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CHRISTER BRUUN

. . . . *
Imperial procuratores and dispensatores: New Discoveries

In honorem Werner Eck sexagenario

A recent archaeological discovery at Ponte Galetia (localita Quartaccio) not too
far from the motorway from Rome to the Fiumicino Airport has turned up
some stamps on a lead waterpipe (fistnla) that provide unique information on
Roman imperial administration. From the presentation by the excavators one
gathers that the stamps are preserved in the following form (unfortunately, no
photograph or drawing was included):’

@ [+
SOTAS DISP FEC
(b) SVB GNESIO [-]
SOTAS DIS[-]

Moteover, on the side of the fistula where stamp (b) appeared, the following
inscription could be read (written diagonally):

ANTVLLVS

together with the number XIV written backwards.
We thus find three parties recorded on the fistula: Gnesius, Sotas dispensator,? and
Antullus. What were their official functions and their mutual relations? As we shall

" I wish to thank Dr. JespEr CArLsEN (Odense University) for constructive com-
ments, and Mr. SHANE ButLER (Columbia University) for correcting my English. The
following abbreviations are used: BRuun = C.Bruun, The Water Supply of Ancient
Rome. A Study of Roman Imperial Administration, Helsinki 1991; BouLvERT =
G.BouLvert, Esclaves et affranchis sous le Haut-Empire romaine. Réle politique et
administratif, Naples 1970; CariseN = J. CARLsEN, Vilici and Roman Estate Managers
until AD. 284, Rome 1995; LiesENam = W.LieBEnaM, Dispensator, RE V 1, 1905,
1189-98; PETRIAGG! et al. = R.PETRIAGG! et al., Scavi a Ponte Galetia: nuove acquisi-
zioni sull’acquedotto di Porto e sulla topografia del territorio portuense, Archeologia
Laziale 12.2, ed. S. Quirict GicLi, Rome 1995, 361-373.

! See PrTRIAGGH et al. 371.

2 Disp(ensator) is surely the correct interpretation. The office of disp(unctor) cannot be
meant here, for it was held by people of high social standing, often municipal curatores,
see DizEpi I1.3, 1923-24; LieBenam, RE V' 1, 1905, 1198f. s.v. dispunctor.
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see, these questions were not explored exhaustively by the first publisher in his
short comment. A thorough investigation into functions and mutual relations will
contribute new insights into the workings of the imperial procuratorial setvice.
The third name, Antullus, undoubtedly belongs to the plumbarius, the man who
manufactured the lead pipes (although the common fecit or fec. does not accom-
pany the name). He is otherwise unknown,” but one can safely assume that he is
an imperial slave, especially since he does not qualify his status in any way on the
imperial pipe. He might well be a so-called «domestic plumbarins», someone be-
longing to the worlk force subordinated to the procurator and the dispensator.*
The inscribed (engraved?) number XIV cannot be given any precise meaning,”

The editor of these stamps, ROBERTO PETRIAGGT, Identified Gnesius with a per-
son who is previously known from a fistula-stamp, namely the imperial freedman
procurator Gnesius who appears in Rome. The stamp CIL XV 7271 (found near
the Pantheon in Rome) is normally presented as SVB GNESIO AVG. LIBERTO
PROC./NERONIS CLAVDI CAES. AVG. There has been some doubt about
the name of the procurator («Nestor» having been suggested instead by some),
although the Greek name «Gnesius» appears in Rome in other sources too.°

If PeTrRIAGGIS identification is correct (and only a close examination of the
leadpipe can shed more light on the question) it has several consequences. As
the editors rightly pointed out, it permits the dating of the waterpipe and the
adjoining cistern to a roughly Neronian date.” No absolute precision is possi-
ble, since the stamp is unusual in that it contains the name of an imperial
procurator without the name of the emperor. The standard formula is
Imp(eratoris) Caes(aris) Ang(usti) ... sub cura illius procuratoris . .. (often followed
by the name of the manufacturer). Only three other completely preserved

stamps where the procurator appears alone are known.®

> No man with such a cgromen is known among the roughly 400 plumbarii in Rome
and Central Italy; see BRuuN 310—337. The name Antullus is peculiar for a lead pipe
worker in that it is a Latin cggnomen not particulatly common for slaves. See 1. KKAJANTO,
The Latin Cognomina, Helsinki 1965, 175: fifteen men in the CIL volumes bear the
name, No senator ot equestrian, one explicit slave, the other fourteen undistinguished
ingenni or freedmen.

* On domestic plumbarii see BRuuN 320, 335, 345-350.

5 On numbers on fistulae see BRUUN 44—51. Number XIV appears in CIL XV 7249
from Rome and CIL XV 7768¢ from Ostia.

8 For this, see BRUUN 213. Lingering doubts might by now have been dispersed were it
not for the fact that no picture of the new stamp is presented, and that the publisher
indicates that the letters E, S, I, and O are of uncertain reading, Thus one cannot exclude
that the existence of the previous «Gnesius» has conditioned the reading of the new text.

7 PeTRIAGGI et al. 371,

8 See the Tables in BruuN 27-29. Two cases from Rome have been known for a

long time: CIL XV 7310 sub cur. Restituti Ang. lib. proc.; and CIL XV 7360 Imp. Commodo
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If we ate dealing with the same Gnesius at Ponte Galetia as in Rome, some
unusual features become apparent. First, this would be one of the relatively rare
cases where we know of more than one stamp for any of the roughly eighty
[fistula-officials known from Rome and the neighbouthood of the capital.9

Secondly, and much more importantly, according to the interpretation of the
excavators, the cistern to which the lead pipe was connected was part of a first
attempt to provide Portus with an artificial water supply. This endeavour led
later, apparently under Trajan, to the construction of an aqueduct for Portus,
which followed the same course at least in this place.!” Therefore the project
in which Gnesius was involved cannot have been connected to the watet sup-
ply of the city of Rome itself. Moreover, Ponte Galeria is at a distance of over
15 km from the centre of Rome. !

This new discovery provides the second (or possibly the thitd) case where
we have some grounds - for believing that the same «fistula-procurator was
engaged both inside and outside the city of Rome. Previously, only two such
cases were known or suspected: First, an imperial freedman procurator Alypus
appears in Rome under Trajan (CIL XV 7295), while in the Alban hills we find
an imperial freedman procurator also called Alypus, but eatlier, under Domitian
(CIL XV 7818 = XIV 2657 = ILS 8681; CIL XV 7819 = ILS 8680). On the
basis of the cognomen alone some scholars have thought that we are dealing with
the same person, while others have been more sceptical.'* Secondly, a stamp
from Rome names one Restitutus Aug, lib. as a procurator on a fistula without
mentioning the emperor. Restitutus is not an uncommon name among Caesar’s
freedmen; nevertheless, identity with one Restitutus Aug. lib. proc. who ap-
pears under Hadrian at the imperial villa at Tivoli has been assumed.'?

et Quintillo cos./sub ¢. Calpurni Maximi. Whether any meaning is to be attributed to the
missing name of the emperor in our case is not immediately appatent. A new discovery
Aur. Commod. Plant. Quintill. dos]/[snlb C. Calpurn. Maxinidi] -] was recently pre-
sented by A. CARIGNANI, in: C.PAVOLINI et al., La topografia antica della sommita del
Celio. Gli scavi dell’Ospedale Militare (1987-92), RM 100, 1993, 443—-505, esp. 497.

° For the list of the equestrian and freedman fistnla-officials from Rome see BRUUN
210-212 and 265, showing six procurators and one praectotian ttibune known from two
different contexts and one procurator who appears in three different stamps. See
Bruun 213 for twelve certain or presumed senatorial officials, one of them known
from two stamps.

10 PrrrRIAGGT et al. 373.

' PerrIAGGH et al. 361: the excavations covered an area between km 15 and km 18
of the modern via Portuense. ‘

12 See Bruun 218 and 280f. for an overview. Alypus is a common name; H. SoLIN,
Die griechischen Personennamen in Rom. Ein Namenbuch, Betlin — New York 1982,
8491, registers 43 cases.

13 Bruun 221, 277-279 for the evidence. Identity was suggested by G.MANCINI,
Inscriptiones Italiae IV.1 Tibur, 2. ed., Rome 1952, 187 no. 614.
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What is involved here is more than some ordinary cases of linking several
inscriptions to the same individual. The problem is highly relevant for our
understanding of the imperial procuratorial service, the backbone of the admi-
nistration of the Empire.

For a long time it was considered evident that imperial procurators appeating
on water pipes in Rome wete procuratores aguarum. After all, Frontinus in his De
aquaeductu urbis Romae, his so-called «Handbook for the Roman Water Com-
missioner, mentions that impetial freedman procurators for the aqueducts had
been established by Claudius (aq. 105.2), and although he never uses the actual
title procurator agquarnm, we find it in a handful of inscriptions. There is even one
case where an imperial freedman dating from the Flavian period both appears
as a procurator on two fistulae and in an inscription listing the post of proc
aguarum as part of his career. (The career did, however, also include other posi-
tions. At least in theory one of these other offices might be the reason for his
appearance on the lead pipe.)14

Although the function of the fistula-procurators thus might seem self-evi-
dent, a closer scrutiny of the evidence has in fact led the present writer to the
conclusion that most or many of these officials cannot have been those pro-
curators within the aqueduct administration to which Frontinus was referring.]‘r’

The argument can be summarized briefly as follows: First, there are a num-
ber of procurators on fistulae that actually are called something else, namely
procuratores pam'mam'z'.l(’ This is irrefutable evidence that one cannot automati-
cally assume that every freedman or equestrian official mentioned in a lead-
pipe stamp cartied the title proc. aguarum. Secondly, when all the epigraphical
evidence is combined, it turns out that we have far too many fistula-procurators
for each of them to have been the procurator aqmzmm.” We must assume that a

" The procurator is Ti. Claudius Aug. lib. Bucolas (PIR C? 819), known from the
fistula stamps CIL XV 7279-80 and from CIL XI3613 = ILS 1567; cf. Bruun 215f.
The situation is similar for the equestrian Sex. Varius Marcellus, active under Septimius
Severus, see BRuuN 2311,

!> For the evidence for fistula-officials in Rome see Bruun 207244, 257-262; and
for the conclusions see BRuuN 263-271. Supported by W.Eck, Uberlieferung und hi-
stotische Realitit: ein Grundproblem prosopographischer Forschung, in: W.Eck (ed.),
Prosopographie und Sozialgeschichte, Cologne — Vienna — Weimar 1993, 365-396,
esp. 388f; W Eck, Tra epigrafia, prosopografia e archeologia. Scritti scelti, rielaborati e
aggiornati, Rome 1996, 90f.

' CIL XV 7303, 7312, 7318; BullCom 1906, 113.

17 What scholars know in general about the imperial administration has led to the
conclusion that for any one administrative task there could usually be only one eques-
trian and/or one freedman carrying the title procurator. For the equestrian procurator-
ships, see the concise summary in H.-G.PrLaum, Abrégé des procurateurs équestres,
Patis 1974; for the imperial freedmen, see BOULVERT. Sometimes an equestrian procura-
tor and an imperial freedman, carrying identical titles, seem to be in office at the same
time. For this exceptional situation the concept of «dual procuratorship» («collegialité
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large number of fistulae, sutely the vast majority of them, have disappeared
since antiquity,'® and therefore it is natural to conclude that we know only a
small number of all those fistula-procurators that once were in office. Keeping
this methodological point in mind, it simply does not make sense to find in
our material, for instance, eight or nine freedman-procurators during Domi-
tian’s sixteen years of reign or six equestrian procurators and one freedman
under Hadtian, who reigned for twenty-one years. It stands to reason that the
number of procurators that we do not know is much larger than this. This in
turn leaves less than one year on the average for each procurator to hold
office. Such a situation would be contrary to what we know of Roman imperial
administration. The procurators, especially the freedman procurators, were a
fundamental part of the «civil service» due to the experience they acquired by
serving long in the same function.

In short, the notion that the fistula-procurators in Rome are not those pro-
curators of the cra aguarnm that Frontinus mentioned has been finding favour
recently among scholars. They must have had a different function, though
what this function or these functions were is not yet clear, and there must
have been a number of them active at any one time. >’

The new evidence for Gnesius now brings fresh material to this discussion.
Gnesius’ long known appearance in Rome in the Campus Martius did not enable
us to conclude anything in particular about the type of office he was holding.
Finding him now in the context of the water supply of Portus is interesting, be-
cause there is no indication in Frontinus or anywhere else that the sphere of ac-
tion of the urban cura aguarum would have covered anything besides the city of
Rome and the territory alongside the urban aqueducts in the Roman country-
side.”! The zone of Ponte Galeria is not even near the course of the Aqua Alsieti-
na, which during Nero’s reign was the only aqueduct supplying Rome that entered
the city on the right side of the Tiber. Therefore Gnesius was not a procurator
aguarum when he stamped the fistulae at Ponte Galeria. This in turn raises the

inégale», «Pseudokollegialitity) has been created; for the debate on this matter, see
Bruun 220. For a recent discovery, see W. Eck, Ein Prokuratorenpaar von Syria Palaes-
tina in P. Berol. 21652, ZPE 123, 1998, 249-255.

18 On the preservation of the fistula-inscriptions see BRUUN 63~71.

19 See recently, e, W Eck, La riforma dei gruppi dirigenti. Iordine senatorio e
Pordine equestre, Storia di Roma II.2. L’impero mediterraneo. 1 principi e il mondo,
Totino 1991, 73—-118, esp. 104; E.Lo Cascio, Le techniche dell’amministrazione, ibid.
119-191, esp. 180, where the familia Caesaris is called «’ossatura tecnico-esecutivo
dell’apparato amministrativoy.

20 In Bruun 263-271 it was tentatively suggested that the fistula-procurators be-
longed to the imperial patrimonium administration. Differently Ecik 1993, op. cit. in n. 15,
389-392; Eck 1996, op. cit. in n. 15, 91, who argued that we are in each case dealing
with the official who was responsible for the building supplied by the water conduit.

2l On the geographical purview of the cra aguarum see BRuuN 145148,
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question of what position he held while operating in the Campus Martius — was
he a «Frontinian» proc. aguarum, or did he act in a different capacity there too?

Based on previous suggestions of what the positions of the fistula-procura-
tors were, one can in general envisage three interpretive models (assuming that
the same Gnesius operated in Rome and at Ponte Galeria):

1. Different offices. Gnesius in Rome is operating in a different capacity
than he is at Ponte Galetia.

2. Same office. Gnesius is engaged in the imperial lead processing «indus-
try», in particular responsible for the installation of fistulae.

3. Same office. Gnesius is responsible for imperial property, i.e. employed in
the patrimoninm administration, and, while based in Rome, his duties have taken
him both to the Campus Martius and out to Ponte Galeria.

The question of Gnesius’ position(s) will occupy us further. Before discuss-
ing in detail these various interpretive models we must however take a look at
the function petformed by Sotas, the imperial dispensator mentioned in the fistula-
stamps from Ponte Galeria together with Gnesius.

The editor PETRIAGGL suggests that the dispensator Sotas is identical with one
Ti. Claudius Sotas who appears in an epitaph from Rome.?” The identification
would mean that our Sotas in the fiszula had been manumitted and acquired a
gentilicinm at some later point, for dispensatores were always slaves. This is not in
itself impossible.” But the identification is very unlikely, for Sotas was not an
uncommon name,?* and the epitaph gives no information on Claudius Sotas’
position or careet.

It is interesting to find an impetial dispensator mentioned on a lead pipe. This
is the first time that a person from the familia Caesaris holding this particular
position appeats in connection with water works in Rome and surroundings.
How ate we to explain his appearance?

The duties and the position of the dispensatores, especially the imperial ones,
can be outlined in a general way. The function was always reserved for slaves,
and in general entailed being in charge of the accounts in the specific adminis-
trative sector to which the dispensator had been assigned, i.e. they handled the

expenses and the entries. %

2 Prrriacal et al. 371, pointing to CIL VI 15267: 75 Cl. Sotas fecit amicibus () suis
... («litteris pessimis»).

2 On the slave status see Liseenam 1191, H. CHANTRAINE, AuBerdienststellung und
Altersversorgung kaisetlicher Sklaven und Freigelassener, Chiron 3, 1973, 307-329, esp.
308-310, mentions two impetial dispensatores who were freedmen, but they had clearly
been manumitted after their service as dispensatores had ended.

2% There are thirteen persons called Sotas registered in SoLIN, op. cit. in n. 12, 1295.

2 «Dispensator ist der Rechnungsfithrer, Cassierer und Zahlmeister zur Begleichung
der Einnahmen und Ausgaben», thus LieBenaM 1189, whose entry is still fundamental.
See also N. VuLic, Dispensator, DizEpi 11.3, 1920—-23; BouLverT 429-33 (with material
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The number of known imperial dispensatores from the Roman world is large,
and Rome itself provides a large part of the known evidence.?® There is evi-
dence for dispensatores in very many urban administrative sectors, for instance in
the annona (e.g. CIL VI 544 = ILS 1540), the ludus magnus (CIL VI 10166 =
ILS 5154), the summum choragium (CIL V1 10084), the opera publica administration
(CIL VI 8478 = ILS 1604), and so on.?’

In contrast, no dispensator for the aqueduct-administration has turned up,
although we know some slaves and freedmen who held vatious positions
among the «clerical grades».?® The number of office personnel in the ra agua-
rum is surprisingly small,?” and one wonders whether the lack of dispensatores

aguarum is determined purely by chance.®

from Egyptian papyri); P.R. C. WEAVER, Familia Caesaris. A Social Study of the Emperot’s
Freedmen and Slaves, Cambridge 1972 (with important observations on their social
position); E. HERRMANN-OTTO, Ex ancilla natus. Untersuchungen zu den «hausgebore-
nen» Sklaven und Sklavinnen im Westen des rémischen Kaiserreiches, Stuttgart 1994,
369—-398 (with special emphasis on the wernae); ].-]. AUBERT, Business Managers in An-
cient Rome. A Social and Economic Study of Institores, 200 B.C.—A.D. 250, Leiden
1994, 196-199 with some interesting comments on the juridical capacity of the dispensa-
tores, setting them apart from actores and vilici.

% No independent complete inventory has been attempted while writing this paper,
and no previous one is known to me. In addition, new discoveries are continuously
made; see, e.g., G. ALFOLDY, Die Mithras-Inschrift aus Riegel am Kaiserstuhl, Germania
64, 1986, 433—440; B. Lorincz — M. H. KeLEMEN, Neue romische Inschriften aus Esz-
tergom-Solva, Klio 79, 1997, 178-193, esp. 186f. The figures given by previous scho-
lars vary, thus CARLSEN 147 reports 200 dispensatores from the familia Caesaris in Rome
(by mistake; the figure must refer to the number of dispensatores in total); HERRMANN-
OTT0, op. cit. in n. 25, 380, included 160 dispensatores Caesaris from the western parts of
the Roman empire in her research, while ]. M. CorLLo, Officinm Dispensatorss, Gerion 7,
1986, 107119, in a paper disappointingly void of new insights, reports 235 insctiptions
mentioning dispensatores but gives very few references. — The number of dispensatores
from the familia Caesaris in Rome is considerably lower. A survey of the roughly 190
instances of dispensator in the computer index to CIL VI (see CIL VI. 7,2, pp. 1686—88)
gives some 50 cases that seem to belong in the context of the fawilia Caesaris.

7 See in detail LizBEnAM 1195-97; VuLic, op. cit. in n. 25, 1920-22.

28 See Bruun 193f The epigraphic sources give merely on a commentariis and two
tabularii. A senatus consultum from 11 B.C. quoted by Frontinus also mentions staff per-
sonnel allotted to the cra aguarnm, but here too any mention of dispensatores is missing
(Frontin. aq. 100.1), as it is elsewhere in Frontinus’ treatise.

2 In comparison, for the cura gperum publicornm in Rome, we know one a comm., one
tabularius, one adintor tabulariorum, two dispensatores, and two exactores, see A.Kors, Die
kaiserliche Bauverwaltung in der Stadt Rom, Stuttgart 1993, 308—311. The nature of the
evidence being similar for both administrative sectors (funerary inscriptions), it seems
strange that dispensatores should have failed to turn up from among the two familiae agua-
riae, in existence since 11 B.C. and increased during Claudius’ reign. Can this mean that
another administrative sector handled expenses and entries for the aqueducts?

30 We need not pursue this aspect further here, but it might be worth discussing
elsewhere. There are so many other indications that neither Gnesius nor Sotas can have
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Although literary soutrces in a general sense indicate what dispensatores did, there
are not many among the hundreds of sources mentioning dispensatores that
show them involved in the day-to-day business for which they were responsi-
ble. Exceptions are some papysi from Egypt that show dispensatores (often using
the Greek equivalent title oikonomos) accepting payment from various parties.>!

Elsewhere, however, we mostly meet dispensatores in inscriptions of a personal
nature (frequently epitaphs, cither for or by the dispensator), in dedications in
honour of the emperor or a supetior, or in dedications of a religious charac-
ter.”? These inscriptions often identify the station of the impetial slave, e.g. as
dispensator hortorum Atticianorum (CIL V18667 = ILS 1618), but we do not learn
anything about how that official cartied out his actual business.

On this account too our fistula is unique among our evidence. For once we
find a dispensator actually involved in some official and practical business in an
inscription: as it happens, the laying out of a water conduit. The surprising
thing is to find his name and title accompanied by the verb fec(#). Fecit or an
abbreviation thereof is of course well-known on fistulae, for it appears in lit-
erally hundreds of cases in the standard formula # fecit. In this formula it
accompanies the name of the man, the plumbarins, who is normally credited
with having produced the leadpipes and installed the conduits. But these plu-
barii never carry any titles that would further define their task or position
(except occasional indications of their status as freedmen or slaves).> Are we
dealing with the omission of a title such as dispensator in some of the cases
hitherto known, or is Sotas an absolute exception?

There seems to be something of a parallel to Sotas’ case in a completely
neglected fistula-stamp of unknown origin. Roporro LANCIANI presented the
stamp 7. Ok T. f. per Secundum disp. over a century ago.** To my knowledge it
has not received any attention since, except for a quote by DRESSEL in his
commentaty to CIL XV 7256 which presents the stamp domus Olliana. We are
cleatly dealing with a ptivate dispensator responsible for the installation of a con-
duit for his master.

belonged to the cuwra agunarum that the argument does not hinge on whether there were
of were NOt any dispensatores aquarum.

31 See the discussion in BOULVERT 429—431,

% For one or two exceptions see n. 40 below; cf. also below n. 34.

3 See however now C.Bruun, Ti. Claudius Aegialus ¢ Pacquedotto di Ostia (con
altre osservazioni sulle fistule acquatie ostiensi), ZPE 122, 1998, 265-272, for the im-
proved reading of a fistula-stamp from Ostia: [Cland|di [Clae. Aug. Ti. Claudins Aegialus
Jfe(eit), and the suggestion (p. 268) that fes? in this case might indicate a larger part in the
construction of the conduit than just the production of the lead pipes.

3 R.Lanciany, Le acque e gli acquedotti di Roma antica, Rome 1975, 487 no. 460
(= reprint of his Topografia di Roma antica. I commentarii di Frontino intorno le acque
e gli acquedotti. Silloge epigrafica aquaria, MAL 4, 1880, 215-616).
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It is easy to imagine why a dispensator would be involved in the installation of
a lead conduit: he would pay for the costs incurred, on behalf of his master.
But do the formulas Sotas dispensator fecit and per Secundum dispensatorem indicate
an even more direct involvement? Impetial dispensatores in particular are known
to have acquired considerable wealth,® which in turn means that they must
have been engaged on their own behalf in the field of financial transactions,
manufacture and other ways of investing money — using, as slaves did, their
peculinm.®® Did Sotas head an enterprise of his own, or is feit exceptionally
used simply to indicate a supervisory role? In either case it is possible to fit in
the third person mentioned on the fistula, Antullus. He was clearly the one who
actually produced the lead pipes.

Two cases from Rome where impetial dispensatores are involved directly or
indirectly in brick production ought to be mentioned here. In CIL XV 541a =
VIII 22632,6, a disp(ensator) called Ma|—] seems to be head of some figlinae
(here surely a production unit) on praedia belonging to the emperor Commo-
dus.”’ Secondly, in a brickstamp of the second century A.D. we find, according
to WEAVER’S recent interpretation, a slave wicarius of the arcarius of an impetial
dispensator. However, the conclusion of WEAVER, that «t is unlikely that [this
officinator was| engaged in the brick-making business as entrepreneur in [his]
own right,?® seems to apply to the case of Ma[~] disp. as well.

We shall adopt the more conservative explanation and assume a mere supet-
visory role for Sotas. Unfortunately, Sotas the dispensator does not qualify his
position and therefore our next question is the following: what administrative
sector used a procurator and a dispensator to supervise the installation of a
water conduit at Ponte Galeria? (We can surely assume that Gnesius and Sotas
were employed in the same administrative unit.)

We shall begin by discussing explanation (2) mentioned above on page 34. Is it
likely that both Gnesius and Sotas were employed by a putative imperial lead
processing administration and only took care of the installation of the con-

3 Examples are given by LieBenaM 1192; CHANTRAINE, op. cit. in n.23, 309f;
HERRMANN-OTTO, op. cit. in n. 25, 380f,, 3881.

36 The profits from their financial activities do of course also mean that they could
use their resources for public beneficence involving e.g. water works, as is shown in
CIL III 8684 (Salona) of Trajanic date: Sivano Augusto sacrum . .. Trophimus servus Aman-
dianus dispensator a solo fecit et aquam induxit. Loco dato decreto decurionum. But this explana-
tion does not seem likely in our case given the primary role held by the procurator in
the fistula stamp.

7 See recently CARLSEN 155, who interprets the dispensator as officinator.

38 See P.WEAVER, Imperial slaves and Freedmen in the Brick Industry, ZPE 122
1998, 238-246, esp. 239. The brick-stamp in question, S 537, was published by
H.BrocH, The Roman Brick-stamps not Published in Volume XV,1 of the CIL,
HSCPh 56-57, 1947, 1-128, esp. 106.
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duits?®® One might atgue that the fact that fistula-procurators have left almost
no traces of their activities besides the lead-pipe stamps indicates that their
activity was restricted to the task of installing these water conduits. But one
must not jump to conclusions. Procurators practically never appear in building
inscriptions on imperial estates,*’ and therefore we cannot very well expect to
find the fistnla-procurators in other types of inscriptions that mention construc-
tion work or other projects. The situation in imperial villae and estates is similar
to that in Rome, where it is very rare to find procurators or other officials in
public building inscriptions before Late Antiquity (normally only either the
emperot, the senate, or the SP.Q.R are mentioned in connection with building
projects).*! As far as Rome is concerned we know that there were numerous
procurators and other imperial officials involved in public building and super-
vising various buildings and structures, officials who ate never mentioned in
inscriptions. It would therefore be unwise simply to conclude that in Rome all
the fistula-officials must be responsible solely for the lead-processing industry
and the installation of fistnlae. Given the lack of any tangible evidence for the
existence of a specific imperial lead processing administration, we must assume
that the fasmula-ofticials in Rome had more substantial administrative tasks at the
sites where they appear. This conclusion applies also to fistula-procurators in
the neighbourhood of Rome.

Having excluded (see above p. 33) that the procurator Gnesius had anything to
do with the urban wra agquarnm while operating at Ponte Galeria, the most
likely explanation is that he was connected to the administration of imperial
property in the area. As we shall see, there is a certain pattern in the adminis-
tration of imperial rural property, and the fact that Gnesius operates together
with Sotas the dispensator fits that pattern.

% The hypothesis that imperial procurators appearing on water pipes in the vicinity
of Rome wete responsible merely for the installation of the conduits has been advanced
in the past, see, e.g, M. A. TomEl, La villa di Traiano ad Arcinazzo, Archeologia Laziale
7, Rome 1985, 178—-184, esp. 183; M. A. TomEl, 1l suburbium di Roma in eta imperiale:
forme di insediamento e proptietd della terra in alcune aree lungo I’Aniene e la Via
Tiburtina, Atti Mem. Soc. Tiburtina 61, 1988, 57—130, esp. 128 pl. V.

0 Two exceptions are CIL XTIV 4570 (Ostia), an adsignatio by a procurator praediorum
concerning a /ocus for the cult of the Lares and the imagines of the emperors, and CIL
VIII 587 = ILS 5567 from North Africa, whete a proc. (saltus) supervised some coloni
rebuilding aedificia and building two arches.

1 This is very obvious e.g. concerning the aqueducts; see the evidence in BRUUN
148—-152, for the public works in that sector. See further BRuun 196—-206, for aspects
and puzzles of public building in Rome. A recent and exceptional inscription comes
from near Trajan’s Forum in Rome: suecnra Horati Rogati proc. ... (see Archeologia La-
ziale 12.1, 1995, 177); the nature of the work referred to is uncertain and the inscrip-
tion needs to be studied furthet.
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First it has to be admitted, howevert, that we have no idea of the nature or
extension of imperial property on the site during our period.*> Except for an
insctiption mentioning a cettain de praetorio vikiens (CIL XIV 199 = ILS 1582)
from Ostia (nothing is said about the location of the praeforinm), we only have
late-antique material. The emperor Constantine donated the msula gui dicitur
Assis, quod est inter Portum et Hostia, and two properties in the serviturinm Hostense
to the Christian basilica in Ostia.*® In the Liber Coloniarum we read that Oszen-
sis ager ab imppp. Vespasiano Traiano et Hadriano in precisuris, in lacineis, et per strigas,
colonis eorum est adsignatus; sed postea imppp. Verus Antoninus et Commodus aligna
privatis concessernnt (Lib. col. T, p. 236).%
there is nothing to indicate that our area would have been comprised in the

These notices ate quite indistinct and

above references. Moreover the recent excavations seem to show that the
Ponte Galetia area was quite uninhabited during the eatly impetial period, pet-
haps due to waterlogged soil.*

The supervision of imperial domains would have been in the hands of an
imperial procurator, but it can be assumed that his staff would have comprised
also dispensatores. 4 A well-known inscription from the praetorium Antiatinum gives
for the period A.D. 31-51 altogether twenty-four different occupations for the
members of the fawilia Caesaris employed there; among them ate one procurator
and two dispensatores. u

There is considerable evidence both for procutatots and dispensatores on im-
perial domains in the neighbourhood of Rome. We find freedman procurators
in the following places or with the following tasks: procurator praetori Fidenatinm
et Rubrensium et Gallinarnm Albarum (north of Rome, two known procurators,
CIL VI 37763a—b = ILS 9024-25); proc. huius praetori (of unknown origin, pet-

#2 Our knowledge has not really increased since O.Hirscurerp, Der Grundbesitz
der romischen Kaiser in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten, Klio 2, 1902, 45-72; 284—315,
esp. 67, 286 = Kleine Schriften, Berlin 1913, 516575, esp. 541, 547. The relevant
evidence will be presented briefly in the following,

L. DucHesnE, Le Liber Pontificalis I, Paris 1886, 184, 1. 8f and 11f The basilica
has recently been discovered by the Deutsches Archdologisches Institut and Dr.
M. HEINZELMANN immediately south of the excavated town area; the land it received in
donation could of course have been elsewhere.

# K. LACHMANN (ed.), Gromatici veteres, in: F BLuME — K. LACHMANN — A. RUDORFF,
Schriften der romischen Feldmesser I, Berlin 1848.

# PeTRIAGGI et al. 362, 373.

* This has been argued especially for imperial possessions in North Africa, see
CARLSEN 156; J. CARLSEN, Dispensatores in Roman North Aftica, Africa Romana 9, ed.
A.MASTINO, Sassari 1992, 97-104, esp. 103f. Howevert, the Aftican material lacks any
explicit evidence for co-operation between procurators and dispensatores.

# CIL X 6638 = Inscr. It. XIIL1, 31 = Inscr. Tt. XII12, 26. See recently on this
inscription S. PANCIERA, Procurator buius praetorii, in: M. Taceva — D.BojapziEv (eds.),
Studia in honorem Borisi Gerov, Sofia 1990, 174189, esp. 176 with n. 24.
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haps referring to one of the previously mentioned praetoria);*® proc. villarnm
Tusenlanarum (CIL XIV 2608 = ILS 1579); proc. Formis, Fundis, Caietae (CIL
VI 8583 = ILS 1578); one procurator of the praedia Rusticeliana presumably near
Ostia (CIL X1V 4570 = AE 1922, 93); proc. villae Alsiensis (CIL X1 3720 = ILS
1580).

Dispensatores who are expressly connected to a certain praetorium, villa, or
other property, are far fewer. # Scholars sometimes take the fact that a dispensa-
tor is mentioned in an inscription near the supposed location of an imperial
property as proof that he was employed as dispensator there.”’ They may be
right, but for our present investigation this supposition begs the question. Bey-
ond any doubt employed on imperial property are the following: disp. villae
Manmrranae (CIL XIV 2431 = ILS 1586);51 a disp. of a praetorium (pethaps for
the imperial villa at Formia, CIL X 6093 = ILS 1583;°% a disp. at the praetorinm
at Antium (CIL X 6638); and a disp. at the praetorium Publifianum (near Foggia in
Southern Italy, AE 1975, 232).%

We also have, from the city of Rome itself, a disp. hortor. Atticianorum (CIL
VI 8667), and a disp. hortorum Titianorum (CIL VI 8675). However, the upkeep
of impetrial borti in Rome might entail duties different from those involved in
running an imperial praetorium or rural estate, and therefore these dispensatores
are not direct parallels to our Sotas dispensator.

All in all, the presence of imperial freedmen procurators and of dispensatores
is well attested in the vicinity of Rome, and the best explanation for the two
men in the fistula-stamp is that Gnesius the procurator and Sotas the dispensator
were employed on imperial land.>*

* On these procurators and their tasks see PANCIERA, op. cit. in n. 47, 179: «con-
tinua a sfuggire la reale natura delle specifiche proprieta amministrative»; it has been
suggested that these properties were «grandi aziende agricole». The Gallinaec Albae
property should be Livia’s villa at Prima Porta, the two others are nearby but have not
been securely identified.

¥ There is also one dispensator employed as disp. region. Padan. Vercellensinm Ravennatinm
(CIL V 2385).

50" See, e.g, CARLSEN 154.

51 For the villa Mamurrana, identified at a site ca. 19 km out along the modern Via
Appia, see now M. G. GRANINO CECERE, Villa Mamurrana, RAL set. 9, 6, 1995, 361-380,
esp. 368—370 who also on good grounds connects one Delphus Caes. n. servus ver(na)
disp. (CIL VI 300 = XIV 2426) to the villa.

52 Laconae vern. disp. . . . et est conversatus summa sollecitudine in diem quoad vixit circa tutelam
praetori . . . The inscription comes from Gaeta; DEssau (in ILS) suggested that praetorinm
refers to the imperial villa at Formia.

55 Euelpistus Ang. n. disp. horologinm praetorio Publiliano d(ono) d(edi), see A.Russi, Note
sul personale servile nelle tenute imperiali dell'Italia meridionale, IV. Misc. Gr. Rom.,
1975, 281-299, esp. 281-286.

> What exactly the value of this land for the emperor was eludes us, if the excava-
tors are right in their interpretation that it was largely uninhabited (above n. 45). But the
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It is worth stressing that outr fistula-stamp is the first known instance of a
«co-operation» between a procurator and a dispensator in this (or any) context.

It seems quite likely that there is evidence from both inside Rome and outside
the city for the imperial freedman procurator Gnesius. This in turn gives some
support to the suggestion that Alypus who appears in Rome under Trajan
might be the same who is known under Domitian from two places in the
Alban hills. Whether it is the same Restitutus who is known from Rome and
from Hadrian’s villa at Tivoli is less certain.

There are other ramifications of the discovery from Ponte Galeria. If indeed
the procurator Gnesius (as well as the dispensator Sotas) were part of the local
administration of imperial property, there is a new incentive for exploring
whether the other fistula-procurators that appear on the sites of impetial villas
acted in a similar capacity. To do so seems necessary, for alternative (3) re-
ferred to above (that the fistula-procurators were officials who were based in
Rome and administered impetial property both in the capital and in various
places in Italy) is problematic for many reasons.>

A certain problem is constituted by the fact that some of the fistula-procura-
tors appear at different sites. Under Domitian we find Alypus in two places, at
Domitian’s villa on Lake Albano (CIL XV 7819 = ILS 8680), and at Frascati
(CIL XV 7818 = ILS 8681). Under Trajan, the procurator Hebrus appears on
Jfistulae from as many as four places: Talamone (NSA 1919, 262 = AE 1920,
20); Civitavecchia (CIL XV 7770-7771); the splendid plateau of Arcinazzo
above the valley of the Anio (CIL XV 7893b and 7894); and at Nero’s villa at
Subiaco®® (CIL XV 7893a).

It cannot be shown with absolute certainty that any of these procurators
appears in two places at exactly the same time, and therefore one might ex-
plain the pattern by arguing that an advancement from one position to another
had taken place. Such an advancement, however, is not common in our
soutces, for fewer than fifty imperial freedmen who held more than one posi-

tion during their employment are known. >’

Ponte Galeria region may have been part of a much larger domain, and at least the area
was useful in that it could provide water for Portus.

> This explanation has been put forward in relatively recent times by BourverT
234, but his analyzis of the epigraphical evidence, fistulae included, is not convincing;
see BrRuun 282f. BoULVERT’s theory was adopted, albeit cautiously, by M. LEPPERT, 23
Kaiservillen. Voratbeiten zu Archiologie und Kulturgeschichte der Villeggiatur der Ho-
hen Kaiserzeit, Diss. Freiburg i Br. 1974 (typewritten copy in the Library of the
Deutsches Archiologisches Institut in Rome), 198f., 406f.,, 413—-415, but again without
paying enough attention to the stamps and their sites of discovery.

%0 LEPPERT, op. cit. in n. 55, 410, 412, suggests that also this stamp, found «prope
Subiacumy», comes from the villa near Arcinazzo.

37 BouLverT 448 registered 47 Augusti liberti for whom more than one office is known.
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Yet Gnesius might have been responsible for certain local tasks in Rome,
and then later have administered the putative imperial domain at Ponte Galeria.
(The order could have been the opposite, of course. This represents option [1]
above p.34.) A similar explanation would in theory cover also Alypus, but it
becomes more problematic with Hebrus, who appears at four different places
outside Rome.

But it might be an error to think that the activities of all fistula-procurators
can be given the same explanation. Perhaps, in Hebrus’ case, one ought to
postulate two largish administrative units, e.g. along the Via Sublacensis (Sub-
iaco and the Arcinazzo plateau) and along the Via Aurelia (covering Civitavec-
chia and Talamone).”® The imperial titles in the fistulae permit the hypothesis
that Hebrus had first been active in the Sublacensis area and then had been
transferred to a district along the Via Aurelia.>

This is as far as the evidence permits one to advance at present. It is still
difficult to be categorical when interpreting the role of fistula-officials, but there
is hope that further discoveries will bring clarity. Even a single new insctiption
may yield crucial information, as indeed the fistwla-stamps from Ponte Galeria
have done.

Institutum Romanum Finlandiae
FPasseggiata del Gianicolo 10
00165 Roma

% As can be seen in W.Eck, Die staatliche Organisation Italiens in der hohen Kai-
serzeit, Munich 1979, in the administrative subdivision of Italy the important country
roads were sometimes used for limiting administrative precincts outside Rome (for the
alimenta, the cura viarum), but more often we encounter one or more regions as adminis-
trative precincts (for the alimenta, the XX hereditatinm tax, the XX libertatis tax, the iuridici).

% Of the six stamps naming Hebrus, Trajan’s imperatorial «Siegesbeinamen» are re-
stricted to Germanicus in four items (CIL XV 7770 Civitavecchia; CIL XV 7893b. 7894
Arcinazzo; CIL XV 7893a Subiaco), while he is Germanicus Dacicns in two (CIL XV 7771
Civitavecchia; NSA 1919, 262 Talamone). It is noteworthy that he is Germanicus Dacicus
in all of the seven complete stamps from Rome mentioning procurators, while he is
Optimns Aug. Germanicus Daciens in one stamp from Arcinazzo (where no procurator
appears). The absence of Dacicus might be an indication that most of Hebrus’ fistulae
were laid out before A.D. 102, and that at first, in A.D. 98—102, he held the office
along the Via Sublacensis.



