BLACKWELL COMPANIONS TO THE ANCIENT WORLD

A COMPANION TO

THE ROMAN
EMPIRE

EDITED BY DAVID S. POTTER

( Blackwell
’ Publishing



A COMPANION
TO THE
ROMAN EMPIRE



BLACKWELL COMPANIONS TO THE ANCIENT WORLD

This series provides sophisticated and authoritative overviews of periods of ancient history, genres of
classical literature, and the most important themes in ancient culture. Each volume comprises between
twenty-five and forty concise essays written by individual scholars within their area of specialization. The
essays are written in a clear, provocative, and lively manner, designed for an international audience of

scholars, students, and general readers.

ANCIENT HISTORY
Published
A Companion to the Roman Republic

Edited by Nathan Rosenstein and Robert Morstein-
Marx

A Companion to the Roman Empire
Edited by David S. Potter

A Companion to the Classical Greek World
Edited by Konrad H. Kinzl

A Companion to the Ancient Near East
Edited by Daniel C. Snell

A Companion to the Hellenistic World
Edited by Andrew Erskine

In preparation

A Companion to Ancient History

Edited by Andrew Erskine

A Companion to the Archaic Greek World
Edited by Kurt A. Raaflanb and Hans van
Wees

A Companion to Julius Caesar

Edited by Miviam Griffin

A Companion to the Roman Army

Edited by Paul Evdkamp

A Companion to Byzantium
Edited by Elizabeth James

A Companion to Late Antiquity
Edited by Philip Roussean

LITERATURE AND CULTURE
Published

A Companion to Ancient Epic
Edited by Jobn Miles Foley

A Companion to Greek Tragedy
Edited by Justina Gregory

A Companion to Latin Literature
Edited by Stephen Harrison

In preparation

A Companion to Classical Mythology
Edited by Ken Dowden and Niall Livingstone

A Companion to Greek and Roman Historiography
Edited by John Marincoln

A Companion to Greek Religion
Edited by Daniel Ogden

A Companion to Greek Rhetoric
Edited by Inn Worthington

A Companion to Roman Rhetoric
Edited by William Dominik and Jon Hall

A Companion to Classical Tradition
Edited by Craiy Kallendorf

A Companion to Roman Religion
Edited by Jorg Ruiphke

A Companion to Ovid

Edited by Peter Knox

A Companion to Catullus
Edited by Marilyn Skinner



A COMPANION
TO THE
ROMAN EMPIRE

Edited by
David S. Potter



© 2006 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd

BLACKWELL PUBLISHING

350 Main Street, Malden, MA 02148-5020, USA
9600 Garsington Road, Oxford OX4 2DQ, UK

550 Swanston Street, Carlton, Victoria 3053, Australia

The right of David S. Potter to be identified as the Author of the Editorial Material in this Work has been
asserted in accordance with the UK Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or
transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise,
except as permitted by the UK Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act 1988, without the prior permission of
the publisher.

First published 2006 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd
1 2006
Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

A companion to the Roman Empire / edited by David Potter.

p. cm. — (Blackwell companions to the ancient world. Ancient history)
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN-13: 978-0-631-22644-4 (hard cover : alk. paper)
ISBN-10: 0-631-22644-3 (hard cover : alk. paper) 1. Rome—History—Empire, 30 B.C. 476 A.D. 2.
Rome—History—Empire, 30 B.C. 476 A.D.—Sources. 3. Rome—Civilization. I. Potter, D. S. (David
Stone), 1957—I1. Series.

DG311.P68 2006
937'.06-dc22 2005015454

A catalogue record for this title is available from the British Library.

Set in 10/12pt Galliard

by SPI Publisher Services, Pondicherry, India.
Printed and bound in India

by Replika Press Pvt. Ltd, Kundli

The publisher’s policy is to use permanent paper from mills that operate a sustainable forestry policy, and
which has been manufactured from pulp processed using acid-free and elementary chlorine-free practices.
Furthermore, the publisher ensures that the text paper and cover board used have met acceptable
environmental accreditation standards.

For further information on
Blackwell Publishing, visit our website:
www.blackwellpublishing.com



For Clairve and Natalie



Contents

List of Illustrations

List of Tables

Notes on Contributors

Acknowledgments

Reference works: Abbreviations

Ancient authors: Abbreviations and Glossary

The Emperors of Rome from Augustus to Constantine

Introduction: The Shape of Roman History: The Fate of the Governing Class
David S. Potter

PaArRT I THE SOURCES

1

Constructing a Narrative
Cynthia Damon

Roman Imperial Numismatics
William E. Metcalf

Documents
Traianos Gagos and David S. Potter

Art, Architecture, and Archaeology in the Roman Empire
Lea Stirling

Interdisciplinary Approaches
James B. Rives

Xiii
Xiv
Xvi
xvil
XX
XXIX

1

21

23

35

45

75

98



viil

Contents

PArRT II NARRATIVE

6

The Emergence of Monarchy: 44 BCE-96 CE
Greg Rowe

Rome the Superpower: 96-235 ck
Michael Peachin

The Transformation of the Empire: 235-337 ck
David S. Potter

PArT IIT ADMINISTRATION

ParT IV

9

10

11

12

13

The Administration of the Provinces
Clifford Ando

The Transformation of Government under Diocletian and
Constantine
Hugh Elton

The Roman Army
Nigel Pollard

Greek Cities Under Roman Rule
Maud W. Gleason

Cities and Urban Life in the Western Provinces of the
Roman Empire 30 BcE-250 CE
Jonathan Edmondson

SociaL AND EcoNnoMic LIre

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

The Imperial Economy
David Mattingly

Landlords and Tenants
Dennis P. Kehoe

The Family
Judith Evans Grubbs

Sexuality in the Roman Empire
Amy Richlin

On Food and the Body
Veronika E. Grimm

Leisure
Garrett G. Fagan

Spectacle
David S. Potter

113

115

126

153

175

177

193

206

228

250

281

283

298

312

327

354

369

385



Contents

PArRT V INTELLECTUAL LIFE

ParT VI

21

22

23

24

25

26

The Construction of the Past in the Roman Empire
Rowland Smith

Imperial Poetry
K. Sara Myers

Greek Fiction
Joseph L. Rife

Roman Law and Roman History
Jobn Matthews

Roman Medicine
Ann Hanson

Philosophy in the Roman Empire
Sara Abbel-Rappe

RELIGION

27

28

29

30

Bibliography

Index

Traditional Cult
David Frankfurter

Jews and Judaism 70-429 cg
Yaron Z. Eliav

Christians in the Roman Empire in the First Three
Centuries CE
Paula Fredriksen

Christian Thought
Mark Edwards

iX
409

411

439

453

477

492

524

541

543

565

587

607

620
681



Maps

Illustrations

1 Provinces of the Roman Empire at the death of Trajan (ap 117)

2 Dioceses and provinces of the Roman Empire according to the
Verona List (c. ap 303-324)

Figures
2.1
2.2
4.1
4.2

4.3
4.4

4.5
4.6a

4.6b

6.1la—e

6.2aand b

“Crocodile” as from Nimes
Auwnreus of Octavian 28 BCE
Portrait of Livia, wife of Augustus

Roman forum at Chemtou, with foundations of Numidian
tombs exposed at the center

The Colosseum at Rome

Statue of Artemis at the Hunt next to a wall painting of a
muse in apartment 4 of Terrace House 2, Ephesos

Infant buried in amphora at Leptiminus (Tunisia)

Statuette of the weary Hercules discovering son Telephos,
found in a late-antique suburban villa at Corinth

Colossal statue of the Weary Hercules found in the
Baths of Caracalla, Rome

The Julio-Claudian house: (a) Augustus; (b) Tiberius;
(c) Caligula; (d) Claudius; (e) Nero

The propaganda of the Galban revolution

Xxxi

172

39

43
78

81
82

87
90

95

96

119
124



6.3a—c
7.1a—f

7.2a-d

8.1a+

10.1a—d

12.1a
12.1b
12.2a
12.2b
13.1aand b

13.2aand b

13.3aand b

13.4

13.5
13.6

13.7aand b

13.8aand b
19.1a
19.1b
19.2a
19.2b
25.1a

Lllustrations

The Flavians: (a) Vespasian; (b) Titus; (¢) Domitian

The Antonines: (a) Nerva; (b) Trajan; (c) Hadrian;
(d) Antoninus Pius; (e) Marcus Aurelius; (f) Commodus

The Severans: (a) Septimius Severus; (b) Caracalla;
(c) Elagabalus; (d) Alexander

Sapor and his enemies. (a) Sapor I; (b) Gordian I11;
(c) Philip I; d) Decius; (e) Trebonianus Gallus;

(f) Aemilianus; (g) Valerian; (h) Gallienus;

(i) Claudius II; (j) Aurelian

The tetrarchs: (a) Diocletian; (b) Maximian;
(c) Constantius I; (d) Galerius

The entrance to the agora at Ephesus
The marble street at Ephesus

The theater at Ephesus

Tetrapylon at Aphrodisias

Relief from Avezzano, Italy, showing city and surrounding
countryside

Colonia Augusta Emerita (Mérida, Spain): (a) plan of the
city and environs; (b) reconstruction of the
monumental center

Forum adiectum, Emerita: (a) general view;
(b) reconstruction of R. Mesa

Reconstruction of statue-group of Aeneas (center),
Ascanius (left), and Anchises (right) from the
forum adiectum, Emerita

Colonia Iulia Urbs Triumphalis Tarraco

Glanum: plan of the Roman forum and twin temples,
surrounded by U-shaped portico

Conimbriga: Forum (a) in Augustan period and
(b) as later remodeled after Flavian grant of the ius Latiz

Cities remodeled by emperors: (a) Italica; (b) Lepcis Magna

Ostia, tavern on the Via di Diana, exterior view
Ostia, tavern on the Via di Diana, interior view
Suburban baths, Pompeii

Suburban baths, Herculaneum

Relief of Scribonia Attice assisting with a birth

xi

125

134

142

159

195
236
236
238
238

252

262-3

264-5

266
266

267

268
270-1
374
374
380
380
504



xii Lllustrations

25.1b Relief of Marcus Ulpius Amerimnus drawing blood 504
25.2 An okytokia, or “quick birth” amulet 518-19
28.1a Mosaic “carpet” from the fourth-century synagogue

at Hamat Tiberieas 569
28.1b The interior of a fourth-century synagogue at Sardis 570
28.2a Imperial celebration of the capture of Jerusalem is

reflected in the issue of Judaea Capta coinage under

Vespasian 572
28.2b Coin of Caesarea 572
28.3 An Aramaic letter written on papyrus from the so called

““Cave of the Letters” at the Judaean Desert 575



1.1
3.1
7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
11.1
23.1
26.1

Tables

Coverage of Roman history by historians

The bureaucracy of Roman Egypt

Emperors, Ap 96-235

Nerva, Trajan, Hadrian, and Lucius Verus
Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, Commodus

The Severan emperors

The deployment of the legions in the principate
Timeline of Greek fiction under the Roman Empire

Names and dates of important philosophers

25

65
130
132
133
137
210
454
526



Notes on Contributors

Sara Ahbel-Rappe is Associate Professor
of Greek and Latin in the Department of
Classical Studies at the University of
Michigan.

Clifford Ando is Associate Professor in
the Classics Department at the Univer-
sity of Southern California.

Cynthia Damon is Associate Professor
in the Classics Department at Amherst
College.

Jonathan Edmondson is Associate Pro-
fessor in the Department of History at
York University.

Mark Edwards is Lecturer in Patristics
at the University of Oxford and Student
of Christ Church.

Yaron Z. Eliav is Jean and Samuel
Frankel Assistant Professor of Rabbinic
Literature and Jewish History of Late
Antiquity in the Department of Near East-
ern Studies at the University of Michigan.

Hugh Elton is Director of the British
Institute at Ankara.

Garrett G. Fagan is Associate Professor
of Classics and Ancient Mediterranean
Studies and History at Pennsylvania
State University.

David Frankfurter is Professor of His-
tory and Religious Studies in the Depart-
ment of History at the University of New
Hampshire.

Paula Fredriksen is William Goodwin
Aurelio Professor of the Appreciation of
Scripture, Social and Intellectual History
of Early Christianity in the Department
of Religion at Boston University.

Judith Evans Grubbs is Professor of
Classics in the Department of Classics at
Washington University in St. Louis.

Traianos Gagos is Associate Professor of
Papyrology and Greek in the Depart-
ment of Classical Studies, and Archivist
in the Papyrology Collection at the
University of Michigan.

Maud W. Gleason is Lecturer in Classics
in the Department of Classics at Stanford
University.



Notes on Contributors

Veronika E. Grimm is Lecturer in the
Department of Classics at Yale University.

Ann Hanson is Senior Research Scholar/
Senior Lector in the Department of
Classics at Yale University.

Dennis P. Kehoe is Professor of Classics
in the Department of Classics at Tulane
University.

John Matthews is John M. Schiff Pro-
fessor of History and Classics in the De-
partment of Classics at Yale University.

David Mattingly is Professor of Roman
Archaeology in the School of Archae-
ology and Ancient History at the Univer-
sity of Leicester.

William E. Metcalf is Adjunct Professor
in the Department of Classics and
Curator of Coins and Medals, Yale
University Art Gallery, at Yale University.

K. Sara Myers is Associate Professor of
Classics in the Department of Classics at
the University of Virginia.

Michael Peachin is Professor of Classics
in the Department of Classics at New
York University.

XV

Nigel Pollard is Lecturer in the Faculty
of Classics and Ancient History at the
University of Swansea.

David S. Potter is Professor of Greek
and Latin in the Department of Classical
Studies at the University of Michigan.

Amy Richlin is Professor of Classics in
the Department of Classics at UCLA.

Joseph L. Rife is Assistant Professor of
Classics in the Department of Classics at
Macalester College.

James B. Rives is Associate Professor in
the Program in Classical Studies at York
University.

Greg Rowe is Associate Professor in the
Department of Greek and Roman Stud-
ies at the University of Victoria.

Lea Stirling is Canada Research Chair in
Roman Archaeology in the Department
of Classics at the University of Manitoba.

Rowland Smith is Lecturer in the
School of Historical Studies at the
University of Newcastle upon Tyne.



Acknowledgments

It is a pleasure to thank the many people who made this volume possible. First and
foremost my gratitude to the diverse contributors is enormous. I have learned a very
great deal from them, and owe them all many thanks, especially those who turned in
their chapters as long ago as 2001, for the extreme patience that they have shown in
the long process of completion. I can only hope that they will think that the final
product has been worth the wait.

For help in the final preparation of this book, I would first like to thank my chairman,
Richard Janko, and my colleagues in the Department of Classical Studies for releasing
the substantial research funds that enabled me to collect many of the illustrations that
appear here, and to pay for the enormous help provided by my two assistants. Professor
Kendra Eshleman brought order to the manuscript after completing her dissertation in
the summer of 2004, and prepared the list of Classical authors. In the winter of 2005,
Robert Chenault assisted mightily with the final preparation of the manuscript in every
area, taking on responsibilities that went well beyond what I could have reasonably
expected to enormously improve the accuracy of the volume. I also want to thank
Professor Yaron Eliav for his assistance with the non-Classical texts that are quoted in
this volume. I am responsible for any and all errors that remain.

I am also very grateful to Al Bertrand at Blackwell, firstly for thinking of me as the
editor of this volume, and secondly for the gentle, patient encouragement that he has
provided in the long process of getting it ready to go to press. In addition, I am grateful
to Louise Spencely, who saw the book through its final stages before publication.

The greatest debt that I owe is, as always, to my family, to my wife Ellen, and to our
daughters, Claire and Natalie, who brighten every hour of our lives. The pleasure that
Claire and Natalie take in seeing the typescript leave the house (and their hope that
they will hear less about the $%#$«$ Romans in the future) makes it only right to
dedicate this book to them.

David S. Potter, 2006



Reference Works: Abbreviations

ABD Awnchor Bible Dictionary

Acts of the

Ecumenical

Councils J. Harduin. Acta Conciliorum. 4 vols. Paris. 1714-15

AE L’Annce épigraphique, published in Revue Archeologique and separately.
1888-

AJA American Journal of Archaeology

AJAH American Journal of Ancient History

AJN American Journal of Numismatics

AJP American Journal of Philology

AnalRom Analecta Romana

ANRW Aufstieq und Niederganyg der romischen Welt. Berlin. 1972—

ANSMN Musenm Notes (American Numismatic Society)

Ant. Afr. Antiquités Africaines

ASP American Studies in Papyrology

BASP Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists

BCH Bulletin de corvespondance hellénique

BE Bulletin épigraphique, published in REG

BGU Berliner Griechische Urkunden (A gyptische Urkunden aus den Kygl. Museen zu
Berlin)

BICS Bulletin of the Institute for Classical Studies

CA Classical Antiquity

CAH? Cambridge Ancient History. 2™ edn. 1961-

CEFR Collection de PEcole frangaise de Rome. 1976—

CIL Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum. 1863—

CIS Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum. 1881—

C.Pap.Jud. Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum. 1957-64

CPh Classical Philology

co Classical Quarterly

CRAI Comptes rendues de Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-lettres

CwW Classical World

EchCl Echos du monde classique/Classical Views



Xviil
EJ

FIRA
FIRA?

FHG
FGrH
GRBS
HAE
HSCP
HTR
1. Ephesus
IAM
1G
IGLS
IGRR

ILA
ILAfr
ILCV
ILS
Inscr. It.
IRC

IRT

JARCE

LTUR
MAMA
MEFRA
NC

NPNF
P.Ambh.
Pap.Brux.
P.Fam.Tebt.
P.Panop.Beatty
P.Bostra
P.Cair. Isid.

PDura

P.Euphr.

Reference Works: Abbreviations

V. Ehrenberg and A. H. M. Jones. Documents Illustrating the Reigns of
Augustus and Tiberius. 2° edn. 1976

S. Riccobono. Fontes Iuris Romani Antelustiniani. 1941

Bruns, K. G. Fontes Iuris Romani Antiqui (7" edn. by O. Gradenwitz).
1909

C. Miiller. Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum. 1841-70

F. Jacoby. Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker. 1923—

Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies

Hispania Antiqua Epigraphica

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology

Harvard Theological Review

H. Wankel, R. Merkelback, et al., eds. Die Inscriften von Ephesos. 1979-81
Inscriptions antiques du Maroc

Inscriptiones Graecae. 1873—

Inscriptions grecques et latines de ln Syrie

R. Cagnat. Inscriptiones Graecae nd Res Romanas Pertinentes. Paris. 1906—
27

Inscriptions latines d°’Aquitaine

Inscriptions latines d’Afrique

Inscriptiones Latinae Christianae Veterne

H. Dessau. Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae. Berlin. 1892-1916.

Inscriptiones Italine

G. Fabre, M. Mayer, and 1. Roda. Inscriptions romaines de Catalogne. Paris.
1984-2002

J. M. Reynolds and J. B. Ward-Perkins. The Inscriptions of Roman Tripoli-
tanin. Rome. 1952

Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt

Journal of Early Christian Studies

Journal of Hellenic Studies

Jabrbuch fiir Numismatik und Geldgeschichte

Journal of Roman Arvchaeology

Journal of Roman Studies

Journal of Theological Studies

N. Lewis and M. Reinhold. Roman Civilization: Selected Readings. 3 edn.
New York and Oxford. 1990

E. M. Steinby, ed. Lexicon Topographicum Urbis Romae. 6 vols. Rome.
1992-2002

Monumenta Asine Minoris Antiquae. 1928—

Mélanges de PEcole Fran¢aise de Rome

Numismatic Chronicle

Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers

B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, eds. Amberst Papyri. London. 1900-1
Papyrologica Bruxellensia. Brussels. 1962—

B. A. van Groningen. A Family Archive from Tebtunis. Pap.Lugd.Bat. VI.
Leiden. 1950

T. C. Skeat. Papyri from Panopolis in the Chester Bearty Library Dublin.
Chester Beatty Monographs 1. Dublin. 1964

J. Gascou. Unités administratives locales et fonctionnaires romains. In Eck
and Miiller-Luckner 1999: 61-73

A. E. R. Boak and H. C. Youtie, eds. The Archive of Aurelius Isidorus in the
Egyptian Museum, Cairo, and the University of Michigan

C. B. Welles et al., eds. The Excavations at Dura-Europos conducted by Yule
Unaversity and the French Academy of Inscriptions and Letters. Final Report 5
pt. 1: The Parchments and Papyri. 1959

D. Feissel and J. Gascou. Documents d’archives romains inédits du Moyen
Euphrate (III¢ s. apres J.C.). Journal des Savants: 65-119. 1995



P.Gen.Lat.

P.Lond.
P.Mich.
P.Oxy.
P.Thmounis 1
PYadin

PYale 1

PBSR
PCPS
PG

PGM

PSI
RDGE

RA
REA
REG
RIB

RIC
RIN
RIT
RN
RPC
RS

SB

SCI
SEG

Sel. Pap.

SIG?

SNR
Tab. Vindol.

TrGF

TSAJ
Ve
rCs
ZPE
7SS

Reference Works: Abbreviations Xix

J. Nicole and C. Morel, eds. Archives militaires du 1" siecle (Texte inédit du
Papyrus Latin de Geneve No. 1). Geneva. 1900

Greek Papyri in the British Musenm. London. 1893—

Michigan Papyri. 1931-

The Oxyrhynchus Papyri. London. 1898—

S. Kambitsis. Le Papyrus Thmouis I, colonnes 68—160. Paris. 1985

N. Lewis, Y. Yadin, and J. Greenfield. The Documents from the Bar Kochba
Period in the Cave of Letters. Jerusalem. 1989-2002

J. F. Oates, A. E. Samuel, and C. B. Welles. Yale Papyri in the Beinecke Rare
Book and Manuscript Library. ASP 2. New Haven and Toronto. 1967
Papers of the British School at Rome

Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society

Migne. Patrologin Graeca

K. Preisendanz, ed. Papyri Graecae Magicae. Leipzig-Berlin. 1928-31.
(Trans. H. D. Betz, The Magical Papyri in Translation. Chicago. 1985.)
Papiri Greci e Latini, Pubblicazioni della Societa italiana per la vicerca dei
papiri greci ¢ latini in Egitto. 1912—

R. K. Sherk. Roman Documents from the Greek East: Senatus Consulta and
Epistulae to the Age of Augustus. Baltimore. 1969

Revue archeologique

Revue des études anciennes

Revue des érudes grecques

R. G. Collingwood, R. P. Wright, et. al. The Roman Inscriptions of Britain.
1965-

Roman Imperial Coinage

Rivista italiana di numismatica e scienze affini

G. Alfsldy. Die rimischen Inschriften von Turraco. Berlin. 1975

Revue numismatique

Roman Provincial Coinage

M. H. Crawford. Roman Statutes. BICS Suppl. 64. London. 1996

F. Preisigke et al. Sammelbuch griechischen Urkunden aus A gypten. 1915—
Scripta Classica Israelica

Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum. 1923—

A. S. Hunt, C. C. Edgar, and D. L. Page. Select Papyri. 4 vols. Cambridge,
MA. 1950

W. Dittenberger. Sylloge Inscriptionum Graccarum. 3™ edn. Leipzig. 1915-
24

Schweizerische Numismatische Rundschan = Revue suisse de numismatique
A. K. Bowman and J. D. Thomas, eds. Vindolanda: the Latin Writing
Tablets. 1983-2003

B. Snell, R. Kannicht, and S. Radt, eds. Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta.
4 vols. 1971-85; vol. 12 1986

Texte und Studien zum Antiken Judentum

Vigiline Christianne

Yale Classical Studies

Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik

Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftunyg fiir Rechtsgeschichte



Ancient Authors:

Abbreviations and Glossary

A. Paul. et Thecl.
A. Pion.
Ach. Tat.

Aecl.

Alciphr.
Alex. Aphr.
Amm. Marec.

Antyllus in Orib. Coll.

AP

Apicius
Apophth. Patr.
App., BC

Aristid., Or.
Arr.
Alan.
Anab.
Epict.
Artem.

Ath., Deip.
Ath., V. Ant.
August.
Conf.
De Trin.
Serm.
Aur. Vict., Caes.

Auson.
Ep.
Mos.

Acts of Paul and Thecln

Acts of Pionius

Achilles Tatius, Alexandrian novelist, 2nd c. CE, Leucippe and Cleito-
phon

Aelian, Latin writer, ¢.165/70-230/5 cE, Letters

Alciphron, Greek sophist, 2nd/3rd c. cE, Letters

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Aristotelian philosopher, late 2nd c. ce
Ammianus Marcellinus, Latin historian, 4th c. ce, History

(see Oribasius of Pergamum, Collectiones medicae)

Anthologia Palatina ( Greek Anthology)

Apicius, author of (undated) handbook On Cooking
Apophthegmata Patrum (Sayings of the Desert Fathers)

Appian, Greek historian, 2nd ¢. ck, Bella Civilin (Civil Wars)
Apuleius of Madaura, Latin prose writer, 2nd c. CE
Metamorphoses, or The Golden Ass

Aclius Aristides, Greek orator, 2nd ¢c. CE, Orations

Arrian, Greek historian, ¢.86-160 ck

Expeditio contra Alanos (Order of Battle against the Alans)
Anabasis

Discourses of Epictetus

Artemidorus Daldianus, author of a work on the dream interpret-
ation, 2nd c. ce, Oneirocritica (The Interpretation of Dreams)
Athenaeus, 3rd c. Cg, Deipnosophistae (Doctors at Dinner)
Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, 4th c. cg, Life of Saint Antony
Augustine of Hippo, bishop and writer, 354-430 ck

Confessions

De Trinitate (On the Trinity)

Sermons

Aurelius Victor, Latin historian, 4th c. Cg, de Caesaribus (Book on the
Emperors)

D. Ausonius Magnus, statesman, teacher and writer, 4th c. CE
Epigrams

Moselln



Ancient Authors: Abbreviations and Glossary Xx1

Barn. Letter of Barnabas
Basil, Ep. Basil, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 329-79 ck, Letters
Caes. C. Julius Caesar, 100—44 BCE
BC Bellum Civile (Civil War)
BG de Bello Gallico (Gallic War)
[Caes.] B. Afr. Bellum Africum (African War)
Cato, Agr. Cato the Elder, Roman politician and writer, 234-149 BCE, On
Agriculture
Celsus, Med. A. Cornelius Celsus, 1st c. ce, Concerning Medicine
Char. Chariton, Greek novelist, before mid-2nd c. cg, Chaereas and Cal-
lirhoé
Chron. Pasc. Chronicon Paschale (Easter Chronicle), universal history from Cre-
ation to ¢.630 CE
Cic. M. Tullius Cicero, Roman politician and writer, 106-43 BCE
Ac. Academica
Att. Letters to Atticus
Brut. Brutus
Cael. On Behalf of Cacelius
de Orat. de Oratore
Div. On Divination
Fam. Letters to Friends
Fin. de Finibus Bonorum et Malorum
Flac. On Behalf of Flaccus
Font. On Bebalf of Fonteius
Leyg. de Legibus (On Laws)
Muyr. On Bebalf of Murena
Off de Officiis (On Duties)
Orat. Orator
Phil. Philippics
Pis. Against Piso
0. fr. Letters to Quintus
Rep. Republic
Rull. Agwainst Rullus
Tusc. Tusculan Disputations
Ver. Agwninst Verres
Col., Rust. Columella, 1st c. CE, de Re Rustica, an agricultural manual
Copa The Proprietress, poem ascribed to Vergil
1-2 Cor First and Second Letters to the Corinthians
CJust. Code of Justinian
CTh. Code of Theodosius 11
Cyril, Ep. Cyril, bishop of Alexandria, 5 ¢. ck, Letters
D. Dugest of Justinian
Dn Daniel
D.Chr. Dio Chrysostom, Greek orator and philosopher, mid-1st c.—early 2nd
C. CE
Dict. Cret. Dictys of Crete, supposed companion of Idomeneus at Troy, alleged
author of the Memoirs of the Trojan War
D.L. Diogenes Laertius, Greek biographer, 3rd c. cg, De clarorum philo-
sophorum vitis (Concerning the Lives of Famous Philosophers)
Dio Cassius Dio, Greek historian of Rome, c.164—after 229 ck, Roman
History
Enn. Ennius, Latin poet, 239-169 BCE
Ep. Aristens Letter of Aristeas, 2nd c. BCE
Epict. Epictetus, Stoic philosopher, mid-1st=2nd c. CE
Ench. Encheiridion (Handbook)

Epitome Epitome on the Emperors, anon. history of Rome, 4th c. CE
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Eun., VS

Eur.
Hec.
Tr.

Euseb.
Eccl. Hist.
Hierocl.
LC
Mart. Pal.
4@

Eust., Comm. Od.

Eutrop.
Ex
Festus
Florus

Fron.
Agq.
Str.

Fronto

Ant.
Aur.
Ep. Add.
Prin. hist.
Gaius, Inst.
Gal
Galen
Anat. admin.
Antid.
Caus. puls.

Comp. med. per gen.

Diff. puls.
Diff. resp.

Examin.

Hipp. Fract. comment.

Introd.
Libr. Propr.
Loc. affect.
Meth. med.
Mor.

Nat. fuoc.
Praecoy.
Puls. diff.
Sanit.
Sem.

Simpl. med. temp.

Ther. ad Pis.
Usu puls.

Eunapius, Greek sophist and historian, 4th c. cg, Vitae Sophistarum
(Lives of the Sophists)

Euripides, Athenian tragedian, ¢.480s—407 /6 BCE

Hecuba

Trojan Women

Eusebius of Caesarea, bishop and scholar, ¢.260-339 ck
Ecclesiastical History

Agwinst Hierocles

de Landibus Constantini (In Praise of Constantine)

Martyrs of Palestine

Vita Constantini (Life of Constantine)

Eustathius, bishop and scholar, 12th c. cg, Commentary on the
Odyssey

Eutropius, Latin historian, 4th c. ce, Abbreviated History of Rome
Exodus

Festus, Latin historian, 4th c. ce, Abbreviated History

L. Annaeus Florus, Latin historian, 2nd. c. cg, Epitome of Seven
Hundred Years’ Worth of Wars

S. Julius Frontinus, Roman politician and writer, d. 103 /4 CE

On Aqueducts

Strategematn

M. Cornelius Fronto, orator and tutor of Marcus Aurelius, ¢.95-
¢.166 ck (the letters are referred to in the ordering of M. Van den
Hout, M. Cornelii Frontonis Epistulae [ Leiden, 1954])

Letters to Antoninus Pius

Letters to Marcus Auvelius

Appendix of Letters without Addresses

Principia historine

Gaius, Roman jurist, 2nd c. CE, Institutes

Letter to the Galatians

Galen, Greek medical writer, 2nd ¢. CE

On Anatomical Procedures

On Antidotes

On Causes of Pulses

On Compound Drugs by Type

On Differences in Pulses

On Difficult Breathing

Examinations of the Best Physicians

Commentary to the Hippocratic “Fractures”

[Galen], Introduction [to Medicine] or the Doctor

On bis Own Books

On the Affected Parts

Methods of Healing

Habits; J. N. Mattock, ed., “A Translation of the Arabic of Galen’s
Book Peri éthon” in S. M. Stern et al., editors, Islamic Philosophy and
The Classical Tradition (Festschrift R. Walzer), Columbia, SC: 1972.
235-60

On Natural Faculties

Prognosis

On Differences in Pulses

Hyygiene

On Generating Seed

On the Powers of Simples

On Theriacs, dedicated to Piso

On Usefulness of the Pulse



Gel.
Greg. Naz. Ep.
HA

Ant. Pius
Avid. Cass.
Carac.
Claud.
Comm.
Did. Jul.
Huad.
Heliogab.
Mare.
Pert.
Sev.

Hdt.

Heb

Heliod.

Hermog., Prog.

Herod.

Hipp., Ref.

Hippoc.
Art
Epid.
Morb. mul.
Nat. puer
Hom.
1l
Od.
Hor.
Ars
Sat.
Hyginus

Tamb.
Myst.
Prot.
VP

Tamb., Bab.

Ign.,

Eph.

My.

Phid.

Sm.

Tr.
Iren., AH

Jas

Jer.
Chron.
Ep.
V.Paul
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Aulus Gellius, Roman miscellanist, 2nd ¢. ce, Attic Nights

Gregory, ¢.325-389 ck, bishop of Nazianzus, Letters

Historia Augusta, anon. collection of imperial biographies, 4th or
5thc. ce

Life of Antoninus Pius

Life of Avidius Cassius

Life of Caracalla

Life of Clandius I1

Life of Commodus

Life of Didius Julianus

Life of Hadrian

Life of Elagabalus

Life of Marcus Aurelius

Life of Pertinax

Life of Septimius Severus

Herodotus of Halicarnassus, Greek historian, 5th c. BCE

Letter to the Hebrews

Heliodorus, Greek novelist, probably fl. ¢.230 cg, The Ethiopian
Story of Theagenes and Chariclein

Hermogenes, Greek rhetorical writer, 2nd c. cE, Progymnasmata
(Preliminary Exercises)

Herodian, Greek historian, 3rd c. c, History of the Empire from the
Time of Marcus

Hippolytus of Rome, Christian apologist, fl. ¢.180-238 ck, Refuta-
tion of all Heresies.

Hippocrates of Cos, Greek medical writer, 5th c. BCE

De Articulis (On Joints)

Epidemine (Epidemics)

De morbis mulierum (On the Disenses of Women)

De natura pueri (On the Narure of the Child)

Homer

Ilind

Odyssey

Q. Horatius Flaccus, Latin poet, 65-8 BCE

Ars Poetica

Satires

author of a treatise on categories of land and land disputes, ¢.100 ck,
On Establishing Boundaries

Tamblichus, Neoplatonist philosopher, ¢.245-¢.325 cE

On the Mysteries of the Egyptians

Protrepticus ( Exhortation to Philosophy)

Vita Pythagorica (Life of Pythagoras)

Tamblichus, Greek novelist, fl. ¢.165-80 ck, The Babylonian History
Ignatius of Antioch, Christian theologian, fl. ¢.100 ct

Letter to the Ephesians

Letter to the Magnesians

Letter to the Philadelphians

Letter to the Smyrnacans

Letter to the Trallians

Irenaecus of Lyons, bishop and heresiologist, ¢.130- ¢.202 ck,
Agwninst Heresies

Letter of James

Jerome, Christian scholar and ascetic, ¢.347—420 cE

Chronicle

Letters

Life of Paul



Jul.

Caes.

Ep.
Julian
Justin

Trypho

1 Apol.

2 Apol.
Juv., Sat.
Lact., DMP

Largus

Laudatio

Lex Irnitana

Lex de Provinciis
Praetoriis

Lex Ursonensis

Lib., Or.
Livy

Per.
Lk
Long.

Luc.
Alex.
Amatorves
Apol.
Peregr.
Gall.
Hist. Conscr.
Imay.
Laps.
Nav.
Prim.
Rb. Pr.
Salt.
Syr. D.
Ver. Hist.

Lucil.

M. Pol.

Mc

Malal.

Macrob.
In Somn.
Sat.

Marc. Aurel.
Med.
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Gospel according to John

John Chrysostom, bishop, ¢.354—407 ck, de Studio praesentinm (On
the Zeal of those Present)

Flavius Josephus, Jewish historian, 37-c.100 cg

Jewish Antiquities

Bellum Judaicum (Jewish War)

Julian ““the Apostate,” emperor 361-3 CE

Caesars

Letters

Salvius Julianus, Roman jurist, 2nd c. CE

Justin Martyr, Christian teacher and apologist, ¢.100-65 cE
Dialogue with Trypho

First Apology

Second Apology

Juvenal, Latin poet, 1st-2nd c. CE, Satires

Lactantius, Christian apologist, ¢.240-c.320 ck, de Mortibus Persecu-
torum (On the Deaths of the Persecutors)

Scribonius Largus, ¢.1-50 ck, Compositiones

Laudatio Turiae (In Praise of “Turia’™)

Municipal Law for Irni in Spain (J. Gonzalez, JRS 76 [1986])

Law on the praetorian provinces of 100 sce (M. H. Crawford,
Roman Statutes no. 12)

Lex colonine Genetivae Inline (Municipal code for Urso in Spain,
M. H. Crawford, Roman Statutes no. 25)

Libanius, Greek rhetorician, 314—¢c.393 cg, Orations

Livy, Latin historian, probably 59 BcE-17 cg; Ab Urbe Condita
(From the Foundation of the City)

Periochae (Summaries)

Gospel according to Luke

Longus, Greek novelist, late 2nd or early 3rd c. Ce, Daphnis and
Chloe

Lucian of Samosata, Greek prose writer, b. ¢.120 ck

Alexander the False Prophet

The Lovers

Apologin ( Defense)

De morte Peregrini

Gallus (The Rooster)

Quomodo historia conscribenda sit (How to Write History)

Images

de Lapsu inter salutandum (Concerning a Slip)

Navigium (The Ship)

pro Imaginibus (Concerning Images)

Rhbetorum praeceptor (Teacher of Orators)

de Saltatione (About Dancing)

de Syria Dea (On the Syrian Goddess)

Verae Historiae ( True Histories)

Lucilius, Latin satirist, probably ¢.180-102 /1 BCE

Martyrdom of Polycarp

Maccabees

John Malalas, Greek historian, ¢.490-570s ce, Chronicle
Macrobius, Roman politician and scholar, 5th c. Cg

Commentary on the Dream of Scipio

Saturnalin

Marcus Aurelius, Roman emperor 161-80 ck

Meditations
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Marcian

Mart.
Ep.
Sp.

Martin of Braga
de Corr. Rust.

Mela

Men. Rh.

Mk

Mt

Muson.

Mustio (or Muscio)
Gyn.

NTh.

Nep.
Att.

Nm

Numen.

Opt.
Orib.
Coll.
Origen
C. Cels.
De princ.
In Job.
Ph.
Ov.
Ars
Fast.
Her.
Met.
Tr.
P. Perp.
Pan.
Paul
Paus.
Peripl. M. Rubr.
Pers.
Petron., Sat.
Phaedr.
Phil
Philo
Abr.
Conf.Ling.
Det.
Deus
Eby.
Giy.
Qunis Her.
Leg.
Op.
Som.
Spec.Ley.
Vit.Cont.

Aeclius Marcianus, Roman jurist, early 3rd c. CE

M. Valerius Martialis, Latin poet, ¢.38,/41-101/4 cE
Epigrams

Spectacles

Martin of Braga, bishop, 6th c. cE

de Correctione Rusticorum

Pomponius Mela

Menander Rhetor, Greek rhetorical writer, probably 3rd c. CE
Gospel according to Mark

Gospel according to Matthew

C. Musonius Rufus, Stoic philosopher, before 30-before 101 /2 ck

Gynecology

Novels of Theodosius

Cornelius Nepos, Latin biographer, ¢.110-24 BCE

Atticus

Numbers

Numenius of Apamea, Middle Platonist/Pythagorean philosopher,
2nd c. ck, On the Divergence of the Academy from Plato
Optatus of Miletus, Against the Donatists

Oribasius of Pergamum, ¢.325-400 ct

Medical Collections

Origen, Alexandrian priest and scholar, probably 184 /5-254 /5 cE
Agwinst Celsus

On First Principles

Commentary on the Gospel of John

Philokalin

P. Ovidius Naso, Latin poet, 43 BCE-17 CE

Art of Love

Fasti

Heroides

Metamorphoses

Tristin

Passion of Perpetun and Felicitas

Latin Panegyrics

Tulius Paulus, Roman jurist, early 3rd c. CE, Sententine
Pausanias, Greek traveler, 2nd c. Cg, Description of Greece
Anonymous, 1st c. CE, Sailing Avound the Red Sea

A. Persius Flaccus, Latin poet, 34-62 ck, Satives
Petronius, Roman prose writer, d. 66 CE, Satyricon
Phaedrus, 1st c. ce, Fabulne (Stories)

Letter to the Philippians

Philo of Alexandria, Jewish writer, 1st ¢. CE

On Abraham

de Confusione linguarum (On the Confusion of Languages)
Qunod deterius potiori insidiari soleat (The Worse Attacks the Better)
Qunod Deus sit immutabilis (On the Unchangeableness of God)
de Ebrietate (On Drunkenness)

de Gigantibus (On the Giants)

Quis rerum divinarum heres sit (Who is the Heir?)

Legatio ad Gaium (Embassy to Gaius)

de Opificio Mundi (On the Creation of the World)

de Somniis (On Dreams)

de Specialibus legibus (On the Special Laws)

de Vita Contemplativa (On the Contemplative Life)
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Philostr.

Ep.

Her.

VA

Vs
Philostr.Jun.

Imayg.
[Phoc.]
Phot., Bib.
DL

Prm.

Rep.

Ti.
Plaut.

Men.

Mil.

Rud.
Plin., Naz.

Pliny
Ep.
Pan.
Plot., Enn.
Plut.
Caes.
Lye.
Mor.
Amat.
de Def. or.
de Is. et Os.

Prae. ger. veip.

Rom.
Sol.
Thes.
Polyb.
Pomponius
Porph.
Abst.
VP
Procl.
in Prm.
PT
Procop.
Are.
Goth.
Prop.
Ps
Q.S.
Quint.
Inst.
[Quint. ], Decl.
Rv
RG
Rom
1-2 Sm

Philostratus of Athens, Greek sophist and writer, d. ¢.244-9 cE
Letters

Heroic Discourse

Vita Apollonii (In honor of Apollonius of Tyana)

Vitae Sophistarum (Lives of the Sophists)

Philostratus (Iunior) of Lemnos, Greek sophist and writer, 3rd c. CE
Imagines (Pictures)

[Phocylides], Sententine

Photius, bishop and scholar, ¢.810-c.893 ck, Bibliotheca ( Library)
Plato, Athenian philosopher, ¢.429-347 BCE

Parmenides

Republic

Timaceus

Plautus, Latin comic playwright, fl. ¢.205-184 BCE

Menaechmi (The Menaechmus Twins)

Miles Gloriosus (The Braggart Soldier)

Rudens (The Rope)

Pliny the Elder, Roman politician and scholar, 23 /4-79 ck, Natural
History

Pliny the Younger, Roman politician, ¢.61-c.112 ck

Letters

Panegyric

Plotinus, Neoplatonist philosopher, 205-69 /70 ck, Enneads
Plutarch, Greek biographer and philosopher, mid-1st-2nd c. CE
Life of Caesar

Life of Lycurgus

Moralin

Amatorius (The Lover)

de Defectu ovaculorum (On the Failure of Oracles)

de Iside et Osivide (On Isis and Osiris)

Praccepta gevendae veipublicae (Rules for Politicians)

Life of Romulus

Life of Solon

Life of Theseus

Polybius, Greek historian, ¢.200—c.118 BCE

S. Pomponius, Roman jurist, mid-2nd c. CE

Porphyry, scholar and philosopher, 234-¢.305 cE

On Abstention from Animal Food

Life of Plotinus

Proclus, Neoplatonist philosopher, ¢.412-85 ck

Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides

Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus

Platonic Theology

Procopius, Greek historian, 6th c. CE

Arcana Historia (Secret History)

de Bello Gothico (On the Gothic War)

Propertius, Latin poet, 1st c. BCE

Psalms

Quintus of Smyrna, Greek poet, probably 3rd c. c, Posthomerica
Quintilian, Roman rhetorician, ¢.35-96 ck

Orator’s Education

[Quintilian], Declamations

Revelation

Res Gestae (Deeds of the Divine Augustus)

Letter to the Romans

First and Second Samuel
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Sall.
Cat.
SC de Pisone Patre
Schol. ad Juv.
Sen.
Con.
Sen.

Ben.

Dial.

Ep.
S.E.,, M.

Sid. Apoll., Carm.
Sirm.
Socr. Hist. Eccl.

Sopater
Soranus
Gyn.
Ounaest. med.
Soz., Hist. Eccl.
Stat.
Sily.
Theb.
Stob.
Strabo
Suet.
Auny.
Cal.
Claud.
Dom.
Gal.
Jul.
Nero
Otho
Tib.
Ves.
Vit.
Tac.
Agr.
Ann.
Dial.
Germ.
Hist.
Tert.
Ady. Prax.
An.
Apol.
Spec.
1-2 Thes
Thom. Mag.
Thuc.
Ulpian
Val. Max.

C. Sallustius Crispus, Latin historian, probably 86-35 BCE
Catiline

Senatus consultum on the elder Piso

Scholia on Juvenal

Seneca the Elder, Latin rhetorical writer, ¢.50 BCE—c.40 CE
Controversine

Seneca the Younger, Roman politician, philosopher and tragedian, 4
BCE/1 CE-65 CE

De Benceficiis (On Benefits)

Dialogues

Letters

Sextus Empiricus, Skeptical philosopher and physician, probably late
2nd c. ck, Adversus Mathematicos (Against the Professors)
Sidonius Apollinaris, politician and writer, 5th ¢. ce, Carmina
Sirmondian Constitutions

Socrates of Constantinople, Greek historian, 5th c. cg, Ecclesiastical
History

Sopater, Greek rhetorical writer, 4th ¢. cE

Soranus, Greek doctor, ¢.60-130 ce

Gynecology

[Soranus] Medical questions

Sozomen, Greek historian, 5th c. CE, Ecclesiastical History
P. Papinius Statius, Latin poet, ¢.45-96 CE

Silvae

Thebaid

Joannes Stobacus, Greek anthologist, probably early 5th ¢. c
Strabo, c¢.64 sce—after 20 ck, Geography

Suetonius, Latin biographer, c.70-c.130 CE

Auwngustus

Caliguin

Claundius

Domitian

Galba

Julius Caesar

Nero

Otho

Tiberius

Vespasian

Vitellius

Tacitus, Latin historian, c¢.56-after ¢.118 cg

Agricoln

Annals

Dialogue on Orators

Germania

Histories

Tertullian, Latin Christian writer, ¢.160-c.240 cE

Against Praxeas

de Anima (On the Soul)

Apology

On Spectacles

Fivst and Second Letters to the Thessalonians

Thomas Magister, Byzantine scholar, 12th—13th c. ct
Thucydides, Athenian historian, 5th c. BCE

Domitius Ulpianus, Roman jurist, early 3rd c. CE

Valerius Maximus, Latin writer, 1st c. CE
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Varro M. Terentius Varro, Latin scholar, 116-27 BCE
Rust. de Re Rustica (Concerning Rural Life)
Veg., Mil. Flavius Vegetius Renatus, Latin military writer, probably late 4th c.
CE, de Re Militari
Vell. Pat. C. Velleius Paterculus, Latin historian, b. ¢.19 BCE, Roman History
Verg. Vergil, Latin poet, 70-19 BCE
Aen. Aeneid
G. Georgics
Ecl. Eclogues
Victorinus Victorinus of Pettau, bishop and scholar, d. ¢.303 BCg, On the Book of
the Apocalypse
Xen. Eph. Xenophon of Ephesus, Greek novelist, 2nd c. cg, The Ephesian Story
Zonaras Johannes Zonaras, Byzantine historian, 12th c. cg, Epitome of the
Histories from the Creation to 1118
Z.0s. Zosimus, Greek historian, late 5th-6th ¢. ce, New History

Jewish Sources for the Roman Imperial Period in
Languages other than Greek and Latin

[2 Bar] 2 Baruch (Syriac) — R.H. Charles, The Apocalypse of Baruch (London: Macmillan, 1918)
[& with name of tractate] Babylonian Talmud — Printed edition (Wilna: Romm, 1880-6)

Mishnab [ m with name of tractate] — Based on Ms. Kn, Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Ms. A
50, from the library of David Kaufmann; facsimile edition by George Beer, The Hague,
1929; reprinted in smaller format (Jerusalem: Mekorot, 1968); Herbert Danby, The Mishnah
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933)

MMT (Miqts’at ma’assei ha-torah; 4Q394-9) — Elisha Qimron and John Strugnell, eds., Qum-
ran Cave 4 (Discoveries in the Judaean Desert 10. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994)

Sifra — Isaac H. Weiss, Sifra de-ve Rav hu sefer Torat kobanim (Vienna: Shlosberg, 1862); Jacob
Neusner, Sifra: An analytical transiation (2 vols.; BJS 138—40; Atlanta: Scholars, 1988)

[Sir] Ben Sira, Wisdom of Ben Sira — Joseph Ziegler, Sapientin Iesu Filii Sivach (Septuaginta:
Vetus Testamentum Graecum 12:2. Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1965)

[# with name of tractate] Tosefta — Saul Lieberman, The Tosefta (5 vols. New York: Jewish
Theological Seminary, 1955-88)

Yerushalmi ( Palestinian Talmud) [ ywith name of tractate ] — Printed edition (Venice: Bomberg,
1523—4); Jacob Neusner, ed., The Talmud of the Land of Lsrael: A preliminary translation
and explanation (35 vols. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982-94)

GenR (Genesis Rabbah) —J. Theodor and Ch. Albeck, Midrash Bereshit Rabba: Critical edition
with notes and commentary, 3 vols., Jerusalem 1965



The Emperors of Rome from
Augustus to Constantine

(excluding minor children raised to the rank of Augustus who did not reign as Augustus in their
own right)

Augustus 31BCcE-14CE
Tiberius 14-37
Caligula 3741
Claudius 41-54
Nero 54-68
Galba 68-69
Otho 69
Vitellius 69
Vespasian 69-79
Titus 79-81
Domitian 81-96
Nerva 96-98
Trajan 98-117
Hadrian 117-137
Antoninus Pius 137-161
Marcus Aurelius 161-180
Lucius Verus (co-emperor with Marcus) 161-167
Commodus 180-192
Pertinax 193
Didius Julianus 193
Septimius Severus 193-211
Caracalla 211-217
Geta (co-emperor with Caracalla) 211
Macrinus 217-218
Elagabalus 218-222
Alexander Severus 222-235
Maximinus 235-238

Gordian I



XXX The Emperors of Rome

Gordian II (co-emperor with Gordian I) 238
Pupienus and Balbinus 238
Gordian III (Caesar to Pupienus and Balbinus) 238

Gordian IIT 238-244

Philip 244-249

Decius 249-251

Gallus 251-253

Aemilianus 253

Valerian 253-260

Gallienus (as co-emperor with Valerian) 253-260

(as sole emperor) 260-268'

Claudius IT 268-270
Vaballathus 269-271"

Aurelian 270-275

Tacitus 275-276

Probus 276-282

Carus 282-283

Carinus 283-285
Numerian (co-emperor with Carinus) 283-284

Diocletian 284-305™
Maximian (as Caesar) 285-286

(as Augustus) 286-305
Constantius I (as Caesar) 293-305
Galerius (as Caesar) 293-305

Constantius I (as Augustus) 305-306

Galerius (as Augustus) 305-311"
Severus (as Caesar) 305-306
Maximin Daia (as Caesar) 305-310
Constantine (as Caesar) 306-308

Severus (as Augustus) 306-307

Maximin Daia (as Augustus) 310-313

Licinius (as Augustus) 308-324

Constantine (as Augustus) 308-337
Crispus (son of Constantine Augustus)

(as Caesar) 317-326
Licinius (son of Licinius Augustus) (as Caesar) 317-324
Constantine (son of Constantine Augustus) (as Caesar) 317-337
Constantius II (son of Constantine Augustus) (as Caesar) 324-337
Constans (son of Constantine Augustus) (as Caesar) 333-337

il
il

v

Dalmatius (nephew of Constantine Augustus) (as Caesar) 335-337

From 260-274 large portions of the empire to the west and north of the Alps were subject
to a breakaway regime consisting of Postumus (260-269), Marius (269), Victorinus (269-
271), and Tetricus (271-274). Two other individuals, Laelianus (269) and Domitianus
(2712) also claimed authority in this part of the empire, but Laclianus was killed by
Postumus and actual evidence for Domitianus is presently limited to two coins and a
passing reference in two texts, both of which claim that he rebelled against Aurelian,
which may imply that his “reign”” should be dated to 274 rather than 271.

Only in the eastern provinces.

From 286-296 portions of the western provinces were controlled by Carausius (286-293)
and Allectus (293-296; Britain only).

Maxentius claimed the title Augustus in Italy from 306-312, he was not recognized as a
member of the official college of Augusti.
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INTRODUCTION

The Shape of Roman History:
The Fate of the Governing Class

David §. Potter

If this book had been commissioned in the late eighties as opposed to the late
nineties, it would have had a very different shape. Fifteen years ago, historians of
the Roman world were in the process of dismantling the hierarchical structure of their
subject that had endured since the beginning of scholarly discourse about the Roman
Empire. In the late sixties and early seventies, scholars began to move away from work
concentrating on the dominant social and political group that had produced the bulk
of the surviving literature. They were experimenting with the possibility that groups
such as women, slaves, children, peasants, the urban poor, and even soldiers might
have a history that was not dictated solely by the interests of people like the younger
Pliny. Work by archaeologists, epigraphists and papyrologists had begun to show how
it was possible to recover voices from outside the literary tradition. Even within the
traditional, philological core of the subject there were signs of change. It was in
the late sixties that lively debate erupted over the nature of the Greek literature of
the Roman Empire. Characters like Galen, Aeclius Aristides, and Pausanias became
worthy subjects of research as excavation and epigraphic discovery restored the cities
in which they had lived and worked. In the late seventies biographical approaches to
Roman emperors encountered a massive challenge in Fergus Millar’s Emperor in the
Roman World, which proposed, for the first time, a model for the interaction
between emperor and subject that transcended the personalities of individual rulers
(Millar 1977). At roughly the same time, two other developments were changing the
scope of the subject. One was the growth of interest in “‘Late Antiquity,” which
fueled interest in broad areas of social and intellectual history. The other was Moses
Finley’s work on the economy of the ancient world. His work became the focal point
of a debate between archaeologists who studied the evidence for trade and historians
who questioned whether any amount of empirical data could overthrow an approach
based on a theoretical model.

Recent approaches to the Roman Empire, drawing as they do upon work done in
other areas, continue a long tradition of cross fertilization and methodological
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innovation. The reason for this is that much of the most important work in the past
century has been done by scholars who have been able to stand outside the standard
curricula of the institutions where they have been employed. They have had to do so
because interest in the period after Augustus, or, at least, after the death of Trajan,
rarely corresponded to any course of study routinely offered to undergraduates.
Lacking literature that was deemed “‘great” after the death of Tacitus, the study of
Rome in later periods nevertheless attracted attention because it raised profound
historical questions: how did the empire sustain itself, why did it fail, and how did it
deal with the diverse peoples that had come under its rule?

1 Ronald Syme and the Study of the Elite

Interest in the Roman Empire as a model for other empires goes a long way towards
explaining traditional concern with the governing class. In the past century, the most
substantial contributions in this area came from the pen of Ronald Syme. His
brilliantly erudite studies both of the members of this class, and of the ways in
which they described their interests, set a standard against which other work was
measured. In 1939 Syme shattered prevailing modes of thought about Roman
history that were based upon the constitutional theories of Theodor Mommsen,
which had been dominant for the previous half century. In Mommsen’s view the
Romans had elaborate constitutional rules, and the crisis of the late republic stemmed
from efforts of democratic reformers to overthrow a corrupt aristocracy. This was the
theme of his Nobel Prize-winning Rdmische Geschichte. When it came to the imperial
period, as John Matthews shows in his chapter in this volume, Mommsen’s great
contribution was his Romisches Staatsrecht, which traced the evolution of public law
and administration from the republic to the empire.

It was to the structures that Mommsen created in the Staatsrecht that Syme reacted.
Syme felt that rules mattered little, that the constitution was no more than a ““screen
and sham”’; reformers and their enemies were cut from the same cloth, for “whatever
the form and name of government, be it monarchy, republic or democracy, an
oligarchy lurks behind the fagade” (Syme 1939: 15, 7). Because his Augustus was a
thug who seized power in a civil war, and held on to it through the careful manipu-
lation of factional politics, he was comprehensible in a world where the naked exercise
of power was coming ever more to be the norm, where meaningful historical study
needed to cut through layers of propaganda to get at hidden truths. The painstaking
study of the people who controlled land and offices, and of how they passed power
among themselves replaced analyses of legal questions, because legality seemed to
matter little to a generation that had seen Stalin promulgate a constitution for the
Soviet Union, Mussolini proclaim a new vision of the Italian future that drew on the
reconstructed physical remains of Rome’s past, and Hitler’s democratically elected
government come to power in Germany.

Influential though his work would become, Syme would always remain something
of an outsider to the Oxford establishment. He had come from New Zealand, and he
remained deeply conscious of his origins. Before he wrote the Roman Revolution, he
drafted a book on provincials at Rome, and would later produce an eloquent series of
essays comparing the experiences of provincials under Roman rule with those of
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Spanish and British colonists in America (Syme 1958b, 1999). But that was still to
come. When he arrived at Oxford in the early twenties, he rapidly attracted the
hostility of Hugh Last, then the dominant figure in Oxford Roman history and
devoted to Mommsen’s mode of analysis (Bowersock 1993: 548, 552); consequently,
he derived inspiration more from the work of continental scholars than from his
colleagues.

When Syme began his career, a number of scholars were making the transition from
traditional constitutional history to the study of dynamic interactions between mem-
bers of the governing class, and, in what is a remarkable fact of intellectual history,
there was no identifiable connection between the leaders of this movement. The
reason for this is that all were reacting in their own way to the same perceived crisis in
the historical profession, which

Stemmed from the near exhaustion of the great tradition of Western historical scholar-
ship established in the nineteenth century. Based on a very close study of the archives of
the state, its glories had been institutional, administrative, constitutional, and diplomatic
history. But the great advances in these areas had been made ... (L. Stone 1972: 113)

The new movement began to take shape in 1913 when Charles Beard antagonized
the American historical community by producing his brilliant An Economic Interpret-
ation of the Constitution of the United States, in which he argued that responses to
federalism in the United States were closely linked to the economic interests of those
participating in the debate (Novick 1988: 96-7). Although Beard’s book created a
stir in the United States, none of the major players in Europe seem to have read it. His
concerns were not those of Friedrich Miinzer, another, albeit wealthy, outsider to the
establishment — he would end his life in a concentration camp — who was even then
transforming the study of ancient prosopography from an antiquarian to an historical
enterprise. His work was an imaginative development emerging from countless
articles on members of the Roman aristocracy for the Real Encyclopaedie der Kias-
sischen Alterumswissenschaft, as well as the masterful work of Paul de Rhoden and
Hermann Dessau on the first edition of the Prosopographia Imperii Romani, which
was completed in 1898. Miinzer sought patterns linking different groups within the
aristocracy, for ways that aristocratic groups could dominate the political scene across
generations through extra-constitutional means. He knew, perhaps better than any-
one, that certain families could control the highest offices of the Roman state for
generation after generation. They did not do so from deep-seated attachment to the
principles of law, but rather through their ability to create factions that enabled them
to exert control. The result of Miinzer’s analysis, Romische Adelsparteien und Adels-
familien, was published in 1920, and remained unknown to Lewis Namier, who
developed his own style of prosopographical analysis to study the parliaments of the
mid-eighteenth century. Syme had not read Namier’s fundamental The Structure of
Politics at the Accession of George I1I when it appeared in 1929, and would not read it
until after he had finished The Roman Revolution (Bowersock 1993: 548-9). Even
the most casual reader of the two books will see that they are very different in scope.
Namier does not attempt a narrative; rather, he studies the diverse reasons that men
entered parliament, the different sorts of people to be found there, and the interests
that drove each group. In so doing, he undermined the notion that parliament was
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divided strictly between Whigs and Tories — but no master narrative emerges from his
study. In a sense Namier’s book is closer in style to yet another book that Namier had
not read (though Miinzer and Syme did), Matthias Gelzer’s Die Nobilitdt des
romischen Republik of 1912, a masterful study of the structures of family power and
aristocratic interaction in both the public and private spheres. It was Syme’s genius
that enabled him to join contemporary German scholarship with English traditions of
narrative historiography, and it was his profound interest in the literary quality of
narrative that set his work apart from that of Miinzer, and, indeed, of Gelzer, whose
later books on major figures of the late republic seem rarely to unite the conclusions
of Die Nobilitdt with his own narratives. The extraordinary ability to combine social
analysis with narrative that is characteristic of Syme’s early work is equally evident in
his masterful Tacitus (1958a), a book that remains fundamental to all studies of
Roman historiography (Bowersock 1993: 556).

2 Michael Rostovtzeff: The Clash of Town
and Country

For Syme, Roman history was shaped by the people at the top. Women, slaves, peasants
and the like existed to buttress their power. The sheer brilliance of his analysis cast into
the shadows an earlier work that was no less influenced by the catastrophic events of the
earlier twentieth century, Michael Rostovtzeft’s Social and Economic History of the
Roman Empire (Rostovtzeff 1957, originally published in 1926).

While Syme’s style of historiography could flatter the egos of scholars who might
insist on passing judgment upon the foibles of great figures of the past, it also offered
some comfort to all who wished to see evil as the product of individuals. By focusing
attention on the emperors and those around them, Roman historians tended not to
ask how they got away with it. Surely Tacitus saw through it all, and his history could
be read as if it were the work of some proto-Solzhenitsyn, exposing foibles of the
regime that all discerning observers could agree upon. Sadly such a view would not
have much in common with that of Tacitus. Tacitus thought that the imperial system
was the inevitable result of the failure of government in the last centuries BCE. His
governing class was complicit in the acts of Tiberius, Claudius, and Nero. Tacitus saw
the structure of imperial power arise from a dialogue between emperors and their
subjects. Tacitus’ vision shared a great deal with that of Rostovtzetf, whose basic
thesis was that power arose from the people. In the first two centuries CE, Rostovt-
zeff’s emperors supported the interests of what he termed the urban bourgeoisie,
before switching direction and becoming the tools of the peasant armies they had
previously kept in check, armies that shared the rural population’s class hatred for
those in the cities. Exploitation of the peasantry led to revolution and military
dictatorship. Rostovtzeft’s vision, born, as he made very clear, of his experience of
the Russian revolution, and less explicitly, perhaps, of his personal relationships with
some carly leaders of the Bolshevik movement, did not let the people off the hook so
easily as did Syme’s. If things went wrong, the average person was complicit to the
historical process. In Rostovtzett’s view of the empire, the peasant was just as worthy
of study as was the senator.
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In a sense, Rostovtzeff could be more easily dismissed than Syme. For while Syme
possessed an unrivalled mastery of the details of his subject, Rostovtzeft ’s use of ill-
defined modern terminology and admitted tendency to get his facts wrong from time
to time invited dismissal of his broader vision. He could easily appear antiquated, and
perhaps even a bit amateurish in his use of early twentieth-century sociology. But,
even though they rarely admitted it, his critics still tended to operate within the
parameters set by Rostovtzeff. One could deny that long distance trade was import-
ant, could argue that the empire existed basically at the subsistence level, but the
destruction of Rostovtzeft’s version of the economy left further questions in its wake.
What did matter and how could historical change be explained? At the same time,
some scholars began to wonder if Rostovtzeft’s understanding of the ancient world,
based upon personal experience of a society making a rapid transition from medieval
to modern times, was all that inaccurate. Unlike many of his critics, Rostovtzeff had
met illiterate peasants striving to make a living with inadequate tools, and felt the
contempt of the urban dweller for the rural. Conditions of life in late nineteenth-
century rural Russia were closer to those in the Roman Empire than they were to
those of the mid-twentieth century.

3 The Ancient Economy: Hugo Jones,
Peter Brunt, and Moses Finley

The real strength of Rostovtzeft’s work was his sense that the ancient economy had to
be treated within the context of ancient social relations. It took a scholar with the vast
intellectual range of A. H. M. Jones to understand the true power of Rostovtzeft’s
analysis and attempt a creative reformation of his understanding of the ancient
economy as a tool for analyzing the institutional structures of social control (A. H.
M. Jones 1952: 359; Crook 1971: 426).

Jones himself was something of an outsider, though more out of choice than
training or background. A product of New College, Oxford, whose brilliance won
him immediate election to All Souls after he took his degree in 1926, Jones did not
hold a regular academic appointment in England until 1939 (he had taught in Cairo
from 1929 to 1934). That appointment, at Wadham College, Oxford, did not survive
the outbreak of war (Crook 1971: 426-9). Jones returned to teaching in 1946, this
time as Professor of Ancient History at University College, London, and then, from
1951 until his death in 1970 as Professor of Ancient History at Cambridge. In the
mid-sixties, he was joined at Cambridge by another scholar who was also somewhat
eccentric in his career choices: Peter Brunt.

Peter Brunt, who succeeded Syme as Camden Professor of Ancient History at
Oxford in 1971, was unlike his predecessor in that he had an affection for Hugh Last,
and a strong interest in the history of ideas as well as the structures of Roman society.
Like Syme, however, Brunt was something of an outsider, the son of a Methodist
minister and a scholarship student at Oriel College, Oxford. Indeed, it was discom-
fort with the prevailing trend of Roman history at Oxford in the fifties and sixties that
caused him to resign his tutorial fellowship in ancient history at Oriel to take up the
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position of bursar at Gonville and Caius College, Cambridge. Armed with a sympathy
for members of the lower class, and a powerful analytic capacity whose resources he
readily deployed to demolish the fanciful constructions of others while offering
potent alternatives of his own, his work spanned Classical Greek, republican
Roman, and imperial history. It was a span very similar to that of Jones, whom he
greatly admired. For, although Jones may be primarily remembered for his monu-
mental study of the institutional history of the later Roman Empire, his studies of the
Greek city and various aspects of the economy were markedly different in tone and
direction from Syme’s, and resonated with Brunt’s concern for the lower classes of
republican Italy.

Brunt differed from both Jones and Syme in his belief that the history of ideas
could be written independently of the people who had those ideas — that there were
traditions of Stoic thought, for instance, that could shape the way that people
explained the world around them, and motivated their actions (not surprisingly,
perhaps, Brunt had been, in his youth, a much better student of philosophy than
many ancient historians). The interests of Jones and Brunt melded with the interests
of Moses Finley (more below) to suggest a middle ground between Syme’s style of
analysis and Rostovtzeft’s. In a series of brilliant articles Brunt began to ask just how
the government managed. What did procurators really do? What did senators do?
And, in his great work on Roman population of 1971, Brunt offered an empirical
look at the issue of Roman demography. While the demographic aspects of this book
now seem dated in light of the application of modern demographic methods to the
ancient evidence pioneered by Bruce Frier, and now championed by a new generation
of scholars, the originality of Brunt’s questions at the time that he asked them cannot
be underestimated (Bagnall and Frier 1994; Frier 1982). Demography had previously
been the province of Karl Julius Beloch, a genius who was kept from an appointment
in his native land by Mommsen, and Arnold Toynbee, who had brilliantly, if improb-
ably, argued that the destruction of Italy under Hannibal led inexorably to the fall of
the Roman Republic even as Brunt was writing Italian Manpower (Momigliano
1966b [1994]: 104; A. J. Toynbee 1965). Unlike either of his predecessors, Brunt
used the study of census returns as the basis for studying how Roman society
extended across Italy and into the provinces.

Moses Finley was, like Brunt, a man whose contributions to ancient history range
far beyond the Roman imperial period. His intellectual precocity is evident from the
fact that he took a degree in psychology at Syracuse University at the age of fifteen
(Whittaker 1996: 460). Moving on to Columbia, where he took an MA in public law,
he met his future wife, a classicist, and enrolled in the PhD program in ancient history
(Whittaker 1996: 461). At the time that he finished his graduate work, Jews were not
readily welcomed in the East Coast establishment that dominated American academe
in the first part of the century. The consequence was that he obtained a position at
Rutgers in 1946 rather than at a major research university, and that he was left
unprotected when the scourge of McCarthyism struck (Whittaker 1996: 462—4).
In the wake of his genuinely heroic resistance to McCarthyism, which cost him his job
at Rutgers, he moved into the little more welcoming environment of the British
university. The move was possible thanks to the intervention of the brilliant Greek
historian, Tony Andrewes, a product of Winchester and New College, who lived up to
his liberal ideals (and was, at the same time, supporting the career of another brilliant
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Jewish scholar, the epigraphist David Lewis). Indeed, Finley finished second to Lewis
for the studentship (as tutorial fellowships are termed there) at Christ Church in
1955, the same year that he was elected to a lectureship at Cambridge, conjoined,
two years later, with a fellowship at Jesus College.

Finley arrived in England with a mind unfettered by the constraints of the British
curriculum. He had initially been trained in the study of modern, and then ancient, law
at Columbia, and his first book had been on Greek boundary stones. But he had rapidly
moved beyond his training, aided by conversations with others at Columbia, and made
his reputation with a brilliant study of the economic attitudes evident in the Homeric
poems. He was a natural comparative historian. His greatest contribution to the
subject was not his use of the work of Karl Polanyi to study the ancient economys; it
was rather his ability to inspire others to take equally innovative approaches. In terms of
the study of the ancient economy, the chapters that David Mattingly and Dennis Kehoe
have contributed to this volume show how the evidence does not sustain the strict
“primitivist” line advocated by Finley, who essentially theorized A. H. M. Jones’
observation that wealth was held in land, or the ‘““modernist” approach suggested by
Rostovtzeft’s overt comparisons with the modern world. Mattingly argues from the
archaeological evidence for the movement of goods that the economy of the Roman
Empire was extraordinary by the standards of the pre-modern world in terms of the
links that it forged between regions, a view that largely supports Rostovtzett’s argu-
ments, while conceding that the attitudes towards the accumulation of capital were far
different from those of early modern Europe. Kehoe’s chapter traces the conservative
attitudes of landholders who saw their investments in land as preserving social status,
and prevented the Roman economy from developing to its full potential.

Despite criticisms that may be leveled at their conclusions, the work of Syme,
Finley, and Rostovtzeft retains the interest of current practitioners because of their
ability to achieve the seamless unity of different styles of scholarship. In Rostovtzeft’s
case, his lasting contribution to scholarship was his insistence on studying material
culture alongside the evidence of texts of all sorts (Rives, this volume). By the time he
arrived at Wisconsin, having been turned down in his application for the Camden
chair of Ancient History in Oxford, Rostovtzeff was already at work on the Zenon
archive, had written on Roman art, and made his reputation as an original scholar in a
study of the late Roman colonate. His last years before retirement from Yale, where he
greeted at least one new student with the statement that she needed to know
epigraphy and he would teach her, were spent directing the excavation of Dura
Europus (Potter 2001: 320).

4 Arnaldo Momigliano and the History of Ideas

The weakness most evident in the work of Syme, Rostovtzeff, and Finley is in the
history of ideas. This is most striking in Syme’s work as, unlike the others, he wrote so
often about the practice of history, but only in relation to the study of politics. Less
convincing, from a literary point of view, were his comments on Augustan poetry
in The Roman Revolution, or his studies of Ovid’s exile poetry. While History in
Ovid remains a vital study of the circumstances under which Ovid wrote, Syme
demonstrated no interest in the actual interpretation of his poetry (Syme 1978). So
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too, while he often offered stimulating remarks on other writers of the imperial
period, these were largely restricted to analysis of the circumstances of composition
and literary influences. The history of ideas in antiquity was much more the province
of Peter Brunt, and, above all, of yet another displaced person, Arnaldo Momigliano.
Perhaps the greatest strength of Momigliano’s work was his ability to place ancient
thought in the context of the overall history of ideas. In so doing he often directed
attention away from the dominant classes, and towards those excluded from the
discourse of power.

An early dalliance with fascism ended when Momigliano’s Jewish ancestry became
known to the authorities (Bowersock 1991: 35). He was fired from his position at the
University of Turin and sought refuge at Oxford in 1939, where he joined a remark-
able community of exiles, and received assistance from, among others, Hugh Last,
who appears to have seen Momigliano as a sort of antidote to Syme (Bowersock
1993: 548; Murray 1991: 52). Momigliano more than lived up to Last’s hopes, even
though, for several decades, his seemed a lone voice crying in the wilderness. In the
end, however, his efforts shaped a new area of inquiry for Roman historians. Momi-
gliano’s interest in ideas for their own sake led him away from ‘‘mainstream” classics
into the history of religion, especially Judaism and Christianity. He made the study of
Christianity a subject that historians of antiquity could no longer ignore, and his
influence sparked interest on the part of a new generation of historians in what had
previously been labeled the later Roman Empire. Although the study of ‘“‘Late
Antiquity,” as the history of Rome after Constantine came to be called under the
influence of Momigliano and Peter Brown, lies outside the scope of this volume, it is
impossible to think about the subject as it now stands without considering the impact
of this development on Roman history as a whole. The term itself derives from the
realm of art historians, and that points perhaps to one of the most important aspects
of its study — for in the hands of late-antique historians, the study of the visual
assumed a vastly greater place in mainstream studies of social consciousness than it
had in the past (Rives, this volume). This is not to say that some historians, especially
Rostovtzeft, did not have an eye for ancient art, or a sense for the importance of
iconography — Stephan Weinstock’s extraordinary Divus Juliusis a case in point — but
it tended to be relegated to the fringes, and Weinstock himself was a refugee from
Nazi Germany (Weinstock 1971). A sense of how radical a step this was may be
gleaned from the pages of Jones’ The Later Roman Empire, a two-volume work with
no plates and no index entries for “‘art” or ‘“‘iconography”” (A. H. M. Jones 1964).
Likewise Syme, although he did publish an article on the identification of young men
on the Ara Pacis, had only a minimal interest in the subject (Syme 1984). For
scholars of their generation the study of the physical remains of antiquity was
essentially a study of topography, as may be seen in Jones’ Cities of the Eastern
Roman Provinces, or Syme’s Anatolica, a work that he never finished (A. H. M.
Jones 1971; Syme 1995). A consequence of this disinterest was that the study of
iconography by English-speaking historians of the high empire lagged far behind that
of the late empire, where it had come to the fore under the influence of Peter Brown,
until Paul Zanker’s splendid Awugustus und die Macht der Bilder, appeared as The
Power of Images in the Age of Augustus in 1988.

The interdisciplinary approach to late antiquity that was pioneered by Momigliano
and Brown resonated with the work that Finley inspired in Cambridge. Although
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Finley’s own essays on Roman history were largely concerned with slavery and the
economy (barring a very early piece on Roman law that he wrote while he was a
student at Columbia), his broad interests inspired students to look beyond the
ancient world. Like Momigliano, he invited scholars to think of ancient history as
participating in a dialogue with other forms of pre-modern historiography. In yet
another instance of the importance of disciplinary cross-fertilization for the develop-
ment of Roman imperial history, the historiography of those whose voices have only
indistinctly survived took on new immediacy for the study of the imperial period
thanks largely to work in Greek and late antique history. Another crucial aspect of
Momigliano’s legacy was simply the fact that historians could no longer ignore either
the history of religion, or of non-Roman peoples living in the empire. They had
especially to become aware of the vast bulk of literature that survived within the
Jewish tradition. In this volume Yaron Eliav offers a splendid analysis of the ways in
which the historiography of Judaism in the Roman world developed and how the
multiple Judaisms that flourished under Roman rule were shaped through dialogue
with the imperial power. We have now to be aware of autonomous developments
within the Jewish community, and of developments that were shaped by contact with
classical culture. The same issue affects the history of Christianity. In the pages that
follow we may see approaches to Christianity that stress its sociological and intellec-
tual dimensions, offered by Paula Fredriksen and Mark Edwards. Even more strik-
ingly, as Sara Ahbel-Rappe shows in her chapter on philosophy, the willingness to
take religion seriously as a feature of the intellectual and social history of the empire
enables us to understand how philosophy took on radically new dimensions in
the course of the second and third centuries CE. Momigliano’s influence may likewise
be felt in the way that scholars might now want to examine historiography and fiction,
two topics that are far less distinct than generic distinctions would make them seen.
As Rowland Smith reminds us, historiography is not simply the product of books, but
of social consciousness formed by an intellectual and physical environment. As Maud
Gleason and Joseph Rife remind us, Roman hegemony could actually foster a sense of
Grecekness, for instance, as being something to be proud of. Cultural traditions could
help shape the imaginative world of the Greek novel, whose dichotomies mirror those
of the social world in which they were composed every bit as much as do the attitudes
that Smith describes.

5 Louis Robert and the Greek World of
the Roman Empire

Our ability to understand the dynamic nature of imperial culture owes a great deal not
only to Momigliano, but also to the work of a great French epigraphist, Louis Robert.
In many ways, Robert’s ability to integrate realia of all sorts to recreate the social
imagination of residents of Roman Asia Minor has done more than anything to lay
the foundation for contemporary work on Rome’s relationship with its subjects.
Robert inherited traditions of epigraphic analysis from scholars such as Adolph
Wilhelm and his own teacher, Maurice Holleaux, but he took it to new heights. It
was largely thanks to Robert’s work that it became possible for scholars to see how
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the careful study of groups of inscriptions could transform their knowledge of social
relationships within the ancient city. Robert showed how seemingly mundane events
like athletic contests, gladiatorial combats, or the establishment of a festival could
illuminate the concerns of ancient society as a whole. He showed how the evidence of
different media could be combined to recreate the experience of ancient life. His
studies of civic cult rewrote not only the religious history of the empire, but also our
understanding of how different groups within the empire interacted with each other.
His examination of decrees for governors enabled scholars to think in new ways about
the impact of imperial government, while his analysis of cities revealed the real impact
of the Roman peace, as ever more people came to participate in and define for
themselves the culture of the elite. In terms of the history of religion, Robert made
it absolutely clear that the traditional view that new religious movements arose when
civic cult ceased to answer the basic needs of its practitioners is simply false. In this
volume, Fredriksen, Eliav, and David Frankfurter allow us to gain a sense of how
traditional cult continued to flourish and how it shaped other traditions. Robert also
showed how the study of literature could benefit from detailed understanding of the
civic society that supported its authors. In the English-speaking world, understanding
of this point was vastly enhanced by the work of Glen Bowersock, whose wide ranging
intellectual interests, extending from Classical Greece to the Islamic world, have
helped shape debate on topics as diverse as the nature of Greek literature under
Roman rule, the relationship between Hellenism and the Semitic world, and the
interaction between paganism and Christianity. It is a corpus of work that shows the
creative integration of many trends that have broadened the scope of Roman history.

6 The Roman Empire in the United States

Although Bowersock has spent most of his career in the United States, the influences
that helped him develop his interests, those of Momigliano, Brown, Robert, and
Syme, were European. It is yet another sign of the fact that the subject as practiced in
the English-speaking world has been shaped in British universities, albeit often by
professors from abroad. The failure of the United States to produce a similar ferment
derives from a number of factors. One was the abiding influence of Tenney Frank, the
most significant American-trained historian of the first half of the twentieth century.
Although known these days as the editor of the multi-volume An Economic Survey of
Ancient Rome (1936—40), Frank was primarily interested in the history of the Roman
Republic. This interest was shared by his two great pupils, Lily Ross Taylor and Bob
Broughton, both at Bryn Mawr College, until Broughton’s departure for the Univer-
sity of North Carolina in the mid-sixties (Potter 2001: 317-21). A separate tradition
would soon afterwards begin to take shape at Berkeley, where Erich Gruen, an icono-
clastic student of Harvard’s Mason Hammond, inspired a generation of students to
share his interests in both Republican and Hellenistic history.

Concentration on the republic was a natural development of the North American
undergraduate curriculum, in which authors from the “central period” of Latin
literature were the primary fare. Unlike European universities, where ancient histor-
ians worked within their own faculties, most ancient historians in the United States
worked in departments of classics. What is more, even though most history depart-
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ments had an ancient historian (sometimes two) on their faculties, the linguistic
demands of the subject made the training of graduate students largely the business
of classics departments. Before the 1980s, when classics departments discovered that
teaching classics in translation could save them from budget cuts, many ancient
historians in these departments did not teach ancient history except in courses on
ancient authors, while those who taught in history departments were constrained by
the need to offer survey courses for history concentrators. When historians of either
stripe sought to teach upper level courses, those courses needed to suit the curricular
demands of classics departments. Even in the mid-eighties the view that Roman
history ended with the death of Nero was not considered a joke in at least one
major American classics department. The result was that when American universities
wanted to hire historians of the Roman Empire, they had to turn to foreign univer-
sities to fill their staffing needs. The sixties and early seventies saw the arrival of a
remarkably talented group of scholars at major graduate institutions such as Berkeley,
Harvard, Princeton, Toronto, Chicago, North Carolina, and Columbia who were
able to breathe new life into the subject. The one notable exception to this rule was at
Yale, where another former Harvardian, Ramsey MacMullen, gradually won the
admiration of his colleagues abroad with an astonishing output of extraordinarily
original scholarship. Finally, of course, there was the issue of the budget. The old style
courses on Greek and Roman civilization gave rise to demands for more — for courses
on women, sexuality, slavery, religion, law, and spectacle to name but a few — with the
result that American universities have now become hotbeds of innovation.

The growth of interest in social history that has helped shape the study of the
ancient world in American universities has led to profound changes in the way the
subject is now viewed. As I suggested above, if I had been asked to edit this book in
1990 rather than 1999 there would have been chapters on women, slaves, children,
peasants, the urban poor, etc.; that is to say, it would have looked rather more like
Andrea Giardina’s volume, The Romans (1993a), than it does. The reason for this is
simple. The evidence for diverse groups in the Roman world has been assembled. The
thrust of work for the future seems to me to be the interaction between different
groups, and the closer collaboration between colleagues working in areas that have,
for one reason or another, remained distinct. Roman historians can no longer afford
to ignore the vast bulk of Roman legal writings, literary scholars are increasingly
drawn to the study of literature within its social context, and documentary papyrol-
ogists no longer confine themselves to the realm of paleography, where the great
Herbert Youtie once placed them, but have moved into social history, as Traianos
Gagos shows in his contribution. We have learned that we cannot readily write about
the experience of women or slaves without consideration of social class and physical
location. We cannot assume that there was a single experience of slavery, gender, or
rural or urban poverty. In the chapters that make up this volume, the authors have
sought to stress interactions. As Veronika Grimm shows, for instance, the study of
food now more often becomes the study of its consumption, and the study of its
consumption reveals a great deal about those who are doing the eating. As she points
out, dining was central to religious, family, and social life. The study of dining cannot
simply be dealt with through the analysis of food production, for which there are, in
any event, no statistics, but rather must be examined as a function of social, political,
and ideological discourse. Only then may we gain some understanding of the basic
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question of ““who ate what.”” The experience of gender identity may now be profit-
ably studied through examination of sexuality or the institution of marriage, as Amy
Richlin and Judith Evans Grubbs both show. Equally importantly, as Richlin and
Evans Grubbs show in their very different ways, there is no single set of attitudes
towards sexuality, and there is no single model for married life. Indeed, Richlin’s
“Kinsey’” report on sexuality in the Roman world is a stunning antidote to many
earlier approaches. Even a subject such as the Roman army, once almost a sub-
discipline hermetically sealed off from all others in the field has now come, as Nigel
Pollard shows, to offer a paradigm for social relations of all sorts. In addition to the
stress on dynamic interaction, one theme that ties many of the chapters in this volume
together, thereby differentiating it from what might have been done earlier, and will,
perhaps, be done at another time, is that we have shifted from the study of dominance
alone to the discourse of dominance and inferiority.

7 Dominance and Inferiority:
The Case of the Senate

What is the difference between narratives of dominance and narratives of dominance
and inferiority? It is the difference between a narrative that stresses the activities of the
powerful as opposed to the negotiation of power between the powerful and the less
powerful. It is to stress that the exercise of power was not straightforward, that what
often seem to be straightforward relationships are, on further reflection, bound by
complex rules of engagement between different groups and individuals within them.

The importance of seeing relationships between different groups as existing outside
“the external structures of law and economy,” was stressed in a crucial article on
the Life of Aesop by Keith Hopkins in 1994 (Hopkins 1994: 27). Hopkins
argued that the Lifz of Aesop, the only work to preserve a slave’s perspective, revealed
that ““‘each master and slave had some freedom of maneuver to act in accord with his
or her capacities, opportunities and interests” (Hopkins 1994: 27). Hopkins’ obser-
vation crystallized thinking about the negotiation of power relationships that had
begun to have a significant place in scholarship during the previous decade, as
evidenced in a brilliant study of slaves in the Roman family by Richard Saller, of
literary patronage by Jasper Griffin, or analyses of political patronage and client
choice by Peter Brunt and Andrew Wallace-Hadrill (Saller 1987; J. Griffin 1984;
Brunt 1988: 351-81, 382-442; Wallace-Hadrill 1990). Many of the chapters in this
volume offer a sense of discourse about power, or the structures that distinguished
the obviously powerful from the less obviously so.

In traditional terms, it is established that a person who pursued a senatorial career
would follow a set path, established in the course of the reign of Augustus. A young
man who desired to do this would have to come from a family with property valued at
either 1 or 1.2 million sesterces, with his landed property divided up into a number of
different estates, consisting, as Dennis Kehoe shows, of a central villa staffed by slaves
set amidst a group of tenant farms. These estates guaranteed family status, and the
protection of that status often dictated a rather conservative economic outlook: the
primary concern of the largest landholders was to preserve what they had. If they
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sought to increase their wealth, they would most likely do so through marriage to
another wealthy family in their home district, a pattern illustrated in Evans Grubbs’
discussion of the multiple marriages of the younger Pliny. These links were extremely
important in creating a nexus of relationships that drew the local aristocracies, both
eastern and western, into direct relationship with the governing class and helped
shape the ambitions of these classes. Even though, as the chapters by Jonathon
Edmondson and Maud Gleason show, the history of urbanization in the eastern
and western parts of the empire was very different, there was a powerful urge for
local magnates to ensure that their cities were felt worthy of respect in the imperial
system. To do so the members of these elites sought private links with members of the
imperial aristocracy, and at the same time sought to make their cities worthy of those
links by enhancing the urban space.

If a young man chose to enter the Senate, and the emperor felt that he was worthy,
he would be given the right to wear the latus clavus, or broad stripe, with his toga,
and would be expected to hold a preliminary position, one of a group of 20 minor
officeholders on one of four boards. These included the board of three for overseeing
the mint, the board of four for overseeing the streets of Rome, the board of ten for
judging inheritance cases, or the board of three for overseeing executions. He might
also be expected to serve as a military tribune (this seems certainly to have been the
case prior to the mid-second century). At age twenty-five all members of one year’s
class of minor magistrates would be entitled to hold one of the 20 quaestorships that
were available. In the next five years, the majority of ex-quaestors would hold further
office, either as tribune of the plebs (there were still ten of these, the number
inherited from the republic) or the aedileship (of which there were six under the
Augustan dispensation), and possibly command a legion as a legate of the emperor. At
the end of the five year period after the quaestorship, a man could hold one of the 12
available praetorships (as of 14 ck; there were 18 by the end of the century). The
years after the quaestorship were plainly the “make or break” point in a career. Even
though it might be expected that one in a class of 20, given ancient conditions of
mortality, would not live to age 30, there were too few offices to go around. Forty
percent of the men who entered the Senate could not rise to the practorship After the
practorship, there was even greater attrition. A man of patrician standing might
expect rapid preferment and a consulship; if he did not achieve this, there was a
further ten-year gap before he could hope for the office that traditionally marked the
culmination of a successful public life. Although Augustus had begun the practice of
appointing replacement (suffect) consuls so that four men might attain the office in
one year, a number that expanded to six by the time of Nero and seven under the
Flavians, the majority of praetors would still never ascend so high. Only a third could
do so under the Augustan dispensation, and still usually fewer than half in later
periods. In the interim, ex-praetors were the backbone of the administration in jobs
ranging from road commissioner to treasury officer or even general. These jobs were
not easy, and determination of success or failure resided with the emperor alone.

In light of the emperor’s control over the markers of aristocratic success, it is not
surprising that we may detect various efforts to control his reactions. As both Greg
Rowe and Michael Peachin show, there was enormous pressure from below to define
the imperial state and exercise control of the broad outlines of its development. The
idea of the ““good emperor” who took his responsibilities towards the senatorial class
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seriously and showed respect for the traditions of the Senate, remained a powerful
force from the first century to the end of the second. The space between the
emperor’s needs and those of senators, keen to preserve their status, was a matter
for constant negotiation. Thus, for instance, Asinius Gallus asked Tiberius to nom-
inate 12 candidates for the praetorship five years in advance of the time that they
would hold office, at the time in which they were assigned legionary commands.
Tacitus said that there was no doubt but that this proposal went deeper than the
surface and probed the secrets of imperial power. The point that Tacitus was making —
and presumably Gallus as well — was affirmed by Tiberius in his response:

It was a matter disagreeable to his modesty to reward and disappoint so many. It was
scarcely possible to avoid offense in a single year, even though one year’s disappointment
could be made good the next: how much greater would the offense be to men who were
put off beyond the five year period? How was it possible to foresee what the mental
capacity, family situation and fortune of each man would be so far in advance? Men
became arrogant even when they were designated for office a year in advance: what
would happen if they had the office for five years? The number of magistrates would be
quintupled, the laws stipulated the time for exercising the industry expected of candi-
dates for soliciting or enjoying preferment would be subverted. (Ann. 2.36.2-3)

Tiberius was being rather more clear than Tacitus allows (he said that Tiberius was
concealing the secret of power through his refusal of the proposal). An emperor
was bound by his word, just as Tiberius says. Once he had made an appointment
he was expected to live up to it. To grant favors so far in advance would do precisely
what Tiberius said it would do: it would enable people to take preferment for granted.
As Gallus realized, the Augustan system meant that members of the aristocracy had to
compete for the emperor’s favor in order to gain further office. The point of the
Augustan creation of a host of new positions reserved only for senators of a certain
rank was to transfer the arbitration of senatorial success from the Roman people to
the emperor. Members of the Senate plainly found the long periods between offices in
which they would be expected to prove themselves, over and over again, tedious. In
16 ck when Gallus made this motion, Tiberius was only in the third year of his reign,
and men may already have been finding it difficult to discern what his mood would
be. His managerial style was different from that of Augustus, who was notably
accessible to members of the upper class. Tiberius was less open, and seemed prone
to take offense. It was also the case, in the wake of the massive disaster that the
Roman army under Varus had suffered in Germany at the end of 9 ck, that any job as
a legionary legate was likely to be especially dangerous. The danger was compounded
by the fact that Germanicus Caesar, the emperor’s adoptive son was, with erratic
success, commanding a third of the army in Germany, an army that had mutinied two
years before; another significant portion of the army, now commanded by the
emperor’s biological son, Drusus, had mutinied at the same time. By appointing
young men to legionary commands, Tiberius was asking a great deal of them, and
Gallus was simply asking that he recognize this by relieving them of the additional fear
that some failure would not end their careers. What Gallus was asking was typical of
what the slaves in the Life of Aesop asked of their masters: that they set reasonable
expectations, that they establish clear rules, and that they abide by them. It was true in
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an even broader way that these slaves might share with their masters (tacitly) an
understanding that their sense of self-worth and future prospects were out of their
control if these rules did not exist.

The speech that Tacitus attributes to Tiberius gets at the heart of senatorial self-
understanding in yet another way, for the Tacitean Tiberius seems aware that office
holding and preferment define the self-worth of the individual. Disgruntled men who
are passed over were no figment of the imagination. For some, of course, a career that
ended with the praetorship could be a very fine thing. It seems to have been so for
Velleius Paterculus who saw the joint nomination of himself and his brother to that
office in 14 cE by Augustus as a great moment (Vell. Pat. 2.124.4). For others, as
Werner Eck has shown in a masterful treatment of the evolution of senatorial self-
understanding, inscriptions commemorating a career through detailed enumeration
of offices attested to the importance of each rung on the ladder (Eck 1984). Such
texts were unknown in the republic; their style might have been inspired by the elogia
that Augustus had inscribed on the bases of the statues of the ‘“‘greatest men” in
Roman history with which he decorated his forum. But the Augustan decision to
inscribe memorials of the dead in this way can only go so far in explaining the habit of
the living to make sure that the same was done for them. There could be no greater
disgrace than to have one’s name removed from records of one’s accomplishments.
Thus it was that erasure, virtually unknown to the republic, became a regular feature
of penalties stemming from the declaration of the condemned as an enemy of the
state. The point of an erasure was not simply to eliminate a monument — this could
more readily be done by destruction and/or reinscription without the offending
name. It was rather to leave a memorial of the fact of the disgrace in public places.

To the senatorial mind the holding of offices, if successfully accomplished, should
necessarily entail imperial respect. The virtues of the senator were hard work and
frugality. They earned their offices by working at the jobs that were necessary to learn
their craft. There was something wrong if they did not. Dio notes that Avidius
Cassius, who briefly led a revolt against Marcus Aurelius, was a good man in every
way, save that his father, Heliodorus, had achieved the prefecture of Egypt (one of the
highest posts available to an equestrian) as a reward for his oratorical talent alone
(72.22.2). Contrast the brothers Quintilius Condianus and Quintilius Maximus who
“had the greatest fame for learning, military skill, mutual affection and wealth”
(73.5.3). He admired Clodius Pompeianus, a man so respected by Marcus that he
allowed him to marry his widowed daughter Lucilla, formerly wife of Marcus’
co-emperor, Lucius Verus. Even Commodus at his worst had to respect him.
Pompeianus alone refused to attend the /udi Romani in which Commodus acted
the part of both a beast hunter (venator) and gladiator on the grounds that he could
not bear to see a son of Marcus act that way (73.21.1). Cassius Dio did go to the
games and noted a colossal breakdown in the mutual respect owed the Senate by the
emperor and vice-versa. Commodus waved the head of an ostrich at the portion of
the stands occupied by the Senate, suggesting that he could do to them what he had
done to the ostrich. Disgraceful as the emperor’s conduct may have been, it would
have been wrong — dangerous in Dio’s view — to laugh at him (73.21.2). When
Commodus was murdered, his successor, Pertinax, himself a senator whose ability
enabled him to rise to the highest rank despite the fact that his grandfather had been a
slave, displayed the appropriate conduct. He brought Clodius Pompeianus to the
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Senate — Dio records that this was the only time that he actually saw the great man in
the flesh — and treated him with honor (74.3.2—4). Just as Commodus had to allow
Pompeianus to offer him a moderate insult (Pompeianus did at least send his sons to
the ludi Romani to avoid a total rupture in the relationship) because of his standing,
so too were all emperors supposed to be governed by the collective judgment of
merit. Tacitus tells of a moment in 21 ct when Sextus Pompeius, consul in 14 CE,
tried to have Manius Lepidus removed from the lottery for the provinces of Africa
and Asia on the ground that his personal life made him unworthy of the office — but
the Senate opposed him because the majority took a different view (Ann. 3.32.2).
Tiberius respected the view of the Senate and let Lepidus stand for Asia. Lots for
these provincial offices were now cast for only one man at a time: the rank of the
province was supposed to match the collective judgment of the worth of the man.

The issue of one’s right to office remained important for centuries after Tiberius.
In the brief reign of Macrinus (217-18 ck), Dio tells of Domitius Florus, ‘“who
should by right have been appointed aedile” and was deprived of all hope because he
had been too close to Plautianus. Plautianus had been praetorian prefect and chief
advisor to Severus, before he was suddenly deprived of his office and life on a bogus
charge of conspiracy. In 217, 12 years after the fall of Plautianus, Florus finally
achieved the next rank on the ladder of preferment — a tribunate of the plebs. Both
he and the men who supported his claim clearly cared deeply about this (79.22.2).
Severus’ judgment was felt to have been unfair. In another case, however, Severus’
judgment plainly conformed to the general opinion. Severus had passed over a man
named Anicius Faustus when he was eligible to become governor of Asia. Dio says
that Macrinus offered a terrible affront to Julius Asper when he appointed Faustus in
Asper’s place. Asper had been twice consul and previously governed the province of
Africa. Since two emperors had judged him worthy of the highest offices, and his
peers agreed that he deserved them, Macrinus had no business demoting him.
Furthermore, since he had so fouled up the appointment process, he allowed Faustus
a second year to make up for the short term. This meant that he had to deny the
office to Aufidius Fronto, who had been appointed to the post by Caracalla. Worse
still, he tried to mollify Fronto by offering him the salary that would have gone with
the job, a million sesterces, to stay at home. Fronto refused, saying that he wanted the
office rather than the money (79.22.3). Equestrian offices — Macrinus had never been
a senator — were graded by salary, and Macrinus clearly thought that the gift of the
salary would stand for the office. This was a clear sign to Dio that Macrinus simply did
not understand how senators thought.

To achieve distinction was no easy thing. Dio makes it plain that a senator needed
both to be respected by his peers and to have that respect recognized by the ruler.
Their lives were filled with constant testing, and occasionally desperate balancing acts
between the interests of class and those of the ruler. To prosecute another senator on
a potentially capital charge was a very dangerous thing. It could gain the favor of an
emperor who was interested in making sure that his subjects were well ruled, but it
could alienate colleagues who realized that the government of a province was fraught
with social peril. The jurist Ulpian, who wrote a handbook on how to govern a
province, quoted the emperor Septimius Severus as advising that a governor should
not remain aloof from his subjects, but that he should be careful when taking gifts:
neither everything, nor all the time, nor from everyone (D. 2.6.3). Ulpian elsewhere
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stresses both that the governor is second only to the emperor in the province, and
that he is constrained to respect his subjects in a wide range of official and semi-
official interactions. If a man put his foot wrong too many times, he could be ruined.
As Maud Gleason suggests, ‘“‘mutual suspicion and the power imbalance tended to
poison relations between the governors and the governed.” Furthermore, as Clifford
Ando shows, mutual suspicion was compounded by the tendency of local elites to try
and draw the imperial authorities into disputes where they had very little background,
and where the support staff would be totally inadequate to find out everything that
needed to be known.

The issues for locals who felt that they were being oppressed, and for senators who
had to adjudicate their complaints, were often very different. For senators, trials
raised questions not only of proper moral behavior, but also of the standing of the
body as a whole. Even in the case of a man whom all could see was guilty, senators had
to be careful not to be seen to be ““piling on,” lest it look like they were currying favor
rather than doing their job: if a man was guilty it was sufficient simply to make the
case; people need not line up to acquire credit by adding their redundant voices to the
prosecution. This would seem to be the point that Tacitus made in describing the trial
of Gaius Silanus, a former governor of Asia. The man was plainly guilty of brutality
and corruption, ‘‘but many things were piled on that would have been dangerous
even to an innocent man” (Ann. 3.67.2). Tacitus’ point was not that Silanus should
have been released, but that the feeding frenzy was excessive. Tacitus knew well of
what he spoke: he was the prosecutor in the case of Marius Priscus, a notoriously
corrupt governor of Africa (Pliny Ep. 2.11).

The danger inherent in overstepping the bounds of propriety are evident in a letter
that the younger Pliny wrote about his prosecution of Caecilius Classicus for corrup-
tion as governor of Baetica. Pliny goes to great lengths to show that he was not a
willing participant in the action. First of all the province, remembering his service as
prosecutor of Baebius Massa, a previous governor, whom Pliny claimed was even
worse than Priscus, asked him to serve. Pliny’s colleagues in the prefecture of the
treasury, a post-praetorian office he was then holding, told him not to touch the case.
Although Pliny does not say as much, this would have been three prosecutions in
three years, possibly giving the impression that he liked this sort of thing. Then,
however, the Senate passed a decree saying that Pliny should be prosecutor, which got
him oft the hook for being too willing. Finally, he adds, there were two other
considerations. One was that having been a patron of the province he had to continue
doing so, ““for it is well known that you undercut earlier favors, if you do not add new
ones to them. For, no matter how often you are asked, if you deny just one request,
the only thing people remember is what you refused to do”” ( Ep. 3.4.6). Finally, Pliny
notes that there was an advantage in that the defendant was dead, “‘and thus
was removed that which is most pitiful in cases of this sort: the peril of a senator”
(Ep.2.4.7).

Pliny’s comments reflect yet another concern that afflicted senators in the struggle
to maintain reputation and influence. They were expected to act as patrons for people
coming up behind them. Patronage was anything but a one act show. As Pliny says,
once you start doing favors, you have to continue to do so, or your clients will
complain that you aren’t doing your job. People had to be seen to be supporting
other good people. It was through the process of recommendation that a record of
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senatorial opinion was constructed. In some cases we know that efforts at patronage
failed. We have, for instance, a letter of the younger Pliny asking Trajan to grant the
Intus clavus to an equestrian named Voconius Romanus. He had previously asked this
favor of Nerva and been turned down on the ground that Voconius was not rich
enough. Nerva had noted that he would agree once Voconius had received an
inheritance of 400,000 sesterces from his mother. This had come through and
Pliny was trying again (Ep. 10.4). Pliny also asked that Trajan grant Alexandrian
citizenship to his masseur, a man to whom Trajan had already granted
Roman citizenship (Ep. 10.6). Trajan responds that he will do this once Pliny follows
the proper form (Ep. 10.7; 10). When he was governor of Bithynia, Pliny asked an old
friend of equestrian rank to join his staff because he was keen to have the help of
experienced men in a province with a long history of prosecuting its governors. In
repayment for the favor, this friend appears to have asked Pliny to see if he could
speed up his son’s promotion to the rank of military tribune, enabling him to aspire
to a senatorial career. Pliny writes to Trajan that he is not alone in supporting this
young man, that the man’s commanders when he was prefect of a cavalry cohort
thought he was a good officer (Ep. 10.87). In another case, Pliny asks Trajan to grant
the privileges accorded the father of three children to Suetonius Tranquillus, the
future biographer of the Caesars (for the technical aspects of this request see Evans
Grubbs, this volume). Pliny is quite specific that Suetonius has married, but that he
and his wife have been unable to have the requisite number of children. As Trajan
makes plain in granting the request, this is not something that he usually does, and it
is clear that if Suetonius had not met the minimum qualification of having been
unfortunate in his efforts to have a family, this would have been a non-starter (Ep.
10.94-5). In each case therefore we can see that favors could only be asked within
reason, that a person could ordinarily hope only to advance a certain distance with
each request and that he had to have preliminary qualifications if the request were to
be successful.

Pliny’s relationship with Suetonius raises a further complexity in the business of
patronage. Years earlier, Pliny had sought a military tribunate for Suetonius from
Neratius Marcellus when the latter was governor of Britain in 103. The request was
granted, but Suetonius decided that he did not want the office and asked Pliny to
get it transferred to a man named Caesennius Silanus (Ep. 3.8). In other words,
Suetonius was using Pliny’s connections to build his own patronage network.
But Suetonius would not stop there. In the first years of the reign of Hadrian he
became the emperor’s secretary in charge of answering letters in Latin, a far more
influential position than Pliny would ever hold. It looks very much as if Pliny’s
patronage of Suetonius was a relationship that could potentially have benefited Pliny
more than it benefited Suetonius, since the latter would some day be in a position to do
greater favors for Pliny. As soon as we cease to assume that promotion within the
empire was governed by rules, and assume instead that it was part of a process of
establishing reputations for both patron and client, we begin to gain further insight
into the dynamic process by which members of the upper class acquired status. The
interest in procedure and precedent that is evident in these relationships is very much a
feature of the cast of mind that Matthews detects in the officials who created Roman
law. As Gleason, Edmondson, and Ando all show in their very different ways, these
relationships affected not only individuals, but whole communities. We might extend
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this analogy somewhat further to the literary studies contributed to this volume by Sara
Myers, Rowland Smith, and Joseph Rife, for they all show us how imperial authors and
their audiences dealt with existing traditions to create something new. The interest in
the creative handling of precedent enabled the creation of fresh visions of the past, and
new forms of pleasure, as discussed by Garrett Fagan and myself in our contributions
on leisure and spectacle. It is by seeing connections between modes of conduct in areas
that often seem quite distinct from each other that the subject is now advancing. In a
sense the history of the governing class is not so much fading away as changing to allow
us to visualize broader forms of social and intellectual relationships within the empire.
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The Sources



CHAPTER ONE

Constructing a Narrative

Cynthia Damon

A narrative, you notice, not the narrative. The object of inquiry in this opening
chapter is the literary material available to a historian desiring to produce a narrative
history of the Roman Empire between the assassination of Julius Caesar (44 BCE) and
the death of Constantine (337 CE), the sort of thing you’ll find, in fact, in Part II,
“The Narrative,” where the demonstrative pronoun indicates ‘‘the narrative used in
this book,” not “‘the one and only narrative.”” A glance at that section will make it
immediately clear that literary material is only one of many components currently
used in constructing a narrative, but it is an appropriate place to begin, largely
because it comes closest to supplying the organizational structure essential to any
narrative, namely, a chronologically-arranged account of historically significant
events. Such an account will almost certainly not be an adequate history of a period
(hence Parts III, IV, and V), but it is generally a useful beginning. We will see below,
however, that this linear structure sometimes fails even as a beginning, that there are
periods when equally significant events are occurring in two or more areas simultan-
eously.

The narrative that our literary sources support most readily is the sort that the
ancient authors were themselves trying to produce, namely, a narrative of power.
Historically significant events were, to their way of thinking, either political or
military. The historian asked Who had power? and How was power used, both
internally and externally? In the imperial period such questions took him straight to
the emperor, the ““guiding spirit,”” as one of Tacitus’ characters put it, of “‘the single
body of the empire” (Ann. 1.12.3). Tacitus himself discusses the consequence of the
political structure for historiography later in the work (Ann. 4.32-3):

I am well aware that many of the incidents I have narrated (and intend to narrate) seem
unimportant and even trivial for a history. But one should not compare my Annals with
the works of those who wrote on the affairs of the Roman people long ago. They treated
great wars, cities being sacked, kings defeated and captured, and, when they turned to
internal affairs, conflict between consuls and tribunes, laws about land ownership and the
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grain dole, the struggle between the plebeian and elite orders, all with a free hand. My
task, however, is narrow in compass and without glory. ... Now that the nature of our
state is different, and security lies only in the rule of one man, it is worthwhile investi-
gating and reporting these things.

With ““these things” he refers to events from the narrative that preceded this digres-
sion, some trials of men charged (rightly or wrongly) with various offenses against the
emperor, a sorry spectacle of ambition, betrayal, fear, favoritism, obsequiousness, and
hidden agendas. In other words, a far cry from victorious battles and political
convulsions. But however much Tacitus may regret the focus on the emperor and
the diminution of the historian’s opportunities, these realities could not be denied.
The literary sources examined in the balance of this chapter are grouped by genre
(history, biography, summary history, limited history), but in all of them the histor-
ically significant event is generally connected with the center of power, i.e. with the
emperor (Pelling 1997).

The exceptions only prove the rule. Suppose, for example, you want to know about
the political situation in January of 69 ck. Tracking the emperor, Galba, will take you
to Rome. There you will find that his hold on power is tenuous, since a coup is being
planned under his very nose. The machinations of an erstwhile supporter and some
practorian guardsmen go unnoticed, however, since Galba’s attention is drawn to
another challenge to his power, this one mounted by the legions in Germany and a
provincial governor. Galba’s rivals, Otho and Vitellius respectively, are not acting in
tandem, so the historian cannot subordinate one to the other. But a text, at least as
texts are traditionally presented, cannot narrate simultaneous events simultaneously.
In the best surviving account of this period, Tacitus’ Histories, the historian reports
the two coups sequentially, as he must, putting first the coup that came to fruition
first, Otho’s (Hist. 1.21-47; Vitellius’ movement begins at 1.51). A different ar-
rangement was possible. Indeed when Tacitus is faced with another set of parallel
events, the two-pronged invasion of Italy by Vitellius’ two commanders, Valens and
Caecina, he puts second the narrative of Caecina’s route, which reached Italy first
(Valens: 1.63-6; Caecina: 1.67-70). Tacitus deals perfectly competently with these
small challenges to the single linear narrative format. Both Otho’s coup and Vitellius’
were decided within a span of a few months, and the invasion of Italy took less time
than that. But the political chaos of the mid-third century, roughly 235-84, posed a
far greater challenge to linear narrative, with consequences to the literary tradition
that will become apparent below (Potter, this volume).

1 The Sources

Roman histories, 44 BCE-337 CE

Most helpful for the construction of a narrative are works that themselves give a
narrative. Those covering the period of this study are few in number and lacunose.
(The coverage of the sources discussed in these first three sub-sections IA-C is
summarized in Table 1.1).
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For the triumviral period and the reign of Augustus the best surviving narrative
source is the Roman History of Cassius Dio, an 80-book work written in Greek by
a senator and consul from Bithynia in the early part of the third century. The History
began with the foundation of the city and ended in 229 ck, the year of its author’s
second consulship. Much of it is now lost, but for 44-10 BCE (books 45-54) the text
is complete, and for 9 BcE-14 ck (books 55-6) it is nearly so. Dio lived some two
centuries after the reign of Augustus but based his narrative on sources written nearly
contemporaneously with these events. For the early part of the triumviral period (44-35
BCE) we also have Appian’s Civil Wars (books 2.118-5.145), which end with the
death of Sextus Pompeius after his defeat at the hands of Octavian. The Civil Wars
constitute a section of Appian’s Roman History, a war-centered narrative that takes as its
theme the way Rome’s wars contributed to the growth of'its empire (pr. 14) and, in the
case of its civil wars, to the origins of the principate (BC 1.6). Like Dio, but writing
under the Antonine emperors, Appian was from the Greek part of the Roman
world (Alexandria) and wrote in Greek. Like Dio again he had experience of public
life, though his perspective was that of a financial official (he was a procurator), rather
than of a senator and consul.

For the reigns of Tiberius, Claudius, and Nero the fullest history is the Annals of
Tacitus, written in Latin early in the second century ck. Tacitus, too, was a senator of
consular rank; his origin seems to have been in the western part of the empire (Syme
1958a: 611-24). As the title suggests, the Annals present Roman history in a year-
by-year format within the larger division of imperial reigns (Tiberius in books 1-6,
Claudius in books 11-12, Nero in books 13-16). The narratives for each year vary in
length (the longest is 49 chapters [14 ck], the shortest, three chapters [57 ck]; the
average is 17 chapters per year) and focus (domestic politics: Senate meetings, trials;
imperial bureaucracy; dynastic intrigues; diplomatic efforts; military affairs: cam-
paigns, seditions, foreign invasions, etc.), but are fuller than anything else we have.
To a greater degree even than in Dio’s History the senatorial viewpoint of the author
dominates the selection and presentation of material, so that there is a constant
tension between the necessary focus on the emperor and the historian’s sense of
Rome’s political past, when the Senate and an ever-changing parade of aristocrats ran
the state (Smith, this volume). The Annals have come down to us missing a section of
Tiberius’ reign (29-31 ck), all of Gaius’ and the beginning of Claudius’ (37-47),
and the end of Nero’s (66-8). Where Dio’s Roman History is substantially complete
(14-46 ck, books 57-60) the gaps in Tacitus can be filled. But after book 60 the
manuscript tradition of Dio lapses and our “‘text” becomes a congeries of excerpts
and summaries preserved by other authors (see further below).

Tacitus also supplies, in his Histories, a detailed account of the troubled year 69 ck
with its four emperors (Galba, Otho, Vitellius, Vespasian) and the beginning of the
Flavian dynasty. The Histories’ five extant books (389 chapters) go only as far as the
autumn of 70; for the rest of the Flavian dynasty (69-96: Vespasian, Titus, Dom-
itian), and for the Antonine (96-192: Nerva, Trajan, Hadrian, Pius, Marcus Aurelius,
Commodus), and part of the Severan periods (193-235: Septimius Severus, Cara-
calla, Macrinus, Elagabalus, Severus Alexander) we rely again on the remnants of
Dio’s Roman History. Dio’s record of the reign of Pius (138-61), in particular, is very
thin indeed, owing to the loss of this section in the work of his principal epitomator,
Zonaras (see Dio 70.1.1). For the latter part of this period Dio was himself a
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participant in public affairs; starting with the reign of Commodus, he says, his facts
are drawn “‘not from the accounts of others but from my own observation” (72.4.2).

For the reigns of Commodus, the Severans, and the short-lived emperors who
preceded Gordian IIT (238) there is also contemporary testimony in Herodian’s
History of the Empire from the Time of Marcus, a work written in Greek, perhaps
under Gordian’s successor, Philip the Arab (244-9): ‘“‘a systematic account of
events. .. covering the reigns of several emperors, of which I have personal experi-
ence” (2.15.7). As with all of the authors discussed so far, so with Herodian public
service informed his history (1.2.5), but we cannot now ascertain his office(s) or rank.
He mentions, as an additional guarantee of fidelity, that his initial audience was itself
familiar with the events reported (1.1.3), but neither his access to information (via
personal experience and written sources) nor his rhetorical style (which tends to the
colorful) is such as to make his work as useful a source for the purposes of construct-
ing a chronological narrative as others in this section.

Our list of narrative histories ends here, nearly a century before the death of
Constantine. In the middle of the third century the historiographical tradition in
which Tacitus, Appian, Dio, and Herodian wrote fell into abeyance, not to be revived
until the end of the fourth century, with Ammianus Marcellinus, whose History began
(in its original state) with Nerva (31.16.9), where Tacitus’ Histories (again, in their
original state) left oft. (The former has lost its beginning, the latter its end.) Another
type of source helps fill some of the large gaps in the narrative tradition.

Biographies

The biographical tradition is a rich one. The concentration on the emperor noted
above in connection with the narrative tradition is given free rein in imperial biog-
raphies, which survive for every emperor from Augustus to Constantine except
Nerva, Trajan, a cluster of short-lived emperors in the middle of the third century
(see Table 1.1), and Diocletian and the Tetrarchs. Their quality varies enormously (see
below). The principal collections are Suetonius’ Caesars (Julius Caesar to Domitian)
and the Historia Augusta (Hadrian to Carinus). Plutarch adds Lives of Galba and
Otho, and, for the triumviral period, an important biography of Octavian’s opponent
Antony. Constantine is the subject of two biographies, one by his contemporary
Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, the other by a now-unknown author writing at the
end of the fourth century (oddly titled The Lineage of the Emperor Constantine,
since it focuses on the years of Constantine’s reign, 305-37). Besides the imperial
biographies (and the fairly unreliable biographies of imperial heirs and rivals in the
Historia Augusta; see below) there is also a biography of C. Julius Agricola by
his son-in-law Tacitus, which focuses on Agricola’s conquests in Britain under the
Flavians (77-84).

Biography is a less-than-ideal contributor to narrative since its organizational
principle is generally topical (background, education, career, achievements, virtues,
vices, idiosyncrasies, personal appearance, etc.) rather than chronological. And
biographies of successive emperors inevitably overlap. The information considered
relevant may also be different from that suitable to histories: Plutarch, for example,
eschews “‘the accurate reporting of everything that occurred,”” which he calls
“the stuff of political history,” in favor of the memorable deeds and experiences of
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the emperors (Life of Galba 2.3). Not surprisingly, both he and Suetonius omit from
their respective biographies of Otho military campaigns led by subordinates rather
than by the emperor himself, while Tacitus in the Histories records both (1.79,2.12—
15). At the other end of our period we find that the political history of the last decade of
Constantine’s reign cannot be reconstructed from the literary sources alone, despite
his two biographies (Averil Cameron 1997). On the other hand, the biographical
genre allows for the inclusion of documents in a way that history proper does not, a
feature to which we owe some precious items preserved by Suetonius (especially letters
of Augustus) and some wild forgeries in the Historia Augusta (see, e.g., Syme 1968:
60-5 on a ““letter of Hadrian’” and Potter 1999a: 200 n. 86 for a partial list).

Suetonius’ 11 imperial biographies — the 12 Caesars commence with Julius — supply
some of the history that is lost in the gaps in the texts of Dio and Tacitus for the
period from Augustus to Domitian. Like Tacitus, Suetonius wrote in the early second
century CE. He was not a senator, but a man of equestrian rank who rose through the
imperial bureaucracy to be an important secretary (‘‘head of department’) under
Hadrian (Wallace-Hadrill 1983). The Lives are fullest at the beginning of the series,
while the treatment of the Flavians (where Dio is fragmentary and Tacitus lost) is
disappointingly brief. Much of historiographical value can be learned by comparing
Suetonius’ biographies of Galba and Otho with those of Plutarch and with Tacitus’
narrative treatment of the same period ( Hist. books 1-2; Damon 2003, Appendix 1).

Forged documents are only the tip of the problematical iceberg that is the Historia
Aungusta. Though it offers Lives of some 20 emperors, five imperial heirs who never
became emperor, and 40 pretenders to imperial power (the first and last numbers are
rounded because the labels ““emperor’ and “‘pretender’ are artificially simplistic in
this period), and though it is the fullest source for many of these reigns, it has to be
used with great caution. To list the problems briefly:

1 Authorship and Date: Although the Historia Augusta purports to be written by
six different authors in the time of Diocletian and Constantine, it is now agreed, with
few dissenters, that the work was written at the end of the fourth century by a now
unknown author under six different pseudonyms.

2 Purpose: Why this elaborate charade? No good answer has been found.

3 Sources: Citations are given both to actual (now lost) sources and to sources that
never existed (Syme 1971a: 1-16; 1983: 98-108). Furthermore, some of the work’s
sources (e.g. Herodian) are not named (Potter 1999a: 146). There may have been no
useful sources for short-lived emperors such as Quintillus (whose very brief reign is
incorporated in that of his brother Claudius II Gothicus [ HA Claund. 12]) and for
imperial heirs and rivals, whose Lives tend to be derived from the Life of the relevant
emperor. But an absence of information did not prevent composition. The Lives of
emperors in the Antonine and early Severan periods are generally accounted more
reliable than the later ones; the Lives of Macrinus (an interloper in the Severan
dynasty) and the last of the Severans, Alexander, are counted with the latter group.
Scholarship on the Historia Augusta and on the history of the third century has done
much to identify the facts in this work that stand up to scrutiny, facts that are of some
use for the purpose of constructing a chronological narrative (Peachin and Potter,
this volume). Extensive reliance on this source, however, is certainly perilous.

Between them narrative histories and imperial biographies provide us with infor-
mation (of varying quality) about most of the years between the death of Julius
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Caesar and the death of Constantine. To fill in the remaining gaps (the reigns of
Philip the Arab and his successors, and of Diocletian and his co-rulers) and to
supplement the record where it is thin (on Nerva, Trajan, Pius, and the whole period
for which the Historia Augusta is the sole authority), we have recourse to texts that
cover the whole of this period (and a good deal more) within an abbreviated
(sometimes extremely brief) narrative.

Summary historvies

The earliest of the summary histories belongs to the reign of Tiberius. In the space of
two books Velleius Paterculus, a soldier and senator, treats the history of Rome from
the mythological period to 29 ck. The scale of discussion expands as he gets closer to
his own time; the chapters relevant to our period are 2.59-131. The work is dedicated
to one of the consuls of 30, a family connection, and is highly flattering to the emperor
Tiberius, under whom Velleius served on numerous campaigns. Its contemporary and
pro-Tiberius point of view makes a sharp and useful contrast with the darker colors of
the Tiberian books of Tacitus, Dio, and Suetonius (Smith, this volume).

Not until the fourth century is there an extant successor to Velleius for the imperial
period, but here we find four. The first (by ending point) is Sextus Aurelius Victor’s
Book on the Emperors, which runs from Augustus through Constantius II (361, with a
small gap in the text around 270 (from the end of Claudius II through Quintillus to
the beginning of Aurelian). Victor was a member of the imperial bureaucracy and
served as governor of a Pannonian province (360s) and as urban prefect in Rome
(388,/9). The starting point for his work is “‘the end of Livy”> (preface; actually, 31
BCE), but its scope is much reduced: each emperor gets about a paragraph (long or
short). Eutropius’ Abbreviated History of Rome is about half the length of Victor’s
book for the imperial period, but begins with the foundation of the city and carries
the narrative up to (but not into) the reign of Valens (364-78), by whom it was
commissioned (preface), covering in all 1118 years (10.18). He describes his work as
a chronological arrangement of “‘the outstanding achievements of the Romans, in
war and peace . . . and the distinctive elements in the lives of the emperors’® (preface).
Valens also commissioned the third work, the even shorter Abbreviated History
of Festus, which has the same termini as Eutropius’ work and was completed in
369 /70. Festus promises a text so brief that Valens will be able to “count the years
and events of Roman history”” without having the trouble of reading much about
them (ch. 1). Besides being brief, Festus’ work is uneven in its coverage, allotting
more space to the provinces and conflicts with Parthia/Persia than to Rome and Italy.
Hence it is (relatively) abundant on Augustus and Trajan (see below), but omits the
long reign of Antoninus Pius (138-61) altogether. From the very end of the fourth
century comes the Epitome on the Emperors, a work similar in scope to Victor’s by a
now unknown author. Beginning with the reign of Augustus, it continues into that of
Theodosius, ending in 395. A later work in this category is the early sixth-century
New History of Zosimus, written after the dissolution of the Western Empire by a
pagan author to chronicle, in a mirror-image of Polybius on Rome’s growth, Rome’s
decline. From Augustus through the Severan dynasty its coverage is very brief indeed;
thereafter it is increasingly (but irregularly) detailed, and has lost its section on
Diocletian. The work ends, unfinished, at 410 ck.
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Just how abbreviated these summary histories are can be seen from the number of
words they devote to the reigns of a sampling of emperors:

Trajan (98-117): Victor 312, Eutropius 405, Festus 86, Epitome 298, Zosimus 1

Pius (138-61): Victor 92, Eutropius 137, Festus 0, Epitome 222, Zosimus 4

Philip the Arab (244-9): Victor 222, Eutropius 50, Festus 9, Epitome 72, Zosimus
477 Diocletian (284-305): Victor 1058, Eutropius 775, Festus 126, Epitome 176,
Zosimus 0 (lost)

Some patterns emerge (e.g. Festus is always briefer than Eutropius, Zosimus’ detail
increases as time goes on; his narrative on Diocletian is a particularly unfortunate
loss), but variation is also evident, as in Victor’s surprisingly voluminous (relatively
speaking) narrative on Philip the Arab and the Epitome’s surprisingly brief section on
Diocletian. All of these accounts are interrelated by derivation from common sources,
but each contributes unique information — sometimes erroneous or fictitious, but
more often useful — to our understanding of the imperial period.

Even briefer than the summary history is the “‘chronicle” genre, the most influ-
ential representative of which for our period is Jerome’s Latin translation of (and
supplement to) Eusebius’ (lost) Greek Chronological Canons with an Epitome of
Universal History, both Greek and Barbarian. For a period running from the birth
of Abraham (2016 BcE) to 378 CE Jerome gives synchronized timelines (e.g., for the
imperial period, Olympiads, an emperor’s regnal year, years from the birth of Abra-
ham) accompanied by brief notes on political and cultural history. His criteria for
selection are somewhat broader than those of the summary historians — the emperors
yield a little historiographical territory here — but his reports are generally very brief.
Under Tiberius’ reign, for example, consecutive entries include: a fire in the Theater
of Pompey at Rome, the political advancement of Tiberius’ son Drusus, Drusus’
death by poison, the death of a noted orator at the age of 90, the suicide of
someone on trial, city foundations by a client king in the Near East, and the
appointment of Pontius Pilate as governor of Judaea. Jerome’s report is complete
in 57 words, exactly as many as I have used here. Eusebius’ chronicle ended at 326; in
about 380 Jerome supplemented the historical portion of the work and added the
years 327-78.

Somewhat different in nature from both summary history and chronicle is the
epitome, an abbreviated version of (generally) a single source. An early example is
the book-by-book epitome of Livy known as the Periochae (Summaries). Livy’s books
on the triumviral and early Augustan periods are lost, but the Periochae give us a
glimpse of them — only the merest glimpse, however, since a whole book of Livy is
sometimes summarized in as little as a sentence or two. From book 138, for instance,
all that remains is ““The Raeti were defeated by Tiberius Nero and Drusus, Augustus’
stepsons. Agrippa, Augustus’ son-in-law, died. A census was conducted by Drusus.”
Another epitome source for the triumviral period is Florus’ Epitome of Seven Hundved
Years’ Worth of Wars, which begins with Romulus and ends in the reign of Augustus
(2.13-34 is the portion relevant to this book). Florus, who wrote in the second
century, focuses on Rome’s wars and applauds their renewal under Trajan after a too-
long period of peace (pr. 8). Where possible he arranges his material by the theater of
war: under Augustus, for example, he has separate sections on wars in Noricum,
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Illyricum, Pannonia, Dalmatia, Dacia, Sarmatia, Germany, Spain (two sections), and
Armenia. On the Alpine campaign mentioned in the epitome of Livy 138 he reports,
“Augustus pacified all the peoples in that part of the world — the Breuni, Ucenni, and
Vindelici — through the wars of his stepson Claudius Drusus,” and adds a brief
anecdote about the ferocity of Alpine women. Dates are few. Much more useful
than either of the above is the Epitome of the Histories from the Creation to 1118 by
John Zonaras. Writing in twelfth-century Byzantium, Zonaras draws on several texts,
including Dio for long stretches, and abbreviates less severely. Where Zonaras® text
has gaps our knowledge of Dio becomes vanishingly small (e.g. the reign of Pius), but
his is one of the longest reports on the reign of Diocletian (12.31-2).

Limited histovies

Long or short, full or thin, the works mentioned in the preceding sections all treat
wide swaths of imperial history and, with the exception of Jerome, focus on things
Roman. The works mentioned briefly and for the sake of example here lack one or the
other trait, or both. An important work with a narrow chronological scope is
Josephus® Jewish War, which narrates a single war in a single Roman province, but
does so with the advantage of personal involvement (Josephus commanded troops
against the Romans at the beginning of the war and spent its later years as a prisoner
in the Roman general’s entourage). The bulk of the work (books 1-6) is spent on five
years’ events (66-70); Book 7 continues the narrative of the rebellion’s somewhat
sporadic course (including the siege of Masada) subsequent to the fall of Jerusalem
(see further Smith, this volume). Narrowness of focus rather than chronological
scope characterizes works such as Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History (from Jesus to the
fourth century) and Orosius’ History against the Pagans (from creation to the early
fiftth century). In both works the events of Roman history reported are tangential to
the author’s main purpose: Eusebius was sketching the history of the church, Orosius
trying to show that life was worse before Christianity. Lactantius’ On the Deaths of the
Persecutors is limited in both temporal scope — principally 303-13 cE — and purpose:
pointing to the moral that those emperors who persecute the Christians pay in the
end. It is nevertheless an important source for the political history of Rome in that
period, giving, to cite just one example, a detailed account of the abdication of
Diocletian in 305 (18-19). Many more works could of course be mentioned here,
but it is sufficient to have indicated the category.

Reckoning together all of the literary sources, we have some information about the
whole of the period between the death of Caesar and the death of Constantine. Most
richly documented is the early Julio-Claudian period, for which we have Tacitus’
Amnnals, Dio (complete), biographies by Suetonius, the contemporary report of
Velleius, and two epitomes of Livy’s last books (not to mention all of the later
summary histories). Next best is the period from Commodus to Elagabalus, where
in addition to contemporary reports by Dio (whose full text of the years 217-18 is
preserved in a somewhat damaged manuscript of 79.2-80.10) and Herodian, we have
reasonably reliable biographies in the Historia Augusta and six summary histories. In
about 222, however, the evidence begins to thin: first the Historia Augusta’s quality
falls off, then Dio’s text ends, then Herodian ends. From 238 up to the reign of
Constantine the literary sources are frustratingly scant.
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2 Source Criticism

Beyond determining the genre, length, and focus of the various strands of the literary
tradition, the historian needs to assess their reliability. What is a text’s purpose? What are
its sources of information? How good are those sources? How does it use the sources?
What is the state of its transmission and preservation? And so on. This scrutiny, or source
criticism, allows the modern student to use the available information effectively and to
cope with conflicting information. A historian’s answers to source criticism questions
will of course depend on his or her own purpose in writing. Our focus here is simply on
the capacity of the sources mentioned above to supply the chronological backbone, so to
speak, of the imperial period (for a broader treatment see Smith, this volume).

The question of purpose is basic. Sometimes an author supplies the answer, or at least
an answer. Eusebius’ Life of Constantine, for example, was written as “‘an unstinting
account of good things’” (1.10.2), particularly of deeds “‘dear to God”” that fell outside
the normal scope of political and military history (1.11.1). Eusebius’ purpose is
explicitly laudatory (“‘unrestrained praises in varying words” 1.11.2) and the work as
a whole is designed as a counterweight to the histories that record the misdeeds of
emperors such as Nero (1.10.2). “Good things” do not include the execution of
Constantine’s eldest son Crispus or the (forced?) suicide of his first wife Fausta,
which are accordingly absent from the biography, though attested elsewhere (e.g.
Jerome on 328 cE “‘Constantine killed his wife Fausta,”” one of three entries for the
year). Given Eusebius’ purpose in writing, the omission of these events in the Lif¢ does
notin itself cast doubt on the authenticity of reports elsewhere on the deaths of Crispus
and Fausta. The dedications to the emperor Valens that open the summary histories of
Eutropius and Festus provide similarly helpful information (see above). Frequently,
however, and particularly with full-scale histories, there is less to guide us. Reputable
historians, as Tacitus tells us in the preface to his Histories, are responsible to the truth
(1.1.4), not to a patron or the powerful. We would like to believe him, but at no period
during the empire does a historian give evidence of being able to feel what he wants and
say what he feels, particularly about contemporary events. Tacitus, who asserts that
such was the happy condition of the historian under Nerva and Trajan ( Hist. 1.1.4), did
not write about Nerva or Trajan. And Tacitus was aware that there was danger in
writing even on non-contemporary events, as is shown by his extended discussion
(Ann.4.34-5) of the fate of the historian Cremutius Cordus, who died under Tiberius
for his history of the end of the republic. The first question to ask, then, is whether the
writer can tell the truth about an event, should he happen to know it.

The second, of course, is whether he can know it (Potter 1999a: 79-119). We do
have some contemporary reports: Velleius on parts of the reigns of Augustus and
Tiberius, Dio and Herodian on the reigns of Commodus and the Severan emperors,
Eusebius on Constantine. Josephus was a participant in the Jewish War of 66-70,
Lactantius a contemporary of the persecutions he reports in the greatest detail.
Tacitus, Plutarch, and Suetonius were alive, but not yet adult, during some of the
periods they reported on; they will have had access to surviving contemporaries. But
contemporary evidence, even when obtainable, is necessarily shaped by the prevailing
political climate, particularly in authors (e.g. Velleius and Josephus) writing about
emperors who are still alive. Few did so.
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Authors writing and publishing after their subjects are safely dead depended on
earlier (now lost) narrative sources, sometimes a chain of such sources. If these were
modern historians we would begin our assessment of their reliability by looking to the
sources they cite. But generic decorum discouraged citation of sources in the histor-
ians (the biographers, as we have seen, had a little more freedom here). Occasionally
Dio will cite a source by name (e.g. the memoirs of Septimius Severus at 75.7.3), but
usually to challenge its information. On the victory in 197 ck for which he cites
Severus, for example, he says, ‘““my account represents not what Severus wrote about
it, but what actually happened.” How he knows what actually happened he does not
say. (Similarly for a reference to Augustus’ memoirs at 44.35.3.) More common are
general references to “‘earlier accounts,” which are often occasioned by implausible or
discrepant stories. On the identity of Galba’s assassin, for example, in Tacitus: “There
is no agreement as to the killer. Some say it was a bodyguard named Terentius, others
one Laecanius; the more common report says that a soldier of the 15™ legion named
Camurius applied his sword and slit Galba’s throat” (Hist. 1.41.3). This kind of
citation does little to help us identify Tacitus’ sources. In fact this particular passage
looks even less helpful when we set beside it Plutarch’s report: ““The man who killed
him, according to most writers, was a certain Camurius from the 15th legion. Some
report that it was Terentius, others Lecaenius, still others Fabius Fabullus” (Lzfe of
Galba 27.2). We have to conclude that both authors took the reference to conflicting
reports from their common source. The content of the statement — that Galba’s
assassin was variously identified — may well be true, but there is nothing to suggest
that either Tacitus or Plutarch verified it for himself. In fact, the identification of a
literary source’s own sources, a procedure known by its German name ““Quellen-
forschung,” relies less on the rare specific or general references in a work than on a
painstaking analysis of the content-based and thematic and stylistic ““fingerprints” of
those sources (the introductions to commentaries on historical works generally
supply details and bibliography on these sources).

References to documentary information are even rarer than references to literary
sources, in part for the same reasons of stylistic decorum, but also because historians
of the empire were conditioned to disbelief in official records. Appian, for example,
reports that in 35 BCE Octavian ordered written records of the civil wars then ending
(so he thought) to be destroyed (BC 5.132), thereby ensuring that his version of
events had the advantage in future histories. And Tacitus, when faced with the official
record of the Senate’s implicit verdict on the death of Tiberius’ heir Germanicus
(natural causes, despite Germanicus’ belief, which the Senate duly records, that one
Gnaeus Piso caused his death; we have a version of this document in the recently
published Decree of the Senate on Cn. Piso the Elder), could see as clearly as we can that
it offered not the truth about events, but rather the truth about what the Senate felt it
could safely and appropriately say on that occasion (Damon and Takics 1999:
143-62). The involvement of Piso in the prince’s death, though discredited by the
Senate’s verdict, is attested in literary sources (Suet. Cal. 2, Tib. 52.3; Dio 57.9) and
survived as a rumor down to Tacitus” own day:

[Germanicus’] death was the subject of all sorts of rumors not only among his contem-
poraries but for subsequent generations as well. So much in the dark are we about even
the most important events, since some people treat what they hear as the truth, no
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matter the source, and others take the truth and turn it into lies. And the stories continue
to develop as they are handed down. (Ann. 3.19.2)

Tacitus accepted neither the Senate’s verdict nor the rumor, but gave both an airing
in his narrative. In a similar circumstance Dio can be more decisive, since he was
himself present at a Senate meeting that produced some highly dubious official
documents in 205. Presented with trumped-up evidence “‘justifying” the summary
execution of a practorian prefect, the Senate issued decrees praising its authors (76.3—
5). In fact, it was clear to all concerned that such decrees were liable to have been
issued “‘under the influence of necessity or awe” (Suet. Aug. 57.1).

In general the ancient historian staked his authority, his claim to a reader’s belief,
on the persona he conveyed as an author — his moral character, analytical power, and
literary skill — not on his sources, literary or documentary. We prefer to have evidence,
especially non-literary evidence, providing independent confirmation. Thus we be-
lieve the Historia Augusta’s unique report that Hadrian built a wall 80 miles long in
Britain (HA Had. 11.2) because the troops to whom Hadrian gave the task left
records of their progress, including dates and segments built, at the wall itself. Source
criticism requires asking many more questions than those illustrated here, particularly
when one wants to go beyond simply establishing a chronological sequence, but for
these the detailed studies of the various sources for imperial history listed in the
bibliography are a more appropriate venue.

3 Conclusion

After adding up all the sources and doing everything possible to assess their reliability,
the historian is still faced with the unpalatable fact that there is a limit to how much of
the political history of the empire can be known. This limit was already felt, clearly
and disturbingly, by ancient writers. Dio’s statement of the problem is the most
famous:

Actions taken after this date (27 BCE) cannot be reported in the same way as what went
before. Formerly all matters were brought before the senate and the people, even things
that occurred far away. Therefore everyone learned about them and many recorded
them, and for this reason the truth of the accounts, even if they generally spoke out of
fear or favor, friendship or enmity, could after a fashion be found by comparing them
with others written on the same subject and with official records. But from that time
things began to be done secretly and in a manner not to be made public. (53.19.1-3)

Dio dates this fundamental shift to the reign of Augustus, and to judge by Tacitus’
Annals, the cloud cloaking the emperor was already quite opaque by the time of
Tiberius, as we saw above. To a greater degree than ever before in Roman history
public events of a political nature (elections, Senate meetings, trials, etc.) were for
show, while the real business of power was transacted ‘“in a manner not to be made
public.” Like Dio, we have to use ““what we have read and seen and heard”” (53.19.6)
to assess the evidence that survives.
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Roman Imperial Numismatics

William E. Metcalf
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“The proper use of the Republican coinage as a historical source,” wrote Michael
Crawford (1974) ““depends on the fulfillment of three conditions —a full and accurate
account must be given of its contents, a chronological framework must be provided,
and the mints at which it was produced must be identified.”” He then set out, in a
magisterial work, to establish an enduring framework for the study of republican
coinage that despite some imperfections (Hersh 1977; H. B. Mattingly 1977), and
some revisions necessitated by the discovery of new material (Hersh and Walker
1984), has been the basis for all work since.

The same strictures might have been applied to the coinage of the empire, although
here the groundwork had been much more carefully laid. Long before 1974 one of
the world’s principal collections had been described in detail (H. Mattingly 1923;
Carson 1962), and handbooks describing the principal varieties of known
coins existed for most of the period. Though the British Museum Catalogue has
advanced no further, steadily higher standards for the handbooks, and their extension
to cover the entire empire (Sutherland 1967; Bruun 1966; Kent 1981, 1994) have
made the need for detailed descriptions of major collections less pressing, and only
Paris has subsequently embarked on publication of its extensive holdings (Giard
1976-98).

The traditional, hellenocentric definition treated as Greek coins all coins of Greek
city-states and their successors and all coins not bearing Latin legends, whatever their
language. The most important development of the last few decades has been an
expansion of the definition of what constitutes Roman coinage. A step in this
direction was taken by Crawford in a synthetic treatment (1985); and while all the
handbooks and most catalogues of collections follow the older tradition, describing
coins of the denarius system and its lineal successors, there has been increasing
recognition that this provides only a partial view of the currency of the Roman
world (Harl 1987; Howgego 1995). Roman provincial coins — some of them indeed
minted at the capital — have generated enormous bibliography and a union catalogue
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of this material, based on the ten major collections of the world, is in progress
(Burnett and Amandry 1992, 1999).

1 Historical Survey

The denarial (or, to use Crawford’s term, “mainstream’”) coinage is based on the
denarius as the principal silver coin, its multiple the aurens, and its fractions sestertius,
dupondius, as, semis, and quadrans. It was produced at Rome and elsewhere mainly, it
is thought, to pay state expenditures. The provincial coinage, usually distinguished by
the use of Greek legends, was struck to a variety of local standards by a variety of
issuing authorities. This coinage was produced mainly to meet local (occasionally
provincial) needs, and there was no uniform standard. The two categories are em-
braced in Roman Imperial Coinage and Roman Provincial Coinage respectively.
Although a glance at the early volumes of either series will suggest the areas of overlap
between the two categories, it remains easiest to treat them separately.

The “mainstream” coinage

The death of Antony left Octavian effectively ruler of the western Mediterranean and
heir to a chaotic currency situation. The waning years of the republic and the civil
wars witnessed the striking of gold at Rome on an unprecedented scale, though most
emissions were small. The denarius was the linchpin of the coinage. It was struck
throughout Rome’s orbit by the most diverse authorities: Brutus, Cassius, the
triumvirs jointly and individually, and ultimately, in huge numbers, Octavian and
Antony themselves. The “‘constitutional” moneyers at Rome still held office, but
unless the CAESAR DIVI F and IMP CAESAR coins were produced at Rome (which
is hard to prove), they had had nothing to do since 42 Bck. There was other silver:
Antony had chosen to fully Romanize the cistophori of Asia Minor (long under
Roman management, even signed by proconsuls). The copper currency was a mess.
Its progressive decline in weight had led to the obvious outcome — a complete halt of
production — in the eighties; the closest thing to a systematic currency was Antony’s
“fleet” series, matched in bulk only by Octavian’s DIVOS IVLIVS and DIVI F issues.

The Augustan response was nothing if not deliberate. The years down to 23 BCE
saw little change: the emperor’s portrait was standard even before his recognition as
Augustus, but gold and denarii were struck only sporadically and all copper was local.
There is nothing which can be attributed with certainty to the mint of Rome.

In 23 BCE the imperial coinage first becomes recognizable as something fully
distinct from the republican and triumviral tradition. The signatures of the triumviri
monetales, unheard of since the forties, reappear, allowing us with some confidence
to identify the issues of Rome. The anreus stabilizes at 41 to the pound (7.87 gm.),
and appears with some regularity; the denarii, struck on the late Republican
standard of 84 to the pound, were produced almost annually for 12 years, and revive
republican forms (Duncan-Jones 1994: 213-20 with a discussion of the Roman
pound). But while one face of the coin may make reference to the moneyer’s
family or a contemporary event, the emperor’s image almost invariably occupies the
obverse.
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The biggest change is in the base metal. The semuncial as is revived at ¢.12.5 gm.
Orichalcum, which had not been employed for coinage in republican times, is
introduced at a tariff of 5:2 vis-a-vis copper, and with it a coin of one #ncia, the
sestertius, which replaced the old, easily lost, silver sestertius of one gram silver. The
half was the dupondius, or two-as piece, and in copper there were the as, the semis,
and the quadrans. The coins from Rome bear the legend S C, probably indicating
senatorial endorsement of the change, and the names of the moneyers (Bay 1972).

In 16 BCE the mint of Lugdunum began producing gold and silver, as well as large
bronze coins analogous to the Roman sestertins and as; Strabo’s testimony (4.3.2)
that “the Roman emperors coin gold and silver there’ strictly applies to Tiberius (and
probably Augustus), but in fact it seems that from 12 BCE—64 cE virtually all imperial
gold and silver was produced there, and occasionally the mint ventured into aes
coinage as well (Metcalf 1989; Wolters 1999). The Augustan reform constituted
the basis of the imperial system for nearly three centuries. Coincidentally the creation
of the sestertius was a turning point in numismatic art: given a field large enough to
work in, engravers undertook more ambitious compositions, and were able to exe-
cute them in more detail. The Augustan mint of Rome produced huge quantities of
aes and issued gold and silver, regularly but in small quantity, from ¢.23-12 BCE.
Later the aes is episodic, and completely lacking for Otho; the gold and silver only
slightly less so. The only issues that survive in large numbers are the C L CAESARES
of Augustus and the “‘tribute penny”” of Tiberius; while the former is probably the
product of a single year, stylistic considerations suggest that the latter may have been
produced for Tiberius’ whole reign. Externally the coins underwent little change for
nearly 90 years following the “‘Augustan reform.”” But in 64 CE there was a significant
weight reduction in the gold and silver: from (by now) c.1,/42 to 1/44 Ib. in gold,
and from ¢.1/90 to 1,/100 Ib. in silver (Duncan-Jones 1994: 217-18). We do not
know the tariff of the two coins at this period, but there is no reason to suppose that it
changed; nor do we know the reason for the reduction, though the mere recovery of
4.5 percent of gold and 11 percent of silver may have been a motive. The effect is
soon apparent in hoards: by the end of the century ecarlier coins had all but disap-
peared except for denarii of Mark Antony, which lasted in circulation into the third
century.

The weight changes of 64 CE were accompanied by a return of the mint to the
capital and the production of aesin larger quantity. From this point on there is hardly
a year when nothing is produced. Vespasian experiments with striking gold and silver
at several eastern mints (Antioch, Ephesus, one uncertain) (Metcalf 1982), there are
Italian(?) branch mints under Claudius, and Titus and Domitian may have experi-
mented with aes in the Balkans (Burnett and Amandry 1999: 88-9; cf. Komnick
2000), but for most of the early empire Rome is the only mint for denarial coinage.

The purity of the gold and silver was maintained for a time, but eventually the silver
began to slide — at first slowly, then more precipitously. But the extensive analyses of
Walker (1976, 1977, and 1978), which seemed to indicate frequent and subtle
manipulations of silver content as well as an over-tariffing of Roman silver vis-a-vis
that of the provinces, have been called into question (Butcher and Ponting 1995),
and new analyses will have to be undertaken. The slide in purity is accompanied by a
slow erosion of weight as well, but in fact the silver coinage remained remarkably
stable for a very long time. The debasement of the so-called ‘“antoninianus” in 215
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CE was temporary, and it has been doubted whether the coin, which weighed
1.5 denarii, was really tariffed at two (Carson 1965); the two denominations are
hoarded together from the beginning, which is counterintuitive if the silver of one
was heavily overvalued. In its first incarnation the denomination did not survive
Elagabalus. Its revival is the only legacy of the ill-starred Balbinus and Pupienus,
and this time it spelled the end of the denarius as the empire’s principal silver coin.
The denomination, which had been introduced four and a half centuries before,
disappeared virtually overnight from the hoards and remained only vestigially as a
unit of account. The period after 240 ct was one of rapid debasement and genuine
cynicism: even as he was striking the coins of the “Divi,” the emperor Trajan
Decius was allowing earlier denarii to be overstruck by antoniniani, thus with a
blow of the hammer doubling the nominal value of the silver. The silver content
seems to stabilize, albeit at a very low level, during the lifetime of Valerian; but by the
time of Gallienus’ death it had fallen to perhaps 2 percent of a shoddily-produced
aAntoNINIANUS.

There is sporadic evidence for the operation of provincial mints coining denarii
during the second century, but oddly the permanent establishment of eastern mints
can be traced to the usurper Pescennius Niger (Buttrey 1992). It is clear that his two
mints were at Antioch and Caesarea in Cappadocia, and Antioch continued to strike
denarii for Septimius while the identity of the latter’s second denarius mint is
uncertain; Caesarea itself reverted to the manufacture of drachms. From this point
on Antioch is a major producer of Roman silver coinage; the overall identity of its
types with those of Rome makes its output difficult to identify, at least in older hoards
published without full illustration. The mint undergoes a hiatus in production in the
early 250s cE owing to the city’s capture by Sapor I; by the time it resumed coinage
other mints, both east and west, were in operation. These can be distinguished on the
basis of style and of officina-markings, which were introduced under Philip I and
became regular on the coinage of all mints by the sole reign of Gallienus, never again
to disappear.

The debasement of the third-century coinage was offset by a huge increase in its
size. The expansion was made possible by the proliferation of mints, which must also
have speeded delivery of coin in response to local demand. The officinal coinage was
widely imitated and had a rival first in the coinage of the “Gallic Empire,” then in the
issues of the British usurpers Carausius and Allectus. The “‘reform of Aurelian,”
which occurred in the context of the “revolt of the moneyers” at Rome, altered
the tariff and improved the appearance of the coinage (Crawford 1975); the fineness
of the “‘aurelianianus” was set at a silver:copper ratio of 1:20 (4.8 percent silver). This
temporarily made the coinage more respectable in appearance but had, apparently, no
lasting effect on its intrinsic value; thus we may well believe that underneath the
rhetoric of Diocletian’s edict on maximum prices lay a crippling inflation that no
succession of reforms could abate (Crawford 1975; Bagnall 1985).

Diocletian imposed a new system of denominations and a system of production of
uniform coins at multiple mints, the latter linked to the new division of the empire
into dioceses (Crawford 1975; Hendy 1970, 1985; Elton, this volume); this put an
end to provincial coin production, even at Alexandria. Though Diocletian’s new
denominations soon became unrecognizable, the mint arrangements he put in
place would linger, albeit on a much reduced scale, through the fall of the empire.
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The fourth and fifth centuries are a period of slow decline followed by collapse.
Gold replaced silver as the fundamental unit of the system. The solidus of 1,/72 1b.
succeeded the amreus as the standard gold denomination. Virtually all the entries
pertaining to counterfeiting or fraud in the Theodosian Code refer to gold, in which
taxes were paid and revenues forwarded to Rome. Its purity was therefore of utmost
concern, and the maintenance of that purity formed the basis of the later Byzantine
solidus. Repeated attempts to integrate a silver currency into the system failed, and
use of the metal does not seem to have been widespread after the end of the fourth
century. The tiny nummus (often called a ““minimus’’) had to do for small exchanges;
its size ultimately became so small that it could hardly be recognized as an official
mint product, and indeed imitation was widespread. These circumstances set the
stage for the reforms of Anastasius, which for numismatists constitute the beginning
of the Byzantine coinage.

Provincial coinage

It is easy to see the Julio-Claudian aes as the successor to that of Augustus, whose
emission from Rome seems guaranteed by the presence of the moneyers’ names. But
as Grant (1946, 1953) showed long ago and has since been abundantly confirmed
in Roman Provincial Coinage, traditional catalogues oversimplify the situation.
Many regions of the empire did not even use the reformed denominations, much
less the coins themselves. A glance through the plates of RPC suffices to dramatize
the Roman indifference to the currency of outlying regions. In some cases — e.g. the
“Altar” series of Lugdunum and the ““Crocodiles” of Nemausus (Figure 2.1) — the
mass of coin was about as great as that emanating from Rome. These large scale mints
were joined, on occasion, by short-term ones, coining on the Roman standard, whose
purpose is generally unclear.

Rome’s laissez-faire attitude towards monetary arrangements in the provinces is
evident already in the republic, when for example Attalid cistophori continue to be the

Figure 2.1 “Crocodile” as from Nimes. The obverse shows heads of Agrippa and Augustus,
back to back, with Agrippa facing left wearing a combined rostral crown and olive wreath. The
head of Augustus is bare. The reverse shows a crocodile chained to a palm branch, evoking the
conquest of Egypt (RIC Augustus n. 155 editor’s collection)
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currency of Asia long after its organization into a province. After some experimenta-
tion (C. E. King and D. R. Walker 1976) the coinage of Egypt stabilizes along
Ptolemaic lines; other less isolated provinces continue to possess and produce their
own silver.

The best summary of what can be known of the early provincial coinage is provided
by RPC; where the volumes do not exist students have to rely on the rather uneven
coverage provided by regional surveys, mint studies, or corpora. Already the arrange-
ment of the material has departed from the traditional classification by “‘province”
(Ionia, Caria, Lydia, etc.) to a more fluid one that recognizes regional influence and
proximity of towns, a4 /a Louis Robert; but for Asia the classification by conventus
(provincial administrative center) is no improvement as a recognition of the authority
behind issues. The picture will get more complicated still as RPC reaches the late
second and third centuries; not only does the volume of material increase vastly (the
editors of vol. 4, the Antonines, have recorded nearly 40,000 coins of over 12,000
types from 388 cities), but its interrelationship is marked by frequent die links
between coins of different authorities — the ‘““Werkstitte” identified by Kraft (1972;
cf. Johnston 1974) whose products and relationship to one another has not been fully
articulated.

The steady debasement of the imperial coinage must have had much to do with the
collapse of the coinage in the provinces; presumably the baseness of the nominally
silver coinage drove the heavier but nominally fractional denominations from circu-
lation. By the reign of Gordian III, only Antioch and Caesarea in Cappadocia
continued to produce silver (Bland 1991), and the number of authorities producing
copper was declining from its peak under Septimius Severus. The period of greatest
decline seems to have been the sole reign of Gallienus, when the silver coinage
reached its nadir. Only a few mints continued to strike as late as Tacitus (275 CE)
and the only one that continues beyond him is Alexandria, by now producing, albeit
on a grand scale, only very debased tetradrachms. The coinage reform of Diocletian,
which took effect in the west in early 293 and expanded eastward, introduced
uniform denominations throughout the empire and brought an end to coinage in
Alexandria, too.

The relationship of the provincial coinage to the mainstream gold and silver is not
easily apprehended. There is some evidence for solicitation of permission to strike
coins directly from the emperor (Robert 1960), but more likely the usual authority
came from the provincial governor filtered through local magistrates. While the
portrait of the emperor is the commonest obverse type, this is by no means as
universal as it was at Rome, and boulé, hiera synklétos, demos, and other personifica-
tions find their place: these of course are difficult to date with precision. The reverse
types occasionally derive from Roman prototypes, but more often local gods and
heroes, events and institutions dictate the themes.

As noted already, sometimes the mint of Rome itself engaged in producing pro-
vincial denominations, mainly in precious metal, so there must have been some
apprehension at the center of needs on the periphery. But no analysis that sees the
provincial money as centrally controlled, or contrarily as purely the product of local
initiative, will be wholly satisfactory. On the whole there is better evidence for a local
initiative (Harl 1987) than for central management (Price 1984). The answer lies
somewhere in between, and has to be determined on a case-by-case basis.
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2 Some Current Issues

Study of the denarial coinage and that of the provinces is at two distinct stages of
development. The former has long been known in great detail, with standard cata-
logues listing its varieties and few new discoveries; this has facilitated further record-
ing by defining what is zot known and easing cataloguing of well-known varieties.
Even such primitive tools as the alphabetical listing of Cohen (1880-92) facilitated
abbreviated recording of coin hoards and finds, an aspect of the discipline that has
reached maturity in the last two decades: new discoveries help refine, in ever greater
detail, the chronology and structure of imperial mints (e.g. the Eauze hoard: Schaad
1992; Venera hoard: Estiot 1987, 1995; Giard 1995; Gricourt 2000; Normanby
hoard: Bland 1988; Cunctio hoard: Besly and Bland 1983). The same cannot be said
of the provincial coinage, for which there is not yet a standard work of reference
and much new material continues to emerge. This disparity dictates different strat-
egies of study.

No official document survives in anything like the quantities of imperial coinage;
and as it is moneyj, it is natural to try to count it. In perhaps the most influential piece
of work ever addressed to numismatists, A. H. M. Jones wrote as follows (1956: 23):

Could it be estimated how many aurei and denarii were annually minted in the reigns of
the successive emperors from Augustus to Septimius Severus relatively to the number
of'aurei and antoniniani (or denarii) minted annually from the reign of Caracalla to that of
Aurelian? Was there, as the literary sources would suggest, an abnormally heavy output
of aurei in the latter part of Trajan’s reign? Again, what was the relative volume of
Diocletian’s gold and silver issues to those of Constantine?

Numismatists generally estimate the relative commonness of coins by looking at their
occurrence in hoards. For portions of the coinage in which the hoard evidence is
abundant (and where the sample has not been altered by recall or suppression) this
method, though crude, seems reliable as far as it goes; despite the efforts of Duncan-
Jones and others, no satisfactory way has been found of establishing mint output in
any absolute sense of the term (Duncan-Jones 1994, with Metcalf 1995; Buttrey
1993, 1994; de Callataj 1995).

As far as we can now see, the curve of output is steadily upward in the silver
coinage; it reaches a peak during the Antonine period in aes, then declines, then rises
again before the effective end of the coinage under Valerian and Gallienus. In the
second century the output of gold peaks under M. 