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PAIVO OKSALA
in memoriam

Erkki Palmén

Pdivo Nyyrikki Oksala, professor emeritus linguae Latinae Universitatis Jy-
viskyldensis, exeunte anno MCMLXXIV — ante diem quintum Kalendas Ianuarias
novi anni — praematuram mortem obiit. Quo casu cum perierit unus ex iis, qui de
studiis litterarum antiquarum in Fennia provehendis optime sunt meriti, non
alienum est his paginis vitam illius breviter attingere.

Natus erat Pidivo Oksala in urbe Jyviskyld postridie Idus Augustas anno
MCMVII. Ibi cum scholam peregisset, vicesimo aetatis anno Helsingiam transiit
ac studiis academicis praesertim litterarum Romanarum et Graecarum necnon
linguae Fennicae se dedidit. Septem annis post candidatus philosophiae factus est.
Deinde cum in Lyceo Normali Fennico Helsingiensi se arte paedagogica exercuisset,
publica docendi specimina dedit. Anno MCMXXXVII in Lyceo Classico Tamperensi
lectoris linguarum Latinae et Fennicae locum obtinuit exceptoque intervallo
bellorum nostrorum, quibus patriam adversus hostes fortissime defendit, id munus
usque ad annum MCMXLIV gessit; tum in Universitatem Helsingiensem transgressus
studiosos artium sectionis historicae philologicae elementis linguae Latinae erudivit
atque alios linguam Graecam docuit. Anno MCMLIII dissertatione confecta et publi-
ce defensa doctor philosophiae sine solenni ritu promotus est ac professor adiunctus
philologiae classicae nominatus. Triennio post, cum Edwin Linkomies, qui tum in
Universitate Helsingiensi professor litterarum Romanarum erat, rector magnificus
creatus esset, Oksalae mandatum est, ut professoris vice fungeretur; quo in officio
decem annos remansit. Interim etiam in Universitate Jyviskyldensi facultas studio-
rum linguae Latinae data erat. Anno MCMLXVII Oksala ibi docens atque quattuor
annis post professor ordinarius huius linguae nominatus est. Ita iure dici potest eum
senem in patriam revertisse, unde puer profectus esset. Completis septem et sexa-
ginta annis, cum iam emeritus ex munere professoris abire posset, tamen a colle-
gis rogatus in eo remansit, dum successor eligeretur. Quo factum est, ut ne ultimis
quidem vitae suae mensibus occasionem haberet de quiete senectutis cogitandi.

Pdivd Oksala numquam otio se dedit; nec dubium est, quin multo etiam
plus efficere potuerit, si diutius vixisset. Habebat ingenium ad res diversissimas
aptum; in persona eius, ut Horatii versu paululum retractato utar, urbis amatorem
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fidum salvere iubebat ruris amator. A prima pueritia totius provinciae Mediae
Fenniae summo amore afficiebatur. Neque umquam ea agere desiit, quae patriae
regioni profutura essent. lam illis annis, quibus Universitas Jyvaskyldensis in votis
tantum erat, plurima ad eam condendam iniit consilia; quae postea quoque
Oksalam in multis rebus optimum patronum habuit. Eiusdem opera effectum est,
ut in urbe Jyviskyld museum architecto Fennico praeclaro Alvar Aalto dedicatum
aedificaretur. Denique in instituendis festis diebus anniversariis, quibus nomen est
»Jyvaskyldn Kesd» (Aestas Jyviskyldensis), Oksala plurimum studii operaeque
posuit. Longum est omnia eius de patria provincia enumerare merita; satis sit
dicere eum hominem fuisse animi culturae amicissimum, qui nil humani a se
alienum putabat.

Hac ipsa copia ac varietate rerum, quas sibi perficiendas susceperat, factum
est, ut ei perraro satis temporis ad scientiam colendam relinqueretur. Haud parvi
tamen aestimanda sunt philologica eius merita. In dissertatione, quae inscribitur
»Die griechischen Lehnworter in den Prosaschriften Ciceros’ (Annales Academiae
Scientiarum Fennicae, B 80, 1, Helsinki 1953), non modo, quot et qualia vocabula
Graeca in diversis operibus Ciceronis occurrant, dilucide perscrutatur, sed etiam
ostendit eum multis rebus, quas Graeci Romanis notas fecerant, nomina Latina
invenisse. Ex aliis operibus Oksalae duo praecipue commemoranda sunt: ~Vom
Gebrauch geographischer Namen bei den rOmischen Lyrikern der Blitezeit 1:
Catull, Vergil, Horaz» (Helsinki 1964), in quo cum omnino de nominibus geogra-
phicis poetice adhibitis disserit tum peculiarem apud singulos poetas colorem
eorum egregie illustrat, et Adnotationes criticae ad Catulli carmina» (Annales
Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae, B 135, 2, Helsinki 1965), quibus ad complures
locos Catullianos ab aliis aliter emendatos novam lucem affert. Sunt praeterea
nonnulla minora scripta eius, quorum magna pars in huius ipsius Arcti diversis
voluminibus edita ecst, c¢.g. »Das Aufblihen des romischen Epos: Berihrungen
zwischen der Ariadne-Episode Catulls und der Dido-Geschichte Vergils (Arctos
I, 1962, p. 167 - 197), quo poesis antiquae peritissimum se praebet.

Idem multo pluribus scriptis ampliorem legentium numerum adit; quorum
iam ex titulis apparet, quam variis rebus se dedicaverit. Ut alia omittam. de lingua
Fennica et de patria regione et de magistris scholarum paedagogice pracparandis
disseruit. Eorum, quibus litterae antiquae cordi sunt, plurimi interest, quod in
multis commentationibus ostendit poetas Graecos et Romanos non solum in
ceteris terris Europae, sed in nostra quoque patria haud paucis scriptoribus aliquan-
tum materiae dedisse; proinde in iuventute erudienda poesi antiquae non parum
spatii dandum esse. Una cum filio edidit librum, qui inscribitur ~Kreikkalaisia
kirjailijakuvia™: in quo omnes fere ab Homero usque ad Demosthenem maiores
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scriptores Graeci variis fragmentis in Fennicum conversis illustrati tractantur.

Quo tempore Oksala in Catullo recensendo erat occupatus, eodem totum
huius Librum carminum metrice in linguam Fennicam convertit atque praefatione
et explicationibus et apparatu critico instruxit. Aliorum quoque poetarum carmini-
bus Fennice reddendis operam dabat, quod fortasse magis quam ulla alia res nomen
eius posteris conservabit; cui, ut potissima excerpam, libri primi Propertii reginae-
que elegiarum, quorundam carminum Horatii, nonnullarum metamorphoseon
elegiarumque Ovidii,Vergilii Aeneidis quattuor primorum librorum interpretationes
Fennicas elegantissimas debemus. Etiam reliquos libros Aeneidis convertere aggres-
sus erat; quos ne in lucem proferret, morte impeditus est. — Neque oblivisci licet
ipsum nonnulla composuisse poemata Latina, quibus collegas et amicos delectabat.

Quicumque discipuli Oksalae fuerunt, eum imprimis praeceptorem sui generis
desiderant. Non est mirandum, quod iis ipsis annis, quibus ille Helsingiae vice
professoris litterarum Romanarum fungebatur, numerus studentium linguae Latinae
magnopere auctus est. Immo eorum, quibus haec lingua antea invisa fuerat, pleris-
que ille singulari quadam ingenii vi persuasit eam ne hodie quidem mortuam esse
ac Fennicam quoque animi culturam cum ea artissime esse coniunctam. Quotiens-
cumque homines minus litterati linguae Latinae in Fennia condicionem labefactare
conati sunt, Pdivd Oksala huius patrocinium eximia cum fide et constantia suscepit.
[lla constantia animi, quae etiam in aliis rebus ab eo gestis apparuit neque eum
umquam adversa fortuna deprimi passa est, nobis, qui in tuenda hereditate anti-
quitatis Graecae et Romanae velut superstites eius sumus, exemplo erit. .

Quisquis Te deus eripuit, Tibi gratia nostra
debetur. Manes, Pdivo, Tuos colimus.






CONSTANTINE’S CHANGE OF DIES IMPERII

Patrick Bruun

One of the vital points in the early history of Constantine the Great is the
date of his quinquennial celebrations, i.e. when did his fifth year of rule by im-.
perium commence? It is important to establish this date because one of the main
narrative sources of the history of the preceding years, and particularly of Con-
stantine’s path to uncontested rule in the western part of the Roman empire, is
the panegyric pronounced on the occasion of these celebrations. !

The fifth year starts, naturally, on the fourth recurrence of the natalis or
dies imperii of the ruler, the day when he was originally invested with imperium,
imperial power, i.e. when he was acclaimed imperator by the soldiers. Now,
Constantine’s dies imperii has been a matter of some scholarly dispute inasmuch
as he was acclaimed emperor for the first time in Eboracum immediately after the
death of his father Constantius, on July 25, 306, nevertheless it has been shown
that he subsequently made another, later occasion the point of departure of the
computation of his regnal years. William Seston in-1937 proposed March 1,307
as the date of this later occasion,2 but this did not meet with common approval.3

4 successfully it seems, has shown that Constantine

Recently M. Jean Lafaurie,
was elevated to the rank of augustus on December 25, 307 when he married

Fausta, daughter of the senior augustus Maximian.
1. Undecided chronological problems

With the dispute concerning Constantine’s second elevation to imperial
rank settled,5 there remain two important questions, namely

(1) when, if ever, did Constantine revert to the original computation of
regnal years with July 25,306 as the starting point, and

(2) were the quinquennalia celebrated on the original date (starting July 25,
306) or according to the adjusted chronology (starting December 25, 307)?

The first question, whether Constantine reverted to his original dies impe-
rii is easily answered in the affirmative in a round-about way, but documented
evidence is more difficult to come by. The gold coinage shows that the decennalia
were celebrated when Constantine held his fourth consulship,6 the terminus post
being January 1, 315. Tradition holds that the decennalia proper were celebrated
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in Rome when his tenth year of rule began, on July 25, 315.7 The triumphal arch
with the inscription recording VOT X MVL XX together with a record of Constan-
tine’s consulships (ILlI). tribunician powers (X) and imperial salutations (VIII)8
has been regarded as conclusive proof of this, although a closer scrutiny of the em-
peror’s movements and actions indicate that he was still in Trier on August 3,
315,9 and therefore cannot have been in the eternal city on July 25. Only on
August 25 can we prove that he was present in Rome. 10 Consequently, if the
decennalia were celebrated in 315, they would have taken place in Trier. 1

Now, prolific issues of vota coins in gold cannot be considered definite
proof of the presence of the emperor or the court in the mint city.12 In the years
A.D. 315-316, when Trier and Ticinum were the centres of gold coining, the
emperor and his train spent part of the time in Gaul, part of it in Italy. Coining
in these mints in these parts of the empire is thus consistent with decennial
celebrations in 315—-316. Had Constantine adhered to the regnal reckoning parting
from a natalis imperii on December 25, 307, the decennalia would have been
celebrated within the year December 25, 316 — December 24, 317, and this time
the emperor spent in the Balkan area.13 In this case there would have been little
motivation for issuing the festal coins at Trier and Ticinum in 315-316.

From this it can safely be concluded that Constantine, in the early part of
A.D. 315 at the latest had decided to change his dies imperii once more, from
December 25 to a date which, with reasonable certainty, can be identified with his
original natalis imperii, July 25, 306.14 Below, I propose first to establish when
the second change took place, and second to clarify the circumstances which
made him make this decision.

The second problem concerns the exact date of the quinquennial celebra-
tions. Regardless of the general agreement that Constantine did at one time adopt
a dies imperii other than July 25,306, no one has discussed any other quinquennial
dates except July 25, 310 to July 24, 311. In a recent paper I believe I succeeded
in showing that the evidence of the coins struck at Trier indicated the quinquennial
year to have been December 25, 311 to December 24, 312,15 Particularly with
the aid of the epigraphic material I hope to support my earlier numismatic deduc-
tions regarding this date. [ also propose to cite other sources in order to draw a
picture of the historical development in more detail than previously.

2. The first change of dies imperii

The change of a dies imperii is no light matter. It implies the negation of that
authority which has conferred it. Before considering the motives behind the
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»switch back», the circumstances compelling Constantine to accept Maximinian
instead of Galerius as a new auctor irmnerii16 should be outlined.

Clearly Constantine must have been dissatisfied with Galerius® decision to
accept him as a member of the imperial college with the rank of caesar, so that he
was to be the most junior in rank instead of second,17 as would have been the case
had Galerius accepted him as augustus. What did this in reality mean to Constantine
and to his position in the empire?

The tetrarchic caesars had, at least originally, been elected members of the
imperial college largely because of their military competence. They were experi-
enced commanders, used to acting independently, and they had, of course, the
powers necessary for conducting their campaigns. They were necessarily impera-
z‘ores,18 in the sense that they commanded their armies, conducted their campaigns
and took their auspicia,19 but as long as the Empire was formally undivided it
remained in reality a monarchy and the maximus augustus was the ultimate source
of power.20 No matter how proficient a conductor of military campaigns a Caesar
was, as compared with the augusti, and particularly with Diocletian, the father and
patron of the first tetrarchy, he was adz'ument0,21 though scarcely to the degree
of an errand-boy as Ammianus drastically maintains.22 Caesar was, within the
framework of the tetrarchic system, equivalent to ”son”,23 and Galerius is
reported to have refused to have Licinius nominated caesar at Carnuntum for this
very reason.24 In general terms this could explain why Constantine was dissatisfied
with the position of a caesar.

Constitutionally, however, it may be necessary to consider an additional
aspect of the position of a junior ruler, namely the character of his imperium.
Straub2> notes that Diocletian, in defining the powers of his caesars, followed
the example of Carus, who had bestowed upon his son Carinus Caesareanum
imperium »sed ea lege, ut omnia faceret, quae augusti faciunt.»20

The definition »ut omnia faceret, quae augusti faciunt> cannot in every
respect hold true of the caesars of the first tetrarchy, Constantius and Galerius.
Formal powers — not auctoritas — are expressed in offices held by the ruler. The
Diocletianic edict de pretiis rerum venalium, issued between November 20 —
December 9, A.D. .301,27 records for Diocletian CONS VII IMP XVIII TR P
XVIII, for Maximian CONS VI IMP XVII TR P XVII, but for the Caesars CONS
III TR P IX28 without reference to the Caesareanum imperz‘um.29 It is in fact very
remarkable that the Caesars should be recorded as rulers without their imperium
having been mentioned in an official document such as the edict, although they
were supposed to hold the same powers as the augusti. Constantius’ official records
as augustus indicate the inferiority of his imperium as a caesar, his titulature then
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being TR P XIV IMP II COS V1.3V Had the salutations on the occasion of the
recurring anniversary day of the Caesareanum imperium been counted, the number
of his imperial salutations would have been XIV (or XIII).31 It is hard to interpret
the figure IMP 11 otherwise than as positive evidence that the salutations as caesar
were of no consequence, or disregarded, when Constantius was acclaimed augustus.
Caesareanum imperium and the imperium proconsulare maius were not equal
powers, and the case of Galerius seems to support this contention.>2 In the compu-
tation of the imperial salutations of Constantius the first was according to tetrar-
chic practice on the first acclamation as augustus, as is shown by the inscription
recording Constantius’ computation. He receives TR P XIV on December 10, 305;
prior to this, on May 1 on the abdication of the seniores augustihe became maxi-
mus augustus; the date of his IMP I must therefore be this very day.

The inscription does not tell whether he subsequently regarded his natalis

caesaris, March 1, or the day of his elevation to the rank of augustus, as his dies
imperii. In the light of the inscription both interpretations are equally possible.
The fact that March 1 played an important part in Constantine’s dynastic thinking
— the official nomination of the three Caesars Crispus, Licinius junior and Cons-
tantine junior on this very day in A.D. 317 after Civil War I, is a clear indication
of this,:’}’3 and similarly Constantine’s decision to revert to his own original natalis
imperii when conditions made it possible. He would then have acted in the same
way as his father.

This discussion of the constitutional and factual position of a Caesar in the
first tetrarchy seems to explain in a satisfactory way why Constantine in the long
run refused to accept degradation from the rank of augustus to that of caesar.
Initially, however, he acquiesced and was content with the caesarian rank, as is
amply illustrated by his coinage.34 Severus’ difficulties in quelling the usurpation
of Maxentius may well have given him the heart to aspire to something more,
to the rank of augustus. In Maximian he found a willing auctor imperii.

3. Constantine’s resumption of his original dies imperii

The next phase of our investigation concerns Constantine’s reasons for
reverting from December 25, 307 to his original dies imperii, and before discussing
these reasons, to establish when this happened.

The way to ascertain when the »switch back» occurred is to study the
chronologically significant data included in Constantine’s official records of con-
sulships, tribunician powers and imperial salutations very much along the same
lines as Seston and Lafaurie have done previously. Inscriptions most generously
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offer the necessary material.
The terminal dates of the repeated annual offices were
the consulship from January 1,
the tribunate from December 10,35
the office of imperator from the dies imperii.

I propose to calculate the official titulature of Constantine with regard to
the administrative powers just mentioned for different hypothetical computations
with different points of departure, assuming that the number of imperial salutations
was augmented by one only in conjunction with the dies imperii , when the imperium
proconsulare was conferred upon the ruler. 30 It is to be hoped that this will enable
the establishment with a certain amount of precision of the moment or the circum-
stances in which Constantine thought it advantageous to sever his ties to the senior
augustus Maximian, his father-in-law, as his auctor imperz’i.37 My intention is to
see whether this happened at about the turn of the year A.D. 309/310, or, when
Maximian would have died according to prevailing views,38 at about the turn of the
year A.D. 310/311,3'9 or towards the end of A.D. 312, when the Roman senate
had conferred the titulus primi ordinis upon Constantine ,40 or about the turn of
the year A.D. 314/315, before his decennalia. A definite answer to this question
may tell us something about Constantine’s policies in general.

When establishing the date of Constantine’s secondary dies imperii Lafauriet!
made an inventory of the inscriptions containing an assemblage of chronological
dates, listing sixteen in all. Five of these proved particularly useful from the chrono-
logical point of view?? because they belonged to a narrowly restricted period of
time, which happened to be of crucial importance to the career of Constantine.
I record them here giving the chronologically significant dates in a normalized form:
(1) TRPVIIIMP VI COS, Table of Brigetio, AE 1937, no.232
(2) TR PIXIMP VIICOS III, CIL VIII 18905;23897=ILS 8941
(3) TR PIX CONSVL VII (sic) COS Il DES IIII, CIL VIII 10064; 22017

(CONSVL must be a slip for IMP)

(4) IMP IX COS III, CIL IX 6038; 6060=ILS 693; CIL X 6965; CIL IX 6065=

X 6970; X 6932;6935
(5) TRPXIMPIXCOSIV —VOT X MVL XX, CIL VIII 8477=ILS 695.

For further control I add the following, also recorded by Lafaurie:

(6) TRPXIVIMP XIIT COS IV, CIL VIII 8412=ILS 696
(7) TR P XXIII IMP XXII COS VII, CIL V 8004; 8011=ILS 697; 8041; 8065:

8069; CIL XI 6657; AE 1950, no.81.

The method used here to ascertain which of the four suggested dates of the
»switch back» from the secondary dies imperii, tallies with the data of the in-
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scriptionsis a diagram. As the year A.D. 309 was suggested as the earliest possible
time for the switch back, the diagram begins with the imperial offices of December
10, 309, when the fifth tribuneship was conferred on Constantine. The diagram
ends with the year A.D. 317, well beyond the decennial year. In the diagram I
assume that Constantine, having received the imperial salutation on December 25
in a certain year, decided to revert to his original dies imperii, and accordingly
was acclaimed imperator, on the next July 2543 The check aims at establishing
whether this year was A.D. 310,311,313, or 315.

The point of departure is December 10, 309 when we record for Constantine
TR P V IMP 111 COS** on December 25 the record is TR P V IMP IV COS. The
question is, was the next acclamation on July 25, 3107 With reference to this
possibility, and subsequently for three other hypothetical possibilities, the official
record for Constantine is worked out (diagram 1) in accordance with the principles
stated above. The diagram shows the result of these hypothetical calculations. The
broken line running diagonally across the diagram indicates the computation
before (to the left) and after (to the right) the switch back.

By 315 the record is identical in all four cases; it coincides with the inscrip-
tion on the arch of Constantine (no. 5 above with the decennial vota). In order to
find out whether any of these four possible explanations fits into the known
record of Constantine’s career, we should now compare the official records of
Constantine’s titulature with the dates of the diagram. The inscription no. 2 with
TR P IX IMP VII COS III does not allow of any other solution than (D), the date
of the inscription being December 10 — 24, 313. Similarly no. 3, TR P IX CONSVL
(sic, should be IMP) VIII COS UI DES I positively suggests (D). Although all the
four possibilities permit the combination TR P IX and IMP VIII, the terminus
would be July 25, 314 according to the solutions A, B, and C. On that day Constan-
tine’s record would be TR P IX IMP IX. On the other hand, it is very unlikely that
Constantine would be (mentioned as) consul designatus as early as that. The
solution (D) with December 10, 314 as terminus ante is, by contrast, quite plausi-
ble. Consequently, eliminating the hypothetical solutions A, B, and C, (D) remains,
and is in agreement with, the dates known.+> It would seem then that Constantine,
having received his ninth imperial salutation on December 25, 314, reverted to his
primary dies imperii on July 25, in A.D. 315, and receiving his tenth acclamation
on this day initiated the decennial celebrations. 40

The record of Constantine’s honours and offices is thus established up to the
decennalia with one minor exception. Lafaurie’s records place the second imperial
acclamation on Constantine’s secondary dies imperii;47 the question when the

first was received is left Open.48 This is not consistent with the principles adopted



Constantine’s Change of Dies Imperii 17

for the computation of Licinius’ powers;49

recorded as being on the day of the emperor’s ascent to the throne.

The difference between the two men is that although both were acclaimed
augusti, Constantine’s rank was not recognized by the senior augustus. Therefore
he does not appear as augustus on official documents or coins until his secondary

in that case the first acclamation is

dies imperii.

Now, Lafaurie offers no reason for ignoring the acclamation of Eboracum
in 306, and the possibility of a repetition on the first anniversary of this, on July
25, 307. Logic would seem to require either a fresh start with IMP I on December
25, 307 with Constantine as augustus, or an acceptance of both the, theoretically
at least, preceding imperial salutations in July 306 and 307. It seems therefore
appropriate to check whether Lafaurie’s computation is correct.

In order to do so the four possibilities of a switch back of the dies imperii
should be tested against the dates of the five inscriptions employed above, assuming
that Constantine’s third imperial acclamation was on his secondary dies imperii
(IMP III on December 25, 307). The diagram composed for this purpose (diagram
2) is compiled under the further assumption that the decision to revert to the
original dies imperii, and to sever the ties to Maximian, auctor imperii Constantini,
was taken in the autumn before December 25. Otherwise the number of imperial
acclamations in the records would have risen by one unit.so As in the previous
case hypothetical sequences of the official records have been constructed, and the
aim is to ascertain whether or not the titulatures of the inscriptions correspond
to them.

Of the first five inscriptions nos. 1, 4, and 5 offer physically possible combi-
nations of dates, whereas no. 2 is absolutely impossible regardless of which of the
solutions E, F, G, or H are chosen. The figures TR P IX IMP VII COS III do not
fit in anywhere in the diagram. The ninth tribunate would have started well after
the expiry of the seventh imperial year. No. 3 is extremely hard to accept.
According to the possibilities E, F, and G the date would be between December 10,
313 and July 25, 314, and according to H it would be between December 10, and
24, 313. In both cases the reference to the consulship in A.D. 315 (DES IIII) is
hard to accept. '

The conclusion is that Lafaurie has been justified in excluding one of the
theoretically possible imperial salutations before December 25, 307. In refusing
to accept Lafaurie’s suggestion of an anticipated imperial salutation on December
25, 306,51 we have to choose between the acclamation of Eboracum in 306 and
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the one of the following summer. Although no certainty can be reached on this
point, it seems logical to include the first one with the computation, the one
hailing Constantine as augustus and his father’s successor in the hope of gaining
Galerius’ acceptance both of nomination and of rank. Having been rebuked by
Galerius, with the usurper Maxentius and his father as sole support, Constantine
can be thought to have behaved more circumspectively in the Summer of A.D. 307
—without claiming the imperium proconsulare maius. In fact, if he had not felt the
weakness of his position, the secondary dies imperii would have been superfluous.

Summing up the results of these lengthy and somewhat tedious arguments
it can be seen that

(1) Constantine, up to the Spring 315, or rather, to the celebrations of his
decennalia in 315, had his secondary dies imperii, December 25, 307, as the point
of departure for the computation of his regnal years and imperial offices,

(2) Constantine in accordance with this computation must have celebrated
his quinquennalia in the year starting on December 25, 311 and ending December
24, 312. Consequently the inscriptions confirm the results of the independently
made analysis of the coin material.> 2

There are several corollaries to this, which may be mentioned in passing,
namely,

a. The panegyric pronounced on the occasion of the quinquennalia
should be dated in accordance with the adjusted date of the celeb-
rations,

b. The death of Maximian should be placed at the end of A.D. 310,

c. The campaign against the Francs mentioned by the panegyrist53
took place in the Spring and Summer of 310, and is in fact confir-
med by the commemorative inscription54 mentioning a victory on
June 27, 310.

(3) Constantine at the beginning of his reign, dropping his original claim for
the imperium proconsulare maius was temporarily satisfied (probably in A.D. 307)
with the Caesareanum imperium until, with Maximian as auctor imperii, he was
elevated to the rank of augustus. :

(4) The fact that several years after the death of Maximian Constantine still
accepted the old Herculius as his auctor imperii, is proved by the fact that the
computation of his regnal years remained unaltered until A.D. 315. Consequently,
it is quite clear that Maximian was not subjected to a damnatio memoriae”>,
which would have implied a rescissio actorum including the elevation of Constantine
to the rank of augustus. A damnatio of a later date is equally unacceptable. Theo-
retically it could have taken place.after Constantine’s conquest of Italy with the
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co-operation of the Senate. To repeal the acts of Maximian would, normally, have
been within the competence of the Senate, but the fact that,even after the capture
of Rome, Constantine maintained his secondary dies imperii indicates that no
revenge affected the memory of Constantine’s late father-indaw. The dynastic
consecration coins later struck to commemorate Maximian corroborate this con-
clusion.

4. Some general conclusions

The death of Maximian in besieged Massilia, either through suicide or by
murder instigated by Constantine, implied a definite break with the tetrarchies
and tetrarchic ideology, despite the fact that Constantine did not go so far as to
condemn the memory of his father-in-law. In a tell-tale way the break is illustrated
by Lactantius® recording that >’senis Maximiani Statuae Constantini iussu revelle-
bantur et imagines ubicumque pictus esset detrahebantur.” These measures, how-
ever, affected Diocletian as well »et quia senes ambo simul plerumque picti erant,
et imagines simul deponebantur amborum. 57 According to Lactantius, Diocletian,
when he heard of this, became very agitated, wounded at heart, fell ill and langui-
shed away.

In this position, at odds with the tetrarchy and an open enemy of Maxen-
tius, son of Maximian, Constantine had to find new support for his policies, physi-
cal as well as spiritual. Constantine’s Gallic coinages reveal two consecutive phases
of his political reorientation. The first is apparent in the new silver coinage pointing
to a political alliance between Licinius, Maximinus Daza and Constantine.”® The
fellow-rulers are each coupled with their tutelary god, lupiter and Sol, respectively,
and Constantine himself neutrally with Victory. This is a clear indication of the
fact that the issue of the silver coinage precedes the introduction of Sol invictus
on the coins of Constantine. It is inconceivable that Constantine, once having
created Sol as his personal patron, would have struck a series of coins showmg Sol
exclusively as the tutelary god of Daza. 59

The creation of the Sol coinage would consequently follow the issue of the
billon series of the Spring 311. In fact, a series of important monetary innovations
coincided with the second phase of Constantine’s political reorientation: the new
gold coin, the solidus, was issued at 1/72 of a pound of gold, and the follis weight
was reduced correspondingly to 1/72. For the date of these reforms we have been
referred to the death of Maximian as a terminus post quem. 60 This time limit has
now been adjusted and postponed by, roughly, one year. The numismatic chrono-
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logy should be corrected accordingly. The °1/72 reduction, which can be shown
to precede the guinquennalia, would then have taken place about the summer of
311,61 prior to the quinquennalia of December the same year.

This corrected chronology has some interesting repercussions, which can
only briefly be mentioned in this context. In Constantine’s realm the quinquennalia
were celebrated in the sign of Constantine’s new patron god Sol, preparatory to the
invasion of Italy. Constantine’s prolific bronze issues in London at this juncture are
partly due to a co-ordination of the activities of the mints of Trier, where solidi
were issued, and London, where folles were produced, partly also to a visit to the
island 02 as the festal coinage with its Adventus types prove, probably in order to
gather the army for the campaign of A.D. 312.

The quinquennial celebrations had repercussions elsewhere in the empire
as well. The vota type issued at Trier, VOTIS V MVLTIS X/VICTORIA AVG,63
appears in Daza’s part of the empire64 with exactly the same design and with the
new Constantinian portrait65 created for the quinquennalia, a striking illustration
of how cordial the relations between East and West at this time were. Licinius, in
contrast, did not employ this reverse.

This simple explanation of the appearance of the Constantinian reverse type
in the realm of his eastern fellow-ruler — certainly a unique occurrence at this time
of tetrarchical strife — emerge out of our evaluation of the circumstances connected
with Constantine’s changes of his dies imperii. Similar readjustments are due for
the coinages of most Roman mints in the period A.D. 309-313, and consequently
also for our interpretation of the sources of the history of this period. These
complex questions should, however, be dealt with separately in a different context.

1 panegyrici Latini VII(VI).

2 Recherches sur la chronologie du régne de Constantin le Grand, Revue des études anciennes
1937, 197—218. Other scholars had earlier held the same view, but Seston was the first to
subject the epigraphic evidence to a close scrutiny.

3 See particularly Pierre Strauss, Les monnaies divisionnaires de Tréves, Revue numismatique
1954, 33 ff. suggesting a date later in A.D. 307, and J.P.C. Kent’s discussion of the date in an
Appendix (pp. 74—77) “The date at which Constantine I became augustus” to his paper The
Pattern of Bronze Coinage under Constantine I, Numismatic Chronicle 1957, 16—83. In Roman
Imperial Coinage (=RIC) VI, London 1967, 12 ff. Dr C.H.V. Sutherland “although certain

proof is lacking . . . accepts a date after July 25 307 as fitting Constantine’s elevation.”
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4 ct. Remarques sur les dates de quelques inscriptions du début du IV® sidcle, CRAI 1965,
192—210 and Dies imperii Constantini augusti: 25 decembre 307 (Essai sur quelques problémes
de chronologie constantinienne), Mélanges André Piganiol, Paris 1966, 795—806.

5 JP.C. Kent in a Survey of Numismatic Research 1966—1971, I, New York 1973, 343.

6 ct. Bruun, RIC VII, 65 and coin lists, Trier 1—38, comprising coins celebrating the processus
consularis of his fourth consulship followed by vota coins mentioning the votfa) x (soluta)
xx(suscepta).

7 Otto Seeck, Regesten der Kaiser und Pipste, Stuttgart 1919, 163.

8CIL VIII 23116 = ILS 8942.

9 Bruun, Studies in Constantinian Chronology (Numismatic Notes and Monographs 146), New
York 1961, 43.

10 1pi4.

11 Seeck, loc.cit., refers to Philocalus’ Calendar (CIL 12, 268), with the date of an Adventus
Constantini, but, of course, there is no indication of which Adventus the text refers to. I have
suggested the one in A.D.326, Bruun, Studies, 45.

12 Bruun, Studies, 76.
13 Op.cit., 43 f.

4 Seston, op.cit., 204 f., 210 stresses that Constantine in the later part of A.D. 314 decided
to revert to the old computation of regnal years. However, because he dates Constantine’s
second elevation as March 31,307, his calculations and his interpretations of the relevant
inscriptions turn out differently from the one presented below. Again, Lafaurie, op.cit.,206
suggests that Constantine changed back his original dies imperii as late as in A.D. 325, after
his victory over Licinius.

15 Constantine’s Dies imperii and quinquennalia in the Light of the Early Solidi of Trier,
NC 1969, 177-205.

16 . . .. .
The sources recording the acclamation of Constantine in Eboracum also comprise an

account of how the newly acclaimed sent his laureata imago to Galerius, then senior augustus,
asking for his recognition (cf. Lactantius, de mortibus persecutorum 25,1). Elsewhere I have
shown that the transmission of the imago to the senior ruler was part of the court ceremonial
(Notes on the Transmission of Imperial Images in Late Antiquity, Festschrift Per Krarup,
Copenhagen 1976, in proof). There is a reference to this request in Paneg. VII(VI) 8,2 with
the difference that the request is made to the seniores principes and that no transmission of
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any image is mentioned in the text. The seniores should in this case be interpreted as the two
retired augusti, Diocletian and Maximian, who after their retirement appeared as auctores
imperii, Diocletian at Carnuntum, and Maximian in Gaul in conjunction with Constantine’s
marriage to Fausta. In addition Galerius as maximus augustus was included among the senzores,
but scarcely other rulers (as suggested by J.Straub, Vom Herrscherideal in der Spatannke ,
Stuttgart 1964, 47—50. As to junior rulers concluding alliances, cf. Bruun, Transmission).

17

Lactantius 25,5 ”sed illud excogitavit, ut Severum, qui erat aetate maturior, Augustum

nuncuparet, Constantinum vero non imperatorem, sicut erat factus, sed Caesarem cum Maxi-
mino appellari iuberet, ut eum de secundo loco reiceret in quartum.”

18 Straub, 46 points out that the panegyrist VI(VII) addresses Maximian as augustus but

Constantine as fmperator, On the other hand, Lactantius remarks that Galerius ”non suscepit
(sc. Constantinum) imperatorem” (de mortibus persecutorum 25,5). Consequently, when
Constantine is addressed as imperator by the panegyrist, he has been nominated augustus by
Maximian, but he is a junior augustus.

19 Paneg. VI (VIII),5. Note that the Empire at least formally and during.the first tetrarchy
was undivided, and that the Caesars despite their military independence had no civil adminis-
trative powers (Seston, Diocletien, 243 f.).

20 Seston, Diocletien, 245 f.

21 Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum 18,5 ’ut duo sint in re publica maiores, qui summam
rerum teneant, item duo minores, qui sint adiumento.” Cf. also Straub, op.cit., 37 ff., 44.

22 14, 11,10 ”. . .vetus exemplum, quod Diocletiano et eius collegae, ut apparitores Caesares
non resides sed ultro citroque discurrentes, obtemperabant, et in Syria Augusti vehiculum
irascentis, per spatium mille passuum fere pedes antegressus est Galerius purpuratus.” Al-
though the Caesars were dispatched by their seniors to cope with all kinds of emergencies
the passage quoted obviously is tendentious. Seston, Diocletien, 169, n.2 refers the anecdote
regarding the irascible Diocletian’s treatment of Galerius to “une invention de 1’§poque de
Julien, ou le protocole impérial fixait la place des Césars non pas dans le voiture, mais & c6té
de la voiture de I’Auguste régnant, le concessus vehiculi étant une faveur exceptionelle pour
les Césars alors comparés 3 des apparitores.”

23 Seston, Diocletien, 236, n.l.
24 Lactantius, de mortibus persecutorum 20,3 *’ne filium nominaret.”

25 Cf. p. 44 with reference to O.Th.Schultz, Vom Prinzipat zum Dominat, 214.

26 A, Vita Carini 16,2, cf. Schultz, op.cit., 214—219.
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27 Lafaurie, CRAI 1965, 198.
28 H.Blitmer, Der Maximaltarif des Diocletianz, Berlin 1958, 6.

29 The only documentation of the imperial salutations regarding the Caesareanum imperium
is constituted by two medallions struck at Trier (RIC VI, Trier 35); one is of the rev. TEM-
PORVM FELICITAS. The obv. legend is FL VAL CONSTANTIVS NOBIL CAES, the exergue
is inscribed CAESS XIII COSS V, corresponding to the time March 1 — April 30, A.D. 305,
in addition to the mint-mark PTR. Lafaurie, op.cit., 198 n.l in addition refers to a 7 aurei
piece, so far unpublished, from the Arras hoard with the same exergual inscription.

30 c1L v 5526 = 18860, cf. Lafaurie, loc.cit. We may add that the praenomen imperatoris
is the privilege of the augusti as a glance at the index of obv. legends of the tetrarchic coinage
shows, cf. RIC VI, Index I, 689—697. Straub, op.cit., 44 disagrees on this point with reference
to E.Kornemann, Doppelprinzipat und Reichsteilung im Imperium Romanum, Berlin and
Leipzig 1930, 114 ff.

31 Lafaurie, op.cit., 199. The number XIV or XIII would have depended on the time of the
year, when the text was conceived.

32 The records of Galerius are scanty, although the so called Edict of Tolerance, recorded
by Lactantius (de mortibus 34—35) and Eusebius (HE 8,17,3) gives the computation TR P XX
IMP XIX COS VIIIL. Lafaurie, CRAI 1965, 199f. points out that Eusebius must be in error.
On the other hand, the scribal error in Eusebius’ text cannot be exactly determined; it may be
limited to the number of tribunician powers, and the number of imperial salutations may be
recorded in accordance with the text of the edict. If so, Galerius contrary to Constantius and
most likely as maximus augustus after Constantius’ death, adjusted the computation of im-
perial acclamations so that he included the times when he had been invested with the Cae-
sareanum imperium. He would then have created the fiction that the number of acclamations
would always have been augmented by one each March 1, whereas Constantius would have
received his first imperial acclamation on May 1, 305, and his second on March 1, 306. The
number of Galerius’ acclamations recorded by the edict shows that there can have been no
increase on May 1,

33 The importance of this day, preserved in the Calendar of Philocalus, CIL I, p. 260, as nata-
lis Martis, is enhanced by the fact that Constantine in reality appointed his sons Caesars in the
course of the war. Another dynastic dies imperii was chosen when Constans was nominated
Caesar in A.D. 333, on the same day as Constantine was elevated to the rank of augustus
by Maximian,

34 RIC VI, cf. the early Constantinian issues of the mints of London, Trier, and Lyons.

35 Cf. André Piganiol’s comments to Jean Lafaurie’s paper, referred to above, CRAI 1965,
210.
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36 »Dpie alte republikanische Sitte, den siegreichen Feldherrn zum Imperator auszurufen”
(Ernst Meier, Romischer Staat und Staatsgedankez, Zurich and Stuttgart 1948, 374) was
continued as a privilege of the ruler, but it had not the same constitutional significance of the
conferring of the imperium proconsulare maius.

37 Paneg.VI(V1I) 14,4, to this also Straub, op.cit., 46.
38 See for instance C.H.V.Sutherland, RIC VI,31 f.
39 I intend to show below that Maximian’s death should be referred to the end of A.D. 310.

40 The Roman senate would then in addition to the army appear as Constantine’s auctor im-
perii.

41 Mélanges, 797 f.
42 Op.cit., 799, cf. also CRAI 1965, 201.

43 Had the decision been taken in the later part of a certain year the salutation in December
would have fallen away, whereas the number of tribuneships would have been increased in the
normal way by one in December. We would then in most inscriptions have a difference of two
units between TR P and IMP; the inscription on the arch of Constantine (cf. no.5 above)
would have been TR P X IMP VIII COS IV. This solution is therefore excluded.

4% This computation assumes that Constantine received his first imperial salutation on July 25,
306, his second on his secondary dies imperii, December 25, 307 and his third a year later.
Seston, REA 1937, table, p. 217 records IMP I on March 31, 307 and subsequently always on
this day until July 25, 314, when Constantine reverted to the anniversary day of the acclama-
tion in Eboracum. Lafaurie, CRAI 1965,209 and Melanges, 804 leaves the date of IMP I open.

9 Inscriptions with detailed records of Constantine’s career are not abundant or varied from
the later part of his reign, cf. Lafaurie, op.cit. One inscription, however, with TR P XXXIII
IMP XXXII COS VIII remains inexplicable according to the known principles of computation.
The date of TR P XXXIII would be December 10, 337, of IMP XXXII July 25, 337 — but
Constantine died on May 22, 337. As we have seen, records can be adjusted and principles
of computation changed. If such a change is behind the record from Trajan’s Forum just
mentioned (cf. AE 1934, no.158), we have no clue as to the reason for it nor for the time when
it took place. The most surprising feature would be the adjustment of the records of the
tribunate. For comments on the inscription, cf. Lafaurie, CRAI 1965,206 and Mélanges,
798, 805.

46 Lafaurie does not seriously discuss when Constantine took this step, but in a roundabout
way assumes that it happened after the defeat of Licinius, CRAI 1965,206.

47 Mélanges, 804,
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48 Hesitatingly December 25, 306 is proposed as a possibility. Seston solved. the problem
by attributing the first acclamation to the first secondary dies imperii on March 31, 306,
REA 1937, 217. Consequently Seston must have thought that Constantine until then had ruled
by Caesareanum imperium, which was not considered in the computation of the imperial
salutations of the augustus.

49 Mélanges, 806.

50 The inscriptions nos. 6 and 7 show this to be impossible; in the former case IMP XIII and
TR P XIV would be an impossible combination, in the latter similarly IMP XXII and TR P
XXIIL.

51 Although the new dies imperii appears to have been carefully chosen, it is hard to believe
that it would have been selected a year in advance. Political circumstances forced the issues
unexpectedly and largely contributed to the solution of elevating Constantine to the rank
of augustus on the day he married Fausta.

52 Bruun, Constantine’s Dies imperii, NC 1969, 177—205. It is well to remember that regnal
jubilees were celebrated twice, at the beginning and at the conclusion of the year as Paneg.
VIII(V) 13,2 remarks: ’Quinquennalia tua nobis etiam perfecta celebranda sunt. Illa enim
quinto incipiente suscepta omnibus populis iure communia, nobis haec propria quae plena
sunt.” Galletier in his edition of the panegryrists (vol. 11,78) follows Seston’s chronology
and dates the oration to some time shortly after the expiry of the quinquennial year, after
March 31, 312. To me the text “etiam perfecta celebranda sunt” points to the future — and
the time would thus still be Spring 312, regardless of the adjusted date of the quinquennalia.
Note that Galletier has restored the text and rejected Baehrens’ ingenious conjecture ’set
iam perfecta”.

L Paneg. VII(VI) 18, but see also Eutr. 10,2 and Lact. 29,3-8.
54 CIL 111 5565 from Bedaium in Noricum.

55 There is much disagreement on this point, see ultimately Torben Christensen, C.Galerius
Valerius Maximinus. Studier over politik og religion i Romerriget 305—313, Kobenhavns
universitets festskrift, april 1974, 129, and further, for instance, Sutherland, RIC VI, 37. We
may note that the panegyrist VII(VI) 14,1 does not quite know what to say about Maximian:
”"De quo ego quemadmodum dicam adhuc ferme dubito et de nutu numinis tui exspecto
consilium.” It is further illuminating that in the coinage of Arles, where Maximian’s rebellion
broke out, uniquely we have a reference to the Herculean dynasty on solidi of the type VIR-
TVS AVGVSTI depicting a lion and a club on the reverse (RIC VII, Arles 4—6). A rare Ostian
follis struck by Constantine after the conquest of Italy has the reverse HERCVLI VICTORI
(RIC VI, Ostia 79). These coins are certainly not compatible with a damnatio memoriae
of Maximian,

56 491.
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57 Lactantius, ibid.

58 The wellknown much discussed billon coinage connecting Licinius with the type IOVI
CONSERVATORI AVG, Maximinus with SOLI INVICTO COMITI and Constantine with
VICTORIAE LAETAE PRINC PERP, cf. RIC VI, Trier 825—826, and VII, Trier 210—212.
Neither author did grasp the real significance of this issue, which, chronologically on the
borderline between the two volumes, unfortunately was split up in two different ways. This
coinage, and particularly the coins of the type VICTORIAE LAETAE PRINC PERP will
be discussed in detail in a forthcoming contribution to the Festschrift Vogt, Aufstieg und
Niedergang Roms.

>9 The billon coins with their religious implications correspond to some exceptional series of
folles issued by Daza in the East. Deviating from the normal. pattern of GENIO types, pre-
dominant under Galerius, he struck HERCVLI VICTORI (e.g. RIC VI, Ant. 152) and IOVI
CONSERVATORI AVGG (ibid., 153 a-c, to name one issue).

60 NC 1969, 195, cf. also Bastien, La cinquiéme réduction du follis en 313, Gazette numis-
matique suisse 17 (1967) cahier 67, 103 ff.

1 When discussing the chronology in NC 1969, 197, I had some difficulties in explaining
how Licinius and Daza appeared on the folles as late as a year after the initiation of the Sol
coinage. This difficulty is now eliminated.

62 J.Lafaurie, Observations sur un tresor monétaire découvert a Boursies (Nord), Bull.Soc.-
Nat.Ant. de France 1963, 30 f.

63 RIC VI, Trier 821.

64 The significance of this type has been misinterpreted by the authors of RIC. Simply because
the type is unconnected with observes of Daza it was considered to have been issued after the
death of Daza, by Licinius. However, this would not explain the use of a Constantinian reverse,
which because of its exceptional design must have been brought to the East from elsewhere;
after the death of Daza it would definitely have been outdated. As a gesture ofcourtesyby Daza
the type can be explained logically. The fact that imagines were sent to the East is proved
by the appearance of the Constantinian portrait in the East in the life time of Daza. The
dispatch of a reverse design from Gaul to the East is not so revolutionary in this light.

The reverse VOTIS V MVLTIS X /| VICTORIA AVG was issued at Antioch, Nicomedia,
and Heraclea. It did not commemorate Licinius’ quinquennalia in A.D. 313 as suggested in RIC
VIL662, cf. also 591, but Constantine’s quinquennalia plena and Licinius’ quinquennalia in-
cipientia (to use the terminology of the panegyrist quoted above, n. 52). Lafaurie’s frequently
mentioned paper Dies imperii Constantini augusti (Mélanges Piganiol, 795—806) also discussed
the dies imperii of Licinius and concludes that his official dies imperii was later than the con-
ference of Carnuntum, i.e. not on November 11 or 18, 308 but on a day in the period De-
cember 11-31, 308, cf. 801 f. Therefore, the quinquennial celebrations of the two augusti
coincided in 312. The puzzling serial mark Q/II on some of the Antiochene solidi (RIC VII,
Ant. 1—4 and 4—6) among which also a vota coin, can thus be read quinquennalia bis celebran-
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da or duorum augustorum (for earlier interpretations, cf. RIC VII, 662, n.2).

In passing we may note that the double quinquennalia were celebrated at Rome also
with the solidus type VICTORIAE LAETAE PRINC PERP [/ VOT X explicitly excluded by Dr.
Sutherland in RIC VI, cf. Addenda 688 and 297, n.1, and referred to Constantine’s decennalia.
It was issued with obverses of both Constantine (coins for instance in the collections of British
Museum, Florence, Dumbarton Oaks, Berlin, Hunter, Oxford, Vienna) and Licinius (coins
in the British Museum, and Naples). The VOT X on the shield on the altar remind us of Suet.
Aug. 27:’vota quae in proximum lustrum suscipi mos est.”

The reverse VOTIS V MVLTIS X was except for Antioch struck at Nicomedia (RIC VII,
Nic.1—2; 5—6) with the interesting addition of a slightly revised reverse. Whereas the Constan-
tinian design was preserved, the elements of the rev. legend were switched so that the vota
inscription was placed on the shield (the normal procedure) and the reference to Victory was
given in the legend encircling the imagery in an adjusted version: VICTORIA AVGG NN instead
of the original VICTORIA AVG of Constantinian origin. The continuation of this type (RIC
VII, Nic.9—10) VICTORIAE AVGG NN / VOT X MVL XX could possibly be referred to the
same time. After Constantine’s switch back of his dies imperii, his and Licinius’ jubilees did not
naturally coincide any more (they may, however, artificially have been made to coincide).

Finally the rev. type was issued at Heraclea (RIC VII, Her.3—4). Together with the folles
RIC VI, Her.68—78, and VII, Her. 5—6 they form an organic entity tied together by the mint
signum S(acra) M(oneta) H(eracleae) T(hracicae). 1 rather suspect that all these Heraclean coins
were issued on Daza’s authority (and notonly RIC VI,Her.76—78), but propose to return to
this problem in another context.

65 In Notes on the Transmission of Imperial Images in Late Antiquity in the studies to be
presented to Per Krarup in January 1976 and to be published in Copenhagen.
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Theoretical Computation of official Records for Diverse Dates of the Switch back

Diagram 1, Change effected after Dec. 25 (assuming IMP II on Dec,. 25, 307)

309 310 311 312 313
Year/tirhe [ 10,12, 2512 11,1, 25,7, 10,12 2512 | 1.1, 257 10,12 2512 11 237 10.12 25 12,1 L1,
(A) 309COS I 1I I
TR P Y VI VII VIII
IMP | IIT IV - VI VII
(B) 310COS | 1 | 11 11
TR P \Y% VI VII VIII
IMP | TII IV \ VI VII — ;
(C) 312COS I 111 111 |
TR P} V VI VII VIII
IMP | IIT IV \4 VI VII
(D) 314COS 1 I 11
TR P| V VI VII VIII
IMP | HI IV v VI VII
Diagram 2, Change effected befofe Dec. 25 (assuming IMP III on Dec, 25, 307)
(E) 309cos [ 1 n 11 111
TR P} V VI VII VIII
IMP | IV V1 VII
(F) 310COS I 11 I
TR P \Y VI VII VIII
IMP | IV V VI - VII
(G) 312COS I 11 1]111
TR P Vv VI VII VIII |
IMP | IV V VI VII
(H) 314COS I 11 111 |
TR P \Y VI VII VIII
IMP | IV V VI VII VIII
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of the dies imperii (Dec. 10, 309 - end of 317)

25,7, 10,12, 25,12

314

L1257 1012 2512

315
L1 257 10,12 2512
IV

316
L1 257, 10,12 2312

317
11257 10,12 2512

IX X XI XII XIII
VIII 1X X X1 XII
IV
IX X X1 XII XIII
VIII IX X X1 XI1
IV
X X X1 XII XIII
VIII I1X X X1 XII
v
X X XI X1 XIII
VIII X X X1 XI1
v
IX X X1 XII XIII
VIII IX X X1 X1T
v
IX X XI XII XIII
VIII IX X Xl _XII
v
IX X XI XI1 X111
X1 XII XIII
X X1 XI1I







UBER DIE NOTWENDIGKEIT BEI HERODOT

Paavo Hohti

Herodots Ausdruck xp7v bzw. €5€e yevéolatr kak s hat viel Diskussion
erregt, wobei man viele Erklirungen gegeben hat um zu verstehen, warum z.B. Kan-
daules oder Skyles notwendigerweise ein schlechtes Ende nehmen mussten. Gemein-
sam ist den gegebenen Interpretationen, dass sie alle religiose Ursachen betonen. |
In diesem Aufsatz versuche ich die Frage zu beantworten, ob Herodot den Aus-
druck der Notwendigkeit nach gewissen Methoden gebraucht hat. Dabei wird auch,
wie ich hoffe, erklirt, warum er das Geschehen als notwendig beschreibt. Mein
Ausgangspunkt ist die Beobachtung, dass nicht alle Stellen, wo die Notwendigkeit
erwihnt ist, gleich zu behandeln sind; es gibt vielmehr einen grundsitzlichen Unter-
schied, der es ermdglicht, diese Stellen in zwei Gruppen zu teilen: Auf der einen
Seite ist die Notwendigkeit in einem Orakelspruch enthalten oder in Beziehung
zu einem Orakelspruch erwihnt, auf der anderen Seite ist sie von den Orakel-
spriichen ganz unabhidngig. Die folgende Interpretation ist auf dieser Zweiteilung
aufgebaut.

Ich beginne mit den drei Stellen, wo die Notwendigkeit im Orakelspruch
erwihnt ist: 2,133,3 §€w yap Alunrov kakovoBar en’ €rea mevrikovrd e Kai
éxaror, 2,139,3 §éou avrov Alyvrror facikeboar E€rea mevrikovta, 6,1353 Sty
yap MaTiddea Televrdy um ed. Diese sind alle gottliche Begriindungen des
Geschehens ohne ndhere Erlduterungen und sie gehen unmittelbar ihrer Wirkung
voraus. Herodot lisst also im letzten Moment die gottliche Bestimmung erkennen,
Bei der Interpretation miissen wir gerade das hervorheben, weil essonderbar ist,
dass am Anfang der jeweiligen Geschichte nichts von der gottlichen Bestimmung
erwihnt ist. So sagt Herodot nur, dass in Agypten nach der gliicklichen Zeit das
Ungliick mit Cheops und Chephren kam (2,124,1), dass Sabakos fiinfzig Jahre
regierte (2,137,2), und auch bei Miltiades konnen wir frilher nichts von einer
hoheren Macht erkennen. Der Orakelspruch kommt also als eine Uberraschung,
aber immer mit einem scharfen Kontrast: Dem vorigen Wohlbefinden folgt das
plotzliche Ende. Es liegt also die Frage nach Kulmination im Schicksal des
Menschen nach Herodots Anschauung vor, dass nimlich die menschliche Grosse
nicht besténdig ist (1,5 ,4).2
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Damit wird aber das Wort §¢ nicht erklart, weil Herodots Historien voll
vom Auf und Ab des Schicksals ohne das Wort Sew sind. Dass es auch nicht um
edovos geht, zeigt das Fehlen eigener Schuld.? Diese drei Orakelspriiche sind
aber nicht die einzigen, wo sich dieses Wort findet. Und es ist auch iiberraschend,
dass diese anderen Spriiche mit 8€tv sich nicht verwirklichen. In 8,62 berichtet
Themistokles von einem Orakelspruch: 7 Noyta Aéyel b’ fpuéwv abrnw 8 €l K TLod-
var , womit der Auszug der Athener nach Siris hier als notwendig bezeichnet wird,
aber nicht so geschieht. Eine ganz dhnliche Situaticn ist in 8,141,1 gegeben, wo die
Notwendigkeit mit ypeov eort ausgedriickt ist: avaurnodevres Twy Aoywwy ws
opeas Xpéov &oTt dua Tol oL dANowot Awptedor ekmimTew é k llehomovvrjoov. Als
letztes Beispiel fithre ich 9,42,3 an, wo Mardonios von der Plinderung Delphis
spricht: éort §€ Noywv cx Xpéov éori [1époas amkouévovs & My ‘EXNdda
Swapmdoar 70 (pdv 76 év Aehpolor, MeTd 8¢ iy Swpmayty amoléodal TArTAs.
Dieses Beispiel ist auch schr interessant, weil einige Zeilen frilher derselbe Spruch
in anderer Form vorliegt: Ao ywov mepl llepoe wr ws Swapdepéovtar ev 7 ‘EXNdSL
(42,1). Die Perser aber plindern nicht Delphi, und somit ist der Spruch als falsch
erwiesen. Wie kann man nun den Widerspruch erklaren? Ich glaube, dass das Wort
Setv oder Xxpeov éore zu einer sprachlichen Ausdrucksform gehort, weil es sowohl
in echten als in so scheinenden Spriichen vorkommt. Wir miissen einerseits beachten,
dass alle oben zitierten Spriiche in oratio obliqua gesagt sind und andererseits,
das dieses Wort nicht in den Spriichen in oratio recta vorkommt. Das bedeutet
aber nicht, dass alle Spriiche in oratio obliqua das Wort §eiv enthalten sollten,
wie der Spruch von der Pliinderung Delphis zeigt.

Das Orakel sagt, was geschehen wird, und Menschen glauben, dass es auch so
geschieht. Fir den Gebrauch des Setv ist auch interessant zu beobachten, dass
es in der Interpretation des Spruches vorkommt (7,142,3). An zwei weiteren Stellen
steht €5ec am Anfang des von dem Orakel vorhergesagten Geschehens,4 womit
also das Ergebnis antizipiert wird.

Diese letztgenannte Funktion ist insofern wichtig, als sie in allen denjenigen
Stellen erscheint, wo die Notwendigkeit vom Orakelspruch unabhingig vorkommt.
In diesen Bemerkungen baut Herodot auf einer Lebensweisheit, die die Weisheit
des Orakels ersetzt. Es bleibt fiir uns die Frage, worin diese Lebensweisheit besteht,
die das Geschehen mit delv zu beschreiben rechtfertigt. Ich glaube, dass die
Notwendigkeit fir Herodot in der Deutung des Geschehens liegt, weil nichts von
hoherem Willen gesagt ist. Von diesem Ausgangspunkt aus betrachte ich im
Folgendem das Schicksal des Kandaules und des Hauses der Artaynte,

Herodot sagt von Kandaules xpovov §¢ ov moAloU SiehddvTog, Xonw ydp
Kav§avhn yeve opar kakéx, éleye mpds tov Tuyny Toudbe (1,8,2). Diese berithmte
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Stelle ist immer zitiert, wenn man vom Eingreifen der Gotter ins Geschehen spricht.
Es gibt aber in dieser Geschichte kein Wort von der gottlichen Macht und Herodot
lasst keine Situation vorbeigehen, um sie zeigen zu konnen. Regenbogen, Focke
und Dodds sprechen vom gOlgéVOCS, aber man muss etwas zu Grosses denken oder
unternehmen, um Gegenstand des Gotterneides zu werden. Dafiir zeugen
Artabanos’ Worte zu Xerxes (7,10,e). Hellman sucht die Antwort beim Orakelspruch,
in dem die Ubergabe der Herrschaft an die Herakliden verkiindet wird. Seine Inter-
pretation gleicht also dem, was ich von 5,92.d,1und 8,53,1 gesagt habe. Die Situa-
tion ist aber hier grundverschieden, denn der Spruch ist vom Anfang der Herrschaft ge-
sagt, nicht vom Ende. Die zeitliche Begrenzung ist von Herodot selbst gegeben, wenn
er sagt, dass die Herakliden 22 Menschenalter regierten. Ich erwihne hier noch, was
Meyer von dem Schicksal sagt. Seiner Meinung nach ist »die Annahme einer sitt-
lichen Verschuldung des ins Ungliick Gestiirtzten vollig ausgeschlossen>. Herodot
aber betont in der Geschichte von Kandaules gerade seine Unsittlichkeit. Zu dem
Verlangen des Kandaules, dass Gyges einmal seine Frau nackt sehen sollte,
antwortet dieser geo Séopar un Séeodar avouwr (1,8,4). Und um zu begreifen,
was dies bedeutet, erkliart Herodot spiter, was fiir eine grosse Schande es ist, nackt
gesehen zu werden (10,3). Kandaules also verlangt etwas, was nicht sittlich oder
recht ist, und tut es nicht, weil es ihm schlecht ergehen sollte, sondern weil Gyges
keine dem Kandaules geniigende Begeisterung von der Schonheit der Frau zeigte:
o0 yap o€ SoKew melYeodai hot Néyovte mepl Tov €l'Seos THS yurawkos (8.2). Nun
wird Gyges von seiner Position aus zu diesem Verfahren gegen die Sitte (vouog)

genotigt und auch schliesslich gezwungen seinen Herrn zu ermordei.
In der Geschichte von dem Weib des Masistes” ist die Notwendigkeit fol-

gendermassen ausgedriickt: 79y §¢ Kak X ydp €bee mavowkin yevéodar, mpds Tabra
elme Zepén (9,109,2). Die Situation ist hier von der des Kandaules verschieden,
denn hier geht es um das Schicksal der Untertanen, die Rollen sind also verkehrt.
Xerxes beginnt das Gesprich mit Artaynte mit dem Versprechen, alles zu gewihren,
was Artaynte begehrt. Dazu fragt Artaynte, ob er wirklich auch geben wiirde,
worum sie bitte. Ihre Frage ist mit direkter Rede betont. Danach schwort Xerxes
alles zu geben, und wird schliesslich gezwungen, sein Gewand ihr zu Geben (a\\’
ob ydp émewde 6doi TO ¢dpos 109,3). Herodot betont hier ganz besonders, dass
Xerxes sein Wort halten soll, und deshalb miissen auch wir bedenken, was dieses
Verhalten fiir einen Perser bedeutet. Dafiir konnen wir die Antwaort in den Perser-
nomoi finden, wo es heisst: atoxwror §€ avToiow 70 Yevdeodar vevbuora (1,138,
1). Die Sitte also verlangt, sein Wort zu halten. Xerxes versuchte einen Ausweg mit
anderen und grosseren Geschenke zu finden, aber Artaynte in ihrer Haltung
(@8€wc) war nicht zu tiberreden. Auch in der Fortsetzung der Geschichte finden
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wir den Zwang, in dem Xerxes mitvouos gebunden ist. Es geschieht beim konig-
lichen Gastmahl, wenn die Frau von ihm das Weib des Masistes verlangt. Diesmal
ist die Sitte explizit betont: (111,1) ¥md ToD rouov €E€pYOMEVOS, GTL ATLXNOAL
oV xpnitovta ol opt Svvarov EoTi BactAniov SELTVOV TPOK EYLEVOU,

In diesen zwei Geschichten, trotz ihrer Verschiedenheit, hat rouos eine
bedeutende Rolle. Es gibt bei Herodot noch zwei Personen, denen es »schlecht
ergehen musste», Apries und Skyles. In diesen Geschichten Jautet der Ausdruck
der Notwendigkeit anders als frither: emei(Te) §5& &8eé ol kak s yevé odat, EYEVETO
dmd mpowdows usw. (2,161,3 und 4,79.1).

Ich beginne mit Skyles, weil die Geschichte von ihm als Ganzes ohne
Hinweise auf andere Teile des Werkes uns vorliegt. Hier erscheint also ein ganz
neues Element, mpoyaows, das wir zuerst betrachten miissen. Skyles wollte, so
erzihlt Herodot, in den Geheimdienst des Bacchus eingeweiht werden. Gerade im
Moment der Weihe sendet Zeus einen Blitzstrahl, der sein Haus verbrennt, Skyles
aber kimmert sich nicht um dieses Zeichen. Hier ist also festgestellt, was Skyles
tat und es ist mit dem Wunderzeichen negativ gefiarbt. Danach wird berichtet,
dass die Skythen die Griechen wegen des Bacchusdienstes verspotteten und die
Fortsetzung der Geschichte zeigt, wie Skyles sein beklagenwertes Ende fand.

Wie kann aber Herodot sagen »weil es ihm schlecht ergehen misste»? Um
das zu beantworten, missen wir zum Anfang der Geschichte zuriickkehren. Da
sagt Herodot, dass Skyles ein dhnliches Schicksal fand wie Anacharsis (émade
rapar\iow TovTw 78,1 vel. 76,1). Und wir'haben noch ein Stiick weiterzugehen,
um zu sehen, warum Anacharsis starb: (77,2) 0 & v dvijp omep mpodTEPOY
elpESN Siepdapn. oOTOS UEV OOV och'Tcta 87 [7t] érpnte 8w fewwd Te vouwa kat
‘EXN\nrikds ouNlas. Der Anlass fiir seinen Tod ist also, dass er fremde Briuche
(vouara) angenommen und mit Griechen Umgang hatte. Dass dieses auch der
Schliissel zum Schicksal des Skyles ist, wird mit der Aussage iiber seine griech-
ische Sitte bezeugt (78,4—5). Das Entscheidende ist aber in dem Widerspruch
zwischen dem Begehr eingeweiht zu werden und der allgemeinen skythischen reli-
giosen Anschauungen gegeben. Auch hier finden wir also die Notwendigkeit mit

vopos erklart.
Wenn wir die Geschichte von Skyles mit den Berichten uber Kandaules und

das Weib des Masistes vergleichen, miissen wir konstatieren, dass Herodot den
Ausdruck der Notwendigkeit nach verschiedenen Methoden gebraucht hat. Bei
Skyles weist der Ausdruck auf frither Gesagtes hin und in diesem Sinne konnen
wir diese Situation mit 5,92.d,1 und 8,53,1 vergleichen, wo auf einen Orakelspruch
hingewiesen ist. Herodot hat also hier den Orakelspruch mit seiner eigenen
Erklirung ersetzt. |
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Bei Apries beginnt der Ausdruck der Notwendigkeit wie bei Skyles émet
§¢ of &5ee kakdSs yevéodau, éyévero ano msopdows, aber dann setzt Herodot fort
v 2y petdvws utv év toior Aukoior ANyowor dmmynoouat, perpiws 8 év T
mapeovtt (2,161,3). Das bedeutet, dass in 161,4 nicht alles gesagt ist, aber doch
etwas (ueTpiws). Wir wollen zuerst die in 161 4 enthaltenen Elemente analysieren.
Wie bei Skyles ist hier festgestellt, was Apries tat: er sandte ein miéchtiges Heer
gegen Kyrene, aber es erlitt eine Niederlage. Dann folgt die Ansicht der Agypter:
sie meinten, dass Apries sie verderben wolle, um die iibrigen Agypter sicherer
beherrschen zu konnen. Die Fortsetzung enthilt die Geschehnisse, die zu seinem
Tod fiihren (162—163; 169). Von der npo/apaotc fehlt das gottliche Element, das
bei Skyles den negativen Ton gab. Dieses finden wir in dem Bericht iiber Libyen
(4,159), wo ein Orakelspruch der Pythia gegeben ist: *Wer zu spdt nach dem
vielgepriesenen Libyen hinkommt, / wenn die Felder verteilt sind, der wird es
bitter bereuen».® Mit diesem Spruch ist in erster Linie die Zug der Griechen nach
Kyrene motiviert, aber er ist auch fiir Apries giiltig, der nach der Aufteilung des
Landes Krieg gegen Kyrene fiihrt. Mit dieser Erginzung ist die mpopaois von 2,161,
4 vollstindig. Nach dem Spruch gibt Herodot noch eine rationale Erkliarung fiir
die Niederlage, die von grosser Wichtigkeit ist: die Agypter kannten nicht die
griechische Weise Krieg zu filhren und wurden deswegen vernichtet (4,159.,6).
Die Bedeutung dieser Erklarung liegt in der Tatsache, dass erstens die beiden Volker
nach ihrer Sitte kimpfen und zweitens, dass die Niederlage von Unkenntnis und
damit vorwiegend von Apries® Uniiberlegtheit verursacht ist, weil er dachte, dass
ein grosses Heer mangelnde Kenntnisse ersetzen wiirde.? Wenn wir die Notwen-
digkeit des Schicksals hier Uberlegen, miissen wir diese zwei Aspekte beriicksichti-
gen, zu denen noch ein dritter kommt, niamlich die Ansicht der Agypter, dass
Apries den Feldzug aus Ungerechtigkeit unternahm. Diese drei Richtlinien helfen
uns das Fundament finden, auf dem Herodot die Notwendigkeit aufgebaut hat:
es ist die Gesandtschaft der Elier nach Agypten (2,160). In dieser Geschichte ist
dargestellt, wie im Kampf um Weisheit und Gerechtigkeit die Agypter den ersten
Preis gewinnen und sind gogwrarol Ty avdpwdmwr (160,1).0bwohl die Griechen
besiegt werden, ist diese Geschichte ein Zeugnis auch fiir die griechische Weisheit.

Die Sendung des Heeres gegen Kyrene geschieht aus Uniiberlegtheit, Apries
handelt nicht mit copin, weil er eben keine Erfahrung mit der griechischen
Kriegsweise hat. Die Reaktion der Agypter dagegen beruht auf der den Agyptern
eigenen oopm, und es ist gerade bemerkenswert, dass Weisheit und Gerechtigkeit
zusammengehen, wie es in dem Bericht von der Gesandtschaft gezeigt ist. In diesem
Gegensatz liegt das Verhdngnisvolle. Aber handelt Apries gegen vouos? Herodot
hat zwar gezeigt, dass die Agypter das weiseste und gerechteste Volk sind, aber er
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hat nicht gesagt, dass die Weisheit bei ihnen ein VO//.LOC ist. Auch das zweite Buch
weiss von ungerechten Herrschern zu erzihlen. Herodots Geschichte Agyptens
gibt jedoch den Eindruck, dass die Weisheit namentlich den Agyptern zuhort und
damit quasi vouos ist. Die beiden Herrscher Skyles und Apries sind im Widerspruch
mit ihren Voélkern, aber das Schicksal des Apries ist auf eine »menschlichere» Art
dargestellt. Gleichzeitig ist es eine komplexere Erzdhlung, die auch andere dem
historischen Denken Heérodots wichtige Ziige zeigt.

An letzter Stelle mochte ich noch das Schicksal der Insel Naxos behandeln.
Herodot sagt von der Notwend1gke1t Kal ov 'yap edee TOUTOJ Tw orokw Nakiovs
AmoNéoSar, TpTYUa TolovSE GuYTYELXON 'yevem‘}at (5,33,2). Der Ausdruck selbst
zeigt, dass hier Elemente von beiden nicht mit den Orakelspriichen verbundenen
Gruppen zusammengesetzt sind. Wie bei Kandaules steht hier ydp, monyua
ToiovSe ersetzt hier die ﬂp()lapaocc des Skyles. Die Behandlung der Geschichte ist
rein politisch und in dem Sinne ist hier der »menschliche>> Aspekt der Apries-
geschichte weiterentwickelt.10 Die Bemerkung von der Notwendigkeit ist auf
eine niedrigere Ebene reduziert worden, wobei der Ausdruck ov ydp €See nur
seine scharf kontrastierende Funktion als Antizipation zwischen Planung und
Resultat behalten hat. Eine ungefihr dhnliche Situation ist in der Geschichte von
Demaratos® Herrschaft, wo é5€e 8¢, (05 Olke, AvamuoTa YEVOuera TavTd KaTanavoat
Anuapnrov ¢ faoi\nine (6,64) nur als den Kontrast betonender Ausdruck
gebraucht ist.

Zusammenfassung. Die Notwendigkeit im Zusammenhang mit einem Orakel-
spruch erscheint entweder als kontrastierender Ausdruck unmittelbar vor dem
Resultat oder leitet die Geschichte vonder Verwirklichung des Spruches ein. In
allen Geschichten, wo die Notwendigkeit ohne einen Orakelspruch erwihnt ist,
ist das Verhdngnisvolle Geschehen mit dieser Bemerkung eingeleitet. Ausser an
zwei kontrastierenden Stellen kann die Notwendigkeit ohne Orakel mit Verfahren
entweder gegen oder nach dem vopos erkldrt werden. Diese Geschichten beleuchten
den Macht des vopos Baci\evs martwy (3,38 ,4).
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1 Siehe z.B. in Herodot, Wege der Forschung Bd. XXVI: Meyer, 19; Focke (Zitat bei Hell-
mann), 50; Hellman, 51; Regenbogen, 100; K. von Fritz, 123. Siehe auch Christian Meier,
Beobachtungen an Herodot. Zum Problem der Deckungsliicke im Haushalt historischer Zu-
sammenhinge, Hermeneutik und Poetik III, 95.

2 Fur die Interpretation dieser Anschauung siehe Pbtscher, Gotter und Gottheit bei Herodot,
Wiener Studien 71 (1958), 25—-26.

3 Beleuchtend ist der Vergleich mit z.B. Kroisos, 1,34,1. Meine Interpretation ist also ver-
schieden von Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, 42, 56.

45,92,d,1 vgl. 92,b,2;8,53,1 vgl. 7,141.
5 Siehe Note 1.

6 10,1 6 pév 61 s odk é8Uvaro §apvyely, Ny eérowwos, und spiter avayxkam in 11,4. Diese
Entwicklung ist schon bei E.Wolff, Das Weib des Masistes, Wdf XXVI, 674—675 interpretiert.
Doch auch er meint, dass die Notwendigkeit von der gottlichen Macht abhingig ist.

7 Fur den Zusammenhang zwischen diesen zwei Geschichten siehe Wolff, a.a.0.
8 Zitiert nach der ﬁbersetzung von Josef Feix, Herodot, Historien I S. 621.

9 Apreis’ Vertrauen in sein grosses Heer und spiter seine Selbstsicherheit (169,2) zeigen eine
Erweiterung der thematischen Skala. Es ist interessant zu bemerken, dass hier in kleineren
Dimensionen dieselbe Problematik erscheint, die das Thema des Gesprichs zwischen Xerxes
und Demaratos ist (7,101—104). Fir die Selbstsicherheit siche Walter Marg, WdF XXVI,
290ff.

10 Wie bei Apries ist auch hier die Grésse des Heeres betont 5,31,4 vgl. 2,161; 4,159,5.






NOTES ON THE PAY OF ROMAN SOLDIERS

Jorma Kaimio

The publication of Roman Military Records on Papyri by R.O. Fink in 1971
(Philol. Monographs of the Am. Phil. Ass. 26, Ann Arbor; = RMR) has already
revived the discussion of the pay of Roman soldiers, which seemed to be exhausted
at the end of the fifties. M. Speidel has in the Journal of the Roman Studies 63
(1973) 141 - 147 (The Pay of Auxilia) on the basis of Fink’s new reading 247 1/2
drachmae for the sum of the stipend in RMR 68 = PGenLat 1 been able to distin-
guish a deduction of 1 per cent from the stipendia common to both RMR 68
and 69 = PGenLat 4. As an explanation for this deduction Speidel has nothing
better to offer than the exchange-fee for the conversion of denarii into drachmae,
already presented by Watson. ! Having thus explained the unevenness of the sum of
the stipend, Speidel adopts the postion of A.C.Johnson and o'thers,2 that RMR 68
concerns the pay in quxilia and that the smallness of the stipend, 62 1/2 denarii
compared with the well-known legionary stipend of 75 denarii, is due to this.
Furthermore, this explanation, according to which the difference in the pay
between the legions and the auxilia was rather slight, leads Speidel to new con-
clusions about the importance of the auxilia in the Roman military system.

Speidel has not put forth any new positive arguments for RMR 68 having
belonged to the auxilia except that the amount of the stipend does not agree with
our other information of legionary pay. But, on the other hand, he has convincingly
proved false the strongest argument for the record having belonged to a legion,
namely the fact that the two soldiers mentioned have the tria nomina, which would
have been improbable in the auxilia. Speidel has referred to numerous documents
including auxiliary soldiers nearly all with the trig nomina.>

Our third* pay record of soldiers, RMR 70 = PBerol 6866 + PAberd 133,
has been unanimously regarded as belonging to the auxilia, but the problem of the
sum of the stipend, 84 denarii 15 3/4 obols, has remained unsolved. In this
document, the normal pay record of a soldier begins with the consular date of
enlistment, then follows the name and the origin of the soldier. A third line begins
with the obscure word loricem or lorictitis, followed by in dep(osito) (denarios)
¢ inviatico 1xxv. The normal record goes on:

accepit stipendi (denarios) 1xxxiv ob(olos) xv (dodrantem)

ex eo collatio (denarios) iiii ob (olos) xxii (semis)
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reliquos tulit (denarios) Ixxix ob (olos) xxi (quadrantem)

habet in dep(osito) (denarios) c in viatico (denarios) 1xxv

Exceptions from this normal record are not numerous. The first soldier
mentioned (frag. a col. i, 1-3) —there may have been one lost column at the begin-
ning —was enlisted in A.D. 171 or earlier; his record does not mention any stipend,
but includes probably only a deposit of 243 denarii 10 1/2 obols; as Fink remarks,
he may have died or been transferred or discharged. In addition, three soldiers
have a deposit greater than the usual 100 denarii (frag. a col.ii, 14-22; frag. a col.
ii, 37-42; frag. e), but all these have the normal viaticurn of 75 denarii, and by
these, as by all other men, the deposits remained unchanged during the period of
the payment. The youngest soldier (frag. b col. ii, 7-17), enlisted in the very year
of the record, A.D. 192,5 has a deposit under 50 denarii; of his possible viaticum
we know nothing. Five soldiers have not received any sipend; they have the normal
deposit and viaticum, but as the collatio has been taken from them, too, they are all
in debt already ex priore ration(e), and this collatio is added to their debt, while
the deposits remain untouched in spite of the debt. Finally, we may note that one
soldier (frag. a col. ii, 14-22) has paid from his stipend in addition to the collatio
a larger charge, the nature of which remains obscure; similar additional payments
may also occur in connection with the youngest soldiers.

Before going into the sums, I should like to discuss the unit to which the
record belongs, as this is of great importance for furtherconclusions concerning
military pay. The names clearly indicate an auxiliary unit, and it has been taken
as a century of a cohort. But it is very unlikely that the unit was as large as a
century. An exact calculation of its size is not possible because of the mutilated
state of the text. In any case, as the soldiers are arranged accordiflg to their years
of enlistment, we can calculate that it had 11 soldiers enlisted in the years 172-
180. Enlistments seem to have happened in most cases only every second year,
and it is only from the year A.D. 190 that we have as many as four recruits, the
average being under two in thé cases in which conclusions are possible. We might
consider this a unit of about 25-35 soldiers, which is not sufficient for a century,
since this normally consists of at least 60 soldiers.® Much more probable is a turma
of an ala or cohors equitata having about 30 mens.’ Thus, here we cannot expect
normal auxiliary pay, but the increased pay of an eques cohortis or alae.

This is another argument for the view the recorded é)ay of 84 denarii 15 3/4
obols cannot be that of a whole year, but of four months.® The sum of the stipend
thus stands in approximately the same relation to the supposed legionary stipend
at this time, 100 denarii, as the stipend of RMR 68, 250 drachmae, to the legionary
stipend of 300 drachmae (RMR 69). Speidel has on this basis, in accordance with
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Johnson and others, considered RMR 70 a proof of the auxiliary pay being 5/6
of the legionary pay, even if he takes into account the possibility that RMR 69
and 70 belong to cavalrymen, and forms two alternative pay scales.

The point is, however, in that Speidel’s pay scale explains the approximate
size of the stipend in RMR 70, but not the exact sum of 84 denarii 15 3/4 obols.
This same is true with the theory going back to Mommsen and lately defended
by Marichal and Brunt,lo that the basic sum was 100 denarii = 400 drachmae,
but drachmae of billon comprising 6 obols each, which have been changed into
drachmae of 7 obols.1! This theory would give the sum of 85 denarii 20 obols,
and the difference of 1 denar 4 1/4 obols from the actual sum remains unexplained.
On the other hand, Watson’s theory12 that this sum, in the same way as that of
RMR 68, was only a fraction of the stipend, from which different deductions were
already made, explains naturally the unevenness of each sum, but is not very
informative and hardly even probable: why would all other deductions be excluded
from the pay record, and nothing but the collatio be recorded?

If we consider the difficulties in operating with such an uneven sum of the
stipend, we can hardly believe that it was arbitrary, that the amount of the stipend
of, let us say, equites cohortis in the whole Empire was stated as 84 denarii 15 3/4
obols, in the same way as the salary of a Finnish university professor is given as
5187 Fmk per month. I believe that there is a mathematical explanation for this
sum, in which a basic stipend in even aurei forms the starting point. This mathema-
tical explanation cannot be approximative, but it must explain the last 1/4 obol.
An interpretation of the stipend is possible only when we have found its mathema-

tical foundation.
Unfortunately, all my attempts to find a mathematical solution to the prob-

lem of 84 denarii 15 3/4 obols have failed. However, if in RMR 68 and 69, one per
cent was first deducted from the stipends, here we ought to take perhaps the same
possibility into account, in spite of the time difference between the documents. 85
denarii 11 3/4 obols, from which a deduction of one per cent would, allowing for
levelling up to the nearest 1/4 obol, yields our 84 denarii 15 3/4 obols, is not much
more comfortable, but does in any case offer two possible solutions, which would
be based on exact calculations. Thus, 85 denarii 11 3/4 obols is on the one hand 75
denarii + 5/12 x 25 denarii, or 75 denarii + 5/36 x 75 denarii, and, on the other,
100 denarii — 7/48 x 100 denarii, or 100 denarii — 7/12 x 25 denarii, or 100
denarii — 1/12 x 175 denarii. I would almost dare to maintain that no other cal-
culation based on reasonable, even sums offers the exact sum of 84 denarii 15 3/4
obols.

After this, we have to look for an explanation for this mathematical cal-
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culation, even if no explanation that I can suggest seems so obvious that the prob-
lem could be taken as solved, Of the two mathematical alternatives presented
above, that one of a basic stipend of 75 denarii, i.e. three aurei, added by 5/36,
has a certain psychological probability: it was easier to give to soldiers more money
than was promised, than the other way round. But the additional payof 5/36 x 75
denarii is very hard to explain. I can suggest two solutions, but do not believe
either of them. One could, firstly, assume an increment of 125 denarii to the
yearly pay of this soldier category, and that this increment was, however, not divi-
ded into the three stipends of the year, but was paid monthly, and that the month-
ly rate is here added to the stipend. The second suggestion is based on the fact
that certain soldiers, possibly five in number, have in the list obtained no stipend,
either because of some punishment or because they were temporarily under orders
elsewhere. The pay of these five soldiers might have been divided into 36 parts
and measured out between the soldiers of the unit, in such a way that each soldier
obtained one thirtysixth part—the officers probably more.

The other alternative, 100 denarii as the basic sum deducted by 7/48 seems
to me after all better. I should prefer to combine the deduction with the deposits of
the soldiers. Nearly all men have a deposit of 75 denarii in the viaticum-fund; even
if the sum of viaticum, i.e. recruiting money, has been elsewhere attested to have
been 75 denarii,13 it is most incredible that the recruiting money would have
been deposited in its entirety by allsoldiers and remained untouched through a serv-
ice of twenty years. Firstly, recruiting money which could not be used could not be
very alluring, and allurement was certainly needed for recruiting at this time. Second-
ly, other documents clearly show that the recruits could use part of their viaticum,
and that only the rest of it was deposited.!4 Thirdly, our only other document of
deposits in the vigticum-fund, RMR 73 = PFay 105, probably from the middle of
the second centulry,15 is clear evidence that neither was the usual deposit in this
fund 75 denarii nor were these savings untouchable.

The fact that the proper deposit, in addition to the viaticum, was by most
men exactly 100 denarii, has been commonly explained to show that this was the
maximum deposit; it is known that Domitian restricted the savings of soldiers to
250 denarii (Suet. Dom. 7,3). This explanation does not seem satisfactory. Firstly,
savings greater than 100 denarii occur, but only the recruits of the year of the
document seem to have smaller deposits. Secondly, a maximum limit of the depo-
sits not higher than one stipend must have been too low. And thirdly, the deposits
in RMR 73 seem to have no limits at all, but go up to thousands of denarii.

On this basis, the deposits of altogether 175 denarii must very likely be non-
voluntary ones, and I do not believe with Watson and Marichal that they had been
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made from a donative of 200 denarii,16 but that these savings were deducted from
the stipends of the men. If as the mathematical solution of 84 denarii 15 3/4 obols
(100 denarii — 7/48 x 100 denarii) — 1 % is chosen, the deduction from each sti-
pend was 1/12 of 175 denarii, which means that the whole sum of the non-volun-
tary deposit would have been paid in four years, assuming three yearly stipends.

If this interpretation is correct, we can only admire the ingenious treasurer
who devised the system. Let us assume a situation in the last years of Commodus,
after 190 A .D., because the non-voluntary savings concerned men recruited then.
There was a shortage of money for paying soldiers —we have no evidence regard-
ing the state of the economy during these years, but the financial situation of the
state was more probably weak than solid. To leave a part of the stipends unpaid
was obviosly dangerous and could have easily suscited mutinies. But instead of
saying: »sorry, we cannot pay your complete stipend in the following years, but
you will be compensated when the state has more money”, our treasurer said:
»look, we give a donative, an extra-deposit of 175 denarii to every man; this sum
will be deducted from your stipends in four years, during which time you cannot
use the deposit, but look, you have it now already in your pay record.

There seem to be no direct arguments against this hypothetical solution,
but naturally many problems remain. One problem concerns the pay of the soldiers
recruited only after the pseudo-donative; it seems that they did not obtain an
equal deposit at the recruiting, and this would have naturally created difficulties,
as the period of deducted pay would have ended at different times. On the other
hand, it is certain that they did not get the complete pay of 100 denarii, while the
older men received the deducted pay. Another centimeter of papyrus and we
would know the answer and perhaps at the time find support for our hypothesis.
It is possible that from every stipend of the new recruits a non-voluntary deposit
of some 15 denarii was tzzlke.n;17 or else there were other extra-payments which
caused their pay not to surpass the deducted one of the older soldiers.

This could be also an alternative solution for the stipend of 247 1/2 or 250
denarii, instead of the expected 300 denarii, in RMR 68. The two soldiers of this
record had been recruited rather recently. I cannot agree with Fink that the
consular date A.D. 81 in the heading of the second column is the date of the
record; it seems to me that it was the year of recruiting of the men following.
It would have been illogical to put the year which the pay concerns in the head-
ing of one soldier’s record in the middle of the list, but not in all of them - the
date is lacking in the third column, evidently because this soldier was recruited
in the same year A.D. 81. This would mean that the date of the text is not neces-
sarily A.D. 81, but that the an iii do (col. ii, 3; col. iii, 2) could also more correctly
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be expanded an(no) (tertio) Do(mitiani), as Daris has done, while Fink wants to
make do(mini) meaning Titus. In this case, the men would be serving their third
year, and this is also indicated by their rather small savings, which were multiplied
during the year recorded in the list. It seems not impossible that they did not
obtain the full pay, but that a certain part of it was deducted, for instance the
viaticum would have been withdrawn from the pay of the years following recruit-

ment.
But returning to the record mainly concerned in this paper, RMR 70, there

seems to be positive evidence for the conclusion that the basic pay in A.D. 192
of auxiliary equites, either of an ala or a cohors equitata, was a stipend of 100
denarii obviously paid three times a year. This is the same sum the legionary
soldiers had had after the increasement of the pay by Domitian. This would not
be in any way surprising; actually, 300 denarii yearly is what Speidel calculated
for auxiliary equites; on the pay scale that he calls the 5/6 scale an eques cohortis
would obtain this sum, in the 2/3 scale an eques alae.18

I would also like to touch upon the question of collatio in RMR 70, for
which 4 denarii 22 1/2 obols is deducted from every soldier’s stipend. In this
instance, it is more difficult to claim that the odd sum must have a mathematical
solution. From the records of soldiers being in debt because they obtained no
stipend one can conclude that the amount of collatio varied.!? The previous debt
of the soldier in frag. b col i, 7-13, was 6 denarii 22 1/2 obols, which is probably
the sum of the collatio collected on the pay-day immediately preceding. In additon,
as previous debt sums one finds18 denarii 24 1/2 obols (frag. a col. i, 28, frag. a
col. ii, 25) and (?)9 (tens unknown) denarii 17 1/2 obols (frag. b col. i,22, and
probably frag. f). The name collatio of this payment seems to point to money
collectively paid by the unit for some unknown purpose. Naturally, we cannot
know the total sum which were collected from the unit, but we could again make
the assumption that they were fairly even sums of denarii, in contrast to the rather
odd sums which every soldier had to pay. The simplest way to get fairly even
totals — complete exactness cannot be expected when the smallest coin was 1/4
obol — is to assume that this collatio was collected from 25 men, or possibly 50,
but the size of the unit is nearer 25. The collatio of 4 denarii 22 1/2 obols collected
from 25 men would give 120 denarii 2 1/2 obols, that of 6 denarii 22 1/2 obols
170 denarii 2 1/2 obols. Naturally, any further conclusions are not possible.
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1 Historia 5 (1956) 338.
2 A.C. Johnson, Roman Egypt, 670—673; see also Fink, RMR, p. 244-245.
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4 RMR 71 = PVindobL 72 and 82, and RMR 72 = PRyl 273 a are so mutilated that any con-
clusions about the sums of stipends are impossible.

5 For the dating of the document, see Fink, RMR, p. 255.
6 Cf. RMR 64 = BGU 696, col. i, 13—17.

7 The Coh. I Augusta Lusitanorum Equitata had in August 31, A.D. 156, 114 cavalrymen in
its probably four turmae RMR 64, col. i, 16.
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13 BGU 11 423, 8—10; see also Watson, The Roman Soldier, Bristol 1969, 44.

14 RMR 74 = PSI 1063 seems to include receipts of deposited rests of viatica, the average

being about 14 denarii.
15 por the dating, see Fink, RMR, p. 271.

16 R. Marichal, L’occupation romaine de la Basse l:lgypte, Paris 1945, 51; Watson, Historia 8
(1959) 376f. The possibility of a donative has been rejected by Fink, RMR, p. 255, on the solid
basis that the document dates from the time before Severus’ accession.

17 Perhaps recorded in frag. b col. ii, 5: ex eis in dep| .

18 1RS 63 (1973) 146.
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19 11 5 naturally not certain that the debts of these men possibly absent from the headquarters
consist only of collatio sums, but as the same debt sums always occur by several men, I would
consider this likely, agreeing in this point with Marichal, Occupation, 55, against Fink, RMR,
p. 256.



WHO WAS SABINUS ILLE?

A reinterpretation of Catalepton 10

Iiro Kajanto

The identity of Sabinus formerly Quinctio, a muleteer from Gallia Cisal-
pina, probably from Cremona, who ended up on the sedes eburnea (Appendix
Vergiliana, Catalepton 10, a parody of Catullus’ phaselus ille), has provoked much
controversy. Three different identities have been suggested, but the case is not yet
closed.

Unanimity has not been reached on the authorship of the poem, either. To
cite only the most recent contributions, whereas K. Biichner argues that the poem
cannot be attributed to Virgil,1 R.E.HWestendorp Boerma dismisses his arguments
as »subjective>’ and regards the poem as »un authentique poeme de jeunesse> of
Vilrgil.2 All things considered, I do not think that the Virgilian authorship can be
seriously doubted. But even if the poem were not his, it does not affect the prob-
lem discussed in this paper.

According to the most -widely held opinion, Sabinus was the consul suffec-
tus of 43 B.C., P. Ventidius Bassus, Picens genere et loco humili, as Gellius 15 4,3
describes him. This identification had been suggested by a Humanist, Petrus
Victorius, in the sixteenth century. But it was F. Biicheler> and Th. Mommsen®?
that made it popular in moden scholarship. A number of other scholars have
followed their example.5 The identification of Sabinus with P. Ventidius Bassus
has also been accepted in the most important works of reference 0

There are certainly some noticeable similarities between Sabinus and P.
Ventidius Bassus. Both were in origin muliones, and both had risen to the dignity
of a sella curulis. In Catalepton, Sabinus was himself a muledriver, whereas
Ventidius, as described by Gellius, is said to have been a furnisher of mules and
carriages to magistrates. The difference is, however, inessential. Ventidius, a homo
novus, was frequently derided as amuli0,7 most notably in an anonymous lampoon
posted on the walls of Rome, mulas qui fricabat consul factus est (quoted by
Gellius, loc. cit.).

This identification has not, however, remained unchallenged. On the cont-
rary, it has been rejected by most scholars who have discussed the poem in any
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detail. The first to have raised doubts was Ae. Baehrens.8 Th. Birt” and E.T.
Merrill 10 attacked the identification almost simultaneously. They have been
followed by others.!! |

The arguments against the identification can be summed up as follows. In
Catalepton 10, Sabinus was a native of Gallia Cisalpina, whereas Ventidius came
from Picenum. Again, Sabinus began as a mule-driver, whereas Ventidius was a
contractor, even a post-master. As I remarked above, in popular imagination there
was little difference here, and the argument may be dismissed. But it is the
nomenclature that seems to be decisive. Ventidius bears a cognomen only in late
authors (Gell. loc.cit.; Eutr. 7, 5,2), none in contemporary republican sour-
ces. 12 But it is not possible to argue that he was first called Quinctio, changed then
to Sabinus, and finally to Bassus.

Ventidius Bassus/Sabinus has also beeen identified with a certain Sabinus
mentioned by Cicero in a letter to Trebonius,fam. 15 20,1 »Qratorem’> meum
(scil. his book) Sabino tuo commendavi. natio me hominis impulit ut ei recte
putarem, nisi forte candidatorum licentia hic quoque usus hoc subito cognomen
arripuit; etsi modestus eius vultus sermoque constans habere quiddam a Curibus
videbatur. But as hasbeen convincingly demonstrated,13 it isunlikely that this Sabinus
has anything to do with Ventidius Bassus or the Sabinus of Catalepton. Cicero
does not say that Sabinus had really assumed this cognomen. The whole passage
is only a witticism on the well-known implications of the name Sabinus (cf. below,
p. 52). It is not even evident that this obscure Sabinus was an office-seeker at all.
Finally, Cicero does not suggestachange of name, only assumption of a cognomen
by those who previously did not have one.

Instead of Ventidius Bassus, some potentate of the provincial town Cremona
has been presented as the hero of the poem.14 He had indeed been a muleteer,
and risen high in society, but the sedes eburnea did not here suggest a curule
magistracy. Because some inscriptions of the chief magistrates of provincial
towns bear a sella curulis in relief,15 it has been suggested that Sabinus ended up
as the decurio of his native town. But other scholars have been unwilling to grant
even this. The reference to sedes eburnea only showed that a retired owner of a
transport firm could be flattered by portraying him as recliningon an ivory chair.1©

Few new details have been added to these two competing interpretations
in recent years. But R. Syme has presented, though only tentatively, a new can-
didate.!7 After once again reviewing all the evidence against the identification of
Sabinus with Ventidius Bassus, he suggested that C. Calvisius Sabinus, the consul
of 39 B.C., might be the man, or at any rate in a better position than Ventidius.

Now the case for Calvisius Sabinus rests on fragile evidence. The only con-
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necting - link seems to be his cognomen, but this does not take us very far. Sabinus
was a very common name (see below, p. 52). Syme can only offer hypotheses:
»he may easily have begun as a contractor of supplies...” Though Syme concedes
that Calvisius’ origin is nowhere stated, he nevertheless conjectures that he came
from the Latin colony of Spoletium. He quotes a local honorary inscription set up
Pietati [C.] Calvisi C.f. Sabini patroni, co(n)s(ulis), VIIvir(i) epul( onum), cur(ionis)
max(imi)[...ILS 925 = CIL XI 4772. Though Dessau, ad loc., stated that the inscrip-
tion vix belonged to our Calvisius Sabinus, and suggested his son, the consul of 4
B.C., or his grandson, the consul of 26 A.D., as more likely candidates, and though
Pros. Imp. Rom. C2 353 shares his view, Syme insists that we have here the consul
of 39 B.C. He argues that pietati was a tribute to Calvisius Sabinus’ well-known
loyalty. According to Nicol. Damasc., Vita Caes. 26, he was one of the two men
to remain by the body of murdered Caesar. Again, Syme contends that the lettering,
ascertained through autopsy, tells for an earlier date. But this argument is uncon-
vincing. Paleography is notoriously an unreliable guide in dating inscriptions. It is
likewise improbable that pietati implies loyalty to murdered Caesar. It is more
likely that it suggests the loyalty of a patron to the town protected by him. Though
dating on paleographical criteria is uncertain, epigraphical criteria can be more
useful. An honorary inscription, such as this one, listing all the honours of a person,
suggests the Early Empire rather than the republic.18 And even though the person
recorded here were after all Calvisius Sabinus, the consul of 39 B.C., what bearing
does this have on our problem? The person honoured was the patron of a colony,
not necessarily its native. Moreover, Spoletium is far from Cremona.

In contrast to what Syme maintains, Calvisius Sabinus is iri a worse case than
Ventidius Bassus. There is practically no connecting link between him and our
Sabinus.

The discussion on the identity of Sabinus has thus led to a blind alley. It
might seem that nothing new can be said and that the problem must be left un-
resolved. Yet I think that a very simple explanation has so far escaped serious
consideration. It may be that we have here, not a real problem of identity, but
only a kind of pseudo-problem.

At first, the suggestion of Birt and others that Sabinus ended up as a magistra-
te of Cremona does not seem acceptable. The decisive point is the reference to
sedes eburnea. Because the whole poem is a parody of Catullus, sedes eburnea
cannot have failed to evoke Catullus’ famous sella in curuli struma Nonius sedet,
which certainly suggests Rome. Since everybody knew that poem, a brief mention
of an eburnean chair sufficed to suggest a homo novus who had climbed up to the
highest social ladders. There was no need to dwell on the intermediate stages of
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his career.

It is worth notice that, despite striking similarities in structure and in the
very expressions, the end of Catalepton is quite different in tone from the Catullian
piece:1 sed haec prius fuere: nunc eburnea | sedetque sede seque dedicat tibi, |
gemelle Castor, et gemelle Castoris, corresponding to sed haec prius fuere: nunc
recondita | senet quiete seque dedicat tibi, | gemelle Castor, et gemelle Castoris.
The final triumph of Sabinus stands in contrast to the recondita quies of the
phaselus. The phrase sed haec prius fuere has thus acquired a quite new connota-
tion. A nostalgic summing up of the past active life of phaselus in Catullus, in Cata-
lepton it serves to throw the enormous success of the one-time mule-driver into
sharper relief. All thisiseffected by changing only' three words out of sixteen! This
is an example of the genius of Virgil (probably it was he) in subtly remodelling
a borrowed theme.

The point of the poem would be much less effective if eburnea sedes only
suggested a magistrate of a provincial town. This is one more argument against
Birt’s interpretation.

It is odd that the verse nunc eburnea | sedetque sede seque dedicat tibi,
gemelle Castor, et gemelle Castoris, should have been interpreted sothat Sabinus
had his magistrate’s chair in front of the temple of the Dioscuri. This misconception
has led to some unneeessary argumentation and to attempts to find the true locality
of the temple in the North.20 The verse, if read carefully, does not imply that
eburnea sedes had anything to do with the temple. Two separate facts were re-
corded, the position of a high magistrate, and the dedication of one’s image, prob-
ably astatue, to the temple of the Dioscuri.21

Since the poem no doubt suggested a Roman scene, and since a high magist-
rate of the State was referred to, the poem may after all owe something to Ven-
tidius Bassus. He had become the prototype of a homo novus who had obtained the
highest positions and honours Rome had to offer. But he could not shake off the
label of mulio which envious and prejudiced people had affixed to him (cf.
above). The similarities between the anonymous lampoon, mulas qui fricabat . . .,
and Catalepton 10, bidente dicit attodisse forcipe | comata colla, are probably
not accidental. With Biicheler,22 one has to concede that there scarcely were two
similar muliones in contemporary Rome. Because of this verisimile connection with
Ventidius Bassus, the poem may have been written 43 B.C. or some time after-
wards.

Nevertheless, the obstacles to a true identification with Ventidius seem
to remain insurmountable. He is never recorded to have borne the name Sabinus.
It is sheer desperation to argue that he changed his name twice. Neither does
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Picens origine (Gellius) harmonize with the localities of the poem; cf. ultima ex
origine: Sabinus cannot have been an immigrant.

All these difficulties vanish if we relinquish attempts to identify Sabinus
with any known or unknown person. Sabinus was not a historical figure at all.
He was a fictional character representing the homo novus of the revolutionary
period. It is odd that this very obvious interpretation has not earlier been given
serious consideration. To be exact, a few scholars have certainly thought of this
possibility, but only to reject it.23

The well-known figure of Ventidius Bassus may have served as a starting-
point, but only as a type, not as an individual. His career suggested the story of a
successful mulio to Virgil (or someone else), but everything else is invention in a
way similar to any character in fiction. The very fact that the poem is a parody of
another poem, and follows it almost literally, makes it unlikely that it should
record a real character. Sabinus is certainly described in realistic details. It is a
portrait true to life. ~ But is it not precisely the speciality of a poet to create life-
like characters?

Evidence for the contention that Sabinus was a fictional character can
indeed be mustered. In contemporary Rome, lampoons and satires were often
written on fictitious persons. The nearest equivalent to our poem is Horace’s fourth
epode, a satire upon a former slave who had become a military tribune and was now
showing off on the via sacra, a scandal to all good Romans. His name was not
revealed. Though Kiessling-Heinze still believed, largely because of the untypical
military tribunate, that Horace was aiming at some particular person, F. J acoby24
and E. Fraenkel25 rightly conclude that the tribune represented a type rather than
a living contemporary.

It is in general a mistake to believe that the victims of literary invective were
always particular persons more or less well-known to the readers. In Horace’s
satires, a great many living people were obviously recorded.26 But it is equally true
that he also portrayed type characters. These people may have significant names,27
Opimius, Maltinus, Cupiennius, Porcius, etc. Another group is made up of myth-
ological names such as Tantalus, Orestes, Ulysses, etc., typical slave names Dava,
Davus, and typical Jewish names, Apella. No particular persons can have been
aimed at by these names.

The same applies to Catalepton 10. It is probable that the names Quinctio
and Sabinus (verse 8: iste post Sabinus, ante Quinctio) were nothing but type
names for ” a man of servile extraction” and “a true-blue Roman”, respectively.
They served to convey the idea of a low-born man who had risen to the highest
positions in the state, just as Ventidius Bassus, once a captive in a Roman triumph.
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obtained a curule magistrate’s chair. The significance of these names was perceived
by Blicheler,28 though he did not draw the right conclusions from them.

Quinctio is a typical slave name in that it is coined with the suffix -io from a
common Roman name. As I have shown in another connection,29 the suffix had
a pejorative connotation. This may explain the fact that one fifth of all cognomina
obtained with this suffix belonged to slaves and freedmen. On the other hand,
similar names were rare in senatorial nomenclature. Quinctio was not as frequent
among slaves and ex-slaves as was Rufio,30 but still a fairly typical slave name.
Roughly one third of all the examples belonged to this categ01ry.31 In extant
material, it is not borne by a person of any standing. |

Sabinus is likewise a type name. It is the commonest of all geographical
cognomina, and one of the most popular Latin cognomina.32 Geographical cog-
nomina probably originated as genuine ethnics recording native places, though
this connection later on grew dim and was finally wholly effaced. But the par-
ticular popularity of Sabinus must have been due to non-geographical factors.
To a Roman reader, the word Sabinus suggested the moral excellence of the
yeteres.33 As a cognomen, it had a connotation similar to Probus, Severus, and
other names of a like character; cf. the passage from Cicero’s Correspondence
quoted on p. 48. Significantly, Sabinus was seldom borne by slaves and ex-slaves.
Only a bare 5 % of the ca. 1240 examples of this name in pagan Latin epigraphy
belonged to these people.

Type names were not exceptional in Catalepton; cf. Noctuinus, Catalep-
ton 6 and 12, 7 the night-reveller”.

Sabinus is represented as changing his name to obliterate all memories of his
less reputable past. Replacing an old cognomen by a new one was not unknown.
In literature, several freedmen are recorded to have dropped their old cognomen,
smacking of slavery, and assumed a good Roman one instead.34

It is, however, unlikely that Quinctio/Sabinus was thought to have been
a manumitted slave. Though peregrines civitate donati and sons of libertini were
elected senators and magistrates in the revolutionary period,35 we do not know of
ex-slaves in these positions. Dio 48, 34 4 certainly tells the story of two slaves
standing for office 39 B.C., the other actually elected a praetor, but these scandals
of the triumviral period are too glaring exceptions to be of any help here. Even in
[talian towns, freedmen were in practice ineligible for municipal magistracies.

If Sabinus were an emancipated slave, the climax of the poem nunc eburnea
sedetque sede would be very strong, perhaps too strong for a Roman reader. The
victim of Horace’s satire in the fourth epode held the position of tribunus mili-
tum, but though even this office was barred to ex-slaves, the scandal was here less
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outrageous, the tribunate being an equestrian office.36

It is possible that the name Quinctio suggested here, not a freedman but
the son of a freedman. We can read from the poem thathe wasnot represented
as a typical slave; cf. paterna lora, line 22, which shows that his father had been
a mulio, too; at any rate, the lines ultima ex origine / tua stetisse dicit in voragine,
imply that he cannot have been an imported slave. If Quinctio/Sabinus is inter-
pretable as the son of libertinus raised to a high position, he represents a typical
case in the revolutionary period, and a deep-felt scandal to all Roman patriots.

If we accept this conclusion, the difficulties encountered in the interpret-
ation of the poem will prove surmountable. The wellknown story of Ventidius
Bassus caught the imagination of the poet (Virgil no doubt), who created a similar
character in a delightful but not at all malicious parody of a famous poem of
Catullus. Sabinus was an otherwise fictional character, and so were the details
of his career.

1P Vergilius Maro, RE VIIIA (1955) 1081—82.
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ZWEI PATRISTICA
Bengt Lofstedt

1.Zeno 1,5,3

In Zenos Predigt 1,5,3 (S. 38 Z. 24ff. in meiner Ausgabe, CC 22) heisst
es nach den Handschriften, denen ich gefolgt bin (es handelt sich um Abtreibung):
sepelitur noua odii rabie, antequam nascatur, matris iam non in utero sed sepulcro
incognitum pecus, quod legitimam nec mortem potuit sentire nec vitam. Hierzu
bemerkt Wistrand in der Festschrift Fr. Blatt (Classica et Mediaevalia Francisco
Blatt dedicata, Kopenhagen 1973) 365: “Es ist unvereinbar mit dem entriisteten
Ton des Priadikanten, dass er das ungeborene Kind, das unschuldige Opfer des
von ihm verdammten Verbrechens, als pecus bezeichnen kénnte. Wiederherzu-
stellen ist m.E. pignus, und damit auch die Klausel.” '

Merkwiirdigerweise scheint es Wistrand unbekannt geblieben zu sein, dass
pecus ein Terminus technicus fiir ’Leibesfrucht’, ’Fotus’ ist. Er hitte es schon aus
Georges Worterbuch lernen kénnen, wo pecus ’das Junge im Mutterleibe’ aus
Firm. math. 6,31,75 (ed. Kroll-Skutsch-Ziegler, Bd. 2 S. 169 20ff.) intra matris
viscera inpedito partu laniatum pecus miseris lacerationibus dissipatur und Tert.
adv. Marc. 421 (ed. Kroymann, CSEL 47 S. 4912f.) non caro habitus (scil.
Christus) ante formam, non pecus dictus post figuram, non decem mensium cru-
ciatu deliberatus belegt wird. !

Da dieser Sprachgebrauch von mir als wohlbekannt angesehen wurde, ist
er in der Einleitung meiner Zeno-Ausgabe nicht behandelt. Hier seien nun aber zur
weiteren Aufklirung noch einige Belegstellen angefiihrt: Firm. math. 3,6,12 (Bd.
1 S. 146,18f1f.) difficile edit partum, ut intra viscera eius laceratum pecus a medicis
proferatur; 72,8 (Bd. 2-S. 212 2f.) pecus intra viscera matris artuatim concisum
<a> medicis proferetur, Marcell. med. 7,23 (S. 51,11f. Niedermann =Bd. 1 S.
108 in der.2. Aufl. von Liechtenhan) . . . etiamsi pecus intra uterum habuerit
inmortuum; Theod.Prisc. gyn. 24 pecus molliter subtrahendum erit; shnlich ib.
25 und 26; Ps.Apul. herb. 62,1 (S. 116 Howald-Sigerist) Si qua mulier in utero
pecus mortuum habuerit ...;ib.Z.4;Soran.S.16,22f.(Rose). .. ne nimia gestatione
pecus iam perfectum... excutiatur, oft bei Oribasius, s. J.Svennung, Wortstudien
zu den spitlat. Oribasiusrezensionen (Uppsala 1933) 88; usw. Ausserhalb der Me-
diziner vgl. noch Cassiod. anim. 9 (CC 96 S. 552 1if.) quadragesimo die humanum
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ac mortale pecus animam dicunt accipere; Lex Salica (ed. Eckhardt in den MGH,
leg. sect. 1) 104,4 Si quis mulierem ingenuam pregnantem in ventre aut in renis
percusserit . . . et ei pecus non excutiat . . ., CC solidos culpabilis iudicetur; ib.
5 und 10; Dipl. Ludow. Germ. 51 (MGH Dipl. reg. Germ. ex stirpe Karol. 1 S.
68 4A51f.) episcopium . . . indecens et informe quasi pecus mutilum permansisse;
in den Glossen wird €ufpvov oft durch pecus iibersetzt, s. Thesaurus glossarum
emendatarum s.v. pecus. Vgl. ferner Waszinks Kommentar zu Tert. anim. 25,5
(S. 327) und Fr. J. Dolger, Antike und Christentum 5 (1936), 78f. und 230, der
auch unsere Zeno-Stelle neben Tert. adv. Marc. 4,21 als einen alten Beleg fiir
die — m.E. wahrscheinlich in &lterer heidnischer Sprache wurzelnde — Verwendung
von pecus im Sinne von ’Leibesfrucht’ anfiihrt.

In den oben angefiilhrten Belegen handelt es sich um neutr. pecus, -oris.
Vielleicht wurde aber auch fem. pecus, -udis im Sinne von ’Fotus’ verwendet.
Bei Soran. S. 10,10 (Rose) ist concepti pecudis intra uterum gestatio (so die Hs.
h, die anderen, b und 1, haben pecoris; s. Roses Index S. 163) iberliefert und S.
84,10 adprehenso pecude, J. Medert, Quaestiones criticae et grammaticae ad Gy-
naecia Mustionis pertinentes (Diss. Giessen 1911) 67 schligt fir die letztere Stelle
pecore vor, die handschriftliche Lesart wird aber nicht nur durch S. 10,10, sondern
auch durch Cassiod. in psalm. 57,4 (CC 97 S. 514,65ff.) gestiitzt: Merito peccato-
res tamquam abortivos, ab utero proiectosdicit Ecclesiae, qui nulla doctrinae confir-
matione perfecti sunt; sed tamquam tenerae pecudis fatuata mollities, non ad lucem
vitalem, sed in perfidiae tenebras probantur abici.? Hier wird also in der Tat fem.
pecus, -udis gebraucht, wihrend das Wort bei Soranus als Mask./Neutr. iiberliefert
ist. Da die Worter pecus, -oris und pecus, -udis in ihrer urspriinglichen Verwendung
friih vermischt wurden (Ernout-Meillet, Dict. étym. s.v.), ist es natiirlich, dass auch
im ibertragenen Sinne Fotus’ das eine fiir das andere eintreten konnte. In spiterer
Zeit wurde pecus zum Mask., vgl. Sittl, ALL 2 (1885) 562; ipse pecus in der
Bedeutung ’Fotus’ ist von den Hss. b und 1 fiir Soran. S. 92,17ff. iberliefert.

Dagegen diirfte sich pignus in der Bedeutung *Fotus’ nur in Wistrands ”Emen-
dation” nachweisen lassen.

2. Hieronymus, epist. 53,8,3

In seinem 53. Brief, der an Paulinus von Nola gerichtet ist und aus d.J.
394-396 stammt, gibt Hieronymus eine kurze Analyse der verschiedenen Biicher
der Bibel. Beziglich des Job wird u.a. gesagt (nach Hilbergs Edition, CSEL 54 S.
455,10) omnisque dialecticae proponit \rjuuara, propositione, adsumptione, con-



Zwei Patristica 59

firmatione, conclusione determinat. Die dlteste Handschrift, in der unsere Stelle
erhalten ist, H =Clm 6299 aus dem Ende des 8. Jhs., hat aber omnisque dialectice
proponit prolismata legis; die anderen bieten omnisque legis (oder leges) dialectice.
J. Labourt (in der Budé-Ausgabe) nimmt Hilbergs Emendation auf, und zwar ohne
die Lesart von H im Apparat zu erwdhnen.

Hilberg hat daran recht getan, die Lesart der dltesten Handschrift seinem
Texte zugrundezulegen; die Lesarten der anderen Handschriften sind kaum sinn-
voll und wohl durch Auslassen der den Schreibern unverstindlichen Worter zu
erklidren. Erstens ist aber nicht einzusehen, wieso Hilberg das einhellig bezeugte
legis auslisst; zweitens ldsst sich schwer begreifen, wie ein authentisches Auuara
oder lemmata in prolismata verschrieben werden konnte: das Prifix pro- konnte
allerdings vom vorhergehenden proponit stammen (Perseverationsfehler), aber
eine Schreibung lismata fir lemmata wire singulir.

M.E. ist zu schreiben: omnisque dialecticae proponit problemata legis. Die
Verbindung lex dialectica begegnet mehrfach, s. ThLL 5:1,948,66f. (u.a. bei
Seneca). Die Lesart prolismata ist eine leichte Verschreibung fiir problismata
oder problesmata; die Form problesma (problisma) statt problema kommt in
insularen und insular beeinflussten Texten hiufig vor, s. Verf., Der hibernolatei-
nische Grammatiker Malsachanus (Uppsala 1965) 55. Nach Lowe, Codices Latini
Antiquiores Bd. 9 Nr. 1265 stammt die Handschrift aus Freising; hier ist schon im
allgemeinen mit insularen Einflissen zu rechnen, und was unsere Handschrift
im besonderen betrifft, so ist ein Blatt davon in angelsidchsischer Minuskel ge-
schrieben, und ein grosser Teil des Kodex diirfte vom Schreiber des Leipziger
Aethicus Ister stammen, vgl. Lowe a.0., B. Bischoff, Die siidostdeutschen Schreib-
schulen S. 76. Nichts steht also der Annahme im Wege, dass dem Schreiber un-
serer Stelle in H (oder dem Schreiber der Vorlage von H) die insulare Graphie
problisma fir problema geliufig war.4
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1 Dagegen gehort die von Georges angefithrte Stelle Tert. resurr. 34 nicht hierher; dort bedeutet
pecus ’Schaf’: CSEL 47 S. 73,21ff. totus itaque saluus fiet, qui perit totus delinquendo. Nisi
si et ovis illa sine corpore amittitur et sine corpore revocatur. Nam si caro quoque eius cum
anima, quod pecus totum est, humeris boni pastoris advchitur, ex utraque utique substantia
restituendi hominis exemplum est. Auch von Blaise, Dictionnaire latin-francais des auteurs
chrétiens (1954) wird diese Stelle zu Unrecht unter pecus *foetus’ angefithrt. -

2 Von Blaise 2.0. wird diese Stelle merkwurdigerweise unter pecus, -oris angefiihrt, obendrein
mit falscher Paragraphenzahl.

3 Nach dem ThLL 7:2,1137,11 kommt sie sonst nie vor.

4 Es wiirde sich wohl lohnen, nach weiteren insularen Symptomen in H Ausschau zu halten.
Ich habe mir beiliufig nur den Fehler enim fir autem S. 202,5 (nach Hilbergs Ausgabe) sowie
die Schreibung gavissus statt gavisus S. 450,14 notiert (zur Hiufigkeit der Doppelschreibung
von s in insularen Texten und Hss. s. meinen Malsachanus 102f.).



IST DER REST—TYPUS MOGLICH?

Martti Nyman

In der plautinischen Handschrifttradition ist der Typus -¥’st (fiir -Vs est)
an einigen Stellen belegt (im folgenden wird dieser Typusalsrest-Typusbezeich-
net):*

(1) Bacch. 1164 B: quid opus verbist.
Merc. 857 B: certa rest | me usque quaerere illam quoquo hinc
abductast gentium.
Persa 120 T: (in der von Lindsay emendierten Fassung): nihili
parasitus est qui Argentumdonidest.
Trin. 538 A: ut ad incitast redactus.

Derselbe Typus ist auch als Emendation einiger metrisch unvollstindiger Verse

vorgeschlagen worden:1 |

(2) Amph. 101 P (A fehlt): nam cum Telobois est bellum Thebano poplo (1g).
Ussing: Teleboist.

Asin. 932 P (A fehlt): istoscine patrem aequom mores est liberis largirier
(T7). Lambinus; Ussing: morest.

Cas. 578 AP: iamne ornata res est (lg) Pareus; Lindsay, Ernout:
rest.

Persa 223 P (A fehlt): par pari respondes dicto. abi iam, quando ita certa
res est (T7). Guyet; Lindsay, Ernout: rest.

Stich. 473 P: promitte: :certumst: :sic face inquam: :certa res
est (Ig). Guyet; Goetz & Schoell: rest. Lindsay:
res<t> nach A (certa res).

Wie ist der rest-Typus aufzufassen? Sind verbist, rest, Argentumdonidest,

incitast Spuren plautinischer Originalitidt, den verschiedenen Normalisierungs-

*Es sind folgende Plautus-Ausgaben benutzt worden:

Ernout = Plaute, Comédies [-VII, ed. & trad. A.Ernout, Paris 1932—40 (Coll. Budé).

Goetz & Schoell = T.Macci Plauti Comoediae I-IV, ex recensione G.Goetz et Fr. Schoell,
Leipzig 1893—6.

Leo = Plauti Comoediae I-II, recensuit et emendavit Fr. Leo, Berlin 1895—6.

Lindsay = T.Macci Plauti Comoediae I-II, recognovit brevique adnotatione critica instruxit
W.M.Lindsay, Oxford 1904—5.

Ussing = T.Macci Plauti Comoediae I—-V, recensuit et enarravit I.L.Ussing, Hauniae 1875—86.
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tendenzen entgangen? Oder sind sie dem plautinischen Sprachgebrauch fremde
Korruptelen, die sich in die Uberlieferung eigenschlichen haben? Ahnliche Frage-
stellungen gelten auch bei der Beurteilung der obigen Emendationsvorschlige
Teloboils elst, more[s e]st, re[s elst.

Fir die Korrektheit des rest-Typus spricht die Tatsache, dass er schriftlich
— und zwar durch die besten Handschriften — belegt ist. Wir besitzen die folgenden
handschriftlichen Varianten:

(3 B CD A
verbist verbis —~
certarest certa res est —
argentum domideste  argentum domi idé —
ad incitas redactus ad incitas redactus ad incitastredactus

Verbist und rest sind offensichtlich lectiones difficiliores, und verbis und res est
lassen sich fiir Normalisierungen halten.2 Diese Losung, laut welcher verbis, res
est aus verbist, rest entwickelt seien (eher so als umgekehrt), stimmt mit unserer
allgemeinen Auffassung vom gegenseitigen Verhiltnis der palatinischen Hand-
schriften iiberein. CD haben oft die Fehler von B weiter entwickelt3 und dies ist
wahrscheinlich der Fall auch hinsichtlich der Lesarten argentum domideste (B) und
argentum domi idé€ (CD), von denen die erstere der vom Codex Turnebi gebotenen
Lesart ndher kommt und damit weniger korrupt zu sein scheint. Von den palati-
nischen Handschriften ist A “le seul 3 garder la lecon authentique, que les autres
manuscrits ont altérée” (Ernout, praef. XXVI). Diese Tatsache macht die Lesart
ad incitast? redactus — die an sich lectio difficilior ist — sehr wahrscheinlich. Somit
liegt es innerhalb der Grenzen des Moglichen, dass verbist, certa rest, argentum
domidest, ad incitast redactus die dltesten erreichbaren Lesarten vertreten.

Das obige diirfte die vorgeschlagenen Emendationen Teloboils e]st, usw.
ziemlich glaubwiirdig machen. Es ist ausserdem klar, wie die angeblich originalen
Lesarten verdorben sind: Die reduzierten Teloboist, usw., kamen den Kopisten
fremd und korrupt vor, und somit wurden diese als verdorben angesehenen Bil-
dungen korrigiert”, d.h. normalisiert. Die Normalisierung flihrte eine iberfliissige
Silbe herbei.

Es gibt jedoch eine Tatsache, die der Korrektheit des rest-Typus widerspricht.
Lindsay (praef. x) hat hervorgehoben, dass die Wortfolge in der palatinischen
Rezension irgendwie verindert worden ist. Dies zeigt sich, wenn das ambrosianische
Palimpsest als Kontrolle zur Verfligung steht. Im Prinzip ldsst sich der rest-Typus
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unter Berufung auf dieses Zusatzmoment widerlegen: Telobois bellum est (Pylades;
Leo, Lindsay); aequom est mores (Pylades; Leo, Lindsay, Ernout); opust verbis
(Lindsay); ad incitas redactust (Leo). Dagegen ist jedoch einzuwenden, dass in
Ermanglung der von A dargebotenen Kontrollmdoglichkeit solch eine induktive
Losung ein grosserer Fehlschritt sein kann als eine mehr konservative Verhaltens-
art. Z.B. Cas. 578 und Men. 587 (AP: res est), wo A und P dieselbe Wortfolge
haben, zeigen die Unsicherheit des Cobet’schen Grundsatzes 7a abra wepl 7a
abra &uap'révew, dem sich Lindsay (praef. ix) anschliesst. In Ermanglung des
ambrosianischen Zeugnisses ist die definitive Entscheidung nicht zu erreichen. Der
Zweck dieses Artikels ist es zu zeigen, dass es keine linguistischen Griinde gibt,
deretwegen der rest-Typus nicht akzeptierbar ware. Demnach ist es durchaus mog-
lich, dass der plautinische rest-Typus ein vulgarlateinisches Idiom vertritt.> Darum
empfiehlt es sich anzunehmen, dass die iiberlieferten Lesarten Telobois est, mores
est, res est auf den von Probus® fixierten Text zuriickgehen und dass diese
graphischen Gestalten Teloboist, morest, rést ausgesprochen werden sollten.” Wenn
dies wahr ist, handelte es sich nur um eine orthographische Normalisierung, die schon
in der Antike vorgenommen wurde.

I

Im allgemeinen haben die Herausgeber nur einige rest-Lesarten aufgenommen.
Man kann sagen, dass der rest-Typus irgendwie als intuitionswidrig empfunden
worden ist.8 Diese ’philologische” Intuition wird von Questa folgendermassen aus-
gedriickt: Il fenomeno ——— & indubbiamente connesso —— con la quantith
breve della sillaba che precede” (24). Weil die sichersten und meisten -Vsz-Belege
auf solche Fille zur&ickgehen, wo der Kern der Kopula vorausgehenden Silbe ein
kurzer Vokal ist (-Vgest), haben die Philologen aufGrund dieser statistischen Tat-
sache eine intuitive Norm gebildet, dass der fragliche Vokal nur kurz sein darf.
Diese angenommene Norm determiniert auch die Rahmen textkritischer Losungen.
Nur die Lesart rest wird zogernd aufgenommen: “la grafia rest (= res est) & attestata
qua e la nei manoscritti plautini (per es. Merc. 857) dove il metro vuole res est [sic!]
e d’altra parte abbiamo res est dove sembrerebbe sicuro rest: ci si chiede se almeno
in questo caso si possa ammettere prodelisione dopo sillaba lunga” (Questa 24—5).9

Wir haben den folgenden Gesamteindruck: Die Herausgeber wiren sicherlich
bereit, auf den rest-Typus zu verzichten, wenn man nur (die Intuition iiber) seine
Unannehmbarkeit als eine formale Notwendigkeit definieren konnte. Dies ge-
schieht unter Hinweis auf eine explizite Regel, die durch die Zulassung des rest-
Typus verletzt wiirde. Eine solche Regel ist aber nur von Leo (Plaut. Forsch. 281 —
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2) ausgedacht worden. Man ist sich seit langer Zeit dariiber einig, dass das Auslaut-
s im archaischen Latein vor einem Konsonanten schwinden kann — vorausgesetzt,
dass der Vokal kurz ist.10 Leo erklarte, dass das -s auch vor Vokal ausfallen konnte.
Das wichtigste Glied in seiner Beweisﬁihrung war die Zusammenziehung von -us
est zu -ust. Leo bildete die Regel, laut welcher ”die Zusammenziehung nur statt-
finden kann, wenn der Vokal vor s kurz ist” (281). Als Korollarium ergibt sich
natiirlich, dass es keine Alislgutsilben mit langem Vokal gibt, die mit est “’zusam-
menwiinschen”. Die Annahme dieser Norm geniigte, den rest-Typus in seiner Aus-
gabe ginzlich zu tilgen. Leos Auffassung wurde bald kritisiert,! | und heute kann sie
als verfehlt angesehen werden, obwohl Pedersmann Stich. (ad 473) einige Worte
der Verteidigung gesagt hat.12 Leos Hauptargument griindete sich auf der her-
kommlichen — aber unbedingt falschen — Auffassung, dass sz synchron aus est
deriviert wurde. Leos Deutung ist mit der ”Aphirese”-Erklirung verwandt, die
von mirl3 als falsch erwiesen worden ist. Formen wie factust sind keine Beispiele
fiir das Schwinden des Auslaut-s vor einem Vokal. factust wurde von Plautus aus
f#factusssts#/ deriviert (siehe unten). Somit ist Leos Theorie endgiiltig widerlegt.

In Ermangelung eines explizit ausgesprochenen Prinzips, durch welches der
rest-Typus als verwerflich oder unannehmbar erklirt wiirde, haben die anderen Her-
ausgeber ihn mehr oder weniger zugelassen. Einige haben ihn sogar fiir produktiv
gehalten. In einem Artikel schlug Havetl4 vor, dass in Asin. 156 das iiberlieferte
nos est durch nost zu ersetzen sei, weil Il n’y a aucune raison pour que le verbe
st ne se soit pas fondu avec la finale -0s comme avec les finales -us, -is, -0 (184).13
Die meisten Editoren haben jedoch zu einer mehr oder weniger mechanischen
Entscheidungsprozedur Zuflucht genommen, die sich auf einer Einordnung der
Hss. griindet. Lindsay schrieb: ”At any rate one thing is clear. Wherever the MSS.
offer st we must accept it” (ELV 75).16 Er scheint aber nicht gewissenhaft bei
diesem Grundsatz zu bleiben (vgl. Bacch. 1164; Trin. 538).

Zu Anfang dieses Abschnittes wurde die geltende grammatische Intuition der
Herausgeber durch ein Zitat von Questa angefithrt: Il fenomeno --- & indubbia-
mente connesso - con la quantita breve della sillaba che precede” (24). Wie kann
diese Aussage als notwendig wahr definiert werden?

In meinen Schriften Ubi est and ubist (Turku 1974) und Why has it been
so difficult to derive the Latin SUM from the IE model paradigm (Ms.; Helsinki
1975) habe ich gezeigt, dass der -ust-Typus (factust, usw.) synchron aus dem-
selben Prozess resultiert wie der -ufs/#C-Typus (ratu(s) sum, opu(s) quod, usw.).
Das heisst, die beiden Typen sind fiir den ”Output” der Regel

(4) s —>g/V_$cC
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zu halten, laut welcher das Auslaut-s vor einem Konsonanten elidiert wird —
vorausgesetzt, dass der vorausgehende Vokal kurz ist:

(5) /ubigst/  /ratustsum/ [ratustst/
— ratu #sum ratu st (Regel (4))
ubist ratusum ratust (Phonetisch)

Somit handelt es sich nur scheinbar um zwei verschiedene Erscheinungen.l” Diese
Assoziation ist aus foldenden Griinden berechtigt: Erstens sind beide Erscheinungen
in Plautus fakultativ (Capt. 256 ratus est | Amph. 656 ratu’st; Men. 900 ratus
sum | Bacch. 549 ratu’ sum). Sie haben dazu idhnliche ”Frequenzuproﬁle”.18
Zweitens lautet der Vokal, dem das Auslaut-s folgt, in beiden Fillen meistens u
(etymologisch "‘0).19 Dies weist darauf hin, dass sie aus derselben diachronen
Quelle stammen. Drittens scheint der -ust-Typus eine Schicksalsgemeinschaft mit
dem -u(s#C-Typus zu haben. Die Produktivitidt der beiden Erscheinungen nimmt
konvergent ab.20 Viertens gibt es kein *hospe’ fuit fiir hospes fuit, und kein *hos-
pest fiir hospess est (vgl. Leo 284). Unter diesen Umstiinden ist es hochst wahr-
scheinlich, dass der -ust-Typus durch die Regel (4) generiert wurde. Und es erhellt
sofort, dass der rest-Typus kein ”Output” dieser Regel sein kann .21

I

Jetzt haben wir ein Prinzip aufgezeigt, aufgrund dessen die Unzulissigkeit des
rest-Typus gefolgert kann. Aber geniigt dies, den Widerspruch zu erledingen? Sind
wir dadurch berechtigt, alle handschriftlichen Belege des rest-Typus wegzukorri-
gieren?

Die Antwort ist verneinend, wenn wir mit Edward Sapir die Sprache als un-
dichtes System betrachten.22 Diese Auffassung ist neulich von Raimo Anttila sehr
stark betont worden. Nur ein Teil des Sprachsystems ist formalisierbar.23 Vor
diesem Hintergrund muss die Regel (4) verstanden werden. Sie stellt diagram-
matisch den (oder einen) formalisierbaren Teil der plautinischen kommunikativen
Kompetenz dar, aber die Gesamtheit der sprachlichen Intuition des Autors lésst
sich durch diese Regel nicht restlos definieren. Man kann sagen, dass die sozio-
linguistische Norm, derer sich Plautus intuitiv bewusst war, durch die Regel (4)
eine partielle theoretische Explikation findet.24 Das atheoretische Bewusstsein
einer Norm impliziert natiirlich, dass man auch weiss, wie und mit welchem Effekt
diese Norm schopferisch gebrochen werden kann. Dieses soziale Wissen kann nicht
in seiner Gesamtheit formalisiert werden (es ist ja an sich oft sehr unsicher), ob-
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gleich es eine wichtige Komponente der kommunikativen Kompetenz ist. Was
Regel (4) anbelangt, so kann man mit gewissem Vorbehalt2d sagen, dass sie einen
stilistisch merkmallosen Ausdruck ergibt. Solche Ausdriicke aber, die vom Spr‘écher
gebraucht werden, obgleich sie nicht durch die Regel (4) generierbar sind,
bekommen ein stilistisches Merkmal. Dies versieht die plautinische Diktion mit
einem irgendwie grotesken Anstrich, den man etwas ungenau als 'umgangssprach-
lich® oder ’volkstimlich’ bezeichnet hat. Auf Grund stilistischer Ahnlichkeit ist
Plautus mit Aristophanes verglichen worden, wihrend Terenz als Menander Latinus
gegolten hat. J. Frosén (personl. Gesprich) hat dieses Bild folgendermassen prizi-
siert: Die stilistischen Effekte des Plautus und Aristophanes griinden sich auf dem
Konkreten, wihrend die des Terenz und Menander mehr abstrakt sind. Die sprach-
lichen Mittel der ersteren sind meistens morphologisch (komische Komposita,
hybride Wortbildungen, lexikalische Archaismen), wihrend die der letzteren
namentlich auch syntaktischen Relationen aufbauen (Interjektionen, Ellipsen,
pragnante Gestaltung des Dialoges).26 Frosén hat wohl zu Recht behauptet, dass
diese Verschiedenheit nicht darauf zuriickzufihren ist, dass das Publikum von
Plautus und Aristophanes auf einem niedrigeren Kulturniveau stand. Eher handelt
es sich darum, dass die frilheren sprachlichen Mittel ihre Merkmalhaftigkeit ver-
loren hatten.2”

Im folgenden werden einige Beispiele fiir morpho(phono)logisch merkmal-
hafte Bildungen bei Plautus angefiihrt, die in gewisser Hinsicht mit dem rest-Typus
stilistisch verwandt sind. Capt. 85—7 parasiti venatici | sumus, quando res redierunt,
Molossici | odiosicique et multum incommodestici; Truc. 4212 (Phronesium)
postid ego tecum, mea voluptas, usque ero /| assiduo. (Diniarchus) immo hercle
vero accubuo velim; Cas. 493—4 (Lysidamus) emito sepiolas, lepadas. lolligunculas,
hordeias, — (Chalinus) immo triticeias, si sapis zeigen, dass Plautus bereit ist, auf
grammatische Korrektheit zu verzichten, wenn er damit sein Publikum amiisieren
kann. Capt. 87 und Truc. 422 hat das Suffix durch den Kontext eine so indexikale
Bedeutung erhalten (-icus ’hiindische Eigenschaft’; -uo ’modus agendi’), das es
gebraucht wird, um ein neues Wort zu bilden. Cas. 494 wird die auf dem Aufzihlen
von Fischen beruhende assoziative Kette dadurch gebrochen, dass eine andere

Assoziation (’Getreide’) durch die falsche Zerlegung hord+eias eingeleitet wird. Zu
erwdhnen ist auch die von O. Skutsch angefiihrte morphophonemische Spielerei
Bacch. 579—81 (Parasitus dem Sklaven) ut pulsat propudium! | comesse panem
tris pedes latum potes, | fores pultare nescis. 28 Plautus versucht, sein Publikum
dazu zu bringen, dass die pulttare mit puls (morphophonemisch /pultts/) asso-
ziieren, indem er pulttare und puls+are als pseudofunktionale Varianten einleitet
und dazu panem als Koder gebraucht. Allomorph-Variabilitit gibt einen schlicht
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komischen Effekt Most. 313 (Callidamus) advorsum veniri mihi ad Philolachem
fvolo temperi. —— (317) nunc comissatum ibo ad Philolachetem, aber Plautus
verstosst gegen die Flexion auch ohne sichtbar komische Zwecke, bes. am Vers-
schluss2? (architectonem, Most. 760; Poen. 1110; Tranium fir den zu er-
wartenden Tranionem Most. 560). Semiotisch gesehen haben die erhabenen Ar-
chaismen30 (z.B. die Imperative auf -tote,31 oppugnassere, Amph. 210; usw.)
dieselbe Funktion wie die unerwarteten Verstdsse gegen morphologische Regeln.
Ubertas dictionis wird auch durch volkstiimliche Formen erzielt: Amph. 554—5
(Sosia) eccere, iam tuatim | facts; Aul. 297 ardus fir aridus, usw.; vgl. Haffters
Charakterisierung: “wie er auf der einen Seite zu den feierlichsten Formen hohen
Dichterstiles aufsteigen kann, so lidsst er sich auf der anderen Seite herab zu den
intimsten Sprachgebriduchen der Alltagsrede der Gasse” (Altlat. Dichterspr. 140).

Wie aus den obigen Beispielen hervorgeht, ist ”das selbstverstindliche Uber-
gehen von gebrauchlichen zu personlichen Schopfungen ——— ein Hauptcharak-
teristikum des Umganssprachlichen’ im Plautus”.32 Demgemiss fragt es sich noch,
ob der rest-Typus eine echt-plautinische Schopfung ist oder ob er sich irgendwie
soziolinguistisch identifizieren ldsst, d.h. ob derartige Bildungen von irgendeiner
Sozialgruppe gebraucht wurden. Ich bin geneigt, zu behaupten, dass der rest-
Typus zum alten Vulgirlatein gehorte. Die Beweisfiilhrung muss indirekt bleiben,
wird aber im Lichte der obigen Identifikation von ratu’st und ratu’sum als
Ergebnisse ein und desselben Prozesses durchaus plausibel.

K. Meister33 hat es wahrscheinlich gemacht,dass CIL 12 379 (Pisaurum)
matre matuta dono dedro matrona m’ curia pola livia deda und wohl auch 378
iunone reg matrona pisaurese dono dedrot der Nom. Pl. matrona morphophonemisch
als /matronas/ zu deuten ist.34 Er hat auch gezeigt, dass die Sprache der im CIL
12 36881 herausgegebenen Inschriften aus Pisaurum echtes Vulgirlatein ist.
Andere inschriftliche Belege vom Wegfallen des Auslaut-s nach langem Vokal sind
von Proskauer (13—4,17,20-2,25,29) und Otrebski (4—6) dargelegt, z.B. Diehl
22935 (Lanuvium) aidile (d.h. /aidilés/); CIL XIV (Praeneste) maio (dh. /maids/)
fabricia; 3111 (Praeneste) mino (d.h. /minds/) cumia; 2892 (Praeneste) sueq(ue)
(d.h. /sutsskWe/ oder /sue_s#kwe/36)37. Proskauer (13) stellt fest, dass es kein
sicheres Beispiel fiir das Fehlen des -s nach langem Vokal beistadtromischen In-
schriften gibt, aber Meister (83) hilt dies fiir einen Zufall.

In den oben skizzierten Zusammenfall muss auch der rest-Typus gestellt
werden. Demnach konnen wir vermuten, dass er von derselben Leuten gebraucht
wurde, fiir die es im allgemeinen idiomatisch war, -s sogar nach langem Vokal aus-
fallen zu lassen. Der soziolinguistische Wert des-l_/-(s)-Typus (zu welchem auch der
rest-Typus gehorte) kann aus Meisters Besprechung gelfolgert werden. Demge-
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miss handelt es sich um ein vulgires Idiom, das vielleicht mit Haffter als “All-
tagsrede der Gasse” charakterisierbar ist.

Der -V[s)-Typus lisst sich sehr leicht als Vereinfachung der Norm deuten.
Die urspriingliche Regel (4) wurde iibergeneralisiert. Diese natiirliche Verein-
fachungkann durch distinktive phonologische Merkmale veranschaulicht werden:

_ '+VOk .
a (=(4)). s — 2/ jkurz]-—-—— *C
(6)
b. s — @ / :+vok]_____ % C.

Eine derartige Ubergeneralisation wie Regel (6b) ist ein charakteristischer Zug
der Kindersprache.38 Diese Innovation drang durch die soziale Kontrolle in die
niedrigste Bevolkerungsschicht ein, wéhrend sie in der Rede der mehr gebildeten
Leute verpont und durch die herkémmliche Norm (6a) restringiert wurde.

Der stilistische Effekt des rest-Typus ldsst sich nicht leicht bestimmen. Er
war moglicherweise etwas Lustiges, oder vielleicht trugen derartige Bildungen dazu
bei, den spontanen oder begeisterten Ton des Gespriches auszudriicken. Es ist
auch denkbar, das dieser Typus nur ein einfaches Mittel war, die Silbenzahl des
Verses notigenfalls zu vermindern. Diese Annahme wiirde auch erkldren, warum
der rest-Typus oft am Versende stand.39

IV

Durch die obigen Ausfihrungen sollte ein (sozio)lingustische (sowie auch
stilistische) Grundlage fiir den plautinischen rest-Typus geschaffen werden. Ich habe
friiher nachgewiesen, dass factu’ sum und factu’ st Ergebnisse ein und desselben
Prozesses sind. Meister und Otrqbski"'o haben gezeigt, dass das Auslaut-s auch nach
langem Vokal schwinden konnte. Diese Sachlage schafft eine linguistische Mo-
tivation auch fiir den plautinischen rest-Typus. Der vorliegende Artikel ist demnach
ein Beitrag zur konservativen Textkritik. Es ist natiirlich moglich, dass z.B. verbist
(Bacch. 1164 B) eine Korruptele ist und dass in mores est (Asin. 932 P) die Kopula
nicht an ihrer richtigen Stelle steht, aber die zukiinftigen Herausgeber des Plautus-
Textes sollten erwégen, ob verbist nicht doch die richtige Lesart ist und ob die
graphische Gestalt mores est schon in der Antike morest ausgesprochen werden
sollte. | Meillet#! hat sich wie folgt gedussert: “Une édition n’est ——— utilisable
pour le linguiste que dans la mesure ol elle est fidele 4 la tradition du texte. ——
Ce sont les curiosités, et méme les étrangetés, du texte, qui souvent interéssent le
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plus le linguiste” (35). Il n’appartient pas a I’éditeur moderne d’effacer les traces
de la tradition en répandant partout une correction de son cru” (36). Meillets
memento ist kiirzlich von J. Frésén in seinen Prolegomena starkt hervorgehoben
worden. Nur durch die Rekonstruktion der soziolinguistischen Umgebung der
Autoren wird gesichert, dass wir ein wahrhaftes Bild der lateinischen Sprachge-
schichte gewinnen.

1 Cas. 895 (P: manifesta res est) und Men. 587 (A: apud aedilem res est ; P:ad iudicem res est)

werden hier nicht berlicksichtigt, weil sie metrisch unsicher sind.

2Brinkmann, De copulae EST aphaeresi, Diss.Marburg 1906, 52: ”-ubi -ust exigitur, saepissime
us est in codicibus scriptum legimus.” Vgl, auch die Tabelle s. 54—55. C.Questa, Introduzione
alla metrica di Plauto, Bologna: Pitron 1967,24: ”la tradizione manoscritta ——— in genere
tende ad eliminare le forme con prodelisione (tra i codici medievali di Plauto C e D si distin-

b4

guono in modo particolare per una vera e propria caccia alle forme in questione) ——"".

3 W.M.Lindsay, Jahresbericht ber Plautus 1895—1905 (1906), Bursians Jahresbericht 130:2
(1906) 124. Vgl. auch Questa 24 (Note 2).

4 Freilich ist das t etwas unsicher. Es ist méglich, obwohl nicht sehr wahrscheinlich, dass
incitast hier in der Tat incitdst (d.h. incitd est) ist. Vgl. Lindsay ad locum  vgl. Poen. 907.

3 Auch Terenz hat offenbar einmal rest gebraucht (Eun. 268); sieche W.M.Lindsay, Early Latin
Verse (=ELV), Oxford 1922, 75. Es ist vielleicht zu beachten, dass von den terenzischen
Komédien Eunuchus am meisten den plautinischen Schauspielen dhnelt.

6 Vgl. Fr. Leo, Plautinische Forschungen, Berlin 1912, 61.

7 Vgl. die hiufig erwihnte Stelle von Marius Victorinus: ”’Cum fuerit autem scriptum audiendus
est et scribendus est et mutandus est et similia generis masculini, primam vocem integram
relinquetis, ex novissima autem e et s detrahetis” (VI 22,14—16 Keil = 89 Mariotti).

8 Vgl. die folgenden Aussagen von Lindsay (app.crit.): ”vix Teloboist” (zu Amph.101); ’apud
aedilem res est A (anap. dim. cum colo Reiziano, ut vid.) fort. recte, nam rest ——— suspectum”’
(zu Men. 587); ’quist Argentumdonides Fleckeisen ———, nam -dest pro -des est suspectum”
(zu Persa 120); “incitast (i.e. -ta est?)” (zu Trin. 537). — Schoell (T.Macci Plauti Persa, re-
censuit Fr.Ritschelius, ed. altera a Fr. Schoell recognita, Leipzig 1892) schrieb Argentumdoni-
dast, um den vorausgehenden Vokal kurz zu machen. Schoells Lesart hat G.Lodge in seinem
Lexicon Plautinum aufgenommen (Leipzig 1924—33 = Hildesheim 1962), wihrend D.C.Swan-
son (The Names in Roman Verse, The Univ. of Wisconsin Press 1967) diesen Namen in Gestalt
von Argentumdonides gebﬂhgt hat. — In seiner Stichus-Ausgabe (T. Maccius Plautus Stichus.
Einleitung, Text, Kommentar, Heidelberg 1973) stutzt sich H.Pedersmann auf Leo: “Mit
LEO habe ich die Lesart von A aufgenommen. LINDSAY ——— und HAVET ——— verteidigen
hingegen rest, doch wurde diese Form von LEO —— zu Recht bezweifelt” (167—8).
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9 Nach J.Otrgbski (Z dziejow jezyka faciniskiego. O zachowaniu si¢ wyglosowego -5 po samo-
glosce dfugiej, Wilno 1924, 95) war rest, “wenn es existierte’” (“jezeli istniafo”), durch Dissi-
milation des r aus *rer-est (< *rez-est < res est) entstanden. Es ist jedoch klar, dass Ostrebskis
Ableitung durchaus phantastisch ist; als synchroner Prozess funktioniert sie nicht.

10 C.Proskauer, Das auslautende -s auf den lateinischen Inschriften, Diss. Freiburg, Strassburg
1909; E. Hamp, Final s in Latin, CPh 54 (1959) 165—72; Questa 18—9.

11 Lindsay, Bursians Jahresbericht 130:2, 189—94;idem, ELV 129—35; Brinkmann 45—61.

12 Auch die auf dem von Leo fixierten Text beruhende Plautus-Ausgabe von P.Nixon (Plaufus,

with an English translation I—V, London 1916—38) hat Leos Norm gelten gelassen.

13 M.Nyman, Ubi est and ubist. The problem of Latin aphaeresis and the phonology of esse,
Opera ex Instituto Philologiae Classicae Universitatis Turkuensis edita, vol. III (Annales Uni-
versitatis Turkuensis B:128), Turku 1974.

14 L.Havet, Etudes sur Plaute, Asinaria, I1: Corrections de texte”, RPh 29 (1905)177—201.

15 per rest-Typushat auch frithere Forscher in Verlegenheit gebracht; siche z.B. Fr.Ritschl,
Prolegomena de rationibus criticis grammaticis prosodicis metricis emendationis Plautinae
(T.Macci Plauti Comoediae, Elberfeldae 1849, VII-CCCXLVII), CVIII-CIX; I.Vahlen, Her-
mes 17 (1882) 618—9.

16 Vgl. Questa 24: ”——— la forma con prodelisione sard conservata dovunque ¢ tramandata,
salvi i pochi casi in cui il metro la dimostri erronea”.

17 Dies setzt natiirlich voraus, dass die st-Variante flir Plautus eine psychologisch wirkliche
Einheit war, und nicht nur — wie von jeher gedacht wird — eine durch Enklisis hervorgerufene
Reduktionsform. Offenbar hatte Plautus das Sg.Ind.Prisensder Kopula in Gestalt von zwei
Paradigmen (sum ess est und sum ss st) in seiner mentalen Grammatik gelagert (vgl. Nyman,
Why has it been so difficult, § 2.6.2.5). Eine ihnliche Auffassung wurde schon von Havet
(MSL 5 (1884) 158) dargelegt. Dies erklart auch, (a) warum man fakultativ ratust und ratus
est sagte, nicht aber *ratusset (flir ratus esset), (b) warum diejenigen Formen der Kopula, die
nach -ust “reduziert” wurden, gerade dieselben waren, die nach Vokal “reduziert” wurden
(Nyman, Ubi est and ubist, 32). |

18 Nyman, Why has it been so difficult, § 2.6.1.

19 Vgl. Brinkmann 50—1 (flir -ust); Proskauer 15, (flir -u(s)#C—).

20 Die Wahrheit dieser Aussage erhellt nicht ohne weiteres. Auf eine grundlichere Diskussion

muss in diesem Zusammenhang jedoch verzichtet werden (vgl. Nyman, Why has it been so
difficult, § 2.6.1).
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21 Eine andere Frage ist natirlich, warum die s¢t-Variante fakultativ auch nach -s gewihlt wurde.
Die Distribution der Varianten st~est wurde durch die folgende phonologische Regel definiert:

EST — | st / V &
est/iﬁ}#_’__ .

Die Variante ratus est est nach dieser Regel geformt, wihrend ratust, der die Form /ratusfist/
zugrundeliegt, dieser Regel widerspricht. Innerhalb dieses Schemas ist ratus est merkmallos
und ratust merkmalhaft. Die -ust-Variante kann nur auf dem Hintergrund der historischen
Entwicklung verstanden werden.

22 E.Sapir, Language, (1. Aufl. 1921) 38: "Were a language ever completely ’grammatical”, it

would be a perfect engine of conceptual expression. Unfortunately, or luckily, no language is
tyrannically consistent. All grammars leak.” Dieselbe Auffassung wird von Ch.Bally folgender-
massen ausgedruckt: ”La vie et le langage nous donnent —— "image d’une organisation, plus
exactement, d’une chose qui tend 2 s’organiser sans jamais y parvenir tout a fait” (Le langage
et la vie, Généve & Lille 1952, 22).

23 Siche z.B. R.Anttila, Formalization as Degeneration in Historical Lingustics, Historical
Lingustics I (hrsg. v. J.Anderson und Ch.Jones), Dordrecht 1974, 1—32; idem, Generalization,
Abduction, Evolution, and Language, Current Issues in Linguistic Theory (hrsg. v. E.F.K.Koer-
ner und J.P.Maher), Amsterdam 1975. Im Bereich der Textkritik ist das Prinzip des undichten
Systems von J.Frésen betont worden (Prolegomena to a Study of the Greek Language in the.
First Centuries A.D.: The Problem of Koiné and Atticism, Diss. Helsinki 1974.

24 Vgl. Esa Itkonen, Linguistics and Metascience (Studia Philosophica Turkuensia, fasc. II),
Kokemiki 1974, 259-76.

25 In der Tat ist die Situation komplizierter. Vom Standpunkt der lebendigen Sprache aus
erzeugte die Regel (4) stilistisch merkmalhafte Ausdriicke (Hamp171). Im Kontext der dra-
matischen Auffithrung jedoch, der an sich merkmalhaft war, gelten nach dieser Regel gebildeten
Formen natiirlich als merkmallos, weil sie zu den sprachlichen Konventionen der dramatischen
Technik gehorten.

26 Siehe z.B. H.Haffter, Untersuchungen zur altlateinischen Dichtersprache (Problemata,
Heft 10), Berlin 1934, 126—43; G.E.Duckworth, The Nature of Roman Comedy, Princeton
Univ. Press 1952, 359—60.

27 Vgl. Haffter, Altlat. Dichterspr. 136—7.

28 O.Skutsch, New words from Plautus, CR 51 (1937) 166; vgl. auch Po. 729 si pultem non
recludet? :: panem frangito, wo Plautus “even distorts the syntax in order to enable the inter-
locutor to understand the subjunctive pultem as an accusative of puls”. Die Schlussfolgerung
von Skutsch finde ich jedoch unnétig: "We must postulate the existence of a verb pultare
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4

derived (or understood as derived) from puls”. Es scheint mir, dass die Sache eher umgekehrt
leigt : der komische Effekt setzt hier die Nicht-Existenz dieser Homonymie voraus.

29 F.Conrad, Vers-Ende und Sinnesabschnitt bei Plautus, Glotta 15 (1927) 28—44.

30 Siehe Conrad 29—32; Haffter, Altlat. Dichterspr. 115—6; Gu.Noetzel, De archaismis, qui
apud veteres Romanorum poetas scaenicos inveniuntur in finibus aut versuum aut colorum
in iambum exeuntium, Diss. Berlin 1908.

31 Vgl. H.Haffter, Zum Problem der iiberlangen Wortformen im Lateinischen, Wiener Studien
69 (1956) 363—71.

32 Haffter, Altlat. Dichterspr. 139.

33 K Meister, Altes Vulgirlatein, IF 26 (1909) 69—90.

34 I.Kajanto (Contributions to Latin morphology, Arctos 5 (1967) 67—77) hat diese Deutung
von matrona zuriickgewiesen. Ich halte seine Analyse von CIL 12 378—9 im grossen und ganzen
fir iberzeugend, aber es ist ihm nicht gelungen die Wahrscheinlichkeit der Existenz des Nom.Pl.
auf -as im archaischen Latein zu erschiittern. Erstens setzt die offenbar korrekte Deutung von
deda als Amme (dida) nicht unbedingt voraus, dass matrona (379) Nominativ Singular sei.
Der Text kann nach A. De Bellis Franchi (Osservazioni sui cippi pesaresi, PP 22 (1967)
369—73) folgendermassen gelesen werden: matrona(s) M’ Curia (et) Pola Livia. Die Amme
bleibt namenlos. Zweitens ist es etwas verfehlt, dem Ursprung der [matronas/~Form nachzu-
spuren. Jede Generation schafft ihre Sprache wieder. Nun lisst es sich fragen: Wie wahrschein-
lich ist es, dass der Nom.Pl. auf -as von Kindern immer wieder geschaffen wurde? Die Antwort
lautet: hochst wahrscheinlich. Es ist durchaus moglich, dass die analogische Innovation -as > ai
(& 0i) in alle soziolingustischen Stile nicht Eingang fand. Danach konnte der Nom.Pl auf
-as als soziales Erbe tlbergenommen werden (vgl. V.Viininen, Le latin vulgaire des inscriptions
pompé&iennes. Nouv.éd.rev. et augm. (Berlin 1959), Abh. Akad. Berlin 1958:3,83. Im Prinzip
war es auch sehr leicht, die -as-Endung spontan zu abduzieren. (Beinahe ebenso leicht wie es
war, *reg-€s durch reg-€s zu ersetzen). Ausserdem wurde diese Abduktion durch den Zusammen-
fall des Nominativs mit dem Akkusativ im alten Vulgirlatein erleichtert (siehe F.Altheim, Die
Anfinge des Vulgirlateins, Glotta 20 (1932) 153—71). Daflir ist auch der Vers von Pomponius
quot laetitias insperatas modo mi inrepsere in sinum (CRF 14) ein Beispiel. Drittens ist die
Tatsache, dass das Auslaut-s urspriinglich nur nach dem kurzem o schwand, kein Argument
gegen den angeblichen Prozess matronas -+ matrona. Es ist ja bekannt, dassder Schwund des
-s in einigen soziolinguistischen Kontexten zu allen kurzen Vokalen verallgemeinert wurde,
und nichts ist natlirlicher als dass dieser Prozess gelegentlich auch zu langen Vokalen aus-
gedehnt wurde (siehe den Text unten).

35 E.Diehl, Altlateinische Inschriften, Berlin 1964, Nr. 229.

36 Vgl. A.Ernout, Le parler de Préneste d’apreés les inscriptiones, MSL 13 (1905/6) 331.
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37 Siehe auch Ernout, MSL 13,333.

38 Vgl. D.L.Slobin, Cognitive Prerequisites for the Development of Grammar (Ch.A.Ferguson
& D.LSlobin (hrsg.), Studies of Child Language Development, New York, etc. 1973, 175—
208), 204—5: “Perhaps the most widely-noted aspect of child speech has been children’s
tendency to overregularize or overgeneralize. Virtually every observer has noted some examples
of analogical formations, over-extension regular principles, etc. ——— Rules applicable to larger
classes are developed before rules relating to their subdivisions. There is a tendency to apply
a linguistic rule to all relevant cases.”

39 Vgl. Conrad 24—45.

40 Der Schwund des Auslaut-s kann jedoch nicht so durchgehend eingetreten sein wie Otrebski
angenommen hat.

41 A.Meillet, Ce que les linguistes peuvent souhaiter d’une édition, BAGB 1 (1923) 33—7.






CLIENTS ET PATRONS A LA LUMIERE DU CIMETIERE
DE L’AUTOPARCO.SOUS LE VATICAN A ROME

H.—G. Pflaum

Dans les ”Acta Instituti Romani Finlandiae™, vient de parditre en 1973, sous
la direction de M.Veikko Viininen, le volume VI intitulé ’Le iscrizioni della
necropoli dell’Autoparco Vaticano”, qui comprend les 141 épitaphes recueillies
dans les fouilles de ce cimetiere le long de Pancienne uia triumphalis. L’édition
fort bien faite munie de photographies de toutes les inscriptions, est due a une
équipe de jeunes savants finnois qui se sont partagés le travail du commentaire,
alors que le déchiffrement et I’édition proprement dite des textes ont été ’oeuvre
de toute I’équipe. Nous voudrions aujourd’hui revenir sur la partie onomastique
qui a été traitée par Mlle Anne Helttula. Nous estimons, en effet, que les noms des
défunts, petites gens, affranchis et esclaves de la maison impériale, mais aussi
liberti et libertini de familles romaines peuvent nous renseigner sur les gentes de
la noblesse romaine, a partir de leurs clients, qui ont €été ensevelis dans cette
nécropole. Nous avions naguére, lors d’un-séjour bien trop rapide a Helsinki, in-
diqué cette direction de recherche a Mlle Helttula. Elle en a tenu compte dans un
certain nombre de cas, mais il reste encore des glanes que nous voudrions engran-
ger. Nous procéderons dans I’ordre alphabétique des gentilices, en nous bornant
aux personnages a fria nomina.

M’. Aemilius Symphorus (no 64) et son fils Hosius sont certeinement les
descendants d’un affranchi de M’. Aemilius Lepidus, consul ordinaire en 11 ap.
J. C., dont Auguste avait affirmé qu’il était capax imperii, mais qu’il dédaignait le
pouvoir (Tac.ann.1,13,2). La preuve en est une inscription de Rome d’un certain
Manius Aemilius Lepid[i I(ibertus)] Strato, CIL VI 9859.

Nous sommes désarmés tout comme I’A. pour M. Amitius Antigonus (no
80). Toutes les données concernant ce gentilice ont été rassemblées aux pages 145
et 146. Notons cependant que l'inscription de Rome CIL VI 38042, ou il est
question de M. Ametius M. fil. Metrophane(s) doit également étre prise en consi-
dération, si 'on suppose que le e long soit devenu un 7 long, puisqu’il s’agit d’un
personnage a surnom grec et de condition affranchie.

Q. Arrius Eutychus (no 30) doit étre mis en rapport avec Q. Arrius Stepha-
nufs], CIL VI 12380. On est donc en droit de postuler P’existence d’un noble
romain Q. Arrius [ - - - |.
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Pour C. Asinius Felix (no 35) et son épouse, I’A. a déja relevé, p. 143, note
9, qu’ils doivent se rattacher a la familia de C. Asinius Gallus, mort en 33 de notre
ére, (PIR 12 (1933) no 1229, p. 245-249) ou 4 celle de son fils, C. Asinius Pollio,
consul ordinaire en 23 p. C.n. (PIR I2 (1933) no 1242, p. 253—254).

L. Aufidius Agathopus (no 34) a toute chance d’appartenir a la clientéle
de L. Aufidius Bassus, le célébre historien, CIL III 7279 (= Dessau 3832), cf.
A. Stein, PIR 12 (1933) no 1381, p. 276.

Pour C. Avi[d]ius Laco (no 90), ’A. a rappelé (p. 144) un homonyme, C.
Avidius Lacon Avidiae Plautiae Nigrini filiae libertus, CIL X 6706. Elle rejette,
a juste titre, I'identification avec ce personnage, mais il pourrait s’agir de son fils.
Nous sommes enclins a4 dater cette inscription d’une époque assez tardive, ne
serait ce que pour ’apparition du signum Decentia. M. I. Kajanto, en effet, Onom.
Stud. (1963) p. 70, affirme que les surnoms en -ius sont de formation tardive, et
que les premiers attestés ne remontent pas plus haut qu’a année 205 comme
cognomen, a ’année 202 comme supernomen (CIL VI 1056 IV.93, T. Iuni Lau-
renti; CIL VI 180,cf. 1.1 ,p. 72 Romuli Euhemeri felix Romulius.

Q. Calidius Acratus (no 82) doit étre rapproché d’un trés grand nombre
d’affranchis qui portent le méme prénom, le méme gentilice, et des surnoms grecs:

Q. Calidius Q. 1. Parnacis CIL V1 14065
Q. Calidius Q.Q.Q. 1. Theophilus CIL VI 14070
Calidia Q. 1. Helena CIL VI 14070

on peut y ajouter des descendants d’affranchis, tels:
Q. Calidius Eros CIL VI 18076
Q. Calidius Hermes CIL VI 18076
Q. Calidius Pothus CIL VI 14066

Nous estimons que ces preuves suffisent pour postuler I'existence de la famille
noble des Q. Calidii.

Le cas de L. Carvilius Sosipatrus (no 20) correspond a ce que nous venons
de dire, puisque nous retrouvons au moins deux affranchis de cette gens a surnom
grec 2 Rome, qui sont:

L. Carvilius L. 1. Andreas CIL VI 14453 et

L. Carvilius L. I. Eros CIL VI 14454
Nous postulons donc une gens des L. Carvilii.

C. Cestius Ampliatus (no 45) et sa mére, Cestia Calliste, sont a rapprocher
du consul ordinaire de 35 de notre €re, C. Cestius Gallus, CIL VI 33950, cf. E.
Groag, PIR 112 (1936) no 690, p. 152—-153.

P. Ciartius Hymnus (no 83) doit étre rapproché de plusieurs porteurs du
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méme prénom, du méme nom, et de surnoms grecs:

P. Ciartius Alexander CIL VI 34833
P. Ciartius Helops CIL VI 9745
P. Ciartius lasus CIL VI 34833
P. Ciartius Prepon CIL VI 34834
Ciartia P. f. Chreste CIL VI 14796

Quand on se rappelle qu’en 101 et 102 une liste des kalatores pontificum et flami-
num comprend un certain L. Ciartius Doryphorus, ce qui implique que son patron
L. Ciartius faisait partie de I'ordre sénatorial (CIL VI 32445 b,7 et 31034 a, 22),
on nous concédera l’existence d’un membre de cette gens portant le prén()m
Publius.

Cocceia L. 1. Epigone (no 7). L’A. a déja rappelé qu’elle doit étre ’affranchie
de L. Cocceius Nerva, consul suffect en 39 avant notre ére, CIL 12 p. 65 fasti
Biondiani = A. Degrassi, Inscr. Ital. XIII: 1, p. 59; cf. E. Groag PIR 112 (1936)
no 1223, p. 290.

P. Cornelius Maximus (no 11) est 4 mettre en relations soit avec la grande
famille des P. Cornelii Dolabellae, dont nous connaissons le consul ordinaire de
I’année 10 p. Chr. n., CIL VI 1384 cf. E. Groag, PIR 112 (1936) no 1348 p. 318—
319 et son fils homonyme, Tac. ann. 11,22 (a. 47) cf. E. Groag, LI, no 1349, p.
319, soit avec celle des P. Cornelii Scipiones, dont on connait les consuls des
années 16 av. J. C., 224 et 56 ap. J. C., cf. E. Groag, PIR 112 (1936) no 1438,
p.354-356;n0 1397 p. 343;no 1398, p. 344 et no 1439, p. 356.

C. Cossutius Donatus (no 44) et sa mére Cossutia Threpte. Un affranchi
portant les mémes prénom et gentilice et un surnom grec est attesté a Rome:

C. Cossutius C. 1. Epaphroditus CIL VI 597

on connait en outre deux autres affranchis a surnom latin:
C. Cossutius C. 1. Crispus CIL VI 9863 et
C. Cossutius C. I. Statius CIL VI 16527

Aucun doute donc qu’il a existé & Rome une famille importante des C. Cossutii,
d’ailleurs déja attestée sous la République par le Illiur monetalis de ’'année 44,
C. Cossutius Maridianus, Sydenham, Coinage of the Roman Republic (1952) p.
LXV—-LXVI; cf. T.R.S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic II
(1952),p. 437.

D. Fonteius Eunymphus (no 12). A part une certaine Fonteia D. f. Messal-
lina, CIL VI 23605, on ne trouve aucune trace de ces prénom et gentilice 4 Rome.
Nous voudrions cependant attirer attention sur D. Fonteius Frontinianus L. Ster-
tinius Rufus, 1égat de la I[I% Augusta de 160 a 163 (CIL VIII 4203—-4204;4589)
et consul suffect en 162 ou 163 (CIL VIII 4203; 4599), cf. A. Stein, PIR III2
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(1943), p. 199, n0 472.

Q. Furia[ecus] et Furiaec[a] (no 112). On doit se borner, comme I’A ., 4 faire
remarquer que ce gentilice, probablement formé sur le gentilice Furius avec le
suffixe -aecus se rencontre souvent dans la région du Nord-Est de la péninsule
ibérique dans les noms de divinités, tribus, personnes et localités (R. Menendez Pi-
dal, Toponimia preromanica Hispana, Biblioteca Romanica Hispanica II: Estudios
y Ensayos, Madrid 1952, p. 98 et 264; E. Hiibner, Monumenta Linguae Ibericae
(1893) p. CXXI et IC). L’A. compare a Furius Furiaecus une forme comme Pac-
cius Pacciaecus (Cic. fam. 6,18 2 et Att. 12,2,1; Bell. Hisp. 3; Plut. Crass. 4, cf.
W.Schulze, Latein. Eigennamen (1905) p. 28).

C. Furinius Ampliatus (no 18). Ce gentilice trés rare se trouve, comme le
rappelle ’A. a Rome: C. Furinius Faustus, CIL VI 196; 197 = 15570 et Furinia
Sabina, CIL VI 2467 et a Aquilée Furinia C. 1. Talassa, CIL V 8443. Notons que
tous les membres de cette gens dont nous connaissons le prénom portaient celui
de Gaius.

L. Hillius Cerialis (no 52). Encore un gentilice trés rare dont le seul autre
porteur est attesté, comme I’a bien vu I’A., parun papyrusde Nubie, I'docIN\tos
ASptavis, G. Preisigke, Sammelbuch I (1915),4597,3.

L. Hostilius Hermes, patron d’Hostilia Hygia (no 19). On retrouve & Rome
de nombreux affranchis portant les mémes prénom et gentilice et un surnom grec:

L. Hostili(us) L. [1.] Alexand[er] CIL VI 19569
L. Hostilius L. 1. Amphio CIL VI 7882
L. Hostilius L. 1. Philargurus CIL VI 1324
L. Hostilius L. 1. Philomusus CIL VI 33287
L. Hostilius L.1. Strat[ — ] CIL VI 19569
Hostilia L.D.1. Moscis CIL VI 19575
sans parler d’autres L.Hostilii a surnom grec:
L. Ostilius Delpicus CIL V135477
L. Hostilius M[o]scio CIL VI 19575
L. Hostilius Onesimus CIL VI 19566
L. Hostilius Pamphilus CIL VI 7882
L. Hostilius Stefanus CIL VI 25551

On connait également un L.Hostilius Saserna, Illuir monetalis en 47 d’aprés les
recherches de K. Pink, The Triumuiri Monetales and the structure of the Coinage
of the Roman Republic, Num. Studies 7 (1952). Ainsi il ne saurait y avoir de
doute sur I’existence d’une gens sénatoriale des L. Hostilii.

Ti. Tulius Lupus (no 8) serait, selon I’A., le préfet d’Egypte mort en fonction
en 73 (Fraser, Journ. Egypt. Arch. 48 (1962) p. 142 ss. = SB 9818).
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D. Laberius Pharnaces (no 36). Ici encore on rencontre 8 Rome un nombre
appréciable d’affranchis portant les mémes prénom et gentilice et un surnom grec:

D. Laberius D. 1. Antigonus CIL VI9751145
D. Laberius D. lib. Augendus CIL VI 20977
D. Laberius D.D. 1. Euticus CIL VI 20980
D. Laberius D. 1. Lalus CIL V120977
D. Laberius D.D. et J.1ib. Symmachus CIL VI 20980
Laberia Eutychia D. Laberi Mercuri lib. CIL VI 20991
Laberia D. 1. Helpis CILVI20977
A cela s’ajoutent d’autre D. Laberii & surnom grec:
D. Laberius Antigonus CIL V120967
D. Laberius Asterio CIL VI20969
D. Laberius Atticus CIL V120969
D. Laberius Eleuther CIL V120978
D. Laberius Epaphro[ditus] CIL VI 20973
D. Laberius Paeti 1. Epaphroditus CILVI9189
D. Laberius Hymnus CIL VI 20971
D. Laberius Trofimus CIL VI 20982

On ne saurait douter de I’existence d’une famille noble des D. Laberii.

A. Larcius Euhodus (no 84). Il s’agit d’un affranchi, puisque la stéle a été
érigée par son patron. On connait deux familles d’A. Larcii. La premiére apparait
pour nous par le pére, A. Larcius Gallus, qui a été mentionné par une inscription
de Gortyne érigée en ’honneur de son fils, A. Larcius Lepidus Sulpicianus, quaes-
tor pro praetore Cretae et Cyrenarum Inscr. Cret. IV 292, dont le cursus est connu
grace 4 un document épigraphique d’Anzio, CIL X 6659 (= Dessau 987), d’ou il
ressort, entre autres choses, qu’il a été a la téte de la legio X Fretensis, lors du
siege de Jérusalem; Flavius Joséphe nous a transmis son nom comme ayant, en
cette qualité, assisté au conseil de guerre avant la prise de la ville, F1. Jos. bell. Tud.
6, 237. Enfin son fils, A. Larcius Priscus, dont une pierre de Timgad, CIL VIII
17891 (= Dessau 1055) a conservé la carriere, a été consul suffect en 110, Inscr.
Ital. XTII:1,5, XXII,21, p. 200, Fasti Ostienses. Cette famille est originaire d’An-
tium, a preuve son inscription a la tribu Quirina (W. Kubitschek, Imp. Rom. tribu-
tim discriptum (1889), p. 11).

La seconde famille est représentée par Larcius Macedo, fils d’un affranchi,
lui-méme ancien préteur, maitre cruel qui fut assassiné par ses esclaves (Plin. epist.
3, 14) vers I’'année 100. Son fils, A. Larcius Macedo, gouverneur de Galatie de
120 a 122, CIL III 14184,58; AE 1946,178; CIL1I1 310 et 313 a; AE 193791;
1955,7, devint consul suffect probablement au mois de mai 123, AE 1962,391.
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Etant donné qu’un tuyau de plomb portant le nom d’A. Larcius Macedo a été
trouvé 4 Rome, AE 1954, 66 et qu’un collége s’est réuni dans le domaine de Lar-
cius Macedo sur P’Aventin, CIL VI 404 (= Dessau 3062), il est plus probable
qu’il s’agit plutot de la gens des A. Larcii Macedones, ce qui est aussi I’opinion
de Mme L. Petersen, PIR v2 (1970) no 98, p. 18-19. Voici par ailleurs les
trés nombreux A. Larcii 4 surnom grec, dont ceux de 'année 70 font partie de la
famille des A. Larcii Lepidi:

A. Larcius Agemachus CILVI2001,76 (a.70)
A. Larcius Antiochus CIL V126437

A. Larcius Apollonius CILVI21097

A. Larc[ius] Athictus CIL VI 21015

A. Larcius Chrestos CILVI21100

A. Larcius Chrysanthus CILVI2001,73 (a.70)
A. Larcius Demetrius 1. CIL VI21104

A. Larcius Eros CIL VI21102

A. Larcius Epicuri lib. Fructus CILVI21104

A. Larcius Heliodorus CIL VI21105

A. Larcius Hermes CIL VI 35656

A. Larcius Hermes CIL VI 35657

A. Larcius Laches CIL VI 21109

A. Larcius Onesimus CILVI21114 :

A. Larcius Paris CIL VI 2001, 80 (a. 70)
A. Larcius Syntrophus CIL VI 200 1,79 (a. 70)

C. Licinius Syneros (nos 40, 41 et 43), et C. Licinius Felix (no 40). C. Licinius
Syneros participe avec M. Masurius Pothinus a I’érection d’une pierre en ’honneur
de Vespasien et de sa famille en 70. Cette inscription intéresse, comme 'indique
A., la plebs urbana frumentaria, et il en résulte que les deux personnages appar-
tenaient a la méme centurie, de la classe d’dge des iuniores de la tribu Sucusana
et qu’ils avaient donc le droit de la fourniture du blé gratuit (CIL VI 200 IV,
61 et 66). On est ainsi conduit a supposer que C. Licinius Syneros devait ce
privilége au célébre C. Licinius Mucianus ter consul (L. Petersen, PIR V2 no
216, p. 49-51). Voici d’ailleurs d’autres affranchis portant les mémes prénom et
gentilice et un surnom grec:

C. Licinius C. 1. Antiochus CIL VI 38547
C. Licinius C. 1. Aphrodisius CILVI21229
C. Licinius C. 1. Epityncha[nus] CILVI9154

Licinia C.1. Chr[ - --]
Licinia C. 1. Erotis

CIL VI 10593
CIL VI 10138
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Licinia C.1. Hedone CIL VI 4600

Licinia C. lib. Hygia CIL VI21290
Licinia C. 1. Nysa CILVI21274
Licinia C.1. Zmyrne CIL V14600
et des C. Licinii a surnom grec:
C. Licinius Alexa CIL VI 5755
C. Licinius Blastus CIL V121233 (=21330)
C. Licinius C. f. Cletus CILVI21236
C. Licinius Diogen]es] CIL VI4781
C. Licinius Epaphroditus CILVI21244
C. Licinius Etymus CILVI21246a
C. Licinius Heraclida CIL VI 38546
C. Licinius Iaso CILVI21269
C. Licinius Isthymus (sic) CIL VI 38547 a
C. Licinius Midon = M wv CILVIZ21278
C. Licinius Mysticus CIL V1200, VI 54 (a. 70)
C. Licinius Seleucus CIL VI21324
C. Licinius Spendo CIL V1200, VI 53 (a. 70)

Evidemment on ne saurait revendiquer tous ses C. Licinii pour la gens de Mucien,
mais au moins les deux personnages attestés en 70 ont toute chance d’en faire
partie.

Luscius Pelorus et Luscia Hygia (no 13) doivent probablement, comme
I’A. I’a remarqué (p. 143, note 9), appartenir a la famille de L. Luscius Ocrea,
consul suffect vers 77 proconsul d’Asie sous Domitien, vers année 90 (Num.
Ztschft 12 (1919) p. 117,2,3), cf. L. Petersen, PIR v2 (1970) no 431, p. 111—
112. .

L. Maecius Onesimus (no 25). On pense au frére Arvale de 69 L. Maecius
Postumus qui devint promagister en 72, CIL VI 2051 (cf. 32359), passim (a. 69);
VI 2053 (cf. 32360),4,10,18 (a. 72) et continua a appartenir a la confrérie. Il
faut cependant avec W. Eck, Senatoren von Vespasian bis Hadrian, Vestigia B.
I, 13 (1970) p. 29, le distinguer soigneusement de son fils homonyme, le consul
suffect de 98 (Fasti feriar. Latinarum, Inscr. Ital. XIII; 1,2,VIII, p. 153). On
connait un autre affranchi portant les noms L. Maecius et un surnom grec, qui
est L. Maecius L. 1. Zeno, CIL VI 21797. On trouve d’autres L. Maecii & surnom
grec:

L. Maecius Apollonius CIL VI 200, VII,72

L. Maecius L. f. Ermagoras CIL V19493 (33809)

= *2364 (fals.)
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L. Maecius O.1. Noemo CIL VI 21793
Lucius Maecius Pilotimus CILVI33919a
L. Maecius L. 1. Salvius CILVI33919 a

T. Malius Antigonus et A. Malius Antigonus (no 46). On rencontre 3 Rome
d’autres T. 