. In later examples the charac-
teristic motive is 2 patcern of palmertes; each unit joined to the next by the
smallest side leaf, which surrounds a central panel or in one case (no. 6 infra)
ormaments the body of a round vessel. This last stage has been deale with by
Matzulewitch: 2 but as the examples of this type of plate have never been
studied as a whole, they are collected here.

I. Gold. 1. Findspot; Petrossa, Rumania. Round gold dish, diam. 56 cms.; a strip
of wnirs of tongue pattern, divided by a zig-zag line.
Formerly in the Umversity Muscum, Bucarest, now 7 in the Hermirnge.
Odobesco, ¢ Trésor de Petrossa, i, 8g ff.
1. Silver. 2. Findspot; Ballinrees, near Colerine, N. Treland.

a. Fragment of a dish, 8 x 7-5 cms.; quatrefoil diaper, rosette (pl. HI, fig. 1)

b, Stmilar fragment, 1:6 cms.; quatrefoil diaper.
Brirish Museum. Scotr Porter, Ulster Journal of Aschaeology, I1, 1854, 18z:
Walters, Catalogue of Silver Plate in the British Museurs, 54~55, nos. 222, 213
Haverfield, Emglish Historical Review, XXXVIIL, 1913, 1 ff.: Curle, The
Treasure of Traprain Law, 6, 107: Ridgeway, Journal of Roman Snudies, XIV,
tors, 123 IL: Tozzi, Rivista di Archacologia Cristiana, IX, 1932, 300
Mattingly-Pearce, Antiguity, 1937, 39 fF.

5. Findspot; Traprain Law, Scotland.

a. Fragment of a vase, h. 10 ins.; leal pattern.
National Museum of Antiquiries of Scodland, Curle, op. «ir., 21, no. 3, pl.
VIII: Drexcl, Germunia, 1N, 1925, 123, fig. 3 Peirce-Tyler, L'Art Byzantin,
vol. i, 55, pl. 62.

b, Fragment of a basin, diam. 20 ins.; leaf pattesns.
Curle, op. eit., 32, no. 19, pl. XV.

- Dish. diam, 12 ins.; leaf and rongue patcerns (pl. 11, fg. 2).
Curle, op. sit., 36, no. 30, pls. XVII-XVIIL: Drexel, op. i, 124, fig. 5:
Tozi, op. ¢it., 300: Peirce-Tyler, op. air-, 55. pl. 6o Henry, Josrnal of the
Royal Seeiety of Antiguaries of Ireland, LXVI, 1936, 215,

L F Gom ik ish the phi which  Mumcuma 1o which the objects bele
iiatsahe this o 90, B e i of the ks dAniey VR
F
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d. Fragment of a dish, diam. 115 ins.; quatrefoil diaper, leaf pacterns.
Curle, op. ¢it., 39, no, 31, pls. XIX, XXXVIL.
¢. Fragment of a dish, diam. 17 ins.; quarrefoil diaper, leaf patterns (pl. IV,
'3
Curllfnp.}dr...;u. no. 32, pl. XIX: Tozzi, op. cit., 309: Peirce-Tyler, op. cit.,
53, pl. 61a.
F anmpmt of a square-topped vessel, ¢. 5v5 ins. sq.; leaf patremns.
Cule, op. rir,, 40, no. 34, pls. XXII, XXXVI.
g Fragment of a vessel; quatrefoul roserce, leaf parrerns.
Curle, op. ¢if., 50, no. 45.
b. Fragment of a square vessel, c. 1 3+5 ins. sq.; leaf patterns.
Cutle, op. air., 59, no. 86, pl. XXXVIII.
J+ Fragment of a square vessel; quatrefoil diaper, leaf pareerns,
Curle, op. cit,, 60, no, 87,
k. Fragment of a vessel; quatrefoil diaper, leaf and rongue patrerns.
Curle, op. dit., 71, no, Lo7-
L. Fragment of a platter, L. 6:75 ins.; leaf pattern.
Curle, op. ¢it,, 72, no. 108, pls. XXVII, XXXVIIL
m. 7 Comer of the mounting for a wooden box, L. 2:25 ins.; quatrefoil diaper,
leaf patcern.
Curle, op. dir., 75, no. 110.
n. Fragment of a dish; quatrefoil diaper, leaf parcern.
Curle, op. cit., 82, no. 136.
o. Fragment of a dish; quatrefoil disper, leaf pattetn.
Curle, op. cit., 83, no. 130.
4+ Findspor; Mileham, Norfolk. Square dish, 37-5 ins. sq; leaf and tongue
trerms.
BnnEE Museum. Archaclogia, XXIX, 1842, 389, pl. 42: Fox, Archare-
logical ,'ngmm‘. 1839, 340: Walters, ap. dit., 23, no. 87, pl. XIV: Drexel,
op. cit., hg. 7.
5. Findspor; Esquiline Hill, Rome.
. RE?::& dish, diam. 22-5 ins.;; quatrefoil diaper, hearr-shaped leaves, leaf
paccerns (pl. IV, fig. 4).
Brinish Museum. Visconti, Lettera, 1827 edn., pl. XVII: Dalton, Catalopue
of Early Christian Antiguities in the Britisk Musanm, 69, no. 310: Pogloyan
Neuwall, Rémiszhe Mittheilungen, XLV, 1930, 1334, fig. 2: Toz=, op. di.,
280, 300.
k. Round flar dish, diam. 10 ins.; rosettes and an engraved panel.
Visconti, op. Er.. ple XXI: Dalton, ep. ¢ir., 70,n0, 311: Pogloyan Neawall,
ap. sit., 134, fig. 3.
6. Findspot; Church -l;gf the 88, Quattro Coroman, Rome. Vessel known as the
Reliquary of the Head of Saint Sebastian, h. 19 cms.; row of
Museo Sacro dellz Bibliorecs Vancana, Mufioz, Stadi Romuni, T, 1911,
197 ff.: Liebeacre, Milanges darchiologie et d'bistoive, XXXI11, 1913, 479 .,
with earlier bibliography: Riegl-Zunmermann, Die Spitrimizhe Kuns-
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industrie, parc 2, 1923, 80—1: Matzulewitch, op. ¢it., 118 Volbach, Bolletina
d'Arte, Feb. 1937, 344-

7. Findspor; Hill of St. Louts, Carthage. Bowl, diam.
cf. no, 2a.
British Museum. Dalton, op. &it., 70, no. 357.
8. Findspot; Hammersdorf, East Prussia. Fragment of a dish; quarrefoil diaper,
palmettes surrounided by a ribbon strip.
Prussia Museum, Konigsberg, Hirschield, Sitgungsherichre der Alterthums-

66 ins,; 8-foil rosette,

Map To SHOW INSTIUNUTION OF LATE ROMAN AND EARLY Byzasrrss Sivon OpjecTs
{for Nimbers see Text)-

geellschaft von Prewssen, 11, 1886, 77, pl. VIII: Willers, Die Brongeeimer von
Hemmoor, 174: Drexel, Bonner Jabrbiicber, CXVIII, 1909, 192, no. 48: Ebert,
Sitzungsherichte ete., XXIV, 1923, 155, no. &: Drexel, Germaniz, 9, 1925,
125, fig. 8: Marzulewicch, op. «it., 118, fig. 31.
g- Findspor: Alt-Ofen, Budapest, Vase, h. 36 cms., diam. 14 cns,; leaf and rongue
parrerns (pl. V, figs. 5-0).
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna, Unpublished. Shortly to be published

in Die Bronzegefisse von Pannerien, by A. Radnoti, in the series Dissertationss
Pannonicae.
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10. Findspor; Polgardi, Hungary. Tripod; heart-shaped leaves, leaf patterns.
Magyar %ﬂu:&rrl:;c:i MEmum, gﬂzpﬁn Pulfpzktdy. Archacolopiai Kizlemenyek,
13, 2, 1830, 1 .
1. FindsPur;P;I{?mi:.
a. Dish, diam. 32 cms.; rosette with units of leaf pattern (pl. VI, fig. 7).
b. Dish, diam. 43-8 cms:; rosette.
¢ Dish, diam. 41 ems.; formal pattern in central medallion, tongue parrern.
Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum, Budapest, Jelentés a Magyar Nemgeti Muzeum,
1908, 42 fF., figs. 2-8 (in Magyar); Peirce-Tyler, op. it., 55, pl. 61b.
12. Findspot; Unknown. Dish, diam. c. 15 ins.; medallion with roserte,
triangles, heart-shaped leaves.
Prince Paul Museum, Belgrade. Unpublished.
t3. Findspot; Boroschany, Rumania. Spoon; palmettes.
? Hermirage. Matzulewireh, op. cit., 118:
14. Findspot; Church of 5. Sophia, Softa. Found during excavations. Square box,
h. ¢ 3ins.; quarreforl diaper, leaf patterns {pl. VI, hg. 8).
Archnwfuglcal Museum, Sotia. Filow, L' Eplise de Ste. Sophie & Sofia, 702,
ph VIII, 1—4. LeBlant, C. R, de I" Acad. des Inscriptions, 42, 1896, 291.
15. Findspor; sza! Palace, Athens, Found in the grave of a Priest of Isis. Six-
sided box, h. 8 cms; leaf parterns and engraved panels (pl. VI,

- 9).
Museum fiir Antike Kleinkunst, Munich, Ross, Archiologische Awfsatze,
I, 1855, 37: Roeder, s.v, Isis in Pauly-Wissows, Realencyclopedie, vol. g,
2, ol 231 3: Sieveking, Miinchener Jabrbuch, New Series, 1X, 1932, 1 .
16. Findspot; Sludka, Gavt. of Perm, Russia. Dish, diam. 41 cns.; palmettes, sur-
rounding a central medallion with a scene of a horse,
Hermitage, Maczulewirch, op. cit., 4, no. 5, 115 ff., citing earlier biblio-
phy: Rosenberg, Die Geldschmiede Merkzeicken, srd edn., vol. 4, 702-3.
17. Findspot; Kertch, South Russia. Vase; heart-shaped leaves, leaf parterns.
Hermutage. Archdologische Angeiger, 1903, 60, fig. 6.
18. Fidspot; Antioch. Box, 1, 10 cms;: quatrefoil diaper, rosetre.
Aboucassem Collection. Diehl, Syria, VII, 1926, 111, no. 23, ple XXII:
Peirce-Tyler, op. cit., vol. 2, 109, pl. 1244,
1g, Findspot: unknown. Fragment of a disfl. diam. 38 cms. ; roserre.
Historical Museum, Moscow. Marzulewicch, op. at, 17, figs. 29-30.
20. Findspot; unknown. Three dishes; palmertes surrounding 2 medallion, of. no. 16
L. VII, hg. 10}
! Mumu'ﬁ. A - Guide to the Benaki Museurn, 1936, 33.

The ornamental motives on these objects are of two distince types. In
date the groups overlap, but the first is centred in the fourth~fifth centuries,
COmPprising nos. 1-5, 7, 9-12, 14, 15, 17—19; the second, nos. 6, 8,2 13, 16, 20,
in the sixth century.

4 Dt by Ebert (gp. iz, 179) 1o the foursh century,
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The stamps on the back establish the Byzantine origin of no. 16, an origin
which may be extended to the whole of this group.! The Hammersdorf
dish (no. 8) and the Botoschany spoon (no. 13) may be as early as the end
of the 4th century ; the remaining objects belong to the éth or in the case
of nos. 204~ possibly to the 7th century. Four vases in the Nagy-Szent-
Miklos treasure ® illuserate the same motive copied in a different technique;
while another barbarian copy, dating from about A.D. 1000, 15 2 dish from
Zalesie in Galicia,® also in the Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna.

The provenance of the first group is not so certain. While most authorities
suggest a Western origin, under Alexandrian influence, for the Coleraine,
Traprain Law, and Esquiline treasures, Pogloyan Neuwall * argues for the
Byzantine origin of no. 54; Sieveking 8 regards the engraved ornament on no. 15
as Eastern; while Dichl seems to assume the Syrian origin of no. 18 o need
no word of demonstration.

The whole character of the group, with its preference for geometric
otnament used alone (the number of pieces on which it is combined with
figure ornament is small), speaks against the Eastern theory. Why postulace
an imagt Eastern tnfluence when a simplrr explanation, for which positive
evidence can be cited, is s0 much nearer ac hand? The objects with a fourth—
fifth-century dare in group one have an almost exclusively Western distribu-
tion; and though it may be objected that the Coleraine and Traprain Law
objects are hoards and not treasures, the coin evidence * points 10 Gaul as the
place from which they were removed.

The form of no. g is one which was common in the Western Empire in
the third—fifth centuries. Parallel examples in silver have been found at
Chaource 1 and in the Traprain Law treasure M one in bronze is in the Wall-
raf Richartz Museum in Cologne. Pottery examples, possibly made ac
Worms, date from the end of the third century onwards**; and there are
numerous glass lels dated to the fourth century. Two examples of a
slight variant of the form, in silver, have been found ar Aquincum® and

Apahida in Siebenbtirgen, 1 The body and handle of the Kertch vase, no. 17,

¢ The silver amphom from Perciérping (Matzulowih,
ops cit., pl. 39, fig. 24) shews 3 cone=mporary sl similir
vemitm of the motive.
b Hampel, Der Goldfund we=  Nugy-Spear Mikios,
A 1,89, 13-13
L Mmmm- Monzmuntz, 1, no. 11y,
E: 5 %3 L uwp. it 118} Jakimirwice,
n;l-rmw- doviiin, ST, 1935 137 (French

ro ity | T
'O;d:.:;.,

* ‘Seor expecially Ridgeway, o an

10 Woliers, op. b, 35, M0 LET

i Curle, op, cit., 13, 0oy 1: See alse Matmbewinch, e
Sépuivere o' Roi Bardare en Erape Orienscle, 11y i,

;ﬁhtwﬁ.
Whesler, Carabynees of the Loudin Mosem, s 3,

1y L

1 Hamnpel, Aliervhdmer des friken Miseealiers, 1L, 44,
I.'[I.‘-pl. 17: Alrchosolyray Ergeated, 1837, 03

1 Hampel, wp. sie., 11, 3940, III, pli. y3-43 Archase-
dngiai Ervesicd, 1585, 1oy-30: ooy, I, Bl ma.
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are of this type; but the foot resembles that of a second vase in the same find,1®
an example of unknown provenance in the Altes Museum, Berlin,®® and an
example from Aeclanum in the Cabinet des Medailles, wicth a Latin inscrip-
tion round the neck. 17

The ornamental motives of the first fype point even more clearly to a
Western origin.  Three of the motives—the quarrefoil diaper, the rosette, the
tongue pattern—though their origin was Eastern, were too widespread in Roman
art for an argument on the provenance of an object to be based on the evidence
of their presence alone. The quatrefoil and the rosecte were favourite motives
on geometric mosaics, and examples in this medium have been found in all
parts of the Empire. The rongue pattern was common in various mediums,
mcluding metal-work. OFf the two remaining patterns classified above, the
row of I1ﬂn4hapcd leaves was a motive widespread in Sassanian art from the
fourth century onwards.*® Its origin, however, is Mediterranean, and is rather
to be sought i the row of ivy leaves, which was a variant of the more common
ivy wreath 19

The leaf patterns present a different problem. The origin of the simplest
of them, which is the plain wreath, is obyious: parallel examples engraved on
metal-work were popular at this period when craftsmen were ormamenting
dishes with a central medallion surrounded by a wreath, on a plain ground. 2
The other leaf patterns are of a freer and more flowing type, far removed from
the exact formalism of the arnament of Roman mosaic pavements, It is chis
frh:z character which gives the clue to che origin of this type of ornament asa
whole.

Odobesco,™ after examining the ornament on the gold dish no. 1 swpra,
suggested that it was a barbarian co y of various types of Roman ornament.
The suggestion, in this connexion, has been overlooked by the later scholars
who have soughr an exclusively Mediterranean origin. But comparison with
another type of Ronunu-b:l.rz::im metal-work, the group of Kerbschnire
bronzes, suggests that Odobesco's theory has a more general application.

.,
erichae, XXXVIH, 1957, ol  Gerhurd, Esmuukisehe Spisgel, ply XCVI, COCLXXKY
u?!.: Mmmv.fﬂ-.loﬂ pl #5, 5 24 CDXIV, CDXXIX: l.-u,p:rtmqr.'fm .SmE:
" Garruect, i el Arga E‘rl'niuar.%’!,ﬂ.qﬁm ?n.mﬁ..pL?lI:Wupe.Mﬂ;MMplj.
y : j A e whmmﬂq-m:pnﬂhduhlmm
n Dnmﬂ-tﬂhiﬂmﬂhﬁumh&nm, ut Nimes : a similir motive, exphiined in the text m & rowr
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The Kerbschnitr bronzes 2 have been found in Britain, and on a line stretching
along the Limes as far as Pannonia, the greac majority of them in or near
military stations. Examples from findspots ourside the Empire are very rare.
The motives they display are nearly :.ﬁo of classical origin ®—S§ rows, spiral
waves, palmette motives, peltae, triskeles and tetraskeles, quateefoil diapers,
rosettes, and tongue pacterns (pl, VIII, fig. 11). Their dating is still somewhat
vague; Ricgl* considers them middle rather than lare Roman; Behrens *
would incline ro date the group more ro the fourth century, and the presence
;:f Kerbschnitr pieces in both the Coleraine and Traprain treasures supports
s view.

Supposing Behrens to be right, the silver and the Kerbschnitr groups
would be contemporary. In the grave in which no. 15 supra was found there was
a coin of Constantius I (a.D. 337-61); and no. 17 was found rogether with
coins and two silver disks ® of the same Emperor, Coin evidence also dates
the deposit of the Coleraine and Traprain Law treasures to the earliest years
of the fifth century; and the pieces in the E uiline treasure are contemporary
with them. Both groups have the same genera character, the use of old motives
in a new setting and technique. Further, the technique of the greac majority
of pieces in the silver group is such that a technical connexion with the Kerb-
schnitt group may be postulated. The characteristic of the technique of
nos. 1, 2a-b, 360, 4, 54, 7, 8. 12, 14, 15, 18 supra is the use of a gouge. The
units of the various patterns have been gouged and then outlined with a lightly
used engraving-tool. The resulting effect, especially on the quatrefoil diaper,
one of the most common motives on bﬂtil( groups, resembles a very flat
Kerbschnite cut surface.®

As carly as the third century, craftsmen were ornamenting objects with
engraved motives only. These were frequently filled with niello.® In the
rreasure of Chaource there is one flured dish ** ornamented with a large six-foil
rosette engraved in outline, and with 2 plain gouged line running along the
inside of each of the outlines. Roman silversmiths' work of the later period
provides no further examples of this technique. The disk of Theodosius, on
which large surfaces are covered with geometric motives, does not display it.
But two silver objects of Germanic origin show that it was practised by che

# Schy Alisrdischs K, 1935, 1674 Riegl, W Phiarmelnanly, np o, fo: Delbeikcl, Spdumiike
oy h waisrie, MI.: ;Wm_ 3 .'Cm-rn fﬂl_;-_m. 14T, e 515 e e peciod |7
M 4 ACErRLE a i adny o D1 =
KXV, IQE., 13 fi:t Bebwens, Fassacheift Kael Sohamacder, sich mﬂ'mm

mg. 1y Eg. Walier, ap. o, n0% ryr=3 (Chatasngn), 171,
o o dib., 2, S L, 1 ﬂ(dm}] g:mﬂh. Bocphure Cinuraram, B3, ple

¥ et ok :-f ~11 (the Hhesapos dish),
® Op ct., 3y ™ Wahare, ap. ar.; 43, nos 168, pl XXV (2 a0, 145
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barbarians. A round ornamental disk on a spatha, found in Cologne, has one
face covered with a quatrefoil diaper, gouged in this manner, and originally
filled with niello: round the side-edge 1s a row of heart-shaped leaves, also
niello-filled. A square plaque from Sackrau,® in a find dated to the late chird
or early fourth century, is ornamented with an identical diaper, gouged and
nicllo-filled, The workmanship on this example s much more careful. These
two objects would thus form a technical link between the Roman silver and the
Germanic Kerbschnite groups, and in the absence of contemporary Roman
evidence suggest the latter as the source of mspiration for the former: a sug-
gestion borne out by the facc thar in both groups there are pieces on which
the typical ornament s combined with figure representations on engraved
panels, in the one case six examples cited by Behrens (¢.g. pl. IX, hig. 12), in the
other nos. sband 15 supra.

But further than this the evidence does not go. The picces in this silver
group are oo scattered and too various in the character and standard of the
work for it to be possible to name a centre from which the style might
have spread. Nos. 2a-b, 3a-0o, and sa bear a close and obvious re-
semblance; no. 11 15 closely connected with them, and the technical
prmlinri?- of nos. 3b—r—that the gouged pattern has not been outlined—
appears also on no. 4. These pieces are the most striking of the group, and
are probably of Iralian origin, as is no. 7. The remaining pieces are technically
not nearly on the level of the Coleraine, Traprain Law, and Esquiline treasures,
and illustrate how the style was adapred by the various provinces; except in
the case of no. 17, there is no compelling reason for supposing that they have
been imported, in the course of trade ar otherwise, from a distant centre, and
in each case they are probably local work. No. 15 displays a difference in
technique. The leaves are not gouged, but engraved in ourline and then gile.
The engraved busts of the Deiries of the Week, and especially the fact that
here 1t is the figure ornament, instead of the geomerric, which is the im nc
feature, give this piece a different flavour from the others. Sieveking claims it
as Greek work; and though he offers no more positive grounds than his own
belief m the Greek gentus, this difference in character as well as in technique
suggests an Eastern origin, which is borne out by a comparison with a dish
from Concesti with busts: in medallions ** and the series of mosaic personi-
hication busts excavated ac Antioch 3®

" K, Ronner Jabrbicher, XUIX, 18g8, 33, nose 2: [ VII, noe 8 Liodenachmide, it IV,
R iridaduchinid, kit s Hebanker Vogde, Do 3 b U
v |E~ﬁmhm:. Nielle pumt Jode 1ooe, 36 8. B Mamdentich, ap.
Cnd}:n, Aewees Foownsions, 400, g, 183 8 Amoch on the O

! ft, 138,
G Massisc,
8 Geempler, Die Zwnite sndd Deisee Fuesd azs Sackeas, muotes, 11, Carslgue of Aunsics
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The rechnical connexion with the Kerbschnitt bronzes to which the
evidence points suggests that the origin of this type of formal ornament is
to be sought in the contact of Germanic and Roman clements. The dis-
tribution of the examples of the firsc group coincides in general with that
of the bronzes; the later examples of this group (nos. 14,* 18,% 19 %) are
Eastern. The connection between the groups is best seen in no, 8 which
has the characteristic ornament of both; and it is clear that the palmettes of
the second are a Byzantine development of the type of four-foil rosetre, which
appears on the first Coleraine fragment, the Anrioch box, and the Moscow
dish, which all belong to the first.

G, L. Brerr

Posrscrier.

The excavation and publication of the Sutton Hoo barrow have raken
place since this article was in proof. The process I have tried ro trace here
is another example of the change in the technique of Late Roman silver
pointed out by Dr. Kiczinger (Antiguity, 1940, 43-4)% in connexion with
the ‘Anastasius’ dish from Surton Hoo, a change which was in both cases
(ibid., 46—7) the result of the contact of Germanic and Roman clements
mentioned above. The set of small silver bowls from Sutron Hoo 15 spcciaﬂ}'
interesting, as their main decorative morive is the quatrefoil, one of the
most common motives of group one supra. Dr. Kitzinger implies (ibid.,
53) thar the quatrefoils on the two bowls with six-pointed stars belong to a
series in which the earlier examples were embossed. As against this 1 would
suggest that the technique of the other bowls points to the theory that the
whole set is in the linc of development of the Romano-Germanic examples
of the pattern and their Kerbschnicr proto that here, in fact, we sce a
new stage in the interplay of barbarian .-mg Roman elements; the type of
ornament developed by the contact of German and Roman is seen at Sutton
Hoo and at Nagy-Szent-Miklos in the hands of other tribes who cannot
have been German, and developed the original quatrefoil into something at
first sight quite different.

¥ Filow,ep.cit 73,001 % 1 y Gith cenrory.” 8 On die back of which are smmps dated by Masaile-
St o e i Gl ey 5 i, g s b



GILDAS : SOME TEXTUAL NOTES AND CORRECTIONS
1. De Passrresra,

The Preface to the Penitential of Gildas has hitherto been found in only one
MS., preserved in the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris (= Lar. 3182),
This MS, isa large parchment codex of the tenth—eleventh centuries, containing
a collection of canons, decretals, penitential fragments, etc. taken from many
sources, ¢.g. the Collectio Canonum Hibernensis, the Lex Salica, ete.!
After an extrace on pp. 279—80 headed ‘Item synodus sapientia sic de decimis
disputant’, the Gildasian preface follows on p- 280 with 'Incipic prefacio
Gildae de poenitentia’, concluding on p. 281 with 'huc usque Gildas incipic
nunc sinodus aquilonalis Brianniae’, Most editions of this itential are
reprines of F, Wasserschleben’s text.® Based on a collation y Dr. Kause,
it is defective from the standpoint of readings and palaeographical
information.®

The following collation has wrilised, apparently for the first time, a
newly-discovered MS. of the penitencial, now in the Bibliothéque Municipale
at Cambrai (= No. 625, . 52—53)." If the catalogue date, viz. sace. ix, is
correct, then this MS. is carlier than Paris Lac, 3182.%

i
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Tue Texr.
Incipic Prazfatio Gildae de Poenitentia.

(i) Presbiter aut diaconus faciens fornicationem naturalem sive sodomitam
prelato ante monachi voto III annis poeniteat; veniam omni hora roget,
superpositionem factet in unaquaque ebdomada exceptis L diebus post
passionem; pane sine mensura et ferculo aliquatenus butiro inpinguato die

5 dominico, ceteris vero diebus paxmati i;ms mensura €t MisO parvum in-
pinguato, horti holeribus, ovis paucis, britannico formello wtatur, himina
romana lactis pro fragilitate corporis istius aevi, tenuclae vero vel balthurae
lactis sextario romano sitis gratia et aguac ralimpulo, si operarius est.
Lectum non multo feno instructum habear; per III XL mas superaddat

to aliquid, prout virtus eius admiserit. Semper ex intimo corde deflear culpam
suam, oboedientiam pre omnibus libentissime excipiar, post annum et
dimedium eucharistiam sumat et ad pacem veniac, psalmos cum fratribus
canat, ne poenitus anima tanto tempore caelestis medicinae intereat.

(i) Si quis inferiore gradu positus monachus, III annis poeniteat,

15 sed mensura gravetur panis. Si operarius, sextarium de lacre romanum et
alium de tenucla et aquam quantum sufficiat pro sitis ardore sumat.

(iii) Si vero sine monachi voto presbiter aut diaconus peccaverit, sicut
monachus sine gradu sic poeniteat.

(iv) Si aurem peccatum volueric monachus facere, anno et dimedio ;

20 haber tamen abas iuius rei moderandae facultatem, st oboedientia eius

placita fueric Deo et abati suo.
(v) Antiqui pacres XII presbitero et VII diacono poenitentiae statuere.
(vi) Monachus furatus vestem vel aliquam rem Il annis ut supra
poeniteat, si junior est; si senior, anno integro. Si vero monachus non fuerir,

2§ aeque anno et maxime 11 XLsimus.
(vit) Si monachus exundante ventre evomerit sacrificium in die, cenam

suam non presumag, et si non infirmitatis causa VII superpositionibus,
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si infirmitatis et non voracitatis causa IIT superpositionibus deleat
culpam,
F(a:i'ii) St autem non sacrificium, diei superpositione et mulea increpatione
plectarur,
5 (ix) Si casu negligens quis sacrificium aliquod perdar, per I XLmas
peniteat, relinquens illud feris er aliribus devorandum,
(x) St quis autem ebrietatis causa psallere non porest stupens elinguis,
cena privatur,
(xi) Peccans cum pecode, anno; si tpse solus, I XLmas diluac culpam.
10 (xit) Qui communicaverit a suo abate excommunicato, XL,
(xiit) Manducans morticinam inscius, XL .
(xiv) Sciendum est tamen quod quanto quis tempore moratur in peccatis,
tanto ei augenda Poenitentia est.
(xv) Si cui inponitur opus aliquod et contemptus gratia illud non fecerir,
13 cena careat; si yero oblivione, demedium cotidiani victus,
(xvi) Si autem sumar alterius opus, illud notum faciac abati cum
verecundia, excepto eo nullo audiente et sic peragat, si iubetur,
(xvii) Nam qui iram corde multo tem retinet, in morte est; si
autem confitetur peccarum, XL ieiunet, et si ultra in peccato persistar, IT XL,
20 et si idem fecerit, abscidatur 2 corpore sicut membrum putredum, quia furor
homicidium nutric.
(xviii) Offensus quis ab aliquo debet hoc indicare abati, non tamen
accusantis, sed medentis affectu, et abas decernac.
(xix) Qui non occurrit ad consummacionem, canat VII in ordine
0s; Si excitatus veniac post ‘misam, quicquid cantaverunt replicer ex
25 ordine frares. Si vero ad secundam Venerit, cena carear,
(xx) Si quis errans commoraverir aliquid de verbis sacris whi periculum
adnotatur, triduanum aue 111 superpositiones faciar,
(xx1) St sacrum terra tenus negligendo ceciderit, cena carear.
(xxii) Qui voluntate obsceno liquore maculatus Fueric dormiendo, si
30 cervisa et carne habundat cenubium, IIT noctis horis stando vigilet, si sane
virtutis est, Si vero pauperem victum habetr, XX VIIT aur XXX psalmos canet
stando suplex, aut opere extraordinario pendat.
(xxii1) Pro bonis regibus sacra debemus offerre, pro malis nequaquam.
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(xxiv) Presbiteri vero pro suis episcopis non prohibentur offerre.

(xxv) Qui arguitur pro aliquo delicto et quasi inconsultans refrenatur,
cena careat.

(xxvi) Qui sarculum perfrangic et ante fracturam non habuit, aut illud
extraordinario opere restituat aut s nat.

(xxvii) Qui widerit aliquem ex eribus abatis transgredi precepta,
deber abatem non celare, sed ante admoneat peccantem, ut solus quod male
agit conficeatur abati, non tam dilator quam veritatis regulae exsecutor
inveniatur,

Huc usque Gildas.

CONTRACTIONS.
The more important are :
aliquid = aliqd P; aliquod = aliqd P, alig C; autem = aut; deo =do C;
est = P, € C; episcopis = epis; fratres = frs: mensura = msura C;

nequaquam = nequaq P; non=n; omnibus = omib; P, omnib; C;
opus =of: C: per- = p-; prc—(Prat-} = ﬁ; Prcsbtt:r = Frbrr G, prbi(gen.) P;
privatur = puatur C; pro = p C; quando=qndo P, qnd C (both =
quanto); quasi = qgsi P; quia=gq C; quod = qd; secundam = scdam P;
sicut = sic C; super = sup; tamen = tam P, tam (once = tn) C; ter =1 C;
tur =7; uel =1C; uero=uC.

ORTHOGRAPHY.

P accussantis P¥, caelestis, cgma, cgnubium, cummunicauerit, dilator,
dimedium (and -io) and demedium (once), eui, inpingato (once), misam
(‘miass”), monacus (twice, once = manacus, P*), neglegens, oboedientia,
poeniteat {pen- P*, once), poenitus, possitus, praesbiter (once), putredum,
summat and sumat (once), superpossitinnibus. suplex,

C afectu, cgreris, deluar, dilacor, dimedium and demedium (once), eui,
imferiore, misso, neglegens, obedientia, oleribus C*, penitentia (mostly)
and poen-,, prespyter (once), putredum, Sodomittam, summat, suplex.

e, with or without the cedilla (= ae, etc.), occurs in both.

Generat Note.

The script of C is a fine Carolingian minuscule, with the uncial forms of
n and diappearing here and chere. Thucpmfocm of a also occurs a few times,

L s suisom M. L & fissibus C. L. 7 quod)pro(d =7 foe @) C. 1.8 dilater) CP, delator EDD.
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once like a double ¢. For miso in section (i) McNeill, following M, reads
misoclo (= 'a dish enriched with a litcle fat': of. Du Cange, missus and misoelus.
Williams = “broth"). Perhaps the MSS. represent an original corruprion
like “miso oclo paruum’ (vid. app. crit.). McNeill, following Wasserschleben,
reads ¢ linguis for elinguis in sect, (), rranslating ‘being benumbed in his organs
of speech” (vid. op. cit., p. 176 n. 22, Williams = ‘without speech’); but
cf. Thes. Ling. Latinae Vol, V elinpuis,

2. De Excmio Brrranniae: Momasen's H .8

Mommsen (Mon. Ger. Hist., Auct. Ant. Tom. xiii, Chr. Min. i, 18g4—38,
PP+ 20-1) describes the work indicated by cthe letter H as follows: ‘Heidel-
bergensis bibliothecae publicae exemplari editionis losselinianae quas manus
aequalis adscripsit, maxime in parte priote nec mulris locis, varias lecriones,
earum partem certe proficisci ex libro scripto dubitari non potest: adsunt
orthographica . . . et Aperte corrupra . . . ipse codex is, quem adnortator
adhibuir, videtur periisse; sed adnotata tam prope accedunt ad codicem D, ut
conicere possis eum non ipsum descriptum esse ex Cottoniano, sed archecypum
eius et ex eo archetypo pendere adnotatorem Heidelbergensem. . , .' Seven
readings from his apparatus criticus are then given to illuscrace his point.

'ﬂ!ﬁs copy of Josseline's edition of 1568 is now in the Universi Library
at Heidelberg (B. 7751. 4). It contains upwards of sixty-five margi '
and alterations in the text, chiefly in the first twenty pages (i.e., Ch. 1—24).
Some of these are obvious corrections and need postulate no manuscripe auth-
ority, being found in other volumes of the same edition (¢.g.s p- 131, Ch. 14
gemitque), An analysis of the rest reveals thar H agrees some seven itmes
with P (e.g., Ch. 1 mihimet aio tibine miser) HP, (m. aione miser) tibi
Q; Ch. 17 parum) ACDXQ, matrum HP.); seven times with X (e.g.,
Ch. 1 alii enim atque cum) XH, alii uero c. A, alii enim cum P, alit . Q;
Ch. 3 molitionibus) HX, munitionibus APQ.); perhaps once with C alone
(Ch. 43 effacur) Q()H, affarur DQ); four cimes with A (Ch. 1 omittenda),
PQ, omitti AH: Ch. 1 inolicorum) AH, inolidorum PQ; Ch. 3 serratarum)
QX, serat. AH, om. P; Ch. 43 incurvabit (mavit D)) DQ, incurvabitur AH
(2 biblical quor.)); and twenty times with D or its marginal readings, generally
introduced by ‘alii . . ." Three of the nincteen variants unaccounted for
are merely orthographical, two are the result of alterations influenced by DP,
and one is an addition from the Vulgate. The remainder are:—

"I'h:ndm&hudhrﬂmnndlnd\clbm: Fﬁl.:rn,ﬂmmrm-omnu-ﬂ;P(Edi:inFﬂmp-ur
A (Avrancies, Publle Libeary, No. 16a, Polydore v London, ; Q) (Edition of losmnes
ncn-‘.nu i i “I'I:l'ih.u lﬂll:imm,l:ﬁn, r“mm b
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1. Ch. 1 sexcentorum milium) Q, sexcent. trium milium A, 303 millium
H, omnem ad unum P.

2. ib. intensa) PQ, inconcussa A, incusa (? mensa) H.

3. ib. ob peccata) PQ, super peccatis A, peccatis H.

4. ib, eosdem) PQ. codem H.

5. ih, contrahunc)PQ, c.hos H.

6. ib. interrupr:} APQ, indirupte H.

7, ib. serves . . .taceas) PQ, An seruas tacens d.t.c.A, seruans H.

8. Ch. 5. primam Parth. pacem Ind. confinium) prima P. Ind. c. pace
(sic) H, prima p. pace ind. con. DQ, prima parcorum pace
indorumque conf. X, prima P.I. conf. parta pace P.

9. Ch. 11. diu) AXPQ, d i (? domini) H.

jo. Ch. 19. tithicam) X, aticam D', riticam (marg.) D? sciticam H,
st}rticam PQ.

1. Ch. 1g. inhabilis ad fugam) X Geoff,, om. D, inhab. ad pugnam
(marg.) D*Q, inhab. ac. P, inhab. ad pugnandum H.

12. Ch. 21, rapacibus) H, capacibus ADXPQ.

13. Ch. 42 ab omni nation¢) CDQ, abhomination H.

Now, none of these variants is such as to warrant the existence of inde-
MS, authority. Seven of the thirteen occur in Ch. 1, the greater part
of which depends only on Q: nos. 5, 6, 7 represent the writer's drastic
attempe to simplify the passage; ‘scythicam’ is found elsewhere (cf. Monu-
menta S, Patrum Orthodoxographa, vol. 2 (J. ]. Grynaeus, 1569), p. 835): no. 8
is manifestly a remoulding based on P—in a word, this group of variants
merely represents the critical judgment of an early emender supplemented by
a knowledge of early editions.” The same may also be said of the erivial
similarities with A and C: ‘affor’ is not found elsewhere in the De Excidio,
‘effor’ occurs twice again (Ch. 41, 54); and the variants of both A and H
from CQ are in the direction of a simpler, more intelligible, and, in the Bib-
lical quotations, more orthodox text,

With the group PXD it is quite different. It is quite clear that the writer
drew frequently upon Polydore Vergil's edition (the fly-leaf, = p. toor—,
actually quotes him) and the text of X, the latter quite possibly through Gale's
edition.® These are his main sources for Ch. 1—3. For Ch. 4—24 H resembles
D in such important details that we muse postulate MS, authority for the

EF ef G i, p. 8y2: T. Gale, His-  of refrrence 6 Clu & ut sishant) AEP,
* Fora paslld rynasus P;.'\'Ir 'E,:-;' mamx‘m it ut agehant,

toriad bl L
11 (Ch, 3=, enitinlibi for "The eclectic CE note 7. P;hug:?hcaﬂ H carnat be restrictad
Mfmmﬁm“m zﬂ%s::uuimuy{ Hﬂm{-n.mlﬂ[ﬂ“l"
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readings. According toMommsen's conjecture, the latter were taken from a
(lost) derivative of C. There is, however, a much simpler explanation. It is
evident from the crivical apparatus that where D! and D 2 differ H often agrees
with D% bur never gives a third variant (for instances such as Momms. ib.
P. 36, L. 16, Ch. 21 hyberni) CPQBede, hib A, hyberni** D, hyberniis H, ad
hibernas X are not true variants). Hence all the readings common to H and
D, which form the majority, could be the direct resulr of a collation of Ch.
4~24 with Camb, Dd. 1. 17 (D),

So far, then, the analysis has shown thar all the variants can be rationally
explained with reference to existing MSS. The question now is, how could the
‘adnotator Heidelbergensis’ have known D so intimately and perhaps X
directly? The explanation is simple. This copy of Josseline was annotated
in Ergzmd', most probably at Cambridge itself. During the last century it came
into the possession of a London bookseller, Nicolaus Triibner, who was born
at Htidtﬁ::tg in 1817 and died in London in 1884. By his will he left 2 large
number of books to Heidelberg University, our vcu{ume apparently among
them—a fact commemorated by a plate on the inside and obviously over-
looked by Mommsen or his correspondent.

It is clear, therefore, that the readings of H need not represent independent
manuscript authnrir]:, Conjectures apart, they may be eliminated withour loss
from the apparatus eriticus of the De Excidio. And, of course, all reasonable
hopes dwindle of tracking a phantom manuscript of Gildas among the Codices
Palavint of the Vatican Library,

W. H. Dawviss.



A NOTE ON MILTON'S ANNOTATED COPY OF GILDAS IN
HARVARD UNIVERSITY (WIDENER) LIBRARY

On pages 75-80 of the Harvard Studies and Notes in Philology and Literature,
Vol. XX (1938), is an article (with facsimiles) by Mr. J. Milton French
entitled ‘Milton’s Annotated Copy of Gildas'. It deals with a copy, in the
Widener Library (shelf number Br. ¢8.519 F), of H. Commelinus” Rerum
Britannicarum . . . Seriptores Vetustiores ac Praccipui, Heidelberg (1587), given
to the library about 1765 by Thomas Hollis. This book contains on pages
113-146 the 'De Excidio et Conquestu Britanniae Epistola’ of Gildas. A
former owner has inserted thirteen brief marginal notes on pages 114-123,
i.e. explanatory comments on various matters in Ch. 1-33 of the ‘De Excidio’
(numbered according ro Mommsen's edition; Mon. Germ. Hist., Awt. Ant.,
XIII, Chron. Min. iii, Berlin 1894—8). The remainder of the book, containing
Geoffrey's ‘Historiae Regum Britanniae’ (pp- 1—g92), the 'Historia Britannica’
in six books of Ponticus Virunnius (pp. 93-112), Bede's ‘Ecclesiastical History
(I;P 147-280), a 'De Gestis Anglorum Libri Tres" (pp. 281—348), William
of Newburgh's ‘Rerum Anglicarum Libri Quinque’ (pp. 353-496) and
Froissart's ‘Historiarum Epitome” (pp. 497-568), has no marginalia.

To anyone familiar wich the early editions of Gildas it is at once obvious
that all the ‘Miltonic" marginalia are mere transcriptions of the printed
marginalia in Josseline’s edition of the ‘De Excidio Britanniae’ (London
1568 }—an edition which, owing to its readings from a MS. represented now
by the fragmentary Brir. Museum Vit. A. VI, is of primary importance for
establishing the text. This will be amply shown by a few comparisons—
there is no need to give all the thirteen—between the ‘Miltonic’ marginalia
and those found in the volumes of Josseline’s edition in the British Muscum
(C. 76. a. 12) and Cambridge University Library (Syn. 8. 56. 73). The
numbers are those of Mr. French.?

‘Miltonic’ Marginalia, Jouseline’s Margrnalia.
1 Poanaehozn i frusoo P.wdi:éueprdi.i‘ﬁmiﬁuﬁm:mmufndi
i. penpicue. prouerbialis ofario, ut manu docere, i. aperte e
perspicue docere.
2 P. 116, |, 2: Bunduica siue Voadicia Boooo. P. 8b: Haec virilis femina Bun(djuica sive Voadicis
Dion: o000, Romsnorum Tacit: regrante nomine apad Dionem Cassium o000 Romanor-
Metone dicituz interemisse. um 70000 spud Tacitum regrame Nerone

dicitur interrmisse.
L For Now 3, 7u &, 9y 15, 13 vide Josselioe, pp. 13b, 18b, 16b, 208, 118, (8 respectively,
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*Miltonic'" Marginalia. Josseline's Marginalia,

4 P17 | 45 & tem wel humo, P. r4a: Sablone, i. tetra vel hume.

5 P16 (Gulfridus haber (sftemmaza: P, 152 Galfridus pro stigmats habet stenumara,
Polyd: (e)igm. Polydorus ex comecrura mutans haber signa,

6 P 118 L 1g: (Clurucs i. Naws: sic (i)n vee: P. 15b: curuca. i. panis, sic in verustissimis manu-
M.S, de Interp: verborum explicarum, mipci:zpalihil de interpretationibus verborum

s icatum,

11 P, 120, L s0: Anno Christi 493, Bed. a: P. 251 Adventus Sawonum in Britanniam annus

160 g, quadragesimus  quarcus, ut Beds indicar cap.

16 lib. 1 fuie annus Christi 4o3.
15 P.oa23 Lo7: palaea. admissa. i aperta delica P. 2gk: palata admissa. id eat, aperra delicta.

The article by Mr. French opens by assuming, without any reservation,
that ‘one further book from Milton's library has very recently been dis-
covered’, and then proceeds to describe ‘its precious cargo of notes’ and
‘Milconic comments’ (ibid., pp. 75, 78). Later it is asserted that the notes
‘in several ways . . . show the influence of the English translation of
Gildas which appeared in that year' (i.e., 1638; ibid., p. 79) * and illustrates
‘Milton’s habitual sifting of the truth of the printed statemencd , , |
his activiry as a lexicographer . . . his keen relish for minute shades of
meaning and for the flavors of unusual words’ (ibid., p- 80). It concludes
with the sentence (ibid., p: 80): 'In a very minor fashion, these marginalia in
the Gildas volume are chips from the same workshop thar fashioned the
satirical invectives against Salmasius and che heavenly discourses of Raphael.”
In the light of the analysis of the marginalia already given, no detailed com-
ment is necessary on these deductions.

Two points, however, remain to be examined. “The handwriting’,
says Mr. French on page 76, ‘is most convincing . . . I see no reason ro
doube that the writer of the annorations in the Pindar, the Euripides, the
Lycophron, and the Bible in the Brirish Museum, to say nothing of the
Cambridge Manuscript and the Commonplace Book, was one with the
writer of these marginalia." Here opinions must greatly differ. The scripe of
most of the works mentioned which is accessible for comparison in facsimiles
shows a preponderance of cursive forms very unlike the rather set minuscules
of the notes under consideration.? A close comparison of the letters reveals

Cooke' on the sithe-page, with 5 Marghall: I in 3 It kv sizeed of the ‘numerous
Loadon 18, The tzanslaror follows the text of Polydoe oo = w Sotieby, wha s
Vel in mony pleoss: lience some of ‘rather - uncrincd’—are d ul). The Pindar notes
uoted by Mr, French sre defocsive. (Harvard Univ. Lib., Sum, 133) kave the saume nesal

* v may be remarked :lur.rm}r l_}i' Jossetine's mae- EpPEArse m umb'i!&:um marginaiz, bor the individual

are omitted envirely . ketters show muny div The J-Form of | occurs
[laCL fire H.ql:a:.l. “Jebn' Mileon 12—6?17“.5‘[’“&- :nl Em ﬂur%if [fﬁ.?ud.d:hmiﬂhh:\l’ ; G
of Autographs nin i tish Muselim® Vgl N, 3. gy, by E. K. Rand, on *Jand [ in
(Drie. Mus. s 5. L Sotheby, Rawddings in the Elide-  Mikton's Lﬂlu,Su-ip:'Lp"Fnr 8 peneral soidy ,:E. 5k
oo 'J;. = o Milsan, Lopdion 1861 and o Tammenbawm,  Fis Hondwricing of tha n‘!ﬂ:h'.u'l.:nﬂ',
pm.agy .

- Gy, Engdah Llveraey Amwgrazhs, 5 New Yok, 1550 (conmining sn eecellont biblierugphy’
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as many differences as similarities. Nor are our ‘Miltonic’ marginalia
of a clear-cuc distinctive type, for manuscripts utilised from the sixteenth
century onwards often have marginal notes in this style of hand.® It would
be interesting to know, too, how often Milton used the four diamond-
shaped dots as a reference mark in the text to his marginalia, for I have noted
only a rough cross in the facsimiles and the Pindar.

The second point is, as Mr. French points out, that a quotation in the
Commonplace Bock (. 195) is given from page nig of Gildas—a reference
applicable only ro Commelinus’ volume. This would indicate that Milton
used a cop ag Commelinus. Bur supposing he owned such a copy—and the
contents of his Commonplace Book and History of Britain indicate his familiaricy
with the histories contained in this work—is it likely that he would have
chosen certain pares of Gildas only for marginalia? And could not many
other historians, earlier and later, have used such a handy compendium?
Again, the copyist of marginal note 5 did not even check ‘stemmata’ with
Geoffrey's text in the same volume (p. 39, Bk. VI, Ch. 2, where ‘stigmarta’
is quite plain), Milton’s own dating of the Battle of Badon is A.D. 527
(Hist. Brit., Bk. 3: cf. marg. note 2 above). His translation of ‘(de) curucis”
(vide marg. note 6)as ‘gorroghs’ is not so curious as Mr. French would suppose,
for ‘carroghes’ occurs in a similar passage in Holland's Camden of 1610—
which Milton had read; and ‘currok’, in the sense of the Irish ‘curach’,
meaning a ‘litele ship’, is found about A.p. 1450.% The presumed influence on
Milton of the English translation of 1638 is largely discredited by the analysis
given earlier; nor must it be forgotten that Milton utilised the historical
works of Camden, Buchanan, etc., and that his command of Latin was
combined with a remarkable flair for translating it into terse, vigorous
English.”

All these considerations, together with the absence of Milton's signature
—‘the page (which presumably it formerly had) containing his signature’
being lost (Mr. French, p. 78)—make any definite, not to say probable,
ascription to Milron a matter of keen dispure. Convincing proof is as yet
lacking. Whar 1s certain is that the notes in themselyes, as a contribution of
“Milton’, are worthless. And we are far from sharing Mr. French's conviction
thar ‘one further book from Milton's library has very recently been
discovered’. W. H. Daviss.

¥ The distinctive Angin-Sax 3o of *nest” In rrarg- TMM.N.N,: s 1oE=144
m-mumrﬁm o-&:ﬁm { mmm;&r;}.:mm:mm
¥ Fade Ouford Dictiomary under “curach’, m?mmdﬂﬂhhrnnﬁﬂﬂkm#m
CE. Welsh ‘corsy’ = coracle. Probably ‘carroghes” is 2 Milton's extendve wse of original suthorides is slio

for of
Milton's sources for the > of Br vide H. 1 Fide preceding noce.
Glicksman in the University of Wiscoasin "
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