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HANNAH M. COTTON

Cassius Dio, Mommsen and the quinquefascales™

For Géza Alfoldy on his 65” birthday

Few passages are more familiar to historians of the Augustan age than the
chapters in Book 53 of Cassius Dio dealing with the constitutional settlement
of 27 BCE whose corollary was the division of the empire into public and
imperial provinces.! This division, as FERGUS MILLAR demonstrated long ago,
was not one of responsibility and authority; rather, it boiled down to a formal
distinction between the methods of appointment, the #usignia, and the length of
tenure of the proconsuls, i.e. governors of the public provinces on the one
hand, and of the legati Augusti pro praetore, i.e. governors of imperial provinces
on the other hand.? For all this, our most complete, explicit and detailed
source is Cassius Dio.? Indeed, for some details he is our only source — as he
is for the subject of the present discussion.

One of the formal distinctions between the two types of governors was
reflected in the number of lictors assigned to the governors in each type. The
proconsuls had the number of lictors corresponding to their rank as ex-prae-
tors or ex-consuls: Pafdolyolg 1€ cpag ExatéQovg Ocolomep kol &v @ dotet
vevopotar yofiodor (Dio 53.13.4). Not so the flgati Augusti pro praetore: whether
they were ex-praectors or ex-consuls, they all had the same number of lictors.
Here is what we read in Dio’s text, as we have it in BOISSEVAIN’s authotitative
edition: ‘Pafdovyolg 8¢ 81 mévie mavieg Opoimwg ol dvtictedtnyol xodvror, ol
oot ye obn &x TOV LMATELROTOV gioi, #ol dvopdloviar &’ adtod Tod GELIHOD
tobtov (53.13.8 BoIsseEvAIN, 11, p. 423).

" 1 am grateful to WerNER Eck for his generous help and advice throughout the
many revisions of this article. ALEXANDER YAKOBSON made insightful comments on an
earlier draft and DIETER HAGEDORN gave me sound advice. My student, AsAPH BEN-
Tov, by asking the right question inspired me to sit down and write it.

! E MILLAR, «Senatotial» Provinces: an Institutionalised Ghost, AncW 20, 1989, 93—
97.

2 F. MILLAR, The Emperor, the Senate and the Provinces, JRS 63, 1973, 50—67. In
the course of time the absence of any but a formal distinction became even clearer.

3 53.13; cf. MiLLAR (n. 1).
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This passage is rendered in modetn translations as follows:

1. E.CARY’s Loeb translation:* All the propractors alike employ five lictors,
and indeed, all of them except those who were ex-consuls at the time of
‘the appointment to the governorship receive their title from this very num-
ber.

2. O.Ven’s German translation:® Simtliche Propractoren verfiigen gleichheit-
lich dber funf Liktoren und erhalten insgesamt, sofern sie nicht aus dem
Kreis gewesener Konsuln genommen sind, von eben dieser Zahl her ihren
Titel.

3. J.W. Ricr’s English translation:® All the propraetors alike employ five lictors,
and those who are not ex-consuls also get a title from this number.

4. A.StropPPA’s Italian translation: Ugualmente tutti i propretori dispongono di
cinque littori e tutti costoro, tranne coloro che sono stati ex-consoli, ricevo-
no il titolo in base al numero stesso di littori.”’

All translations agree that although all Jegati Augusti pro praetore were assigned

five lictors, only those whose rank was that of an ex-practor derived their title

from the number. This title, as the translations often add in a note, is that of
guinguefascalis. Nothing could be stated more unequivocally.

What about the reality behind our sole literary source? Many hundreds of
inscriptions (and some papyti) from all over the Roman world attest praetorian
governors of imperial provinces with titles such as Jegatus Augusti pro praetore,
legatus pro praetore, moeoPevng nol GvtiotEdTnyos, meeoPevtng Zefoctol Gvti-
otpdtnyog, Nyepdv and later praeses. In view of the common interpretation of
Dio’s text one is entitled to expect, especially in the epigraphic sources, prae-
totian governors with the title guinguefascalis, or nevidpapdos, or, failing that, at
least a circumlocution which would imply that this indeed was the title of
practorian governors in imperial provinces. Are our expectations met in the
epigraphic material, i.e. in reality?

4 Dio’s Roman history VI, tr. E. CAry (Loeb), Cambridge, Mass. 1980, p. 225.

5 Cassius Dio. Rémische Geschichte. Bd. IV, iibersetzt von O.VEH, Zirich —
Minchen 1986, p. 117.

6 J.W.RicH, Cassius Dio. The Augustan Settlement (Roman History 53—55.9), West-
minster 1990.

7 A.STrROPPA, With notes by F.RoHr Vio, Milan 1998. Note, though, that »ol dcot ye
odx én T@v OroteundTov giot is not «tranne colore che sono stati ex-consoli» but either:
«tranne coloro che 'sono ex-consoli» or «tranne coloro che sono stati consoli» (I am
grateful to Erio Lo Cascio for sending me the Italian translation, and for the sug-
gested emendation).
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I

I have assembled here what I believe to be all the available evidence about the
so-called guinguefascales and quingne fasces, and their Greek equivalents, in official
cateers in the provincial context. What does it tell us?

I begin, despite my concern with the epigraphic material, with a case men-
tioned in the literary soutces.

1) In 17 CE an ex-practor with five lictors was assigned to the cities of the
province of Asia which had suffered from an earthquake: Toig &v i) Aciq no-
Aeol taig VO ToD CElopOT raxwUeiocug AviE E0TEUTNYNXAS GOV mévie QaPdod-
xotg mgooetaydn (Dio 57.17.7).

Tacitus identifies the man as M. Ateius® who was elected amongst the ex-
practors. As Tacitus explains, the choice fell on a practorian rather than on a
consular senator in order to avoid strife between equals, i.e. between the spe-
cial envoy and the consular governor of Asia — a strife which would impede
the giving of succour to the cities: delectus est M. Ateius ¢ praetoriis, ne consulari
obtinente Asiam aemulatio inter paves et ex eo impedimentum oreretnr (Ann. 2.47.4).

Unfortunately no honotific insctiption has survived to tell us the title borne
by the praetorian M. Ateius who was assigned five lictors on his special mission
to Asia.” We do know though that he was not the governor of Asia. As is
made quite clear by Tacitus, he was to fulfil his task while the proconsul of
Asia was in office (consulari obtinente Asiam).

2) ILS 8826 = IGR III 174, Ancyra: I'(ciov) I(obiov) Zeovfigov | Baciréwv
nol | tetghoyov | dmodyovov | petd mhoag tag &v | 1 Edver euhotpialg] | xata-
tayévia glg tovfg] | dnuagy (w)ovgl® tro eo[d] | Adouavod, (otoamnyodv),!!
noeoBedoalv]|ta &v Aciq & dmiotoifig [#ai] | xodwiikov dsob Adguav(od], |
fyepovo keyedvog & Zufu]|duig »oi [Stjownoavta td &v | Tvote modypata, fvixe
IovBAimog Mégrerlog S v xivn|ow v “lovdawv petafepixeft] | dmo
Tvotag, aviinarov Ayaliag, modg & 9&BSovg mepedév|ta glg Berduviav Stogdwthv
| xal hoywomiv Um0 deod Adguavol, ... (Gaius Iulius Severus, descendant of
kings and tetrarchs, after discharging all the Aonores amongst his own people,
was enrolled by the deified Hadrian amongst the former tribunes, (praetor),
(nominated) by letter and codicil of the deified Hadtian as legate in Asia, com-

8 PIR? A 1278.

? But see the case of C.Pontius Paelignus (CIL V 4348) who was legatus pro pr(aetore)
dter{um) exc s(enatus) c(onsulto) et ex anctorit|ate] Ti(berii) Caesaris in an unknown province;
M. Ateius’ appointment could have been described in similar, or even identical, terms,
cf. W Eck, Prosopographica II, ZPE 106, 1995, 249-51.

19 Cf IGR I 175 for this reading;

" This must be restored from AE 1923, 4 = Corinth VIII 2,56.
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mander of the legio IV Seythica and in charge of affairs in Syria when Publicius
Marcellus had left the province because of the insurrection in Judaea, procon-
sul of Achaia, sent with'? five fasces to Bithynia as corrector and curator by the
deified Hadtian . . .)

This last commission of C. Iulius Severus'? is mentioned in Dio 69.14.4: «He
[Hadsian] sent Severus into Bithynia, which needed no armed force but a ruler
(Goyxov) and a leader (émotdtng) who was just and prudent and a man of rank.
All these qualifications Severus possessed. And he managed and administered
both their private and their public affairs in such a manner that we are still,
even today, wont to remember him.»

The language of the epitomiser is vague. However, any attempt to read
@overnon into the terms doyov'* and &motdtng with the implication that
C. Iulius Severus was a governor when sent to Bithynia, is belied by the inscrip-

3

tion which says explicitly that he was corrector and curator, and as such equipped
with five lictors. No doubt a senatorial proconsul, as in the previous case, was
in office there.!®

3) CIL VIII 7044 = ILS 1163, Cirta: M. Flanio 1. fil. | Quir. Postumo | praef.
aerari milit., | ordinato in Galllia at quingue fasces, | leg. leg. VI Ferratae, prae|ton,
adlecto inter tri\bunicios ab | imp. Antonino Aug., . .. (To M. Flavius Postumus, son
of Titus, of the tribe Quirina, prefect of the military treasury, appointed for
Gallia with!® five Jasces, legate of the legio V1 Ferrata, practor, enrolled by the
emperor Antoninus Augustus amongst the former tribunes . . . etc.)

M. Flavius Postumus'’ had indeed praetorian rank and five lictors when ap-
pointed for Gallia, but there is nothing in the inscription to suggest that he

12 TIgdg & 0aBdovg translates the Latin ad guingue fasces (see below no. 3); cf. however
LSJ s.v. mpodg C. IIL.6 for mpdg used in the sense of «withy, accompanied by.

"> PIR* 1 573.

' So in Loeb.

15 Despite MommMseN, Gesammelte Schriften 8, 149. Needless to say, the traditional
interpretation of guinquefascalis as a term interchangeable with the designation /legatus An-
gusti pro praetore of a governor of a practorian imperial province, leads B.Remy (Les
carriéres sénatoriales dans les provinces romaines d’Anatolie au Haut-Empire, Istanbul
— Paris 1989, 50ff) to regard C.Iulius Severus as the governor of the province of
Pontus-Bithynia, which, according to him, had been withdrawn by Hadrian from the
senate’s control and turned into an imperial province. This interpretation, which uses
Pliny’s position in the province under Trajan as a parallel, is not warranted by the text.
Remy seems to have been influenced by H.-G.Prraum (Légats impériaux a lintérieur
de provinces sénatoriales, Hommages a2 Albert Grenier, Brussels 1962, 1236), who ren-
dered mpog € 0GPdovg mepedévia eig Berduviav Sogdwtnyv in Latin: lgatus Augnsti pro
practore ad corrigendum statum provinciae Ponti et Bithyniae.

16 4t (i.e. ad), cf. mpog in the previous inscription.

17 PIR? F 341. See there for the date.
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was made governor of any particular province. Gallia by itself without any
further specification is not one of the provinces of Gallia, but all four of them
(Aquitania, Lugdunensis, Belgica and Narbonensis) — a geographical, not an
ordinary administrative, concept.'® Nor does the inscription state for what pur-
pose he was sent there.

4) ILS 8834 = Insc. Creticae TV 299, Gortyna: [- - - &ni tod] | certopetoion
100 Popaiov taydév[ta), | tewundévia isgooivy tév 1€ dvded[v, | AoyicTiyv - - -
Jowavédy tév &v TtoMa, | [moeoBevtiv] Agowxiig, aviinatolv | - - -, me]vraoaBdov
"Partiog | [Borovpv]io Kaindo tov yAvritat|[ov xai ed]ceBéctatov vidv (Prefect
of the corn supply, one of fifteen men in charge of sacrifices, curator of (a city,
whose name is lost in the lacuna) ... in Italia, [legate] in the province of
Africa, proconsul ..., guinguefascalis in Raetia, Volumnia Calida for her most
sweet and pious son).

It is true that the Ignotus could have become governor of a praetorian pro-
vince at the stage in his career occupied here by his post as quinquefascalis Rae-
tige. Nevertheless the absence of an eatlier service as a legionary commander is
disturbing: normally a governor in a praetorian province where a legion was
stationed — as was the case in Raetia since ca. 170" — had always commanded
a legion before. This legionary command usually followed immediately after the
prefecture of the corn supply (praefectnra frumenti dandi) attested here as the
man’s first post.?’ It is only if we start with the premise that guinguefascalis is
the formal title of a governor of a praetorian province that we are made to
take the anonymous [ne]vtaoaBdoc ‘Partiag as the governor of the province.
But there is nothing in this inscription itself which compels us to assume that
the man was a governor of Raetia rather than on a special commission there as
in other cases surveyed here.

18 Thus Dessau (1111, Index VI, p. 372) is wrong to say: «incertum cuius [i.e. Gal-
liae]», implying that the specification should have been there. MoMMSEN, however,
rightly regards him as an extraordinary envoy, and not as a governor of one of the four
Galliae: according to MoMMseEN he belonged to the «genus» of «legati Augustd extra
ordinem in provincias senatorias missi», who were also entitled to five fasces, see Gesam-
melte Schriften 8, 228. The formulation «in provincias senatotrias missi» is unfortunate
since three of the Galliae were imperial; cf. below n. 51.

1 See Haug, RE 1 A,1, 1914, s.v. Raetia, col. 54; B. E. THOMASSON, Laterculi praesi-
dum I, Goteburg 1984, 80, assigns the Ignotus, whom he takes to be a governor, to the
late second century; cf. G. WINKLER, Die Statthalter der romischen Provinz Raetia unter
dem Prinzipat, Bay. Vorgeschichtsblitter 36, 1971, 79, n. 21.

20 Cf W Eck, Beforderungskriterien innerhalb der senatorischen Laufbahn, darge-
stellt an der Zeit von 69 bis 138 n. Chr.,, ANRW II 1, Berlin 1974, 192 = Tra epigrafia
prosopografia ¢ archeologia. Scritti scelti, rielaborati ed aggiornati, Rome 1996, 40.
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5) CIL VI 41134 = 1546, Rome : [- - [VM[- - - | - - ]TEM GERM[- - - | - - -]
VRATAED SA[- - - | - - JSODALI ANTO [- - - | - - ]JQUE PeASCREG]- - -
| - - -]JIICLeFePRAETOR[- - -]

The inscription itself is now lost. As restored by GrEza ALrOLDY in CIL VI
41134 it reads as follows:?! [- - -, Peomiti | Augustorlum  |expeditionis | Parthicae
i\tem Germlanicae | et Sarmaticae, durat(ori) aed(inm) salcrarum | et oper(um) publi-
cor(um) (7)), sodali Anto[niniano | leg(ato) Ang(usti) ()% Pquin|que fasc(ali) reg(ionis)
[Transpad(anae)® | leg(ato) Aug(usti) leg(ionis) V11 Cllandiaé) { p(iae)) f(idelis), prae-
torli, trib(uno) | plebis, quaestori - - -] (Companion of the (two) Augusti in the
Parthian expedition as well as in the German and the Sarmatian expedition, in
charge of the sacred temples and public buildings (?), priest of the (deified)
Antoninus, imperial legate guinguefascalis (or: with guingue fasces) of the region of
Transpadana (?), imperial commander of the lgio Claudia VII pia fidelis, praetor,
tribune of the plebs, quaestor . . .).

It is possible that [---]gu#e fasc should be expanded to vyield [guin|que
Jaso(ium),** i.e. we cannot be sure that the Ignotus indeed bore the title of
quinguefascalis. Be this as it may, the place occupied by the post of guinguefascalis
ot legatus Augusti quingue fascium in the Ignotus’ career is of course entirely com-
patible with the assumption of it having been that of a provincial governorship
in a practorian province. Furthermore, in contrast to the case of the nevtéoap-
dog ‘Pautiog (no. 4), a legionary command is attested in this descending career
inscription as having preceded this post. Nonetheless, while the fragmentary
condition of the inscription makes it unsafe to assume without further proof
that the /legatus Augusti quinquefascalis (or quingue fascium) was a provincial gover-
nort, the place (i.e. the regio Transpadana) taken together with the date renders
this possibility altogether unlikely.?®

The restoration: sodali Anto|niniano leg(ato) Aug(usti) quin\que fasc(ali) ot quin|que
Jasc(zum) yields a date between 161-169. With eriano (see n.22) instead of
leg(ato) Aug(usti) restored in the lacuna — sodali Antolniniano Veriano quin|que

21T am grateful to Griza ALFOLDY for allowing me to see the proofs of the new
suppl. volume.

22 O, less likely: [Veriand].

2 Restored before as reg|(n7) Norici).

2 See no. 6.

% The old restoration reg[(#) Norici] cannot stand. This concept occurs only in pro-
curatorial inscriptions between 160 and 170, i.e. when the province was still governed
by equestrian procurators; cf. W.Eck cited in: D. KniBBE et alii, Neue Inschriften aus
Ephesos XII, Jahreshefte des Oster. Arch. Instituts 62, 1993, 127f. (no. 20 = SEG 43,
777). On the other hand regnum Norienm is no longer attested when the legate of the
legio II Italica, raised duting the Marcomannic wars, became the senatorial legasns Augnsti
pro praetore of Noricum ca. 175 (for the date see G. ALFOLDY, Noticum, London 1974,
156—-58). Thus the fact that we have here a career inscription of a senator makes it
unlikely that regnum Noricnm stood here.
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fase(ali) — the inscription is to be dated not before 169 and not after 180. The
regio Transpadana suffered greatly from the German invasions and the plague at
these dates, and Marcus Aurelius must have felt the need to send someone to
look after matters in the afflicted region. However, precisely under Marcus
Aurelius the presence in one of the regions of Italy of an official whose title
would suggest that he was a provincial governor of praetorian rank is very
unlikely. Hadrian’s policy of sending legati Angusti pro praetore of consular rank
whose title and competence were identical to those of the provincial governors
into regions of Italy, thus creating the impression of treating an Italian regio like
a province, had been abolished by Antoninus Pius. Marcus Aurelius revived it
in a modified form meant to avoid the impression that a provincial treatment
was being given to an Italian regio; instead he sent there, when the situation
called for it, zuridici of praetorian rank whose competence was much more
limited than that of the Hadrianic /gati Augusti pro praetore.*® Tt would be incon-
sistent with Marcus Aurelius’ attested policy to send to the Transpadane region
an envoy whose title would suggest that he was a normal provincial governor.
Consequently the occurtence of guinguefascalis (o1 legatus Augusti quingue fascinm)
precisely in this inscription may be proof that it was not the normal title borne
by the practorian provincial governor.

6) AE 1917/18, 51, Lambaesis: L. Iulio Apronio Male|nio Pio Salamalliano trib(uno)
latic(lavio) leg(ionis) X Gem(inag), adlect(o) inter gq(aestorios), praepos(ito) actis senatuus
(sic), aedili curnli, (praetori), leg(ato) Aug(usti) vice (leg(ati) Aug(usti) pr(o) pr(aetore))
quingue  fascinm  prov(inciae) Belgi[cae), leg(ato) leg(ionis) I Adiut(ricis)y et leg(ato)
Aung(usti) pr(o) pr(aetore) prov(inciae) Galatiae, (leglato)) leg(ionss) III Aug(ustae) Se-
ver(ianae) et prov(inciae) Numid(iae), M. Aurelius Crescens p(rimi)p(ilus)  leg(ionis)
einsd(em) praesidi rarissino.

Another inscription bearing an almost identical text attests (as was to be
expected) praetor before the phrase containing the term which is the subject of
this paper: CIL VIII 18270 = ILS 1196, Lambaesis: L. lul{io) Apronio Male|nio
Pio Salamalliano trib(uno) latic(lavio) leg(ionis)y X Gem(inae), adlecto inter gq(aestorios),
praeposito actis  senat(us), aed(ili) curnli, praetors, leg(ato) Ang(usti) vice {leg(ati)
Aug(usti) pr(o) pr(actore)) quin[q\ue fascium prov(inciae) Belgi|[cae, l|g(ato) leg(ionis) T
Adiutric(is), leg(ato) Aulg|(usti) pr(o) pr(aetore) prov(inciae) Galla|tiae item [[eg(ato) pr.
ol

The translation unifies both versions for the man’s career: «To L.Iulius
Apronius Maenius Pius Salamallianus, laticlave ttibune of the fgio X Gemina,

% See W.Eck, Die italischen legati Augusti pro praetore unter Hadrian und Antoni-

nus Pius, Historiae Augustae Colloquium Parisinum 1990, Macerata 1991, 183-195 (=
Die Verwaltung des Rémischen Reiches in der Hohen Kaiserzeit 1, eds. R. FREI-STOLBA
and M. A. SPEIDEL, Basel 1995, 315—326); cf. idem, L’Ttalia nell'impero Romano. Stato e

amministrazione in epoca imperiale, Bari 1999, 155ff.
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enrolled amongst the ex-quaestors, in charge of the official record of senatorial
proceedings, curule aedile, praetor, impetial legate substituting (the governor
with praetorian rank) with five fasces of the province of Belgica, commander of
the legio I Adiutrix, governor with praetorian rank of the province of Galatia,
legate of the /fegio III Augusta Severiana and (governor with praetorian rank) of
the province of Numidia . . .»

The case of L.Iulius Apronius Maenius Pius Salamallianus?’ calls for a more
detailed discussion. At the crucial place the text reads: kg Aug. vice quingue
Jascinm prov(inciaé) Belgicael. MommseN,?® followed by others, understood zice
quingue fascinm provinciae Belgicae as equivalent to vice quinguefascalis provinciae Belgi-
cae dn the place of (a deputy of) the guinguefascalis of the province of Belgica,
thus finding here proof for his assumption that guinguefascalis was another title
of a praetorian governor of an imperial province. Such an interpretation indeed
turns the term guinguefascalis into the proper and official title of the praetorian
provincial governor whom our man was replacing,

However, this interpretation of the text runs into serious difficulties. First, if
L.Iulius Apronius is assumed to have borne the title /legatus Augusti vice quingue-
Jascalis prov(inciae) Belgilcae) — as the traditional interpretation would have it — it
is to be inferred that the governor of a praetotian province like Belgica bore
the title guinguefascalis prov(inciae) Belgicad]; however, in this very inscription we
find that in the praetorian province of Galatia, where indeed L. Tulius Apronius
was a praetorian governor, he was called /lg(atus) Ang(usti) pr(o) praetore)
prow(inciae) Galatiae and not guinguefascalis prov(inciae)y Galatiae.”

Secondly, vice guingue fascium does not mean vice quinquefascalis in normal Latin.
The only way to make sense here of the guingue fascinm is to take it as a qualita-
tive genitive, a variation on ad quingue fasces, i.e. with five fasces (above, no. 3).
True, this leaves the viee without its complementary genitive. 3 However, an
omission of lg. Aug. pr. pr. after vice by the stonecutters (or the author of the

2T PIR? 1161; cf. THOMASSON (n. 19) p. 45, no. 16 for his tenure in Belgica.

28 Staatsrecht I° 388, n. 5.

% MommseN solved the difficulty by suggesting: «hier zeigt sich die erstere Titulatur
lie. quinquefascalis) als die geringeren, Staatsrecht I° 388, n.5; it would seem that
MoMMSEN too was uncomfortable with equating guinguefascalis with the official title lega-
tus Augusti pro practore.

%0 Unless one takes the guingue fascinm together with the preceding nominal group,
ie. with the /g Aug., understanding the latter to be an abbreviation of leg(at) Aung(usts)
rather than of /eg(ato) Aug(usti), as the text is normally expanded. Admittedly /legati Augns-
4 vice is not the normal word order for expressing substitution of one official by an-
other in the epigraphic sources; the only examples I have been able to find for this
inverted order are taken from literary sources: e.g. Pliny, Ep. 4.19.7: matrem meam parentis
vice [*loco) vererere; Tac. Ann. 6.21.6: oracli vice accipiens; Pliny, NH 8.184: bos in Aegypto
etiam numinis vice colitur.
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text),?! could easily be explained if both the governor and his deputy bore the
title of /legatus Angusti — for legatus Angusti by itself is not the title of a provincial
governor exclusively. In other words the text should have read as proposed
above: leg(ato) Aug(usti) vice (leg(ati) Aug(usti) pr(o) priactore)) quingue fascium
prov(inciae) Belgi[cae].

It could be argued that the guinque fascium qualifies the entire nominal group
vice leg(ati) Aug(usti) pr(o) pr(aetore), and not merely the /lglati) Aug(ust) pr(o)
pr(aetore); thus serving as an attribute of the deputy governor, and not of the
governor himself, ie. as if the text read /leg(ato) Aug(usti) quinque fascinm vice
(leg(ati) Aug(usti) pr(o) priaetore)) prov(inciae) Belgi[cae]. But even if grammatically
the quingue fascinm qualifies the legatus Augnsti pro praetore, ie. the praetorian
governor of Belgica, whom L. Iulius Apronius was replacing, it can hardly
count as a title. In fact the only reason for mentioning it at all would be to
define more closely the potestas of the deputy who would likewise be entitled to
five fasces. Pethaps it is best to regard the guingue fascium as qualifying both the
governor and his deputy.

Again, this inscription cannot be used as evidence that guinquefascalis, or
rather Jegatus Augusti pro practore quinque fascinm, was the normal title of the prae-
torian governor of an imperial province.

7) CIL XIII 3162 = ILTG 341 = AE 1949 nos. 136 = 137 = 214 = 1959
no. 95.32 The famous tripartite inscription from Thorigny engraved on the base
of a statue decreed by the Three Gauls in honour of their high priest,
T.Sennius Sollemnis, on 16 December 238 (I 30), contains an honortific in-
scription (the main face of the base) and two letters of recommendation (left
and right faces). The letter on the right-hand side of the base is a recommen-
dation of the Viducassian Titus Sennius Sollemnis by the praetorian prefect,
M. Aedinius Iulianus, and is addressed to the acting governor of Gallia Lugdu-
nensis, Badius Comnianus:® Exemplum epistulae  Aedin[d) | Iubiani  pracfecti
praet{orio) | ad Badium Comnianum pr{o]|cur(atorem) et vice praesidis agen[t(em)]. | Aedi-
nins Iulianus Badio | Comniano sal(utem). In provincia | Lugduness(i) quinquefascal(em)>*

31 The source of both inscriptions — although the dedicants are different ~ is very
likely to be the honorand himself, but in that case the text was probably changed at
some point between its composition and execution, see W.Eck, Tituli honorarii, curricu-
lum vitae und Selbstdarstellung in der Hohen Kaiserzeit, Acta colloquii epigraphici Latini
Helsingiae 3.—6. sept. 1991 habit, Helsinki 1995, 211ff. (= Tra epigrafia prosopografia
e archeologia. Scritti scelti, rielaborati ed aggiornati, Rome 1996, 319 ff.)

32 See above all, H.-G. PFLAUM, Le marbre de Thorigny, Paris 1948.

3 See H.M. CotroN, Documentary Letters of Recommendation in Latin from the
Roman Empire, Konigstein/Ts. 1981, 34ff.

3 Prraum expands: guinguefascal(is), but see e.g. Suet. CL. 29.1: non principem sed minis-
trum egit; Tac. Hist. 2.83: socium magis imperii quam ministrum agens; cf. KUHNER-STEG-

MANN, II. 1, 297, A. 3, and TLL s.v. qgo 1399, e.g 1. 42.
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| cum agerem plerosq(ue) bonos viros perspexi etc. (A copy of the letter of Aedinius
Tulianus the praetorian prefect to Badius Comnianus, procurator and acting in
the place of the governor. Aedinius Iulianus sends his greetings to Badius
Comnianus: «When 1 served in the province of Lugdunensis as quinquefascalis, 1
became aware of many good men .. .»).

Here for the first (and only) time we have a secure attestation of the term
quinguefascalis in Latin, whereas before it was found either expressed in a round-
about way (nos. 1, 2, 3, 0), uncertainly restored (no. 5), or translated into Greek
(no. 4).

However, the formulation i provincia Lugduness(i) quinguefascal(em) cum agerem
must be juxtaposed with the different formulation of Aedinius Iulianus’ posi-
tion in Lugdunensis given in the central panel, where T. Sennius Solemnis is
described by the ordo of the civitas Viducassium as «a greatly beloved client of
Aedinius Tulianus, the imperial legate in Gallia Lugdunensis»: clens probatissimus
Aedini Tuliani leg(ati) Aug(usti) prov(inciae) Lugd(unensis) (121).

What is the meaning of the two different formulations of Aedinius Iulianus’
position in the province, i.e. i provindia Lugduness(i) quinguefascaliems) cum agerem
and legatus Augusti provinciae Lugdunensis? Can they be reconciled or ate they
incompatible? And finally, does their co-existence support the assumption that
quinguefascalis was the normal title of the praetorian imperial governor?

M. Aedinius Tulianus®® served in Lugdunensis ca. 220; his predecessor in
Lugdunensis,36 Claudius Paulinus, is attested in Britannia Inferor in 220,%
where «his term of office must have begun soon before».*® However, as late as
223 M. Aedinius Iulianus still belonged to the equestrian order as is proven by
his tenure of the prefecture of Egypt in 222—223,% from which position he
moved directly to the praetotian prefecture in which he is attested under Alex-
ander Severus in 223.*" In other words Aedinius Tulianus did not yet belong to
the senatorial order when acting as quinguefascalis in Lugdunensis in the early
220s,*! despite the /g Aug. prov. Lugd. in line 21 of the central panel, with its

 PIR? A 113.

36 Cf. decessori meo in line 15 of the recommendation.

7 CIL VII 1045 + 1044 = RIB 1280.

3 A.R.BrLey, The Fasti of Roman Britain, Oxford 1981, 189.

¥ Cf. G.BastianiNg, Lista dei prefetti d’Fgitto dal 30* al 299P, ZPE 17, 1975, 308f.:
222-223 CE; cf. idem, ZPE 38, 1980, 87 and ANRW II 10.1, 513; cf. P. BURETH,
ANRW 1I 10.1, 492: «été/automne 222—été 223».

0 This is the date of the «album of Canusiumy» (CIL IX 338), in which Aedinius
Iulianus appears among the patrons of the city in the number of carissimi, i.e. on be-
coming pragfectus praetorio he was entolled in the senatotial order; cf. HA Alex. 21: Prae-
Jectis praetorii suis senatoriam addidit [Alexander Severus| dignitatem, ut viri clarissimi et essent et
dicerentnr. See next note. .

# Those, who, unlike PrLauM (n. 32) 38-39, distinguish between the inclusion of
Aedinius Iulianus in the senatorial order in 223 — after which he could hold the gover-
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ostensible implication that Aedinius lulianus was a senatorial governor of Lug-
dunensis. It is possible of course to dismiss (with PrLAUM) the expression /eg.
Aung. prov. Lngd. as a misunderstanding on the part of the provincials who
assimilated Aedinius Iulianus’ position to that of the normal senatorial gover-
nor.* For it seems exttemely unlikely that M. Aedinius Iulianus, were he a
senatorial governor, would refer to himself as guinguefascalis rather than as a
legatus Augnsti pro praetore. But how did an equestrian governor come by five
fasces when normally, so far as we know, he would have none at allp®

Evidently M. Aedinius Iulianus was no ordinary equestrian governor, nor an
equestrian deputy of a senatorial governor. # Therefore, one may suggest that
perhaps the Viducassians made no mistake in calling him /eg. Aug. prov. Lugd.
One should seek the explanation for the two designations in the special cir-
cumstances prevailing under Elagabalus when equestrians are found serving in
positions normally filled by senatorial governors, and the same person is found
occupying indiscriminately both senatorial and equestrian positions.*® It is pre-
cisely at this time that Aedinius Iulianus could have been appointed governor
of Lugdunensis, designated /eg. Aug. prov. Lugd., and assigned five fasces — not-
withstanding his equesttian status. However, the combination of /g Aug. prow.
Lugd. and guinguefascalis does not imply that guinguefascalis was the normal desig-
nation of a praetorian governor in the imperial provinces; quite the contrary: it
suggests that even under Elagabalus a distinction was maintained between a
senatorial and an equestrian governor. Only the latter would use the circumlo-
cution guinguefascalem cum agerem to desctibe his position as governor in the

norship of Lugdunensis as a senator — and his eventual nomination as practorian pre-
fect maintain that he served in Lugdunensis after 223 as a senatorial governor, and that
decessor mens in our text (see n. 36) does not mean direct predecessor, cf. A.STrEIN, Die
Prifecten von Agypten in der romischen Kaiserzeit, Bern 1950, 216, n. 391 and
G. BarsieRl, L’albo senatorio da Settimio Severo a Carino, Rome 1952, p. 190, no. 923;
p- 615, n. ad p. 190, no. 923. PFLAUM’s reconstruction is adopted here as the most eco-
nomic interpretation of the various texts.

2 Prraum (n. 32) 35-36.

# T, ScHAFER, Imperii Insignia. Sella curulis und fasces. Zur Reprisentation rémischer
Magistrate, Mainz 1989, 214.

* Despite Prr.auM who maintains that had he been a governor, rather than a deputy
governor, he would have said esse instead of ggere (l.c. [n. 32] 20); but see above n. 34
on the grammatical construction. To me it seems that, had he been a deputy governor,
he would probably have used about himself the same terms that he uses for his addres-
see, Badius Comnianus, namely procurator et vice praesidis agens.

# With Badius Comnianus we can see that we are back in the old order, for he is
described as procurator vice praesidis agens, i.e. an equestrian deputy to a senatorial gover-
nor. For an attempt to explain away irregularities in appointments under Elagabalus, see
B.Sarway, A Fragment of Severan Histoty: The Unusual Career of .. .atus, Practorian
Prefect of Elagabalus, Chiron 27, 1997, 127 ff.
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province; only in his case was it necessary and important to stress that he held
the five fasces, for normally they would not be allotted to an equestrian. In
corroboration of this hypothesis one could point to the different titles given in
the document to Aedinius Iulianus and to his predecessor, Claudius Paulinus:
Aedinius Tulianus is called /legatus Augusti provinciae Lugdunensis (1 21), whereas
Claudius Paulinus is called /legatus Angusti pro praetore provinciae Lugdunensis (115—
16) and provinciae Britanniae (111 1-3) respectively, i.e. the normal official title of
the senatorial provincial governor in an imperial province. The omission of pro
praetore from Aedinius Iulianus’ title may thus be no oversight on the part of
the provincials, but a reflexion of an official designation intended to bring out
the distinction between the two.

This inscription too cannot prove that guinguefascalis was the normal title of
the praetorian governor of an impetrial province.

/A

Our evidence is restricted to a handful of testimonies: none of them discloses
a praetorian governor of an imperial province; none of them proves or even
implies that the governor of a praetorian imperial province, Le. the legatus Au-
gusti pro praetore with the rank of an ex-praetor, received his title from the num-
ber of lictors assigned to him, i.e. that he bore an (official) title of guinquefasca-
lis. The epigraphic evidence shows in fact that it is a praetorian (or in one case
an equestrian) official, sent to replace the governor or perform a special task in
the province while the governor is still in office, who is said to be accompa-
nied by five fasces. In fact the two officials, i.e. the normal praetorian governor
of an imperial province and an official accompanied by five fasces, represented
two different positions, and the so-called guinquefascalis occupied a lower rank
than that of the practorian governor. This is seen above all in the career of
L. Tulius Apronius Maenianus Sallamallianus, whose term of office as a deputy
governor in the province of Belgica preceded his legionary command (no. 6).
A brief survey may help:

No. 1: The practorian M. Ateius was sent to Asia while the consular governor
was in office there.

No. 2: C.Iulius Severus was corrector and curator in Bithynia, not its governor.

No. 3: M. Flavius Postumus was appointed (ordinatus) in Gaul, ie. for all four
Gallias, but was governor of none.

No. 4: The Ignotus who was mevtapafdos in Raetia could have been a gover-
nor at this stage in his career, but the absence of a legionary command
in his career makes this unlikely; furthermore, now that we know that
none of the other so-called guinguefascales was a provincial governor, and
that the position of the so-called guinguefascalis is to be distinguished
from that of a governor, we can say that the very fact that he is called
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nevtdpapdoc implies the opposite, namely that he was not the provincial
governor of Raetia.

No. 5: The Ignotus who was probably in office in the Transpadane regio of
Italy was not a provincial governor, but a special commissioner sent by
Marcus Aurelius to the afflicted region.

No. 6: The governor of Belgica, whom L.lulius Apronius Maenianus Sallamal-
lianus was replacing, did not bear the title guinguefascalis of the province
of Belgica; at most his title as Jegatus Augusti pro praetore could have been
further qualified by the qualitative genitive guingue fascinm — a qualifica-
tion attested nowhere else; it was put there only in order to undetline
the rank of his deputy now in possession of an identical porestas.

No. 7: M. Aedinius Iulianus was an equestrian while serving as governor of
Gallia Lugdunensis. The usual pro praetore is missing from his tide as
governor: Jegatus Augusti provinciae Lugdunensis, and the quingue fasces may
in fact prove the uniqueness of his position.

Nor am I convinced that even in the case of these special envoys did guingue-

Jascalis ever crystallize into an official title. The term is attested secutely in

Latin only once, in no. 7: in provincia Lugduness(i) quinguefascalem) cum agerem; but

even here it is not used as a title but is part of a circumlocution which de-

scribes the man’s term of office as an equestrian governor in what used to be

a praetorian province. It is restored in no. 5: [Plegatus Augusti quin\que fasc(ali)

reg(ionis) [? Transpad(anae)], which could also read [?legatus Augusti quin)que fasc(inm)

reg(ionis) [? Transpad(anae)]. Its Greek equivalent mevtdpaBdoc is also attested once
only, in no. 4: [ng]vtaoafdov ‘Partiag. In the other four cases a periphrasis is
used to convey the fact that the man held five fasces: Gvio Eotoamnynnag ovv

nEvte QaPdodyolg (no. 1); meog € dapdovg meppdévia eig Berduviav (no. 2);4(’

ordinato in Galllia at quingue fasces (no.3); (leg. Aug. pr pr) quingue fascinm

prov(inciae) Belgi[cae] (no. 6). Nor does Dio come up with a title after his sugges-
tive noi dvopdlovion &n’ avtol tob Gordpod todtov; one would have expected
nevtapafdol or a Greek transliteration of guinguefascales to follow.

The scarcity of the epigraphic evidence suggests that not all imperial envoys
were entitled to five fasces. Those who were, by emphasizing the five fasces in
their career insctiptions, i.e. the symbol of the praetotian pofestas, made them-
selves to some extent appear the equals of governors in imperial provinces. In
the province into which they were sent, accompanied by five lictors, they
looked no different from a praetotian or consular impetial governor.

4 This is the only case where a more specific definition of the praetorian’s position
follows: SiopdwtnVv ®ai Aoyiothv.
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117

What about Dio’s assertion that the praetotian governors of impetial provinces
«also receive theit name from that numbem, i.e. five: noil dvopdlovton &n’ adTOD
o0 Golipod tovtov?

Editors of Dio must have puzzled over this statement. The first printed
editions of Dio changed the mévte dafdovyois to && papdovyors. Of course they
were unaware of the existence of the epigraphic evidence presented above, and
could not use it to defend their correction. They must have suspected Dio’s
accuracy on the grounds adduced by MoMMSEN in a paper published for the
first time in 1852, namely their acquaintance with the six fasces of the repub-
lican propraetors (and of the proconsuls with praetorian rank), the existence of

the term &Eoameléneg in the literary sources, *®

and conversely, the absence in
these sources of the term guinquefascalis and its Greek equivalent mevidooBdog.
However, the &, as MOMMSEN categorically states, has no manuscript author-
ity.* BoissevaiNs edition dismisses this correction with perperam and gives the
credit for the restoration of the original reading névte to Mommsen.>’ All sub-
sequent editions follow BOISSEVAINs.

Surely it was the epigraphic evidence quoted above, as well as the case of
M. Atetus (Dio 57.17.7 together with Tac. Ann. 2.47.4, no. 1), which led
MowmmseN to vindicate Dio’s accuracy and reinstate the reading of the unani-
mous manuscript tradition. At the same time this epigraphic evidence sug-
gested to MOMMSEN that not all lgati Augusti pro praetore were called guinguefas-
cales, but only those legati Augusti pro praetore who were ex-praetors.”’ The way

7 MommseN, Gesammelte Schriften 8, 147 (first published as no. 20 in: Epigra-
phische Analekten, Nr. 18—28, Berichte der sichs. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften
1852, 213ff).

B Although sexfascalis is absent from the literary soutces, in the second half of the
fourth century we find dozens of inscriptions attesting the governor of Numidia as
consularis sexfascalis provinciae Numidiae: AE 1888, 30; 1885, 108; 1902, 166 (= ILAlg
2.620); 1909, 220; 1911, 110 (= 1946, 112); 1913, 23. 35; 1917/18, 58; 1936, 30 (=
1937, 144); 1946, 107 (= 111). 110; 1987, 1062. 1082. 1083 (= 1911, 217); CIL
VIII 7015 (= ILAlg 2.596). 7034 (= ILAlg 2.619). 7975 (= 19852 = ILAlg 2.379).
10870 (= 1487 = ILAlg 2.661). 17896. 19502 (= ILAlg 2.618); ILAlg 2.629; see
MommseN, Gesammelte Schriften 8, 149f.; Staatsrecht I 385, n. 2.

4 One could conceivably argue that somewhere along the transmission of Dio’s text,
a digamma was misread as an epsilon, were it not for the fact that the reasons which
made the editors of the printed editions change the névte of the mss. to €€ would have
worked as a corrective.

30 See apparatus to vol. II, p. 423, line 28: «névie] 85 Xyl. perperam, cf. MOMMSEN,
Staatsrecht I? 369,4.» .

51 Although he believed that the title was not restricted to praetorian governors but
common to them and to special envoys, whom he designates-«legati Augusti extra ordi-
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in which he punctuated and translated Dio’s text was meant to bring out the
distinction between the consular and the praetorian /fegati Augusti — only the
latter received their title from the reduced number of lictors.”? This less than
natural interpreation of the Greek text is reflected in all the translations quoted
at the beginning of this paper, which were cleatly influenced by MOMMSEN’s:
the first ol was taken in the sense of ¢f (and), and the second xai in the sense
of etiam (also): gaPdodyolg 8¢ 81 mEVTE MAVTEG OHOIMG Ol AVTICTEATNYOL XODVTAL
nal 8oot Y& o0 &x TV vrateLrdTOV gioi, ®ol dvopalovral £’ adTod Tod Gordpod
tobtov (Simtliche kaiserliche Legaten haben nicht mehr als funf Lictoren, und
diejenigen von ihnen, welche nicht das Consulat bekleidet haben, entnehmen
diesen fiinf Fasces auch den Namen).

However, once it is realized that the epigraphic evidence does not bear out
the claim that guinguefascalis or mevtagapdog was the title (if indeed, which is
extremely dubious, it was a title at all) of the praetorian governors — we may
attempt a more straightforward translation of the text. The translation offered
below takes the first xai in the sense of ezam (also), and the second »oi in the
sense of ¢ (and). The first »ai will then put the clause oot ye odn &x Tdv
vrotevrOToV giot in parenthesis, whereas the second xai * will connect the two
verbs yodvtar and dvopdlovtor to each other: gafdodyog 8¢ dn mévte mAvTeg
Opoimg ol AvTioTEdTyOol Xo®VTaL — %ol OGOl Y€ 00X &€x TV LIOTELROTOV €161 —
»al dvopdtoviar £’ avtod tod dorduod tovtov (All propractors alike employ five
lictors — indeed also those who are not ex-consuls — and receive their name
from that number).

This is in fact how the passage was translated into German in 1838 when
the text still read €&: «Alle Propritoren ohne Unterschied haben sechs Lictoren,
anch wenn sie friher keine Consuln gewesen waren, #nd werden von der Zahl
der Beile [é£anehénerg Sechsbeilige] benannt»>

nemy, and wrongly frestricts it to the public (which he of course called «enatoriab)
provinces cf. Gesammelte Schriften 8, 228, see above n. 18.

52 No one seems to have asked himself why only the ex-practors were thus called,
although all the Jegati Augusti pro praetore had the same number of lictors.

5 Gesammelte Schriften 8, 147.

% 1t could be argued that the second xai connects not the two verbs yo®dvtar and
Ovopdlovtor but the verbs gict and dvopdlovtar to each other with the result that we
have two relative clauses following the first xoi: «All propractors alike employ five
lictors — also those who are not ex-consuls and (who) receive their name from that
numbem, but this makes poor sense.

55 Griechische Prosaiker in neuen Ubersetzungen 176, eds. D.L.F. TarsL — C.R.
OsIANDER — G.ScHwAB, Stuttgart 1838, 1060. MOMMSEN too seems to have under-
stood the Greek in this way at some point, cf. Staatsrecht II> 245: «im Sprachgebrauch
wird allerdings der gewesene Consul ausgezeichnet als /legatus consunlaris odexr consularis
schlechtweg, wogegen die ebenfalls der Umgangssprache angehtrende Benennung guin-
quefascalis allen gemein ist»
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True, in this translation and punctuation there is strong emphasis on the fact
that even non-consulares, i.e. practorians, receive five fasces: noi doot ye odn &x
v Oratevrotov &ioi.>® It may be objected that the emphasis should have
been on the consulares who were deprived of mote than half their fasces. Roman
sensitivity for discrimina ordinum dignitatumque dictated otherwise: Dio anticipates
here the maturab expectation that those who ranked as ex-praetors should have
had fewer than five lictors. Indeed, in the case of the proconsuls of the public
provinces the shared title did not result in allotting all proconsuls, whether
consulars or praetorians, the same number of lictors. Each group kept the
number of lictors commensurate with its rank in the city.

The negative formulation — %ol doot ye odx éx 1@V bratevrodTOV Elol — em-
phasizes the implied parallelism and contrast with the proconsuls of the public
provinces.”’ In fact the passages dealing with these two groups are almost
mitror images of each other. All the governors of the public provinces were
called proconsuls, even those who were not ex-consuls, but ex-praetors: zai
aviumdarovg nareloBar pr 611 Tovg 8VO TOLG LaTELHOTAG GAAL Hal TOVG GAAOULG
ToUG €x TOV EoteuTnynuotov. Likewise, all governors of the imperial provinces
were called /egati Augnsti pro praetore, even those who were ex-consuls: Tovg 3¢
£tEQovg Vo Te EanTol algeioPar #al mEEcPELTAG AVTOD AVTIGTEATHYOVS TE OVOud-
Leodar, xdv &x 1@V dmoteLdTOV GOot, dittate.”® However, whereas the procon-
suls kept the number of fasces befitting their rank in the city: gapdodyoig €
oPUG EXATEQOVG doo1oTEQ *at &V T® dotel vevopotar yoficdal, the imperial gov-
ernors, in contrast, had all the same number, even those who were not consu-
Jares: HaPdoldyoic 8¢ dn mEvte mAvTeg Opoimg ol GvTicTEdTnyol XedvTal, ®ol doot
ye obx éx T@V LmateLoOTEV eiol. It is the sharp contrast with the case of the
proconsuls — where proprieties were maintained to a certain extent — which
offends Roman sensivity and expectations, and accounts for the negative for-
mulation: unlike the proconsuls, the governors of imperial provinces were not
compensated for a title shated with people of a lower rank than their own by
the preservation of the external appurtenances of their rank in the city.

IV

Are we now in a better position to explain Dio’s passage? Although I believe
that the passage as translated above is the correct interpretation of Dio’s
Greek, it must be admitted that it does not offer a more satisfactory explana-
tion of its factual content than MoMMSEN’. There is not a shred of evidence

% See J.D. DENNISTON, The Greek Particles, Oxford 1934, 157—58 on xai .. .ye in
the case both of a connective xoi and of the adverbial »ai.

57 Already noticed by MommsEN, Gesammelte Schriften 8, 148.

8 Dio 53.13.5.



Cassius Dio, Mommsen and the quinquefascales 233

for the claim that the senatorial governors of imperial provinces, whether they
were ex-consuls or ex-praetors, received their title from the number of their
Jfasces. With one exception, none of those attested as accompanied by five fasces
can safely and without a reasonable doubt be identified as a provincial gover-
nor; in some of the cases this is absolutely excluded. The exception,
M. Aedinius Iulianus, was an equestrian and thus can hardly count as proof for
Dio’s claim.

Therefore Cassius Dio could not have had an official title in mind when he
said xol dvopdloviar &n’ adtod ToD deidpol todtov. It may be tentatively sug-
gested that he meant a name used in colloquial language, as MOMMSEN already
suggested,® and as such never recorded in career inscriptions. This informal
name, detived from the number of the fasces carried by the legati Augusti pro
praetore, could have been used in senatorial circles, in the provincial context or
in both.

Appendixc: Pliny’s position in Pontus-Bithynia

MowmmseN  explained Pliny the Younger’s unparalleled and highly anomalous
appointment to an official position of a legatus Augusti pro praetore with a consu-
lar potestas in Pontus-Bithynia as motivated by the fact that it was inappropriate
to have a guinquefascalis establish order in a province so far under the rule of a
sexfascalis,® namely the praetorian proconsul. Although he does not say so ex-
plicitly, MomMseN is likely to have thought that Pliny held twelve fasces like any
holder of consular imperium. ¢!

A different conception of Pliny’s position in Pontus-Bithynia has recently
been offered by GEza ALFOLDY. ALFOLDY challenges MOMMSEN’s authotitative

62 and

reading of consulari potestate in Pliny’s famous inscription from Comum,
convincingly reinstates E. BORMANNs reading [pro|consulari potesta[te] there:S /e-

gat(us) pro priaetore) provinciae Pon|ti et Bithyniae pro\consulari potestalte] in eam provin-

> Staatsrecht II° 245, cited above, n. 55.

% (Die einzige uns bekannte Abweichung von diesem Prinzip [i.e. the denial of con-
sular potestas to a legate] ist die Sendung des Plinius nach Bithynien als /lgatus Augusti pro
praetore consulari potestate . . . der Sache nach begreiflich, da in einer bisher von Sexfascales
regierten Provinz ein Quinquefascalis nicht wohl geeignet war Ordnung zu stiften, aber
formell eine arge Anomalie», Staatsrecht II* 245, n. 1.

o1 Staatsrecht I° 382.

62 CIL V 5262 = ILS 2927 (Comum).

6 Die Inschriften des Jingeren Plinius und seine Mission in Pontus et Bithynia.
Stidte, Eliten und Gesellschaft in der Gallia Cisalpina, Stuttgart 1999, 221ff.; for the
reconstruction see pp. 229 and 243 (Abb. 17). See also the text of the inscription from
Hispellum (CIL XI 1552) as testored by ALFOLDY 234: ex s(enatus) c(onsulto) pro|consulari
potestate legatus pr(o) pr(aetore) provinciae Ponti) et Bithyniae.



234 Hannah M. Cotton

ciam e[ senatus consulto ab)®* Imp(eratore) Caesar(¢) Nerva Traiano Aug(usto) Ger-
manlico Dacico p(atre) p(atriae) missus].

How many fasces was Pliny entitled to as legatus Augusti pro praetore and as
holder of a proconsularis potestas?

ALFOLDY proposes six, assuming that thereby Pliny’s rank was kept equal to
that of the previous proconsul: «Als Inhaber det proconsularis potestas war Pli-
nius, den bei seinen amtlichen Handlungen nicht fiinf, sondern sechs Liktoren
begleiteten, flir jeden erkennbar mit den Prokonsuln gleichgestellt.»65 For
ALFOLDY the possession of the proconsularis potestas, externally manifested in the
proconsular six fasces, made it clear that although Pliny was a /egatus Angusti pro
praetore, Pontus-Bithynia did not change its status and did not become an im-
perial province. ®

This is not the place to enter into this highly controversial issue. Pliny’s
position in Pontus-Bithynia as it emerges if one accepts ALFOLDY’s restoration
of proconsularis potestas in the inscriptions from Comum and Hispellum is unique
and without any parallel. His cortespondence with Trajan proves, however, that
in all respects he was like the other /legati Augusti pro praetore.’” The proconsularis
potestas in his titulature will therefore have to do with rank rather than with
substance. As legatus Augnsti pro praetore he was entitled to five fasces — one few-
er than his predecessors in the province who had six. ALFOLDY’s six would
indeed put him on a par with his predecessors, implying however that like
them he ranked as an ex-practor. But Pliny’s proconsularis potestas, unlike that of
his predecessors, was not that of an ex-praetor but that of an ex-consul, and as
such entitled him to twelve fasces.®®
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% BORMANN had azctore.

> ALFOLDY (n. 63) 240.

6 Tbid. 236fF.

7 F MILLAR, The Emperor in the Roman Wotld, London 1977, 325.
8 See Dio 53.13.4 quoted at the beginning of this article.
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