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OBSERVATIONS ON THE ORDER OF THE CONSULS
IN CONSULAR DATES BETWEEN AUGUSTUS AND
DIOCLETIAN

OLLI SALOMIES*
I. Introduction

In this article, I wish to make some observations on the order of the consuls’
names that appear in consular dates in the period indicated in the title.!

* Thanks are due to the two anonymous referees who furnished me with several useful corrections
and suggestions.

! The exposition in this paper will be based on four types of sources:

1. Literary sources, mainly historical narratives (e.g., Tacitus or Dio), containing either consular dates
or other information pertaining to consular dating.

2. Non-literary (mainly epigraphical) sources, quoted usually in the same way as in the Année
épigraphique. For reasons of brevity, I normally quote only one or two editions of texts registered in
several publications (the EDCS database often contains information on further editions).

3. Consular lists preserved epigraphically. In addition to those published by A. Degrassi in Inscriptiones
Italiae XIII 1, Roma 1947 (in the case of the Ostian fasti, there are the later editions by L. Vidman,
Fasti Ostienses, Pragae 21982, and that by B. Bargagli - C. Grosso, I fasti Ostienses: Documento della
storia di Ostia, Roma 1997, devoid of much of the commentary present in Vidman; for some later
additions and corrections note W. Eck — P. Weif3, ZPE 134 [2001] 251-260 on AD 141-142; P. Weif3,
Chiron 29 [1999] 160-167 on AD 159), we now have the fasti covering consular dates after Augustus
from at least the following cities (in the alphabetical order of the names of the cities they pertain to):
Alba Fucens (AE 2012, 437 = CIL IX 7873); Allifae (AE 1990, 221, cf. G. Camodeca, I ceti dirigenti di
rango senatorio equestre e decurionale della Campania romana 1, Napoli 2008, 61-69); Potentia (AE
2007, 478 = Suppl. It. 23 Potentia 9; AE 2003, 588 = ibid. 10); Septempeda (AE 1998, 419); Tusculum
(AE 2016, 201); and those found in Tibur (Tivoli), but pertaining to another city (AE 1996, 518).
Furthermore, note the fasti of the collegium Volkani in Ostia (AE 1996, 324; 2001, 634). For fasti
published after Degrassi’s volume containing only Republican and/or Augustan consular dates (not
considered in this contribution) note the fasti from Tauromenium (AE 1988, 626 and 1991, 894; cf.
1996, 788) and Urbs Salvia (AE 1982, 240-241; 2005, 455; 2006, 404; cf. 2011, 342; 2018, 626-628)
and those of uncertain origin now in Innsbruck (AE 1997, 177).

4. Consular lists (e.g. those of Prosper and Theo, in vol. IX, 410-499, and XIII, 370-379) preserved in
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Although I am dealing with the imperial period, beginning with Augustus and
ending at the onset of Late Antiquity at the end of the third century, I shall leave
out the more than forty years of the first emperor. There is not yet, in fact, very
much material from Augustus’ reign, and one can only observe a certain system
in the handling of the consuls’ names in the period after Augustus. It must
of course be admitted that certain features of post-Augustan consular dating
already appear in the late Republic and under Augustus. The most important
is surely the constant placing of the two main political actors, first Caesar and
then Octavian/Augustus, ahead of their colleagues: Iulius Caesar is apparently
always named first in the mentions of his consulates in 48, 46, 45 and 44,2 and
the same goes for the numerous consulates of Octavian/Augustus from 33 BC
onwards. On the other hand, under Augustus one still observes descendants of
Republican patrician gentes being placed only after their plebeian colleagues?
and nobles being placed only after non-nobles,* scenarios that seem to disappear

the manuscript tradition, published by Th. Mommsen in Monumenta Germanicae Historica: Auctores
antiquissimi (in the following abbreviated as MGH AA) vols. IX, XI and XIII (= Chronica minora I, 11,
III). For an overview of the lists see e.g. R. S. Bagnall et al., Consuls of the Later Roman Empire, Atlanta
GA 1987, 47-57; O. Salomies, Arctos 25 (1991) 107-109 and Ktéma 18 (1993) 195f. (on lists covering
years prior to AD 284). The following abbreviations will be used for the fasti relevant for the period
studied here transmitted anonymously: Chron. 354 = the Chronographus anni 354 (vol. IX, 50-69);
Ciz. = liber Paschalis codicis Cizensis (vol. IX, 503-509); Const. = Consularia Constantinopolitana
(vol. IX, 205-247); Her. = fasti Heracliani (vol. XIII, 386-395); Pasch. = Chronicon Paschale (vol. IX,
205-247); Vind. pr. and post. = fasti Vindobonenses priores and posteriores, also referred to together as
the Consularia Italica (vol. IX, 274-339). Note that the consular list of Cassiodorus (vol. XI, 111-161)
has been copied first from Aufidius Bassus and from AD 30 onwards from Victorius Aquitanus who
for his part had copied Prosper. I shall quote it only for years prior to AD 30.

2 In fact, already in his first consulate in 59 BC he seems to be named first in all known mentions
of the consulate (see A. Degrassi, Inscriptiones Italiae XIII 1, Roma 1947, 492f., and AE 2019, 1980;
for Caesar’s later consulates in 48 and 46-44 see ibid., 498-501, for Octavian/Augustus’ consulates
ibid., 508ff.). Contrast e.g. the datings from the second and fourth consulates of Marius in 104 and
102 BC, CIL I? 679 and 699 (cf. Plin. nat. 2,100 on Marius’ sixth consulate), in which Marius is only
mentioned after his colleague.

3 Thus in 16 BC, L. Domitius Ahenobarbus is always mentioned before his patrician colleague P.
Cornelius Scipio (see Degrassi [above n. 2] 518f.; add the fasti Albenses, CIL IX 7873; AE 1992, 951).
4In the mentions of the consulate of 17 BC, C. Furnius, a man without consular ancestors, almost

always appears before his colleague C. Iunius Silanus, a noble (see Degrassi loc. cit.; add AE 1968,
619); the order Silanus, Furnius is rare but is now also attested in the fasti Albenses [see n. 3]).
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after Augustus, although not immediately.® This surely has something to do
with the fact that, as Tacitus puts it, at the beginning of the reign of Tiberius
in AD 14 e campo comitia ad patres translata sunt (ann. 1,15,1).% This move,
combined with the authority of the emperor himself (already manifest but not
yet overpowering under the first princeps),” no doubt introduced a measure of
predictability to the choice of consuls and to the assessment of the individual
consuls’ status within a consular pair and within a consular year consisting of
several pairs of consuls.

In what follows, I shall consider only pairs of ordinary consuls, as suffect
consuls do not really lend themselves to observations I am interested in in this
particular paper (but see n. 19). Moreover, when I am speaking of the order of
the two consuls within a particular pair of consuls, I am in fact speaking of two
aspects in references to consuls. On the one hand, we have mentions of pairs
of consuls used in dating a contemporary event, and in these the order of the
consuls could vary e.g. depending on the exact date that was referred to (cf. n.
18). On the other, as names of consuls were used to indicate individual years
(e.g., M. Tullio C. Antonio co(n)s(ulibus) = 63 BC), the names of the consuls of
each year had to be collected in lists of consuls disseminated throughout the
empire. These list were needed e.g. to calculate the interval between two events,?®
and in drawing up a such a list the names of the consuls had to be in a certain
fixed order, although the order of their names may have varied in datings from

° E.g. in AD 22, Q. Haterius Agrippa is named before his patrician colleague in all datings except
for Tac. ann. 3,52,1. One would expect Galba, the descendant of Republican patricians and consuls,
to have occupied the first place rather than Agrippa, the son of a consul but who cannot have been
regarded as representing the highest aristocracy. Moreover, Tacitus (ann. 6,4) ascribes segnitia to
his personality. In 34, Paullus Fabius Persicus, a patrician, is mentioned only after his colleague L.
Vitellius in several sources.

© See esp. A. J. Holleman, “The Elections of Magistrates in the Early Principate, Latomus 37 (1978)
874-893; cf. R. J. A. Talbert, The Senate of Imperial Rome, Princeton NJ 1984, 341-345.

7 Cf. Holleman (above n. 6) 878f. For some interventions of Augustus in the choice of consuls see e.g.
Dio 54,10,2; 55,34,2; Sen. clem. 1,9,12; dig. 1,2,2,47.

8 See Sen. benef. 3,16,2; Apul. apol. 89, the verb in both cases being computare. Note also Dio 43,36,6
saying that only the ordinarii were used for the counting of the years (é€apibuncig t@v £1év). Surely
the consular lists in everyday use can at least during the Empire not necessarily have included
the names of suffect consuls, or, if they did, the names of the ordinarii must have been somehow
highlighted in order to distinguish the individual years from each other.
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their year of office. This variation is as such reflected in both epigraphical and
ms. consular lists, depending on the sources used for their compilation, but these
fasti never indicate that the order of the consuls may have varied in a particular
year and thus present the consular pairs in a fixed order.

As for the variation of the order of the consuls’ names in the imperial
period, in the period under consideration, 15-284 AD, the pairs of (ordinary)
consuls can be divided into two groups:

o those pairs within which the order of the consuls’ names was, to judge
from our sources, constant;
o those pairs within which the order of the consuls’ names varies.

It is not my aim in this paper to study the phenomenon of the variation
of the consuls’ names in general; instead, I wish to have a closer look at two of its
aspects. However, let me observe at this point that whereas it seems most difficult,
in the case of years in which the order of the consuls varies, to identify reasons
for this variation in each case up to about the middle of the second century, from
this point onwards the variation seems at least partly to depend on the region or
province where the consuls are used for dating an event. It is as if the officials in
Rome responsible for the notification of centres outside Rome about the names
of the future consuls would have changed the order of the consuls from region
to region. Whatever the exact reason for this is in each case, as a result we find
for instance that in AD 147, the consuls C. Prastina Pacatus Messallinus and
L. Annius Largus appear in this order in inscriptions from Rome, Ostia and
Bovillae (cf. below n. 69), but in the reverse order everywhere else. In 201, the
consuls Ti. Claudius Severus Proculus and C. Aufidius Victorinus are named in
this order in Rome, Italy, Asia, Egypt and Africa, whereas Victorinus appears
ahead of his colleague in dates from all other provinces (for another instance see
below n. 12).°

As for the constant order of the consuls in certain years, as is of course well
known, the order of the consuls is fixed if one of the consuls is a member of the
imperial family or someone who holds the consulate for the second or the third
time, these consuls always appearing in first place (contrast the consulates of C.

9 Cf. Arctos 26 (1992) 115f.; Ktéma 18 (1993 [1996]) 110-112.
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Marius in around 100 BC, n. 2).!9 Furthermore, patricians, both descendants of
Republican nobles and men raised to the patriciate under Augustus and later and
their descendants, are as a rule mentioned first at least if their colleagues were
less distinguished socially. Thus, to mention two examples, Faustus Cornelius
Sulla Felix, the descendant of Republican patrician Cornelii, in AD 52 always
appears before his colleague L. Salvius Otho Titianus, the son of a consul not
born as a patrician (Suet. Otho 1,3). M. Acilius Glabrio in 91, the descendant
of a line of consuls beginning with 191 BC, is almost always named before his
colleague M. Ulpius Traianus, the later emperor Trajan, of recent patriciate!!
(the same goes for Glabrio’s homonymous descendants in 124 and 152).12 In

19 However, T. Messius Extricatus, officially consul I in 217, practically always comes only after his
colleague C. Bruttius Praesens, consul for the first time (for the one exception see below in the text
between notes 38 and 39); but Extricatus, a former knight, is clearly being referred to as a consul
IT only because he had received the ornamenta consularia earlier (see PIR> M 518; B. Salway, in A.
Kolb [ed.], Herrschaftsstrukturen und Herrschaftspraxis, Berlin 2006, 124, who in n. 49 points out the
contrast to AD 215, when Q. Maecius Laetus, another ex-equestrian regarded as a consul II because
of the ornamenta received earlier, always comes ahead of his senatorial colleague M. Munatius Sulla
Cerialis). In 271, the consul Pomponius Bassus II is mentioned only after his colleague, consul for
the first time, but his colleague happens to be the emperor Aurelian. Note furthermore that Aspasius
Paternus, consul for the second time in 268 (cf. G. Alf6ldy, Tyche 26 [2011] 18), is for some reason
named only after his colleague Marinianus in some inscriptions dated to this year (Alfoldy, ibid. n.
18, referring to CIL X 7025 and CIL VIII 18842 = ILAlg. I 4548; CIL III 14359, 27 = ILS 9268 = AE
2011, 1007; only the first inscription adds the sign of the iteration IT).

In the case of suffect consules II, a category attested only in a limited number of cases under
the Flavians and under Trajan (not after AD 103), the “rule” that consules II should be mentioned
before their colleagues does not seem to have been observed in each case, for in AD 95, the consular
pair A. Bucius Lappius Maximus I, P. Ducenius Verres, in office during the four months between
May 1 and August 31, appears in this order in the fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman [above n. 1, 3] 45);
but in the diploma AE 2009, 993, the exact date of which has unfortunately not been preserved, the
consuls appear in the reverse order P. Ducenio Verre, A. Buci[o Lappio Maximo II co(n)s(ulibus)];
if the consuls alternated in the holding of the fasces from month to month (cf. nn. 18 and 19), one
could imagine that Maximus held the fasces during the first month, i.e. in May, thus producing the
order Maximus II, Verres in the fasti of Ostia, and then in July, but that Verres held the fasces in June
and August.

! Note, however, that in referring to these consuls Dio (67,12,1) mentions Trajan first; but this is
not really a consular date, and Dio may have had in mid Trajan’s later role as emperor. For the order

Traianus, Glabrio in some ms. fasti see below n. 54:

12 In the case of the consulate of two patricians, a recent patriciate may have been considered less
distinguished than a more ancient one. For instance, in 149 Q. Pompeius Sosius Priscus always comes
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some cases, the privilege of being mentioned first within a consular pair may,
however, have depended on some special merits; this may have been the case in
AD 68, when the suffect consuls attested between October and December are
with just one exception (see n. 19 where I suggest that the reverse order is an
error) mentioned in the order C. Bellicus Natalis, P. Cornelius Scipio Asiaticus,
although Natalis leaves the impression of being a homo novus and Scipio must
have been the descendant of Republican patricians. It is also striking that M.!3
Asinius Pollio Verrucosus, consul in 81, surely a descendant of the famous
Asinius Pollio and of later consular Asinii and no doubt patrician by the end of
the reign of Augustus,'* is always mentioned only after his colleague L. Flavius
Silva Nonius Bassus, raised to the patriciate only in AD 73 (AE 1969/70, 183 a
and b).!> In these cases (and surely also in some others), imperial commendatio

only after his colleague Ser. (Cornelius) Scipio Salvidienus Orfitus, who must have been considered
a descendant of the Republican patrician Scipios. In AD 280, Messalla, surely a Valerius Messalla of
real or alleged Republican patrician ancestry, is always named ahead of his colleague (Vettius) Gratus
whose ancestrors cannot have been raised to the patriciate before the late second century (for the two
consuls see N. Hachler, Kontinuitit und Wandel des Senatorenstandes im Zeitalter der Soldatenkaiser:
Prosopographische Untersuchungen zu Zusammensetzung, Funktion und Bedeutung des amplissimus
ordo zwischen 235-284 n. Chr., Leiden - Boston 2019, 611 no. 283 and 617f. no. 290; for the patriciate
of the Vettii see H.-H. Pistor, Prinzeps und Patriziat der Zeit von Augustus bis Commodus, Diss.
Freiburg 1965, 74f.; 1. Mennen, Power and Status in the Roman Empire AD 193-284, Leiden — Boston
2011, 67; J.-P. Martin, in M. Popescu et al. [eds.], La Dacie et lempire romain: Mélanges d’épigraphie
et d’archéologie offerts a Constantin C. Petolescu, Bucarest 2018, 51 no. 70). In AD 172, when the
ordinarii were Ser. Calpurnius Scipio Orfitus, who must have been, or at least have been regarded
as, a descendant of both the Calpurnii Pisones and the Scipiones Orfiti (see e.g. M.-Th. Raepsaet-
Charlier, Prosopographie des femmes de lordre sénatorial, Lovanii 1987, no. 280; I. Hofmann-Lobl,
Die Calpurnii. Politisches Wirken und familidre Kontinuitit, Frankfurt am Main - New York 1996,
305f.) and thus surely one of the noblest men of his time, and Quintilius Maximus who represented
only the second generation of consuls in his family (see PIR? Q 24), it is puzzling to observe that,
although the order Orfitus, Maximus is attested (as in all manuscript consular lists, CIL IX 5177 and
provincial inscriptions; this is also the order used by A. Degrassi in his Fasti consolari [below at n. 49]
48), the order Maximus, Orfitus is also well attested, although only (in addition to HA Comm. 11,14)
in inscriptions from Italy (Arctos 24 [1990] 110f.).

13 For the praenomen see AE 1998, 419.
14 Pistor (above n. 12) 18f; R. Baudry, in M. L. Caldelli - G. L. Gregori (eds.), Epigrafia e ordine
senatorio, 30 anni dopo (Tituli 10), Roma 2014, 64.

15 In the case of Natalis, from Vienna and (suffect) consul in 68, the explanation may well be that
of E. Groag in PIR? B 101: “imp. Galbam hunc ad summam dignitatem ob eam causam perduxisse
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may have played a role (as pointed out by one of the referees).

That nobiliores and consuls for the second time were accorded preference
over their colleagues is indicated by a passage from Gellius that includes a
reference to a lex Iulia (assigned to 18 BC) and deals with the privileges of the
consuls who were married and had children. However, it concludes with the
observation solitos tamen audio, qui lege potiores essent, fasces primi mensis
collegis concedere aut longe aetate prioribus aut nobilioribus multo aut secundum
consulatum ineuntibus.'® In this passage, there are also references to the
alternation from month to month in the holding of the fasces by the consuls,
attested in the Republican period and again for some time from Augustus
onwards.!” This, however, does not seem to have left many traces in the sources
that deal with ordinary consuls of the imperial period in those years in which a
variation in the order of the consuls is observable.!8 But in the case of pairs of

crediderim, ut coloniam Viennensium suas partes acriter secutam ... honore afficeret” (note that
Groag only speaks of the consulate, but the same explanation can surely be extended to Natalis’
position as the consul prior). As for the privileged position of Flavius Silva (PIR? F 368) as the consul
named first within the consular pair in 81, it can perhaps be explained by his military success based
on the conquest of the mountain fortress of Masada in the Jewish war in the early 70s.

16 See Th. Mommsen, Rémisches Staatsrecht 1°, 1887, 40f; cf. L. R. Taylor - T. R. S. Broughton,
Memoirs of the American Academy in Rome 19 (1949) 5. The whole passage (2,15,4-8) runs as follows:
Sicuti kapite VII. legis Iuliae priori ex consulibus fasces sumendi potestas fit, non qui pluris annos natus
est, sed qui pluris liberos quam collega aut in sua potestate habet aut bello amisit. 5 Sed si par utrique
numerus liberorum est, maritus aut qui in numero maritorum est, praefertur; 6 si vero ambo et mariti
et patres totidem liberorum sunt, tum ille pristinus honos instauratur et qui maior natu est, prior fasces
sumit. 7 Super his autem, qui aut caelibes ambo sunt et parem numerum filiorum habent aut mariti
sunt et liberos non habent, nihil scriptum in lege de aetate est.

17See Mommsen (above n. 16) 37-40 (referring to the passage from Gellius cited in n. 16, 40 n. 2).

18 But note the consuls of AD 33: the order Ser. Sulpicius Galba, L. Cornelius Sulla Felix is used both
in epigraphical (the fasti of Ostia and Nola) and in all manuscript fasti and in sources derived from
them (see MGH AA XIII 429; 738; Malalas 241 [ed. Schenk, 21]), in Tacitus 6,15,1 and Dio 58,20,5,
a fact that could be interpreted as pointing to the conclusion that Marcellus held the fasces first (but
see below n. 22). The reversed order is used in two documents that add the exact date, namely EE IX
679 (ager Tusculanus), dated February 9, and the tessera nummularia RE XVII 1431f. no. 122, dated
June 3 (AE 1978, 295 from Lucus Feroniae, also with the order Sulla, Galba, is not exactly dated).
One could thus suggest that Galba could have held the fasces in odd months, Sulla in even months.
If we can assume that the period of holding the fasces by one of the consuls could in some cases be
extended from one to two months, one could also think of postulating an alternation of the consuls
in e.g. AD 54: M. Asinius Marcellus and M’ Acilius Aviola appear in this order in Tac. ann. 12,64,1
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suffect consuls, normally attested by sources that add the exact date, it seems
possible to observe at least some cases of a month-to-month alternation in
the holding of the fasces.!® For instance in AD 87, when C. Bellicus Natalis

(in the beginning of the narrative of the events of this year) and in the manuscript fasti. Moreover, the
same order is used in the diploma CIL XVI 3, dated June 18. On the other hand, the reversed order
Aviola, Marcellus (for some reason the order indicated by Degrassi) is used five times in Pompeian
wax tablets, all dated to May (CIL IV 3340, 5-9). One wonders, then, whether one could tentatively
assume that Marcellus held the fasces in January, then Aviola in February and March, followed by
Marcellus in April and June, Aviola again holding the fasces in May (note also, for what it's worth,
that in 78 the order Commodus, Priscus is attested in January and February, the reverse order in
April, see below in the text between notes 68 and 69). As for the rest of the year 54, Suetonius (Claud.
45) tells us that the emperor Claudius died III Id(us) Octob(res) Asinio Marcello Acilio Auiola co(n)
s(ulibus), i.e. on October 10. This would fit the pattern if we assume that Marcellus held the fasces in
even months since April, though that would mean that we would in practice have to assume that the
two ordinarii were consuls for the whole year, or at least till the end of October. At first sight that does
not seem plausible, but one wonders whether Suetonius’ observation (Claud. 46) concerning AD 54,
namely that Claudius, assuming that his death was approaching, cum consules designaret, neminem
ultra mensem quo obiit (i.e., October) designavit, could be interpreted in this sense. Moreover, as
far as I know, no suffecti are securely attested for this particular year (but note the suggestions by A.
Tortoriello, I fasti consolari degli anni di Claudio [Atti della Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei. Memorie
Ser. IX, Vol. XVII, Fasc. 3, 2004] 427). In contrast to Degrassi, Tortoriello uses the order Marcellus,
Aviola.

19" As source material, military diplomas and other official or semi-official documents are obviously
more reliable than datings in documents produced by private persons who might make a mistake in
the order of the consuls. In AD 59, the Arval acta for June 23 use the order C. Vipstanus Apronianus,
C. Fonteius Capito (CIL VI 2042 = J. Scheid, Commentarii fratrum Arvalium qui supersunt [Roma
Antica 4], Roma 1998, 65-69 no. 27, 1. 35f.), whereas a wax tablet from Pompeii (CIL IV 3340, 147)
dated to the same month, more precisely to June 18, uses the reversed order, perhaps by mistake. In
AD 60, the order M. Manilius Vopiscus, C. Velleius Paterculus is used in the inscription of the familia
Silvani in Trebula Mutuesca (CIL IX 8877), dated to July 15, but in the same month a wax tablet
from Herculaneum, dated to July 24, uses the reversed order Paterculus, Vopiscus, again possibly by
mistake (AE 2006, 306 = G. Camodeca, Tabulae Herculanenses. Edizione e commento I, Roma 2017,
79-83). In AD 64, a diploma of June 15 (CIL XVI 5) has the order C. Laecanius Bassus, M. Licinius
Crassus Frugi, whereas a document from Herculaneum dated June 12 (AE 2013, 290 = Camodeca, o.
. 271-279) has the order Crassus, Bassus. In 68, several diplomas dated December 22 (CIL XVI 7. 8.
9; RMD 111 136) record the consuls in the order Natalis, Scipio, but a tablet from Herculaneum dated
December 5 has the reverse order (G. Camodeca, ZPE 226 [2023] 276). In the eyes of some persons,
the exact order of the consuls was perhaps not seen as that important: in AD 45, the same document
of October 3 uses both the order M. Pompeius Silvanus, A. Antonius Rufus and the reversed order
Rufus, Silvanus (TPSulp. 54; cf. Camodeca, ibid., 246).
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Tebanianus and C. Ducenius Proculus held the consulate in May-August,?” the
order Natalis, Proculus is used in the fasti of Potentia (above n. 1, 3) and in the
acta of the Arval Brethren, with the date May 19 (Scheid, o. c. [n. 19] 146-152
no. 55, col. IT L. 15). But the order Proculus, Natalis is used in diplomas dated
June 8 (AE 2009, 1824. 1825; 2012, 1959), so perhaps Natalis held the fasces in
May and July, Proculus in June and August. In AD 146, in the case of the suffect
consuls Cn. L. Terentius Homullus Iunior and L. Aurelius Gallus, in office in July
and August,?! the order Iunior, Gallus is attested in July and in the fasti of Ostia
(this possibly indicating that Iunior should have held the fasces first)??, whereas
the order Gallus, Iunior is attested in August.??

But to get back to ordinary consuls, I shall now proceed to the two aspects
of consular dating I aim to study in this article, namely instances of an erroneous
or at least misguided order in the mention of a pair of consuls (part II) on the
one hand, and the presentation of the order of the consuls in consular lists from
the 16 century onwards (part I11) on the other.

20 For the consulates of this year see W. Eck, in L. Capogrossi Colognesi — E. Tassi Scandone (eds.),
La Lex de Imperio Vespasiani e la Roma dei Flavi, Roma 2009, 255.

2L'W. Eck, in W. Eck et al. (eds.), Studia epigraphica: In memoriam Gezd Alfoldy, Bonn 2013, 74f., with
the attestations of the consulates (add the fasti of Ostia, Vidman [above n. 1] 50; the diploma cited as
“ZPE 176, 2011, 225 ff” = AE 2011, 1791).

22 Although I must point out that being named first in the Ostian fasti does not necessarily mean
that the consul held the fasces in the first month. In AD 94, in the case of the suffect consuls L. Silius
Decianus and T. Pomponius Bassus, in office from September to December, the Ostian fasti have the
consuls in this order. But diplomas dated September 16 (CIL XVI 39; AE 1998, 1616; 2008, 1716)
have the reverse order: Bassus, Decianus. In 97, in the case of the consuls Q. Glitius Atilius Agricola
and L. Pomponius Maternus, another pair in office from September to December, the Ostian fasti cite
the consuls in this order, whereas diplomas dated September 9 (RMD III 140, cf. V 338 [with 700];
AE 2002, 1775 = RMD V 337; AE 2005, 1704) have the order Maternus, Agricola. As for the fasti of
Potentia, the consuls of AD 91, Cn. Minicius Faustinus, P. Valerius Marinus, in office probably from
May till August (W. Eck [above n. 20] 256), appear in this order in the fasti, but in the order Marinus,
Faustinus in several diplomas dated May 12 (RMD 14; RMD15 cf. V, 699; RMD IV 214 cf. V, 699; AE
2005, 1732; AE 2006, 1842-1844; AE 2020, 1708).

23 The order Iunior, Gallus in July 146: CIL XVI 178; AE 2001, 2155 = RMD IV 269; AE 2011, 1791
(diplomas dated to July 19); the order Gallus, Iunior in August 146: AE 2001, 2156 = RMD V 401
(August 11); cf. AE 2004, 1906 where the exact date has not been preserved.
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II. Errors and/or deviations in the order of consuls

I pointed out above that there are a number of years in which the order of the
two (ordinary) consuls is - to judge from our sources — more or less constant. At
the same time, I gave a summary of the main reasons for a consul always being
named before his consular colleague (being a member of the imperial family or
consul for the second or the third time, etc.). By writing “more or less constant”
rather than simply “constant” above I wished to indicate that even in the case
of years in which the order of the two consuls is otherwise constant one can
observe the odd exception to the normal order. In this section, I shall present
an overview of the instances known to me of an exceptional order of the consuls
being used in consular dates, dividing the material into the following groups
according to the type of the source.

1. Literary sources. A deviation from the normal order of two consuls is
observable in some passages of Pliny the Elder and Tacitus and in some further
cases. In Tacitus, this could perhaps be explained by his tendency to avoid
“normal” modes of expression, and perhaps this explanation could also be
applied to Pliny.>* In the other cases we may be dealing with errors or with an
occasional oversight. In chronological order, the cases are as follows:

o AD 22: the consuls D. Haterius Agrippa and C. Sulpicius Galba appear
in this order in all sources, only Tacitus (ann. 3,52,1) using the reversed
order (above n. 5).

o 35: the consuls C. Cestius Gallus and M. Servilius Nonianus are
mentioned in this order in practically all sources, only Pliny the Elder,
nat. 10,124 (and an inscription from Sardinia, see below n. 37) using the
order Servilius, Cestius.

0 36: the consuls Sex. Papinius Allenius and Q. Plautius, normally referred
to in this order, appear in the order Plautius, Papinius in Pliny nat. 10,5
and in Tacitus, ann. 6,40,1.

24 An author who allows himself to “correct” the word order in a quotation from the poet Catullus
(Plin. nat. praef. 1) may have thought he would be entitled to “correct” a consular date as well.
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0 65: The regular order A. Licinius Nerva Silianus, M. Iulius Vestinus
Atticus is only reversed in the vita Lucani.®

0 66: Only Tacitus, ann. 16,14,1 has the order C. Suetonius Paullinus, C.
Luccius Telesinus, all other sources mentioning the consuls in the order
Telesinus, Paullinus.

0 102: The consuls L. Iulius Ursus Servianus and L. Licinius Sura,
both consuls for the second time, almost always appear in this order,*
although the reversed order seems to be used in a garbled form in the
Historia Augusta, Hadr. 3,8 Suburano (Subsurano bis ms. P) et Serviano
iterum conss. The interpretation of the date, however, is more than
problematic.?”

0 206: Ulpian is our only source to use the order Aemilianus, Albinus.?®
0 207: In the very large number of preserved consular dates from this
year, almost all with the order Aper, Maximus, the glossary known as the
Hermeneumata Leidensia is the only attestation of the order Maximus,
Aper?® (for some reason also appearing in Degrassi’s Fasti consolari
[below n. 51], cf. below n. 64).

0 240 and 242: in these years, only the Historia Augusta has the consuls
in the order Venustus, Sabinus (240; Gord. 23,4) and Praetextatus, Atticus
(242; Gord. 23,6).

2. Manuscript fasti. In quite a few cases, the ms. consular lists reverse the normal
order of the two consuls. This is especially typical of the list known as the fasti
Vindobonenses posteriores in consular dates from the end of the first century
onwards. In this particular list we find an abnormal order of consuls in the

«  »

following years. I add, preceded by “+”, other ms. fasti that in some years happen

25 Vita Lucani (ed. Hosius, 336) pridie Kal(endas) Maias Attico Vestino et Nerva Siliano co(n)s(ulibus).
26 For the relevance of this for the dating of these consuls’ first consulships see W. Eck, ZPE 224

(2022) 289f. For the single exception in an inscription from Rome see below n. 40.

27 See J. Fundling, Kommentar zur vita Hadriani der Historia Augusta (Antiquitas 4.3.4,1), Bonn
2006, 342-344.

28 Dig. 24,1,32pr. Fulvio Aemiliano et Nummio Albino co(n)s(ulibus) (in the Codex Iustinianus this
year is always indicated as Albino et Aemiliano: ed. Kriiger'!, 490).

2% G. Goetz, Hermeneumata Pseudodositheana. Accedunt hermeneumata medicobotanica vetustiora,
Corpus Glossariorum Latinorum 111, Lipsiae 1892, 56, 1. 29-31.
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to have the same order (I omit here references to iterated consulships, references
often either omitted or erroneous in the ms. fasti):3

o 91: Traianus, Glabrio (+ Prosper)

o 105: Quadratus, Candidus

o 107: Senecio, Sura (+ Vind. pr., Prosper)

0 136: Pompeianus, Commodus (+ Vind. pr., Prosper)3!

0 156: Augurinus, Silvanus

0 166: Pollio, Pudens (‘Pullione et Prudente [sic] IT, the iteration coming

from Pudente in the preceding year)??

0 232: Maximus, Lupus (“Lupulus”)

© 238: Pontianus, Pius

o 251: Etruscus (“Rusticus”), Decius

0 253: Maximus, Volusianus

0 269: Paternus, Claudius.*?
Although less frequently, one also observes a similar reversal of the normal order
(retained in Vind. post.) in other ms. fasti, as follows:

o 117: Apronianus, Niger Const. and Pasch. (and thence Malalas 277 [ed.

Schenk, 48])

0 155: Sabinianus, Severus Theo (writing ‘Tafovog’)*

0 160: Varus (“Verus IT”), Bradua Prosper®

30 For erroneous iterations added in ms. fasti see nn. 31 and 32 and n. 36.

31'In these three consular lists the consul of the previous year 135, L. Tutilius Lupercus Pontianus, is
erroneously called Pompeianus; it appears that Pompeianus consul in 136 has been identified with
the consul of 135, furnished with the mark of iteration ‘II’ and then moved to first place.

32 Pudens appears as consul II, but occupying the first place, in almost all ms. consular lists (the
exceptions are Chron. 354 and Theo).

33 After 284, a reversed order of the consuls appears in Vind. post. also in 286 (Aquilinus, Maximus),
288 (Ianuarius, Maximianus) and 291 (Dio, Tiberianus).

34 Strikingly, the same order is also used in the Codex lustinianus, 2,1,1 Sabiniano I et Severo cos.
Here, Sabinianus is through a curious mistake regarded as a consul iterum, which may have influenced
his position within the consular couple (for Maximus consul in 233 being erroneously designated as
consul iterum in some dates in the Cod. Iust. see Arctos 25 [1991] 110 n. 4). Although the full name of
Sabinianus was M. Iunius Rufinus Sabinianus, the date Rufino et Severo cos. in the African inscription
AE 1969/70, 657 is surely AD 323 (thus Bagnall ef al. 1987 [above n. 1, 4] 180) rather than AD 155.

% Interestingly, in this year Prosper does not follow the Vind. post. (where we read Bardua et Vero).
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0 215: Cerialis, Laetus Vind. pr.
0 219: Sacerdos, Antoninus (“Avtwviog”; i.e. the emperor Elagabalus)
Theo.

It is interesting to note that the above cases of the reversal of the consuls’
names in ms. fasti do not have parallels in any other types of sources, with
the single exception of the rendering of the consular date of 155 in the Codex
Iustinianus. Here the reversed order can be explained by the fact that the consul
placed first was seen as a consul II (see n. 34). Similar reasons can be identified
for many of the reversals of the normal order of the consuls in the ms. consular
lists, which are often extremely corrupt.’® In 107, when the consuls were in fact
L. Licinius Sura III and Q. Sosius Senecio II, the Vind. pr. and post. and Prosper
have the consuls in the form Senecione (Senetione Vind. pr.) II1I et Sura III. The
explanation seems to lie in the fact that all three lists have substituted Senecio
for Servianus in AD 102, and exhibit this year as follows: Vind. pr.: Senecione III
et Sura II; Vind. post. and Prosper: Senecione II et Sura/Syra, but both adding an
additional year “Senecione III et Sura/Syra II” between the consuls of 103 and
104. Again, the same lists have the consuls of AD 136 in the form Pompeiano
IT et Commodo (the normal order being Commodus, Pompeianus), the reason
being that they record the name Pontianus of one of the consuls of the preceding
year 135 by mistake in the form Pompeianus and assume that the same man was
consul for the second time in 136, earning the distinction of being accorded first
place. One could continue like this, but let us turn to reversals of the normal
order in other sources.

3. The names of the consuls being rendered in an abnormal order as a probable
error of the officials who were responsible in each year for the dissemination
of the names of the next year’s consuls to the provinces. I observed above (n.
9) that the variation in the order of the consuls’ names seems in some cases to
depend on the region in which the consuls are used for dating. In the cases I
mentioned (and in several other similar cases) the two variant ways of referring

The year 155 appears in Prosper in the form Vero et Sabino, and he may have thought this was the
same man, now consul for the second time and as such entitled to the first place in the consular
college (cf. n. 28 on the year 155 in the Codex lustinianus).

36 See e.g. my observations in Arctos 25 (1991) 107-120; 26 (1992) 105-116.
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to the consuls (i.e., either AB or BA) can be found in several regions. But there
are also cases in which an seemingly aberrant order can be found in only one
area outside Rome, and in at least some of these cases we could be dealing with
an error made by the personnel in the provincial governor’ office in the process
of publicizing the future consuls’ names. In some of the cases, one could perhaps
also think of an error made by those who formulated the inscriptions (cf. section
4, below). In any case, I have observed the following cases that could be relevant
under this heading:

o AD 35: the normal order of the ordinary consuls is C. Cestius Gallus,
M. Servilius Nonianus; but in a votive inscription from Turris Libisonis in
Sardinia, the reverse order is used - possibly by mistake.?’

o 116: the normal order of the consuls is L. Fundanius Lamia Aelianus,
Sex. Carminius Vetus, but the order Vetus, Aelianus is used in quarry
inscriptions from Teos in Asia (AE 1989, 130, A, 2 and 3).

0 130: Cf. below n. 42 (on a case from Judaea).

0 153: the normal order C. Bruttius Praesens, A. Iunius Rufinus is
substituted by the order Rufinus, Praesens in a votive inscription from
Moesia Inferior (CIL III 7466: [Rufin]o et Pr(a)esent[e co(n)s(ulibus)]).

0 175: the normal order L. Calpurnius Piso, P. Salvius Iulianus is reversed
in inscriptions from Phrygia in Asia.*8

o 216: the normal order P. Catius Sabinus II, P. Cornelius Anullinus
has been replaced by the order Cornelius, Catius, with the consuls
being strikingly referred to with nomina rather than with cognomina,
in the votive inscription from Ulmetum in Moesia Inferior in which the
iteration of Sabinus has been omitted, CIL III 7531 = ISM 11 130 (Cornelio
et Catio co(n)s(ulibus)).

37 A. Boninu et al. Turris Libisonis, Sassari 1984, 106 (= RICIS 11 519/302; E. Schraudolph, Rémische
Gotterweihungen mit Reliefschmuck aus Italien, Heidelberg 1993, 211 no. L17). I observed above
(between notes 24 and 25) that the same abnormal order Servilius, Cestius also appears in Pliny the
Elder, but in this case we may be dealing with an idiosyncrasy of Pliny’s. In all other sources the order
is Cestius, Servilius.

3 IGR IV 521 (Dorylaeum); J. C. Fant, Cavum Antrum Phrygiae: The Organization and Operations
of the Roman Imperial Marble Quarries in Phrygia, Oxford 1989, 155 nos. 160d and 161 (quarry
inscriptions from Docimium).
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o 217: instead of the normal order C. Bruttius Praesens, T. Messius
Extricatus II (for the order see above n. 10), a fragmentary inscription
from the territory of Vienna in the Narbonensis, CIL XII 2427 = ILNarb.
V 3 (Vienne, 2005) 626, has the names of consuls in the form Extricato et
Pres(ente) con(sulibus) (sic).

0 221: M. Flavius Vitellius Seleucus is mentioned ahead of his colleague
C. Vettius Gratus Sabinianus only once, in a votive inscription from the
rural sanctuary of Saturnus Balcaranensis (S of Carthage) in Africa, CIL
VIII 24134.

0 224: instead of the normal order App. Claudius Iulianus II, C. Bruttius
Crispinus, the votive inscription set up by two beneficiarii from Sirmium,
AE 1994, 1417 refers to this year as Crispino et Iuliano co(n)s(ulibus),
omitting the iteration.

o In 227, the normal order of the consuls is M. Nummius Albinus, M.
Laelius Maximus; but two inscriptions, one from Dalmatia and the other
from Dacia, adduce them in the order Maximus, Albinus.>

0 235: the normal order Cn. Claudius Severus, L. Ti. Claudius Aurelius
Quintianus is reversed in the votive inscription from Castellum Dimmidi
in Numidia, AE 1948, 209 (Quintiano et Severo co(n)s(ulibus)).

4. An abnormal order of the consuls may be due to an error. A simple error by
either the person who formulated or by the person who inscribed or wrote the
text, ascribable e.g. to unclear or incorrect notes made from a list of consuls in
everyday use, may be the explanation in the following cases.

0 56: the consuls Q. Volusius Saturninus, P. Cornelius Scipio appear in
this order in all documents, including one dated March 2 (CIL X 1401
= ILS 6043). It is only in TPSulp. 105, dated March 9, that the order is
Scipio, Saturninus.*?

39 AE 2008, 1033 (Malvesiatium, Dalmatia); ILD 774 (Samum, Dacia).

40 The same order may have been used in NSA 1887, 172 (EDR162693; EDCS-78700050), a small
bronze fragment pertaining to an object in use in the army of Germania Inferior (this does not seem
to made clear in EDR) but found in Cremona, normally presented as follows: [P. Cornelio Scipione,
/ Q. Volu]sio Satur[nino co(n)s(ulibus), / A. Pomp]Jeio Paul[ino leg(ato) (on the legate see W. Eck, Die
Statthalter der germanischen Provinzen vom 1.-3. Jahrhundert, Koln 1985, 120-122, this text being
cited on p. 120). But one wonders whether the year could not have been indicated by the use of the
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0 102: the normal order L. Iulius Ursus Servianus II, L. Licinius Sura IT
(cf. above n. 26) is reversed in an inscription from Rome set up by an
imperial slave (CIL VI 8826 = ILS 7276: Licinio Sura II, Serviano II co(n)-
s(ulibus)).

0 111: the normal order C. Calpurnius Piso, M. Vettius Bolanus appears
reversed in a votive inscription from Rome set up the slave vilicus (AE
1937, 61: Idibus lanuaris Bolano et Pisone co(n)s(ulibus)).*!

0 130: instead of the normal order Q. Fabius Catullinus, M. Flavius Aper, the
order of this year’s consuls is Aper, Catullinus in brick stamps both from the
praedia of a certain C. Iulius Stephanus (CIL XV 1212) and in those from
the praedia of T. Statilius Severus, produced by a Fl(avius) (?) Ones(imus)
(M. Steinby, Lateres signati Ostienses [AIRF VIL1, 1978] no. 72).4?

0 142: the normal order of the consuls is L. Cuspius Pactumeius Rufinus,
L. Statius Quadratus; but in a votive inscription from Rome set up veteran
of the equites singulares, the indication of the year of the dedication has
been rendered as Quadrato et Rufino co(n)s(ulibus) (CIL VI 31150). The
same order is also used in brick stamps from the praedia of Domitia
Lucilla (CIL XV 1065; VIII 22632, 14; IPO B 393 etc.).

0 150: the order Vetus, Gallicanus, instead of the order M. Gavius Squilla
Gallicanus, Sex. Carminius Vetus used in all other documents from this
year, is used in brick stamps from the praedia Quintanensia belonging
to the imperial freedman Agathyrsus (CIL XV 466: Vetere/Veter(e) et
Gal(licano) co(n)sulibus).

name of only one of the consuls, the name in these cases usually being that of the consul normally
named first.

41'In this case, it could perhaps be conceivable to explain the anomalous order of the consuls by the
fact that this dedication dated January 13 is from the beginning of the consular year, when there
might still have been some uncertainty about the year’s consuls. Cf. below n. 43 on the consular dates
from 193 and 197.

42 The same order Aper, Catullinus is in fact used also in documents from Judaea, namely in the
marriage contract P. Hever 69 (originally published by H. Cotton in JRS 84 [1994] 64-86) and in two
documents from the Babatha archive (N. Lewis et al. [eds.], The Documents from the Bar Kokhba
Period in the Cave of Letters, Jerusalem 1989. nos. 21 and 22); but what is striking is that the normal
order Catullinus, Aper is used in documents nos. 20 and 23 in the same archive. All four documents
were written by the same scribe, one Germanos, and apparently he either simply did not care about,
or did not pay attention to, the order the two consuls.
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0 193: the order Clarus, Falco is substituted for the normal order Q. Sosius
Falco, C. Iulius Erucius Clarus in an honorific inscription from Lucus
Feroniae, most easily available at EDR137360 (this inscription has not yet
been published properly so that there is some variation in the readings
offered by different authors): dedic(atum) Kal(endis) la[nuar(iis)] C.
Erucio Claro, Q. Sosio Flalcone] co(n)s(ulibus).*> The abnormal order of
the consuls could perhaps be ascribed to the fact that the monument was
dedicated on the very first day of the new consular year (cf. above n. 41
and below).

0 197: in another inscription dated January 1 (cf. above), the normal order
T. Sextius Lateranus, L. Cuspius Rufinus is reversed in the dedication
by the equites singulares, AE 1934, 156 = M. P. Speidel, Die Denkmidiler
der Kaiserreiter. Equites singulares Augusti, Koln 1994. no. 54: dedicata
Kal(endis) Ian(uariis) Rufino et Laterano co(n)s(ulibus).

II1. Observations on the order of the consuls in ‘modern’ lists of consuls
from the 16" century onwards

I pointed out above that the years of the period under discussion can be divided
in two groups, those in which the order of the two ordinary consuls was constant
or at least more or less constant (I am referring here to the cases discussed above,
in which one can find instances of an abnormal order for the consuls, due in
many cases simply to various errors), and those in which the order of the consuls
varies. I shall now proceed to some remarks on the presentation of the latter
group in a selection of lists of consuls between the renaissance period and A.
Degrassis I fasti consolari of 1952, the standard edition of the Roman consular
list to date (but waiting to be superseded by a similar work by W. Eck). The lists
I have considered are as follows:

o Onuphrius Panvinius (1529-1568), Fastorum libri V a Romulo rege
usque ad Imp. Caesarem Carolum V. Austrium Augustum, Venice 1558

43 In some versions of the text of this inscription the cognomina of the consuls are omitted. This does,
however, not affect the question of the order of their presentation.
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(followed by a posthumous edition, Heidelberg 1588).4* The edition of
1558/1588, which includes an interesting commentary, was preceded
by a first edition published in Venice in 1557. This edition, which does
not contain a commentary, was disavowed by Panvinius and replaced
by that of 1558/1588.%> That this is a revised version becomes clear from
the many corrections introduced into the first edition by Panvinius in
1558. The corrections normally concern the names of consuls and are
often based on inscriptions, both genuine and spurious, that Panvinius
had taken notice of in the meantime.*® From the point of view of this

4 For the two editions see J.-L. Ferrary, Onofrio Panvinio et les antiquités romaines (Collection de
I'Ecole frangaise de Rome 214, 1996), 206. I have used the 1588 edition (surely more or less identical
with the 1558 version), as the National Library in Helsinki has a copy and as this edition is also
available at https://play.google.com/books/reader?id=AL9aD3jHGNgC&pg=GBS.PP4&hl=en_(this
version has on the title page only the text In officina Sanctandreana followed by the date, whereas in
the National Library copy the date is preceded by Heidelbergae).

4 Ferrary (preceding n.), 205. This edition from 1557 was called Fasti et triumphi Rom. a Romulo rege
usque ad Carolum V. Caes. Aug. sive epitome Regum, Consulum, Dictatorum, Magistror. equitum ...
ex antiquitatum monumentis maxima cum fide ac diligentia desumpta Onuphrio Panvinio Veronensi
f(ratre) Augustiniano authore. This edition is available at: https://books.google.fi/books?id=kmMN
onlnRr4C&q=De+fasti+et+triumphi+Romanorum-+a+Romulo+usque+ad+Carolum+V+madrid&
redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=De%20fasti%20et%20triumphi%20Romanorum%20a%20Romulo%20
usque%20ad%20Carolum%20V%20madrid&f=false.

46 For some minor corrections note e.g. the following (“x > y”: x in ed. 1 has been corrected to y in
ed. 2): 25: P. n(epos) > Cn. n(epos) in the filiation of Cossus Lentulus (cf. C. n. > M. n. in 53 in the
filiation of Silanus Torquatus); 59: Vipsaius > Vipsanius; 68: Valerius > Galerius; 78 (and 106, 136):
Caeionius > Ceionius; 93: Primus > Priscus; 104 Suranus > Suranus II (cf. Brutius Praesens > Bruttius
Praesens II in 153. On the other hand, in 223 and 224 a correct iteration indicated in the first edition
is omitted in the second edition); 159 (and 177): Quintillus > Quinctillus; 186: Sex. Acilius etc. > M.
Acilius; 220: Eutichianus > Eutychianus etc. More substantial changes based on genuine inscriptions
and thus real corrections can be observed e.g. in the following years: 105 T. Nummidius (cf. below)
T. V. (sic, for f) Quadratus II, C. Iulius Candidus > Ti. Iulius Candidus II, A. Iulius Quadratus (still
without the iteration); 130: Laenas Pontianus, Antonius Rufinus (coming from CIL VI 10048) >
Ser. Octavius Laenas Pontianus, M. Antonius Rufinus (from CIL VI 157); 141: Plautius Silvanus (in
most of the ms. fasti, the cognomen Stloga has been corrupted to Silvanus), C. Iulius Severus > M.
Peducaeus Syloga (sic, for Stloga) Priscinus, T. Hoenius Severus (from CIL VI 161); 142: Antonius
Rufinus, T. Nummidius T. f. T. n. Quadratus (the nomen Nummidius, applied also to the consul
Quadratus of 105, must come from a false inscription) > L. Cuspius Rufinus, L. Statius Quadratus;
160: Vespronius Verus II (sic), M Atilius Metilius Bradua > T. Vibius Barus (sic), Ap. Annius Bradua
(from CIL VI 162 = 35746i); 180: Arrius Praesens II, Aelius Gordianus (for Condianus) > Bruttius
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paper it should be noted that the changes introduced by Panvinius also
concern the order of the consuls for some years, for in preparing the
revised edition Panvinius has also made some changes in the order of the
names. For instance, in AD 156 he has changed the order from “Sentius
Augurinus, Plautius Silvanus” (with erroneous restorations of the nomina
which were not yet known in his time) to “Plautius Silvanus, Sentius
Augurinus”*’ These changes are also surely meant as corrections.*
Panvinius was of course not the first scholar to collect material
on the consular fasti, but his work was widely known and often quoted,
and he can be considered the most prominent representative of 16%-
century scholarship on the Roman consuls. Moreover, he often quotes
his predecessor Cuspinian (1473-1529), normally (if not always) as “liber
Cuspiniani” which must refer to this author’s consular fasti, published
posthumously in 1553.4
o J. G. Baiter, Fasti consulares triumphalesque Romanorum, Turici
(Zurich) 1838.

Praesens 11, Sex. Quinctilius Gordianus; 241: (Gordianus 1I), L. Domitius Gallicanus Papinianus >
(Gordianus 1I), M. Aurelius M. E Claudius Pompeianus (not yet correct but better than the previous
version of the name). In some cases Panvinius introduces changes not based on pertinent evidence
and which are thus incorrect; e.g. 158: Tertullus, Sacerdos > Q. Flavius Tertullus, Licinius Sacerdos
(instead of Sex. Sulpicius Tertullus, Q. Tineius Sacerdos); 182: Rufus > M. Vettius Stlaccius Albinus
Trebel(lius) Rufus (instead of Q. Tineius Rufus); 195: Tertullus > Q. Flavius Tertullus (instead of P
Tulius Scapula Tertullus); 219: Sacerdos > Licinius Sacerdos (intead of Q. Tineius S.); 228: Modestus >
Vettius Modestus (instead of Aiacius Modestus); 229: C. Dionysius Aproniani f. Nicaeus (sic) > Cassius
Aproniani E Dio IT; 243: Arrianus, Papus > C. Iulius Arrianus, Aimilius Papus.

47 The reversal of the order of the consuls’ names can be observed in the following years: AD 17, 22,
25, 26, 27, 32, 34, 36, 49, 68, 91, 96, 99, 105, 116, 127, 138, 151, 156, 170.

48 This becomes obvious in the case of AD 116, for in this year the order of the consuls in the edition
of 1557 is Vetus, Aelianus which appears in no source (except for two quarry inscriptions from Teos,
AE 1989, 130, A, 2 and 3 [above at n. 37], which Panvinius obviously cannot have known) and must,
then, have been a mistake which Panvinius corrects in the 1558/1588 edition. In all the other years
both the order of the 1557edition and that of the 1558/1559 edition are attested in our sources (e.g.,
the ms. fasti). In correcting the first edition, Panvinius has, then, apparently decided to follow a
source that was not identical to the one he followed in 1557.

49 Joannis Cuspiniani viri clarissimi, divi quondam Maximiliani imperatoris a consiliis et oratoris de
Consulibus Romanorum commentarii ex optimis vetustissimisque authoribus collecti, Basileae 1553.
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o H. F. Clinton, Fasti Romani Vol. I, Oxford 1845; Clinton does not seem
to have known Baiter’s book (see below n. 52).

o J. Klein, Fasti consulares inde a Caesaris nece usque ad imperium
Diocletiani, Lipsiae 1881.

o D. Vaglieri, “Consul’, in Dizionario epigrafico di antichita romane, vol.
II, Roma 1910, 679-862.

o W. Liebenam, Fasti consulares Imperii Romani von 30 v. Chr. bis 565 n.
Chr., Bonn 1910. Liebenam mentions Vaglieri’s list on p. 3 and was thus
able to use it;

o A. Degrassi, I fasti consolari dell'impero romano dal 30 avanti Cristo al
613 dopo Cristo, Roma 1952.

To begin with, what is striking is that there does not seem to be a discussion
of how to deal with the consuls in those years in which their order varied, or even
a mention of the fact that this phenomenon may have existed, in any of these
lists. Especially in the case of Clinton’s lists one can, however, get an idea of the
fact that variation of this kind did exist in some years, for the author quotes
verbatim many of the inscriptions and other sources that have been used for the
establishment of the consular lists.’® Klein, too, adds useful information in the
form of a list of testimonia for the consulates of each year (but without quoting
the text) and of footnotes with observations on names etc., but in some cases also
on the order of the consuls in different sources. But in Degrassi, for more than
seventy years the standard exposition of the consular fasti of the Empire, there
is neither a mention of the fact that the order of the consuls may have varied in
some years nor a discussion of the establishment of the list of the two ordinary
consuls for each year.”!

It seems obvious that an author of consular fasti will have used similar
compilations by predecessors, although it seems likely that Clinton either did
not know or was unable to use Baiter’s book, which had appeared a few years

30 For instance in the case of AD 64 Clinton cites evidence both for the order C. Laecanius Bassus,
M. Licinius Crassus (the order which he adopts, quoting Tac. ann. 15.33) and for the order Crassus,
Bassus (p. 44, 46).

°1 In some cases Degrassi may add a note especially on the length of office of the ordinary consuls or
on their names. On the contrary, in the case of suffect consuls references are given to the sources (cf.
Degrassi’s introduction, X).
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earlier.>? That is why it may be of some interest to have a look at Panvinius’ list,
as his is one of the earliest, and certainly one of the most influential consular
lists. It is, moreover, a list based not simply on the available manuscript fasti
and chronicles but also on serious scholarship, as Panvinius’ lists are based on
information collected, in addition to the ms. consular lists,” not only from Latin
and Greek authors® but also from inscriptions.* His consular list is also of some

52 This seems to emerge from the fact that Clintons lists include many years in which the author
ignores modifications introduced by Baiter but offers about the same information as Panvinius. For
instance, in AD 49 only Panvinius and Clinton present the consuls in the order Pompeius, Veranius,
both calling the latter consul Q. Verannius. Other years in which the order of the consuls in Panvinius
and Clinton differs from that in the other lists including Baiter’s are 61, 91, 99, 107, 138, 203. Note also
the year 110, in which among the earlier lists only Panvinius and Clinton have the order Priscinus,
Orfitus, reintroduced by Degrassi (see below n. 69), probably because this is the order that is used
in the fasti of Ostia.

%3 The use of the ms. fasti is not only self-evident but can be proved by many items in his lists of
consuls. For instance, in AD 110 all inscriptions (except for the fasti of Ostia published, in the case
of the fragment with the consuls of 110, in 1932) and two ms. fasti (Const., Pasch.) have the consuls
in the order Ser. Scipio Orfitus, M. Peducaeus Priscinus, but in Chron. 354 (in the other ms. lists the
consuls of this year are in a corrupt way) and in Panvinius (and Clinton, see above n. 52) the order
is Priscinus, Orfitus; this list must, then, have been his source. The same apparently goes for AD 78,
where only Chron. 354 calls the consul Novius Priscus (the name used by Panvinius), whereas other
ms. fasti call the consul Rufus (inscriptions dated AD 78 were not known in Panvinius’ time). On the
other hand, in AD 68, Panvinius calls the consul Trachalus “M. Galerius M.E. Trachalus Turpilianus’,
saying (p. 204) that the item Turpilianus (in fact belonging to a consul in AD 61) comes from the
consular list of Cassiodorus (this item is dismissed in Baiter, in Clinton and in the 20™-century lists,
but reemerges strikingly in Klein who says he has it from Prosper; for Prosper being the source of
Cassiodorus see above n. 1, 4). For the use of Prosper via Cassiodorus cf. also e.g. AD 96, where
Panvinius calls the consul Manlius Fulvius, saying on p. 213 that this comes from Cassiodorus. For
the use of Prosper (via Cassiodorus) where he is in agreement with Vind. pr. and Vind. post. cf. e.g.
99, 107, 127, 138.

>4 Note for instance that in AD 22, only Tacitus (ann. 3,52,1) has the order C. Sulpicius Galba, D.
Haterius Agrippa, the order used by Panvinius (above n. 5). In AD 36, the order Plautius, Papinius
appears only in Pliny the Elder (10,5), Tacitus (ann. 6,40,1) and Panvinius; in 66 the order Paulinus,
Telesinus is found only in Tacitus (16,14,1) and Panvinius. In 91 the order Traianus, Glabrio is found
not only in Dio (67,12,1) and Panvinius, but also in Vind. post. and Prosper; Panvinius here probably
follows Dio (but in AD 36, where Panvinius follows Pliny and Tacitus, Dio 58,26,5 has the reverse
order).

%5 The inscriptions Panvinius used are usually cited in his commentary, either more or less in full or
only partly (in these cases normally just the date). For instance, in 142 the names of the consuls are
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interest from the point of view of the nomenclature of the consuls, for in many
cases Panvinius was only aware of the cognomina of the consuls (known to him
from the ms. fasti), and sometimes he supplies incorrect additional names from
sources he happened to know.>® However, the names of the consuls are not the
subject of this paper.

Let us now turn to the subject of this section, namely the order of the
consuls — obviously the ordinary consuls — between AD 15 and 284 in a selection
of modern lists of consuls from Panvinius to Degrassi (as defined above), more
precisely in those cases where one can observe variation in the order of the
consuls; for in the majority of the cases the consuls are listed in the same order in
the lists between 1558 and 1952. As a reminder, the lists taken into consideration
are the following: (1) Panvinius 1558, (2) Baiter 1838, (3) Clinton 1845, (4) Klein
1881, (5) Vaglieri 1910, (6) Liebenam 1910, (7) Degrassi 1952.

If we designate the order of the consuls used by Panvinius as A, the reverse
order as B, we find the following combinations:

(1) ABBBBBB: 22; 36; 66; 165

(2) ABAAAAA: 26; 142

(3) ABABBBB: 49; 61; 91; 99; 107; 138; 203
(4) ABABBBA: 110

rendered correctly as L. Cuspius Rufinus, L. Statius Quadratus, this information obviously coming
from the inscription now known as CIL VI 160 (in the following, I quote the modern editions,
without adding “now known as”). In 148, the information that the consuls were called C. Bellicius
C.E Torquatus II, M. (sic) Salvius Iulianus II must also come from an inscription, apparently from
CIL VI 375 (for the mistaken iterations see the commentary on p. 227). In 165, Panvinius lists the
consuls as Servilius Pudens, L. Cornelius Scipio Orfitus (restoring the nomina incorrectly), using an
order which is not used by any of the ms. fasti but which appears in some inscriptions, of which CIL
VI 18378 was probably his source. In 193, the names of the consuls Q. Sosius Falco and C. Iulius
Fructus (sic) Clarus are obviously based on CIL X 4760, where Smetius had read Fructus instead of
Erucius.

% See the previous note on AD 165 and below n. 57. In AD 89, Panvinius calls the other consul,
who we now know was called M. Asinius Atratinus, “A. Sempronius Atratinus”, as this is a person
“de quo scribit Dio” (p. 212; Sempronii Atratini with the praenomen Aulus are attested during the
early Republic). Cf. Arctos 23 (1989) 176 on the consuls of 195, P. Iulius Scapula Tertullus Priscus
and Q. Tineius Clemens, being called “Q. Flavius Tertullus,T. Flavius Clemens” by Panvinius, who
justifies the restorations of the names by saying “Q. Flavi Tertulli & T. Flavi Clementis frequens per
haec tempora mentio est”.
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(5) ABBAAAA: 25

(6) ABBAAAB: 127

(7) ABBBBBA: 34

(8) AABBBBA: 68

(9) AAABBBB: 17; 141; 170; 172

(10) AAAAABA: 96

(11) AAAAABB: 54

(12) AAAAAAB: 27,29, 44, 67, 78, 147, 148, 207.

In seventeen cases (enumerated under the numbers 1-7), i.e. when the
series begins with AB, Baiter has introduced a change in the order used by
Panvinius (at the same time also correcting some names).”” In the year 68 (8), it is
Clinton who changes the order of Panvinius, kept by Baiter, while Klein reverses
the order in several years (9). It seems notable that the order he introduces is
retained in all the following compilations, an observation than can perhaps be
explained by the fact that Klein was the first author of a consular list to have a
number (although still modest) of critical editions of inscriptions at his disposal.
Vaglieri does not seem to have introduced any changes; Liebenam changes the
order of consuls in two years, once followed by Degrassi (11), once ignored (10).
Degrassi for his part changes the order appearing in the earlier compilation
several times (12), and as this is of especial interest, I shall come back to him
in a moment. Meanwhile, let me offer some observations on the modifications
introduced in the earlier lists. Obviously I can only deal with some examples.

As for Baiter (whose list does not include any comments on his choices),
his changes all seem to be based on inscriptions. For instance, in 110 (4), the
order seems to be based on CIL VI 10243, in 142 (2) on CIL XV 1065 (which he

%7 1In 66, Panvinius calls the consul Telesinus L. Pontius (saying on p. 204 that this comes from Velleius,
book 2), whereas Baiter has the almost correct form C. Lucius (sic) Telesinus. Further years in which
Baiter has the correct names of the consuls whose names had been restored incorrectly by Panvinius
(there are also many minor corrections, not considered here) are: 110 (“Clodius Crispinus, Solenus
Orfitus” [sic] corrected to Ser. Salvidienus Orfitus, M. Peducaeus Priscinus); 127 (“Galicanus, Coelius
Titianus” corrected to T. Atilius Titianus, M. Squilla Gallicanus); 165 (“Servilius Pudens, L. Cornelius
Scipio Orfitus” corrected to M. Gavius Orfitus, L. Arrius Pudens). In 138, Baiter, still unaware of the
full names of the consuls, reverts from Panvinius’ “Sulpicius Camerinus, Quinctius Niger Magnus”
to Niger, Camerinus.
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seems to have got from Marini),”® in 165 (1) on CIL VI 164, in 203 apparently on
CIL V1220. In some cases, Baiter’s modifications have been successful, inasmuch
as all later consular lists follow the same order (1); in other cases some authors of
consular lists have reverted to Panvinius’ order.

I observed above (n. 52) that Clinton does not seem to have known or
used Baiter, whom he never mentions. This can possibly be illustrated by the
total of 10 cases (ABA, (2)-(4)) in which Clinton reverts to the order used by
Panvinius. On the other hand, there are also three years in which he has the
same order as Baiter ((5)-(7): AD 25, 34, 127), although he is surely following
his sources, i.e. mainly the ms. fasti, rather than Baiter, in these cases.> Clinton
himself changes the order of the consuls in Panvinius and Baiter in 68 from
Italicus, Trachalus to Trachalus, Italicus (8), following some ms. sources and the
inscription CIL VI 1984 (cited from Gruter).

As mentioned above, Kleins list of consuls, furnished both with
Testimonia and informative footnotes, is the earliest one to use modern editions
of inscriptions and can in fact be regarded as the first modern scholarly
compilation of Roman consuls between 44 BC and AD 284. Klein’s list contains
four changes. In 17, 141, 170, 172, all of them (as also pointed out above) retained
in the later consular lists (9). In 17, all his predecessors have the order Rufus,
Flaccus, but Klein changes this to Flaccus, Rufus (at the same time correcting
Rufus’ nomen from “Caecilius” to Caelius).?® This is in fact the order used both
in the manuscript (in some of which the cognomen Flaccus appears in a corrupt
form) and in some epigraphic fasti, although it must be admitted that the order

8 G. Marini, Gli atti e monumenti de’ fratelli Arvali 1, Roma 1795, 239, a widely known publication
where Marini cites many brick stamps (his work exclusively on brick stamps, Iscrizioni antiche
doliari, was published only in 1884 by G. B. De Rossi, Roma 1884). Note that it is only in this brick
stamp and in Baiter that the consul Cuspius has the praenomen C. Also in 127 (6), Baiter has taken
his order from Marini, as he obviously reproduces the order of the two consuls present in CIL XV
1430. 1431. 1432, all three brick stamps already in Marini. The use of Marini is also clear in the year
147, where Baiter calls the other consul “C. Prast. Pacatus Messalinus, the first three items clearly
coming from the stamp CIL XV 960 (originally published by Marini in 1795).

% In his annotation to AD 25 (p. 8, 10), where Clinton has the order Agrippa, Lentulus (Lentulus,
Agrippa in Panvinius), Clinton refers to ms. fasti, Tacitus and Dio’s index. Interestingly, Tacitus 4,34,1
in fact has the order Lentulus (whom he calls Cossus), Agrippa (not mentioned by Clinton).

0 For this correction he refers (p. 22 n. 1) to the fasti now known as the fasti Antiates Minores
(Inscr. It. XTI 1, 303).
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Rufus, Flaccus is also well attested. In 141, Klein’s predecessors have the order
(Stloga) Priscinus, Severus, attested e.g. in CIL VI 161, whereas Klein changes the
order to Severus, (Stloga) Priscinus, following CIL VI 635 and other epigraphic
and literary sources. In 170, Klein is the first to have the order Clarus, Cethegus;
here he seems to be following the fasti of the Salii Palatini, CIL VI 1978. The same
fasti also seem to be his source for the change of the order Maximus, Orfitus to
Orfitus, Maximus (used in all ms. fasti and in several inscriptions) and moreover
for the addition of the nomen Quintilius to the consul Maximus (called simply
Maximus in earlier compilations). As for the other consul (Ser. Calpurnius
Scipio) Orfitus, his full name does not seem to appear in any consular dates (CIL
V11978 is broken in the place where his name should appear), and has thus to be
reconstructed on the basis of other sources; Klein solves this problem correctly
by using the inscription “Fabretti p. 744, [no.] 518” (i.e., CIL VI 14239) which
mentions a freedman of the consul.®!

As mentioned above, Vaglieri does not seem to introduce any changes
in the order of the consuls in his list in the Dizionario epigrafico, though some
details do indicate that his list is not simply a reproduction of earlier lists.> For
his part, Liebenam makes two changes to the order of consuls, one in AD 54,
the other in 96. In 54, all his predecessors have the order Marcellus, Aviola, but
Liebenam, followed by Degrassi, chooses the reverse order Aviola, Marcellus.
This is interesting, as the only documents in which Aviola is mentioned first are
wax tablets from Pompeii, all dated May 54 and already referred to by Klein (CIL
IV 3340, V-VIII). One wonders why Liebenam preferred this order to that in

6! In the CIL, this inscription is erroneously attributed to a freedman of the consul of AD 178.

62 In AD 138, Vaglieri is the earliest author of consular fasti to call the consul Niger Kanus Iunius
Niger. The earlier authors have only the cognomen, but Klein adds the names T. Iunius, following the
earlier readings of the senatus consultum de nundinis saltus Beguensis in Ephemeris epigraphica II (the
reading T. Iuni Nigri can still be found in CIL VIII 11451). But by the publication of the latest version
of this inscription in the CIL, CIL VIII 23246, the praenomen had already been corrected to Kanus,
as a military diploma (now CIL XVI 83) with the correct name had been published in 1900. As the
supplement to CIL VIII with the latest version was only published in 1916, Vaglieri must have had
his information regarding the correct name from the edition of the diploma in the Jahreshefte of 1900
of the Austrian Archaeological Institute. In 174, Vaglieri’s list is the earliest to have the full names
of the two consuls; Klein already calls the other consul Flaccus Cornelianus (he must have had these
names from the inscription now known as IG XIV 830), but Vaglieri has the full names, L. Aurelius
Gallus, Q. Volusius Flaccus Cornelianus, known to him from the edition of an inscription (now CIL
XI 7556) published in 1889.
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Tacitus, Suetonius and in the ms. fasti (he does not offer any clue as to the choice
of this order). In 96, Liebenam changes the order of his predecessors, attested in
many sources, namely C. Manlius Valens, C. Antistius Vetus, to Vetus, Valens.
In this, he seems to follow CIL VI 17707 and possibly also Eutropius 8,1,1, but
again this choice remains unexplained; Degrassi in 1952 in any case returned to
the order Valens, Vetus.

We now come to Degrassis Fasti consolari, which present some
peculiarities, or at least innovations with regard to his predecessors, in the order
of the consuls. Let us start with two years in which he may simply have made a
mistake.

In AD 44, C. Sallustius Crispus Passienus and T. Statilius Taurus held the
consulate, Crispus for the second time. Crispus was at some point replaced by
P. Pomponius Secundus, at which point Taurus moved to place one, Secundus
occupying the second place. But during the consulate of Crispus (II) and Taurus,
our sources indicate that Crispus was normally mentioned first, as befits a consul
iterum.%* Crispus II, Taurus is accordingly the order in which the consuls appear
in the modern consular fasti from Panvinius to Liebenam. But in Degrassi’s fasti
the consuls are enumerated in the reverse order. This order is in fact attested,
for it is in two tesserae nummulariae that Crispus, called C. Sall(ustius) (or
Sal(lustius)) is mentioned in the second place, in both documents without the
iteration (RE XVII 1431f. nos. 126 and 127, from January 1 and January 13). But
the two tesserae do not seem to constitute sufficient evidence for establishing the
order Taurus, Crispus I, and I cannot help suspecting that this order is due to an
error or oversight on Degrassi’s part.

In AD 207, the two ordinary consuls appear in Degrassi (p. 58) as follows:
(L.?) Annius Maximus, L. Septimius Aper.%* This order in fact appears in one
source, namely in the glossary known as the Hermeneumata Leidensia (see
above n. 29). However, this source is so marginal that it cannot really be taken
into consideration in the establishment of the consular list of this year, as in all
other relevant literary, epigraphical and papyrological sources, of which there is
a very large number, the order is invariably Aper, Maximus. The fact that a fairly

63 Thus the fasti of Potentia (AE 2007, 478); Dio 60,23,1; TPSulp 99; CIL XIII 4565.

64 The same order is reproduced in the consular lists in P. M. M. Leunissen, Konsuln und Konsulare in
der Zeit von Commodus bis Severus Alexander (1989), 135; I. Mennen, Power and Status in the Roman
Empire, AD 193-284 (2011), 257.
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recently published diploma (RMM 48) calls the consul Aper C. Septimius Severus
Aper, adding the previously unattested cognomen Severus to his nomenclature,
may furnish an explanation for Aper being the consul prior.%®> Degrassi’s order is
thus incorrect or at least misleading, and one can only wonder why he chose to
register the consuls in this order; in the only document he quotes for the consuls,
the papyrus referred to in n. 65, the consuls are in any case in the normal order
Aper, Maximus. It seems best to consider Degrassi’s rendering of the consuls of
207 as an oversight.

In the following years, Degrassi has chosen to record the consuls in
an order which is attested in the sources but which differs from that of his
predecessors.

o 27: all consular lists between Panvinius and Liebenam present the
consuls in the order M. Licinius Crassus (Frugi), L. Calpurnius Piso,
but Degrassi changes the order to Piso, Crassus. In the majority of our
sources, including the ms. fasti, the order is Crassus, Piso, but Degrassi
seems to base the order he chooses on two epigraphic fasti, the Acts of
the Arvals, Cassiodorus, a document from Pompeii and on an inscription
from Rome.®¢

0 29: the order of the earlier lists, L. Rubellius Geminus, C. Fufius
Geminus (attested in Tacitus 5,1,1, Cassiodorus and in some other
sources), appears changed to Fufius, Rubellius in Degrassi. In doing this,
Degrassi followed two inscriptions, CIL VI 10293 and CIL V 5832 and
some ms. fasti and other literary sources.®’

o 67: all earlier lists record the consuls in the order Fonteius Capito,
L. (prior to Liebenam C.) Iulius Rufus, changed by Degrassi to Rufus,
Capito. This is striking, as the evidence for this order is rather meagre. On

% For this man as a relative of the emperor Severus see A. R. Birley, Septimius Severus: The African
Emperor? (1988), in the additions to the paperback edition of 1999, 274. The praenomen Ao¥K10G in
a papyrus (now P. Mich. IX 546) is clearly an error.

66 Inscr. It. XIII 1, 299 and 307; CIL VI 2024 = Scheid (above n. 19 ) no. 5 (apparently dated Jan. 4);
MGH AA XI 136; CIL IV 3340, 2 (dated Nov. 28); CIL VI 251 (dated May 28). The order Crassus,
Piso is attested in documents dated to the period from February to May (CIL V 4919, Feb. 3; G.
Camodeca, ZPE 226 (2023) 271, March 19; CIL II 2633, April 28).

67 This year, often rendered as duobus Geminis consulibus, is attested several times in late authors, as
it was thought by many to be the year of Jesus’ crucifixion.
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the other hand it must be admitted that, after Capito had laid down his
consulate, Rufus stayed in office with three successive suffecti, something
that could be interpreted as indicating that he was originally accorded the
first place.®®

o 78: the order of the consuls in all the earlier lists is L. Ceionius
Commodus, D. Novius Priscus; in Degrassi, this is changed to Priscus,
Commodus. The order Commodus, Priscus is attested in the ms. fasti, in
the Arval acts (CIL VI 2056 = Scheid [above n. 19] no. 44, dated Jan. 3)
and in diplomas dated Feb. 7 (CIL XVI 22, etc., all reproducing the same
constitution), whereas the reverse order is attested in a diploma dated
April 15 (CIL XVI 23) and in IG V 1, 1431 (Messene; for the possibility
that these dates could mean two-month periods in the holding the fasces
see 1. 18). It is not immediately obvious why Degrassi chose to follow the
order of the latter documents.

0 110: in this year, Panvinius has the sequence Priscinus (“Crispinus” in
Panvinius), Orfitus, but Baiter corrects it to Orfitus, Priscinus; Clinton
reverts to the order of Panvinius, only to be corrected by his successors
Klein, Vaglieri and Liebenam. But Degrassi returns to the order Priscinus,
Orfitus, no doubt because this is the order used in the fasti of Ostia
(Vidman [above n. 1,3] 47).

O 147: the earlier consular lists have the order (L. Annius) Largus,
(C. Prastina Pacatus) Messallinus, attested in many documents from
throughout the Roman world including all the ms. fasti, but in Degrassi
this is changed to C. Prastina Pacatus Messallinus, L. Annius Largus. This
latter order is, as far as I can see, attested only in the city of Rome and
in its vicinity;% the fact that it is this sequence that is used in the fasti of
Ostia may have influenced Degrassi in his choice.

% The evidence for the order Rufus, Capito: AE 1925, 11 = RMD III 337f. App. I = M. A. Speidel, Die
romischen Schreibtafeln von Vindonissa, Brugg 1996, 90-93 no. 1 (discharge document); Malalas 259
(ed. Schenk, 34), but Malalas’ testimony is of limited worth. Finally, one wonders whether one could
after all restore the name of Rufus’ colleague in the broken right part of the fasti from Antium, CIL X
6637 = Inscr. It. XIII 1, 332f. no. 32. As for the suffecti of 67, see G. Camodeca, in Scritti in memoria di
Giovanni Pugliese Carratelli (Parola del Passato 76) (2021) 449-451; for the pair (L. Iulius) Rufus, (L.
Aurelius) Priscus note also Speidel, 235f. no. 79: Rufo, Prisco cos. a. d. VIIK. [ --- ]).

%% Vidman (above n. 1,3) 51 (the Fasti Ostienses); CIL V1 657; CIL XIV 280 and 4744 (Ostia); AE 1927,
115 (Bovillae). Cf. above n. 9.
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0 148: in Degrassi, the consuls appear in the order P. Salvius Iulianus,
C. Bellicius Torquatus,”® but in the earlier lists the order is Torquatus,
Iulianus. This latter order is the one used in a large number of documents
including the ms. fasti, whereas the order Iulianus, Torquatus is only
attested in five inscriptions, including a diploma dated Feb. 29, all from
Rome and its vicinity.”! In this year, too, the fact that this is the order used
in the fasti of Ostia may have influenced Degrassi.

In this context, there is surely a point in also having a look at the consuls
of AD 34 and 68, as Degrassi in both cases reverts to an order used by the
earliest authors of consular fasti, but then abandoned by later scholars. In AD 34,
Panvinius records the consuls in the order Paullus Fabius Persicus, L. Vitellius,
used in several ms. fasti, in Tacitus, Frontinus and the vita of Persius, and in
several epigraphic documents.”? However, between Baiter and Liebenam the
order is changed to Vitellius, Persicus, an order that seems to be attested only in
the Acts of the Arvals (CIL VI 2025 = Schein [above n. 19] no. 7), in Dio 58,24,1
and in Chron. 354 (MGH AA IX p. 57). Degrassi restores the order Persicus,
Vitellius, and thus this seems to be another year in which he follows the fasti
from Ostia.

In AD 68, both Panvinius and Baiter present the consuls in the order (Ti.
Catius) Silius Italicus, (P.) Galerius Trachalus, apparently following some of the
ms. fasti and adding the nomina from Tacitus and other literary sources.”® But
in the later consular lists between Clinton and Liebenam, the order is Trachalus,
Italicus, which is the one used in the fasti of the sodales Augustales Claudiales
(CIL VI 1984; cf. n. 73), in AE 2006, 1426 (Akmoneia in Asia), in CPL 104 =
CIL XVI App. 12 (edict of Domitian of AD 93, referring back to the years 68
and 69), and in Chron. 354 (MGH AA IX p. 57).7* The evidence for the order

79T use here only the main names of the two consuls.

71 Vidman (above n. 1,3) 51 (again the Fasti Ostienses); CIL XVI 95, dated Feb. 29; CIL VI 32521; AE
1940, 82 (Rome); CIL XV 733 (brick stamp ex prae. L. Ael. Caes., published also as CIL VIII 22632,3).

72 Vidman (above n. 1,3) 42 (the Fasti Ostienses); CIL X 901f; CIL XI 3781; TPSulp.96 (dated March
15).

73 CIL V1 1984, with the nomen of Trachalus and the full name of Italicus (but in this order), was only
found in 1596 and was thus not available to Panvinius.

74 The list of consuls transmitted in Chron. 354, with the order Trachalus, Italicus was surely the source
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Trachalus, Italicus is thus not inconsiderable. In spite of that, Degrassi returns
to the order Italicus, Trachalus, attested in the fasti Interamnates (published by
Degrassi himself in Inscr. It. XIII 1, 266f.), in the majority of the ms. fasti,”® in
Frontinus (ag. 102,13), and in two epigraphic documents.”®

To conclude: a look at the order of the (ordinary) consuls of some years
in Degrassis list of consuls offers an interesting sidelight on Degrassi’s methods
- but also on some errors - in establishing the list of ordinary consuls between
Augustus and the end of the third century. Of course, Degrassi must have been
aware of the fact that in many years the order of both ordinary and suffect
consuls could alternate, but this alternation may not have struck him as being of
the utmost importance. He does not, for example, mention the possibility of an
alternation in the order - either in that of the ordinary or in that of the suffect
consuls. His interest was clearly focused on another aspect of consular dating,
namely on the identification of suffect consuls who are not precisely datable. I
regard this as his great merit. In older lists of consuls, we do find observations on
suffect consuls, in the earlier lists normally based on epigraphic fasti, later also
on military diplomas. For instance, if we have a look at Liebenam’s book p. 24,
with the consuls of 162-175, we find that the author mentions suffect consuls in
the years 162, 166, 167 and 170; otherwise there is no trace whatsoever of suffect
consuls. In 162 and 166 Liebenam says (in his notes at the bottom of the page)
that the information on the suffect consuls is based on diplomas (quoting them
from CILIII), and in 167 his information is also based on a diploma (i.e., CIL XVI
123), although he does not mention this.”” In 170, he mentions the suffect consuls
T. Hoenius Severus and P. Iulius Geminius Marcianus, although he makes clear
that they did not constitute a pair of consuls. No references are given for Severus’

for the consuls of 68 also in the Liber Pontificalis (ed. Mommsen, 7) and in the Index episcoporum
Romanorum (MGH AA 1X 73).

75 The same order is also used by Malalas 258 (ed. Schenk, 33): tfig Vmateiog Tropkod Koi
ToAmAlavod tod kol Tpoyxédov (sic). This seems to be based on two different consular lists, for
whereas Italicus’ colleague is called Trachalus (v. sim.) in Const. and Pasch., he is by a curious mistake
called Turpilianus (v. sim.) in Vind. pr. and Prosper (this name must be that of a consul in AD 61).
76 RE XVII 1431f. no. 132 (tessera, dated Jan. 1); CIL IV 9316 (amphora).

77 His references under the year 167 (CIL III 14120 and 14219, 10) are incorrect, as these inscriptions
do not mention the consuls of 167 but the ordinary consuls of 169.
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consulate;”8 but in the case of Marcianus Liebenam refers to the Prosopographia
Imperii Romani and observes that Marcianus was consul in 170 or “bald darauf”,
i.e. soon afterwards.” This kind of information regarding not precisely datable
consuls is rare in Liebenam, not to speak of his predecessors, but it is precisely
the information on the very numerous suffect consuls to whom the exact year of
their consulates cannot be attributed what has made Degrassi’s book so useful.
This information, which one finds at the bottom of about every page in Degrassi
(and also, in the case of consuls for whom not even an approximate date can be
proposed, at the end of the book), must have been extremely laborious to collect
from our sources.®’ Rather than accusing Degrassi of not paying attention to
the sequence of the consuls in years in which their order was not fixed I wish to
conclude with a most positive evaluation of the book - but not without pointing
out that a remake of his book of 1952 is sorely needed (cf. above just before n.
44).

University of Helsinki

78 From Degrassi (p. 48) we learn that the information is based on CIL VI 1978 = ILS 5024.
79 In Degrassi (p. 47) Marcianus’ consulate is dated to “167 c”’.

80 Tt must, however, be stressed that Liebenam’s index (p. 59-83) also includes the names of many not
exactly datable suffect consuls (e.g., “L. Neratius C. f. Proculus, suff. jahr unbek. CIL IX 24557, 75).



