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ABSTRACT 

This work is divided into two parr.s. Part I examines 

the syst.em of documeni.ation practised in the Roman Army from 

the foundation of the Empire to the accession of Diocletian. 

This examination includes a discussion of the. administrative 

personnel and their functions,, and of' the documents they issued 

and received. 

In Chapter~ I the orclerly-room staffs are considered 

in ascending order of seniority. This metho¢1. has the advantaee 

of proceeding from the simple to the complex, and is perhaps 

better adapted than the opposite order for illus~rating the 

gradual elaboration of the organization. 

In Chapter II complete texts, with variant reacdngs, 

are given of the more important_docwnents, in the order in 

which they might appear in the documentation of an imaginary 

soldier from the day when he firs1: considers enlistment to the 

day of his discharge-. 11hese documen-ts fall into three' broad 

categories. One contains those which belong to the period. when 

the soldier is a recruit or would-be recruit, and consists of 

letters of recommendation, posting orders, etc. The secon~ 

includes matriculae of various. types, the. accti9.;·diurna,. pridiana, 

and other administrative documents·. The third car.egory- is 

limited to financial documents, mainly soldiers' pay accounts 

and military receipts. 



.. 

• 

Part II contains, besides the notes to the first part, 
•' 

a summary catalogue of Roman military documents, arranged 
J 

in order of the media on which t~ey were written, papyrus, 

parchment, wax tabiets, bronze tablets, and ostraca. Inscriptions 

on stone are excluded. The catalogue includes not only such 

documents as are obviously official, but also a nL~ber of 

others which bear indirectly upon the general problem. 
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INTRODUC!PION. 



The study of the Roman amw has in many o.f the 

details of its org,anization and procedure been pursued 

with the utmost vigour and clarity of ins_ight by many 

famous sdholars_over an extended period: one minor, but 

not unimportant branch, the system of military doeument­

atiori, has, apart from the so-called diplomata milita.ria, 

to which an entire volume of the Corpus Inscriptionum 

Latinarum has been dedicated 1, been lef't in comparative 

neglect. The reason is not far. to· seek. The majority 

of' the scholars who have worked on the problems of the 

Raman army have been epigraphists, prosopographers, and 

archaeolog~sts: the material with which we are concerned 

is mainly papyrological. ln any case, until the public-

ation by Mormnsen in 1:892 of the pridianum of the First 

Cohort of Ll:lsitanians2, now.more ~onveniently referred to 

as BGU II 696, the study of Roman military boo~eeping 
. . 

could pr~ceed only on a. th~oretical basis, and was too 

.5. 

dependent on the late and confused evidence of' our an·cient . 

sources. Vege·tius, it is true, contains a good deal -

especially in the well-known passage in II, 19 - and there 

are scattered references in the Life of Severus Alexander 

in the Historia AugustaJ, Tyrannius Rufinus4 , the legal 

Codes and Digest.5, and Isidore of Seville6, but the majority 

of these ·are late, and of very doubtful validity for the 

pre-Diocletianic army. A singl~ point of nomenclature 



confiz,ns this: our authorities make frequent mention o1' 

the term brevis and matriculaj 7 the papyri do not attes:t 

these in the period from Augustus to D~ocletian, but have 

introduced to us the word prid~arrum, which was previously 

unknown8 • 

Since 1892 an_increasing number of Latin military 

documents h_as been published. The majority matr be 

omitt.ed in this. brief survey, but mention must be made 

here of two publications of outstanding importance: the 

appearance of N;icole ~d Morel's 11 Archives militaires du 

Ier siecle" {Geneva, 1900), which were especially valuable 

for the light they threw upon everyd~ procedure a~ century 

level9, and the publicatiol?- of Comparetti • $ liber litt.er­

arum missarum in M~langes N.icole 57. 10 

The gradual accumulation of paPWrological evidence 

was reduced to order by Mitt.eis and Wilcken in their 

"Grundzdge und Chrestomathie der ·papyruskunde;", . which 
... 

appeared in 1:912, 'J?Ut .cont-inual .publication o~ additional 

material, apart from the interruptions caused by two world 

wars, has by now made a new edition a matter of urgency. 

such do~ents as affected Egypt, and in_the case of the 

papyri this meant nearly all, were used by Lesquier in 

his "L 1 Arm~e rom~ine d'Egypte" (Cairo, t918), with out~ 
sta.nqing results., ·in spit.e of an apparent aversion to the 

publication of do·cuments in the original • Since that 

6. 



date, however, the extension of the field of discovery 
. . 

of papyri to Dura-Europos, and the chan·ce finding in 

Egypt of a document relating to Moesia11 
1 have made our 

documents more. representative .of the empire as a whole. 

The latte·r document indeed, in content at least, is of 

equill importance with BGU II 696, to which it forms an 

almost perfect complement, the one being largely a record 

of acces.sions and the other of losses from strength. 

Moreover, these are the only pridiana that have so ·far 

been identified with confidence. 12 

It was not until 19)4 that research· was directed 

specifically to~~ards the general principles of Roman 

military bookkeeping: in that year Robert o. (now 

Professor)Fink was awarded the degree of Ph.D. qy Yale 

Uniy-ersity for a thesis entitled "Roman Military Accounts 

and Records" • This· thesis is as yet. unpublished 1 J ,. but 

some of· it.s conclusions have· been made known in subsequent 

art.icles 14• He made full use of ·all the major Latin 

military d'ocuments then known, including one unpublished 

at the time 15, and of one or two of the Greek documents. 16 

His approacn was essenti~lly that of a papyrologist, and 

his subsequent work has followed the same line. 

The out.st~ding development of recent. ye_ars has been 

_the gradual publication of the Dura papyri, originally in 

tantalising fr§gments in the Preliminary Reports, and more 



fully, in some cases, in more recent Plll?lh~cations. The 

Final Report, which is in the cow·se of preparation, will 

mark a most important advance. Apart. f'rom Fink, the major 

contributors in this particular f'ield have ·been E. T. Silk 

and c. B. Welles17, who were respons.ible fo.r most of the 

preliminary reports, and J. F. Gilliam, who has recen~ly 

made a more de'tailed examination of· certain of' the do·cu-
·t w ments. "' Mention, too, should. ·be made of the Michigan 

Papyri·, es.pecially volumes III, edited by J. G. Winter, 

VII, which is entirely devoted to Latin papyri and contalns 

s.ome. yery important documents, edited by H. A-. Sanders, 

witn contributit:Jns. by J. E. Dunlap, and· VIII, by H. c. 
Youtie and J. G. Winter, which . contains some very inter-· 

esting soldiers' letters. ·Other publications of not-e 

have been made Qy Leiv Amundsen, espec1al~ P. Oslo III 

122, E. G .• Turner 19, Medea Norsa20, and A. Calderini2 1 • 

The f'irst publi-cation of a new series, The AntinoQpolis 

Papyri, Part I, edited ·by C. H. Ro'berts,. (London, t95JL 

contains an interesting fragment, rto.41, which the· editor 

descri-bes as perhaps a pridianum. Of great value, also 

is tne comprehensive list of Latin documents and manu­

scrip'ts recently published by Marichal22. Finally, ·the 

new. edition o,f th~ Fontes !uris Romani Anteiust1niani, 

especially the third part, N:egotia, edited by V. Ar.angio-· 

8. 

Ruiz, has made many do-cuments available in a more acces·sible 



Not all military do·cumentsJ however, are papyri. 

The other media, stone, bronze, waxed. (and sometimes 
. -

unwaxed) tablets, and parchment,_ all have their import-

an-ce. Those on stone, inscriptions_ proper, sometimes, 

as in the case of lists of- dis charged soldiers24, ~ 

-valuable for their indirect evidence, because they Imlst 

have been prepared from records made on some less permanent 

mat-erial J · probably papyrus • Bronze is best known from 

t-he diplomat a mili taria, now collected in CIL XVI ~ Of 

thes~ more than 160 ~~~vive.25, Waxed tablets were used 

mainly !or private document_s, wills_J leases, sales, loans 

and birt.h certificates, but have a speci~:).. importance in 

that, like the bronze diplomata, their distribution is 

not confined-- to Egypt and Syria. 
- ~ 

Parchment seems to have 

been u~eq. b~:t rarely - at least, only one parchment is of' 

military impo-rtance for -our period, that pt:J.blished by 

OUmont from Dura.26 

The aim and purpose of' the _present study is to re­

construct J so far as is. possible from the extant material, 

the procedure followed in the orderly-rooms and offices of' 

the. Roman armyJ and its variation or elaboration from the 

foundation of the Empire to the accession of _Diocletian. 

The s_tarting-poirtt has been chosen be cause before that 

date the army was not properly secured upon a permanent 

9· 



basis with a definite establishment, and the terminus ante 

quem because the reorganization of ·both the civil and·the 

military administrati.on of the ·empire at that period was 

so far-reaching that to continue f'urther would require a 

completely fresh start·under a different plan. This 

proje·ct will involve an examination of the personnel of 

the various officia, and their fUnctions, and the documents 

they issued and received. 

10. 
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CHAPrER I. 

THE ORDERLY-ROOOr STAFFS • 



To the historian of the Romany &""''\Y the importance 

of' the military documents lies not so rm.1ch in their palae­

ography and· format - important though these are -· as in 

the light they thro,w '!pon the life of the people mentioned 

in them, and upon their writers and recipients. In this 

12. 

respect the evidence of t-he papyri acts as a valuable check 

upon studies based purely on ins-criptions. Inscriptions 

are normally laudatory in origin, and present a carefully 

selected picture; the papyri for the most part. were not 

written wit.h an eye to the reactions of pos.terity, but· 

simply to deal with the matter in hW,1d •.. Apollinaris • 

naive gratification because since his promotion to 

principalis he had no longer to cut stones like the rest 

of the men, but could now move about doing nothing27, is 

not the sort of remark that would ever be ins cri·b~~ upon 

a memorial tablet, but. is norie the less valuable as reveal-
. . 

ing a presumably common attitude of mind. .on .'the. other 

·hand, t:tie papyri have t.he drawback from the ·prosopographical 

point of view that there is often an inordinate number of 

words to a bare minimum of mat.ter, and they labour under 

the further disadvantage that there is as yet no satis­

factory co-rpus • 28 

Domaszewski • s famous study, "Die Rangordnung des 

r&nischen H.eeres .. (Bonn, 1908.), remains the most complete 

and authoritative work on Roman mili·tary organizati-on, in 



spite of modifications in points of detail ·by subsequent 

writers. In its very completeness~ however~ the Chief 
I 

weakness of this w.ork consists. · Perhaps because of his 

pronounced 'bias ag~nst the emperor Septimius Severus and 

his belief in the •barbarization• of the army~ the 

third centur,y29~ he tends to assume that the complex 

organization which he records existed before that dat.e 

in f'ull perfection~ and then gradually deceyed. Thi.s 

attitude mlzy be clearly dis-cerned in a note of· his on 

ClL Ill 8047 (Die Rang., p.4J): "i'fach C.III 8047 scheint 

es, dass unter den Philippi der ~resserarius· nicht mehr 

bestand. Die s chriftliche Au~gabe der Befehle. war :rllr 

ein Heer~ in dem Offiziere wie Soldaten gleiChmMBsig 

Analphabeten waren und die-Kenn~nis der lateinischen 

Dienstsprache ganz erlosch,, bedeutung~los. geworden 11
• 

How untrue the latter part. o:(' this statement i·s, )J is 

shown by such document·s as Dura Papyrus inv. 3 verso, a 

record of cavalry horses . of A.D. 251: or shortly there­

af'ter, which its editor describes as 1 drawn up by a 

company clerk in a frontier post 1 
• }I Moreover, that 

Domaszewski was mistake.l), or at least guilty of consider-
. . 

able exaggeratio~, seems certain in the light of' later 

history. The military organization of Diocletian was 

bureaucratic in the extreme. That this did' not merely 

-correspond to the personal inclinations .of' the emperor 

1 ; •• 



1·4. 

is proved 'by i 'ts cont.inuance af'te rwards • We have the 

coni'irmation of' Vegetius, who, writing in an age of 

·collapse w~en illiteracy had become much more common but 

still by no means universal, urged the delifrerate recruit-

ment of skilled. clerks. It is significant that he uses 

the present, 'tense. 

Vegetius, de re mil.-, II,"f9: Sed quoniam 

in legionibus plures scnolae sunt, quae literatos 

milites quaerunt; ab his, qui tirones probant, in 

omnious quidem staturae magnitudinem, corporis 

robur, a.lacritatem animi-, conveilit explorari: 

sed in quibusdam notarum peritia, calculandi 

·computandique usus eligitur. To't.ius enim legioois 

ratio, sive obsequiorum, sive militarium numerorum, 

sive pecuniae quotidie adscri.bitur actis, mai.ore 

prope diligentia.quam res ~nonaria vel civil~s 

·polyptychis adnot.atur. 

Domasz·ewski, of course, was not alone in his view. 

As Denis Van B.erchem po1n't~d ou't 32, it was h~ld for a 

long time that there was a radical distinction between the 

Early and the Late Empire: the first, create~ by Augustus, 

faded awEzy in the anarchy of. the third century; the 

sec.ond was the work of ·niocletiari. Modern studies have 

proved this dichotomy to be invalid: Gros-se has traced 

t:he origins of t.he military system of Diocletian and, 



Constantine to the innovations of Septimius Severus, 

Gallienus and A~relian.33 Van Berchem· himself 'finds 

the origin of the annona.militaris in ·the attempt of 

Septimius Severus to offset the e'ff'e cts of the late 

second century inflation. 34 •rhe third century now. 

appears not only as an age of crisis and collapse, but 

also as the medium in which institutions which 'flourished 

in the more settled conditions of the early fourth century, 

were first tried and tested. It. is not unreasonable to 

suppose that bureaucracy within the army was a gradu~l 

growth, which .began with Augustus, was developed by 
. . . 

Hadrian, extended by Severus,_ and completed by Di-ocletian 

and his successors. If we may trust the biographer of 

Severus Alexander, that emperor also must have given no 

little encouragement to the paper-mi·nded by his 'fondness 

f'or reading military returns. 

S.H.A., Alex., _21.; Milites suos sic ubique· 

s civit, ut in cubi culo haber~t breves et nunierum 

et t.empora ··m_ilitantum (indicantes add. Casaubon, 

continentes add. Kellerbauer) semperque, cum solus 

esset, et rationes eorum et numerum. et dignitates 

et stipendia recenseret, ut esset ad omnia instruct­

issimus. denique cum inter militares aliquid 

ageretur, multoriun dicebat .. et nomina. de provehendis 

etiam sibi adnotabat et perlegebat cuncta pi ttacia et 



sic f'aciebat die·bus etiam pariter adnotatis et 

quis quo esset insinuante promotus.J5 

Any attempt, however, to· show how the organization of the 

officia be~ame gradually more complex during. the first 

three centuries A.D., could hardly be successful as yet 

if based upon t.he papyri alone. By some freak of 

survival too high a proportion belongs to the second 

century. From Egypt. we have only a few milit.ary docu-

ments earlier than the reign of Domitian, or later than 

the middle of the third century.J6 Most of those from 

Dura are of the early third century. . The papyri, the.re­

.fore, ·seem to pres~nt a more.· static picture t_han we are 

justified in assuming exi;:Jt.ed. On the other hand, an 

examination of the diplomat.a in CIL· XVI shows how con­

servative the Roman military style· really was.J7 Between 

Dip1..1 ., issued during the reign of Claudius in A.D.52, 

and Dipl. 1"56 ..: the last diploma. i_n. this collection, ·no. 

157, is too fragmentary _for ~ usefu_l comparison - issued 

under Diocletian in A.D. 298, the differences in form and 

phraseology are much les.s than one would naturally expect 

a.ft.er tw.o and a half centuries. The Table of Brigetio of. 

A.D. )11., though not strictly comparable, shows a far more 

pronounced d~fference of style. )8 

Domaszewski' s account of the officia, therefore, 

should be accepted with s·ome reserve, as showing a 

16 •. 
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completeness and complexity that was perhaps never 

attained at a.rzy one t1me.39 In any cas.e, the official 

establishment would not infrequently be considerably in ,. 

e;x::cess of the actual strength, whereas only occasionally, 

and for short periods, would a unit be overstrength. In 

this connection, it may be significant that no more than 

40 men ·were available for duty in a century on one d~ in 

A.D. 90 in Egypt~ and of these only )1 were available for 

t ... 40 
ra~nJ.ng. 

It m~ be advant.ageous to examine the orderly-room 

staf'fs in t.he reverse order from that adopt.ed by Domasz-

ewski, i.e. from the bottom upwards. In this w~ we · 

shall proceed from the simple to the complex. The· 

lowest rung of the bureaucratic ladder ~ the company 

office .;. is not treated by· Domaszewski, who confines 

himself to the officia of .:tribunes and above, 41 but is 

well illustrated ·by a Geneva papyrus, which attests for 

a single century both a li'brarius and a cerarius. 42 The 

fermer was_probably the senior of the two, though both 

would be technically i:mmunes,4J and on the lowest of the 

three grades of pai44. 'l'he ranks of immunis, li"brarius, 

and cerarius ,. can hardly bear differentiation of function, 

except that immunis is frequently used in a non-clerical 

connect ion. Ta.:rruntenus· Paternus in a. fine catalogue 

gives an almost complete list of immunes. 



18. 

Dig., ':fJ ,6, 7: Quibusdam aliquam vacationem 

munerum graviorum condicio tribuit, ut sunt. mensores, 

optio valetudinarii, medici, capsarii, et art.ifices 

et qui fossam faciunt, veterinarii, architectus, 

gubernatores, naupegi, ballis~arii, specularii, 

fabri, sagittarii, aerarii, bucularum structores, 

carpentarii, scandularii, gla.d,iatores, aquilices, 

tubarii, cornuarii, arcuarii, plumbarii, ferrarii, 

lapidarii, et hi qui calcem cocunt, et qui silvam 

infindunt, qui carbonem caedunt ac torrent. in 

eodem numero haberi solent lani, venatores, 

victimarii, et optio fabricae, et qui ·aegris praesto 

sunt, librarii quoque qui docere possint, et horreorum 

librarii, et librarii depositorum, et librarii 

caducorum, et adiutore·s corniculariorwn, et 

stratores, et polliones, et. custodes armorum, et 

praeco, et bucinator •. hi igitur omnes inter immunes 

iitablentur. 

In the centur,y, then, the chief clerk, with the rank 

of li'brarius, WO>uld be responsible for· document.ation, and 

mtzy" have had an assistant with the rank of cerarius or 

irmmmis. It was probably the librarii who recorded in 

the first instance the deposits made by individuals, 

eit}ler from donatives or pEcy"_,45 in spi:be of Vegetius, 

who ascribes this :function to the signiferi. 



'fegetius, II, 20: Illud vero ab antiquis divinitus 

institutum est, ut ex donativo, quod milites consequ­

un:tur, dimidia pars sequef?traretur apJd signa et 

ibidem ipsis militibus servaretur, ne per luxum aut 

inanium :rerum comparationem ab contubernalibus posset 

absumi. plerique enim homines et praecipue paupere~ 

tantum erogant quantum habere potuerint. sepositio 

autem ista pecuniae primum ipsis contubernalibus 

docetur adcommoda; nam cwm publica sustententur 

annona, ex omnibus donativis augetur eorum pro med-: 

ietate castrense peculium. miles deinde qui sumptus~ 

suos scit apud signa depositos, de deserendo nihil 

cogitat, magis diligit signa, pro illis in acie · .. :.·. 
\ 

fortius dimicat, more humani ingenii, ut pro illis 

habeat ma.ximam curam, in quibus suam videt positam 

esse substantiam. denique decem folles, hoc es~ de.cein 

sacci, per singulas·cohortes .ponebantur, in quibus 

haec ratio condebatur. addebatur etiam saccus 

undecimus, in quem tota legio particulam aliquam 

conferebat, sepulturae scilicet causa, ut si quis 

ex contubernalibus d.ef'eciss.et, de illo undecimo sacco 

ad sepulturam ips.ius promeretur expen~a. haec ratio 

apud signiferos (ut nunc dicunt) in cophino serva­

batur. et ideo signiferi non solum fideles, sed etiam 

li t.terati homines diligebantur, qui et servare deposita 



et s cirent. singulis reddere rationem .. 

Vegetius clearly represents the signireri as 

oferating at cohort level - decem folles, hoc est decem 

sacci, per singulas cohortes ponebant.ur - whereas modern 

opinion seems divided. between those who posit a signum, 

and hence a signif'er, for each century, and those· who­

be.lieve that there was a signum to each maniple only • 

20. 

. The latter vi~w was maintained by A. von Premerstein, 4$ 

following Domaszews·ki, and by H.M.D. Parker, 47 who denied 

that. the cohort had a. standard of its own, and held that 

the manipular signa survived in the post-Marian army. 

This belier was shared by Durry48 in respect of the prae-

torian guard. On the other hand, as Maricha:t49 points 

out, P.S.I. IX t06) attests six signif'eri for a cohors 

quingenaria, i.e~ one to each century. We need not, 

however~ assume that. the legions and the alixilia had the 

same establishment of signiferi to the cohort • On the 

whole it seems probable that there was a signifer to each 

century. What, then, are we to make of the Vegetian 

system of the de cern folles.? Did he mean that one partic­

ular signifer ua.s the chief signifer of the cohort, with 

the other t'ive subordinate to :him and responsible for the 

safekeeping of the deposita, or are we to imagine that 

each century. h~ its own signum, but that in t-ime of 

peace they were all brigaded at cohort level, and the 



deposita, the:refore, were kept in a cohort chest? Both 

explanations are inconsistent with the evidence of P.S.I. 
I' 

IX 10'6). Perhaps an ex-amination of those documents . 

which concern soldiers' pay accounts m~ assist us in 

finding a. solut.ion. 

Individual p~ accounts are found on four papyri, 

two of which, P.Gen. lat .• 1 rect.o, part t, and P.Gen. 

lat. _4, ·are concerned with legionaries,50 whereas the 

others, P.Berlin inv. 6866 and P.F~. 105, deal with 

auxiliaries .• 51 P .Gen. lat. 4 contains one man 1 s accounts 

only, arid does not concern us here; P.Gen. lat t recto, 

part t, which is also arranged under individual headings, 

is too short. for us to det.ermine o~ internal evidence 

only the size of the unit. to which it refers, but cer:t,a.in . . . 

of. the other parts of the same archives m~zy confidently 

2'1:. 

be assigned to a -century. Be.sides· the parade-state to 

whian reference has alreaay been made,52· we have a duty 

roster which spe-cifies~ the individual tasks of 36 men.53 

In view of what we know of the unit's strength, we m~ be 

certain that this is the duty roster of a century. The 

.other sect.ions of this papyrus, a record of the employment 

of individual s.oldiers on detachment or special duty, 54 

and a document. with consular d~ting, followed by a list 

of four men containing tria nomina, filiation, tribe, 

and origin, 55 are quite. consistent with the view that 



these archives as' a whole are those Gf a s-ingle centucy. 

Deflnite conclusi~ns m83 be made., also., as to the origin 

of the two documents whi_ch concern auxiliaries. P..Fay. 

· 105 is the consolidated, account of an ala., arranged by 

turmae;56 it must have been based upon a series of 

personal accounts like P.Berlin 6866, which Mariehel , 

has justifiably conclude9, to be those of a century.57 

22. 

We mey conclude, therefore., on the basis of the papyro­

logical evidence, that individual p~ accounts were kept 

in extenso at century level; . -and in consolidated form in 

the. tabularium principis .58 rt mey be .. noted that this . 

procedure is not dissimilar to that a.dopt.ed in the British 

Army todtzy. We should naturally expe.ct the company 

clerks., the librarii., to be. responsibl~ for the keeping 

of the records.· · it, mey well be that they were not . 
responsible fer the safekeeping.of the money., but tnat . . . . 

this was entrus:ted to the signiferi fo.r them to keep 

aPl!d signa. The most probable pro·cedure., and the one 

least inconsis:tent with either the iit.erary or the docu­

ment-ary evidence., is that the signa were normally brigaded 

at formation level, under the charge o·f the princeps in 

the case of a legion, and of the centurio princeps or. 

de·curio princeps in the case of an auxiliary unit., and 

. that the duty of guarding them was· assigned to the 

signiferi in rotation. With· the signa there mey have 
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been a chest (cophinus) which was guarded in the same 

manner. The interpre-tation of P .s .I. IX 106), then, is 

that the draft conducting officer, in this case the 

centuria princeps, handed over to the signifer of each 

century the total sum standing to the credit of the 

recruits assigned to that century, and obtained from 

each a receipt, but that he would deliver to the libi'arius 

of each century a statement o.f' the personal ·account of 

each of the recruits- posted to that century. It-is not 

likely that any re-ceipt would b~ required for this • 

Further, this function o.f the libra.rii mey well account 

for the term librarii depositorum used by Tarruntenus 
. . . - .. 

Paternus iri the passage from the Digest ci.ted. above .59 

Since the pr·actice had changed long before Vegetius' dey, 

when it was customary for soldiers to carry their savings 

in their belts and to trust no. bank, 6o he mBJT be pardoned 

for his slight confusion. In the third century, at least, 

certain inscriptions seem to show that in the auxilia and 

the numeri ~he -deposited funds were placed in a quaestura~ 1 

It is possible that a certain amount of interest was earned, 

but it is more probable that the phrase ex usuris used 

in an inscription. ~f the time of Severo~ Alexander62 means. 

'from profits• generally. All military units require 

some sort of regimental fund. 
lt.lj•'.;,.._ar'1 

· There appears to have been no- officium atLcohort 

level. · The cohort, in fact, was es·sentially a tactical, 



no~ an administrative unit. It is true that in the 

.second and third centuries, when vexillations ·were 

commonly 500 or 1"000 strop.g, it matY have been ·convenient 

to send entire cohorts, but such off'icia as the vexilla­

tions possessed were ad hoc formations, and in no way 

reflected any permanent f'eature of' legionary organiza-

tion. 

It was to the tabularium principia that the century. 

made its returns. As the name implies, it was under 

the command of the princeps, a centurion of the first 

cohort subordinate in rank only to the primipilus.6J The 

establishment of the tabularium is given by Doinaszewski 

(loc·. cit.·) as ~onsisting of the optiones of' the first 

cohort and certain librarii or adiutores. The latter 

are tw.o in n\lnlber in the case of legio III Augusta. 64 

24 •. 

It is probable that the f~~st cohor:t ~ whiCh w.as double the 

size of the others,65 owed its greater numoers to· the 

inclus·.ion within its establis·hment o.f all the. administra­

tive personnel attached to legionary headquarters. · In 

th1s respect it would be paralleled by the HQ company of 

a battalion in· th.e British Army. Except on active 

s~rvice, when, no doubt, some of the administrative sta.f'f 

remained in camp, it could hardly function as a norinal 

cohort, and this perhaps explains why it was poss.ible · 

for the opt1ones, who in other cohorts would be kept f'ully 



ocqupied within their own centuries, to ·be spared for 

p.Irely ·administrative work. 

The duties of the princeps are convenient-ly summ­

arized ·by Vegetius: (!1 1 8) :· (princeps) ad guem in legione 

prope omnia quae ordina.nda sunt pertinent. In other 

wo.rds 1 he had full . respons.i bility 1'or the daily rout.ine 

and organization within the legion. It is perhaps to 

25. 

the work of the tabularium principia that Vegetius refers 

in 11 1 19: 

Quotidianas etiam in pace vigilias, item 

excubitum1 sive agrarias, de .omnibus centuriis et 

contuberniis vicisstm milites faciunt; ut ne quis 

contra iustitiam praegravetur, aut alicui praestetur 

immunitas 1 -nomina eorum qui vices. suas fecerunt 

brevi·ous inseruntur. quando quis commeatum acceperit. 

vel quot die.ruml adnotatur in "Qrevibus. 

The basis of such records would be century parade-states 

similar toP.Gen.lat t verso, forwarded to the tabularium 

for consolidation.66 .At.first sight i~ might appear that 

this arrangement would leave the primipilus free to concen­

trate on being technical adviser to tne legatus legionis 1 

and responsible for the training programme within the 

legion. This division of responsi-bility would roughly 

correspond to the distinction between 'G' and 'A' branches 

on British army staffs. OU:D 'Q' branch, that is 1 the 



supply and maintenance of equipment and materials, would 

then be the responsibility of the praefectus cast.rorum. 

But. though Veg·etius provides us with a reasonably complet.e 

catalogue of his .duties (~I, 10) it is probable that his 

definition appli.es 'to: the pre-Claudian situation only, 

26. 

and is not really indicatj,ve of the position afterwards. · 

The primipilus, in faet,·was essentially the Chief centur­

ion, and remained. in charge of his century: the praefectus 

castrorum, usually a more experienced officer, was in a 

b~tt~~ .position to advise the legate on technical matters~7 
Vegetius • defi~ition is, how.~yer, well worth repetition: 

Erat etiam castrorum praef~ctus, licet inferior 

dignitate, oc.cupatus tamen non mediocribus causis: 

ad quem castrorum positio, .valli et fossae. aes.timatio 

pertinebat. tabernaeula vel casae militum cum impedi-­

mentis _omnibus z:tutu ipsius curabantur. praeterea 

aegri contubernales et medici, a quibus curaban:tur, 

expe.nsae etiam a~ eius industriam pertinebarit. 

vehi·cula, sagma.rii, nee non etiam ferramenta quibus 

materies ferratur vel caedi~ur, quibus aperiuntur 

fossae, contexitur· vallum, aquae ductus item ligna· 
. . 

vel stramina, arietes, onagri, ·ballistae, ceteraque 

genera tormentorum ne deessent aliquando, procurabat. 

is post longam probatamque militiam peritissimus 

omnium legebatur: . ut recte doceret alios quod ipse 



cum laude fecisset. 

It would appe:ar that Domaszewski is not justified 

in ascribing to the praefectus castrorum the keeping of 

pey accounts also_; 6B. this duty is notably absent from 

Vegetius' list. The officium rationum mentioned!in · 

CIL Ill 1099 is not necessarily to be equated with the 

officium of the praefectus castrorum. 69 Moreover, 

Vegetius' remark 'praeterea aegri contubernales et medici, a 

qui·bus curabantur, expensae etiam ad eius industriam pert­

inebant', sure·ly means that the costs· of the valetudinarium, 

which in any case wa~ under hi·s supervision, were the 

responsibility of the praefe._ctus, not that he had any 

general·co~cern for f~~ci.al matters.70 . 

Domaszewski bases his views of the establishiilent of 

the other main legionary bureau, the tabularium legionis, 

mainly upon. the ins._criptions f~om Lambaesis. 71 These 
. . 

must be ~sed with some reserve, and are possibly not rep­

resentative of' the army as a whole, since the army in 

Africa was in a pe culia.r administrative posit. ion. As 

Domaszewski himself writes, (op.cit.p.?Jt) "Nur die 

Stellung des Legatus legionis III Augustae als Statthal ter 

hat dazu geffthrt_, in Lambaesis die cura tabul:arii legionis 

dem praefectus castrorum zu dbertrag~:n, was die Zuteilung 

des cornicularius legati in sein Offi·cium nach sich zog". 

He makes its head a cornicularius, supported by an actarius., 
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librarii and exacti.72 ·This establishment we m~ accept 

as probably universal, with the proviso that the actarius 

does not seem to be att.ested in the legions··before the time 

of Severus.73 · rut for the existence of this rank within 

the auxilia w.e have the evidence of BGU III 741, a do·cument 

of A.D. 14')-144, which cont.ains the phrase -., ... ,~ 1\o"ICfou 

Oo~~~l','o~ ~4_rl".., .. '"'~o[a ~]~er"'t',''h' (J"tre;(f?s· f,.,\oq,:f"'"' 
\ .. 'll , . t: X I ~.1'!! \ ' 74 

'f10AI.,.IJV TIN/.d1/#Jtl 6Kt<rOtiT~r '"""' r:rrroJtt'l/'tllt'f' OlJ e . 

It ma;v w.ell be that the rank originated in the auxilia, and 

became customary in the legions at a later date. The 

creation of the special post of acta.rius is significant 

of the gr~ual separation of the administrativ~ staff 

from the rest of the army, which gathered momentum during 

the third century an~ was completed by the fourth, when, 

as Seeck points out, the a.octarii were pure-ly civil officials7? 
To the period of transition belopgs ·als~ the 

canaliclarius, a r,ank attested-by a limited number of 

i~~ ~riptions of the third century·. 76 Whatever the origin 

of this title, 77 there can be no dou·bt tnat the duties of 

its holder were in every WS3 identical with thqse of the 

cornicularius, which rank appears to have been temporarily 

~eplaced. 78 

The tabularium legionis, therefore, would normally 

·be under a cornicularius, assisted in the thir.·d century 

·by a· semi-·ci vi.lian actarius. If our suggested division 
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of duties between t~e praefectus castrorum and the 

princeps is correct,79 this cornicularius would be directly 

responsi-ble to the praef'e ctus • 

Besides the orderly-room ar1d cleri.cal staffs· already 

mentioned, each of the officers within the legion, as well 

as those serving on higher formations, had his complement 

of beneficiarii. Th·a:t?. the~e stood in a close relation 

to the officer on whose s.ta.ff they ·served is shown by 

Vegetius (11,7): beneficiarii ab.eo appellati quod 

;etEomo-v~.ib.ant~ ];)en~~i ci·o ~t.rribllni. Domaszewski believes 

that the numbe.r of appointments was strictly proportionate 

to the seniority of the officer concerned, and expresses 

this as a general principle: ."Die Zahl dieser Principales 
80 

in jedem Stabe bestimmt sich nach dem Range des Offiziers " •. 

The tribunus laticlavius possessed a cornicularius also, 
. . . 

at least from the time of Severus.81· Or perhaps we shou~d 

rather assume that such a laticl-avius :was acting commander 

of the legion.82 There remains the problem of' the 

tribunus semestris.- For this tribune alone a comment-

a.rien.sis. is attested, and it would appear that Domaszewski 

reconciled this quasi-'IJlagisterial position on the governor's 

staff with the comna.nd of the leg:i:onary cavalry, which he 

also att.ributed to this o-fficer on the somewhat flimsy 

evidence of Stat ius. 84 

From the legion the . 'usuai channels ' led to the head-
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quarters of the provincial ga¥ernor. His st.aff consisted 

of both military and civilian elements, and even the 

_ military section possessed certain non-military functions. 

Most provincial governors. had three commentarienses on 

their staf'f·s, 85 who ranked immediately below the .cornicu­

larii: the commentarienses were the officials responsible 

for the adm~nistrative work in legal cases involving the 

governor • s jurisdiction. In CIL II 4179 (~ ILS 2)84), 

from Tarraco, we find ·eveh a commentariensis ab a.ctis 

civilibus. .The same man, L. ~argilius RufUs, had 

~r~~ious·ly served as a spe~lator in legio VII Geinina. 86 

Premerstein87 points out that a comnentariens.is had in 

any· case nothing to do with the governor's milit.ary 

functions, and explains the addi.tion of the attribute 

ab acfd .. s civilibus ·as disting-uishing. the official responsible 

for civil suits from the one responsible for criminal 

cases. If· we confine ourselves to the .military pow.ers. 

of the O·fficers on the governor's staff, we shall see that 

the appointments resemble very closely those of a legion, 

but naturally on a mere complex and elaborate scale. The 

~overnor normally possesses no less than tnree cornicularii, 

and the officium itself is called the. officium cornicular-
. . 

iorum.BB Yet here, even more than in the case of the 

legion, we m~ feel Chary of accepting the whole of 

Domaszewski' s detailed s ch~me. The greater part of the 
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·evidence belongs to the·period following the Severan 

reorganization. 89 Beneath the comiculaxii and cornment­

arienses rank the speculato.res, who are peculiar to the 

staffs of officers with the ius gladii.90 They were 

responsible for. executions. 91 Other ranks . were the 

)1 • 

. beneficiarii~ 92 · frumentarii, 9) stratores, 94 singulares, 95 

and various kinds of imnrunes, including librarii, exacti, 

exceptores, and even interp~et~s.96 We find most of 

the!se officials s·tationed even in provinces where no · 

legionary units were serving. The proc~nsul·of Africa, 

for inst.ance, possessed a.military officium formed from 

men se.conded from legio II I Augusta at ·Lambaes.is in Numidia?7 

Similar:officia are found in Dalmatia and other non-legionary 

provinces.98 

~t the h~.ad of the governor 1 s staff Domaszewski placed 

the princeps praetori·1. 99 He used as evidence IGRR ILi: 

12)0': [ l~<-""'~" "'ll(fX,ov . ·~·. Y'::., 11os r,.rjl'"'7 s] f ~e ..,/l,~e;s "f'Y~'""' 
[jr~r"., ~(.] "f~:~...,~:oo.J [IJI..,."""ft/'6/vo.., [rrfi-tr~~I.Jro:, [E~«.rroZ] 
J.,.,.,trri,__'Tfr,:,"'· The objection of Picard and Bonnet tO"O 

that this depends largely on restoration, and does not. 

support the vital word 7r,.~ot/'~i is now refuted by 

Lopuszanski, 1:.0 1 who points out that Domaszewski 1 s restor­

ation finds a strict parallel in P. Oxy. 1637,10: .17/'?1'/.:»" 

{ e',e.tli.'rov r,:f Xotl) rov .:f,:O~(orRIT'~rotl) .,.,,,IC, trt:J~ rjs' 7 {y'ioVI~' 
~er\. and is supported by IGRR I, 629:. '"'f'Y.c'f ~~7"/'ov 
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fr~:rt£vo~ • He continues: "~e titre de princeps praetorii 

devine par .Domaszewski a ete decou.vert ·dans une ins·cription 

d • Alg·erie, !.&··, 1. 93}, 57". 102 

Other centurions placed by Domaszewski on the governor's 

staff are the centurio strator 103 and those responsible for 

the eguites singulares.104 In CIL XIII 8203 (Cologne), a 
. . . - - . . . ...... . 

dated inscription of A.D. 164, the pedites singulares a.S. 
. . 

well as the stratores. are under the command of M.Verecundius . . . 

Simplex, (centurio) .!!&{ionis) XXX Ulp(~) •· This proves 

also that those centurions who were s~conded for duty on 

the st~f still remained on the legionary establishment. 

Domaszewski 105 believes that this is the explanation of 

CIL Vlll 18q65 (=ILS 2452) which attests 7 centurions. in 

the first cohort, 8 in the sixth, 7 in the e.ighth·, and 

XIII 6801 which shows 11 centurions in the first cohort - . 

alone. Of these inscriptions, the fi~st belongs. to the 

time ·Of Marcus Aurelius, the second to the age of Severus. 

The a.ddit.ional centurions, Domaszewski maintains, · served 

on the governor's sta.f'f~ He draws the conclusion tnat. 

Severus granted to all centurions of the.staf'f the higher 

pey and rank . of primi ordines • 1 o6 This mey or mey not. 
• ' ' • I ' 

·be t.rue, bu~ Brunt 1·07 has shown that the basis of this 

hypothesis, that when Severus increased legionary p~108 

he did not·make any corresponding increase in the pay of 

the centurions, but only increased the number of primi 
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ordines so as t.o offer bette.r prospe·ct.s of promotion, 

laclts eviden.ce and. is in itself improbable. So far as 

the earlier inscription is concerned, Domaszewski gives 

no explanation why the centurions on the staff should 

have been retained on the .rolls of particular cohorts,· 

and, if so, on what prtnciple. 1 0~ There could hardly 

have been more than six centuries to each cohort, or a 

plurality of centurions within the century. It was 

Mommsen•s view that· the ~di~ional centurions were on 

the .Point of leaving the legion and had already been 

replaced. 110 While we mey- admire a ~ilitary organisa-

tion which could fill vacancies before they became 

effective, it would seem essential, as Picard and Bonnet 

point out, 111 for some indi cat·ion to be given as to which 

centurions were. leaving and which remaining. There is 

no such indication, except. that in cohort !III we find 

M. Antonius Clemens mis (sus?). If' this expansion is 

correct, we mey- consider this requirement satisfied, but 

in the wrong instance. For this is in a cohort which is 

not over-strength. Moreover, in the ninth cohort there 

are only five centurions attested. Therefore, unless we 

are to assume that the replacements were sent to the wrong 

cohorts, we have to deny Mommsen • s view •. · The most reason­

able solution would appear to be that of Cagnat, follow.ed 

·by Picard and Bonnet, 112 that. the extra centurions were 
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seconded fol"" special duties .and remained only nominally 
.· . 

on the strength of the legion, in wnich they retained 

their substantive rank and seniority at .the level of their 

previous appointment (e.g. $extus hast at us prior) • The 

other text usuallY. held to attest additional centurions, 

ClL XIII 6804_, is, as. Picard and Bonne-t rightly a1'firrp, "11 3 

too mu1lii.l.at.ed to be satist'actory evidence. On the basis 

o1' this hypothesis we can now explain GIL VI 1'r 10 (Rome), 

a third century inscrip~ion from the castra peregrinorum, 

which mentions both cent.uriones deputati and centuriones 

supei_"numerarii: it is proba'ble that the former were out­

side the legionary est.ablishment whereas the latter remained 

on the strength. 1·14 

We have now completed our review of the ladder of 

promotion from the huiiiblest li.brarius to the princeps 

praetorii, i.e. from the company ·clerk to the chief of 

s'taff of the army commander. The more elaborate officia 

have all been found to contain within themselves the 

simple basic organisation of cornicularius (and later· 

· ae'tarius), beneficiarii, and librarii. But so far our · 

inquiry has concerned legionaries only: if w.e.examine 

the auxilia we shall find a similar situation. 11 5 

The auxiliary cohort did not admit of so uniform an 

organization as the legion, 116 but certain general principle$. 

m93 be formulated·· These principles held also for the 
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alae, 11 7 and even, with modifications, for the nUmeri. 11 8 

The of:f'i cium of the praefe ctus alae, praefe ctus cohort is, 

or praepositus numeri, was headed invariably by a cornicul-
. . . 

arius .119 He was supported, certainly from the middle of 

the second cen~ury, and possibly earlier, by an actarius120 

Beneficiarii121 and librarii122_ are attested for subordin-

. ~te .positions in the a~iii~, and librarii1.2 ) in the 

numeri. The equivalent of the leg:iL.ona.ry tabularium 

principia was commanded in the auxi.liary cohort by the 

d~ ~rio princeps 124 or the centuria princeps, 1. 25 and in 

the ala by the decurio pr1n~~ps. 1 26 It would be reason­

able to assume that in the numeri a centurion or de.curion 

performed the same function. 
's • 

·The officia in the other militar,y units, therefor~, 

were in principle similar to those found in the legions. 

How attractive a career on the staff was to the more 

literate recruit mfcy' be judged from.the correspondence of 

ApaU.linaris. 1: ?7 In A.D. 1.07 he joined as a recruit a 

legion (unmentioned, but probably VI Ferrata 128) ·at Bostra, 

and within a very short time was anxious to transfer to the 

clerical staff. The hard manual labour involved ·in the 

construction of roads and fortifications in the new province 

of Arabia no doubt prompted his ·.anxiety.129 M3 Youtie 

and Winter translate1·3°: "Indeed I asked Claudius Severus 

the consularis_f)1 to make me -a secretar,y on his own staff 



and he said, 'There is no vacanqy, but meanwhile I shall 

make you a secretary of.the legion with. hopes of advance­

ment'. 132 With this assignment, therefore, I went. from 

the .consularis to the cornicula.rius: "Vbether he did 

obtain a further promotion or not, is not clear. In 

another lett.er written a month earlier, he describes 

himself as 1;1. principalis, 1 JJ which according to Domas.z-
· .. 

ewski' s bypothesis Vw»uld stri.ctl-y refer to the taktis che 

)6. 

Chargen and the higher administrati.ve _posts to which they 

ied.~ 1:)4 . D.omaszewski ranks the libra.rius consularis· in the 

same pey grade as the tak.tis che Chargen and the librarius 

legionis in the grade b~l~w. 1 3.5 Apollinaris, however, 

was probably describing his new appointment by the most 

flattering term, and need not be taken too seriously. 

lt seem improbable, at ~ rate, that if he had been 

promoted to be li.brarius consularis he would have failed 

· to. mention the fact. In general, however, it would be· 

natural for ·the higher ranks of the clerical and adminis­

trative staff to be filled by promotions from the lower 

grades .1. J6. The logical consequence WQ.s t.he development 

in the t~·d century of a purely administrat-ive career, 

whiCh culminated in the separation of the administrative 

service, the officiales, from the 'military' branch of 

the army. 1 37 . 

'· 
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Let us now consider the documen~~tion of the indi­

vidual soldier from the time when he first considers 

enlistment, through the several vicissitudes of his 
1/ ... 1';/:.,r"/J c/,.u:a·r~IIS ()r f~l&e/"()ro .... J 

military care·er, to that distant dey- when,fnow a veteran 

with a diploma in.bronze, he settles down once more into 

civil life, not without a tinge of nostalgia for the deys 

that are past • 

If he is wise, he will first arm himself with a 

letter of introduction. This he will most easily obtain 

from one of his father's friends who ha.s seen service 

himself in the type of unit he desires to join. . In the 

Roman world no less than in the modern, let-ters of recomm­

endation had considerable value at all levels of society 

and in all walks of life .• We have numerous examples in 

the surviving letters of Cicero. and Pliny: Pliny, in 

particular, was alwey's prepared to. use his not inconsider­

able influence in procuring equestrian appointments for 

m·s. fr~el).ds and acquaintance~ .138 We m88' be sure that so 

emine!ltly respectable a man would not lightly count.enance 

any requests which he thought improper or unconventional. 

In the lower ranks of the army, also, the use of testi­

monials and lett.ers of introduction was universal. This 

we mey gather from the general tone of a letter from a 

serving sailor to his father (P.Mich. VIII 468), a letter 

of the early second-century in which the writer expresses 
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in semi-literate Latin his dissatisfaction with.service 

in the fleet, and a de·sire to transfer to· a cohort, and 

declares that letters of recommendation are usele~s unless 

a man helps himself. 

35 et si deus 

volueret Spero me frugaliter 

[v] i~~_turum et in cohortem 

(tra]nsferr~. ·hie a(ut)em sene ~er(e] 
[ni] hil fiet neqQe epistulae com-

40 mandaticiae nihil val<eb)unt nesi 

si qui sibi aiutaveret. 
11 And if the. god wills, I hope to live economically, and 

·be transferred to a cohort. Here nothing will be done 

without money, and letters of recommendation will have no 

value unless a man helps himself' 11
• 

How. such a letter of recommendation might re·ad we 

m~ see from a surviving example, a second-century ~etter 

to a tribunus militum legionis f'rom his beneficiarius. 

P. Oxy. I )2t 39 

I [u] lio Domitio tri"truno m:Ll (itum} leg (ion~s} 

ab • Aurel(io) Archelao benef(iciario) 
• suo SaJ.utem 

iam tibi et pristine commen-

5 dauerarn Theonem amiowm 

meum et mod [ o q~J oque. pet a 



domina ut eum ant<e) oculoa 

habeas tanquam • me • es.t e­

nim • tales omo ut ametur 

10 a te • reliqui t enim au[ o] s [e] t 
rem suam e.t actum: et me 

aecutus est • et per .omnia me 

se [c]urum fecit • et ideo peto 

ate • ut habeat intr[o)itum • 

15- at te • ut omnia ti bi · refere-

20 

30 

re poteet •. de actu[ m] nostrum • 

qui tqui t m [e d] ixi t • [ i ]1-
[lu] t et fact [urn • · •••••.•• ] • [. ~] 
amaui_ h[o]minfe]m G •••••• • J 
m [. ~ • • .] set de • r. . . . . . . .] 
a [ •••••• ] • . domi:n [ e . • ••••• ~J 
m [ •••••• J • • i d e s [ t • ~ .•..• ] 

c [ ••••••• J hab [• ••••••••••• ] 

h[ •.... _ .. J et [ ••••• _ •••••• ] 

tor. t •• r ..... ] ico [ • •••••••••• ] 

·ill:um • ut [~ •• ]upse [ ••••• ] inter­

cessoris u [t i1llum co[mmendarem] 

estote feliciss-i[ mi domi~e mu1-:-J 
tis armis cum [ tuis omnibus] 

ben-[e agentes. 

hanc.. epistulam ant(e) ocu­

los habeto domine ·puta[t]o 

40 
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me tecum loqui 

uale. 

verso 35 Ioulio Domitio~ tribuna militum leg(ionis) 
• • ab . Aurelio Archelao b(eneficiario). 

This letter was in Latin, as such letters usually 

are, eMen when, as in this instance, the writer's command 

of the language is by no means certain, because Latin· was 

essentially the military language, and the use of it was 

felt to give a letter an air of authority. 

Armed, therefo!re, with his letter of introduction, 

the would-be soldier had them to present himself for his 

probatio ( ~TT ,' Kf'~'1), in Egypt an examination held on 

the authority of the Prefect, in other provinces pres.umably 
~ , 

by order of the governor. This ~.1f '~er . .-,s is to be distin-

quished from other examinationsof the same title held in 

Egypt, such as that held at the age of fourteen to deter­

mine a boy's right t.o member!ship of .the gymnasium-class, 

or the ~ rr ,'l(f •t!'tt o~ veterans. 140 This probatio probably 

concerned itself with the dete:rmination of the legal 

status of the applicant, and hence his elagibility for 

service, and in addition contained a medical examination. 

The legions, the auxilia, and the fleets had different 

standards: it was necessary to discover for which branch 

of the services eaCh applicant was fitted and qualified. 

The legions required as qualification for entrance the 
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posses'sion of full Roman citizenship;· exceptions could 

be made, how€lv.er_, in the case of some of legionaries born· 

castris, and, therefore, technically illegitimate. The 

auxiliary recruit, in Egypt, had to prove membership of 

the Graeco-Egyptian class .of society: the native Egyptian 

could be accepted only by the fleets of Misenum·and Ravenna. 

The physical standards required are net definitely known 

for this period,· though a standard for height is given 

in· the Epitome rei militaris: that this was more in the 

nature of ~- pious hope than ~ hard and fast regulation 

i.s clear from the context. r 41 . We know, however, of one 

applicant who was reject.ed, or perhaps found unfit after· 

provisional acceptance. A copy O·f his medical certificate 
142 survives, dated A.D.. 52. 

P. _ox,y.I 39 

5 

'" ... ' . r .i' J_·' , ..... A J -rl~-oJS r.r v .... I Yl·C'•<f (l).. •• .... 

~"-rov:o 1{3- T,f~·ttl~CJ K~tttt.~ffov 

k fl( i..,-etro~ ~e~.wcrrau f.!?' ... ~" t~e:o~ 

Atro "ftil.,-oror 1 cpiiCf'/o~{}(,) ·;{), rE r7rfe.'.t.J/'{._;?r,;). 

J.,.. ~tB/ [t.,].,~ r.,.~~a'-' OJ~fY'~:~>." 

_, J.. , 
~I" re/#<J V', 

Tj.!.-p~-.~,v L\ IOV1J,<J"fo4J YEff,o~1 
S"<,;l (.~e6'>Xv/'.{.,."'s b~ fyotl' ~~E~~t..~".~ 

IO ;tJv.~····l.,' Df"F~rX""'v r;s /"7j,;,_"_/,~.{e:~f) 



t rr~ lef1&(?J 
6fT E Kf /9(7) 

) / 

~ 7Ti- "~ 1Cf1 r111' 

6v 1-JA e·f« v-fp~:'t. 

~~ ~1"'~tr,f:1'!). 
f.>J E l•o·l(f'6~~ ). 

4). 

The editors are no longer of the opinion that this 

docwment refers to rejection from the army, and prefer 

to regard it, with Wessely, as referring to a discharge 

from a liturgy of some kind.143 This can be no more than 

surmise. We m~ be fairly certain, however, that whether 

this particular certificate represents a discharge from 

military service or not, a genuine army discharge a.t't.er 

medica~ examination must have given rise to a very 

similar do~ent. It is notewort.hy that this cert.ificate 

was issued in Greek, not Latin, because it was intended 

for production before the civil authorities in Egypt, 

where Greek was. the official language at lower civil 

service levels •144 The document we have is not· the 

original, but a.copy: the original would be retained in 

the prefect's office, and a cop,y only given to Tr,yphon. 

The editors are doubtless right in ascribing the repetition 

of the phrase :" f~e; :e(7) t~ 4A ~;~.,J'cr~~r) apd the slight 

variant i7rt:-~<lKf'.,-o" iv ll~tj~~~ovlfe-:~ to the signatures of 

different officials in the original document. of which 

this is a copy. 

This. brings us to a cardinal principle of Roman 
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military bookkeeping, _and, in fact, of all. documentation 

everywhere. Each letter or certificate issued had to 

·be made at least in duplicate, and a copy retained. The 

eq~ivalent of the modern·· f'ile was a roll o.f original 

letters or copies there:bd\' pasted together, and could be 

described as a liber litterarum missarum (or acceptarum, 

as the case may be). An example is P.Flor. II 278. 145 

Similarly, P.Hamb. l 39 consists of receipts for fodder 

allowance written by, or on behalf of, troopers of the. 

ala Gallica.146 

Once he had passed his probatio the recruit would 
··- . 
receive an advance of pey and be sent ·to a unit. We 

have two examples of documents whitih were written'in 

such circumstances. The first is from the Prefect of 

Egypt to the commanding officer of the Third Cohort of 

the Ituraeans, and is dated by the sixth regnal year of 

Trajan to A.D. 10). (This es.sentially Greek methqd of' 

dating, instead of the.normal Roman dating by consuls, 

can be seen also in P. Aberd. 61, a Latin receipt quite 

in the Greek style). 147 

P. Oxy • VII 1 0"22.·i 48 

2~ 

(m2>. [c.] Minucius Italu[s c] elsiano suo 

sal [u] tern. 

Tirones sexs probates a me in 
•• 



5 coh(orte) cu~ praees in nume-

·. ros referri iube ex XI 

kalendas Martias: nomi­

na eorum et. icon(i] smos 

huic epistulae subi.e ci. 

10 Vale, frater karissim[ e] • 

c. Veturium Gemellum 

annor(um} XXI sine i(conismo), 

C. Longinum Pri scum 

45. 

annor(um) XX!l, i(conismus) su;percil(io}-sini(.stro), 

t 5 C. Iulium Maximtim ann ( orum) 'X.X!I, 

sine i ( conismo) , 

• illcium Secundum 

ann(orum) XX sine i(conismo), 

c. Iulium Saturninum 

2.0 ·ann(oi'Uili) XXIII i(conismus) manu sinistr(aj, 

M_ • .Antonium Valentem 

ann(orum) XXII ~(conismus) f'ront.is 

parte dextr(a). 

in3 accepta VI k(alendas) Martias ann(o) VI 

25 imp(erat.oris) Traiani n(9stri) per 

Pris cum s ingul ( arem) • 

Avidius Arrianus cornicular(ius) 

coh'~ortis) III lturaeorum 

scripsi authent~cam 



)0 epistulam in tabulario 

cohort is. esse. 

We m83 notice several points of detail. 

46. 

ln-the 

first place, the recruits are place~f upon the nominal 

roll of the cohort, not on the d~- on-which the letter 

was received, 24th February, which most probably was the 

d~ on whidh they reported to. the unit, but with effect 

from 19t~ February, which presumably was the d~ of the 

probatio. · The details given are the name (the tria 

nomina without filiation, tribe or origo - they have not, 

the citizenship), age (in ·years only), and distinguishing 

marks· (if any) • It is probable that at the time of the 

probatio some docwnent was drawn up which described these 

men in greater detail: the information contained in the 

.Pref'ect 's -letter need not be taken to be exhaustive, it 

was int.ended only to enable the recipient to have a rapid 

check made on the arrival of the recruits. Secondly, 

this letter is a copy of an original, which the cornicularius 

certifies is in the tabularium of the cohort. The 

question naturally arises, "Wey, then, make a copy?11
. To 

this we m~ give two answers. Either the- copy was made 

for inclusion in a roll of letters received from the 

Prefect, which would make for convenience of reference, 

or, more likely, be_cause the origin~ was felt to ·be a 

personal letter ot· r~gimental interest, of which an 
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official copy was requir~d. Premer.stein149 well cites 

S.H.A., Thl.rty Tyrants, X, 9: Extat. epistula divi Claudi 

tup.c privati •••.• • quam ego repertam in authenticis 

inserendam putavi; fuit enim pu-blica. Thirdly, we mey 

no-te the presence of no less than three hands in so short 

a document. It is pro·bable that the rather mysterious 

letters £!(?·) in the first line. were in practice written 
•• 

last, and were the annotation of some person who later 

inspected the document • The other two hands are easier 

to- interpret-: the copy was not made by the corni cul arius, 

but presumably by one of his clerks, but it was necessary 

for the cornicularius himself to write the certificate 

which vouched for the letter. 

The other do~ent of interest in this connection 

is an Egyptian pa:pyrus 150 of ~.D. ·t17 which contains the 
·tJ.e 

receipts issued by the signiferl. o-fjsix, centuries of 
. . 

cohors 1 Augusta Praetoria Lusitanorum to the centurion 

1:--/ LonginuJTitul~i~~ of the same cohort, who -is also des-

cribed as : ".,.f~~ • These are all ~eceipts for the 

deposita of recruits newly arrived from Asia. 

P.S .I. IX 1063. 

Col. i 

(~') l\ovrE-7vo5 f\,;v7{oi] tr?l'~:tltp(,![o}J [trtr}Er7s ~ 
/l o l.ltf"l"r«V.=rl ? TtrQv~\-7/Dv _/t[~Jv/~/v-,Jc 



5 

S.tfl. 111 

/ ... , 
'"" I' 

/0 

20 

·48. 

Ot«).;1,or r~utft:~t r71~-'fryor ~~~""~tf?s) A. llo._,ct,1lll"~" 1 
K " . /l " -'"'X (?·trK:..-vT"DS ""71-'11'";1 1, rt~v.-1 7 I 't r x-r~'", 

""£A ll(f1tt~Y' ""!(~ ~4"o1.1 .. /;7. ~tfl''"' ~t'rvp~ f,-~e,:,.,~~~. "("'' ... 
[ CJ 0 o,-.o~ Ot.IS' ,.,. rtf"MJ!"'' I . 

le (} fl'r M. lfrr/1/( J r.t X~!? r~., Tel&: ~t, ,,[tr,;J tl"l To, .,.~ '!~-

V#>IY' -:tJ(f'IIC'V;:,'( fe~e[«};'!r.: • ~CTt:~IIS 6::~t:.t~tl"ro~ "r~r~~._, 

Gtrfr-"for} r(}u ~f[lvuJ J 8~f) i. 

(;:;/. ,'; 

[ .... }o.s t1;f'i"f tt;?;:{l}c,P'f{os tr}~';(f.7S M. 

ll~[~~]tr{T}tJtvi:Jv? K{~~ i ~~os /ltJt~ft .. 'J"'~ TtroCoiA?/'1 

~ [ff}r~fr?t rfs. ~~~~r7s Xt~tft~'". ~/fJ{-tfi}e;,\1' n,-/~ rov 

[J}'J"~f'~ r~r~~{tfct}:-; n_~v[r7 ~eoY"r}~ttf~~ ~tso ... 

[>J;;.~S I'tw ~i1;f [?""tf','r['t,u r};o~VINY fA)tr•f]v~Y' 

[, trrf''t-'Q.fr#.J,. ;., ':7 l('f!.Jru!'fft] lc.vffz" t;-
~eotr'. f'£rQus) Kill. 7f 111 ,fJ/o[Y't:Jq 4lf1Jtrrov KN/r~~rfoJ~ 
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f.ut/or tr'/it-.cpo/tJsr_,,ft'ls ii 11ou~1'MY':Jvj 7."4:-• •• 

. llcvy,.lv't [r} .,...," .. l 7:!" 1 ,x_..r~" "· ·"E~""fo' .... ,.,r trtlv f?.,_...:,~~ . 
2S' l.u~.t~fJ-c f.~e~t;,., C:,6t~.lo~s fli'Ko4,:,.f 5,;~ i7nt~r'~""' [rJlr~-o~-

JS 

~~ .,. I' . ~ .J .. . , I . A 
~~" '7 tr•~~tv~t( lur'l''i'o"'r"'~ll"' 6V' ~? ~1-t"rc.~/''t tll(f'cy.~. 

6-t'~eotttf,:lo.J, "'!rows ~e-;; ij•ll~~~'v{oo} Jf:{trr}Du J:::.(rl(ror 7'o~ 
t'/ 

~IC";7· 

Col. iii 

[&A , 12. (,·tt.J;Jt-1/';,'i 11"?~~111( f/,J>Dfi '"~'17J ';c,] 

[/lo.ulf"I.,.M.V'f:tr'} ? ~ rrfof<i ilovyd'fv{'t T,ro'"'~,f~ 11 
[ ,,~r,7s .,.1, -cj~r7• ,r-r~,.,. . .~"E,.J~~t,.f;"' "r tfou} 
[7{.,,f(u1Jt }'•uellf''..: J',.,e«#J e:;JoJ.[:,:..}s rftils t,4-~} 
I
7

,-ro[tt','r)ou [rJr~v#<JV' · ·"'1/[r], .,.,,;v fur7'fioq_~"":'~ 

: y fl7 ~·ft'ryvrrtJ-r: ,! v'f~V' 4tKfo} 6'1T~[4'trj,t~H~.' 

~Erou~ ~t";. [rJt•.f .. .,J; :Cff4'rou K-''~'f'os ro:, 

Jt' ' c~' . .1/ ·/ ,, '?"'"'.,.•s c;.f' vl/'tot '1i '"' i 'los d"tr~'f7S <l(.-

l\."u4"t1'~",;,"'? 1\~-o~V',f:'lltvou 1\HY'r#fV''t 
- l / X / - ~ .... .v: " . 
It,.,.~-.~ .A?'~ I trlf ~'' f"JS r71 MOu'F'?& /' •~'f 4' V". 

·"C \ / (' / t ' 
(;AM.f'DV 11~(« t!Ov_ ''J"'«f'" ~ KIJir#oJ"' 

.) r, J <' ' > . J c ' r ~11~11''JKO ti'T.Cit.lt~~ Df'O .t\DI.IS ~IIC'D'(~ U17#.f 47-
Tf~l[l.,.~'l/' re/,.J.,w<v) E~Kotf"ITJ'#'i:J"" "'A4'crf-

.4Q. 

IlL >/i:J 1/' ~~ d'T'f'tf-rt lv r[;J Kf[vki'!t!~, {;rovs] f£rouJ IC;( 

; 011 r{o)~t,_{r~•{s} Gc (r"'f"' [N}/tovtll ('f,Yt«t'D~ ~f:tl'rt~u 

K~:fo-J·r·v] r(ou) K"''/ov / e:,IJ :~.,7.,· 



rrhe -editors rightly consider the receipts to be 
I· 

listed in order of seniority by century, which means 

tri;f that the centurion LonginusJTituleiils, who also appears 

as centurion of the.first century,· may properly 'be titled 

centuria princep~. It would be in this capacity that 
t., 1-ve-

the draft-conducting-officer whom we must supposeLexisted, 

for a party of 126 men must have been under some sort of 

command on their wrzy from Asia, handed over t.o Tituleius 

the men~s deposita -·perhaps the unspent portion of their 

viat.ica. The centuria princeps would t-hen see to the 

distribution of the money 'between the different centuries, 

and exact receipts from the respective signiferi. It is 

noteworthy that there are considerable differences both 

in t.he sums involved, and in the literacy of the several 

signiferi. One signifer - perhaps it is no wonder that 

he belongs to the least senior century - can hardly be 

called literate at all, so individual is his spelling. 

The amounts of money involved mey perhaps be seen more 

clearly from the fo~lowing summary table. Averages are 

given to the nearest obol. However we expand the amount 

.50. 

in the fifth century it is clear that the sums saved by 

men posted to the three junior centuries were considerably 

less than those saved by men pos.ted to the three senior 

centuries. It is unlikely that the recruits were assigned 
. -c~ 

to centuries before they reaCh/the unit: it would be 
" 



reasonable for t-he more intelligent recruits to be posted 

to the senior centuriee. Perhaps the explanation of' the 

differences of money deposited is that the more promising 

recruits were also tne more careful spenders. 

Centurion's N.ame • N·o • ·of Recruits • · Total .sum • Aver~e. 
• • • • • 0 

TituleiuS ,., 20 42)d. 20 ob. 2td. 5 ob. 

Crescens 17 2)2d. 4 ob. 1 )d.18 ob. 

c[ele?] r 20 452d. 2 ob. 22d.15 ob. 

Ta ••• 22 21"1d. 26 ob. 9d·.17 ob. 

Agrius 24 21id. ) ob. 8d.22 ob. 

or )i •j'd. ) ob. 'l2d.27 ob. -
Long1nus 2) . 192d. 2(}! ob. 8d.11 ob. 

126 172)d. 19 ob. j)d.19 o·b. 

or 182Jg. 1~ ob. 14d.1J ob. -- ... . . . .. 

Once the recruits had report.ed to their units and 

been posted to centuries, various entries would be made 

in the nominal rolls of the unit. Such nominal rolls 

are usually referred to as matriculae. This was undoubt-

edly what they were called in the fourth century, but 

whether they were given.the same title in earlier centuries 

is not so certain: I have argued elsewhere that the simple 

term matrices was used before the diminutive. 151 

An early example of part. of a matricula, probably of 

legionaries 1 is BG·u IV 108), 152 whi~h is. ~~~ribed by the 

ed~tor, Viereck, to the first century A.D., but which,· on 
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account of the absence of c~gnomina, mav wit.h reasonable 

certainty pe dated before the end of the reign of Claudius. 

This fragment, of which only .fifteen lines survive, contains 

the nomina (the fragment is not. comple.te on the left and -

almost certainly originally cont:aine~ the praenomina als01) , 

filiation, tribe, and origin of fifteen soldiers. No 

indication of rank or century. is given: these details 

are almost invariably included in similar documents, and 

their absence suggests that the men are private soldiers, 

a conclusion supported ·by the lack of any date of' attest­

ation, another detail normally given. . It seems probable 

that a consular dating preceded this particular fragment, 

and that the men all began service in the same year. This 

would not have been so likely if the men had been N.c.o.s 

or:principales. 

BGU IV 1"08). 

_]e'nu cius • C ~f • Aero • 

CJanidius • C •f. Pomf J 
]Baebius• Q•f• ~o]~ 

]cornelius ·~ex•:t' • :f Qrp 

[JSulpicius•L•f•Aem 

J·lius • M•f• [cJla• 

Pesinuntem 

Ancyra• 

Ancyra• 

Ancyra.• ... 
PesinuntemJ 

Cremona• 

· ]ran~us 

)ditis-

•f• Rom ••••• a 
• 

0 Jct-~vius • A•f • Rom Adrymeto. 



10 ] ••• us. C•f• ••• .Philomedia• 

_Sal ]lust.ius • C•f• •• s Vtica• 

]unt~us .•f· Cor• I,.audicea 
• 

An]tonius• L•f• Cor• Laudicea 
• 

Jtorius • [.]f· F~·b· Altino• 

15 ] ·[ ]· • • Chrysopoli• b ••••.• 

This document contains several interes.ting features. 

Mention has already been made of the absence of cognomina: 

to this mey be added the presence of fili-ation, tribe and 

origin in full Roman fornf. All these details point to 

an early date: we are reminded of the group of four 

names in the third part of P. Gen. lat. 1 recto, 153 where, 

however, cognomina are given, as is usual in docwments of 

the late first century. It seems fairly sate to date 

this papyrus bef'ore the re~gn of Claudius.. In second 

and third century lists mention of the .tri·be becomes 

increasingly infrequent, possibly because the predominance 

of castris as the·origo made membership of the tribe Pollia 

overwhelmingly common. A furthe·r point of interest is. 

that one of the names, that of Sulpicius in line· 5, has 

been struck out. For this there are two possible explan-

at ions. Either the name was included in error in the 

first instanc~, or, as is perhaps more probable, the 

soldier in question had left the unit, by transfer or 

death, after the list was compiled, and his name was 

5J. 
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~liminated on a subsequent revision. 'in a pap,yrus 

published by Wessely two· names are similarly treated 1-54 

Wessely, Schriftt., ·8. 

Ool. i. 

LEG III CYR 
••• 

onere 

7- Noni Rufi 

Cereli Rufi 

5 Cocceus Clemes 

tO 

15 

20 

8 [ Iulius Maximus] 

~CC-l ~aaius Antonius 

.tr[Iulius Qltratus] 

Fanius Rufus 

7 Subur(ani)_ Fanii 

Cladiilus Zenon 

te Cladius Feanus 

te Flaus Gerfennus 

tr Antonius Maximus 

Gra [t] ius •• eanus 

Sal ius Capitan. 

te Bius Longan 

Flaus Clemes 

LEG XXII onro 

7 Upi Pei 

25 

)0 

Col. ii. 

Bariton 

7 Auf'Fi- Acul (i) 
• • 

Iulius Ruti cus 

Petuceus Otaus 

LEG Ill CYR 

7 Antoni Longini 

Antonius Satuni[lus 

Domitius Germa(nus 
• 

Balini E cat • us 

Capito Fana 

Li cin ("ius ) Lo ce (ius ) 

7 Aufri Aculi minor(is) 

Cladius Aga lo 
LEG IIl 

35 T Antoni Longo 

Paconi Egnati 

Iulius N:iger 

tetates 

40 7 Pompei Epane 



4·[ Cla.dius Clemes 

Cla.dius Apulinar(is) 

Antonius Vales 

Upis S atunilus 

45 Upis Alexa(nder) 

4. read Cerellius Rufus; for a similar error cf'. ;6. 
5. read Cocceius Clemens. 6. WesselN", Q L'Ecriture 

latine; cf. JRS.XLII, p. 57· 7• read Claudius. So also 

in 1.1,12.,3J,4t,42. B. read Quadratus. 9. read Fannius. 

So Fannii in 1.0·. 13. read F'lavius. So in. 18. 

20. read Ulnius Pius ? 22. read .Au:f"eri Accolei Wessely, 

Auf'ri· Accu!"ei Dean (Cognomina, p. 128), Auf'elli Acculei 

Lesquier. . So in 32. .2). read Rusticus. . 24 read 

Peducaeus Octavus. 27 and 44 read Saturninus. 29 read 

55. 

Belleni ? Wessel.y, or Varini Lesquier. 30 read.Lucceius ~ 

35 read Longi·. 4~. read -Eppani. 42 •. read APollinaris. 

4 3. read V a.lens • 44 and 45 read ·ulpius. 

The significance of the striking-out of the name is 

made clear· in this do~ent by the presence of marginal 

annotations in several pla~es. te mey- be expanded as . 

te (ta) (= theta)-, of which the plural, tetates, occurs in 

line )9, where it refers to the six names following; tr 

admit.s of t.he expansion tr(anslatus). Compare BGU Il 
- cgl.H,· . . ...... . 

696, 1.55,(lirle 22: 'translatus ex coh(orte) I Fl (aviaJ 

Cil(icum); and line 25: item translatus; alsoP. Lond. 



2851156, .line 44: translatus in exercituin Dacicum. 

Whether we read8(th~ta ~ig~f57i -~.line 6 with Wesse~~-, 
. . . ... 

or Q. (for o{biit} ) with the editors of L'Ecriture latine, 

we st.ill have the same sense, 'killed' or 'died'. The 

fact that there are several instances in this papyrus of 

both te and tr without hastation shows that the presence - -
of marginal annotation in both cases of hastation is 

purely coincidental. we must con elude, therefore, that 

the two names were crossed out be·canse they should never 

have been included. - The highly individual spe'lling of 

the majority of the names, the rather imnature hand and· 

the hasty l~out ·suggest that errors of ommssion and 

insertion were only to be expected. It seems likely, 

therefore, that the names were crossed out, not. because 

56. 

the men had ·been killed or transferred, but because they 

had not been killed or transferred. .. Whatever its purpose­

a. casualty-return ? - the present lis~ must surely ·be a 

prel~ary draft, because in a formal return one wauld 

naturally have expected the names after the sub-heading 

lEG III CYR in line 25, and thos.e after LEG III in line 

}4, to be consolidated with the names of members of the 

same legion in the first column. Nlote that there :ls no·. 

reference to the other legion between the two references 

to legio III qyrenaica in the second· column. Even the 

four names at the head of column ii refer to soldiers in 



legio III eyrenaica, ~ is shoWJ;l by the interesting­

addition minor(is) in line J2.i5B Apparently this 

legion possessed two centurions of the same name -

.Aufrius Ac(c)uleius $ - of which the junior was distin­

guished by the addit-ion of the title minor. The senior 
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. centurion ·is mentioned in line 22, ( centuri~ .Aufri Acul (i), 

which means tha~ the other names in this group at the 

head of the second column must su_rely refer to mem·bers 

of the same legion. Had they been in different legions 

little confusion would have. arisen, and there would have 

been no need to distinguish t:Qem in this WB3. It mey' be 

mentioned that the papyrus is complet.e on the 1 eft and 

appears so at the top, but is bro·ken off on the right and 

at the bottom. 

Wessley assigned this document to a date between 

A.D. 43 and 108, relying on ~eyer's date for the departure 

of III Cyrenaica from Egypt. 159 The edit.ors of L~Ecriture 

lat:i:ne have been able to· br~ the t.erminus ante quem as 

late as A.D. 120, i.e. shortly after 4th August A.D. 119, 

when XXII Deiotaria.na was still -at Alexand~. 16° The 

terminus post ·quem can also -be brought nruch later. The 

names Upi Pei, Upis Satunilus and Upis Al.exa(nder) 

(lihes 20,44,45: = Ulpius Pius 0, Ulpius Saturninus and 
of 

Ulpius Alexander) surely rule out/the ques.tion a date 

before the beginning of the reign of .Trajan. Dean161 has 



found only two examples of the nomen Ulpius in the names 

of legionaries in inscriptions which can be dated in the 

first century, .and one of these has been corrected to 

Fulpidius. 162 The appearance of other imperial nomina 

in the list, Cocceas:and Flaus (~ Cocceius and Flavius} 

reinforces t·his c~nc:tusion. Flayius, though in the 
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second and third centuries one of the commonest of nomina, 
' 

is ·rarely found in ins cript.ions earlier than the reign of 

.Vespasian. Perhaps we mey- hazard a still closer dating. 

This do~ent would appear to be a casualty return, or 

a preliminary draft. for one. In any case it re ~ords a 

.high proportion of casualties. If these casualties 

were incurred in Egypt, as it is reasonable to suppose, 

the most likely occasion would be during the Jewish 

revolt of A.D. 116. The do~ent, there~ore, m~ ·be 

dated to the years 98-120, wit·n indi.cations in favour of 

A.D. 116·. 

Lists such as the pre.ceding are often called 

matriculae. This is a convenient term with which to 

des cri·be a wide variety of' nominal rolls, and in any 

case we have little knowledge of' the precise technical 

terms used in. connection with such docwments during the 

early empire. So we find the t.erm applied to such 

diverse do-cuments as lists of men on special duty, lists 

of men recommended for promotion, lists of principales 



of various ranks, in fact ~o almost any kind of military 

register. Apart from t.ne single instance of the term 

pridianum~ which occurs in the title of BGU II 696, 163 

~d als~ in P. Lond. 2851,1.64 but is remarkably absent 

from our literary authorities, we have to depend for our 

knowledge of te chni c&l nomen~lature on such late sources 

as Vegetius I the Theodosian Code' and the Diges:t. In 

tne·se sources it seeiDS pro-oaole that. tlle term matricula 

was used in the particular sense of the nominal roll of 

an entire unit 1 arranged in order of rank and seniority, 

probably by centuries. 165 In any case the term was 

probably not used at all during the eariy empire. 166 

Under the circumst.ances, howe~er, it isfconvenience to 

adopt the current. practice of applJring the term t.o ~ 

nominal roll. 

A particular variety of matricula of which we have 

examples in various forms is that which lists principales 

and other officers by their ranks. A very interesting 

document of this. type has recently been published by 

Fink. 167 This is a fragment of papyrus in Roman cursive 

with a single sub-heading in rustic capit.al:s. 

· P:. Princeton {Garret Deposit) inv. 75')2. 

]7 s(upra) ~(~~~~t~} ·v~~~ius ~~~ [t] !anu[s. 

]7 i~ pil pos Iunius· Martia;[is 

]. 7 iiii pr pr Aurelius Cae cilJ.a [nus 
•• •• • • •• 



6o. 

. . ]7 vi pr pos ~;elius ~~lio[ 

' ·[ ]7 v pr P~~ H~:~~l!~. ~Jertin] ~W 
]7 viiii pil pes Flavius Ulpia[nus 

• •• • 
]7 ii p~ ~~ ~ibius ::(a)::.en[s 

]"1 ii pr pos. ~~~ianius Dem~ [stenes. ? 

]7 vi pr pos Iulius Al;~_xand~:;. [ 

1 0 1· 7 v pr pos l"j·e [r] at ius Firm1nus ( 
• • • 

] 7 vi iii h pos Aurelius Ma.ximus ( 
• • • 

A.D.2·t9 ]7 x pr pos Astorius Ma.ximus Sacer [dote -cos) 
•• • • • •• 

. A.D.221 ]7 ii ~~ pr Aurelius Demoste.r;es Grat [o cos] 

A.D.221]7 s(upra) s(cript-)-.Aurelius Theocles G(r]~t~ ·co~ 

A.D.221 ]7 i~ p~ (Po]~ Aurelius Titus [c Jos s (upra) s ( criptis} 

16 COBN:l CUL.ARI ORUM X 
• • • 

A.D-.217]7 x h pr Vibius Faustinus Pr(a)esente ~~[s] 

]ds 7 i h pr FlaVius Severianus Sab(ino) cos A.D .• 2·i6 

A.D .216)7 ii h_pr Aurell.us. Apollinaris Sab(1no) cos .. •· .... 
20 ]7 iii pr pr Ul:r:>ius Quir~u~ ~~b(ino) c[o] s A.D.2.16 

1. Is.s.ianu[s ~· 10. M.e.asius, perhaps N:e[r1 at.·ius • • • •• •· J 
Fink. 12. Assorius, perhaps .Artorius 2!. Astorius. Fink. 

•• •• •• 
15. i pr pr Fink. 16~-m·r·Fink, who adds, "'The let.ter .. - . 
at. the right edge looks superficially like X; but. it could 

be M or A". 

This document must have been written after A.D .221=, 

the !'a test date in the surviving f~agment, but how long 

after will depend on our interpretation of its contents. 



Fink poin~out that it is unlikely to have been written 

after A.D. 2.)6, that is·, twenty years, the normal period 

of legionary service, af'ter the ear~iest date, A.D .• 21"6. 

Thi.s is certainly true, but. at the same time, if the 

1 names in the first fifteen lines ·of the list refer to 

comparatively s.enior officers or N·.c.o.s, as seems 

certain, we m~ expect to find a fairly high average 

length of service. Cornicularii, at any rate, would 
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hardly be appointed in the earlier years of their service, 

and those enumerated in the last four lines of the docu­

ment, have only a. few more years of service than the last, 

and therefore the most junior, in the preceding section. 

A date approaching Fink's terminus ante quem would appear 

the most probable. 

The first question to be decided in the interpreta­

tion of this document. is the expansion of. line 1.6. Fink 

himself rejects the apparent reading, X , and of the 
• 

alternatives that present themselves, WJf and ~[ , prefers 

~T • This he chooses to expand as ~"[AT~ CULA. The sub­

heading, therefore,. might be trans~ated as 'Regis.ter of 

Corni cularii 1 
• The objections to this reading are 

threefold: . firstly, it is hard to reconcile the· surviving 

:traces of the last letter in line t6 vvith M[. ; ·168 secondly, . . ' . 
it is doubtful whether the term matricula was current at 

the time the document was written;169 thirdly, there would 



appear to be hardly room in the column even for the 

completion of the letter M", not to speak of so long a 

word as A! tATRICULA. Fink himself writes in description 

of this papyrus, 1. 70 ·"It is complete at the bottom and 

perhaps., but not probably, on the left side and the 

lower part of the right". The ph¢tograpn clearly shows 

that the· lower right at. least coincided with the end of 

a column: if the incomplete letter at t-he end of line · 

1.6 was followed by other letters., those letters must 

have proj!9cted considerably beyond the limits .of the 

other lines ~n the column. The first and last of these 

objections apply with equal force to Fink's alternative 

suggestion ~{ERCURI, wh,ich -he. proposes on the analogy of 

his resto.rat_ion of P. &lands l 79. 171 ·An interpretation 
. . 

is called for which takes accoont of t.he fact that there 
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is no room for more than a single letter. To the apparent 

reading ! Fink obj·ects that only four names follow, and, ' . . 

depending upon the expansion (~ ~, or -~ ? ) , , there must 

have been at least six more. This objection m~ be over-

come if we postulate another column. "Fink's other 

objections, how.ever, carry more weight: that the 

genitive case of corniculariorum requires a noun rather 

than a numeral to follow, and that according ~·O· Domas­

zewski a legion had just four cornicula.rii.172 Sin·ce 

the only legion stationed in Egypt at the time was 



II Traiana, it would follow that the t·our names on the · 

list were those of the four cornicularii of Il TraianaJ 

unless the papyrus·. came originally from some other 

province • 1· TJ He adds in a note 1 74 that one of the 

cornicularii of' the legion is given b~ Damaszewski to 

the service of the legatus AHg •. pro praetore. .. Such 

an· official," Fink explaii1.s, "did not of course exist 

in Egypt; but the cornicularius was doubtless needed 

to perform the same tasks for. the ·prefect of Egypt ... 

This latter statement is not supported by the Rangordnung: 

Domaszewski·'s own words were, 175 11Die Statthalter haben stets 

eine Mehrzahl von cornicula.rii, daher das ·Bureau, an 

dessen Spitze sie stehen, officium cornicula.riorum heiss"t~ 

c. III 104)7, und der adiutor als adiutor officii. 

corniculariorum bezeichnet wird." For the provinces 

where the number is kno·wn, three cornicularii are 

usually attested .• 1· 76 It is reas.onable to assume that 

the Prefect of Egypt, whose administration had a complexity 

far beyond that custom~ in other provinces, possessed at 

least an equal number. In an· appendix to which Fink does 

not refer, .Domaszewski mentions a cornicularius of the 

idiolog.us·; 177 this official may or m~ not have been · 

included among the cornicularii of the prefect. In an 

earlier chapt.er 178 the 'view. was expre·ssed that the most 

reasonable explanation of' inscriptions which attest a 
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su~erfluitY. of centurions within the cohort is. that the _ 

additional centurions: were seconded for special d'Ut.ies 

and remained only nominally on th~ strength of the legion, 

in which they retained their substantive rank and seniority 

at·the. level of their previous appointment. The same 

principle may hold good in the case of the cornicular1i: 

those s.econQ.ed for duty with the prefect • s administration 

m~ have retained their rank and seniority within the 

legion but have been replaced in pract.ice by new appoint-

ments. A co:rnicula.rius who had been attached to the 

staff' of a provincial governor would in any case not. 

expect to be recalled to serviQe ill: the legion on the 

completi·on of his tenn o~· office: that would be a down­

grading.179 He would rather .expect promotion to. the 

centurionate. 'I 80 If this View is correct there m~ 

well have been as many as ten cornicularii on the rolls 

of II Traiana, though not all the nuniber would be serving 

at. legionary headquarters. Fink~ s opjection to the size 

of the number would ~hen be overcome. To his other 

object.ion, that the genitive case of the word cornicula.rii 

requires a noun rather than a numera~ to follow, the 

answer mey be given that such a noun m~ have pre·ceded 

the first ·sUb-heading on the list. The list ~83 have 

been arranged as follows: summa centurionum •••• , 

followed by a nominal roll of centurions, cornicula.riorum 



!, followed by a nominal roll of cornicu.larii, and so on. 

The interpretation of the ! in line 16 as a numeral, 

therefore, presents less diffirulty than is maintained by 

Fihk. 

It is by no means certain, hO\\I.ever, that such an 

interpretation would ~e correct. The sign m~ well be 

some symbol or che ck-mark. 18'1 A similar problem arises 

in connection with P. Oslo III 122, and further consider-

ation of the question m~ be deferred to the discussion 

of that dooument.182 

Another problem which demands solution before the 

purpose of the list as a whole IDatY be made clear, is the 

exact meaning of the centurial sign at the beginning of 

each of ·the lines. The sign 7 sometimes JI)eans (centuria), 

sometimes ( centurio) • 183 Usually .the meaning of the 

symbol is perfectly clear from the context, as no doubt 

it would be in this inst.ance aJ.so if we possessed the 

previous sub-heading. Fink first examines the list on 

the hypothesis that the sign should be expanded as 

(centuria): the document then becomes a ~oster of 

centurions, and the four names after the sub-heading 

cornicularii in line 16 would apparently have to be 

regarded as those of ·centurions who had been, but no 

longer were, cornicularii. The whole list would then 

become one of promotions to the centurionate, and the 



upper part of it w.ould contain the names of principales 

of some other grade who had been promoted.ta4 

For two reasons, however, Fink rejects this .theory. 

In the first place, the one pap,yrus which is undoubtedly 

a list of promot.ions., P. MiCh~_.III 164, 185 is quite 

different in style and composition: 1n that document 

each man • s name is followed ·by his date of attest.ation, 

previous rank, exact date of promotion to the decurionate, 

and the name of the prefect responsible. OUr present . . 

document, on the-. other. hand, as we mey- judge from the 

last four lines, which appear to be complete, contained 

only the centuria! sign, the title of a century, nomen 

and cognomen, and a date of attestation, in each entry. 

There is no indication of any promotion. Se·condl;y, both 

line 7 and line 1J begin with ii· pr pr, and the use of 

the abbreviation s(upra) s(cript-) in line 14 me&ns that 

there were at least three entries ·_all referring to the 

s arne century. Other instances of duplication are lines 

4 and 9 with vi pr pos, lines 5 and 10 with v pr pos, and 

the use of the abbreviation s (upra) s ( cript-) in line 1:, . 

whicn tmplies a repetition of the title of the century in 

the previous line. Fink, assuming that only one centurion 

could be centurion of a given century at any one time, 

asse~ts that acceptance of the present text as a list of 

pr'incipales who had received promotion to the'·centurionate 
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would involve suppos'ing that the men named in lines 7, 

1 J, and 14 were appoint.ed to identical posts in three 

different legions. 186 This Fink will not accept, though 

he does admit its possib~y.187 

Fink, t1?-erefore, fa~~~.s .. the expansion of the 

centuria! sign as (centuria), and regards the list as 

one of principales indicating their assignment to various 

centuries within the legion. This means that the men 

listed in lines 1-15 must have been principales of a 

rank just above or just below that of comicularius, · 

perhaps optiones. He adds that the presence of several 

principales of the same rank in the same century is well 

attested in the inscriptions and in F. Dura inv. 1'2 •. 188 

The chief objection to Fink • s hypothesis is betrey-ed 

in his own phraseology. He writes, 1_89 "The men listed 

in lines 1-15 must have been principales of a rank just 

above, or just below that of cornicularius, perhaps 

optiones." ·According to Domaszewski, the cornicularii 
. . . . ... 

are the senior principales, and opt-iones as a class are 

subordinate to them.by s~~eral grades.1 9J It :l,s true 
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that there was a special category of optiones who were 

called optiones ad spem ordinfs and were promoted directly 

to the centurionate, being senior even to the cornicularii. 

But the infrequency of known cases of this rank, in 

comparison with that of cornicularius, would suggest 

• 



that it was not a. post in the establishment, but only 

a temporary appoi.ntment made specifically until a 

.Particular centurionate should become vacant. The 

number of names in lines 1:--15 ¥/OUld ·appear to imply on 

this hypothesis that a high proportion of the optiones 

in the legion were on the point of being promoted to the 

centurionate.~91 ~f, however, the principales in the 

earlier part of the list are junior, not senior, to the 

cornicularii;, the order of the list would be the rever·se 

of the normal. The s-tandard procedure of the Roman 

army, as of modem armies, in compiling lists was to 

·oegin with the most senior and. cont.inue in descending 

order of seniority until the list was completed. In 

the case of this particular· document, t.he dates of 

attestation in lines 12-·15 are in the normal descending 

order of length of service. The exception to this in 

line 16 isr more apparent than real, because ·the comicul­

~ took seniority according to the rank of the officer 

beneath wham they served. 1 ~2 

If, however, the men listed in the earlier part of 

this fragment are neit.her optiones ad spem nor principales 

junior to cornicularii, they can hardly be other than 

centurions. In th~s case we should have to interpret 

the centuria! sign differently in the two parts of the 

do.cument. In the first ·part we should expand it as 
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(centuria), in the second part as (centuria). This in 

itself seems quite possible. On the other hand, the 

centurions would apparently be listed according to 

length of service, and ce.rtainly not according to any 

known sys·tem of seniority by centuries. Domaszewski' s 

_elaborate account of the gra.d:il.ng of centurions is todey­

no longer generally accepted, and the arrangement of this 
. . 

do-cument mEJ3 perhaps be compatH>le with the view of 

Bruncke and Wegeleben that all centurions were equal in 

rank until they received promotion into the first cohort, 

and there·by became members of the primi ordines •19J ln 

this connection, the reading of line 15 assumes consider­

able ~ortance, since if Fink's reading is correct. the 

line .would read 7 i pr(incip-) pr(ior-) .Aurelius Titus 
. . .........•.•.. 

(c] os s (upra) s ( cripto). The princeps could hardly 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... . 

have ·been the junior centurion o.f the legion, and this 
. . 

.objection would be decis·ive against the interpretation 

of the names as thos.e of centurions. An examination 

of the photograph, however, shows that the letter read 

as the 2_, of,. pr (in ciP-) is· not formed in a continuous 

stroke as in the other cases, but has a. de::t'init.e join 

ab ~he top: it is pos~ible to read.ii pr oefore the 
• 

laouna caused by a tear .in the papyrus. The traces· 

that remain of letters above and after tne tear are as 

consisten~ with the reading (poJ!?. as wJ.th Fink • s reading 
. . " 



.E!:_ .• The. reading i~ pr [.E.]£ of course, would be out of· . . . . . . . . . 
t.he question in view of the i:i. pr pr of line 1: J and the ... 
7 s(upra) s(cript-) of line t4. To the other apparent 

objection that in certain cases we should postulate two, 

and in one case three, centurions on the establishment 

of' the same century, we ma;r give the same answer as 

earlier on the question of the cornicula.rii. 194 The 

additional centurions. mey- have been seconded for special 

duties and remained only nominally on the strength of 

the legion, retaining the rank and seniorit.y of their 

previous appointment. 

The purpose of this document, therefore, would seem 

to be that of a·nominal roll of the officers of ~he 

legion, and our fragment would appear to cont.ain the 

centuries, names and .dates of at.testation ·either of 

centurions and cornicularii, or of optiones and 

corni cul arii. There are difficulties ·in the way of 

each alternative. The discovery o·f a similar do·cument 

would almost certainly solve some of these problems. 

Before we leave the dis cuss ion of this· fragment, 

there is one minor point which demands dis cus.sion~ Ftnk 

is doubtful whether to consider the letters ds in the 

.margin of line: 18 as the end of a very· long entry in a 

preceding column, or as an abbreviation, such as 

d(e)s(ideratus) or d(e)s.(eruit) .19.5 He adds that the 
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reading at least appears reasonably certain. . An 

abbreviat.ion would seem to be quite likely, since 

marginaJ. annotations are quite connnon in military 

documents. In any case, it is diffi~lt to imagine 

what sort of entry would have ended with the letters ds. 

Perhaps a more probable expansion, however, would be 

d (i.) s (positus) .1.96 

70. 

P. oslo III 122 has also been mentioned in connection 

with the Princ~ton do~ent. 1 97 This is a. pap,yrus of 

approximately the same date, but dealing with members 

of an auxiliary unit, not with legi.onaries. Like the 

Princeton list it is mainly in Roman cursive, with a 

single sub-heading in rust.ic capitaJ.s. 

P. Oslo III 122. 

A.D .• 224 . 

A.D. 220 

A.D. 228 

A.D. 2)0 

A.D. 2)0 

~ Nicolai Iuliano II cos 

Aurel(ius) Cronion (pnt] 

. T Quintiani Va(lerio) Comaz[o]nte c[o ]s 

Aurel(ius). Hermaiscus pnt 

5 =f Titi Modesto cos 

~u]lius Horigenes pnt 

f Fl amini .Agricola cos 

[A]~~:l(ius) H.[.].[ ••• J s pnt 

T . • •·• ••• [. A]gricola cos 

1. 0 [Aur] el (ius) [A] rtem [ idorus pnt] 

[sE!s]QUJ.(P)LICl~(IIj x[ 



A.D. 2·1.7 f Ammoniani Cosa Praesente cos 
• 

Aelius Sarapion 

A.D. 224 f Flamini Iuliano. II cos 

15 Aurel (ius) .Armnonianus 

A.D .• 221" 7 Sarapionis Grato cos 

Iulius Sarapion 

A.D. 222 =f Titi. Di vo ~exandro cos 

.Aur(e] l(ius) Heras 

A.D. 217 20 ('T Am1 moniani :J;'raes.ent (e) cos !J •• 
Theon Sere(ni 'f(ilius) 

• • •· .. . •· • • 

1: et passim. T = (turmae) or (in turma). ·2 et pas.sim. 

pnt Fink, cdot Amundsen. 11-. SES]Qul<P)-LICIAR(II) X f 
•• 

AmUndsen, SES)Qui<P)LICiAR(lORUM) lVl( ~· . . . . 

This document can be comparatively closely dated. 

71. 

The style o'f the consular date of line 18, Diva Alexandra 

£2!, proves that the list was compiled after the honour­

ing of the memory of Severus .Alexande.r in A.D. 2)8. 

Further, unless the two soldiers named 1n the entries of 

lil1es 1.2 and 20 were serving beyond the wstomary term 

of' twenty 'five years - a possibility that cannot be 

fully excluded - we mEzy find a terminus ante quem in the 

year A.D. 242·. A date between A.D. 2)~ and 242 would, 

therefore, appe.ar to be indicated. 

The purpose of the document is to a certain extent 



clear. ·The sub-heading SES] QUI (P)LI CI~(II} xf in line 

1 ·1 shows that it i!? a list of principales, some o~ whom 

w.ere sesquiplicarii_, and others, tho·se in the earlier 

part of the document:, presumably duplicarii. Its 

ultimate purpose is not quite so. clear. AmundSen is 

72. 

doubtful whether to classify this document as a matricula 

or a pridianum. The m.unber of ses.quiplicarii; he finds, 
. . . . . . . . . 198 

is smaller than the normal as described by Pseudo-HYginus: 

on ~he other h~d, as ·a pridiarnwm, it would record either 

the appointment of an unusually high number of principales 

on one occasion, or the absence o.f about one-half to two­

thirds of certain classes of N.COs on some connnon t.ask 

(a vexillatio?}. Neither hy})othesi·s does he find 

attractive, and prefers to consider the ·text as a 
' 

fragmentary copy of a brevis or matricula. 199 

In this he is certainly right. His chief difficulty, 

the number of se·squiplicarii, is no.t serious. We need 

not suppose that units in the Roman a.rmy, any more . than 

in modern armies, were invariably up to .. e·stablishment. 

The Geneva archives revealed a century to· be grossly under 

strength.200 The numeral is, in any case, not necessarily 

complete. That is, if it is a numeral. The analogy of. 

the Princeton .document with a very: similar heading might 

suggest t~at it is some special sign or symbol, or 

perpaps a check-ma.rk.201 The do~ent, then, is a list 



of principales. Since the ones mentioned in the lower 

part of our fragment, and therefore presumablw junio:r 

to those in the upper .portion, are sesguiplicarii, we 

7J. 

mey assume that the first five names ar~ of . dupii.car1i ~0.2 

Prestmlably the names -are in order- ot' seniority •. 

However this seniority was determined, it could not be 

by date of attestation, for· on such a system the second 

entry in the first section should have been the first, 

and in the second section considerable re-arrangement 

would be required. We mey note, however, that an 

approximate order of length of service is maintained, 

suggesting that, other things being equal, the soldiers 

with the longest service would normally have the highest 

rank. The order of ranking could not be by turmae 

either: unless we as-sume that there was more t.han one 

decurion in the unit named Ammonianus - in which case we 

might have expected the additi.on of alter or minor to 

the name of one of them20J_ the first. ~d .last entries 

in the remaining part of the list of sesquiplicarii 

should have ·been grouped together. In any case the 
t . 

sequence of the t.urma.e is variable: that- of Tit{us in 

line 5 has precedence over that of Flaminius in line 7, 

but the posi-tion is reversed in the case of the entries 

in lines 14 and 1.8. This last point is decisive. If 

then, the order of seniority was neither by date of 
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attestation nor by centur.y, it must have been by date 

of promotion to the present rahk, or·by recommended order 

of promotion t.o the next. higher ra.nJ:t. Of· these al"terna-

tives the first would appear the more natural and reas·o~­

able expl:a.nation: the other is put forward only as a · 

possible consequence. of one suggested expans:ion of the 

abbreviation p~t, which apparently occurs at. the end of 

each entry in the first part of the list. 

This abbreviation, which· is seen at the ends of 

lines 4, 6 and 8, _and is probably to be re_stored at ·the 

ends .of lines 2 and to also, was read by Amundsen as 

cdot. The resolution of this strange abbreviation he 

not unexpectedly finds doubtful, and can only suggest 

c(ivitate) do{natus) t.(estatus), ~hich hardly has the. 

riug or pro·ba.billty. Fink, recalling S .H.A., ~., 

2t, 8: de provehendis etiam si.bi Alexander .a.dnotabat ••• 

diebus pariter a.dnot."atis et gu1s guo esset insinuarite 

promotus, ingeniously suggests pnt, which he expands as 
~ . . . . . 
p(romotus) n(ominante) ·_t (ri.btmo) .204 These not.es, he 

adds, mey have been added as aids in revising the list. 

This leaves unexplained, however, the fact that the 

abbreviations are confined to the first ten lines of the 

list. The men in these entries are, of course, presum-

ably of higher r~ than the sesquiplicarii, and are 

_probabzy duplicarli. But. even the rank of duplicarius 



75. 

doee no·t seem exalted enough to merit such spe<?ial 

treatment. Surely principales .of bo.th these grades 

would be promoted to these ranks in IIRlCh the same wrzy. 

It would appear much more probable that if these notes 

were, as F'ink suggests, added as aids in revising the 

lists, they d~d not record the actual promotion of the 

respective men, ·bUt rather the tribune's recommendation. 

of the possible promotion o1' duplicarii to the decurion­

ate, a recommendation which. presumably had to be forwarded 

t0 higher authority. We are reminded of the system 

adopted in the British A:rmy~ where·by it is customary 

for the officer in command of a unit to state in regular 

confidential reports whether in his opinion each of his 

subordinate officers merits pro~otion to the next higher 

rank. The equivalent in the present case would be the 

recommendation of a senior NCO for a commissi.on. The 

probabilities appear in favour of this analogy, .and the 

possible expansion, p(ramovendus) n(ominante) t(ribuno). 

The list of men recommended for promotion to the decurionat.e 

would be, in Egypt, forwarded to the Prefect for his 

consideration.205 Our document then sho.ws that a 

distinctive mark recording the making of such a 

recommendation was made on the roll of subordinate 

officers. 

At this point we mey well examine another third-



centur~ document, again dealing with auxiliaries, which 

contains a list of men so promoted. This is a papyrus 

fragment, first published b~ Sanders, which contains a 

pa.rt.ial list of the decurions of two auxiliary units, 

one of which was the Third Cohor.t. of the Itur~ans.2~6 
The provenance of the document is not known. The list 

is incomplete, and probabl~ formed part of a roll with 
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several·columns of writing. We m~ hazard the suggestion 

that the whole contained a complete list of decurions in 

units under command of II Traiana, or of the Prefect, 

since. at this ·date the legionary command and the prefe cp .... 

ure would be conterminous.207 The earliest date on the 

list is A.D. 217, a date. of attestation: the latest, a 

date of promotion to the decurionate, is A.D. 242. It 

seems like~ tha~ the document was drawn up not long after 

the latter date. 208 

P. Mich. III 164. 

Dat.e 

1 AJJ] FIDIUS VIcroRINUS 

2 P] raesente et Extrica[to] c.[o] s factus 
• • • 

217 

dec£ ex q(uaestionario): leg(ionis) [ 
• 

a Bas]i [1]eo praef Aeg II Nonas Apriles 
• • • • • 

Attica et Prae~ [ extato cos) 242 

4 c]ORDIUS PETOSIRIS 

.5 ] Gra~ [ o e] ~ Seleuco ~.[o] s [:raJ ct~s 221 



6 

7 

8 

9 

dec _ex sesq alae [ 

[et praep)osit(us) c~~~r(tis) 
ar~is. a Basil eo p [raef Aeg 

AJNTONIUS AMMONIANUS 

et praefe c [ tus] 
• • • 

I 

]• Maximo et Urbano cos factus dec 
• • • 
ex sesq alae [ 

a Ba]sil~o v p prae[:r Ae]g XVI Ka:L'Novembr 
• • • • 

Attico et .Pr[aetextato cos] 

10 IU] LIUS CHIERAX 
•• 

'1. 'I 

12 

1.) 

14 

· cos] f [ac] t[u] s d [e] 6 
• • • • • 

.ex dupl alae Gall Gor [d 

a Basileo praef Aeg ~ • • ] • Oct Attico et 

. . Praetexta [to cos] 

)us ORIGEN:(E) S 
• • • 

J •• F (u] s co I [r et Dextr] e. cos f [actus] 
• • • • 

d (ec): ex ses~[' alae 

1.5 ab Honorati~_r:o p ~ pra~f ~(eg ••••• N:Jov:[mbr 

1:6 

1.7 

1:8 

1.9 

se] ve~[o et Quintiano cos] 

COH III ITURAE[o)R~[M 
OR DD 

~ [ .AL] EFOFES HIERAX 

. .Ag] ~ic [o] la et Clementine cos 

factus de ti ex [ 
• 

20 ab Hen)or(at).i(a)no praef Aeg
1 
III Kal Sept 

• • • 
Agricola: et XV:; [ a.ximo cos 

77-

242-5 

2)4 

242 

242 

225 

2)5 (?') 

2)0 

2)) (?) 



21 A] ~[Mr] ~IUS [ •• ]~O:CRm.;E~ 
22 ] • Agricola e~ Clement ino [cos 

f] actus orci [de] c ex [ 
• • • • 

23 Maximin] o et Afr [icano cos] (?) 
• • • • • 

230 

2)6 

.8 •••••• ]~ Sanders. 1.0 J:Jt~US Sanders. 14 ••••••••• Jus 
•• 

Sanders. 20 ••••• Jo~~o Sanders 1 Hon]o~~(a)no 

(~-H~~or(at)i(a)no) Stei~~209.sanders. 22 ······]~ 
Sanders. 23 ]a et Aes[ Sanders. 

• • • 
One of the consular dates in this document is of . 

78. 

more than ordinary interest. Sanders interpreted with­

qut comment line 20, Agricola et ~q:aximo cos, as AJ!) .234. 
. . . . . 

But it would be remarkable for a clerk to use two 

different methods of dating the same year in the spac~ 

of a few lines in a single document. In line B we have 

Maximo et Urbano cos, which· Sanders also understands. as .. . . -~ 

A.D. 234. Barbieri, therefore, proposed to refer the 

date ~ri c~la et If Caximo co~ to the year A.ID. 233. The 

consuls for that year were L. Valerius Maximus and Cn. 

Cornelius Paternus, for the following year M. Clodius 

·Pupienus Maximus ll and ••• ius [su?]lla Urbanus •210 Since 

it appears that L. Valerius Maximus also is. named as 

consul for the second time in CIL III 3427 (= 10)80) it 

is not clear to which year the Maximo 11 et A,gricola of 

CliL III .5460 refers. The pres~nt document w.ould appear 

t.o suggest that· it is A•D. 233. 
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Sanders believed-that the Unnamed unit to whidh the 

first five decurions belonged was also a cohort. The 

details of careers given, however, make this improbable. 

In line .6, for inst.ance, we find a decurion employed as 

praepositus _cohort is, an appointment which would naturally 

b~ filled by a de curio alae. 2·11 . Similarly, three of the 

five decurions concerned had served as sesquiplicarius 

or duplicarius of an ala, and in one case the name of 

the -~nit is given, .the cDa Gallica Gordiana. 21 ~ Of 

the other two decurions, one was an ex-legionar,y who had 

served as quaestionarius on a governor • s staff, 21 J the 

other had been a sesquiplicarius, probably also in an ~· 

It is more than possible that four of these promotions 

were inte·rnal promotions within the ala Gallica Gordiana 

itself, and that it is to this unit that. the. first part 

of the list refers. · As for the decurions of the cohors 

III Ituraeorum, we have. no evidence of their former ranks, 

but it is worthy of notice that one of them is entitled 

ord(inarius} dec(urio), whiCh seems to be a transitional 

f~rm.214 

When we compare this document with the Os-lo papyrus · 

we can see what sort of future career the men recommended 

for promotion in the other document. mEzy have had. We 

can also see that in the case of decurions, and therefore 

presumably of' centurions also, a record was kept, not only 
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of the year of their promotion, but even of the very d~. 

Thus we have (lines. 8-9} factus dec(urio) ex sesq(uiplicario) 
. . . . . . . 

~ [Gallicae Gordianae ? a BaJ sileo v(iro) p(erfectissimo) 

p~~~ ~f(ecto) Ae]s(ypti) xvi .Kai~ N.ovembr(es) Attico et 

Pr t~etextato. c~sJ. The .beglnning of· the entry is preserved 

in no case, and its reconstruction is by no means certain. 

Sanders believed that eaCh entr,y.began with some such word 

as probatusJ and seems .. to have recognised traces of the 

.final letters of this word in lines 8, 1.4 and 22.21 5 · 

~~atever this ~ord was, it was followed ·by the date of 

attestation. Dunlap~ ~however, believes that the entries 

began in a manner similar to. that employed in P. Mich. VII 

447 recto. 21 6 In the latter document, whiCh mey be a 

nominal roll of clerks, 217 the individual entries begin 

in an unusual manner, ·by placing before the consular 

date - that of at,testation - the name of the current 

Prefect in adjectival rorm. Thus w~ have (line ) of 

the British MUseum fragment) Petron~an Tor[~]uato et 
..... ' . 

Iuliano cos • M. Petronius Honor at us: was Prefect of 

Egypt from a date .between .A;pril and August. in A.D • 147 

to a date between 11th N.ovember, A.D'. 148 and 1.7t.h March, 
' 

A.D. 1.50.218 The consular date refers to A.D. 1'48. 

Dunlap's explanation of this system, which is accepted 

by Stein, is that a word such as ~ or connnentarii is 

understood, and that the individual entries ··begin by 
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referring to the particular section of the provincial 

arChiVeS WhiCh COntain the reCOrdS Of the man IS enlist­

ment, and continue with the date o.f. his attestation. 21 9 

Iri the present do.cument t.he entries would then add the 

details of his su-bsequent career up to his promotion to 

·the decurionate. Suan a. system would naturally be 

confined to Egypt, a provu1ce of which the administration 

was more complex and systematized th&l elsewhere~ and 

mey .. or mey not have continued t.o the third century. We 

must wait for additional evidence befo.re we attritute 

permane~ce to a system revealed in an isolated example 

in the second centur,v. Sanders' simple~ .hypothesis, 

that the entries begin v1ith the word probatus, or some 

similar term, followed.by the date of the probatio, 

would be applicable to the generality of provinces. 

Tne do·cuments which· we have just ex~ined mey all 

be classed as matrioulae, but they are not such records 

as would immediately concern our imaginar,y recruit, well 

though they·illustrate the principles of documentation. 

Promotion to the de curionate would not be his for ·some 

·considerable time: in the case ·of the do·cument. last 

under ·discussion we saw that a legionary soldier had 

twenty-five yearst service before he became· decurio 

aJ.ae,220 and not many· legionaries could aspire t.o such 

exalted rank. .our recruit would be more likely to find 
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his .name on some such list as ·the following, though this 

is pro.ba.bly concerned with .auxiliaries, not with legionary' 

soldiers. 221 This is another Michigan papyrus published 

by.Sanders, and m~ be dated to the ·late second centur.y, 

probably between A.D. 1. 89 and A.D •. 198. 222 It cons is:t s 

of entries of the following form arranged in order of 

seniority by length of service:-

(i) Year of attestation. 

(ii) Name (s.) of soldier(s). 

(iii)Place(s) of origin. 

P. Michigan III 162. 

Recto 

Sev [er] o e[ t] Pompeiano . •· 
Ill cof'ron H ( •••• ] liri 

••• 
. Gallo e(t] ~~[ace]~ ~os 

Iulius Ammonianus 

5 Eponuchus Apollinarius 

Pisone et I[u]liano cos. 
• 

Claudius Apollinarius 

Quin [ti] llo cos 

Cassius ~ [ ••• ] ~i 

10 Aurelius· Victor 
• • 
Orfito et. Rufo cos. 

Fort ius Fo{ r ]tius 

cos 

D_ate 

17J 

LUCOP . 

174 

castr. 

cast 

175 

Lucop 

1.77 

Soeni 

Lucop. 

1.78 

Pr[ o]sop 



Praesente II cos 180 
• • 

Pl [ u ]ti~u[ s] Plut.i [1] us Lucop. 

15 Vict.orino 11 cos 18) 

Cassius Heronianus cast 

Maru [1] lo et Aeliano cos 184 

Aelius HieronUIIRls· cast 

Crispino et. Aeliano cos 187 

20 Iulius Panis cus Copt it 

~usciano II cos 188 

Rufus Cassi-ani cast 

P~mpeius S'arapionis cast 

Silanis duobus cos 189 

25 Sarapion Isidori Mt.i. 

verso 

r .. ] ~r .. J ~0 1." r. . ] X r.] 
2 et pa.s.sim, Lucop(olite~). 4 et passim, castr(is). 

9 Soeni{te·s) (cf. [vtl''? s.anders). · 12 Pr[o)sop(ites). 

20 Coptit(es). 25 Anti(noites). 

In reviews C?f the original publication of this 

document discussion centred largeiy on the relationship 

of' the Greek address on the verso to the Latin text on 

the recto. Suggestions made by·Bell and Wilcken that· 

the address was proper to some letter now lost, either 

on the recto or the verso, have been shown by Sanders 

to be inadmissible.22J The Greek address, therefore, 

8J.. 



cam1ot well be separated from the Latin list. 

stands, howe·ver, the Latin document is not self'-explana­

tory, and must certainly, as Sanders points out, have 

been preceded by some brief form of letter, as in P. OXy 

VII 1022.224 'rhe use of the Greek l~age in the 

address was simply due to Egyptian conditions; we have 
. . 

another example in P. Mich. VIII 469, a privat~ letter 

in Latin addressed to a certain Tiberianus, who in the 

Greek addres.s is given his military. t,itle of speculator~25 
' ' . 

From another letter (P. Mich. VIII 472), we learn that 

he was attached to the Prefect's staff and was concerned 

with the transmission of official mail along the routes 

of the cursus publicus. 226 While it is usual fe,r military 

despatches to be addressed in.Latin, even in Egypt, we 

need not be surprised at finding an occfl!sional Greek 

a.ddres·s, especially if the. lett.er iS being sent t.o some 

central headquarters.,. where. there might be some civilian 

sta:f,'f. 
&re · 

The recipient's name arid address !-6 unfortunately 

illegible: we are told, how.ever, the name of the sender, 

Aplonarius. This unusual name appears in the genitive 

case, and has. been taken by some to be the woman's name, 

'Arr)lo) in~ptov, which is attested in P. o;x;y:~ XIV 1676. 

Sanderf? seems abso-lutely right, however, in maintaining 

that. this is an ex~ple of a masculine form, "A,~J.>J"~f .. oS , 

though there· appear to be no other certain instances.227 
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It would be almost impossible to give. any sensible 

explanation of the document otherwis-e. In the· same 

wey we must assume that ~he word A.~t:AtJ:>[ov] is used in 

the address in its military s.ense of 228 'brother-o·fficer•. 

We m~ once more compare P. Oxy Vll 1022, where the 

recipient is addressed as 'frater karissime 1 
.: 

The purpose of the list remains_. o.bscure. The 

consular dates are presumably dates of attestation, in 

accordance with normal practice. In that. case we have -

a selection of men with varying years of service, so 

careful a selection that it must have been intentional. 

No ranks are given, and it would seem probable that all 

the men are private soldiers. We must assume that some 

detachment was called for on some special duty which 

would require a due proportion of experienced soldiers, 

others not quite so experienced, and some comparative 

recruits. Not all the names are fully Latinized, and 

the 'men are probably auxiliaries. There m~ possibly 

be a hint of alphabetical arrangement in this lis·t, 

inasmuch as in the only three cases where two soldiers 

have the same year ·of attestation, the .man -gi_ven preced­

ence has a ~econd name alphabetically senior to that of 

the other, i.e., in lines 4-5, Ammonianus precedes 

APollinarius, 9-10 .§.[ ... ]!!!!, (a f'ather's nam~ in the 
• •• 

genitive)' is treated as before Vict.or, 22-23 Cassiani 



precedes Sarapionis (both nam~s of fathers). 

probably no-more than coincidence. 

This is 

The most. complete example of a matricula so far 

discovered i.s undoubtedly P. Dura inv. 1"2, which is 

described as a lerge roll in a _very mangled condition, 

containing about eighteen columns of Roman ~rsive on 
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each side of the papyrus.229 At the time of the pre­

liminary report only the exposed columns had been 

deciphered, and. in pa_.rt. published by wey of illustratio~~ 
Since then an addi tiona!. po-rtion has ·been published by 

Fink.231 It is good to hear that th~ Final Report will 

shortly be pu-blished. 232 The brief portion of this 

important document that has so far been made public 

consists of excerpts from col. x, both recta and versa, 

and from col. xxxiii recto, and appears to be a list of 

auxiliaries with their dates of attestation, and with 

marginal annotations against a. number of the names show­

ing the nature of any special duty or absence. The 

whole, therefore, is probably a matricula of an auxiliary 

unit, the Cohors XX Palmwrenorum. 

P. Dura inv. "1"2. 

col. x recto 

Vi cto [ rino cos A.D .200 

.Aurel(ius) Iulius • [••••]. [ •• ]s 

5 offic(iales) Aurel(ius) Iulius: • (••]••.[•••] • .[ 



MUcian[o] c [os 

7 .Aurel (ius) Malchus • [.] • • ei 

• • • • • 

12 explor(at<:ir) Aurel (ius) Iulius Salman 

• • • • • 

17 vex(illarii) Aurel(ius) Bolanus Bolani 

Aurel(ius) Themes Salm[a]n 

A.urel (ius) Gaius Abiba 

20 

Appa.d (ana) 

Aurel(ius) Seleucus Ier[n]aei. 

Aurel(ius) Ma.labenas Belobaei 
• • • • 

• • • • 

24 Appad(ana) .Aurel(ius) Iulius Marin[u]s 

25 explor·(ator) A(u]rel(ius) Zebidas I~r[h]aei 
• 

deccuri(ones.) A[urel(ius)] Iulius Barl [a]a 
Aurel (ius)- Ierhaeus Zabda 

• • • • 

col. x vers.o . 

8}. 

A.D. 201 

8 Get a Seniore 1 .[I c) os . A.D. 20) 

1.5 

1 -, . Admanna 

.. • .. • 

La.ius Bassus 

Cilone Ii cos 

Silvanus .Mociani 

Maronas Al.nei 

• • • • 

Abdulas Bassi 

• 

A.D. 204 

• 



sing(ularis ). Bas sus Bi"J:?i 

vex(illarii) Domittius. Arod [ •• Jus 
• • 

20 Abid Malchus A1[a]nei 
• 

88. 

D(omino) N:(ostro) Antonino II cos A.D.205 

Lanius SilvanQs 
• 
Aelius Fortunatus 

col. xxxiii recto 

d)ispos(itus) Aurel{ius) Addaeus Ierhaei 

Albino·et Emiliano c[os A.D.206 

•• singul(aris) cos .Aurel(ius) Aelius Ma[r] cellus 

Hecchuf Aurel (ius) Bar [n] aeus Themar.sa 

· 5 Apro et Maximo cos A.D .207 

• • Aurel (ius) Iulius ~lacabus 

duobus imp(e.ratoribus) cos A.D .208 
• • 

Singul(aris.) A[urel(ius)] Abed[n]am[a].es Marona 
• • • • • 
. cxx[ ] in"· dupl{icarii) III 

• • 
.(vacat) 

10. t Octavi .Muc:lano cos 

• • •• dec(urio) Alirel(ius) Lucius Octavius 

• dupl(icarius j Aurel (ius) S.al (m] anes Zebida 

Com[o] do. VII cos 

••[sesq~uiplicarius) .Aurel(ius.) Admanus A •• ei] 

15 Erucio Claro cos 

• -····--- --- ---~-- ·Aurel (ius) . .Amaeus I adibeli 

ad eq(uum) prob(a.ndum} Aurel(ius)- M.~dus Magdaei 
• 

A~D .201 

A.D .t92 

A.D.19J 



•••• Cauma 

Becchuf 
• • 

Aurel (ius) M~[ lc]'hus 1'-risamsi 

di ~o [s] evero II cos 

Aurel(ius) Iuli[us] Iulianus 
• 

A.D .194 

In the Preliminary Report the editors stated that 

the latest date in the part. of the document then photo­

graphed was the consulship of Messalla in A.D. 214. 

They added that the roll probably fell between that 

d~te,aAdA.D. 225 when the soldiers who enlisted in the 

consulship of Victorinus (A.D. 200) should have been 

discharged.233 These limits have now been narrowed. 

Fink has shown that the recto must have been composed 

·between A.D. 219 (the latest- date· read) and the accession 

of Severus Alexander on March 1)/14, A.D. 222. The 

verso he firtds was composed shortly after that date. 234 

The document falls, therefore, not many years after the 

publication of the so-called Constitutio Antoniniana, 

as might have been guess·ed ;from the peculiarities_ of 

the nomenclature. The procedure adopted in this .unit 

at least seems to have been· t.o place_ the name .Aurelius 

in front of the existing name., regardless of whether the 

name was already Latinized or merely in the usual pere­

grine form with the father's name in the genitive • 

. The annotations in this document are rather puzzling 

in its present partially pu-blished form. Those which 

state the nature -of a special duty are self-explanatory: 



those which are town-names are not so obviou~. If the~ 

are to be taken· as indicating the places of origin of 

the soldiers in ·question,. as the editors tentatively 

suggest in the Preliminary Report, 235 same reason must 

. 90. 

be given for the absence of the origo in the other cases • 

. W1e:e·e all the rest bom castris? It w.ould seem more 

probable that these annotations refer t.o the absence of 

men on detachment • This difficulty will probabl~ be 

solved in the Final Report. The ~se of the punctum, 

also, sometimes several times repeated, ·before certain 

of the names in the list is not quite obvious. It 

must. have been used as a check-mark, but on what principle 

remains to be seen.236 

Various other papyri ·from Dura m~ be classed under the 

general heading of matriculae. We· need not.concem our­

selves with the majority of· these at this juncture, since 

most of theql,-·such as P. Dura inv. 1:5 and P. Dura inv. 16, 

are as yet. unpublished.237 The style. of both these 

documents, however, is reported to be very_ similar to 

that of P. Dura inv ~ 1: ·J , excerpts from which have been 

published in the ~eliminary Report.238 This document 

consists of two large fragments, which together contain 

on the re etc a list of. soldiers· ~n columns arranged by 

centuries, and traces of similar lists on the verso ,239 

The verso bears the date pridie Kal{endas) Decembres 



1J.lPO cos (A.D • 2)2). 

·P. Dura inv. 1 ta recto. 

. 22 

col. ii 

7 Marci Muciano co[s] 
• 

ord(inarius) Iul(ius) Marcus 

Erucic [clara cos] 

25 Malchus ~ [ 

9 

5 

col. iii 

Severo III cos 

Iul(ius) Dom.itti.us 

!!3-rabolus Themars.a 

Geta Seniore II cos 

Marinus Barachi 

. . 

col. iiii 

Sabino, [ 11] cos 

• • • • • 

1:1: Aur~l (ius) Zabdas 

Aurel(ius} Apollonius 

~urel(ius) Bassus 

Aurel (ius) _Flavius 

15 LII 

7 Ant.onini Victorino cos 

ord (inarius) Domittius Ant.oninus 

Erucic Claro cos 

Mal chus Anini 

A.D.201 

A.D.19) 

A.D .202 

A.D.20) 

· A.D .216 

A.D.200 

A.D.19) 
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From these excerpts. the form of this document. is 

apparent. The roll of each century is headed by "the 

centurion's name with his date of attestation. Presumably 

the centuries are listed in erder of seniority, bl).t with­

out the dates of promotion to the centurionate we cannot 

be cer-tain how this was re·ckoned. .It should be not.ed 

that the date of attestation of Iulius Marcus in col.ii, 

22 was a year later than that of Domitt.ius .Ant.onirrus in 

col. iiii, 16. After the centurion's date of attestation 

there follows in' each ~ase a list of soldiers with the 

date at which each soidier .or group of soldiers entered 

the service • A~. the end of the list is found the total 

strength of the century. In col. iiii, 15 this appears 

for one century as LII.· It is interesting. to .note that 

the fo_ur most junior members of ttU.s century, who all 

·enlisted in A.D. 216, have the name Aurel{ius). 

Another doGWnent of this general class is P.aylands 

I 79.240 This is a second-century document on papyrus 

that contains names of men in order of length of service, 

and with a sub-hea.ding that recalls the papyri from Oslo 

and Princeton already discussed.241 The whole of this 

document, and not merely the sub-heading, is in rustic 

capitals. Accents are written above the 0 of the ablative 

where it occurs.242 
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P. R,ylands l 79. 

5 

10 

( ~OMMOD6 j ET POMf PEIAN.O COS 

[ ••••• ·] g~us T[ 
[sTLOG]~ ET sEVERo [cos 
(. ~ •• •] US. POLY[ 

[RUFINJ 0 Er QUADRA [To COS 

( •· ••• • JUS SEREN:( US 

[A VITo] ET MAXIMo [cos 
[.. Do] MITIUS ••• ( 

[· •• ••] ONIUS .[ 

A.D. 1)6 

' A.D. 141 

A.D. 142 

A.D. 144 

[ITEM EX ?]. LlB(URNA ?)- MERCUR[Io 

[ ASIA).TICO II .ET AQU (ILINO COS A.D. 125 . 

(. • VA ? ] LERI US • [ . 

"(GALLI) CANO ET :~~[IANO cos A.D. 127 

(•·• •· •• ]NA. ~~( 
[ . . J·f : 

10 ]LIB(ER~US .?.) MERCUR.(I edito.res, ]LIB(RARIORUM) 

MERCUR [ r Fink, . ~TEM Ex ? ] LlB.(umA) MERam[ r-6 Gilliam. 
. . I 

1) Fortasse GAI.J;.l] CANO·. 

The editors ·compare this document with BGU II 696~43 

But what~ver purpose this list served, it was certainly 

not part of a pridianum: at least, it does not resem·ble 

any portion of .eit~er ~f the pridiana that. we possess.244 

The list is divided into two part.s by a sub-heading, the 

correct. expansion of which has ·oeen in dispute .245 In the 



first part we have fragments· of the names. of five men, 

who were of widely differing lengths of service. . In 

three cases the consular dates are followed by a single 

94. 

name, in the remaining case ·oy two. names. The part after 

the sub-heading appears to continue on much the same 

principle, although, as we might have expected, the 

consular dates are rather earlier. In no case is the 

name of a century or 'turma given •. 

If the list refers to men in a legion or an 

auxiliar,y unit, certain facts m~ be dedUced about the 

men concerned. In the first place, t-hey must all ·be 

members of the same century or turm~ since otherwise 

the names of their various centur:L~s and turmae would 

have been entered as ne:cessary aids to identification. 

In tne s.econd place, tney cannot well. ·be principates, 

as Fink believed, 246 s.ince the names are arranged in 

order of seniority by length of service·: had they ·be.en 

principales, their. ·seniority w~tm.n the same rank would 
24-7 have count.ed by dat.e of promotion. But if these men 

are immunes of the lowest class, how can \'le explain the 

sub-heading'? !f" we adopt· Fink 1 s suggested expansion -

)LIB (RARIORUM) MERCUR[ i , . which 1~ bQth tngenious and 

att.ractive, we shall have at least two, and probably 

more, of this class of irnmunes separately classified on. 

the rolls of a single century o:r turma.. The Geneva 



archJ.ves have shown that this is not impossible, but. it 

does not seem ve~ probable.248 

95·. 

Gilliam's. expansion of line 10 solves most of these 

-problems. He reads ~~rEM?]or ~'FEM ~ ~?]LIH(URN"A) 
MERCUR[I6, which means that the lis.t- :il.s part ·of a naval 

roster.249 The abs.ence of centuries is thereby explained, 

and the nature of the document becomes reasonably cert.~n. 

our fragment contains parts of a list of crews from two 

di!ferent. ships: the whole do~ent m~ or m~ not have 

conce·rned more ships • One ship, named in line 10, is. 

called Mercurius, which .Gilliam describes as a typical 

ship • s name • 250 

One furt-her point mSN" be not.ed. This is clearly 

not a document which contained complete nominal rolls of 

ship's companies. 25~- On the basis. of the normal naval 

engagement of twenty-six years Gilliam estimates that. a 

list containing only five names, and those the most 

junior, but covering as many as nine years of service 

(lines 1-9), could have contained no more than twelve 

or f'ifteen names in all.252 Gilliam adds that the 

.absence of the names of the ship's officers at the head 

of the men from the "Mercury" leads to the same conclusion. 

In this last point he seems to be overstating his case: 

t-he last few lines of' the papyrus, thos~ names at the 

~e~ of the list of the men from the "Mercury", are so 
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fragmentary and incomplete that. we cannot really make a 

guess at their full expansion, and we cannot say definitely 

that they did not contain the names and ranks of the ship's 

officers. We can s~,-hqweve~, that if they did, they 

included only dates of atte_station and not dates of 

promotion as might. have been expected.253 

We have t.wo short fragments of papyrus which are 

very similar in style to the do~en~s we have been 

discussing. . One is P. Dura inv. 41 recto, 2.54 a scrap 

of papyrus with a. few lines in cursive and one sub­

heading in rus.tfc capitals, in the manner of the Princeton 

and the Oslo documents .• This fragment mey have been part 

of a matricula of principales of an auxiliary unit -

pr~bably.the.Cohors ·xx Palmirenorum-255 and m~ be found 

to belong to a more complete list on some other papyrus 

in the Dura collection.. The fragment contains an · 

uncertain consular date, the expansion and interpret.at.ion 

of which-depends upon linking this fragment with some 

other piece of evidence. 

P. Dura inv. 41 re ct.o • 

. [· ·] .... [ 
lulius Pro culus 

• • 
[A]urel (.ius) !h [e]~~~~~ 

M. . ro ? J a.xl.m ino ? cos 

5 · ~]':r_el (ius~ Quin. [ 
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DUPLI CIA fR(~~R~ ? )_ 

,. ... }··f 
The date mey be read as A.D. 207, 223, 227, 232, 233., 2)4, 

' 256 2.53 · or 256. · 

The other fragment., originally published ·by Wessely, 

has been recently rep.Iblished. 257 Like the Ryla.nds. 

papyrus it is written entirely in rustic capitals. 

Rainer Collection (Wessely1 SChrifttafeln1 9) 

5 

.col. i 

]. 
].rs 

]cos 

col. ii · 

VERO. DIJI ET DO ( 
• 

DiON;1S1US LUOA( 
• 

RAN HERACLIAr·fO ( 
• 

TORQUATO II ET A[NN.IO COS 

C. ANrON:I US PRI [ l\llUS 

BERINI c( 

Date 

126 ? 

128 

MARCELLO II ET ~ELSO ll COS 129 

. C. •.. IUJUUS ~RONT [ 
] COS CUM EPISTRA[TEGO 

Wessely read the fourth line of this document as 

'l'ORQUATO 11 ET A(TTIC~ cos, and gave the dat.e in conse~ 

quence as A.D. 14). . The recent editors point out that 

in that year the designation of the first consul should 

be TORQUATO~~ not. TORQUATO II, and read instead TORQUATO 

Il ET .A[NNIO COS, which means a date of A.D. 128. But 

certain of the Fasti, ·and pernaps at least one inscription, 
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describe C. Belli.cius Flaccus? Torqu,atus as consul for 

the second_ t.irne in A.D. 143~ ·and We_ssely's reading would 

not be on that score irnpos.si·ble .25B That -the consul 

concerned is~ however~ the L. N.onius Calpurnius Asprenas 

Torquatus who was consul fo-r the second time _in A.D. t28~ 

seems confirmed by the other dates in the document~ which 

we should naturally expect to be in chronological order. 

Even so~ this interpretation is not. without. its difficult­

ies. We should expect to find the consulship of 

M. Annius Libo commemorated b,y his· cognomen as LIBONE 

rather than by his nomen as A[NNro. In fact, all the 

·consular dates in this short fragment are unusual. In 

the first line we have very plainly VERO III ET n.[~ but 

the only Verus III known is "in A.D. 1-26, when the consuls 

were·M. Annius Vero Ill and C. Eggius Ambibulus.259 The 

!2, , however, which begins the name of the second consul 

-in that line is possibly the clearest letter in the entire 

document~ the whole of which is remarkably legible. 

Further~ in line 7 we have the normal order of the consuls 

reversed~ and we should rather have expected CELSO II Er 

MARCELLO II COS. But inversion of this sort is not. 

uncommon. Obviously the scribe-was not very certain in 

his consular dating. 

A fragment recently published in the first volume 

of pap,yri in the Antinoopolis collection is described by 
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~ts editor. as. a 'fragment of a mi.litary regist~r, perhaps 

a pridianum. •26o The document .. is written in. rustic 

capitals with traces of cursive on the l~ft. On the 

verso is part of a letter. in Greek, which the editor 

"finds of especial palaeographic interest because,. though 

it is written in Greek, 'the writer is clearly more 

ac.customed to Latini. 26~ When compared with the other 

documen:t,s which w.e have discussed, however, this papyrus 

is seen to be not a pridianum but a fragment of a 

matricula, probably a nominal roll of an auxiliary cohort. 

The us·.e 9f the name M • .Au_r{elius) as a mere prefix befo_re 

such names a Lollius, Iulius, and possibly even Aurel(l)'ius, 

indicates that the list contai~ed auxiliaries with Latin 

names who became ·citizens a.rter A.D. 212. This would 

mean that the ro11 was drawn l:JP sometime about A.D. 220·. 

P. .AntinOOJ20lis I. 4t • 

Recto 

• • • • . . • • • 

---1-t![R(EL;l:US)]" ~ON [GUS ·? 

M • AiJRELIUS ( 

]~~i M. AUR(ELI.US) LO.LLlU[ S 

ALB [1] NO ET .r Am.riiLI.Al'.fO COS . . . . . ~ A.D. 20'6 

5 ).i M. AUR (ELI US) IULIUS .( 

M. ATJll'(IDlJ:us) AUFELLI (us· 
• • • • • 

, • A~(ELIUS) IUL(IUS) HILA[RUS 
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·roo. 

AFRO· Er MAX (IMO COS A.D. 207. 

]. 

Rect.o. 

M. AUR(ELIUS) ANTIN(OUS) 
Verso 

• • • • • • • 

] • i ret~ t _.! f [ ~OS f1 [ 

• 

] ~ ~~~G7 fB~[tf""]l rov tr~[ 

}A.X~ f"'V'fr/~v. ;ro~f 
J r?, 'r•lJro~ rv""r 7"' [ 

1- ' ,.. ,.,. fJ -.( .., r "' ., r, l('ol ' K"', rt>' s 1 1 / L' 

J r' vf:S ~e.l.Jtr7V' ~:'' [ 
..., 

• 

1 .. ~ON (GUS vel_~oN[GlNUS • 2 et passim M 'Roberts. 

6. A~~·~q.~[u~. (vel fortasse ~~~[us) Roberts, 

fortasse scribendum est A~~~[ u-s • 9 AN'fii~·(ous) 

vel 1\NTIN'(OITES) Roberts. 

Verso. 

2 :fortasse cP £•rJr..;~ Roberts. 

This point would seem the most proper for the 

discussion of a mangled fragment recently published by 

Miss Norsa, 262 which has been the subject of an interest.- · 

irJg note ·by J .• F. Gilliam. 263 Mi·ss NoF·sa was tempted to 

call her fragment a p~idianum, but. sensibly added 'rna il 
' . nostro, papiro e piccolo e mancante, ed anche il suo. 

contenuto appare tut .. t' altro che cert.o' .264 What the 
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doCUinent does appear to be is a series of navaL ranks, 

each followed by a. name or names: in order of length of' 

service with the inevitable addition of' dates of attest-

at.ion. It ma.J7: therefore be classified under the general 

heading of matricula, th~ugh, as Gilliam admits, 265 its 

precise character remains obscure. In the following 

version S·pacing has ·been int_roduced between the sections 

to·make them more easily distinguishable. 

P.S .I. XIII 1.)08. 

• • • • D • D 

).terr. 
• • • 

.Severo e]t Claro it(erum) I •cos 

].ius Apolinaris 

]. · gub(ernatores) Avito co~ 

10 

5 ] •• Firmus . 

Glabrion]e et ·:Hom(ullo.) •coi 

] Valerius Rufus 
• • 

] • fab(ri) •Aug • n• 

J Iulius MaxirnU.s 

j ....... us Apont inus 

) ascita. 

)volusius Seneca 

A.D .146 

A.D.144 



] caligati• 

~rorquato] et Attico ·co~ 

] .us N·e chutus 

]. Pache •• 

102. 

A.D. 143 

lmp. ]Anton [in) o. [co]: A.D. 145 ? 

7 

• 

J • • • N.e chu( tus 

H]~rnullu~ 

• • • • 0 • 

" l •• e Hom•cos Norsa. 1:4 Aspero•coS" N.orsa. 

This papfrus wa.s assigned by Miss N·ors a to t.he third 

century on the basis o:C certain consular d.ates: Avit.o 

cos (line 6), which she referred to A.D. 209, ... i\spero•cos 

(line 14),. which she assigned to the y·ear: of the duo 

~~·~eri in A.D. 212, ~t:on ~~l~ [~~J~ (line 17), which 

she ascribed to a consulship of Caracalla (Antonino III! 

~ - A.D. 21:3) • · This lef.t two dat~s unexplained, namely, 

Claro it {e~) •cos in line 2, and Hom··cos' in line 6. The 

f'i.rs t might pos s i'bly have be en referred to A.D. 193, but 

in that year Erucitis Clarus was consul for the first ~ime, 

not. the second,· and in any case this would leave too long· 

an interval before the next date (A.D. 209) • Gilliam266 

has solved most of these difficulties by taking Claro 
. . . 

it(erum) •co{ at its face"':'value (A.D. 146), and mak~ng 
. . . . . . . ' . • . . .1' 

these other identifications: Avito cos, A.D-. 144; 

~~~-~~llo).:coS", A.D. 1:52. ~~~~-[~~J-~· -~coJi he saws, 



could be a :consulship of .Antoninus Pius as well as of 

Caracalla: he prefers~. however, to read Anto~i~J u~, 

simply a soldier'.s cognomen. Ant.oninus Pius·• fourth 

10). 

consulship, A.D. 145, seems.:aD much the date tnat ·is 

required that it is hard tc;>·believe it is not rig~t in 

this instance. The remaining date, Aspero cos, is more 

puzzling: Gilliam goes so f'ar as to write that it is 

hard to reconcile the reading Aspero with What can be 

se.en on the _photograph. 267 Th~ i~itial A ~eems certain: 

a possible reading which would give good sense is 
/ ' ) Attico•·cos (A.D. 1.4) • 

. . . . . . . · ... 

The ranks mentioned are .obscure: ca.ligati (line 1 J) 

designates a special category of milite~, 268 ."btit the 

other ranks, if rightly read, appear to be naval. At 

least there can hardly be any expansion of ~ in line 4 
~ . 

except gub(ernatores), and fab(ri) in line 8 m~ also be . . . . . . ..... 

a naval ra.nk.269 · The expression fab•Aug•n•, however, 

seems odd. In a military list one would have expected~ 

something like evoc•.Aug •n • ... But the ·expansion f'ab(ri) '~:~r"~; ... ). 
is supported.· by the clearly read heading in line 11 , 

ascita. This word is. otherwise unknown,270 but must 

surely be derived from ascia, and just as an ascia is an 

instrumentum fabrorum, 271 . ~~.an a.S cit a mey he. a specialized· 

type of faber. If, then, this document is a naval text, 

it is to be classed With P. R,ylands 1 79 as a representative 
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of a very rare type of do.cument. 272 These documents 

do prove, however, th~t the system of bookkeeping 

practised in the army was standard in the navy also. 

104. 

Another fragmentary document of the same general 

class, but this time perhaps dealing with an auxiliary 

cohort.,27J has been published by S~ders.274 He descri-bes 

it as •certainly military and probably a camp document 

like a pridianum 1
'. lhhile it could conceivably be a 

mutilated fragment of some part of a pridianum, it seems 

muCh more pro~able that it was a nominal roll of some 

sort. Parts of three columns would appear to survive. 

P. Mich. III 163. 

] ito[ 
••• 

].cos 

]nona~ us 

An.tonino III! et Bal·b]ino II cos 

5 

10 

]Antoni~us . 

Extricato II e t Presente cos 

]ns 

]nus 

. ·-· . • • • • 
Clemens 

Syrion 

Caesarian· 

Isidorus. 

Monimus 
• 

Apollina.ris - . 

lu[ 

•• deramu~ Re[ 

Eudaemon 
• 

A.D. 21) 

A.D. 217 
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15 Marcellinu'[ s] 

pl raesente cos 

105. 

sesq in coh[ 
• 

A.D. 217 Extricato II et 

1. . fortasse Pompeiano et 

J ••• 
hi cas[ ] 

Cornelil![s] 

Av]ito (cos ••• 

item( 
• 

it[e~ 

it[em 

(A.D. 209). 

4 Corrnnodo !III et Victor] ino II cos Sanders. 

6 ]c~:r;e~ent~i. ~~~ Sanders. 1.6 Condia.no et PJ:z:.;sente 

cos· Sanders.· 17 .hi.~~ [tr(is)] ? 

Sanders dated this document to the end of the second 

century. He expanded line 16 as Condiano et PJraesente 
. . . . - . . . . . . 

cos which me ant a date of· A.D. 180 • This invol v.ed 

expanding line 4 as Cornmodo III! et Vic~~~J~o _II _c~s 

(A.D. tBJ). This interpretation w.ould mean that the 

sequence of dates was not in chronological order. A 

fUrther objection is that Brut.tius Praesens was consul 

for the second, not the first time, in A.D. 1.8o.275 If 

Sanders·• expansion were correct, we should expect rather 

Condiano et. P1raesente II cos, ~sp~cially as we have 

~]in~·II·c~~ in 1~~ 4, wh:i.~h shows that the scribe was 
.. 

not indifferent to iteration. The year A.D. 217 

tExtricato II et Praesemte cos) seems t.o fit the situation 

better. This enables a reasonable restoration of line 6 

to be mad~, where Sanders reads J~~~e~ent:7 c~~ and _ 

makes no attempt at elucidation. l~ ~a.nders ,. other 

dates were correct, this could only be restored with any 
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degree of probabilit~ as Condiano e] t Presente ll cos 
. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 

(A.D. 180 L a restoration even more point.edl~ in contra-

· vent ion of chronological order, coming as it does 

immediat.ely after the supposed A.D. t 8} of line 4. If 

the early third century dates are correct, how.ever, it 

106. 

is tempting to find an additional consular date in the 

first line, and read Pompeiano et ~~]~~~ ~ (A.D. 209). 

The nomenclature does not rule out a date after the 

Constitutio Antoniniana, because the evidence of certain 

other lists of this date which refer to auxiliaries shows 

that although the re~la.r practice was to prefix Aurelius 

before the existing name, sometimes this addition was 

taken for granted and w.as not in fact writt~n. 276 

An~ther military document published by Sanders mSJT 

be discussed at this stage.277 .This is a third-century 

list of men who belonged to a unit which, from the frequent 

use of the sign f (= turma) must have been a cavalcy one. 

A complication is the mention of an hordinatus, an 

infantry centurion. The unit was therefore either a 

numerus pediturn et eguitum or a cohors equit.ata: it. was 

pro·bably a. numerus because certain of its members appear 

to have been transferred from other numeri.278 

P. Mich. VII 454. 

col. i col. ii 

Jus. 



]· ... ·. 
J.oc~s 

Jvarius 
• 

5 

lul~[us 

item fo:ti [ores] -~~~'[ trenses 

T Saturnini 

Aurelius I·sidorian'lis 

f Maximi 

Aurelius Seren(u)s 

it.em saait (tarii) ex ii Emesenor(um) - ..... 
Aelius Marintis. ·hordinatus 
• • • 

1 0 S empronius 114 [a] ternus s ~ ~( q 

--- ':f RUi'i . 

Murenus Taeni 

item ex n Or(i)entalium 
. . . 

· · =f Ru1'i 

1.5 lulius Valenf:l 

8 item sagit (tar1i) ex n(ume.ro) Emesenor(um) Gilliam, 
• • • 

item Sacot [.]ix i\femos,enoi Sanders. 9 Aelius Gilliam, 
.. . . . . . . . . 
.Au] relius Sanders (p.92); h~~cii~~tus Gill:Lam, 

• • 
hordinacus -S~d~~s·. 1'0 ses rqluipl:Lcarius} · .. G.illiam, . . . ~ 
scr(iba Sanders. 1 J Orontal:Lum Sanders. 

• • 
The nature of this dom.nnent mey- be most clearly 

seen in the second column: col. i is· too fragmentary t.o 

make any judgment of its content. possible, :but col• i:L 

concerns new enrolments. •r•hese are divided. into ·categories, 

eaCh with its own sub-heading, item etc. ·- How many sub-

headings there were in the complet.e list we cannot teil, 
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but we have ·three surviving in col. ii, and e.t least one 

more must have preceded. The first of these categories 

(lin~ J: item forti ~ ~ trenses) seems to be concerned 
' . . . . . . ~. ~ 

with recruits from the camp villages: there are two, each 

named Aurelius, an indication of third-centur, date, and one 

is posted to the tu~a -of Saturninus) the other to that of 

Maximus. The next category is of men transferred from the· 

numerus Emesenorum, perhaps the numerus of this title which 

was stationed in Numidia during the third centur.y.279 Three 

men are received from this numerus, but only ·one o.f the$~. 

is posted to a turma.; of the. other two one is already a 

centurion,'280 and. the other a sesgu_iplicarius. 281 The 

. third category .consists o,f one man only in the surviving 

fragment, a soldier who is transferred from the o.-therwise 

unknown nUmerus Orientalium (or Orontalium)282 and posted 

to the turma ·of RUfus. The whole document, therefore, 

would appear to be a iist of accessi·ons to the strength 

.of' the unit~ with indications 9f the unit (if any) from 

which each man had been transferred·: since such records 

would require dating, we m~ feel certain that consular 

dates, and probably_d~s of' the-month also, were in the 

parts of the columns which have not been preserved. 

A document in many respect similar to. this last 

is a fragmenta~ pa~rus published by Wessely.~8J This 

is a late. third-centur7 document in three fragments •. 



Wessely, Schriftta.:reln 23. 

fr. 1 

· PRID· ID 

fr. 2 

109. 

fr. 3 

f 
A[u] reli[us 

Aelius 

al(a)e 

AUGUST( 

loc[ A]frodito ~~ 

D~dym.le[)hi 

item ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ [se] :enus 

f Sereni 

]11[ 
loc[ ]ani · 

Aureli i[ ]odis[ 

item 

Iul[ius 

item b[ 

=f 
Aure[lius 

].v[ 
ln spite of the mangled state of this document 

we can see traces of sub-headings remaining - item etc. --
followed ·by. names of turmae~ which can be paralle~ed 1n 

P. Mich. VII 4.54. 284 

· There is one docwnent285 which falls under the 

general heading of matriculae which has a method of 

dating unique in militacy records, unless we accept 

Dunlap's sugg~$ted restoration of this method in P. Mich. 



III 164.286 The system employed is to use the normal -
Rom&l consular dating~ but to· place before.it the n~e 

of the Prefect in adjectival form_. For instance, we 

read Petroni an Torguato et. Iuliano cos, referring to 

A.D. 148. This system finds an obvious parallel in the 

double-dating frequently employed in civilian official 

documents in Egypt. Dunlap, however, has a rather 

different explanation. "Petronian," he seys 287 "mstY - ~ 

refer to a levy of troops made under the authority of 

Petronius. SuCh levies did nott as a rule, constitute 

new bodies of troops, but were n~rmally made for purposes 

of replacemen~ in e~tablished a.rnW units.· Under such 

co~ditions the identity of the levy w~uld be preserved 
, 

only in the records of the prefect 's off;i. ce • The 

abbreviation Petronian m~ therefore be expanded into 

110. 

some fo-rm such as Acta Petroniana. or Commenta.rii Petroniani, 

and the consular date assumes signif~cance as indicat.ing a 

divisi.on by years of the records of the. prefecture of 

Petranius". This explanation appears unnecessarily 

ingenious: the proper expansion of Petronian· is quite 

probably Act.a Petroniana, but there would seem to be no 

need to limit its use to preserving the identity of the 

levy. It is quite poss~ble that all records and files 

------kept ··a.t -the· Prefect's headquarters were listed under the 

name of the Prefect responsible· for _their content. This 
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practice wou.ld have obvious advantages from the adminis­

trative point oe view, whereas a system of filing under 

consular dates alone would not have the same immediate 

relevance to the authority ultimately responsible. In 

this document the consular dates extend from A.D. t47 to 

16J, whiCh means that it was most probably comp~led between 

the latter date and A.D. 1:72., a period. of_ twenty five 

years·• the normal term of auxiliary service, after the 

first.date given. 

P. Mich VII 447 recto. 

col. 1. 

~raesente et Rufino cos ?] 
[· ...••••••••.••••••••.••• J 7 

[~ ~ .................. · ...... ] 
(: • • • • • • • • • • • • • • al::> o] l?tato 7 

·Date 

1.,iJ? 

( Sempron_ian Conmodo e] ~ Laterano cos 154 

5 I· • ... ! ••••••••••• .A.Jntiochi ff 
' . 

( ........• ~ ..•....... ].~.ro •• 
fit em Severo et Sabiniano] cos 1 55 

[ •••••••••••••••• ] ( eiusdem?) a Forte 7 

10 ~tem Silvano et Au] gurino cos 156 
• 

. ~ •••••••••• ]~ Celerinus ab Optato 7 

col 11 

(lines 1-4 missing) 

Fur rian Quintillo et Prisco cos] ••• L: 159? 
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~-···················~···········] 
·A[LA (?.) 

Syriaci [an Frontiniano et Rufo co$] 162. 

1m [ •••••••••••• •.• ••• 

10 item [Laeliano et Pastore cos] 

. "im [ ••••••••••••••••• 

P. Lond. inv. 2723 recto. 

col. 1 

5 

• • • • • • 
[ ••••••••••••• ] ~o cos· · 

( ••••••••• ~ •••••• ] ~to 7 

• • 

r ••• ·-· •••••• ~ •••••••••••• ] e· cos· . L' . • 
. col .11. - .. 

Proclian [Avito .et -Maxim]~ cos 

.im N,epheros. [ ••• ] • •• [ •••• ] is a Forte 7 • 
Petroni an Tor [ q] uato et. Iuliano cos. 

1m Onnopher Nili • item 
• 

1441· 

148 

Munatian • Gallicano et -Vetere co.s 150 • • • • 

im Apollos [o]~ir~s&r[a]piOlJ{is] a Tiber(ino?) 7 

Praesente et Rufino cos 1 .5J 

1m Arrius •••• ionis a Victore 7 

• • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • .I.AE 

col 111 

"The left strokes of three initial letters. 

remain. It is· impossible to determine what the letters 



we:re, though.A.and.M.seem.mos~ probable." (Dunlap, l.c.) 

P. Mich-. VIll. 447 r. 

· col. 1. 1. e:r. P. Lond. inv. 2723 r, line 7. 5. 

A]ntiochi ee Dunlap.. 9. -~ (fortasse =·item) Dunlap, 

, (eiusdem) s·cripsi_. P. Lond. inv. 2723 r. 
. . 

col. i1. l. Proclian [• ••••••••••••••• ] • cos Dunlap .• 

6. ~ Tiber(iano). 

11). 

This docwnent survives in two ~ragments of 

papyrus which were. acquired s.eparately by- the British 

Museum and the .Unive~sity of Michigan. The· verso of both 

fragments contains. the remains of a treatise on granmar, 

written in.the thi.rd.centu;cy,.and now·most conveniently 

referred to as P~ Mich. V.Il 429.288 The two fragments 

must have originally formed part of a roll, but it seems 
. . . . 

clear that the p_ositions. they. ocrupied were not adjacent. 

As .. far as the verso is conce·rned, Dunlap argu~s that the 

Michigan fragment probably prece?ed that, of the British 

· Musel:lDl, _since the dif!~;cussion o-f diphth.o~s which it contains 

would naturally belong to the introductoey part of the . . - . 

treatise, whereas the other fragment is concerned with 

parts of speech, wlU.ch in the traditional order of works 

on Latin grammar. would. come later. 289 The order of the 

verso is important for our purpose because the writing 1s· 

in the same direction on both sides of the papyrus, and in 

the absence of other consideration_s one wo:uld naturally 



assl.DD~ that the order of the verso was also the order of 
. the original militar,y list on the.recto.~ The consular 

and prefectural dates, however, would appear to support 

the reverse order, since not one of the dates in the 

MiChigan fr~ent is earlier than any of the dates in the 

British Museum fragment. Moreover., within each fragment 
. . 

the dates are consecutive in spite of a break caused ·by . 
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a sub-heading in the second column of the Michigan fragmenf?J 

Dunlap•~ argument, therefore~ that the consular dates 

cannot be regarded as valid evidence for the reverse order, 

because a break in the chronological sequence of _the 

entries is suggested qy the sub-beading at the· close of 

the British Museum fragment, is invalidated by the int~rnai. 

evidence of the Michigan-fragment itself. DUnlap's own 

note291 mav be. of inte_rest in tnis connection: . 11The chrono­

logical order of the entries is not interrupted ey the sub­

heading, .although reversion to an earlier date at the 

. beginning of a new: section .of the document m:i._ght ha.ve ·been 

expect.ed;'·. It is_ difficult to· support a ,the·sis based 

upon a purely theoretical argument when an exception has 

to be made in the only cas~ where that argument. can be 

tested. Granted, then, that the treatise on the versos 

is in one particular order, and.that the writing on the 

rectos is in the same direction as on the versos, we can 

still ~ppose -~hat in the interval~ perhaps fifty to one 



11.5. 

hundred ~ea.rs., between the tw.o sets of writing the original 

roll be came torn, ~d was· repasted. in a different order. 

So far as the consular dates in the document are 

.c?ncerned, it is· tempting to supply the consuls • names fo-r 

A.D. 15J in the vacant first lin·e of col. 1 of .the Michigan 

fragment. This date occurs in the last. item of the se·cond 

column of the British Museum fragment, where, exceptionally, 

there is no prefectural reference. .This m93 be an over­

sight, but Dunlap's other suggested posa.ibility,292 that 

there was a. vacancy in the prefecture - owing to the 

assassination of Dinarchus ?29J - and tl1at reference .was 

made by the names of the :·consuls alone, seems to be the 

more probable • It the clos·e chrqn~logical sequence of 
. . 

the beginning of the M~Chigan document is to be followed, 

t}?.erefore, it seems best to supply J;J.O prefectural· reference 

in this firs.t line. · 

At the beginning of the second column of the 

British Museum fragment Dunlap reads Proclian ••••••••• 

•• • • • • • • • · cos, and in his text correctly gives the date 

as A.D. 144-147. .In his note, however, 294 he states the 

dates of the prefecture of L •. Valerius Proculus as A.D. 

1.45-14}, and c.onsiders the names of the consuls for these 

three years only. He recognises an .! as the first or 

second, or with little probability,_ the third let.ter of 

the lacuna. N;one of the combinati·ons of consuls ' names 
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for the thr.ee.yea.rs satisfactorily fulfils his conttitions, 

· and he leaves the d•ate doubt:t"ul. But Proc.-ulus is first 

attested as Prefect in A.D. 1:44, 295 and the names of.the 

consuls for that year, [Avito et MaximJ-o. cos ,- fi:b the 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

space comfortably, a.nd satisfy the requirement of the 

initial .!• · 

In the first column of the Michigan fragment 

(line 6) we have a line ending in. the two letters ~~ or 

possiply !!!.• The obvious interpretation o.f this, f(ilii) ,. 

Dunlap he~itates to adopt, ·mainly because, he s~s, 296 ·.it 
would be a.. natural ~equirement of a. lis·t of this kind 

-~hat each soldie~' s name be separately,·entered·. But that 

would automatically limit each yea:r to the entry of a 

single soldier, unles·s we had the consular date repeated, 

of whi.ch there is no sign in this document. In any case, 

the entry 1n ques·tion takes three lines, Whereas the o-thers, 

presUmably- all single entries, ·t.ake two lines only. _ The 

r~ad1ng ff, ~or· ~ (ilii) ,· _seems therefore we_ll !3Uppo'rt.ed. 

Dunlap r~~s !!•. ~d .frankly a.cmdts297 "the doubling o-f 

-~he letter does. not indicate plurality,_ but I can offer 

no satisfactory interpretation of it"·· The father whose 

(two?) sons enlis.ted in A.D. ~.54 seems to have h~ another 

son enlist in the following year. This seem~ to be the 

most reasonable exp~anation of a curious mark in line 9, 

which Dunlap reads as a•298 This is a Character consisting 
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of one or possibly two letters, whiCh has been partially 

lost be cause· of a hole in the papyrus. There 1~;~ no 

trace of writing befo-re this character, or between, it 

117. 

and the following a.. Forte 7; the character itself consists 

of a tall stroke crossed by a.. bar. This m~ have been an 

h• but it is difficult to give any explanation for it if 

it is. Duill~p' s alternative suggestion seems far more 

likely, that it is a compendium fo~ed of i and t, represent-
. . - -- . 

ing the word item, - and standing in place of the father's 

name.299 It is in accordance with this suggestion that 

the. ·reading · ( eiusdem?) has been adopted in the text. 

The do-cument a.s a whole ie1 .interpreted by 

Dunlap as a list of soldiers reconmended by their 
. -

centuriens or decurions fo~ promoticm to the grade of 

iiimrunis·. JOO The abbreviation !!!!, occurs before each 

soldier's name in that· po.rtion of the d9cument where the 

beginnings of the lines ·are legible. Gill.ia.m ·in his 

review:30 1 object~ that it seems doubtfUl _that tlie .. men are 

being made immunes at this t~e or that they are all 

being promo~ed 1to:~he same-grade. lf they were, he asks, 

why should men from the same centur¥ be f9und in separate 

lists? N.either Dunlap's. hypothesis. nor Gilliam's objections 

seem molly convincing. . Both largely ignore the now 

fragmentary sub-headings .J02 These sub-headings m~ have 

been either titles of units, as in Wessely, S-chriftt.,8:JOJ 
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LEG III em and LEG XXII, or names of ranks, as in 

p~ ·O~l~ .. In: 122: J04 SESJ~~~ ~~~CI~(II) ~ [. The former 

seems the mo;re probable, since in the Michigan fragment, 
I 

col. i1, line 7, we have the initial letter of one of these 

sub-headings, a clearly written !·in rustic capitals. The 

expansion A,[LA suggests itself at once. There are the 

last three letters of another sub-heading surviving at the 

end of the second column of the British Museum fragment. 

These letters, JJAE,· again in rustic capitals, would suit 

the ending of the title of a cohort .o-r~ in the .genitive 

case. If then the British Museum f.ragment preceded the 

Michigan fragment, as seems probable from the dating, ·we 
. . 

have at lea.s.t three 4ifferent units concerned in this: 

do-cument., one of· them probably an a1a..J0·.5 'rhe document 

was therefore ·probably drawn up at higher formation level, 

perhaps ~ven in the Prefect 's office.. For what purpos-e 

would ·a list of this sort be- required? . Surely not to 

record promotions ~o the grade of llrununis in the ordinar,y 

wey, especially since the ~uties performed by inmri.mes were 

of such ext~eme variety. 306 Moreover, the men are listed 

in order of seniority according to· length of service 

regardless of the unit to Which they belonged. c~ we 

imagine that some ·official at a. headquarters· really required 

a consolidated list Gf all ~es, or of men recommended 

for promotion to that rank,.from several auxiliar,v units, 



arranged in order of individual s-eniority? Domaszewski 

has shownJ07 that the term inmrunis can often conceal. 

librarii· arid exacti.: it would seem possible that if this 

1s a lis.t of immunes, it is really a nominal roll of 

librarii and exacti, together with the names of the 

officers responsible for their appoint~ent to these grades, 

either directly or by recommendation. It would be not. 

unreaso~able for . a higher bureau to ·prepare a. ·nominal roll 

of men performing cleri.caJ. duties in units under its command: 

a list of men performing· a wide va.riet_y of unrelated duties 

would be almost useles_~. 

We m83' conclude this selection of matriculae with 

two short fragments whi'ch probably belonged either to. 

legionary -ma.triculae or to p:r:elimina.ry drafts. The first 

of thes-e-is included in the recto of that most famous of 
~---- . -

all military papyri, P. Gen. lat.- 1.)08 This consists of 

five lines which presumably were .excerpted f'o-r some purpose 

from the complete roll of the legion. -

P. Gen. lat. 1, recto, part ;. 

:GAP· DOMITIANO XY cOS ··r( 
• 

C AEMILIUS C F POL PROCULUS •• .[ 

Q JuLIUS Q F COL PONTICUS CA.( 

C VAlERIUS C F POL BASSOS C.AS(TRIS) 

. M ANTONIUS ¥ F · POL 1\LB [ u] S C [AS (TRIS} 

1.. M(issi) H(onesta) M(is.sione) de Villefosse, AU [a. 
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editores~ fortasse ~ [ATRIX !!1, ~~'[ATRIWLA. ). CAl u. · 
Premerstein, .... editores. lege GA[DARA!.!!. CA[Es (AREAl 

Premerstein. 5. M' F Premerstein~ 
. . 

editores, .ALB'[t:rJs g~ Preme.rste~, 
.... · .. 

• F editores; ~B[u~J us 
ALB[u]·s c[A5· legi:· 

~he second fragment is described b~ TurnerJ09 as 

a scrap from a Latin document of' 'the secon~ cen~ury, written 

acros·s the fibres with the recto blank and int.erpunctions 

between words. Parts of six lines remain: he gives the 

reading of two. 

P. Aberdeen 150. 

L. Valerius L. fil. Cru(stumina.) •• . .. • • • . . •· •· .. 
coh. VIII 

• 

•••• 

• .. 

Militazi documentat1.on is not mere~ a matter of 

drawing up lists of name.s: it is even more important to 

have some record of the •ails of each man' s· s.ervice •· The 

basic requirement is the daily ~ut~~roster ~f the .century. 

We are fortunate· in that one .ot these has survived in the 

Gene~a ml.lit~ archives.J10 .. This .is quite .an elabo.rate 

chart in chequer-board· · arrangement with. spaces for the 

dail~ duties· of )6 named soldiers during the first ten 

d~s of October in sane year early in the reign of Domitian. 

This duty-roster, like all the d'ocuments. which ·atllmprise the 

Geneva. ~chives,J.11 is· concemed with legionaries, .and m~ 

represent the entire strength of a centur,y at that particular 
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. . .. '" 

time, except for thos.e ranks which in the British Army we 

should call ~non"""'c~issioried. . At least, the adjacent. 
-~2 . 

document on_ the :v:e~so,_ . whi.ch ~s .part ~~ th~ :parade-

state of,& centur.v,, shows a. total of 40 men~ nine of ~hom 

are engaged on special duties, leaving a tot~ of only )1' 

available·for general duties. In our duty-roster ~so many 

men are absent ·for periods of several d~s on tasks outside 

the camp (e.g.-, line 11, exit cum Asin •• ; ·line 22, exit- vi 

No,(nas;} etim .•• · •• ; Jt J line )C), ~~~t . ~- [~~~~]~um Neapoli), 

while others a_r~ eng~ed in other centuries (in 1 Heli, !!! 
. . . . . 

7 Sereni etc.), besides ~ther duties connected with the 

camp administr~tion. . It seems nece~sa.ry to. conclude that 

the legion was i~ a deple1ied condition, and that some 

centuries, (}f which this .was one, ·were being used to keep 

the others up to strength-:· ·The pos·sible abnormaJ.ity of 

the circumstan.ces, however, does not affect the value of 

this d.ocurilent as· evidence f"or the method of'· do:cumen~ation. 

within the ·century.. We mey assume that. some such roster, 
.. 

though perhaps not alWSfS. in SO elaborate a form, WaS 

regul~rly compiled in order to plan the work of·· the ·century 

for a. tew deys in advance., and, as Vegetius, s~s., J1"4 ut ne 

-· quis contra iust.itiam praegravetur, aut ali cui praestetur 

immunitas. 

The daily duty-roster is essentially a preliminary 

document, drawn up in the expe.ctation· that certain duties 
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will be performed, but not actually recording the perform-

ance of those duties. There is need in any military system 

of some met~odical recording of what is actually done each 

day. This may be called the daily log, and is best compiled 

at unit headquarters. We h~ye certainly three, and possibly 

more, documents of this kind surviving to illustrate the 

Roman practice: one is from Dura,315 and concerns the 

Twentieth Palmyr~ne Cohort, another has been. recognised by . . -

Gilliam in- two Michigan papyri, P, Mieb,' VII 450 and 455,316 

and the third is a documen-t recently published by·lVIedea 

Norsa.3l? Apart from_these we have one document which 

represents an intermediate stage, P. Gent. lat ~ 1, verso, 

part 4,31~ which is the daily parade-~tate of a century. 

It is from parade-states such as this that the unit report 

would be compiled. 

P. Gen. lat. 1, verso, part 4. 

col. a 

ni 7 

III 

vic I 

5 

I 

col. b 

RELIQUI XXXX 

ex eis 

opera vacantes 

armorum custos 
conductor Porcius 

-I 

I 

carrarius Pl0tinus I 

. secutor tri[b Do] mi tius Severus I 

cue to s <(nomi i ti l• Domi t.i (us) St ai us I ~ , .... 



10 x··· 

III 

1 . .5 

I 

20 II 

2.5 

I 

XI 

I 

II 

m 

mus 

IX 

•• 
)o •••• 1 r 

equites II· 

c] ornelius. 

cris];lls 

12J. 

lJibrarius e·t ce [r] a(r> iu[ s] II 

Curiat~(us ]s 

Aureli[us ]s 

supra.numerari[ us] I 

Do[mitius 

st·ationem a[ge] ns 1 

Domit.ius [ 

F •••••• 

RELIQUI XXXI 

col. a. 1. ni 7 Premerstein, am. edd. 2. III Premerstetn, 

om. ·edd. · J~ vic I Premerstein, 
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\ Premers.tein. 16. I Premerstein, X edd. 21. 1 · 

Premerstein, om. edd. 22. XI edd., I Preme.rstein. 

2). I edd., s Premerstein. 24 II edd., 8 l Premerste1n. -
26. m Premerstein, .•••• edd. 27. mus Premerstein, imus ·-. 
edd. JO •••• 7 I Premers'te1n, VII .edd. )2 Comelius 

• •• 
c]omeliils Prem~rstein. 

col. b. 6. Plotinus Premerste1n, Si v1nius ~ 7. tri (b •• 
D~,-~itius legi, · tri. ~ •• ti~s edd·., tri .nutius Premerstein. :.J.. -
a·. custos \(n~i it1» J?~~ti(~~j .Sta1U_s legi~ custos dom1 

: ••• 1t1 •••• Staius ~. custos dom1 ••• ibi •••• Staius 

Mommseri, custos dam1 it1 Sallusti Staius Pr.emerstein. 

9. _et ce [r] a (r) iu (~] Premerstein, . et f dis c~ns edd. . 

12. ~:anumerari[us Prein~~stei.n, sd~~'al!Urner[arius .edd. 

The DUra. Acta Diu~~~~ as .published ey Gilli~, 319 

consist~ of tour papyri of different dates in the .second 

quarter of the third century. Two of these are· of consider­

able length, the other two are.merely·fragments. The 

title acta diuma or acta cotidiana is due t.o iiostovtzeff~20 

there is no ancient a;utho·ri.ty for the term, b~t this class 

of document must have been included under the gene~al term 

acta by Vegetius (II, 19).: to,tius en1m legionis ratio,­

sive obseguiorum .siv~ militarium munerum sive pecuniae, 

cotidie adscribitur actis. 

P. ·Dura in¥. 3 recto. 

col 1 
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1 ~1 Ka.l ~~[iles n(umerus ?) p(urus ?) mil(itum) 

ce.]l(ig~t~rum) nc~g~~~~~ in his fo]rd(iriati) VIII! 

dupl(icELI'ii) VIII ~ [esq(uiplicarius)]. I drom(adarii) 
• 

XXXIIli in his sesq(uiplicarius) I eq(uites) CCXXI~! 

in his dec(uriones) V dupl(icarii) VII sesq(uiplicarii) 

IIII 
. . 

2 coh(ort~s) JOf [Palmyrenorum sJ everianae Aiexa(nd]rianae 

J [ru]liu[s] .Ru[t]ian[us ~]~ [irun]us ~ignum ¥~ [rc]~~i 
s(ancti ?) ex :sep.(t]ezon[i]s 

• 0 

4 (m~s] ~1 • [ •••••• ] • .[ ......... ] mil (ites) y in. his 

drom(adarii) II 7 Mariani Aurel(ius) Licinnius 
0 0 0 o o 0 D 0 0 0 0 

7 .Pudentis A ••• 1 (ius) Deme·t.rius 7 Nigrini Aurel (ius) · 

Romanus Aurel(i~s) Rufus f Anton(ini) Iarhabolus Odeati 

5 [rJeversi q(uondam) .[d(is) J p(osi.ti ?) cum· • ( •• ••• ] 

..... r~ 0 ·]. T Tiberini 

(vacat) 

(vacat, 2 line~) 

6 Ti[.mi] nius P.[auli~~~ de curio] admissa :oronuntiavit •• • • • ••••• • •• • 
• (JO-J5] et ad 0Jl1llem tesseram parati eirimus · (sic) 

ex~are ad signa D(QQlini) .N(ostri) Alexandr1 Aug(usti) 

7 d42~(uri~) !"(iminius Pauli]q.[u] s ~fed(ituus) A]~r·~l(ius) 
~![lvanu]s [Jo-J5] • · Vabalathi curator Aurel(ius) 

Rubathus .1 Iarha.eu~ Mal chi curator II Cl (audius) 

Agrippas. eq (ues) 

8 [ ... ] ... :(t5] ... '[.]s ••• i ••• [.].. [))-J5] (vacat) 



(vacat, 2-) lines) 

9 fv KaJ. AP)ri~~s n(~e~s- 'i!') ~(urus ?) ~[il.(itmn}] 
cal (igatorum) .D [c]cccxr[III in his. ord(inati) VIII I 

• 
dup]l(1car11} VIII sesq(uiplicarius) I drom(a.darii)· 

XXXIII! in his sesq(uiplicarius) I eq(uites) CCxX'IIl 
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in bis dec{uriones) V dupl{icarii) VII sesq(uiplicarii.) 

IIII 

10 [co]h(ortis) XX P[a]l[m(yrenorum)] Severianae Al~and[rian~ . . . . ·. . . . . ' .. 
· 11 [Iulius RUfi] a[nus tri"t?unu] s ~ •• ] · ••••• [ •• • ] •••• o. ex . . . 

· sep~ezow! . , .. 

12 . [JO-J5] •• .Ant.onius. 7 Anton(in1) · Aurel (ius) ·Marin~ 
~re~(ius) Hellodo~s]l 7 Gaiani Iarhabolus Iarhae1 

7 N.ig(rini) Aurel(ius) Apolinariu·s 
. . 

1 ) ( ~· to] • • ~ [1 o] •.. • ... [: . G ~·1. ; [15 J • [ •• ] · • . • qf!1~~s . 
Ia.rhabole (vacat) 

14 [.2!·· 7 Be]~chuf~ [ ••• ] • ·ex·G·· m]il(es) I 7 Gaian[i 

.. j. [ .. ] . [1'o] {vacat) 

15 [.2!·. 10] ~-~g. {to]. 7. Anton~ini) .. ~. ~ .~ •• r~ .. ] ~ ~5] (vacat) 

1-6 'l' timin]ius rp~,.linus dec<~rio) admissa p:ronun rtiav:i.t • • • • LJ ~ • • •• L' . 

· 1B] IIII Kal April(es) expun~en~ur ~~plic~1~ I~ 
novic11 et. ad omnem tesseram. parati erimus 
• • • • • • 

1.7. excub~[re] ad signaD(omini) N:(ostri) Alexandri 

Aug(usti) ~~~(urio) [Timin1us Paulinus] ••••. Aurel {ius) 

•••• ~ aedit(uus) Aurel(ius) Silvanus sig(nifer) 

Cl. (aud~us) ~at~lius lib(r~iu~) .Aurel {ius} Capiton 



• i Anton(ius) V.al(entinus) opt[io]n II Ogelus Malchi 

eq(ues) 

127 •. 

18 [..2!• 10]Malchus Ze.bida eq{ues) Ael(ius) Heliod[orus •• ] 

••••• Cl(audius) Iul(ius) Menander • [.] ••••• 1. 

). cf. Gilliam,_ op.cit., ;E.• 2)9 • .5 et passim. vel 
. . . . . . . 

q(uondam) d(e)p(utati), .cf •· Gilliam, op.cit., ~· 2JB 
. ' . . 

t6 .• expunaentur dupl1car11 II novicii supplevi, 
~ . . .. . .. . . .... 

expungentur •• plic •• i.i.novi.i. Gilliam, expungentur . . . •. . . . . . . 

pupl(ice) coti(dian)o in novitio· sUgg. Wilcken~. 

expunge~tur_~~plicatio(ne) in novitio(ne) sugg. Schnbart. 

col. ~1 

1 III! Kal April (es) q{umerus ?) :e(urus ?) mil (itum) 

· cal (ig~torum) J?~C~ [cxiiii in his ill· 
2 coh(ortis) XX Palm(yrenortim} :severia(naJ~ 

Ale[ xa.ndr1anae · 
• 

} Iulius· Rufianus tribunus [. •• ] ••••••• [.] •• .[ 

4 -m1-ss1 a.d hord(eum) compa.randum m[il(ites) •• ] 
. . 

in h:(is) ~eq(uites) •• .[ . . . ,· .. 
.5 · missi in pros·ec(utionem) hordiator(tun) mil (ites) 

[.]1 7 Mariani .[ 

6 reversi q {uondam ?) d(is.)p(osti ?) a.d Atha 

mil(ites) II 7 Nigrini Iul(ius) Z~bdibolus[ . . 

7 reversi q.(~ondam ?) d(is)p{os.it1 ?) ad praes (idium) 

.. praes.idis ~ epistul [1] s m [11 {it.es) 

8 Z reversus ex q(uondam ?) d(is}p(os1tis ?) 



cum eis a.d praes (idium). praea.(idis) ex coh(orte) 

II eq {uitata) [ 

9 missus lig (nat or) bainei mil (es) I 7- Nigrini 

Zebidas Barne:J. [ 

10. \[reversus] 

11 Timinius Paulinus admissa.· p_ronuntia { vit 

t2 dec(urio) Timinius .~a.ulinus aed(i~uus) Aurel(ius) 
• I .~ o • flo o 

Silv~s .• [ 

1.) III Aurel(ius) Bassus IIII· Aurel(ius) Heliadorus[ 

( vaca.t, J lines) -
14 iii KaJ. Apriles r:-(umerus ?) ~(urus ?) mil(itum) 

ca.l (.iga.tQrum) DCCCCXI~Il [ 1n his, et·c. 

15 coh(ortis·l XX P~~e-~[o]t[u]~ Ai.e~fandriana.e 
Severianae 

t6 Iu~i:us· Rufianus. ·t~_[i]~[u]~us • [J :r.oC 
17 (vacat) •••• [.)~ •• [ 

18 hemariserunt mii (ites}- III! ·7 • ( .. •· 
1 9 · _7 Mariani • • • • • • [ •.•• ] Themars.a. 1 [ 
20 ·non coinpa.ret [ ....... ] eq(ues) I[ 
21 ~t·a.ti ••• e.x -q{uondam ?} d(is)p(ositis ?) 

[ •.••• ]e •• merin.[ 

22 m [u]tatus ••••. ex [ •••• ; ••. ~]. [ . · .. _ 

a. z. cf. D. Perg. 6, line 4.)21 

P. Dura inv. 1 7 re·cto. 

1 r2.1J. r · 

12.8. 



2 [25) • • • 1 Pudentis Ftolaemeus • [ · 

(vacat, 1 line) 

) [ax coh{ortis)J .XX Palm[y]r~norum .Severianae 

Al[exandrianae 
• 

4 [1·2]. M~!~o E!~ :t;~ ltern) o cos et profici~:ci ad 

castra prae .e •• da •• [ 
• • 

5 ]. [ ••••• ] • [ ••••• ) .a-pridie N[o]n~ Septembr[e]s 

Maximo et., Pa[t]emo cos 
••• 

(vacat, 2 lines) 

6 r6]as quod imper~tum fuerit fac:i.e[m]us· e·t ad ~ . .. . .. 
[o]mnem te [sseram parati etc~ 

7 ~J Demet[r]ius mag(iste·r) ~ampi Bel~aeus o.a . . . .. . 
• • g Malchus Zebida [ . . ·• .... 
~o] .•.•... 1 ad bonos • [ • ." ••• ] Aurel (ius) ••• a 

• • • 
8 

.Aurel (ius) ••• at •• r ... •:. 

(vacat, 1: li.p~). 

9 tjo] •• eq(uites) cXX in his d~o(~riones).[ . 
1.:' • • •• 

(vacat., 2 lines) 

tO [J5]. sign [u]m Iovi~ [ 

(vacat, ) lines.) 

t. Fo-rtfl,sse . ]1( Giiliam. 2. Fortasse ]eli 7 Pudentis 
• • ••• 

1:29. 

Gilliam. 4 •. w;l. p~stra ~~~e~~ da[ sUSg. ~illiam, f.orta.sse 

aP. . . castra. praes {idis) et ad ll[tha. • 
• • • • 

p .• Du.r.-a. .inv. 9 recto. 

l (~~~l.(:i.~~j .G]ermanus. ord(inatus) principia (sic) 



1 ;o. 

a.dlpi~sa pro-q[u]~~- [iavl it • (.]r: quod 1mp(eratum) 

fuerit fa~~Jil\lS (!!!,£) et ~ ~mn~~ _.(~i~l tessera[m] 

parati erimus ex~bare ad [s1g1na D(o~ini N(ostri) 
• • •• • • 

~Dip ( eratoris )] 

2 Marci Antoni Gordiani Pii Felicis Invicti A[u] g(usti) 
••• I ~ .. • • • 

(o]rd(inatus.). Aurel_ius Germ[anus] ••• n •• smSnif(er) 

(sic) Ulpius .Maria[n]us buc(inator)" .Aurel (ius) 
~ .. . . .. 

Priscus [sacer] dos Themes Mocimi 
• • • 

tess (erarius)" Aurel (ius) Mo·cimus. t; Ul~1.us 

Silvanus. signif(en). II Flavius Demetrius alt (er) 
• 

signif ( er) . III Aurel (ius} Ma [1 chus] disc (ens.) mens (or ell 
• 

.[. • • • A] urel (ius ) I arhaboles~ •.• 

4 .ta . .- •• nis 'ss usedd IIII parati sunt (vacat.) 
- .. 

5 [. Ksl I.un{ias) sun]t 1n hi be [.m]1s coh(ortis) 

XX Palm(yrenorurn} Gor [dian] ae n(umero ?) p(uro ?) 
••• • 

• [ •••••• J ·~ DCCLXXXl in his or'd(inati) VI dupl (icarii) 

V [1] II sesq(uiplicarius) I drom(adarii) XXXVI 
- . 

~n his· sesq(uiplicarii) (?)_ eq(uites) CCXXXIII 

i]n his de·c{urio~es) IIII dupl{icar11) VI. 

sesq(uiplicarii) Il 
•• 

6 .[ coh. ( ortis) x] X Palm (yrenorum) Go -[ra] i anae s .m ~ •• J • 
• • ••• 

[ •••.•• p]e~~[nse~]t (vacat) 

1c · [ .£!•]7]Avltus 7 leg{ioni~) ~~a~~_{ositus) •· ••••••• 

f.~Jl •• u. [ ••• •• •••·]~ivit _si&r,ru!D Securitatis misit 

· (va.cat, 5 lines) 



1)1 .• 

8 ~~~[el (ius) Gerrnanu]~ [o]z.-~(inatus) pr~ceps 
[ad]~~~~~ J?~[onu]~~·!'!.[v]i[t •• ] e[.· qu}od 1mp(eratum} 

fuerit .. f'a.cerrus· (sic) et ad omnem tes:[se]ra[~ . ---- ·- . 
pa1r(at1 er1 imus·e~cubar(e) a.d [sig]na. D(omini) :J. :.J • • 
N:(ostri) Imp(eratoris} M(arci) Antoni Gorcti[a]ni 

. . . 
~[1 Fe]~(icis) Invic~[i Aug(usti)] 

9 C!~[d(inatus) Aurel{ius) Germ]anus si~(nifer) 

Ulp{ius) l!~n[anus l::uc(inator) .Aurel(ius)] Pri[scus 

saee]r(dos.) Themes Mocimi· ~e]ss(erarius) Aurel(ius) 
• 

[Mojc.imus (t; Ulp(ius)] Silvanus s(1g(nifer)] ~\ 
fl (av:Lus} (Deme] ~:r~[u]~ ~~[gni] f(er) I [II] · Aurel (ius} 

Mal cl:rus dis· c (ens) m [ e] ns (or em} • •• 

10 ,.Aurel (ius) I [arhabole·s] • • et ad • r.Jnis • [ •.•••••• ~1 .... . . . ~ ~ 

....• [ .......• ]t 
11 • Ka.l I~(ias) [s]unt ~ hibemi] s coh(.ortis) 

1.2 

13 

XX Palm·{yreporum) [Gordian] ae n(umero ?} p(uro ?) 
. . •· .. 

D~~(XXI in hi] s. ord(inati) VI dupl (1car11) VIII 

~~ [ sq {uiplica.rius)] i drom(adarii) xxx[ VI ·in his 

sesq(uiplicarii) (?) eq(uites} c]~!!! (in]~[s] 

~ [e] ~(uriones) ~~[II] ~[u] i>l {icarii) VI sesq (uiplic-

a.rii) II 
• 

coh (ortis) [xx. Palm(yrenorum) Gordiana.Je • 

~ ••••••• an] nes permanserunt (va.cat) 

• • • r. • • A vi tus 7 ·le ]g (ionia) · praep ( osi tus) ••••• 
L4 • • • 

[ •• • ],[ •••••••• ~ ••• ]v!:vit signum Io~is Dolicheni 



1)2 •. 

s (an·cti ?} mis·it 
. . . . 

14 ]tiro_nes probati ab [ ••••• ]nio v(iro) c(larissimo} 
" .. • .. • • • • • 'I . 

co(n}s (ulari) n(os.tro) n(umero) II (12]abb.si ••• 7 
• .i • •. • 

Aurel {ius) Germanus ex VI Idus Maias D(omino) 
• •• 

N,{ostro.) Gord [i~]o Aug(usto-)' cos (vacat) 
••• 

15 •• (a t.irones] ~':C!s quorum nomi.[na 15 J. 1 tem 

staturas subici pr [a]ecepi ar. [•]. sagita •• e ••• ·o 
- . . . 
[.]. probatos [.] ••• in c[o)h(ort:emt): XX Palm(it-•. . . .... . . . .· 

eno~) Gor r d] ianam · r •• 1 •• Ll • • • • • L ~ 'J 

Fragments 

d ~ [urel.(ius) 

III! Kal. Iun1as sunt in rhibemis • • • • l' 

e ]~ quod imp.(eratum) ~er~t[ 

]•• Aurel(iqs)[ 

].~ s ssus[ 

f ] • .[~] .1[ 
co] h x [x P] a1m (yrenorum) [ 

• • • • 
coh x] X Palmyrenorum Gord [ianae 
• • ••• 
]~ Avi~us 7 prepos(itus) coh(ortis) .[ 

g P] riscus sac~r(dos) Them [es •• ••• • 
par] at1 aunt [ 

••• 
)· .-.......... [ 
]. ............ ~. [ 
] .. ····· ........ [ 

'. 

h Au] rel_{iu13),. [~]erman[us·. 
,. ' 



. 1. JJ. 

or(~(inatus.)] Aurel(ius) [G)erm[anus ·•. . . . 
J.l: ·1· [. J ~e.~[ 

1 • lege princeps. ~ fortas:se Germ [anus] . ~ ~~~! · silignif ( ~r) 
I • I o o • o o o 

Gilliam. 6. fortass.e sum[ma. • • Gilliam. 14. • •• VI vel 
.... .. .. .. ~ 
•••J Gilliam. 15. ct·. P. ex.y. VII 1022.322 

P. Dura. inv. 22. recto. 

(vaca.t' 2 lines) . . .. 

1 ... eri] ~s. ~x~~~~ ad. signa. D~mini N.(ostri) Imp[ •• ] 
. e ..... [ 

2 ] •••••••••• ~rel (ius.) ••.• [ ••.• ] •••••• ~a.ius Sal.( 

]Heli [ o] do~s 
• • • 

•• a~ ••••• · •••• val .•••• :·III..[ 
... (vaca.t, 2. lines) . 
v 

}ir~(atia.rii) XXXI in his sesq(uiplica.riil II eqq( 
• • • • • ' • I • 

4 

5 ]. ' (vacat) 

1 .• fortasse. Imp [er] ato~:i.[~ .Gilliam. 2. cf ~ .Aur(elius) . ~ . . . -

Gaius evoc (III Aug} (Lambaesi.~) .CIL VIII 26)6.323 

The various sections of the Dura acta diurna. well 
'· 

istj illustrate ·the formul~c nature. of Roman m~litary book­

keeping. The items included in the _daily entey, the strength · 

of the ~it, th~ signum, and the pronuntiat1o,324 wer~. all 
L • ' . - . . 

written in routine phraseology, though P. Dura 3r is 
. . 

dated to the reign.of Severus Alexander (A.D. 222-2)5}, 

P.. Dura 9 to the .end of May, .A,.I;). 239, p .• Dura 17 to A.D. 

2)). P. Dura ·22 is undated. In the: daily strength 

return no account is taken of the precise ranks of the 
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princip~es,325 such as signifer, aptio. and tessera.rius, 

but all are classified accarding to t.heir grade o_f pey, 

and described as duplicarii or ses~uiplicarii.326 We ma¥ 
. . . . . . . 

compare the British ,Arrrty practice of lis.tirtg a, C .s .M. · as 

a W.o. Il, and an R .s .M. as a W.o. I. The matriculae · 

which we have been considering also adopt this syst~~ to 

a certain extent, as is attested by the sub-headings 

DUPLI CI A[R found in P. Dura inv... 41 r, 327 and 

SES]QUI(P)LICIAR(II) -x(~ P. O~lo III 122:.328 It IDa¥ . . 

not. be coincidence t}fat these instances are of third-

century dat.e; 329 on the o.ther hand, the Moesian prid1anum?3° 

¥1hich has a Tra;janic-Hadrianic date, employs the same 

system as the acta of Dt,J.pa.- Traditionalism was so strong ----
in the Roman army that we need not suspect a front.ier out­

post of adopting any revolutionary bookke~ping p~actices. 

This same conservatism is seen in the choice· of 

the signa,_ ~o .far_ as .. t~ey can ~e. read. We find Me·[rcJ~ 
- . . . - .. -

s(anct1 ?.)., Iovis.,. :Seeuritatis, and Iovis Dolicheni 

~ ( ~·~ti ? j-. 3:31 

It is in the pronuntiatio; however, that we see 
' 

most clearly the repetition of the regular formula, in 

spit.e of occasiqnal curious vagaries ih spel~ing and 

grammar~332 The use. of formulae, of course, makes the 

task of re.stora~ion of lacunae much more easy and certain. 

~here is only one instance of the regular sequence being .. 
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. 1. 3.5 •· 

upset, in P. Dura.) r, line 16, where Gilliam reads: 
. . 

IIimin ]1us wauJ linu~ dec curio) a~is.sa pro~~[:tiavit taJ . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.II II Kal April (es') expungentur •• pli-c •• i.i.novi .1. et ad 
. . . . . . . . . ... ·•. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

omn·em tesseram pa.rati erimus etc. The phrase inserted 
'::. . . . 

into the usual formula, .. IIII Kal April (es) expungentur . ~ . 

eoPliC •• i.i.OOVi.ie 1 hOWeVer explained,· hardly aCCOuntS . . . 

for the omission of the regular quod tmperatum fuerit 

faciernus . unless we suppose w~th Gilliam t~t this omission 

is simply a mistake .JJ~, .' . We mq. assume that the interpolated 
• f • ~ 

phrase conc~rned .some event of special importance, coming 

as it does bet-ween the pronuntiatio and. the oath that 

follows. Gilliam. ~s content to rem~~k that without the 

context and. the subject expmgentur .is. somewhat obs·cure. 334 
. . . . .· .... 

"It presumabiy .means," -he writes, " •·will be removed •, or 

'will be che.cked off 1
• 

11He sugges·ts that tne subject is 

perhaps nomina. Wilcken and Schubart $eem to have a 

similar meaning in mind when they expand, expUggentur 

pupl(ic~l_ coti(dia.no) in ·novitio, ... and expungentur replicatio(ne) 

. ~ n~vitio(ne~; respecti~ely_.JJ.5 But in P. OXz~ 1204 .. 

{ rctrf ouvr*Je,v yvas interpreted·. by A.S. HUnt as meaning t.to 

discharge'. 'To di~cha.rge, strike o:ff the roll*·, is in 

fact the usual m~aning of this verb. Thus we have in the 

Digest (49, 16, 15), ex causa desertionis not.atus tem;eoris, 

quo in desertione fuit, stipendiis expungitur, 'is deprived 

of his P83 for the period in which he was a deserter •·. 
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Meinersmann.JJ6 cites ~ 4)5,. a second or third ce:n~ucy 
. -

letter of a recruit- from·Alexandria, in which we find the 

word ·~ j~o-.:y1C6for ' which he interPrets ~ exwctus, '"der 

entlassene (Soldat) '. It. ~auld .s~em possib~~-~- th~refore, 
to read in t~s document. ~· ~r~ J r, col. i, l~e 16) 

IIII Kal April{es) expuggentur duplicarii II novicii, ...... • • . . . . . -

'with effect from 29th MarCh two newly-created duplicarii 

wi~l be struck off the roll (of prin.cipales ?) • • Such an 

action by the commanding officer would no doubt feature 

prominently in the admissa or orders of the d~;JJ7 and we 

m~ well imagine it.s being given priority even over the 

military oath. 

Certain abbreviations and annotations in these 

documents perhaps merit discussion. one is ~ which 

occurs several times -'1.h P. Dura J rect.o, sometimes in the 

form ex q_dp •. JJB Gilliam, foll~wi.ng a ~ugge·stion -of A. von 

Premerstein, 3J9 expands q(uondam) d(e)p(utati). and~ 
. . 

g,(uondam) d(e)p(utatis). He compares Vegetius fii, 19): 
•' . . . 

ad obseguia ~ •• deputaba.ntur milj_tes; and (III,B"): per 

contubemales deput.atos ad munera •. _He no.t.es, how. ever, 

that when the men in the p~;~;pyrus are sent off on some 

detail~ they are missi and not de;putati, and sugge.sts 
. . . . . . 

d(1s)p(osit1) as ~other possibiLity. The expansion 

d(is)p(osit.i.) is suppo~ted by P. Dura 1.2, col. xxxi11, 

i:i.~~ . i~ j4Q . ~here ~] 1~~~~ ~~~~~) occurs as a marginal 
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annotation.J41 The distinction in practice between 

deputatus ~d dispositus mey be that the former term was 

used in connection with· duties inside the camp, the .latter. 

for duties outside.·, The proper e:x:pa.nsion of ~and ex qdp 

would therefore seem to be q(uondam) d(is)p(ositi) and 

ex ·q(uondam} d(1s}p(os1t1s). In P. Dura J recto. there are 

two instances of a mark read. by Gilliam. as. ~ or E.!_, which 

must represent the title of a rank. ) 42 It o-ccurs in col.i, 

lines fl and 1:7. We m83 s~ely eliminate all but one of 

the other ranks mentioned in the same context, namely 

dec~urio), aed(ituus}, curator, s·ig(nifer), lib{rarius) and 
. . . . 

eq(ues). · The exception is optio, which occurs once only 
. . 
(line 17), but as ~ioJ!L!!• This implies the presence 

. ·. . . .. 
of an optio ~~ presu,mably either .. •. P.urel (ius) .... s. or 

•1 Ant.on(ius} Val(eatinus.?)., the latter being one of the 

in~tan~es of &. or ;m. •.. q.iiliamJ4J stat.es that the traces 

of letters before Allrel(ius) .... s. cannot ·be reconcil~.d with 

optio. It would see~ worthwhile, therefore, cc;msidering 
. . . 

whether the marks read as £!.or pi before the .name Anton(ius) 
. . . . . 

Val(entinus ?") can be .. read as a badly-written op(tio} •. 
. 

Another abbreviated title which remains p1zzling o-ccurs in 

P. Dura 9, in lines J and 9· It is read by Gilliam as Yvj. 
In this case the ranks which m~ be eliminated are ~rd {inatus) , 

si.gnif(er),_ buc(ina.tor), sacer(dos), tess(erarius), and 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 

dis·c(ens). mens (orem). Of the ather ranks possible, the 



most likely would seem to be im(aginifer). and the sign 

printed bf Gilliam would appear to be a not impossible 

contraction of im .• -

1")8. 

'r·he only marginal annotati.on of note in these 

~is found in P. Dura ) recto. col. i1 11 line a, where we 
. . . . . ... 

read Z reversus· ex qdp cum eis. ad praes (idium) praes (idis) 

ex coh(orte} II es[ • Why this soldier from another unit 

should have returned to Dura with the men from the Palmyrene 

cohort is not stated. Gilliam is. undoubt.edly right in 

suggesting that tQe sign opposite the beginning of the line 

was perhaps to remind the clerk to take some further action 

:in regard to the iteni.J44 A modern clerk would be more 

likely to use the letter ! for this purpos.e. This same 

mark, !' is found in another document from Dura. a parch­

ment f~agment ptJ.blished by Cumont.J45 ·which is possibly 

part of a·preliminar.y draft of a jpidianum. 

D. Perg. 6. 

••••••••••••••••• II 

•• t. ferara II 

kastello mil L 
• 

Z a •••• moptmadas. m(il) II 

ad ••• imium. mil Ill 

Item ad opim •• 

facti equites. mil •• 

miss1 hemer mil II 
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Toti m •• 

1 0 ••••• .- ••• el numerare 

•..•••••••••.••• end 
- . . ... 

••••••••••••••••••• 

It is in the last two lines of P. Dura 9 recto 

that we see;~How our imaginary recruit wol!lld first impinge 

upon tP:e acta diur~a. _ . The phraseology recalls P. Qxy.VII 

1022(46 a. i~tter . tn. which the Prefect of Egypt assigns. 

recruits to a cohort. 

14 Jtirones probati ab [ •••.• J"lio v{iro) c-{larissimo) 
• • • 

co(n)s (ula.ri). n(ostro) n(umero.) Il '[12] abb.si •••. 
. . •· .. 

7 Auret (ius). Gel'!D.anus ex VI ld'l!~ M'a.ias D (amino) . . 

N'(os:tro) Gord [1azl.) o cos~ 
. . .. 

15 ] •• [a tirones] ~~~s. quorum nomi[ na 15] • 

item st.aturas subici pr(a]e·cepi ar •• ~sa.git.a •• e . . 

•• ·~ [.]. p~~ba~-~~ [.] •••. in .c [o]h(ortem) XX 

Palm (yrenorum) Gorl d] ianam [. ~ • ~ 
•••••• 

As· in the gxyrl)ynchus papyrus, and als.o in BGU II 

696,347 the recruits are fi:r.st approved by the provincial 

governor, whose name is here alroost entirely lost, and then 

sent on by him to the units to whic}1 he assigns them. Line 

15 is a direct quotation from the governor's letter, 348 as 

is shown by the person of the verbs sub1c1 - compare the 

nomina eorum et icon [!.)smos huic epistulae subieci of 
• • • • • • • • 0 

~ ~ Oxy •. V~~ 1.022 -. and ~[ ~] ~ ~~P~. It is. tempt.ing to read 
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nomi[.na et iconismo]!. .item staturas 1 or something slightly 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 

J 

longer, to f.'il_l the lacuna in line 1.5. ~illiam stat.es that 

he canno~ read ani form of ~~agit (~). a.rius-; J49 which makes 
. ~ ..... · . . . . - . 

the restoration of. the central portion of this line difficult. 

Iri discus.sion ot P. OXy. VII 1022 it was noticed that 

certain essential details· conceming the recruits were 

not included in the Prefect's letter, -and it was surmised 

that at. the time of the probatio some more elaborate form 

of document was drawn up.~hldh.~ontained these details:J.50 

the present document attes,ts: that. at leas:t the hleights of 
' 

the re crufts· were officially registered • 

.Another probable e~ample of a document of this 

class is one recent.ly published by Sanders as two, separate 

papYri, P. Mich. VII 450 ·and 4.55.)51 Gilliam recognised 

that both thes~ ·~~~ parts of the same. document:J.52 nothing 

is said about their provenance, but he notes that· the 

inventory numbers are clos~·. J5? Th~re are several coin-
. . 

cidences of content on both the recto and verso of both 

papyri. Sanders dated P. Mich. VII 450 to the s-econd or 

third century, P. Mich VI.l· 45.5 to ·the third century: it 

mrey- be best to date the whole roll of which both documents 

probably are. fragments to the thir.'d century. Gilliam notes·· 

that. the hand·of 45.5 verso resembles Dura. hands of the t~e 

of Severus Alexander.j54 All the fragments are in cursive 

except the strength-return in P. Mich v·ri 455a. recto, lines 



7-,1:0, which is in rus.t i c ca..pi t a.ls • 

P. Mich. VII 450. 

5 

Recto 
b . . . .... 

] o civitat.~s Fa.[ ••• ]n [.]u ,[.]m[ . •· . . 
]~ [1] !!tatibus q~~ • .[ 

]7 Sara.pi_oni (s l orS,p· [ 11] on 1 [ ••. 
• • •• • 

]to praesen '[tes ••• 
• • • 

)primorum fru [ ••••• ] bus. 
• • • • 

]Arrio .Arimonian[ o .] c.[.] signum st[ 
• • •• 

·: ••• ]1 [ •• ]f [~)mas.[.~.· ••••• 
. . . . ·-· 
[. 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••.• ] 

]opsit frustinuibu [s 

]v~gi.li. t [~.];1st~[ . . .. •· . 
]a[ •.•• ]n~[ 

Verso 

col. 1 
}sui·.· 

]~ib(u)s 
}sensus 

• 0 

]surmn L• .] errim 
• 

]P [.]u~es. 
~erste[ ••• ]rr~ 
]firves 

]ant.eri [• •• ] s 
•• • 

]iu!ti err<]~Elus. 

col. ii 

V Idus .Aug[ 

_ab leg l (r Tr. Fort. 

perfor[tes 

perfec[ti 
• 

1.41 • 



10 ]eius · 

]eos· t [.]a [.]ui [ •• ]sus 

Recto 

J• j1 S~apioni Orapo [11) QI;li [. ~ s·anders. 

6. ]arri·cam.monian [ •• ] c[.]$ignum st[... Sanders. 
• • • • •• 

Arri. .Ammon1~ [ Gilliam • 
• 

P. Mich. VII· 4.55 recto. · 

Fragment a 

]i •• l[ 
• • 
]~itte~a·_pronun~.[ iavit 

)vii exwbare r .. -. 
• 

]Amonian-i hor [ dinati 
• • 

(vacat., 1 line) .. 

.5. ca}melo~ ~tenoco[riasis. ? . . 

]lsidori demissu [s: . 
. . . 

(v.acat, 2 lines ) 

) V BELIQUI . Plw::(SENTES 

) TES QJS~ODI :"R [ UM 

]DROM(.ADARIUS} I RELIQ[UI 

10 ]IN. HIS· 7 IV DEC(URIONES) 1[ 
(vacat, J lines} 

] •••••• ~~e~o ~[ 

]ere~io Ammoniano 7[ 
]Diosc~rus· Didumanti [ s . 

• 
('vacat, 1, liner):. 

142". 



a.d]mittenda pronunt.1av1t [ 
0 0 

1:5 .. ]~e •. Arrius Amonianu.[s 
0 • 0 0 • 

• • · · •••••••• ] ment 1 .Atmn [ oni an 
0 

]ex tyr [ • • ] e r. 0 0 ••• 0 0 

•• 
Fra,gment b 

· ] ••••• omil(ites)_.f•••o 

. ]s qui praesentes [ 
0 

custo ]diarum baJ. (listarii) II [ 

] r~l1qu1 ad sign [a . 
5 ]in :~s 7 III de [ c(uriones·.) 

] c [b] hors I Nom [idarum 
0 0 

. sJ everianus [ 

Fragment a 

j~ .hor[ d~at Gilliam, Has[ Sanders. 

14J. 

0 . . . 

to. ]Dioscorus Didumanti[s 
0 

Gilii.~, Jdios·o Rossi Dumanti[ 
. 0 

Sanders. 

Verso 

Fragment. a · 

5 

et •• eq(uites) [ 

.VI r [dus AJug a.d c[ 
!III Idus .Aug 

· s ingul '(ares:) 

1 Marci pre[ 

emansion[ 
0 

singul(ares)' ex[ 
0 



acti{orrum ?) e(xemplum) e(pist.ulael [ 

Illadi Eumar( . - . . . 
10 .vel ,feri,atae ( 

inseruit in 'chortem [ . 
• • •. •a.rit1 · 

interfui:t et ere [ 
• • 

.intersit detrim [ent~ (?) 
• • • 

in aedem .Aqu [ ilae 
. . 

15 C(ilicum) E (quitata.e ?) put.at est[ 
• • • 

fuit vel inusti[ ·-· 
hera Ii: van or [ 

• 
n~tiantes sibi:[ 

"" . .. . 
'perlusivit actuitum[ 

20 
s1 • • • · · • 
.1 tira.semn in Siria [ 

• ••• • • •• 

144. 

. C(iv1um) R(omanorum) S ( cutatae ?) 1•1.- usque s~ 

25 

•• J~e~is reversus tes~ [atus __ est 

in legianar1orum defect~on( 

ad [e }os. prosedit ille p~a[ e 

7 At.tae transseuntes 1n 1[ 
• • • 

Ala. v(eterana) Gall (ica} et 1l~e praef~ '[ ctus 

t.es voverent. actuitum [ ] in [ 

-~':s ~~·!!~!~usque et. pro[nunti~ v_!t ~ [t quod 

.1m [P] erat~ ~e~!t ~~~iemus 
Fragment b 

vi.]rtut.1 
• • • 

Jnibus XLI 
• 



... ··~· 

145. 

]~q(uites) LXXXXI 

Jag· II . -
5 ]s • nibus eius VII 

•• 
]s. 

Fragment a 

5· 7 Marci pre[ ~~ f Narsi tre[ Sanders. 

B. e(xemplum) e(pistulae) Gilliam, s(upra) s(criptae)· 
. . 

Sanders. 28. ]dus Iniutliusque et pro[ 
. . . . . . . ..... }rete [ Sanders. 

• 
29. 1m [P J er~tlJJ!l ~erit. ;~~iemus Gilliam, ] • • ~ [.Jeratur 

f'ient et s1[ 1emve Sanders. 
• • • 

Fragment b 

4. fortasse in his seJ~<i(uiplicar11) II • 

In this. group of do~ents certain points spring 
" . . 

to notice. Firstly, P. Mich. VII 4.50 verso contains a 

date V IdUs APg: 455 verso has the date !III Idus. Aug. 

This coincidence, first noticed by G1lliam,J55 is rei~orced 
by the frequency of the appearance of the name .Am(iri)onianus 

1n the respective rect·os. So far as the recto of P. Mich. 

VII 450 can be read, it appears·· to· be a military document. - . 

We have pr~~sen[~e~ in line 4, which suggests a strength­

return, the name Arrio Arnmonia.n[.2_, which must surely refer 
. . . . . . . . . .. . . . 

to the centurion of· P•·Mich. VII 455 recto, and the words 

signum in liBe -6, and possibly vigili 1n line 10. The 
. . . . . . . ..... 

whole of· t-his text requires further examinat.:iemj The recto 

·of P. Micillt·. VII 4.55 is more obviously part of the acta -
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diurna, especially lines 2 and 14, ~ittenda pronun~;[iavit] 

~d. ~J~ittenda pron~tia.vit, recall the. a.driiis·s~ p~o~ti~~it 
of th~ Dur~ ~cta.J56 .Th~ difficulty of relatin& the recto ~f 

4.50 to this more regular do.cument, in spite of the probable 

milit.a.ry character of the former and the appearance in both 

of Arrius Ammonianus, matY perhaps be resolved by suppos-ing 

the former document to contain a letter conceming some 

local event -hence the words civitatis (line 1) and 

.£[i]vit:atibus (l,ine 2) -·whiCh was thought important enough . . .. . . . 

to mer~t inclusion in the acta. . This is certainly what 

happened 1~ the case of the versos. P. Mich. VII 450 

verso ha.s two columns, the second of which contains the 

beginnings of.' four lines of t.he entry in a log-book for 

V Idus Aug. The first column, which consists. of the ends 

of lines only, is-as yet unintelligible. If we examine 

the vers.o of' P •. M1ch VII 455 we find tnat lines 1-7 

pres.ent a normal appearance, ~d the last two lines, 28-29, 

m~ be restored to cont.ain ·the pronuntiatio,~ J57' but th~t 

the main boey of the document, lines 8-27; is apparently 

concerned with some disturbance, and in line 2J we find 

the ominous.phrase, 1n lesionariorum defection(e. Gilliam's .. -
suggestion that. this . ~~ . b~ the ~opy of a l~tt~~, )5B intro-

duc~d by the abbreviation e{xempluml e{pis.tulae.) _in line 

a, seems sound: .it is not unreasonable to give the same· 

explanati.on for col. i of P. Mich VII 450 verso, which 
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appears to have been written o~ the very saD)e dQ". In 

that. case, the entry on 4,50 verso would refer to the civil 

effects of the disturbances, that on 455 verso to the 
0' 

military upsets .• 

The Michigan and Dura ~. all belong to the 

third century~ the earliest document extant which mey 

be attributed to this same class is a papyrus recently 

published ey Medea Norsa, which she dates on· Pal:ae.ogr.aphic 

grounds to· the first ce:ntury.J59 This dating is supported 

by the nomenclature·: a. high proportion ·of the names are 

without cognomina. In this papyrus par~s of two columns 

survive, but in col. i only the last few letters of the 

lines are preserved, and in col. ii perhaps half or more 

of' the lines are missing. Naturally the sense is not 

easy to follow. Gilliam.has published-a. valuable note 

on this docume~t:J6o in particular, he. was able to recog­

nize the centurial sign in several cases where Mis·s. N.orsa : 

ha4 read i(nl.:361 ·.other contributions of ~is to the reading 

of the papyrus will be found in the critical notes. 

PSI XIII 13Q7 •. 

col. 1 

·)pi bus [ ••• ] ... 
J 

] ••• eus [~ •• ] 

].s. ~cina[tor] 



.5 ] in 7 Lepidiani· 
• • • • 

J:~~s 

]co~~:.be tutius 

]li sit tu [ tj ius 
••••• 

] 
10 ] 

].inacis 

] ••• us •• 

].u. referes 

]1am 7 possi 

1..5 J 
]t.la.s ••. 

] 
]. 

] .a.ris. 

20 q] ua anulus •• 
].r.entes: 

•• 
J ad decuma 

] ma.. a. [nul]~~ 
] 

2.5 ] .d •• 

,5. Jmi Lepidian. N:orsa, Jm 7 Lep1d1an1 Gilliam. 
•• • • •• 

fortasse ]in 7 Lepidiana • 11. forta.sse. Per]tina-cis • . . . -. .. . . . . . . . . . 

14~ ]iam i(n) possi N:orsa, Jiam 7 possi (?) Gilliam, 

fortasse ]iam 7 Tusci • • • •• 

148. 



col. ii. 

[· ·J • [. .. . ~ .• 0 ]CUi t .•.... .] .... c 
. Longino ad li [ t] o·ra [con] vales cen[ tes 

••• • • 
et tirones spectatum dUXit Lepid[ianus ? 

legi[o]nis duaL~][ 

5 B[a.Je.bius .Tu[sc]us· hastatus J?rimus int[ 
• • • •• • • • 

10 

Minicius. Iu [s] tus princep~ ad m [acelli pondera ? 

quam et hodie habuistis recog(nitam 

ponderunt ex eis qui ad cunios[ 
• 

in -ca.s.tris non sunt. non Emim[ 
. . 

-si· •. et i[n] totum saepius re~o~[ 

vigilias deduxit va[r]iu~ 7 ~ a.qui~![m 
duas in vallo exciit singula.f 

ad: ponders. macel11 duos ad oaf 

· unam qt,Iibus sigrium .u.[ ' ' 

'f5 vigiles ad nomem (.!!£) re~ognitos 7 N [eri ? 

· :Sa.s;sus T n[u]~~~o. xxxVIli .[ . ' 

excubuerun:t ad aqu [i}lBID et s.ig( na 
• •• 

7 N:e~ [1] Antistius· 7 Servil1 Se~(pronius. ? 

'7 Var1 TUrranius et tesser[ari 

20 Domitius signi.fer ad valetudinari( um 

7[ v1g111as •••.• mu •• nt •• Varius. 
. )( - ~ 

7 Firmi Lucretius [ . . .. . . 

l: •• ] • [. J a. frumento N:ea.pol [1s 
• • • 

149. 

,5.. has.tatus Gilliam, ha:bea.tur Nc:rs·a. 1:1. Va.[r1 i~s ima qui 
• • • ' . . . . ' •.• •. .J ••• 



• :.I N:orsa, r·ort~sse Va[r]-11.1,s 1 Gilliam. 15. ~omera 

~ . adn~e~ N'ar.·~~~ 1-'5. re.cog~itos .. ~( Nor·sa. 
. . . . . . 
16. i(l:i) N.orsa,. 7 Gilliam. ·17. ad a.qu[u]lam- et si 

q[uis .N:orsa, . ad aqu[:iJi~. ~t sig[na Gilliam.. 18. iners . 
• 

Antistius :i.(~) s~rvil1 se~[ Niors.a, 7 N.er[ 1] .Ant.istius 

7 Serv111 Sem[pronius (?) Gilliam. 19. iuari N:orsa, 
. . 

150 • 

7 Va.ri Gilliam. 21. i(n) N:o:r sa. 7 Gilliam. 22 iuratu 

Nrorsa., 7 Firmi Gilli.am • 
• 

Gilliam compared with this text an inscription 

from Coptos whi.ch l~sts· centuries from III <;vrenaica and 

from a second legion, poss:ibly XXII Deiota.riana. .• )62 . This 
I • . • ' ', t 

ins·cription belongs to the early first century (Augustus 

or Tib.erius). Among "the eighteen centuries of the second 

legion me:thtioned are (centuria). Firmi and (centuria) Vari • 

.Another J.ns cription of . ~cert~~. d~t~ J6J rela.t~ to XXIi 

Dei.otariana inc~udes .a (centuri.a.} N.eri. Though he admitted 

that since th; t.wo .names in the dated in·s criptiori are s.o 
. . 

common it 'cannot be assumed that the legion in the papyrus 

is necessarily the second in the Coptos list, he felt. that 

the two documents were more or less contemporar,y. A more 

fruitful method of dating the papyrus, however, · would 

appear .to· be sugges.ted by a well-known name in col.ii. 

M.in1c1us Iustus,J64 the_princeps .. of col. 11, 6 m~ possibly 

be identified as the praefectus oastrorum of t:t:le same name, 

wh·o is mentioned in Tacitus, ·~., III, 7: e:t Minicius 
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Iustus. praefectus. ca.strorum legionis septima.e·. If this 
. . . . -

identification is· accepted, we m~ place Minicius Iustus • 

service as prtn·ce·ps ~ an Egyptian legion late in Ner~ • s 

Af lale~f reign~ our papyrus~ ... therefore, would be of Neronian date. 

•i'his seemfl quite acceptable on palaeographic and general 

grounds.J~5 
on account of the early dat.e of this do.cument 

we need not expect any closeQmilarity between it and the 

other examples, both third-centur,y, of tbe acta·diurna 

which we poss.ess. We have, ·however, one striking parallel. 

The Dura act~ abQUhd. with the phrase para.ti erimus excubare 

a.d signa. Domini N.os:tri; the word e.xcubare occurs in the 

f~agmenta.ry P~ Mich. VII.455 recto.; J66 and in the present 

docum~nt we have the st~t~ment. ex~~ert.t?t a.d ~~[.!.]18111 et 
. . . . . . . . . .•..... 

~~~ [~~·· G~anted the neces·s8.ry diff~rence between legionary 

and auxiliary requirements, we haye further ·evidence, of the 

conserva.ti&m of Roman military bookkeeping practice. 

Gilliam cites an inscription of A.D. 216 from .Aq~incum~·J67 
. ·; 

which mentions an ex~bito.rium a.d tutel{am) sign(o~l e[;J 

:i.magin(um) sacrar(um). For the first centur.v we have the 

evidence of the daily dut~-roster of the ·qeneva m~litary 

archives, which assigns a. man sigpis for a dfW.36B There 

is no need to stres~s the importance of the signa in the 
+. 

life of t.he army.)69 
;. 

,::· .. :.r Parallels with the Geneva archives, which are 
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only slightly late~ in date.,::no and refer·to the same 

provin.ce, and possibly even t6. the same legion, are more 

·to be ·expected. The most striking instance. is to be 

found in the very last line of our do·cument, where we 

read a f'rumento Neapol [1s • We are reminded Qf the 
. . . . .. . . 

phrase exit ad frumentum Neapoli which occurs more than 

~:>nee in .the Ge~eva archives. J71
· It is seen, for instance, 

in the following document, whiCh is a record of the employ­

ment of individual soldiers on special duty.372 
... 

P. Gen. at. 1, recto, part 2.. Date · · 

M. PAPIRIUS RUFuS c[AS(TRIS) ri· 

Exit. ad f'rumentum N:e~apoli ex ep [ istu~a T. Suedi 

Clement is praef. ·castrorum anno 'iii [imp. Titi • • • • 80 

octobres. R(editf a.nno eadem xii K. Februa.r:la(s. 81 

5 -~it a.d f~entum Mercu;ri anno 1 1rnp.Dom1't1:ano •·• &,t/82 
. . 

R(e~it) anno eodem iti Idus !alias. Exit c[um •••• 82 

.... a anno iv D_oml.tia.ni xi K. ·Maias·.· ·'[:R(edit') a.nno v ? 8·.5 

·_ ••• M:a[ )as. Exit ad frumenturn Neapoli [a.rulo • • • • • · 86 (?) 

••• ] R(edi~) anna ,eodem N."o:mis Iulis· 

10 • [•. •] •• A.M .• V [ .] • .. [ 

T •. FLAVIUS SATUR[ ~iNUS 
Exit ad· hormos confodiendos. [a.nno. 

xix K. Febrarias (sic). R(edit) ann[ o 
Exit cum Timinio pr [ 

fe] brua[rias] anna: eodem iv K. Dece[mbres. 
R{~dit~ 



Domiti Exit cum Maximo Liber[a.li a.nno 

T .• FLAVIUS' V AlmS [ 

Exit a.d chart am confi ci end am a.nno-

xiix K. F~brarias (sic). R(edit}. ann[o 
20 Exit ad moneta anno [ R(editl anno] 

eodem xvi ·K. Febrarias (sic)'. [Exit ~ anno) 

imp. Domitiani Idibus Atprili~us. R~~dit.). anno 

Exit ad frumenttun Mer cur [ 1 anno 

R(edit) anno eodem pr(idie) ldus Iulias. [Exit ad] 
2.5 chora anno vii Domitiani xiii K. pctob[res-;} ·87 

T • FLAVIUS CELER I 
Exit ad frumentum N:ea [poli anno 

iii_ldus Februari.as·. R(edit) anno e [odem 

. Exit cum potamofulacide [anno 

)0 . R (edit) a.nno eodem 1x K. Iuni·as • [Exit ad 

anno 1 imp. Domitiani vii [ ]. ·R ( ed:i t) [ anno eodem· ?f 

x K. Marf,1as. Exit cum frum{entariis ~o ii ? DomitianiE 

· xv11 K. Iulias. R(ed1t) anno iii Do[mit-iani •• ~ •• -8)/84· 

2. ex _ep[i_stula M"ornmsen, exep[ tor N_icole-Morel~ 

a. ~[~i}as ~M[aiJ~ .• 22. A[prilibus vel A~gu~tis. 
[anno eodem suppl• Nico1e-Morel. 

This document proves that. individual a.s well as 

cons·olidated records w~re kept at unit levels. Su.ch 

individual records of service would be required for many 

~urpos es, such as pq, promotion, and dis charge. Presumably 



when a man w.as transferred trom one unit to another his 

record of. service would follow also. We mey be certain 

that in the· case of senior officers similar records were 

kept at higher formation head~uarters.37J 

This would appear to oe a convenient point at 

which to examine the most remarkable, at .least in appear-

ance, of the doaum~nts in the Geneva arChives. This is 

the daily dut.y-ros~ter of a century fo.r the :first ten d~s 

of October - here .named after the emPeror - in an unspeci­

fied year in the .reign of Domitian .• - The" papyrus is 

arranged .in che_quer-board formation with a squB.l'e for each 

m~ for each. dey.. The soldiers {. names are on the left, 

the deys of the month at the top. The writing is. in 

cursive, except. for the names', which are in ~stic capitals. 

The· cl~rk, how.ever, seems to have wear~ed toward·s the end· 

of the oolumn and, resorted t.o cursive for the names also. 

The majority ·of .. the, it.ems are self~xplanator.v, a.n9. ;lnclude 

such duties as stati.ones, fatigues (a.a ster:cus), acti~ as 

batmen (ornatus Heli), . arid v~ious: detSils outside the 

camp, includi~.the .familiar~~~~.~ [f~~~J~~ ~~apoli. 
The entries are carefully arranged in the appropriate spaces. . . . . . . 

In one case .(line 22), an outside -duty has been placed a · 

da;v too so om - to begin on the Kalends ·instead of on. t.he 

following daa-· (v N:onas Dome.) - and the entry ingeniously 

correcte(!. by writing .exit vi Nio{nas-) cum .... We must 



P. Gen. lat. 1 ver so, Part V . I-' ( 
\..<1 '"d '"::: 
\Jl . 'd . 

·r-1 8 8 ~ Cll ..-t l~ Cl1 Cll ·~ A .g ~ A 

I ..-t Cl1 Cll Cl1 ~ A Cll 

...:> c:: ·r-1 cd ..-t 0 -r-1 
I H :i ;j 

I ·r-1 I 0 .., c .., 0 z :o ,Cil ...:> j H 'd 
I E I z -r-1 0 ..-t :z ·:z r-1 ..-t ' H •r-1 

l H 
El H 

i 0 j 8 :z ~ > .... c:: s ] H S 0 I 

0 H ..... - ~ F18 I H 0 l H A I H 
! I :> > l i > 0 > ~ ! H ~ JP.. :> 0 I 

l 1~ I 2 J i 4 5 i 6 8 i 9 1 10 

1 C D~ITIVS C(E] LER I l I l l ! ~ pref l : i c ' 
2 C AElJIILI VS VALE [NS} I ornatus Heli I j 

~:P~~ · a rmt !"''!'~ ! Hel. - - i ! men a ~allio ! 
I I • • • 

3 C IV (LI) VS V AL[EN] S !harena phal aicunic7 ad cal arm a ;arma ~l@.o igaleari 1in 7 1 b4l i · 
! menta ~enta : at u ; ! f I ; 

4 L IVLI VS OC(T~VIA[NvSJ I - in7 ' allio ~ ~~i~rl.lviaNico jin 7 I pr. • • ( J 

' 
5 P CLODI VS (S] ECVN [DVS] l quin ta 

I 

s io ! s it. apor :cal cen lcalHe]i j pro n e -
! 

6 M ARRIVS NIGER ~7 )trigis ~trigi~ strigis ~trigi~strigis~trigi~str[igi 

7 L SEXT I LIV[S) G [Fja.!(~) 
' I 

sta por s ignis ballio phal DDe(cri ~ecri7pDecri1:PDe cri7qdecrilOde(cri 
I • ' . 

8 C IVLIVS F •••• phal specul a ~ ereni 7 $ereni ~Sereni 7J3 ereni Sereni 7~ereni J.Se [reni 

9 Q CASSIVS RV[F] VS ! l I 

:cal ••• insula I I : I 

10 C IVLI VS LONG[V}3 SIPO 
I I in 7 ! ! i 

! • [7] pro quin ta ne sio - - l1.n Heli j i 
1 1 C IVLIVS LONGVS MI SO - I exit c ~ Asin ...... I l 

• • • • • : 

PRISCV [S] ~- 1 j 

1 
' 12 T FLAVIVS I 

j 

I~ stat~ I I I 

i l adSere1 I _l 

fde 
I : I 

I 1 J T FLAVI VS NIGE (R] nenel trib l . i 

1 ! - - i - .. - ' - -
i I ' I ~ 

14 M ANTO [ N )ey}3 CRI[S~VS lballio trercla 
; 

J 

. ' 
in7 ~8f~~ in7 ·comes ' t r - l 

I • • • • • •• ' l l \ ! 

15 • NVM. • .S •••• v l ~tatio] . l ; l in 7 l in 7 viaNi co 1 . 7 1 
~ ~ princ!l l.n : 

I j 1 I j 
16 Q PE:rn [ONIVS) .V. ~rrp I . I 

~quin ' 
sio]J I ~allio j b alliO. tan~ ' l pro 

I Bn1enta ' I I l I I 
j 1 I I i 17 • CAR • • ••••• JMo ••• 1 ~91!1EJ~ i ~al lio i : -: , • ••••• J ! I 
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20 T FLAVIVS 
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31 M LON g inus Au ••• • • 

32 M lilli tts Fe l ix comes~ 

33 M flaviu s Valens 

)4 C SOSSi us Celer · 

35 L Vi •• • • l eiu s Serenus 

36 M Ipl~s Longus 
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reluctantly abandon H.M .D. Parker • s interpretation of 

this entry, J7Ja "Another has the more popular duty of 

bringing 1n the wine (.exit vino) ." 

P. Gen. lat. 1, verso, part 5. 

(For text s.ee opp. page). 

1',9: b(eneficiarius) .Pre(fecti), com(meatu) Morel; 
' . - . 

quod recte· dubita~ Bitimner (p. 440~.. b(eneficio) 

155. 

pre(fect1) com(meatus)' Premerstein, quod s~c interpret~tur: 
.. - . . . . 

"Urlaubt durch Verg-llnstigung des Prllfekten" (p .• J6). Cf. I, 10. 

·I, 10: C(onmeatus) Premerst·ein, om. N:icale-Morel. 

II ,.2-J: of. S .H .A., Hac3:r .•. , 17, 2. ., 

II, 7: g[l] o~s (~~~ma) Nicole, gon f Morel,~ gon-1 Premerstein. 

·II, 9 et passim: ballio ad balneum refert. Premerstein, 

(p. )8), haud scio an recte .• (Cf. Cicero, ad Att., 2,),): 
. . . . . 

?alhium 1.![, cum ras~ra post 1). ball (istari}o Morel .. (p.28): 

cf. Ihm in Thes. L.L. s .v. 'ballio •. 

II, 1'0: Hei Nicole, leti More·l • 
• •• • 

III, ): ad cunic 7. Premerstein, ad cunic Morel, ad clinici 

Nicole. 

v .. 1-.5; pro quintanesio JJI'orel, pro qu1ntane clo N:icole. , . . .. ___ .........,_ 
X, 1-5: pro quintanesio Morel, pr·o quint~e· sco Nicole • 

• • • . . 

. Xlill, t-2;~ de nene trib (;:: de (b)ene(ficio) tr1b(un1) ·) 

Premers.tein, de •••• e trib Nicole-Morel. 

XIV, 4: pagane cultus N:icole, pagano cultu Morel. 

~IV, 7: com(es) tr(ibuni) Premerstein, com ••• Nicole-Morel. 



XV, 2:· [stat1o],n(e) princi(pis)- ed., · •••••••••• n princi 

Nicole, [sta]. tiQn[e] princi[P] ·Morel •. 

XVI, 2·: ~amenta !S!.·• i~· ··~~ ~~~~~ N.icole, ar[malmenta. 

· M"orel •. 

XVIII, 2.; comes ed., ••• ones Nicole-Morel • . . . . . ~ ..... 

1.56:. 

XVIII, 6-9: pro quintanesio Morel, pro· quinta.ne sco Nicole. 
• ••• • •• 

XIX, 1: com(es) pili legit N.icole,·explic •. Premerstein, 

prim(i)pili · [7]. Morel. 

XIX, 2: ~ter] cus ~., ••• cus Nicole,. cun Morel. C1' • XXXI,6. 

· )p{lll 1'!""2: exit vi N:o(nas) N'icole, ~~~-~ ~l]. (]~f!.•.•• ··~~ 

Morel, exit vino. Parker. :. 

~; 7: pr{1mi)p111 7 Morel, ·pap111 ·N.icole •. 

XXV, ) : [via] 1~:1 c ~. ~ •••. ni·c Ni cole-fv'Iorel. 

The entries made in the acta- .and with.these . ..... -
we m~ for convenience include the service~records of men 

in the unit --would .remain at ~it headquarters, and not 

be· forw~f}d. in that foi'm to higher command: the formation 

connnand·er would not be interested in petty d·q-to-dau 

details. A regular repo.rt in consolidat~d form would 

contain sufficient information on matters of.routine ~o 

enable a.dequat.e administration to be maintain~d. w~ do 

not. know how many formal repo~ts and returns were ·made 

during the year:, ·we do know·, however,. .that at least once 

·a ·year: a comprehensive report was made vihich inqluded in 

its: items a complete surmna.rized parade-state and a lis.t of·. 



157. 
all- ac·ces,sions to and losses from f;ftrength- dur:i..ng tna ~ 

past year. We even know the act~al term used to describe 

· this- report_: llt was. called ·a @idJ:&.num - • a N:ew Year 1 s 
. - . 

Eve Report, 1 
• . Tw.o pridiana hE~;ve so far been dis covered, 

apart from po_ss_ible, fragrne~_t_s, the Berlin_ pridia.num 

published by Mammsen,J74 and 1;.he London pridia.num_. 

PJ.blished by A. s.. Hunt. 375 .. 

In his orig:j.nal and subsequent publications of 

his "Laterculus coho~is- I- Lusita.norum" - to, use· his- own 

title- - MoDDDsen held that not one,.· b~~ ~o ;tess. than· ~hree 

pridiana we·re · compile4 durihg the· year, on the .. J,ast d~s 

~f ·-the -~onths- of April, .August, and December, respectively~76 

In this he was int~uenced· by. the analogy of the qua.drimenstru1 

breves of the. Theodosian Code,J77 and expressed t~~ beli~f 

that the pridiana. were drawn up 1n connection with the 

P831Ilent:_ of 'the thr~e stipel'ldia, ~78 and were intended to 

show the exact number -of men entitled. to paament. The 

publication, eight years later, of the Geneva. military 

archives, with their pey accounts divided into stipendia?79 

no doubt helped to establish this. belief, and it was not 

queried until Fink re-edited BGU II 696 in 1942.~80 

Fink pointed out that not_ only did the pridiana. 

make no reference to PB¥, which would be a surprising 

omission in documents intended to show the number of men 

entitled to payment, but that Hun't • s pridianum. details 
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absences -men unfit for duty because ·af illness etc. 

Which are only of a ~emporary nature and of no consequence 

so far as the ·stipendia are concerned. Mo~over, he· has 

argued in connection with the "Feriale Duranum"-381 that 

the stipendia we~~ actually paid, not on the deys as,sumed 

by Monmsen, but on vii ·rdus Ianuari·as, vi Idus Maias" and 

vii Idus. Septembres.. Presumably they would be paid 

~~~o~di~g·t~·th~ ~~tual strength on the d~ of p~entJ82 

Fink maintainsJBJ that in the case of BGU II 696 the date 

of the doctunent is given in line 1 J, "I'RlDIE KAL(END.AS) 

SEPrEMBRES, an4 the ti~le .in the firs·t two lines,· u.tmlii"ANUM 
. . . . . . . . . . 

COH(ORTIS) I AUG(USTAE) ~(AEFORLAE) WS(ITAN~l-ISJuiTA'r~) 

MENSIS AUGUSTI. The document is therefore the pridianum 
. . . . .. 

mensis Al.lgust:l but the list· ~f accessions begins·~ )84. §I . 
. . . . . . . . 

R>ST KAL(END.AS) IANU.ARI.AS ACCESSER(UNT). He .argues with 

reason ·that if·there had been a·pridianum for. April the 

accessions shol:l~d. have been reckoned from the Kalends of 

M"B3 and not from the Kalends of January. Furthe:t>, three 

of the recruits mentioned in the do,cument enlisted before 

the end ~f April, and had there been a pridianum_ made at 

that. date, their enlistment should have been recorded in 

that and not in the present one. By the same argument 

there rrust have been a pridian~ made on the last d83· of 

December, since none of the items is concerned with 

accessions before that dateJ85 Hence this Pa.rt.icular 
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unit drew up t.wo pridiana in the yea:r, one on the last 

dS¥ of August, and the other on the last d93 of December. 

This.he believes was due to the pecularities of the 

Egypt.ian administration. 11.The Roman year", .he writ.es]86 

"ended on December )1; and just as with us this date 

would have been the normal ttme for taking inventories 

and making reports.. In Egypt, however, the year ended 

on Aug1:1st 29th. For that province, accordingly, a second 

accounting was necessar,r; and this, in the a~, was 

naturally approximated to . the end o~ the Roman month. 

It is possible that this second pridianum was int~f'}ded 

only for the use of the provincial administration." · In. 

this last cormnent Fink appe.ars to. have overstated his · case: 

th~ August pridianum refers baCk to that of D~cember, not 

to· the previOl,ls August, and cannot. be ·~lly und!.erstood 

without reference to the December .Pridianl.Jm. The 

provincial admini~tration cannot, therefore, have required 

merely an annual report at the ~nd of August, but must 

have had access to, and copies.of, the December rep~ts al~o. 

·We have no eviden·ce for the content. of .the December report 

in Egypt: . it mS¥, of course, have been a truly annual 

report, covering the entire year - in w~ch case Fink would 

be right. -but more probably, in order to avoid unnecessar,y 

complica~ions, it merely continued: ·from where the report of 

the previous August left ott • In any case, if the pridiana 
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had to be sent outside the province without consolidation -

which is doubt.ful JS7 - it would be quite possible to send 

the two reports together if the December report was not 

comprehensive. It is clear that the pridianum served 

the purpose of an annual - in Egypt a twice-yearly -

report. We may suppose that at least three copie~ would 

be required·; one to be retained. in the unit for reference, 

one _to be held at formation-headquarters, and one to be 

forwarded ~o higher aut.hority. 

BGU Il 696 

5 

col. :1.. 

PRIDIANUM COH(ORTIS) I AUG (tJSTAE)- PR(AETORIAE) . . . 

. IDS (ITAN'ORUM') EQ(UITATAE)' 

MENSIS AUGUS}T( SILV.AN:O ET' AUGURINO ·cos 

QUAE .HIBERN.ATUR. CON'mAPOLLO-
. . 

N.OSPOLI MAIORE THEBAIDIS EX VIII 

IDUS lULIAS PONTI.ANO ET RUFINO CoS 
. . . . . •·. 

PRAEFEcruS M IULIUS M .F • TRIBU 
• • • • • 

QUIR(INAj SILVANUS DOMO THUBURSI­

CA MILIT~ COEPIT _EX IX KAL. MA­

I.AS· COMMODO ET LATERANO COS 

10 LOCO ALL! PUDENTILLI 
• 

PRIDIE KAL. SEPrEMBRES • • • 
. SUMM:~ ~~~ (ITUM) ~ [R] . XKAL 

• 

Date 

1)1 

1.54 



15 IANUARIAS IN IS (OENTURIONES) VI DEC(URIONES) III 
• • • 

~q(UITES) CXIV DROM(ADARII) SVIIII 

PEDITES CCCLXIII 

ET POST KAL(ENDAS) IANUARIAS ACCESSER(UNT) 

20 F AGrUS EX PAGANO A SEMPRO­ 7 I 
NIO LIBERALE PRAEF(EGrO). AEGUPr(I)' 

Silvan6 et. Augurino cos 

Sextus Sempronius Candidus ex iv Kal(endas) 

Maias 

25 REIECTUS AB ALAE I THRAC(U'1Vi) DEC(URIO) I 

MAURETANIAE AD VIRCR~ cHOR-

JO 

TIS 

Vi.bio Varo cos 

A. Flavius. Vespasianus ex vi Nonas 

Marti as 

'TIROi~ES PROBATI VOWN- VI Ill 
• 

TARI A SEMPRON!O LIBERALAE . . ... 

·'6" I I • 

1J~ 

PRAEF (-E·CfO) AEG ( U Pri) IN IS SQ ( UES) I DROM ( ADARIUS) I 

in 7 Herculani Silvana et .Augurino cos 156 

J5 Phil on Isi • .-.is ex •• Nonas Maias-• . . . 
A[p1ollos ·~··min •• El~ ldibus s(upra) s(.~~iptis) ~-~ 

. . ., . 

[i]n_7 Marci eodem co·s .. 156 

Anubas .Amm[oni ex] .1 Nonas 
. . 

s (ti'pra} s ( cript.a.s·) I 
• • • 

40 in 7 Gai.ani f eodem] cos 1 56 



. C Sigillius Val ens (ex 

in 7 Semproniani eadem [cos] 156 

Ammoniua [ ex I] 
·Jd. ALL!. F~, ABELl Ivlomrnsen. 1:4. SUMMA Afjl ~X KAL 

. Momnsen, SUMMA ~ ~· K~ Ma1Llon, Marichal, Perrat, 

swmiAl\~q~(ITUM) ~]~(EcrA) KAL -~~~· 25. Ali-~ 
(= ALA II) Monmsen, _ALAE I· Cichorius. )5. [Ap] olloni[u]s 

•• is Mommsen, Apollonius •••• is Mallon, Marichal, Perrat, 
•• . . . . . . . . ... 

Fhi~on I~~9i~1s Fink.. ;6. ldibus •••• Momnsen, Idibus 

••• is "Mallon, -Marichal, Perrat, Idibus s(upra) s(cript)~s . .. 

~· 39· ~(upra) f!(cript).~~ ~· 

col. ii 

· in 7 Ga [1an1] 

C. Iu~ius f ex 

Ian[uarias 

Nonas] 
Idus 

Silvano et A[ugurino cos] 

1] 

5 Heraclammon Is[ ex ] 
.~rtias r·] N.onas_ Ml!daa . 

. t,.,j in tuma ~emido~[i eadem cos] 

eq(ues) Hermacisapyni[ · ex ] 

A~riles [ 1] 
ro in turma Salv-ian~ eod~(m cos] 

-q:tot~(adarius) ••• nis. Barbasatis e~ [ ] 

15 

Kal (end as) M ai as [ 1] 

AC~EPrl EX LEG(IONE) II TR(AIANA) FORT[I]. 

DATI AB EODEM ffiAEFE ar [ 0] 

AEGUPI'I 

156 

156 



7 -

in 7 ·Lappi. Condi~o et M'aximo cos 

Valerius Tertius ex viii Kal (endas) 

Apriles. 

in 7 Candidi Torquato et Iuliano cos . . 

20 Horatius Herennianus ex iv Idus 

Novembres 

TRANSLATUS EX COH(ORrE)- I FL(AVlA) CIL(ICUM) 
• 

1n .7 Dandidi Comm (ado] · et Pompeiaz:'! ~~~ 
.Mae' Vi~_us Margellus· [ex 

25 . ~TEM Tru\N~LAT.[ 1 EX 

in 7 Lappi Severo [et ~tl?S!i -cos]. - . . S·abl.nl.ano 
C. Longinus Apollo [ ex ] 

ldus Feb [ ruarias]. 

_in 7 Semproni.~ (ni) 
JO . Commodo et r~olllpei~o c~s] . 

.. LLaterano 
Eros e_(x· ·. · -

IT-EM ~A:Grl [ EQUITES 

in turma . .Art~.[ midor;t] 

Seyero eft ~;~~~ano cos] 

35 Is1on Petsireo [ex 

in turma.. S [ al vi ani ·? 1 . 
Glapr.[ione et H;omullo, cos] 

;. Heraclamnon us[ Mcnmnsen; Heraclammon Q[ Fin!<:. 

16). 

151 

148 

141 
155 

141 
1 .5.5 

1.52 

8. • .1 Hermac1sapyni[ . ·M~s.en, 1n 7 Hermacis~py~i[ Mallon, 

'Marichal, Perra.t, eq(ues) Hermacis.awn.[ ~· 
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1-1. • .ccinius Barbaiatis M.ommsen, Nuocrinis Barbaiatis 
• . . . . . . . 

MaJ.lon, MarichaJ., Perrat, dro(medarius) Cronius Barbasatis . . . 

~. JJ. EQUITES .-re.-s;;..;-t;..;;.;.......Cum.;;.;·;;;;;;.;;o_nt~e=x;;.....;;;;.D-.• _P:;...;.e=r.iiiilg-.• ___;;6;..&,__,_7. 

)5. • .spc;>n_ Mormn~en,. !sian Fink. 

Fink was responsible· for a rrumber of most 

important corrections in the readings of this pridi:anum. 

In 11i~ 10, for instance, he recognized that the nomen 

gentilicium of Pudentillus., the f.ormer praefe ctus cohort is 
. . 

I Lusitanorum, ~as Allius, and suggested a possible identif1-

cat i.on of this man with the Q. All ius Q .:r. · Col (I ina) Pudentilluf 

who is attested as augur curiae xxiiii and-minister Larium 

.Aug. in a Sardinian .in~~~iptio~~JSS .. Mommse~ ~ read ... 
• 

Aeli Pudentilli, but, as Fink po=ints. out; the photographs 
. . 

show that the second letter of the nomen has· exactly the· 

form of the third. JS9 · Secondly, after the date in line 11 , 

pridie.Kal. Septembres, we have a 'brief statement o:r the 

total strength of the cohort at the beginning of the year, 

followed by a list of the access~ons to strength since 

that time. It is line 12 which contains what m~ be 

called the balance·brought forward from the last pridiaoum; 

unfortunately, though the. beginning an:d the end of the line. 

can be clearly read, the -middle is very doubtful. Mommsen 

read ~~A ~ (:D ~ ~~ . and interpreted the myst~_rious ~ 
.as -a. mark of punctuation: the editors of L'Ecriture latine 

read SUMMA AD FR. KAL. Fink casts doubts upon the Latinity ......... 



of this expr~ssionJ90 - though in this ·respect his o-wn 

reading is. equally open to- criticis~J9 1 - and reads 

instead SUMMA M:L(ITUM) [!!!]RF(EcrA) KAL., which at . . . . . . .. . . 

least makes excellent. sense' if we allow that the s cri Qe 

ei~er omitted. PR(IDIE) before KAL(ENDAS) in error, or 
. . . . . 

wrote KAL(ENDIS) IAl\l.t:JARI.AS by mistake. In support of 

his reading Fink claims that Mammsen's ! is really what 

remains. of an' F or §, and that the traces of letters 

165. 

a.ft.er SUMMA appear very difficult to reconcile with ;@., 

though they suit ~very well. He cannot find any exact 

par~lel for ·sUMMA Mt~(iTUM} [!!.]RF(EarA}, but ne. compares 

the reliqu1 numero. pU~~ -~d.-· s~a·;~~a .. of atnt 1 s pridianum?9.2 

as well as the abbreviations ~ p mil cal. and !!....P. which 

occur frequently in the Dura acta diur~~,J9J and which 
. . 

he conve~iently expands ~- n(umerus) p(erfe.ctu;) mil (ituml 

c~(~gatorum) and n(umero)_ p(erfecto). In fact, Momm.sen•s 

X can hardly be azzy-thing other .. than X: . the examples of F - .. . -:. -. 

~d E Which Fink cites in support of .his argument394 are. - . 

quite unlike the mark in question. Fink's other cla~, 

however, that SUMMA is followed by an~~ seems more 

justified. What can be read in the line seems to be 

SUMMA MIL P (•) ·XKAL ·• It might sti.ll be possibf~ to 

~~~ag~-~~·s- r~~ing .as s~:A ~!~~~~~) :J~-(~~~~] ~. 
leaving the ! to be· a. check-mark made on revision of the 

document, )9.5 but the more natural interpretation of. t [•] -~ 
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is. ~[~(~~~~)] J_UL(EN~~). T~e most- likely reading, 

therefore, ap~ears to· be SuMMA ~~~(I~:) ~ [~(I~I~}] XKAL(ENDAS} 

The X m~ mean that the scribe wanted to check the December -
pridienum .• 

A more important contribution to the under-. •".' 
-· 

standing of this do·cument was Fink's recognition of the 

centuria! sign in col. 1, 20. Mommsen had understood the 

sign merely to·be a m~k in~ended to separate the numeral 

! ~rom the rest of the line: Fink ~-s reading, which is 

undoubtedly right, means that,sextus Semproni~s cari~idus 
. . 

began his service· in t"he c~hort as_ a centurion. - In.· view 

of this the meanin~ of _the phrase fa.ctus ex Pagano (centuria), 

as applied to Candidus,. ·becomes a matter of consequence. 

Mormnseri, who believed that Candidus -was _merely an ordinary 

recruit, had taken the word pagallUS in its normal sense of 
. - ... 

•private citizen'' • · Fi.l_lk. will have _none of this. and see·ks 

· a new explan-ation; "since it is obvi.ous that the term ~: 

used here. means more than simply 'private citizen'".J96 

He recalls the phrase. paga.ne cultus, whi.ch is applied 1it 

P. Gen •. lat .• 1 to a soldi~~-~n ~ctlve service.J97 Framer­

stein had . explained that this meant that the man went 

about in plain clothfes· as a member of the secret police . . . 
( Geheimpolizist) .~98 Fink concludes: that . Candidus _entered 

~he ~ as. a centurion directly from the secret service of 

the -civilian police. Gilliam, in an interestingi~te, J99 -
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has pointe_d. ·out the objections to this attra.ctive theory, 

·the most cogent of which is that paga.nus and pagane cultus 

can. _hardly be taken as equi va.lents 1n· any con,text. In 

fact, as he sley's, the· latter phrase proba.b]3 implies, as 

it does 1n the only text where it appears, that··'the person 

so described is not actually a Paganus. Moreover, · the 

imperial ~ecret pol~ce ~eems to have been drawn_ al~st 

entirely from the ~.40° Candidus, h~wever, cannot 

have had any previous military service. His· date of 

appointment as centurion is April 27tn, and j:;·he year of 

his attestati.on is that in ~ich the papyrus· its·elf was. 

written. An enlistment bet.ween January· 1s.t and April 26th 
I .. 

and sub_sequent promotion to the centurionate is. out of 

tne question, as Gilliam SatYa·, 
40

·
1 

because he was not 

transfe_rred from another un1·t; ~pril 2-7th, the d~ of· 

his acc~ssiO:lJ t·o the cohort and _also of his appointment 

as centurion, ~st therefore· be the dSN of his enlistment. 

AfJ. a. civilian, ·candidus could properly be entitled pa.ganus: 

there are no grounds for believing th&t he had been a 

~ember of any Gestapo. 

Gilliam adds that it is the statement that 

Ca.ndidus was appointed centurion directly from· civilian 

status. that, gives this entry its·· real interest. He compares· 

the legionary centurions who were appointed directly to the 

centurionate, often, ex equite Romano. 402 N:ot~ is known 
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either of the antecedents or that later career of this 

Sextus Sempronius Candidus, but Gilliam ~otices that the 

prefect who gave him his ctmturionate was ·also a. S_empronius, 

and suggests th~t it is pos·sible that they were related 

or connected in some wq.40 3 In this connection an item 

in another Berlin p~wrus m~ be of interest by w~ of 

compa.rison:404 [~] f I" 'IT f w "': ":' ctf /"' / v ~ 

f rT ;r 6 i ~ :~ ,.\ 7 i' tv/. l/ t eo I .,. M II' i I t 17 I I{ I' I< I' / / y Z 

Ctr~ ft/'""(~-o~v:r:JIJ f1,/1 11'[.j,',~~., J}_Yt;r"v~:rtt<v-r(os). 
Stein ·suggests that this Herminus was·indebted for his 

civitas to the prefect.405 Sempronius, however, is not 

an uncommon nomen, and these examples are by no m.eans 

conclusive • 

A rather odd point ~ises. in connection with 

col. i, 25. M'ommsen read the papyrus as REIECTUS AB ALA 

~ THRAC(UM) DEC.(tJRIO) l MAURETANIAE NJ VmCJ\M CHORl'IS •. 
E.t ... - . ·.· . . . - . - - - . . - .. 
The unit he took to be the ala 1i Thracum AU·gusta pia 

fidel1s, which i~ attested by a diplama406 to have been 

stationed in 'Mauretania Caesariensis in A.D. 107. He 

explained £{. as. a mist.ake for fr
1
', A .sign which actually 

1 ·· H 

occurs in col. i1, 1 J, ACCEPri EX LEG IT TR FORT [!.• In 
........ - --··'.JI..-. 

col. 11, 22. we clearly have TRANSLATUS EX.COH I FL CIL, 

and the same sign I can be read, though not so· clearly in 
II 

the very title of the pr·idianum, PRIDIANuM- COH I .AUG PR 

IllS EQ (col • 1, 1) • The sign above the line, thel'efore, 
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merely served to distinguish a numeral !. in rustic. capitals 

from the letter of similar. appearance-. The crux of the 

reading is whe-ther MAURETANI.AE is a proper noun or a 

confused fo~ of the proper a.jective. For there is also 

an ala I Thracum Maureta.na, wh1 ch was 1n Egyp:t at the 

time, and Cichorius prefers the identification wi.th this 

unit. 407 The irregular constructi.on, AB ALAE •• 
MAURETANIAE, is no stranger th~ that of line _)2, 

A S·EMPRONlO LIBERALAE, and of other parts of the papyrus~8 

~d.· ~an . 1~. ~ . c~se . be. parallel~d elsewhere·· 409 Fink 

~s no· dQubt right .in preferring ALAE. I. A further 

difficulti is caus-ed by the word REIECTUS. The remainder 

of the line clearly means that Vespa.Sianl_.ls, who had been 

de curio alae now be came de curio cohort.is • According to · 

Domasze~~-Id410 t~~ would. be. ·a ~~dU~ti~~ i~ rank., and it. 
= • • 

is tX'l.le t:nat ·re-i.ectus. often has a derogatory mean1ng.·411 · 
... . 

Fink~s own explanation, in which he acknow.l.edges• 'h1s· 

indebtedness to Professor Rostovtzeff, is tnat Vespasianus 

had previously serv:ed in the cah. 1 Lusitanorum, was. t.hen 

transferred. to the ala I Thracum.. perhaps after service 

in some other corps, and is now bein~ retumed, w.ith a 

promotion to the decurionate, to his original cohort. 

The· chief objection to this at~ractive l'J¥pothesis is that 

reiectus seems a strange word to use after ~o long ·an 

inte~al as is implied. by t~.s argument. We should 



rather expect a neut.ral t.erm such as trans latus:· unless 

we accept a derogatory meaning for reiectus, which the mere 
. . . 

·fact· ·of his remaining a decurion su~eiy fo~bids, 412 the 

word must imply a retum with all possible speed. The 

explanation which seems called for is that Vespasianus 
I . 

was serving as deeurio. coh. I Iusitanorum _when he was ·· 

seconded for some rea.Son to an !!!!. in the same province, 

and was returned t,o hi.s own regiment as soon as poss.ible. 

Perhaps he ~cted as deeurio alae during some unexpected -

vacancy, which was. eventually filled in the normal Wf23. 
. ' 

. . 
He was a fUlly experienced officer with 22 years' service, 

and probably fully ·capable of taking over· Bny duty in 

an emergency, but perhaps too old to change his arm of 

service. 

In the first ·line of col. ii Flnk res·tores in 

7" Ga(iaJn[i, Severo .et Sabin1ano cos]' . (A.D. 15.5}, adding 

that t.he rep:etiiti.on of· the names of' tn,e consuls for A.D. 

1.!)6, Silvana et, A[usurino cos J, 1:-n line 4 of this column, 

ins~e~-~f-th~·~~~i·~~d~·~~s,41 J ·shows ~at the. entry 

in lines ,_J is to· be date~ in the preceding yea:r, before. 

the Kalends of' January. It is difficult to accept his 

reasoning. In the formal heading at the ·beginning of 

col. i we have ·the date expressed in the· :form EX IX ·KAL 

MAI.AS COMMODO ET LATEBJU'fO COS : 414 in all the. later 

entries in this colwnn the order of month and yea:r is 



.... 

reversed. It is not unreasonable to as·sume that the 

same procedure was adopted .at the 'be~inning of the second 

column, and to restore f'e·x· •• ~~nas 1 Ianuarias Silvana et f ldUS . . . . 
~[~urin~ cosJ. To have written eadem cos here would 

have required reference. back to the preceding ~olumn: 

to repeat the names. of th~. consuls in full w.ould seem 

to be the more convenient bookkeep~ practice. In any 

171. 

case to restore the names of the consuls of the preceding 

year in line l would be to. introduce mat,eriaJ. which would 

properly belong, not to the pridianum :of the month of 

Augus.t ,. but to that .. of the previous De cemb~r. ·It would 

seem better, therefore, to- read in line l merely in 7 

ft![.iani). The last two. entries in this column a.re both 

~~~pi~s of sho~·t lines of this type. 41 .5 

The Berlin ·pridiantmt, though incomplete, is· 

logical in its presentation, and presents; .surprisingly 

few difficulties of interpretation. · We· should have 

liked, of course, to possess the. second half of the 

document, in which the de dlct.ions from the cohort • s 

strength would be listed. In the absence at this part 

of the pr·idianl.Uil it is not possible to draw definite 

conclusions about. the inte.rnal structure of the cohort 

or the establishment of a cohors quingenaria equitata 

during the second centur7. The London pridianum, how.ever, 

t-he only·.other that we certainly possess,416 is by no 
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·means so straightforward. No accessions are recorded 

in it (except possibly in line 49: rest-itutus ex TJOn 

s·ecutis) and the document ie solely concerned with losses 

from strength. This would still present no problem, if 

we could fee-l satisfied that an earlier part. of the . 

document, nOW lOSt, COntained B. list Of ·a~cces.sions • 41 7 

But although the papyrus as we have it. begins in the 

middle of a section, th~t section als.o appears to be 

con-cerned with losses :from strength, if re.ces.serunt in 

line 19 is read co-rrectly. The title of the document, 

however, seems to be g~ven in line 24 and not before, 

~]~[+]~~ .coh(o~tis~ ~- ~i~P(~or:umJ vet(erana) d(;om~) 
Stobis ·• . The natural place fo-r a. title· is at the head of 

a document and ·not in the middle·: we mey reasonably 

conclude that. a new dowment., a. pridl.anum, begins· in 
' .. 

line 24, ·and that the previous 2J lines "belong to some 

other doeuinent. This other doCl:lDlent seems to have had 

a· very similar nature to the one that follows and mq be 

part· ef ·a pridianum also. Campare especially line 19: 

] •• .post·_.[;.~ .• : ... ~ .• ] • [.] ·~~ _q~a. _die reces·s.erunt·. On 

the other h~d; _the entries in lines 1o-1a, of which only 

the endings -· a numeral y, and a series. of consular dates 

and places ot origin - survive, are of a type whiCh finds 

no counterpart in the remainder of this papyrus, but are 

very siiJiilar in structure to certain of the line endings 
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of· the Berlin pridia.num • .tl-18 This brings us to a cardinal 

point of difference between the two pridiana~ In the 

Berlin pridianum we are given full details in all the-

entries; for .instance, the recruits· approved by the 

Prefect of Eg.ypt41 9 are listed with all due form: we 

· have first the t~tal number, VIII, which is then divided 

into categories (in is eq(ues.) 1, drom(ada.ri1) II), and 

in the lines that follow we have the centuries or tunnae 

to which the. men were assigned·, their full names and 

dates of attes,tat_ion, and. even in each cas.e a.· repetition 

of the _year, though, of course, it was that in which the 

pridianum was compiled, ·and was the same in all cases. 

.-

On the other .hand the London ·pridianum from line 24 onwards -

the s:e ction with which we are concerned - does ·not go into 

such det.ail, but gives first. a summarized .table of losses. 

f!rom unit strength (col. 1,26 to end),_:which is followed 

by a ~ller stat.ement of these losses., ·without~ however, 

giving the names, dates, of attestation, or dates of leaving 

the unit, of the soldiers co,ncerned~ This fuller state­

ment occupies the whole of the second col'lliilri, an·d is 

unfinished •. We can only guess how the document might· 

have continued: it would not seem reasonable, however, 

·to expect a third st.atement at even greater length, this 

time containing the names o·f the .soldiers concerned and 

the other items. which we should expe.ct to find associated! 



with these names. Yet such a do·ctnnent must at some time 
.. 

have. been compiled to be the necessary foundation foi" the 

present S\UDill&l'Y; lines 1-2) mlcy' even be the end of such · 

a document, though thi~ seems doubtful. In a.rzy case, it 

also seems to be concerned with losses· from unit :strength, 

and therefore was intended .to conv.ey information of mucn 

the same nature as that contained in the document that · 

followed. 

The entire pap,frus m~ now be described in 

re~pe.ct of content. It .cont.ains ·three distinct s·ections 

lines t-2) of. col. ~~ th~ remainder of col. 1, and col. 11. 

!he first section, the.first nine lines of whicn are 
I ' • ~ o ') 

illegible, begins with ·a list of soldiers whose cen:turies 

or turmae must have been included in :the parts of the 

lines that are no.w. lost. Only the endifigs ·of the lines 

survive; . we· have fir~t _.a. ~eral !,, three lines ending 
. . 

cos:, f9ur ending Stobie., and one end:4lg &s[.!]Pel(il. 
. . . . . . . . . . . ... 

·From line 20· it appears probable ·that this is a list of 

men who re·ceived the ·honest a missio. at this t~me; · all 

had enlisted in A.D. 77 (Vespasiano VIII cos·~). We can 

t.herefore restore these lines a1'ter the analogy of the 

Berlin pridianum somewhat as follows: 

P. Lond~ 2.85.1. 

10 [ITEM MiSsi H(ONEST.A) M(ISSIONE) PEDITES r/] v 
[in 7 - •• ~.~ ••• Imp~ Ves.pasi.ano VIII et Tito] cos 
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20 

21" 

r 
[ 
[ in 7 

[ 
[ in 7 

r 
[ 

(name of soldier) 

(name of soldier) 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(name of soldier) 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

{name of soldier) 

(name of soldier) 

] · Stobis 

]N1c[ o] pol (1) 

eodem '] cos . 

] Stobis 

eodem ] cos 

J.s Stobis· 

] St. obis 

[ •• ]pos.t [{day of ·m~~th)].is qua die recesserunt 

Je mi[s.s.{ion~J] 11s q(ui) m{ilitare) c(oeperunt) 

Imp .• Vespasfano VIII cos. 

]orius Optatus 
• 

anno •• t 

2J ]XVI K(alendas) Octobres. 

The date with m1ich this section ends is 

presumabl~ that on which tne entries were made. In the 

name Jorius Optatus perhaps we mey see the name of the . . . . . . .. 
officer respons:ible for issuing the dowment.. If this 

. reconstruction is correct, this document m~ be a formal 

record preserved in the archives of the cohort of the 

disCharge of these men after the completion of their 

service, and is not necess·a.rily, or even probably, a 

copy of a pridianum. This record appears· to have been 

made 1n September,. whereas the ;pridianum would be drawn 

up on the last dey of December. The record would, hov1ever, 

r'o.v.:de.. th.e cLa.r~ .e.sse.-.t~o.L fort-~,. rr.::>r~r- c:.c,..,,r,. ... et .. o .... 
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of t.he.pr1d1a..rrum when the time for that should faJ.l..due. 

The next section, wh1~ consists of the remainder 

of col. i- is a.st.umna.ry .of .losses· .from unit .strength., though 

it.s· title, p~]~~ [~]~~ .-~~~ J~]H~~~ ~~~ _d -~to~~~~ would 

seem to claim that it is .a normal.pridianum. In fact, 

it would rather appear to be a sUimnary of' a. pr-idianum, 

title and all. The chief objection to this theori is 

that only losses a.re recorded, ~,in the case of the: 

Berlin pridianum it was accessions which came first,· and 

los-ses which, pres~ably, ~ollowed. ·It. would not seem, 

however, to make a gre~t _deal .of difference Which the 

scribe treated first, acces~ions or losse~; he would o/ 
eventually have to deal witn both. So this section 

becomes a precis of half a pridianum • 

. P. Lond. 28 51 (cont. } • 

24 . -P~]:id. t11~~ coh [r] Hisp vet d(omol Stobis 

.[ ~ • • • ]- arron l• .}anus praef' (e ctu~ ~· 
[s~a mil(ituml p)r(idie) K .• lanuaria.(s) DXXXXVI 

27 [1n is 7 V!; dec(uriones} II] II eq (uites) CXIX 

[1] n is du(plicarii) [11] sesq(uipl1ca.r11) Ill 

28 ]dupl (ica.rius:). ped(es) I. sesq (uiplica.rii) V [r] 
et decesserum[t p]os.t· K. lanua.rias. 

)0 ~edone et Vip ]stano .[cos (?) II 115 

[ n~e of soldier •• ] us 

~mp~ Domitianp·~~e]t [Nerva II] c[o]s {?) 90 
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J • t • • • • • • [.] • • • • • • (VI 1] 
[res·titutus ex Tyon] secutis rrJ 

J5 [summa de] ~esserunt 1[ n] is eq(uites) [ ]1 [x]. 
[rel1qu1 nume:r;o puro] DXXXVI 

25·. l:iUnr suggests ~ ~r~ -~:[ ~-~ ~~~ •· . Another possibility-

is Ar~[~J~~· 
The. restorations in thi:s section. are admittedly 

highlY" conjectural. The vit~l que.stions concern the 

date to be. as·signed to the document. The reference to 

Vespasian •·s eighth consulship .in line. 20 of the first 

sectio.n provides· us ~th. a probable terminus. P':lst quem 

of A.D·. 1.02., since .if as seems 'likely the passage .refers 
- . . 

to the discharge of tiine-expired men,. ~hat would be the 

dat.e reached. after the norm~l t.e~. C?f years.· . On the 

o~er hand, as Hunt. I?Oints out,420 the mention of' .Boridava 

1n line 6~ 1mpl~es a_ date pos~erior to the outbreak. of 

Tra.jan 1 s Se·cond.IDa~iari·War.. A date towards the end of_ 

Trajan•s reign would theref.or~~ be_ indicated. . The dating 

can probab~ be brought within narrower limits by consider­

ation of the manner in ·whi~ a document! belonging to the 

archives of a regiment st-ationed at Stobi and .V.ith det~cn­

ments .at various- points in Lower Moesia could be. brought 

to Egypt. A librarius, or· some other member ott· the. cohort 

who had access to the ~rc;hives, might have taken the 

·document· to Egypt with him, on retirement or transfer. 
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But this case ~s not really parallel to that of P. Hamb. I 

)9, in whiCh a summus curator, stationed in Egypt, took 
' 42·1 

his receipt-book wit~ him to the Fayoum on retirement. 

The sunnnus curatar mey have .wanted to be· able to protect 

his own interests in the event of a .. court of enquiry, or 

t.o remove the evidence which might ·cause such a court to 

be formed: we can imagine no reason why arzy-one - s:ave 

possibly a spy· - should wish to abscond with a .·regimental 

pridianum. It seems. far more proba~le that the cohor.t 

itself was· transferred. This brings us to the question 

of the id,lmtification af. the_ cohort. Th~ title vet·(erana) 

clearly indicates cohe 1 Hispanorum veterana, which is 

attested by Dipl. 44 to have been in Lo:wer ·Moesia in· 

A.D. 99, and by Dipl. 75 to have moved to Lower Dacia 

by A.D. 129. _It is possible, -though not. certain, that, 

this cohort can be ident.ified with the coh. 1 Hispanorum 

which was s t ati.oned in· E~t until at le as·t · A.D ~ 9B. 422 . 

N:es;selhauf42 J prefers to identify t.his. iatter coho~t with 

the coh. t Hisp. pia fidelis which was s.tat1oned in Upper 

Moesia. and Dacia during the early second century, and finds 

the. origin of the ooh. I Hispanorum veterana in· the coh.I 

Hispanorum which is at.tested by Dipl • .4 to have. been 1n 

Pannonia ·.in A .D:·. 6o • The whole questi.on awaits further 

evidence. It seems probable, ·however,.that coh. I 

Hispanorum veterana, whiCh was. definitely in Lower Moesia 
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in August, A.D. 99,.was transferred for same. reason to· 

Egypt, where it lost part of its arChives, ~d returned to 

the Danubian theatre in time to . be in Lower Dacia in A.D ~ 

129. Within these limits the obvious occasion for sending 

reinfor·cements to the Egyptian garrison is the outbreak 

of the Jewish revolt in A.D • 116, when the Eastem armies 

were fully engaged elsewhere. If' the cohort could be 

identified. with-the one that had recently served in Egypt~ 

and therefore conta,ined a proportion of men enlisted. ·there 

who were nearing the end of their service, there is ~1 

the more reason why a man dis charged in that province 

shou;td ~emain there, and this ·document_ with him.. These 

considerations, ~heref'ore, would suggest that th~ most 

probable date for this ._do-cument. is about A.D. 1t6.· 

According to Stein, the date can be more precisely defined~24 

In line )0 of this J;Brticular section he concludes that 

] ••• stano ••• r is what r~mains· -of a consular dating, .which 
. - . . . 

in its f'Ull form - ·whiCh was. · ce·rtainly· not used· in this 

case - would be L. Vips·tano M'essalla1 M. Vergiliano Pedone 

cos. (A.D. 115). T.he conjectural restoration,·Pedone et -
~~~J~t~~ [ ~o~, while -not absolutely certB.i~,. seems reaso_nably 

jus.tified. This would imply that t;he ;Pridianum was d,rawn 

at the end of -December,· A.D. 1·15, to record the losses from 

strength from January 1s.t of that year. At least, this 

appears to be the explanation of lines 29-JO. Hunt had 
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suggested425 the possible ide:ntificatio~ of the procurator, 

Latinianus, of line 62, with t~e Cornelius Lat~ianus to 

whom Hadrian ad.dres·sed a rescript. 426 Stein accep~ed this 

identification, an~d believed it reinfQrced the probability 

of his restoration. 
. ' 

The next ·section, which comprises 8.11 the remainder 

of' the document, appears to be an expansien of the it.ems 

presented in summary fo.rm in the section which has just 

been undier consideration. Lines. 37 to J9 repeat lines. 

27 to 28, app~ent.ly -without change; lines 40 to .54 present 
I . 

in greater detail· the substance of lines 29 to )5; ~ the 

remainder. of the section is concerned with the temporary 

absence·s of men still on the strength of the un?-~. This 

detailed account in col. ii seems to be a copy, verbatim 
. 

except- for the names, centuries, and dates of attestation 

~f the soldiers concerned, of that part of the annual 
. 

pridianum which de~t with losses from strength., and was 

appended to the foregoing stmnary as. documentary_ evidence. 

P. Lond. 1nv. 2851 .• 

col. ii 

}] (in) i[s 7 v]~ dec(uriones.) IIII eq(uit:es-). :if! ~~· 
dup(licarii) II se [s] q (uiplicarii}. III [Cx1x 
dup(lica.ri:us) (ped(esl I s]esq (uiplica.rii} (vr 

•• 0 

40 EX EIS DECEDUNT 

[•]••••-cane. ( ••• ]ade •• am ••• Vin(i]us Verecun[dus 
• • • • • • 
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[• •··· •• ]. [ •••• ]. •·•• .ss ••••••• us in is eq(ues"'f} 1[ · 
•• 

~ • • [• • .] • •·• [ ••• i]n is.· eq(ues?) I[ 
remissus ad [• .1 .rec ••• tnn Saturninum ,_, . .. . ... 
translatus in exercitum Dacioum 

perit in aqua 

accisus a pa.tron[i]bus 

e etati [in] is eq 

• • • • •• 

summa deces.se~t in is [ eq (ui~es) 1[ ] [xr 
.50 restitutus· ex Tyon s.ecutis [1 

55 

6o 

reliqui numero pure [D~I 

in is 7 VI dec(urion~s:) IIII eq(uites.) in is ex[ 
dupl (icarii) II sesq (~.u:_:ii.plicarii) Ill . 

. . 

dupl(icarius} ped(es) I sesq(uiplicarii} VI 

EX EIS ABSENTES 

.?-n G~e~ia. ves.t [itum] [ 

item frumentat (u),m I 
trans· M:~~ [ u] m equatum in is eq (uites· ?) r[ 
Tyrae in praesidia in is eq(uites} rr:[ 
in Dardanis ad metalla [ 
•• • • • • 
stmlllla aps.entes extra provinciam in is eq(uites} III[ 

INTRA PROVIN.ClAM 
' -~ . [ singulares ex ••••• I leg(!:efte -z·) ••• tarus_ De~~ 

officii La4.iniani proc(uratqris.) AUg(usti) [ 

Pirobaridavae in praesidia [ 

65 Boridavae in ·Vexillat-ione . [ 
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75 

80 
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trans D.anuv.ium in expedi:t,ionem in is 7 I de rc II . .......... ..r 
.... _ .. e_q(:u,:ltes) XIII ses.q(uiplicarii} ped(ites}. II 

item tra(n)s ad annon~ r [edim]endam [ 
• 

it [e) m exploratum cu [m] •• vitlo 7 eq (uites ?) [ 

•• a.a.rio ad naves frument.arie.S in is· dec I\ 

ad praetorium cu[m] librariis 
. . . 

. ad Haemum ad a.rmenta addu [ cenda . . . 

in custodia ~u [ ••••• ] •• [. • .] .o[ . 
item in eustodia A[ •••... • •••• o ••••• ]e [ 

summa ve.ra. qu(a)e ab~en( s erat 

[ 

in is i 1 dec(uriones) Ill eq (uites') in is { _ 

s[es]q(uiplicarii) ped{ites·) II 
0 • 

reliqui_praesente~ [ 

.in is 7 II dec(urio) 1 eq(uites) in is ex[ 
d[up(licarii) oo] s~s·q(uiplicarii) .[ •• 

dup(licariusl ped(es) l ~es. q(uiplicarii) !Ill 

ex eis a.egri in is [ •• 
The list of permanent los·s.es from the unit which 

ocwpies the first pa.rt. of col. ii is interesting because 

of the use of the word Oetati in line 48. This word, 

which means. 1theta-ed 1
, 'killed', mey be compared with 

the tetates of WesselY, Schriftt. a.427 As a. verb it was 

no doubt limited to military jargon, though the sign 

itself, in various forms, is q4ite common in civ-ilian 

de<tications in Pa.nnonia and Noricum, and is not unknown 
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elsewhere •. 

Of still greater interes.t,t .. however, is t.he ·list 

of temporary absences in.the remainder of the· celumn, on 

account of the light-it throw~· on the administration of 

the prevince and' the . intemal c:>rganization of the cohort. 

The· cohort itself was stationed at Stobi: other place_s 

named are Tyra, which is extra· previnciam, and Boridava 

and Piroboridava, which· are i.atra prc:>vinciam-. ~oreover, 

troops on an expedition trans.-Da.nuv-ium- are listed a$. within 
. . . 

the province. If the provinc~ is Lower Moesia,: mast of 

the ~ata are satisfied, but Stobi., the cohort:i·s station, 

remains puzzling. · The only Stobi knewrt ·is in northern 

Macedonia, a long we:~ frc:>m the Danube,. and to pos.it an 

otherwise unrecorded town in Lower Moesia would be ·a last 

resort. on the other hand, the item- in --~;e~~~ ves~ [.~~~ 
(lii:J,e 55) suits a Macedonian station ·well. Hunt •·s 

~uggestic:>n 42~ ~s that the cohert was. temporarily at ;Stobi 

c:>n its WS3 from the nerth, a.f'ter being· hastily called. awSN, 

possibly for service in Egypt, and had had no time t:o await 

the arrival of it-s detachments 1n such distant stati.ons as· 

Piroberidava. and Tyra. In these circumstances, he writes., 

the term provincia might be used; irtt.elligi bly eneugh, in 

relation to the station recently vacated.. The effect of 

this haste,. it mSN be noted~' is that of the. four decuriens 

actually on the strength of the unit anl.y. 0ne· .was present 
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at Stobi: the others were with the expedition trans Danuvium 

and with the supply-train that had gone ad naves frumenta.ria.s .• 

The most serious objection to thi:s ~pothesis is that, the 

occurrence of Stobis in four ins·tances out of five at the 

beginning of col. 1, presumably as .the place of origin of 

men dis:charged, suggests that the cohort· had e.njoyed a 

long st ey in that area .• 

The London pridiaoum, though superficially 

similar to t}?.at publis.hed by Mommsen, has been .shown to 

exhibit. conside~able divergenQ:i..eS f.rom -the Berlin pattern • 

. It seems to consist of three closely related do•cuments·: a 

record o·f the discharge of certain sol~iers, a surmnary 

. ~ . 

·statement.of losses sudh as might be found in_the heading 

of a pridianum., and a more detailed explanation of these 

losses, without,_ however, some of tne :t,te~s :whiCh we_ should 

expect -to find in_ a full pridianum. The whole would appear 

to be, either a brief report, from which a pridia.num might 

then be cons.tructed by the addition of certain details, or 

an abridgment of ·a compieted pridianum. .'Fhe pe culia.r 

nature of the do·ctDDent, which is exclusively concerned 

with losses from strength, makes the latter explanati.on 

seem the more likely. The entire papyrus • therefore • mey 

_have beloAged to a roll of records of absences: and discharges 

which was kept in ·the a.r chives. of the cohort, in the 

preparation of which excerpts from the annual pridiana 



185. 

woul~ov;i~~ .. co~v~~ient summaries. _ _. ..-

The dQcuments that have ·so far been under dis-

cussion have mainly concerned es~ablishments and records 

of serviqe. A large pr9portion of military documents 
. . 

would, however, be . concerned with p~ and . accounts. 

Perhaps the Roman p~ accounts that survive ar~ fewer in 

number than might have bee~ expected, but their size and 

importance. more than compensate for this. For; legionary 

p~ we hav~ the evidence of P. Gen. lat.·l. rect~, part 1~9 
and P. Gen. lat. 4, 4JO. both ~f-th~ .relgn of D~it:Lan, and 

which .mey be dated before ~d after his increase of the 

p~, respe_ctively.4Jt F..qr th~ auxilia we have P. Berlin 

6866, 4 )2 a statement o.f the ba.i~~~~ .of members of a .. 

century of. an auxiliary cohort at some time l;letween A.D. 
. . . 

192 and, 196, and_ also -'p .... Faay. 105, 4JJ Y'lhich contains the 

balances of soldiers o~ the ala veterana. Gallica about the 
o • ~' • • • • • I • I • ' • 

year A.D. ~t75· · Besides the~e we have ·a camp record of 

inheritances, involving the vicensima, m·ade in Egypt, about 

the time of the Jewish revolt of ·A.~D~ 116, ~and a con-

siderable number of militar,y receipts.4J5 . 

~he first of these documents, P. Gen. lat. 1, 

recto·, part 1, presents several problems, ~he most striking 

of whiCh are the peculiar amount of the stipendq£m,248 

draabmae, and the perhaps ·even odder characteristic that 
~ 

neither soldier. apparently epends .a single drachma outside 



the camp. 

P. Gen. lat .• · 1 1 rect.o, ;eart 1. 

colo a 

o • L • .ASIN.IO COS 

Q. IULIUS PROCULUS DAM(ASCENUS) 

186. 

A.D. 81 

[~ccepit] sti.p(endium) I an(ni) III do(mi~i) dr ccxlv11i 

Ex eis 

5 

1:0 

[r~enlaria 
in (Vic]tum 

caliga [s] fascias 

[satur~a]licium. K. 

[in vesti] torium · 

[E:xpenl sas·; 

[reliquaJ s deppsuit 

et tla [b]uit ex .pri~[ re] 
fit su[mma} ., .. 

Accepit stip{endium} II ann1 eiusd(em) 

Ex eis. 

·faenaria 

in victum 

cal~gas fas.cias 

(ad] signa 

20 . Expens as 

reliquas deposuit 

e·t habuit ex pri~ [ re] 

dr· x 

dr lxxx 

dr xii 

· dr xx 

dr lx 

dr cl:Xxx11 
' 

dr lxvi 

.· d [r. c]xxxv 

dr ccii 

[dr cc] xlv11i 

dr x 

dr [1] xxx 

dr xii 

dr iv 

[dr cvi] 

dr cxlii 

dr [cc}ii 



JO 

fit· summa omr..is 

A(c]ce[Pit. stip(endiUQll]" III a.[nni] eius[d: 

[EK eis] 

f'aena.ria 

[in viet] um 

(caligas· f'as ciasJ 

~n vestiment1s] 

[E] xpensa[s] 

habet in deposito 

T. ENN.IUS INNOCENS 

.:... .. 

187. 

dr cccxlfiv] 

dr cc ]xl viii 

·· [dr x] 
[dr 1~ 
~r xi~, 

~r cxlvi] 

[dr c] cxl viii 

dr CCC [xli V J 

2. D.AM(ASCO) ~eymour de Ricci a.p..td Pr.emerstein; QWl".(?) 
. . . . . . . . . . 

Nl~cole, G.AN (GRIS '2') Morel, COMA(MA) Nicole apud Ca.gnat. 
. . . 

J• an(ni) III do·(mini) (~ Titi) Premerstein, 
- ...... . 

Do(mitiani) Nicole-Morel .. 

32 • T. ENNIUS N:i.cole-Morel, L. ENNHb)S MOnmJ.sen, RENNIUS 

Premerstein:. 

.5 

col. b, 
. .. .. 0 

C • VALERIUS GEBMANUS TYR (j.{ffl) 

Accepit s.t.ip(endium) I a.n(ni) III do (mini) dr ccxlv:lii 

Ex e1s 

f'aenaria dr x 

in [vi] ctum dr· lxxx 

caliga.s fascias dr xii 

Saturnal [ iciu]m K.· dr xx 

in vest.ime [nt.um] dr c 
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Expenses. 

reliqua.s deposuit· 

et. habuit 

1'1 t swmna omnis 

188. ·. 

dr ccxxii 

dr xxvi 

dr [xx] 

dr [x ]lvi 

(r.!}.~ Accepit stip( endium). II anni eius [d) dr ccxl viii 

15 

20 

25 

29 

Ex eis 

faenaria. 

in victum 

caligas fascias 

ad signa. 

Expensa.s 

r.( eliquaJs deposuit 

habuit ex [pr ]iore 

fit summa omnia 

dr x 

dr lxxx 

dr x11 

d [r 1]v 

dr cvi 

· dr cxl . .[ ii] 

d·r xlvi 

dr [clxxxviil.) 

Accepit s.tip(endium) III a"nn [i eiusJ. ~ dr ccxlvi:l.i 

Ex e:Ls 

fae[n],aria 

1n victum 

[ cali J gas fascias 

ih vestimentis 

habet in deposito 

[dr x] 
[dr lxxx] 

dr xii 

dr cxlvi 

dr clXXXVi.ii 

1 •. TYR(O) Mommsen.. CYR(ENIS) N."icole-Morel. 

This do.cument was dated wit-h great probability 

by Premerstein436 to A.D. 81.. He ident.ified the Asinius 

mentioned as consul for the year with the Asin1us Pollio 



Verrucosus, who was consul under Tit.us in A.D. 81 • ·Earlier 

editors had expanded line. ), . accepit stip I an III do~. 

as· Accepit stip(endium) I an(ni) Ill Do(mitiani} 
••••• 0 • • • • • 

(= 29th August A.D. 8J to 28th August A.D. 84). Premerstein 

suggested that a --more suitable expa.ns i.on, which would 

make the consular date explicable, would be st1p(end1um) 
. ' . . ..... 

I an(ni) Ill do{mini). Since A.D. 80/81 was· the third 

imperial year of Titus, there need then be no discrepancy 

with the consular dating at the head of the document. 

Disrussion of the difficulties involved in the 

interpretation o.f the document mey perhaps be pos.tponed 

until a contparison of the do-cument with our o-ther legionary 

p~ acco\mt, p,. Gen. la.t. 4., is _possible, since this ··­

document contains many related characterist1cs. The 

date of P. Gen. lat. 4, ur:U'ort:unately, cannot be determined 

exactly, because the greater part of the document is missing. 

It- seems. certain, though, t~at it was·. drawn up after the 
. 

increase of P83 under Domitian, which is. usually attributed 

to A.D .• 8.). on palaeographic grounds. it must be regarded 

as more or less contamporar.y with the document of s~lar 

nature in P. Gen. lat. 1, and mav, therefore, be dated 

approximately to the period immediately after A.D.~ 8-J/84. 

Nicole suggested the autumn of A.D. 9.6, but hardly on 

sufficient grounds. This date appears· in any case rather 

t.oo late. 



P .• Gen. lat. 4. 

l •••• 
1 lli (summa depositorum 

2 written in error ? 

J [Accepit . stip. i. ~i (?) Do} 
4 [raenaria] 

5 [in viet~ 
.6 [caligas fascia~ 
6 E,!! [in vestitorium (? )] 

7 ,lin arma (?)] 

8 

9 

10 

<m2) 
12 

1J 

14 

15 

16 

17 
18 

19 

20 

21-

22 

[~:x:pens] ~ 
[fit surmna nunmi] o(rum} 

[summa deposito]~ 
[Accepit stip II. anni eiusc£1 

[faenariaJ 

~n victunJ 

(caligas fascias]. 

[saturnaliciurn k(astrorum)] 

[in vestitorium] 

[fit summa numm] ~~ 
[summa depositorunil 

[A.cce~it stip Ill anni eiusaJ 

erased originally (?) 

[f-aenaria] 

~n vict.um] 

dr] lvii 

[dr]. cc "IE-xxxx].v1 [1] ..•. . . 
dr ccxcvii 

dr xiii 

dr cxxxix 

dr xv1 
• 
dr lii a ii s 

dr lxxxxiii a iii 

dr cccxiv a ii11i s 
• • • • 

dr xxxx[v] ii a iii s 

dr lxxxx 

dr ccxcvii 

dr xiii. 

dr c 

dr xv·i 

dr xx 

dr ex 

dr cxviii ..... 
dr xxxxv a iiiii 

• • • • • • • 
dr ccxcvii 

•••••• 
[dr ccxcv11] 

dr xiii 

dr c 



2:3 

24 

2) 

25 bis · 

2.6 

27 

[caligas· fascia~] 
[a.d signa] 

~ vestitoriunj] 

[r1 t surzma. nunmorum] 

[summa de·pos·i t orum] 

~ccepi.t stip !Ill anni eiusd 

dr xvi 

dr iiii a 1 
• • • 

[d] :r; .clxiii a ii s 

[dr] xlvi a ii s 

[dr) ccx a iii 

dr] c.cxcvii 
•• 

2. vita 7 d .. lxxxx •• {les 5 cMffres ratures} Nicole. 
' . 

191. 

6. .r xvi Nicole. 7. .r. lxxxxiii a •• 1 (.2!!, s) Nicole. 

a. us. cccxiv a •• 1.is. Nicole. 

9. o dr xxxxv11 a iiii (,2!! s) (~ v ratur~ et. surmont~ 

des traits ve~ica.ux) ·N.i.cole ~ 
. . . - . . . . . . ~ . . - . . . . . . . . . 

' -
1,0. .rum dr lxxxx· a •• Nicole. 11.. dr ccxcv ••. Nicole. 

17. ssum dr ex •••• N:icole. 18. dr xxxxv •••• N:icole, . •· 
dr xxxxv a v Johns.on. 19. dr cc....... N:icole • 

• 
20. • • • • • • Nicole: "we suggest that the amount 

in line 20 was. erased o~iginally" • (Johnsonl. 

24. • •.• _.iii a y (?) Nicole. [1]111 a i Johnson. 

25. ..~.~ •• ~ clxiii a 11a (?) N~cole • 
• 

26. • ••••••• ccx a iii (ou s) N:lcole. 

27. • •••••• ;ccxc .ii Nicole.· 
• 

In P. Gen. 1 at. 1, recto, part 1 the sti:Pendium 

w,as the peculiar amount of 248 drachmae, and neither 

soldier spent a dracnma outside the camp.. In P. Gen. lat. 

4 the stipendium is the even mo-re awkward figure of 297 

drachmae, a sum not even divisible into· tetradrachms,4J8 



and once ag~in, if our .attempted recons;truction of an 

admittedly doubtful doownent is at all .sound,439.there 

1.92. 

is no reason to suppose any withdrawal for personal. · 

expenses. It is not unreasonable to cons ide~ the.se two 

abnormalities together: yet the hitherto accepted practice 

has been to. find a plausible, if perhaps over-elaborate, 

explanation o~ the ~~rst, but to make no serious attempt 

a~ finding a satisfact<;>ry one for the se~ond. I'!;. is true 

that Brunt,440 fo~ inst~ce, expresses surprise, and is 

not sure how. far the acco~ts m~ be taken as typical, and 
441 .. 

that Johnson fears that the men lived on tips and 

irregular exactions, but no •convincing explanation· has 1Jeen 

suggested. Once, however, we ~ssume, as we surely ~st 
,h" 

assume, that the soldier did in fa~t. ~eceive. some. p~ in 

the local currency to spend. on the normal pleasures of 

soLdiers out of barracks·, we have t.o admit that P. Gen. 

lat. ~ do.es not, as· usually: inte~preted, tell the whole 

stor.v, ~c;i ~hat there must be some concealed p83JDent. 

~e orthodox theory i.s that the equation of the 

denarius with the Egyptian.tetradraChm was effected to 

the disadvantage of. the ~o.ldier. The 300 drachmae of · 

the full stipendium ~quivalent to 75 denarii) were -deemed 

to be copper d·rachm·ae of 6 obols each, and therefore 
. . ~ . . . 

equivalent _to only 62 b.:i.llon tetra.drachms. of 29 obols 

each .• 442: Johnson and others44) go further and accuse 



the Roman Sl:lthorities of charging exorbitant amounts for 

food and clothing, and therefore mulcting the unfortunate 

1·9}. 

legion~ even more. 11 The 8.l'IIW' in· Egypt" , writ.es Brunt~ 

"locally recruited to an extent that was unusual in the 

first century, and isolated; was not 1n a posit.ion to 

endanger the Government 1 s security: we need not conclude 

that similar chicane:cy- was practised elsewhere". .Yet in 

another context Brunt writes, 445 "The soldier cannot have· 

be_en expe·cted to live at or just below the mere subsistence 

level. It.was nothing to the government if the peasant 

was half-starved: but·a-hungry soldier would not have 

been an efficient· fighting. man". Such statements are 

hard to reconcile: the ration-scale used by Johnson as 

a. norm, 446 and here Brunt is ··following Johnson, 447 was 

that of' slaves and unskilled labourers. 

I'f we ~t tor ~he sake. of . the argument that 

this chicanery in tlle ~ount of the stipendium is arith­

meti~ally possible in the case of P .• Gen. lat. 1, how are 

we to accoun,t for the figure of' 297 drachmae in P. Gen. lat. 

4? lt is generally • and, as will appear, rightly under­

stood that the document should be dated to the period very 

shortly after the increase of p~ under Domittan. 448 

Domitian, we are told by both Suetoni~s and Dio., 449 

increased the total P83 by a third. But there is no such 

simple arithmetical relation between the numbers 248 and 



297. How. then are we to account for the increas·e? 

Brunt, 4.50 following Johnson, 451 seya simply, ~'In a later 

account of Domitian' s reign, presumably after he had 

raised the pey, the four-1Ilonthly instalment had risen to 

297 drachmae:. it looks as if' the legionaries in Egypt 

,.-

did not receive the full increment .. of one third". Then 

on what grounds was the figure of 297 drachmae arrived at? 

But if this figure cannot be explained awFJN as financial 

trickery, the case. is weakened for believing ch,icanery to 

have been involved in· the 248 drachmae of the other do.cu­

ment. Premerst.ein452 believed that . the 297 drachmae wei"e· 

copper drachmae of 6 obols each, and therefore in value 

almost exactly e_qUivalent to t·he 248 drachmae of P. Gen. 

·lat. 1. - Since he re·cognized only three stipendia in 

P. Gen. lat. 4~ this led hi:m to date ·the document before, 

and not after, the increase of pey under Domitian. In 

this he has not been generallY followed, ·and it would have 

been a remarkable system whiCh caused legionaries ta be 

paid in two distinct forms of currency more or less at· 

the same time. Indeed, it seems probable that military 

accounts in Egypt were alweys kept in silver draChmae, 

since the bill on tetra.drachm was apparently recognized as 

the equivalent of the_denarius, whiCh was the basis of 

mili.tary p~. 45J 

What, then, is our explanation? The soldier's 



full pey should have been 75 denarii~ or the same number 

of bilion tetradrachms, of 28 or 29 obols each, each 

stipenditim: once we admit that he must have received 

195· 

sQme part of tl'Us amount 1n cash to spend on personal 

pleas~res,· there is no·t. longer any reason to suppose that 

he·was the victim of semi-legal fraud. We m~ interpret 

P. Gen. lat. i in the ~ollowing w~. Of the 75 tetra­

drachma that were his due, as many as· 62, equivalent to 

248 dradbmae, were retained 1n the· unit to cover his debts 

for various neces.sitie·s supplied from official sources, 

.the balance of the·se, if any, being applied to _his credit. 

!he remainder of the stipendium, lee·s probably ·2, or 

perhaps ), drachmae, which we suggest represented commi.ssi.on 

on the exchange, was handed over to the soldier .in cash as 

pocke"t;,-1noney. . ·The entcy of 248 drachmae ae s~ipendium in 

the firs·t Geneva pawrus, therefore, represents only that 

portion of the P.~ which was retained in the unit.: the 

do~ent is, then, not so much a record of p~ents made 

by the peyin$ authority to the men, but the record kept 

by the persons. in charge of the deposita of individual 

soldiers, and is intended to show the amounts s-tandi.ng to 

the men's credits. PresumablY the men were entitled to 
,,. .. J,;fi 

draw on their deposits if necessa~,454 but the good .. ~-----· . 

· soldier should have been able to manage quite comfortab~y 

on ·about 1 ~ drachmae a year for out-of-camp ·expenses .• 455 



system. 

In P. Gen. lat ~ 4 we see a slightl~ diff~_rent . 

By" the time tha~documerit ~a~ drawn ·up, 4.56 the 

annual p~ had been increased b.Y the addition ot·a Q)mplete 
I • 

stipendium, and plzylllents were made eve·cy three months. 4.57 
. . 

A change had also been made in the mode of issue and the 

whole amount ot.. P83 was enter~d on the sheet: withdrawal~ 

were made from tbe balance, or credit p~ents added to it. 

Thus we have a balance of 42dr. less ) obols at the end of 

the first period, 4.58 which had been converted into a 

balance of 90dr. be.fore the next entry. Perhaps Quadratus 

had been fortunate at the Roman equivalent of ihouse;v-­

housey•.4.59 This fortune does not se~m to have been 

maintained, for we find that his next balance of 11"8dr. 

is reduced to a mere.4.5dr. less .5 o~ols before the next 

stipendiutn. ,.His luck· turns once again, and we find at the 
...... 

end of the next period ail ev:en greate-r ri~:e, from 46dr. 

less 21 obol~ to 210dr.-less 3 -obols. · tt is true that 

Johnson writes, 46° "The amount of the depositum in lines 

1, 1.0, 1.8 and 26 indicates that the accounts belonged to 

different men"; but this is to ignore. the evidence of the 

format of the document, which has the soldier's name in 

the customary rustic capit~s461 at the top ·of the sheet, 

and no trace of any other such heading amid the cursive 

· script of the accounts • 

One further point mai be not.ed. If we are right 



in suppos.ing tnat th~ four accounts ar~ those of a single 

person, it is reasonable to assume that they refer to f~ur 

d:i..fferent stipendia within a single year·. It would be 

most exceptio.nal· to mix the accounts of different ye·ars, 

a practice for which no surviv~ document f'u~ishes an 

example. It ~s true that ~runt writes, 462 "p. Gen. lat. 

4, probably referring· to legionary p~ after the increase 

(sc. under Domitian}, shows three equal instaJ.rnents, each - .. 

of 297 silver drachmae". But the actual text of the 

document appe'ars to sblit four stipendia mU:ch· more easily 

than three. It ~as Brunt's contenticin, .of.course, that 
. . 

Suetonius was not s·tr:Lctly accu~ate in writing:(~., 7,)), 

"addidit et ciuartum stipendium militi, aureos t.emos",.and 

that what really happened was that "Domit,ian gave his troops 

the equivalent of a tourth stipendium" • 46'3 The language of 

pio, 464·~h~ ·~~t ·prefers here ·t~ ·s~etonius,. rrt:'~.,., v~ l(a(~ 

'tJ&or·11C·Q"''1'-' .. (f"'xj,.~s l~e.ttr.rcu ~~f.t~v-avros ~""".,.~v 
l1C.l~fv6 Sr'fotrBe~., , need mean no more than that he 

was· detl!lcribing Domitian • s action in terms of third-century 

procedure. Domas·zewski's theory, therefore, that the 

amount of the stipendium. remained -at,. 75 denarii till the 

time of Severus, and that increases of pa,- were effected 

QY. increasing the number, and ~~t the amount, of the 

st1pend1a, is not .yet retuted.465 

The Geneva pa,- account·s are concerned with 



legionaries only: 'for the anxilia we have the evidence 

of twa documents recently edited by Marichal, .one for the 
. ! . . 

first time, the other a republication of" a papyrus first 

t98. 

published by Grenfell and Hunt in 19~. The former 

doCUlllent, P. Berlin 6866, had already been used by Le.squ1er 

in his great work, L • armee romB:lrte d" Egypte, and in part. 

published by Mallon, Marichal and Perrat in. L 1 Ecriture· 

latine. The other papyrus was published by Marichal as. 

a necessar,v complement to the former. 

·p. Berlin 6886 A466 .· 

col. 1 

SEVERO ET HERENN;IAN} ~ .. COS 

] • ~ CASTR(IS) 
• 

] .r CCXLIII ob X s (emis) 

ORFITO ET MA]~!¥0 COS 

;5· ]ros • · c.AS~(.rsl 

Date -
171 (?) 

172 

Lorictitis in dep(osito)' 7t · .• ,1]n viatica~ LXXV 

acce.pit stipend1] * IJOO{IV .ob XV (dodra.ntem) 
• • 

ex eo collatio *] !III ob XXII s ( emis) 

·reliquos tulit * IJci]~x ob. ¥-I {quadrantem) 

10 ·habet in dep(~sito)*. ;in viatic]~ * LXX[v] 
SE\TEBQ ET PO] M'[ PEIANO COS 17 J 

( vacat., 8 lines) 

Lori~tit:ls in d~p(osito)"' J . [,in viatica ~] . !"·.[ 
accepit. stipe]ndi * LXXXIV ob x[v (dodrantem) 
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ex eo- col]latia * !Ill ob iOti[l s(emisJ 

reliquo~. t,ul]it * IJO{IX ~b XXI [ (quadr_ant.em) 

ha~et in dep(osito) J * c, in v1a.tico -~ LX[ XV 
AFRO II ET P] OL"LIONE II CO~-

] •• THOHUS• CASTR(IS) 

Lorict1t1s· in dep(osito) -K J ~~ in via.tico * ·LXXV 

20 accepit stipend1] * LXXXIV ob XV (dodrantem) 

ex eo colla.ti]q * IIII ob XXII s(emis) 

reliquos tulit] K LXXIX ob XXII s(emis) 
0 . 

.habet 1~ dep(osito) -K. c, in] via.tic~K LXKV 

199. 

-cOMMoDe ET ]· _ QUINTIL -[:Lo cos 177 .1.' . 
25 MA)~IMtJS N [ ••.••• ]I.ANUS• ~ASTR(IS) 

LDric]titis. in dep{osito) * C, [i]n via.tico *LXXV . . . . . 
_deb]et e~ ~!i~re ra.ti~~_(e) * ~Y[Irl] ob XXIV s (emis)-

ite]~ collatio- (secundo) sti~{endio) * 1[1] II· ~b XXII s 

t (iant) quos debet • * XXIII ob -xrx 
• 

JO habe) t_ in_ dep(osit~) ~ C, in viati~o 7(- LXXV 

debet * XXI~ [1] ob XIX 

1. complevi. 3· et pass~ * = dena.ri(os). 

7. {dodran·tem) ~· ~· 222 infra. 

18. ] •.• '£HOI1"US Marichal, T]ITHOEUS Lesquier. 

24. DAP(ERA.TOBEl· WCCIO COMMODO ET] QUINTIL.[Lo cQl s 
• 0. ~ 0· 

suppl. Mari chal • 
. . 

28. (sewndo) ,!o R• 221(. infra. 

col. ii. 



200. 

LU·CCIVS .AGILLIVS •CAS'RR{IS) 

Lorictitis in dep(os1to) * C in viatico * LXXV 

accepit stipendi ~ LXXXIV ob(olos) XV (dodr~tem) . . . 

(35) _ex eo col [l~tio ~ III! ob(olos) XXII s (emisl 

5 reliquos. [tuli] t ~ LXxiX ob(olos) XXI {q~~z;~~~~) 
·habet in dep(osito) [*] C .in vi.atico f*] LXXV 

ORFITO ET RVFO COS 178 

POLION:(. ]DIOSCORI •·CASTR(IS) 

(40) ~orictit-is \.i]r; ~~p(osito) 7' 'c in viati~o *·LXXV 

10 .accepit s[t11pend1 .*LXXX-IV .ob(olos} ~ (dodrantem) 
. . 

.ex eo c[ol]:atio '* I~Il_ ·op(olos) XXII' s-(emis) 

rJ ;liquos [tuli] t *LXXIX ob(oios) ~ (quadrantem) 

-h~bet i~ fdep(osito) -*]~ in.!f1Ja(t]1·co* LXXV 

{45) }.~ ."[ ) PANTARCHVS ·CASTR(IS} 

15 Lorict.iti]s· in dep(ositol * CLXXXXV ob (olos) VIII s (emis). 

in via(tico *·LXXV · . . 
accepit,] ~~~p~ndi_-* LXxi[Iv ob.(olos)J XV {dodrantem) 

.ex eo J ~ [ o] llati.o ~ II~~. '!~ ( olos) [XXII] s ( emis) 

in qua] ;sturam pro contuctione [ ••••• 

(50) •••••••••• ] • ·~ellucuo ubi laterit * LI (III 

f(iunt) relicta *LVIII ob(olos} XXII s (emis) • • ••••• 
reliqu]os. tulit fr XXV ob(olosl XXI (quadr~tem) 

•• 
habet in] dep(osito) ~ CLXXXXV· ob(olos) VIII s(emis) 

in viati.co *· LXXV 

] S MAXIMVS • CASTR(IS) 
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(55) Laricti] tis in dep(asita) * C in viatico *LXXV 
25 de]bet e~ priare ratian(el * XVIII ob(olosl XXIV s·(emis) 

item collatio (secunda) stip(endia) ~ III! ob(olos) 

Xxii -s ( emis) 

f'(iunt) quos· debet :X XXIII ob(olos) XIX 
• 

habet in dep(osito) * C in viatica X LXXV 

(60) debet * XXIII ab(olos)- XIX 

30 PRESENI'E Il ET CON.TIANO II COS 

Rinoc{arurae) PATHEBMUTHIS. PrOLEMEI •HELIOPOI.i (ITA) 

· Lorictitis in dep(osita) * C in· viatica * LXXV 

a.ccepit stipendi.*·LXXXIv ob(olos) XV (dadrantem) . . 
(65) ex eo ~llatio .X lliJr ob(alos)XXI (quadrantem) 

3.5 reliquos tulit "* LXXIX ob(ol~s) XXI (qua.drante.m) 

h [a] bet in d~p(asitoJ ·* C in v:i.a.tico *LXXV 
ostra.~~(na.e} P. (.] .VNVS mLEI• ANTEOPOL(ITA} 

Larictitis in dep(osito) * CCVI in via.tico~ LXXV . . . . 

( 70) accepit stipendi * ·LXXXIV. Qb { olos). XV ( d·adran.tem) 
. ... . . 

40 ex eo collatio* liii ob(olos) XXII s (emis) 
. . ·.. . -

reliquos tulit *LXXIX. ob(olos). XXI (qu~rantem) 

habet in .dep(osito) ~ CCVI in via.tico~LXxV . . 

180 

49. qua.]es.turam Lesquier. .50 in] ca.stello cuo (=quo) ubi . . . . . . . . . . ... 
laterit reie~~t Mari.chal, o.c., p.59. 

·col. iii. 
. . . . 

Heraclus IV ~·········~··~··•••••••••••• 
Lor [ictitis in dep(osito) ••.•••••••••• ••·• 

a. [ c.cepit s:tipend1 • ~ ••••••••••••••• 



.5 

(80) 

(85) 

(90) 

20 

(95) 

2.5 

r~x eo collatio •••••••••••••••••••• 

[r.eliQ.uos t·ul1.t ••••••••.••••••••••.•• 

ha [bet in dep(osito) ••••••••••••••••• 

[ •••.•••••••••••••••••••• · ••••••• cos 

) • .- • • •go AN" • [ • • • •• • • • • • •. • •.•• • • • • •• • ••• •. • • • • 
• 

g.ub.m Lor [ictitis in dep(osi~o·) ••••••••••• 
• 

a [ ccepit stipendi ••••••••••••••••• 
(vacat 14 lines) 

• • • • • • • • • • ~ ~ ! ~ ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

h [abet in dep(osito) •••••• • ••••••••••. 

. . r~· ..................... ,; . . .. . . . ... .. cos 

}ielius MEL.AS •L ( ••.•••• · •••••• .-· ••••• .- ~ .•••••••••• 

Lorictitis 1[~ dep(osit·o) •••••••••••• 

rati.on(el ••••••.•• • de.bet e~ [Priore 

ite~ [ex eo. collat.io 

f(iunt) .[quos·debet 

1 [n dep(osito.} habet 
. ... . 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

................• •· 
[debet ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . ' 
[ ••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••• cos 

ANTO [ •• • · •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Loricem • ~n dep·(ositol ·······~········· 

accep [it stip~ndi , ••• ~ •••••••••••• ." •••••• 

[ex eo coll~tio .••••••••••••.•••••••• 

:: [eliquos tulit .••••••••••••••••••••• 

.... ~ .•.•.•••..... ~. ~ ~ ...... ···~··· .. ~ ........•..•. •·•. 

202. 

1"81 ( ?) 

182(?) 

18}(?) 

ao,e5, 9:). The consular dates are ~equired. by. the l1acunae, 



ct. Marichal ad loc. 

P. Berlin 6866 B. 

Frag. c. .. 
~ . [ •••.••••.......................• 

(100) Lori~[titis in dep(osito). •••••.••••••••••••• 

ac~ [epit stipendi •••••••••••••• 

~x eo collatio ••••••••••••• 

r ~liquos tulit •••••••••••••• 

h~tu; [t in d·e~(osito) .•••.•••••••••• 

( 1.05) T ]~';Ub (asti) ·M [....................... COS 

L.'(. • .•.•.• • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••• 

Frag. A. Col. 1. 

L~~ict.it.is· in dep(osit~) "*. c' in viati] co(.* LXXV 
•• 

20J •. 

_accepit] ~~~[P]~ndi[* LX]JPCIV_ob(olos} xy [(dodrantem) 

e]~ eo c~llat . .(io -xlrr:ti .ob(olos) XXI:I s(emis) 

re!l.iqu] ~s: tulit. ~ LXXIX. ob(olos) )CXI (ql,ladrant.em) (110) 

5 
. . 

habet in d] ep(osito) * C in v1at1oo -;X-. LXXV . ·• 
llVlP. .COMMODO VI ET SE] Pri-

MIANO II COS . . . .• , •. 
• • 

TIB~S (•)Tmr~.(ITES), . 

Lori~tit~ in ·dep(osito) * C. in vi.at.ico *· J.,XX.V 

190 

(115) debet]. ex priore r;at1 on(.e) *·VI. ob.(olos) XXII s(emis 
• 

10 . item col-latio .(secundo) st1p{endio;}.7( r] !II. ob(olo~) XXII 

s(emis} 



' . 
204~ 

f{iuntl quos debet·;'<] XI ob(olos) XVII 
• 

habet .in dep(osito} ~ C in viat] ico *LXXV 
debet * XI ob(olos)] XVII 

(1.20) . . .... ]. S .-C(IVIS) R(OMANVS) 

15 Lorictitis in dep(osito} 7( •. in,v:i.ati] co}fLXXV 
•• 

accepit stipendi *LXXXIV] ob(olos).XV.(d~drwntem) 

(12.5) 

20 

ex eo co1lat·io ~ IIII] ob(olos) .JOCII. s {emis) 

reliquos tulit ~LXXIX ob(olos)] .~I (quadrantem) 

habet in dep(os·ito) ~ • in·. viatico] :K·~· 

.. , "]: !CASTR(IS)., ... · .... 
••••• 

> • 
.0: .. .. • • ~ .,. •• • • • .. - • • • ' .. ... .. • •• 

" 

.Lorictitis in dep(osito.): ·*· .. in. viatic] o. ~ LXXV 
. . 

(1.:}0) 

25 

Q.ebet ex .pri.ore ration( e) :X] IX ob(olos) XVII ~ (emis) 

item· collatio {secundo) -~tip(endio) 7(. ~]~II ob(olos) XXII 

s (emis) 
• • . l 

f{iunt) quos d~bet 1.( ){IV o]b(olos) XII 
. . . 
. habet in :dep..(o~ito) ~ • 1n viatico -:K] ~ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Frag.A. 10.5. Either M[ARVLLO El' .AELIANO COS ( 184) .2£ 

M t..\TEB.No ET A.ffico cos ( t85) •. ct. Marichal ad lo~. 
col. 11. 

·f 
•••• [~ J !~.~~: [o· 

tra •• [ 
• • • • 

(tJ5) item an •• [ 
• 



(1J5 :E![j 

.5 

poscu. [ 

~E aie iR sep(esi~e) . . . . . . . . . . 

( t )6 ]2!!.) ex ys cription [ 

{1J9) 

10 

habet in dep(osito)[ 

IMP(ERATORE) IDCCI [a COMMODO VII ET . . 

PERT [INACE II COS 
• 

Bab (yloniae} TINHIUS V .AR [ 
• 

Loricem in dep(osito) *.[ 
debet ex prior~ [ration(e) 

it.em. collat.i[o (secundo) stip(endio) 

accepit. su(bsiidil11'11 (?·) 

(t44 bis) -· ex]praesi(di) Bab[yloni$e 

cincturas cl( 
• 

( 1.4.5) 

f' (iun"t;.l quos d [ebet 
• 

1'5 

habet in dep{osito) .X [ 

debet *f 
•••• 

IVL[r]vs [ 
• 

( 150) Lor rict:i.tis in .. dep(osito) .. 
ace [epit stipendi 

20 <:ta.ca.t {?)) 

PIN.[ 

poss [idet * (?) 

20,5. 

192 

e e • e e e e e e e e e •• • I e e·e e e. e e e e Ieee e. e e •• e e e. e e e e e ••• e e e 

· 144. accepit sus.[ 
• 

Marichal. 144 bis. - ••••• praesi(di.} 

Marichal. 1.54. poss:{ Marichal. 
·. - ...... . 
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l!~rag .•. D (to be placed after li'rag. C, before Frag. A) 

(155) ex eo col~atio· * IIII ob( olos) XXII]~( ernie) 

(quadrantem) reliqu~s tulit *.LXXIX ob(olos) XXI] 

habet in dep ( osi to) ~ • in viatico * ] LXXV 

]IT (ES) ( ?) 

• • • • • • • • • • 

4 . 

Lorictitis in dep(osito) * . in viatico X LX]xv Ogbo[ .. 
(160) accepi t stipendi X LXXXIV ob( olos) XV] ( dodrant~m) s[ 

• 

ex eo collatio X. IIII ob(olos) xx] ~I s(emis) 

reliquos tulit * LXXIX o]b(olos) XXI (quadrantem) 

habet in dep(osito) ~ • in viatico *] ~ [x]xv 
10 CA] Si'R( IS) 

Loricti tis in dep( osi to) * . in v:Latilco * LXXV 

(166) accepi t stipendi X LXXXIV ob(olos)] XV ( dodrantem) 

ex eo collatio ~.!III o·b( olos) ] XXII s( emis) 

r.eliquos tuli t _ ~ LXXIX ob( olos) _ x] XI ( quadrantem) 

15 habet in dep( osi to) ~ • in via tico * LXX] y 
(1(0) ••••••••••••.••••••••••• · •.•••••••••••• ] • 

Lorictitis in dep(osito) * . in v~atico *LXXV 

accepi t stipendi ~ r,xxxrv ob( olos) xv] 

ex eo collatio X IIII ob(olos) XXII] 

Os (traci(nae) ? 

(dodrantem) 
• • • • • • • • • 

s( emis) 

20 reliquo~ tulit X LXXIX ob(olos) XXI] (quadrantem) 
• • • • • • • • • • 

(175)habet in dep( osi to) * . in viatica J 7t· LXXV 

......... ·• .......................... ] .. 
li'rag. E (after- ]'rag. D, before Frag. A) • 
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]N:VS oxm[YNCHITA 

Lorictitis in dep(osito)] * CLXXXVii s (emis) in v [iatico 

*· LXXV 
accepit. stipe] ~di '* .IJGPCIV ob(olos) ~.[v (dodrantem) 

(180) ex eo] ~ollatio K III! ob(olos) ~[XII s(emis) 

5 reliquo] f! tulit '* LxxiX ob (a los) ~[xi (quadrantem) 

habet in dep(osito)] * CLXXXVII s (emis) in viatico 
• 

[* LXXV 

co]s t85-9? 

]NIVS .• [ 

••••.•••••••• ~., v •••••••••••••••.•••• ~ ••••••••.•••••••• 

Frag. F. (after E, before A) 

(t85) item collatio (secunda) l;ltip(endio)-*.lii]I ob{olos) 

xx~[i s (emis) 

f(iunt)' quos .. debe~ ~ •. o]b(olos) ·xrr 
habet in dep(~sito): ?< .• 1n ~~aticaJ *LXXV 

. ~ . . ~ . . . . ~ . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Frag. G (after F, before A} 

• ) erro 

( 190) 

I~ ~···••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LC] ~ictitis ih dep(osi.to} •••••• 

a~cepit stipend! ••••••• ~ ••••• 

· (ex eo collatio •••••••••••••• 

~eliquos ttll1t •••••••••••••• 

h [abet 1n dep(osito) .••••••••••• 

TliE .b •••.••.••••.•.•.••...•••••• 



(1.95) 

Fra.g .• B 

(200) 

Lori.c[titis in dep(osito) ••••••• 

A (ccepit stipendi ••••••••••• 
• 

••••••••••••••••• 0. 0 ~ ~ •• l>:ln viatico *]L r XXV ... 
••••.•.•••••••••••••••••• in viatico *]LXXV 
••••••.••• ~- •.•••••••••••• in viati co J ~ LXXV 

••••••.•..••••••••••.•••• in viatico]-* LXXV 
• • • • 

........................... in· viatico ~JLXXV 

••••.•••••.••• ~ •• ~ ••••••.•• in ~iatico -*]LXXV 
••••.•.•.•••.•• ·.:. · •• ·:.· ••• in Viatico *]LXXV 

._ .... · ....... ~ .. ~ ..•.... ·~.·:.±n .viatico]¥ txxv · .· .. 

(205) · ." ........................ in viatico .X ~J ~ [v 

208. 

Marichal argues that the papyrus rep~esents the 

remains Of a·_roll ·of at least eight _CQlUmnS • 466 gight 

fragments nGw survive, the largest af .which 6B66A, -covers 

·parts o:t cola. i, .ii, and -111, and. carries .the -dates 111. 

(?), ·112, t76, 1771 178, 1,80, 1:81 (?') 1. 1."82 (?} 1 1"83 (?)- • 

The other seven fragments ·belong.to 6866 B; of these two 

bear dates. Marichal places in col~ iiii.-:e'rag. c, which 

carries the date 184/.5 (?); frag. A is :-placed ,.in cols. vi 

and vi_i, and carries the dates 190 ·and 192. · . He· interpolates 

a col. v t:o cover the year 1.87-8.. The other ,:eive fragments 

are undated. Mari chal argues that frag. -B ·belongs to a 
sunmary at the end of the document, and places· it in his 
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col.· viii. This ~ppears to be extremel1" probable. The 

other four ;fragments, D,E,F and G, he .. adds,. _'peuvent se 

place.r indiff,reimnent sous les frag. c et A, ou .. dans· autre 

toute colonne.- ,que 1 ,.2~.) •. ' .. In ,practice, it would appear 

that a little can ~e added to Marichal•s statement: frag. 

A is of a t~pe different from ~he rest, and would appear to 

be concerned-with .recruits who ~ad lately joined. At 

least this would .. appear .to be the explanation of the entry 

in lines. 144 et. bis, .. which mey .be expanded as accepit 
! . ... 

~~~bs~di~. ~x] ~rae~i(~~J -~a~ [;yloni~ , 
1
received an- advance 

of pEq from .the praeses .. of .. BaJby.lQ~a •. (a. town 1;m the right 

bank ·.of th~ .. Nile. ~bov~. Heliopolis.) .7J.61, In addition to. the 

a.dvarlce of :P~, there is a dechction for· cincturae, an 

article _o~ equipment whi_ch would be required at the outset 

of a soldier t s ~areer. 468 Moreover, the last. entry in this; . . . . 

fragment ~ons:i s t.s . ot '\;.he beginning , of a proper name PINi. [. 

followed in the- next .l~ne by poss. [ . , whi.ch suggests~ the 

expansion poss Gid~~ • To understand this entry we mey recall 

.!:§! IX 1o6j, which concems receipts for the deposita of 

recruits newly arrived from Mia. pos~ [ide~ mey then 

refer to &n amount thus credited to a recruit on arrival • 

. These details are not conclusive, but. would at lea.s:t::explain 

the difference~ _in style. and content of these _particular 

entries from those of the remaihder of the document. If', 

therefore, this fragment dealt with compa.rati ve re•cruits, 



210. 

the -undated fragments, ·which are of the convent.ional. form, 

would necessarily be anteriot" in date. Fragments D, ·E, F 

and G, therefore·, mey be placed before A and B in our 

arrangement of the papyrus. To avoid contUsion, how:ever, 

the m.uneration adopted by Nlarichal has been retained. 

To this pa,wrus m~ now be added P. Aberdeen 

133,4 69 which at one time was thought to be a scrap from 

a literar,y paPWTUs, but has now been recognised by its 

editor, E.G. Turner:, as belonging to the same . roll as 

P. Berlin 6866.· Tl:lrner adds that·i.t ~s not possible to 

assign the fragrnen:t to its. prop!!'r posit.ion in P • Berlin 
. . 

6t;J66, for the possil:JD.ities are too- ·Rtmie·rous. It could 

be placed in any of six of M'ari chal • s eight columns • The 

various positions suggested by Turner are: col.i:, just 

before lvi'arichal'·s line 13; col.iii, line· 80 or 85 or 93; 

col.iv, (P. Be:rlin 6866 B, fr. C), ·l:i:-De 1·0-5; col.v., in any 

position·; col.vi, at the top; _ cQJ. .vii:, at the top.· 

P. Aberdeen 133 

]cos 

].S • HELIOPOL(ITANUS) 

Lorictitis in dep(osito~ *. , · 1]n viatica * LXX [v J . •·. . ... 
M'ari chal convin·cingly -rejected Lesqui.er is dating 

of the Berlin papyrus. (180-183), and propos·ed a new dating, 

A.D. 192-196. He argued that since the. first legible: date 

is A.D. 172; . and another, illegible date pre cedes, the 
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earliest date cannot be later than A.D • 171 • 47° If t,hese 

·dates are dates of attestation, as we -ma¥ reasonably assume, 

we have at. least one of the men concerned already serving 

in A.D. 171:. If we take the normal term of twenty-five 

years as his length of service, this gives a terminus ante 

quem of A.D. 196. The latest date of attestation in the 

document is A .D • 192; · the date of compos 1 t ion, therefore, 

is betweEm A.D. 19? and 196. This date is probably correct, 

but the reservation ma;v be made that it is not imkn.em for 

s·oldiers to. se·rve beyond _the m~:stomary term-, and a date 

of a y~ar <:>r -two later than 196 need not necessarily be 

excluded. In practice, Marichal is inclin~d to believe 

that our earliest fragment was; pre.ceded by another cc:>lumn 

with dates of attes.tation ranging from perhaps 1.67 to 1-70~71 

He therefore fav~s. ·a da-t;,e very soon ai'ter A.D. 192. 

The, main interest· of th,e .aocument .is in the light 

it throws apon the p~ of the aUxiliary soldier. For 

this, as Marich,al claims, it is the only document which 
472 has preserved the actual amount received. The figure 

· qf 84 denarii 1.5i .2£., is not without its own difficulties, 

however. We nr93 be certain that this was not the theore.t­

ical annual-sum, which almost certain~y was a round number. 

In the case of legionaries we know that the annual amount 

in the reign of,. Augus·tus was 225 denarii, or three stipendia 

of three ·aurei (=· 75 denarii) each. After the quar.tum 
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st.ipendium was added b3" Domitian, 473, the total annual 
. . . 

pey reached JOO denarii. Domas:?:ewski 1
"S' ass~ptioh of an 

increase of pey under Commodus· has been adequately refuted 

by Brurtt, 474 but an increase und~r Severus appears certain, 

and was probably made after the victor.y over Clodius 

Albinus in A.D. 197.475 The new figure me¥ have been 

500 denar1i1 again a round number.- One would.natura.lly 

expect the auxiliaries to have received proportionate 

increas:es at the s.ame time as the legionaries: one might 

reasonably assume a total. annual sum conslsting of a 

round number ·of denarii,.and preferably divisible by 25, 

so as to be peyable in . aurei. 4 76 Apart. from :this , papyrus 1 

our other information about the size a:f auxiliary pey is 

meagre~ but is ce.pa~le of being us.ed to . support a reasonable 

hypothes.is .. constructed in ·accordance with the.se. p~inciples • 

. This was a.ttempt.ed by Domaszewski, 477- who ·produced a basic 

figure of 75 .dena.r11, or thl-ee aurei, 'for the annual pey 

of the auxiliary infantryman in, the time of Augustus. 

Domaszews~i, how.ever, b.elieved that a stipendium 

was essentially a p~ent of 75 denar11 1 and continued as 

such until tne time of Se.verus; all pey s.cales 1 the:refore 1 

at least in the bas.ic grad.es, 478 had to. be based on multiples 

of 75. (In the case of the praetorians, Domaszews:ki 1's 

stipendium was 2:50 dertar11, or ten. aurei; for the urbaniciani 

125 denar11, or five.aurei.479) He found conf'irmatidn of 
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this theory in the re(;):aest O·f the Batavian auxilia in 

A.D. 70 for duplex stipendium, which he interpreted as 

a demand tnat they be paid in two instalments, each of 

75 denarii~ inst~ad of a single annual p~ent of 75 
denarii.480 Their request would in this case have been 

the not unreasonable one of an increase to an annual 1:50 

denarii at. ~ time when the legionaries were receiv;tng 225. 

The request was refus·ed, and Domaszewski leaves obscUre 

what-increases, if aQY, t~e auxili~ies received when the 

legi_ona.ri.e-s' PB3 was eventually increas~ed under Domitian, 

·and, on hi~ theory, under Commodus • 481 

In stating a figure ot 75 denarii for auxiliary. 

PB3 under ~ustus, Domas~ewski would appear to have been 
. . 

right., · We know that in the auxilia. the equi tes were · paid 

mo.re than the pedites, and alares more than equites · 

cohorta.les • 482 M·oreover, it was.·. considered a promotion 

for a legionary to be appointed duplicariu.s .alae. 483 A 

sesquiplicarius alae, therefore, probably received tne 

same PB3 as the legion~, 225 denari1 1n the time of 

Augus1tus.. In that case an eques in an . .!!..! would receive · 

1. 50 denarii. .An eques. in a c()hort received more than a 

pedes, and was probablu in the same p~ grade as. the 

sesq1,1iplicarius ped~s; since the egues alaris received 
. . . . . . . 

·more than the egues cohortalis he also received more than 

the sesquiplicarius pedes,· and .probably the same as. the 



dup11 carius pedes. 'Fhe dupli carius pedes would· then· 

receive 1.50 denarii, ·which. would mean that. the pedes 

would receive only 75 dena.rii. This is Dom~zewski *.s 

figure, btit we need not follow him in assuming that the 
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sum was paid in one single annual instalment. 'The actual 

totals of denar11 arrived at on this reasoning for cohorts, 

~~ and legions, are 75, 150 and 225, or in the ·proportions 

1 :2.: ~:.. We know that ~J::)e legianaries were paid in three 

instalments each of three aurei: prima facie, pedites 
. . . . . . ... 

cohortale.s and alares· would' be paid in three 'instalments . 

of one ·and of two aure i respectively. After the addition 

of the quartum stipendiuin · by Domi tian there would be ·four 

instalments instead of three~ and the annual PSU in 'the 

cohor-~s would rise to 'i-00 denarii, in the ,!!!! to 200. The 

figures arrived at by_ this argument matY be· tabulate~ as 

follOVlS·:• · 

Legions 

1. milites 

2 •. sesquiplicatii 

). duplica.ri1 

Alae -
1 ,• equi t.es-

2. ses:quipl1cari1 

). dupl1car11 

Annual Pq in denarii. 

Augustus 

225 

JJ7~ 

. 4.50 

1.50 

225 

)00 

Domitian 

)00 

450 
6oo· 

200 

JOO 
400 



215.· 

tsohorts 

1 • pedites 75 100 

2. equites: .. 11'-2-k 150 

sebuiplicarii pedites. 

). sebuiplica.rii equites .! . 1.50 200 

dupli car11 pe.dites· 

4. duplicarii equites. 225' )0"0 

It will be noticed that in the cohorts the 

sesquiplicarii equites have been equated wi~h the duplicarii 

pedites, though strictly they shou~d have received not. twice, 
. . . 

but 2t: times the bas.ic rate. .An annual rate of t68i 

dena.rii, ho-wever, would have introduced ail unnecessary 

complication into the scale,: one that we ma.v feel sure 

would have been avoided by the -essentially practical Ro~ans. 

Marichal, following the traditional interpretation 

of the Geneva paw accounts, believes that the figure o-f 

84 dena.ri~ 15~ ob. ~~-ch 1~ the regular amount of stipendium 

in the Berlin papyrus was due to- the o:r;e·ration of the 

exchange-rate in the favour of the Treasury. 484 In. the 

case of the Berlin papyrus, the system, he believes, would 

work as follows. 84 denarii 15i ob. represented a total 

of 2J67i ob. on the scale of 28l obols to the denarius·,. 

which was equated .with the_ te·tra.drachm: 2J67i obols- ori 

the Treasury scale of 24 ~bols to· the tetradr.achm repres­

ented 98 aenarii 15i ob., or 100 dena.rii less commission 
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on· the exchange. It has: been shown above hO\'V this. 
485 

explanation is unsatisfactory in the case of P. Gen. lat.4: 

in the case of the Berlin pawru.s. even more serious objec­

tions .are . evident. · The normal figure· of depositum is 1-00 

denarii, of viaticum 75 denarii. In a very few instances 

the depos·itilm is a. highe~ s~; 486 the viaticum is in!a.riably 

the same figure • But. vlhy should the exchange be exploit-ed 

to the detriment of t·he men in the case of stipendium. alone,· 

and not in the case of deposittml and viat-icum.? It. mey of 

course be· argued that too denarii was. in this unit at least. 

the minimum sum that cou~d ·b~. retained on d~posit :'487 this 

explanation will.not cove~ the viatim.nn,:~hich seems to have 

been at a standard rate. Further, the figures ·t,hemselves 

are illuminating: 75 denarii represents the -annual stipendium 

before the increase under Domitian, 100· denarii the stipendium 

after that increase. The viaticum seems to have been fixed 

during the first century and to have remained unchanged. 

We are reminded of BGU II 42), the lett;el" of Apion the 

recruit in the Mise~·fieet to his. father in Egypt:488 

(lines 8-10) fi-re 6:t!"?~Bov ~::r M7jr7vD:1,. 
~~<ts«- ~tel. TIIC;V' 'If-<(~ ICoc. /6«-fDS 1 I jfvd"D~S 7'("~l'. 

Apion, therefore, received his three aurei (75 denarii) on 

arrival a.t Misenum: we mfcy' imagine that t:he auxiliaries in 

· the Berlin papyrus · received theirs., or rather had them 

placed to their cr~dit, on joining the unit. BGU II 42J 
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is second-century, and seems to attest that the scale of 

viatica was the same for the fleet. and for auxiliary 

cohorts. What is important. in. the present connection, 

however, is that if the 24/28 obol exchange system had 

been worked in the_ case of the viaticum, the actual sum 

credited would have been not 75 denarii, but 64 denarii 8 

obols. If, ·on the other hand, the viaticum was paid 

according to a straightforWard'system of exchange and 

the. stipendium on a roundabout one, there should surely 

have be·en an out cry from the troops • 

explanation must be found fo~ the odd figure of 84 denarii 

15-i obols. 

In our discussion of the ·Geneva acc~ts we 

reaChed the conclusion that in the case of P. Gen. lat. 1 

the amount of stipendium ent_ered repre·sented only that 

portion• of the pq which was·. applied ~o the man's credit:, 

. the remainder being paid over to the s.oldier in cash as · 
489 pocket-money. We estimated that the amount so paid 

in cash would usually be about 150. drachmae in the year, 

or the. equivalent of 37 denarii 14 obols • This was only 

a small sum, but nothing need be deducted from it for food, 

clothing and accommodation,; it was pocket-money. If we 

compare the Berlin papyrus ·we find 'that nothing is added 

t.o. the men·• s deposits, only a small contri buti"on (collatio) 

is levied for s orne regimental purpose' whi·ch probably as 



Marichal suggests. corresponded to the ad signa of the 

earlier document, and that all the rest, 79.denarii 1.5.\ 
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obols is taken in cash by the men concerned. This is a 

large proportion of .their total p~, and is to be explained 

qy the fact that these men are not stat~oned at a camp, 

but are dispersed in various detachments throughout Lower 

Egypt~ 49° . Their expenses, therefore,_ would be fairly 

ID:sh, especially on·food, though their accommodation 

would no doubt be provided and a·proportion of the·residue 

of. 1.5 .denarii t2! obols which. they did not receive in 

cash would be applied to t_he upkeep_ of their arms and . 

equipment. 

The auxiliaries, therefore, would be receiving 

a wage on which a reasonable life could be l~ved bu~ s_·ay.ing 

was impossible. This mSN account. for the uniformity, with 

two except.ions, of the amounts of -deposita. ~d viatica. 

The latt.er matY be deal;t, with f.irst. The 75 dena.riri.. which 
. . 

were given t.o recruits as an advance o~ enlistmen~· were, 

in this· type of unit at ·a.rzy rate., retained in the regimental 

:f'urids and earmarked to the men •s credit as a kind of . -

compulsory saving. The 100 denarii which in most cases 

is the amount in deposito. mey be explained from a passage 

in Vegetius491 whicn~ ·1f.Schenk492 is right, probably has 

its source in Tarruntenus Paternus who was praefectus 
... 

praet.orto when some of these men enlisted, and is therefore 
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roughly contempQrary: Illud vero ab antiguis divinitus 

institutum est, ut ex donativo, quod milites conseguuntur, 

dimidia pars seguestraretur apud signa et ib~de:m. ipsis 

milit.ibus servaret.ur, ne. per luxum aut inanium rerum 
. . . . . ~ . . 

comparationem ab contubernalibus posset absumi. The T.QO 

denarii, -therefore, m~ be the half· of a donative. If so, 

as Ma:t;"ichal points o~t, it must be later than A.D. 190, · 

because the same sum appears entered to the credit of an­

old·soldier, who began his service between 172 and. 176, 

and 1:3. comparative recruit, who began his service in 190. 

Perhaps we mey sugges·t that the accession of Severus was 

a suit~~le occ.asion. This m:uld imply that before tiD:s 

donative was granted the ma~ority of men in the unit had 

nothing to their credit except their viatica. 

Th~s. view .. of the amount of the aux·iliaey p~ 

depends upon treating the _Berlin papyrus. as referring ~o 

an entire year, and not merely to a PB3-per~od. ~arichal, 

following Domaszewski, believed tnat in the·case ot the 

auxiliaries stipendium meant annual PB¥. This accords 

with the theory that the annual p~ of the auxiliaries was 

100 denarii ·after the reign of Domitian and before the 

increase under severus. Brunt. finds this figure much too 

low, $rguing that ·it . creates too great a disparity bet.ween 

the wage of the legionary and that ~f the auxil~ary, and 

would reduce the soldier • s standard of living to. a point 
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at or just below the sub~is-tence: level. Instead he 

pro;p~ses to unders:tand stipendium as an instalment of pley" 1 

· not as an annual to.tal. Since he believes that even 

after Domitian there were still three annual instalments 

of p~, he pos.tulates a tot.al annual amount of auxiliary 

pey of )00 denarii. To overcome the objection that 

according to his own hypothesis. - he discounts the inerease 

under Connnodus ·which was as.sumed by Domaszewski - this· 

would place the auxiliaries on a Parity with the legion­

aries, he suppose~ that the papyrus maJT. belong to a year 

after Severus had increased the rates of p~.49J This 

· _-,·."•J leads ·him to cast doubt upon our authorities wno place 

.. this increase after Albinus·• defeat in A.D. 197.494 This 

interpretation would make the auxiliary p~ stand at JOO 

denarii at a time when· the legionary p~ was .500 denarii, 

a :.(?roportion of ):.5 which Brunt considers reasonable. He 

does not explain how. he would .preserve the differentials 

of the va~ious ·classes betw~en these limi·ts : 49.5 it would 

appear to be a. diff~cult task to construct a s-cale which 

would take cognizance of them all without having a wide 

margin between the upper and the lowe·r limits • Further, 

since he has to as.sume that the auxiliaries' pley" had been 

raised pari passu with that· of the legionaries, he supposes 
. . . 

that the auxil~aries' p~ was 1)5 denarii before Domitian, 

and 1·80 between Domitian and Severus196 This means that 
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when the Batavian auxilia asked for duplex stipendium 

they were demanding a total of 270, or considerably more· 

than the legionaries were receiving. Brunt forestalls· 

this objection by understanding their demand as a demand 

. for parity with the legionaries, or an increase of from 

1").5 to 225 denarii, but this explanation seems equal_ly 

improbable • Brunt ''s argument that the standard of living 

of the auxiliary foot-soldier would have been at or near 

the subsistenqe level if his pau had been 75·denarii a 

year is so ne·ar to the t-ruth as revealed in the Berlin 

papyrus as to defeat its own e~ds: · the soldier was poor, 

.and had no hope. ot saving, unless he. became a conductor'?97 

but was preserved fro~ the fear of destitution by the 

. compulsory savings made on his behalf, savings which in 

any case were not made out of normal income. Lt is 

noticeab~e that apart fran Pantarchus, the conductor; only 

tw.o other soldiers had more than 1-00 dena.rii on deposit •. 

· Marichal recognized. in P. Berlin 6866 two featu:~res 

of excepti~nal pala~raphic inter~st. One is an abbrev­

iation found in lines 28 and 57, and VJhich must be rest.ored 

from the context in certain other places, which he inter­

prets as (secunda) .498 The appearance of the sign is J.)o, 

and its meaning was unexplained before MarichaJ.. Van 

Hoes·en had propos.ed s cr (1ba) , but no-t only is the !.. 

impossible palaeographic~ly, but the meaning would not 
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. 499 suit the context. · Maridhal recognized that·the first 

element was the numeral 1!1 with the oustomar,y bar of 

abbreviation, an~ the second element. an Q., ~epresenting 

the last letter of s:eoundo. Abbreviation by contr~ction 

is common from the fourth ·century onwards but otherwise 

unexampled at so early a date, the normal system of 

abbreviation at this period being by suspension.50° True 

contraction, however, would have resulted in something 
. . 

like ~o; Marichal sees in the substittiltion of the Roman 

numeral for the actual initial consonants of the word a 

device that represented an intermediate stage on the wa:y 
. . 

to ge~·lUine cont~action. The other f-eature is his recog-

nition of the abbreviations for quadran~ and dodrans.5o 1 
- . 

-The former is represented by the sign3- , the latter by 

the sign f.- • These s1gns are similar to those found 

in various -medieval manuscripts,5°2 but Marichal e;xplains 

that signs formed on the same sys.tem are used as abbrevia­

tions for ~ and triens in the graffiti of La· Grauf'~ue 

in the first-century.50J 

The Berlin PS3' account is concemed with members 

of an auxiliary cohort: the identity of the JR.rticular 

cohort remains obscure • We are more fortunate in the 

case of the other auxiliary p~ account which we possess, 

P. Fa.y. 105.504 This do-cument is concerned not with a 

cohort, but with an ala, as seems probable from the repeated 
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use of the abbreviation for turma., 505 _and is c0¢'irmed 

by the marginal annotation in lines 69-70, translati in 

aJ.am prima (~) •. The original edi-tors of this do-cument, 
- . . . . . . 

Grenfell and Hunt., could npt at tha:t date iden:t;ify the . . 

particular~ t~. which the soldiers belonged: discoveries 

since 1.900 have made the task. comparatively simple, and 

Mari-chal has been able to identify .the. unit concerned with 

the. wel_l-lmown ala veterana .Gallica • .506 The appro~imate 
date of the papyrus is clear from the Greek address on the 

verso. The officials of, th~· JJJ:ariee::s·-: s~bdi visions of the 

Ar:;Jinoite nome· ·appear frequently in the papyri, and though 

our lists are by ,no means complete, they are well on the'ir 

·w~ towards bei~~ .so.507 Among the trTf~r;"..yo~ .-'Hf"'IC~6-;f.~v 
r e,: Eos iil' the. period A.D.· .1 ;o-200 we have c:mly two 

whos:e names would suit the let.ters remaining on th~ verso. 

These are J\pollonius (A~D. 1.76-179), and Apollotas (A.D--.186). 

There is also. a basilicogr~aticus, Apollonius·, iii. A.D. 

179.-508 On~ of these -~ffi~i~~ -~s.t s~rely have been 

the recipient of the letter for which the doCUJilent was 

used as an envelope.509 Since the document could hardly 

have been so used until its contents had ceased to be of 

impor.tance, the period . A.D. 1. 76-18:6 mau be regarded rather 

as a terminus ante g_uem than as the actual date of the 

document. .For this reason Marichal believes that the 

actual.date is around A.D. 175, and not A.D. 180 as the 
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original editors supposed.5tO 'Fhe date of composition 

m~ really have been earlier still, since .a considerable 

interval must have elapsed before the contents of a 

financial document could have been so out-of-date that 

t-he papyrus could be used as wrapping-paper. . If Seymour 

de Ricci is right in his conjecture that the man Turban 

listed as killed in col. iii, 26 received his cognomen 

through being bo~n during the prefecture of Q. Marcius 

Turbo in A.D,. 11"7, 511 
we can· haJ'.'dly dat.e the document 

later than the middle of the second century. Maricq.al's 

date of about A.D. 175 would imply that a man serving as 
. ' . 

an eques in an ~was close on sixty y·ea.rs of age. This 

is not. impossible,· but must surely have been uncommon in 

the extreme. 

During the. period .A.D. 176--180, the only two 

alae stationed. ·at Alexandria were the ala veterana. Ga.llica -
. ~d . the ala I Thra.cum Maure·tana; 512 moreover, . at that dat~ 

the ala I Thracum Mauretana. was the only ala. I stationed 

in Egypt. We have a docmnent of consid:.erable length, 

P. Ham"b. I 39, of the year A.D .• 179, which contains a 

series of 62 receipts issued by members of the ala vete.rana 

Gallica to- a summus curator. L. Iulius Serenus • .513 Ma.n.y 

of the names in this document are repeated in P. Fa.y. 1"05; 

some of these names are: of course qui~e common, but the 

duplications include s·ome of the rarer names, such as Pasion 
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Horus) N.epheros, Apollos, and Gemellus. Be cause of this 

close agreement in nomenclature Marichal believes that 

the two documents are strictly contemporary.514 Finally 

P. FEJ¥• 105 was discovered_ at Karanis, where it is known 

that a detaChment of the ala veterana Gallice was stationed~1 5 
The identtty of the unit whose members·' accounts are listed 

in P. Fa,y._ 105 is therefore reasonably certain, though the 

actual date can be stated only approximately, as some time 

from about the middle of the second century to about A.D. 

180, with the probabilities in favour of the earlier part 

of.this period. 

P. ·Fa,y. 1.05. 

Col. i • 

.X J XVI Ill (obibli~ XXV s (emis) 

() lines missing) 

.5 (oboli) Jv s.{emis) 
• 

(J ·lines missing) 

(oboli)] IIII s(emis) 

10 B':• [ 

APol(l]inar(is) [-)t •• ]v (oboli} XIII s(emis) 

Longinus 

Dioscorus *XXV 

viaticorwn * xx[v1]1 (oboli) XII s(emis) 

15 Pasion *II (oboli) XII s(emis) 

Crispus -~ XXV 

debit ores ~ ccmcvr (oboli) X:Vl (quadrans) 
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Victor .~ LVI ( obol~) V ( quadrans) 

Dionu(s] ius. ;)E Vli (oboli) II 

20 ~~eran(us) ~ XVIII (obol1) s(emis) 

Sisois )(- XVIII (ob_oli) s (emis) 
• 

Hermofi(lus) ~ XXV (oboli) III 

Pasion ~ XXIII (oboli) XVI 

Ma.ximus ~ cr..xxvr (oboli) ·xvrr 
.25 · ."~ (• ]~rt.es ~ LXKXX(r] ·r 

-it- su (nt re] cess a 1f MIJCKIIII (oboli) XIII (dodra.ns) 

col. 11. 

recessa depositorum 

DionlJ~ius ~ M CCCCLVIIII 

item debitores· ~ DCLXVl 

{30) Capitan ~ [ .... ] (oboli) xxv[IJI s (emis l 

5 Apollos X [.)xxr (oboli) XII 

Pasion * :(.]VII (oboli) XII 
: 

.Ammonius 1f LXXI (oboli} XXVII 
• 

Prot as N L[~ VII (oboli) XVII s(emis) 
• • • 

(3.5) Hermaiscus ~- IIIl (oboli) XXVII s(emis) 

10 . Muntanus it !XV (oboli) XIII s(emis) 

Serenus ~ IIII (oboli) XXVII s (emis) 

Gemellus * III! (Oboli) XXVII s (emis) 

Serenus ~ LXXII (obo11) XX s(emis) 

(40) N.efotian(us) jt IIII (oboli) XXVII s (emis) 

15 Eponuchus ~ IIII (oboli) XXVII s(emis) 



Fabianus 

Apolllnar(is) 

(m~ item armorum Dioeysi 

(m~ If sunt recess a.. 

LXI * CLXXII * CIII 
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(oboli) XXVII s{emis) 

(oboli) XXVII s(emis) 

* IICCXXVII (1. 
col. iii. 

(m3) ~ LONG [I] NVS • [ . 
camariusis ( 

Baibulas [ 

Posidonius. [ 

5 Helius[ 

(51) Valerius..[ 

Horus[ 

Paninutas[ 

Charas [ 

10 IUblius ( 

(56) Ammoni~s [ 

Galt;tes [ 

LAn]tonius h(abet) 

Argotius h(abet) 
• • 

15 Neferos. [h(abet) 

(61) Alexandrus h(abet) 

Collutes h(abet) 
• 

Claudius q(abet) 

Ftolemeus [h{abet)] 

20 Antonius [h(abet)] 

. ' L·. 

[d.( epo.s~ tos) 

[d( ep_ositos) 

d (epositos>] 7{ ·ncxv[ ••• 
d(epositos) * ]!) 

d{epositos) * CCCCLJOOOCVII ob II s 

d(epositos) * CCXXVIII 

d(epos·itos} . ~ D 

d(epositos) ~ CCCCXVII 
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(66) Ruf'inus d(epo~itos) ~ D 

Longinus 

Salvius 

l~(abet)] 
[n(abet)] 

h(abet) 
• 

d(eposito~} X CCCLII (obolos)XXIII 

d(epositos) 7( CCLXXXV ob XXVI s 

translati in Saturninus h(abet) d(epositos)* XXXVIII 

.Alam pr:Lma Longinus h(abet) d(epositos}~ CCLXV 

26 
.(72) 

(74) 

..... . 
9 Turbon h(abet) d(epositos)~CCCCLXX (obolos) VII 

• 
summa. deposito~ '* XTCXXVIIII ob(oli} X s(emis) 

sepositorum ~ I'!'!'Dcxxv [r o] b ( ol_1} [1] II 

v_iaticorum * MCCCCXVI ob(oli) x:x[r 
JO fit summa nummorum * XVICLXXII (obqli) VI s(emis) 

(traces of four oblite'ra.ted lines) 

Verso 

col. i. 

17J ta. (quadran~) ·Ma.richal, s (emis) (qua.rt.a?) editores. 

26.l' (:;::in toto) ~d:i.t~~~s. (t~rmae) Marichal. 

·1"1. @ol [l].~a.r(iu~) ~· 

col. ii • 
. . 

1:7 • .Apollinar(ius) ~· 

P. Fay. 10.5 does not assis.t us to calculate the 

p~ of the equites alares: it is not concerned with the 

stipendium directly J but only with depos.itaJ sepositaJ and 

viatica. In the general level of deposita and viatica it 
- . 

is very different from P. Berlin 6866, though that document 

is almost contemporar,y, and refers to the same province. 
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Whereas ·in the Berlin papyrus the amounts held on deposit 

we.re monotonously similar, iri the great majority of cases 

being 100 denarii, in the present document w.e have a wide 

range of amounts, varying from a mere )8 denarii in the 

case of Saturninus (line 69) to a withdrawal by Dionysius 

of no _less than 1459 denarii {line 28), which with the 

addition of' the sum of 10) denarii spent on a:rms (line 44) 

implies a ·to-tal saved of at least 1562 denarii. The size 

of some of· these amounts makes it clear that in comparison 

with the cohortales the alares were well paid. It is 

equally clear. that Domit.ian • s restriction- on· the -amount 

of savings to be kept on depesit (2.50 denarii), either 

did not apply to Egypt,·or ~ad fallen into desuetude.516 

A further point of contrast with the· Berlin papyrus is 

that withdrawals from t·he viatica appear to have been 

allowed: the considerations which apparently caused this 

to be forbidden in the case of the cohort of the Berlin 

papyrus would not carry the same weight in a unit re~atively 

sa affluent. 

Perhaps the chief centre of interest in this 

dowment is the entry (~~~) ~ep~sitor[l!]~ in line 7'3· 

The distinction between seposita and deposita is not dra.wn 
- ~ . . . 

in P. Berlin 6866., but that such a distinction existed can 

be deduced from Vegetius (II, 20). He uses- the term 

sepo·sitio to des.cribe that very sy$.tem of retaining h~f 



of each imperial donative in the soldier 1s credit account 

in the regimental savings.-bank which we have noticEd in 

connection with the deposita of the Berlin papyrus .517 

His words a.re: 

Sepositio ·autem ista. pecuniae primum ipsis 

contubern:aJ.ibus docetur adcomnoda.; nam cum publica 
ent · 

sustent,[Ur annona, ex omnibus· donativis augetur 

eoruii_l pro, medietate cas·trense peculium. Miles 

de:1nde qui smnptus suos scit. apud signa depositos 

de deserendo nihil cogitat, magis diligit signa, 

pro illis fort-ius dimicat, more :tn.unani ingen:li, 

ut pro illis habeat maxima!'l curam in quibus suam 

videt positam es:se substantiam.. 

The term deposita by itself' would apP3:a.r to 

include all the am:ounts left S:f¥d signa, whether volunt­

arily or not; at least, in the Berlin papyrus the word 

s·eems to have been used in this wey. When contrasted 

with sepositB:;, how.ever, the deposit.a will be the sums 

voluntarily saved, the seposita th~se sequestrated from 

the imperial donatives. In the Berlin paPWTUs, of course, 

the level of voluntary saving appears to have l::>een so low 

as to make superfluous a bookkeeping system which distin-

guished between the 1 two forms of saving. On the othe~ 

hand, the cavalrymen of the ala veterana Gallica, who seem 

to have had the means to enjoy a far higher standard of 
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livil1g, may well have benefited from the f'ull,a]l!)plication 

·of the system, with its separate categories of deposita 

and seposita. The amount saved by Dionysius, 1562 denari·i, 

is the equi~alent of several years• entire p~,5 1 8 and 

though it probably represents the accumulated SAVings of 

. twenty-:t:ive years, both. deposita and seposita, it at 

. least proves that it was possible for a soldier. in an ala 

to amass a considerable fortune during ·the course of his 

service. The legionary, with his higher pey, must have 

been able to save still more. 

It will be remembered that in the Berlin papyrus 

the amount. of the viaticum was invariably 75 denarii, and 

comparison was made with the letter of Apion, the recruit 

to the fleet at Misenum, whose viatiGWn was of the same 

amount.519 Further, it was argued that in that papyrus 

this sum was retained as a compulsory saving. There was 

no need, therefore, to make a separate categor,y of credits 

in seposito for the members of that unit. In P. Fay. 1.05, 

however, w~ere there was suan a separate categor,r, the 

viatica cauld apparently be drawn upon. The average sum 

remaining undrawn, in fact, amounts to no more ·than 54 

denarii a head. This need cause no surprise, as it does 

to Marlchal, 5?0 who writes., "on ne voit pas pourquoi les 

cavaliers de 1'' ala vetera.na Gallica, qui ont· une f:?Olde 

superieure, auraient un viaticum int~rieur a celui des 



fantassins du P. Berlin." The obvious answer is th.at 

the cavalryman had other sav:ings, both volunt.ary and 

obligator,y, whiCh made sequestration of thei~ viatica 

unneces.sary: when funds were short, therefore, they 

would draw on their viatica, qut the rep~ents, when 

2)2 •.. 

made, would be deposita. The general level of the viatica 

in this unit, in fact, so far from giving cause for 

surprise at its lowness, is s~ high ~s to prove that 

withdrawals from the viatica were not often necessa:cy_. 

In P. Fgy. 105 one. man,· Turbon, was listed as 

dead:521 we have a do-cument which show.s how the balances 

of deceased soldiers were treated. Two docuinents published 

by Sanders, and recognized as one. by Gilliam, show that 

the vice sima was deducted and a record made .522 

P. Mich. VII 435 

col-. 1 

i • • Di oph~;mias opf .. 
...... 

• Claudi Ranani sa[lutem • •• 
drachmas centum [ 
••• • 
.ucit dr nonagen(ta 

•• • • 
••• repleunt ressi.[ 

••• osito IV -Non (as Iuliaa' 
• • • 

/ / 
ii L .II [1] Cur o .L Eg~~~ius Op~u~ Iuli (o ...oognomen opt.io]~]! 

7 Cl audi Romani 
•• 



s.e.lutem. Fate [o]r m [e accepi.sse hereditatis ? i]nstar 
• • • 

• •••••••••••• 

a Pulio Maximo 7 Ter [ 

ex quibus deduci-• ... 
tur "!1. censim [a ) 

••• drachma • 
• 

5 non [a]ginta qui[nque 
• • • ] 

Aug lV Nonas 

Iulias. 

<m2) iii Co]h I C.E. 8 A,prilis Petro[oianus nomen ]ioni 
• 

7 M'axim1 [ salutem .• 

Petronj,. Bland [1 "I 

option1 

Fateor me 1 accepisse legato 
benefici1ario (?) i 

assistent.is· "1) Maximo. 7 
~ 

defuncto 

drachumas V [ ex qui bus. dedu] cuntur 
• • 

5 vicensima. [hered. dr. ducentae sexagint] a. quinque. 

reliquae dra~[humae. quae sunt ? J quinque mil-

d ~ia LKXXXV d·anftur in depos]~~~ (?) 
IIII N;onas Iul [ias 

iv Leg II Tr [ 
• • 

col. ii 

v •••••• 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • 0 

••••• 0 



5 • • • • • • 

•••••• 

qu [·1~[ 
•• 

N • • •f 
Nigro 7 M( 

• 
5 X n ••• II[ 

Col. i. 

2)4. 

i 1 2.· Romani ~·EJ.[lutem Gilliam1 Romani ~[ Sanders. 

ii~2. salu~em. ~ate[o]r.~[~--~~cepisse Gi_lliam, Sa~u~e.ti 
~at era( Sanders: .hereditatis. (?') 1] nst.~ ••••••••••••••• ~., 

. . 
i]~star ••••••••••••••• Gilliam, 

dr P Lt] ol Aug 
• • • • 

i] nstar 

MDC drachmarum Sanders. 
··• ······ar 

ex quibus deduci- Gilliam1 

ex quibus DC deductr- Sanders. 4. • •• drachma. Gilliam, 
• • • • . - ,, . 

• cet drachmas Sanders. .5. ~en; [a.J ginta Sanders 1 ••• [.]ginta 

Gi.lliam. 

iii,l. read eo]h I C(ilicum) E(quitata); Petro[nia.nus Gilliam,. 

Petro:( nius Sanders. 2 .• 7 Maximi [ salutem. Fateor me] 

accepisse Gilliam, 7 Maximi [ s:e] accepisse. 

Sanders • .5. cf. Gilliam., A.J .Ph. LXXII I, p. 404 1 n. )6. 

P. Mich. VII 440 

i ] ~o 7 ~~arti pri [ n cipis 

s]a~~ te m. Fatior me ~[ccepisse 
] .r •. vicesima dr [ · 

•• 
reli ]q_ ua s quas Id ~bus (?·) 



testa! mento .••• [ ... 
] Aug IV Non ~ Iuli~ 

• 
7 Fl J a vi ( ?-) Ant oniq~ • [ 

Fa )tior me accepi [sse 

Antoni] ni rust [1n1 (~·) 

10 r.eliq] uis · qu[" 

2J5· 

1.1. ) ~o 7 q~art:i pri[ncipis Gilliam, !O 7 0 [.]anti pr~( 

Sanders, Antonius Iustinus opt]~o. 7. ~~1 pr~[curatori 
vicesimae heredita.tu~' Arangio-Ruiz. 

2. s)~~(te]m. Fatior: G.i.i11~,. ~alut]~~ E:Iic]~t. Fatior:· 

Arangio-Ruiz, ]ene [ ••• ]~t _fatior~Sanders •. 

J~- vicesim~ ~::[ Gilliam, .}tr~ vi~esima·q~[. Sanders, 

]pro vicesima_ Arangio-Ru1z, fortasse deduc~] t~~ vic~·sima ~~ [. 

5. testa.Jmento Arangio-~iz, ] m~~to Sanders. • • • • 
6. ~g IV Nion[ Gilliam, A]ug. Iur;io R[ustico II et 

'•· 
Plautio Aquilino cos. Sa.hders. 

ii,l. ·] •• avl (Flavi ?) Anton~z:~ • [.. Gilliam, ]~rat ~i· 

J\ntoni~s ru[stinus . Sanders, is.dem cos. eadem d~e de ci] ~at· 

se Antonius Iu[stinus Arangio-Ruiz. 

2. Fa] tior me accepi[ ss~ GilliamJ ]": <:~ant et cc et o [ · 

Sanders, op]t-io 7 ovanti a~ce:Pi[~se drachmas Ara.ngio"\"Ruiz. 

J. Anto]ni Sanders. 

It is unfortunate that this document is so poc:>rly 

preserved that many ,of the readings are e)Ctremely doubt.ful. 

Its date, hov~ever,· can. be defined within narrow limits. 
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N!o fewer than three ,qnits are mentioned, and we mey assume 

that other units were Ll'lcluded in ·the complete ·roll. These 

units comprise two legions.,- III Cyrenaica and II Traiana, 
. . . . . . 

and a furthe~ unit, restored by Sanders as coJh I C(ilicum) 

E(quit.ata) .523 We know that III Cyrenaica was- transfe~red 

to Arabi~ soon after A.D. 119,524 and th~ . earlies't date at 
~ 

which II Traiana is attested in Egypt is A.D. 1.09. Sanders 

would go still further, and suggest that the· ~ourth day 

before the Nones of July, A.D. 116, was the date of the 

:f!irst t.hree entries-, 525 on t.he ratper sl::J.ght ground that 

th~ deaths of so mani at the s arne time would require a 
. ' 

military cause, and this is to be found in the Jewish -

revolt of A.D-. 115-1:16. We mey doubt whether the few 

entries that we possess do constitute an unusual .number ._, 

of deaths 1n the camp at N·icopolis at the same time, but 

the dating A.D. 1 09-1' ·i 9 seems certain, and S9nders • 

suggestion ma3 weli be.right. 

Before· w.e examine- the nature of the document we 

mey perhaps Q:iscuss certain interesting annotations contained 

1n it. Thes;e are 8 (theta. ~igrum) and ~ (= o(biit), 

a variant of theta nig~,526 -in- Pap. 4J5,iii, l and 11,1, 

and the marginal no~ation ~in Pap. 4J5,_iii, 7. Sanders 

in Wldoubtedly right in suggesting that the last-men"t,ioned 

sign represents d(epositum). His assumption, how.ever, 

that it was. put there "t.o indicate what entries and v1hich 
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line of the entry nqted a deposit, or even that the-deposit 

ha.d been recorded in the ledger oif the soidier",527 seems 

less reasonable: this explanation would hardly account 

for the absence of the mark before the other entries. 

Perhaps a more likely explanation is that it was added by 

the clerk to remind himself that the ledger entry had still 

t.o be made. We are reminded of the marginal annotation ~ 

in P. Dura J recto,528 . and D. Perg. 6, 529 whidn in both 

cases seems t.o have been .used ~o remind the clerk to take 

s_ome further action:in connection with the entry. · 

·palaeographically -the document is interesting 

because of the light it ·throws. on the danger -of_ dat.ing a 
: . 

document by.the style of hand alone. Sanders states that 

without fUrther evidence one would date the ~careless, crude 

hand' of the first t¥1o entries. of. Pap. 4J5 to the second-·­

c~ntury, or even late second century., but naturally assign 

the third and subsequent .. entries., in •·a majuscule cursive 

of considerable ease and elegan~e 1 , to the first century~JO 
In the case of Pap. 440, which Sanders believed to be a 

different document, he recognises two different second 

centucy hands, of which the first "is slightly larger, 

while the second is more elegant., but also has more 

ligatures" .5)1 It is fortunate that we know. that all 

four hands are strict1y contemporary. 

The type of. entry is perhaps shown mo·st clearly 
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by Pap. 4)5, ii which m83 be translat.ed as: "Third 

(\yrenai c Legion.. L. Egrilius Optus t.o. Iulius [ ••• ~ •• ]. , 

optic, of the century 9f Claudius Romanus·, greeting. I 

~it that I ~~ve received in ~the_fo~ [of an inheritance53
2 

( ?) ] from fulius Max.iqn.is, of the century of Ter [• •• ) , [a 

sum of drachmas], from which are deducted as inheritance­

tax [ ••• J · dr~ chmas • [The remaining drachmas], ninety-five, 

[are placed on deposit ·f_or the heir.] The fourth dey-

befC?re the N.ones of July, [year]. •• . 

The chief interest of the document, apart from 

the light it throw·s upon the vicesima here"ditatum, ¥1hich 

is hardly within the scope of this inquiry, and has been 

fUlly treated by J.F. Gilliam,5JJ is the evidence it offers 

on camp adininistration. Tne ·Qeneva archives1;:_ ahd the 

pav accoun~s of P._.Berlin ·6866 'and P. Fay. 105, were all 

concerned ~1ith one partiwle.r unit: this document contains 

items from at least three units, and possibly mo,re. The 

conclusion must b~ that it was prepared either at the camp 

at Nicopolis or at. some central record-office. '!!he former 

alternative seems preferable, if we bear in mind th~t the 

concentration of two legions within the same camp must 

have required a considerable hea.dquaJ;"ters staff, and that 

there is. other evidence to suggest that auxiliary un~ts 

tended to be grouped under legi.onary command.5J4 It 

might appear at f.irst sight that the re.ceipts. in this 
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document are not originals but co~s, since in one, case 

three, and in another two, are in the same hand. In 

these cases, however, it would seem that the hand is that 

of the official before whom the declarations were swo-rn. 

In Pap. 435 the second entry is made before a Iulius 
eo ..... -. .. us 

~ ... •l optio of the century of Claudius M~:l.mus: the 

first entry is also made before some member of the same 

century, and, since the hand is the same, presumably the 

same person. The remaining en~ries of this papyrus· are 

in the same w~ to be understood as made before an optio 

of the century of Ma.ximus • These last four entries, 

moreover, concem at least two units, coh• I C(ilicum} 

E(guitata) and leg. II Traiana: their being sworn before 

the same person, ·who presumably belonged to one of the 

legtons., ~onfirms that the inheritances were dealt with 

by the headquart.ers staff in the first instance, and not 

·by unit administration. The individual entries, however, 

must have had duplicates in the unit ledgers, probably in 

individual Pstr accounts such as P. Gen. lat. 1. In the 

case of a large camp it was probably found convenient to 

have the various administrative staffs brigaded within the 

same building, so that the transference of ent~ies from 

camp to unit records and similar cross-postings would 

present no difficu.lty.535 

The Geneva pey accounts and the two do.cuments 
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whiCh dee~ with the accounts of ~~iliaries, P. Berlin 

6866 and P. ·Fay. 105, ill~strate ·how· a re~ord was kept 

of the PBN". and credit of each individual soldier from the. 

d~ of his enlistment until his discharge or earlier death. 

But just. as earlier, in the case o:f the pridiana, ·we saw 

now annual consolidated returns depended upon data obtained 

from other more· ephemeral records,536 s~ we m~zy assume 

that these annuaJ. accounts were based upQn re-ceipts and 
' 

records fo.r .. occasional peyments· and issues. M~. of these 

receipts survive, and, as might have. been expected, the 

majority are not on pap,y~s, which would have peen. too 

expensive a medium to use . for a tempC?·ra.ry ,. record, · but on 

ostraca. What rnav ·be at fir~t sight surprising, but on 

·closer consideration is not so., is that. thes:e occasional 

receipt~ are no·rmally written .in Greek, and follaw the 

cus·tomary Greek formula.537 It is true that Latin was 

the offi·cial lB{!!&Uage· . of ·the anny, ·and that adequate 
•tn &Ill: 

knowledge of Latin maor haye been an indispetJ.~able quali--

fication :ror promotion to the higher ranks,, bu"\1 it must 

be remembered that the majority of men serving in Egypt, 

both in the legions and the auxilia, had Greek as their 

native language. and must have been far more pro:t'.icient in 

that tongue than in camp·Latin, of which many must have 

had onJ.Y. .. a smattering,. However essenti~ it mey nave 

beep to us·e only Lat"in f.or documents intended £or transmission 
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to higher formations. or to othe~ units, it must have been 

found in practi9e mo;re convenient to use- Greek ·for records. . . 

intended for circulation within the unit a.dminis.tration 

only~ In this connection we IDa¥ recall the re~lation 

of so-cal-led Gnomon of_ the Idios Logos which all~ws s.oldiers 

9 to make wills in either langu/~e ~ 53B. we mey be sure that 

this concession would .not have been grant.ed had not many 

minor official military do~ents been in Greek also. 

PSI IX 1063 is· an example o-f a document of. some importance 

~:i.thin the unit and Y:et was written in Greek.5J9 ~eceipts 

of less importance are almost exclusively in Greek. 

Representative of_ this clas.s are the ostraca from Pselcis 

published by Wilcken,540 with a more recent supp~ement by 

Evelyn-White.541 These acknow~edge the issue of wine or 

dry rations, or money in lieu, t.o troops from whose pey­

the price was deducted.. They are in Greek, and follow 

the customary formul~. A number_ contain the statement 

that the author of the receipt was illiterate and that the 

receipt waB written for him by another named person. It 

should be sufficient to·give two examples of this type of 

do.cument : ... 

CR XXXIII (19.19), Os.tr. 8. 

R A';Jt7'>.' s fl cite::,\ 7" I~ d ?S "Efi { o/f!~ 
? ~~~f<t(VdfcHJ n6"/uV'fDu (a) _KI-If''</'1~.,.~~1 
Y. I Hr \ I -'/ \ / __} 

/")KI!"'y'• P;fo(~ OY' lf'YIIi trJ cJ OI ..... DV K'O..foroy, V 
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1. X r 
7· L· 

CR XXXIII ( 1919), Ostr. ·i 4. 

7ft t~KOS 7("!-;~ot f 1Tr1'4!'~~ 

.f '"£// ~ofll'"oc.J I'J.,.~l,\drr let-t-

I' 

;$11C.f ,. rw!' 
, 

'1i l(f« ({" 0 c.J 
.. C" I ' 

Jt"K, · " ...los ' ~It' I 

/ I' l ' ,(. r t tr. tf'"~ /'"' o jJ olt o' 

~~~:.rt:f • L f jl fufi' f 
<e> rt«(r-J. 

The o-stra;ca .. published by Wilcken are similar, 

bUt differ -in "that they are addressed to an optio, a,nd 

not, as in the·se examples, to a c1bariator.542 

2~. 

A far more elaborate system of filing soldiers' 

receipts is found in an· important pap,yrus roll discovered 

in the Fayum •. This is P. Hamb. I :)~, the receipt;..book 

of ·the ala "vetera.na Galli~a~54J .. This roll contains no 

fewer than 24 columns (the majority containifig three 

receipts each), or· which t,wo- are unused·~ and tw.o only 
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partly used. The columns were numbered, 544 ·and contained 

;in chronological order 62- receipts issued. by soldiers of 

the ala veterana Galli ca to the surrnnus curator, L-. I~lius 

Serenus, who apparently too-k the roll awEzy with him on his 

retirement as an ex-decurion.545 The receipts acknowledge 

the rece;i.pt of l(fJ',rr,t (faenarium) during the period 9 January 

·to 10 April in the Egyptian year A.D. 178/179. 

The majority of t-pe receipts were writ ten on 

the roll itself by the rec~pients, or by their representat-
. 

ives, if the ::i::ssvers·: of the re ceipt.s were. illiterate: two 

receipts J however,· were originally written on a sep~ate 

·sheet which was afterwards pasted on to the ro-11.546 ~ne . . . 

receipt is entirely lost·, but of the remaining 61 t;here 

are 44 issued ~ individuals, and 17 which are collective 

receipts. All the receipts were issued in the camp at· 

Alexandria. Two examples will serve. to illustrate their 

style. 

P. Hamb. I 39, ·1.0· (=: ~ .... QQl. III_fWL_ 

2o. Aits Kete,-n/rov ,~r,;;e-~(s> ~rJ7 ~ /~~J;~7s rofi'/'7' 10Jr"rt£""v-' 

[~ o,l,~~Y)) [e-rf"~ trof.-:! <o~ro;n ,¥rf'1(vj . v£ Jy~,.. 17fJ~ 4"o~ rjr 
Yf"''d-trou ro; j.,..1~1C'~tC~etfrout 1'ror f)cJ/?~'~j; ~Y'rwv-f-

VthJ li~~t'· K ~,: fcv r~v ~ur/#oJV' A.J~-OICj?tf"r~>.~!o (v) /.. rof/l(s 
t~6tXor~vDS Grfs K7 t"'~S. Mf I<PC,\os '"Y,yl.. « r, "'"r'"' » 
c~~1K]a<rt "y .,.~ ,17t~.s. L I~ fl,jf7l :~V' ~vr~v/ VD~ 

2~ {~ee~; K}or_tffov K'-<, crtfA~v Twv .~r?/,.J t1 Tujl, ((v)) x. 



20;, Aelius Capito .• 21 'I ou~/ 't· 25. The date is 1.5 Jan .. 179. 

Our other example, a collective receipt, shows 

superior sp~lling. On the whole 'When the authors of the 

rece-ipts were illiterate they had them written by· comrades 
. . 

of above the average standard of li~eracy. In this case 

they select~d a sign~fer. An interesting point is _the 
' 

employment in this receipt of dating in both the Greek and 

the Roman styles. 

P. Harnb •· I 39; 63 (=·~ BB): 

L!,otl'cfr,~s. ~,P ~-~~·~~~J#"~ ~ rTt1#~'s /:')..'1$ ~A\'~7.$ ~fo].;Lii'7.1~;#otft{-J­
VD;J IC.I: e~~~o~V' fr."Ap~vDS ro.ft'/'1' f,.I'1"111J 7t~':Ll.,;\-::,1 [,,;;&~":'\ ,,1~4 ~ 

" " ~~ \ "' ' ... 'f'IJl ...:-A~ .; [. • • :.toe.-..[. .-\ 'rru ~ w 1Ct!11Jft~~o't~· X"' If'~'"· ._. ... ~{JOtlf46'V' "'~"" (f"t:llol [. ] \ • , 

J<,;).ll( v·G:J., "l•rrT';rf!f',"~>o~V' 'OfPJ/r~u Kc~ ~DJ~u Snt~~r!&,]s " ll(trffDAIIt·'Y'"-
.5 g7r *" ~,. ·11 ~t('•••l-'r; /" 4-.r:C f!"'~~:ro~7/fr;") f~>J?f ~foJu f ~ ~t-.S.ff jou 

f""' rror "it. _a" b'J"'.;f'«. ~.r:'~eol' ,,'.,.,.1 "'~ 7!7"' 
L ,& At/'?J,..fv.v Avrwv1~DV ~&«', ·Kcyor-~ft,., r~i K"f/.?JN~IIJro~&{k"r~wV' 
(.;.Jf-1 ICif-. Lflt:~Vcf<t"tO~ E.t~f" 1T 1-:v'V'tll If)/' Nl4 p?oS' ~TJ._7]s -rfs • ~--r7c 

10 . r~.J/'/,"1' .,A,~A, vcefo ... Vrf-c ~rrrT~ N:r,.,y ".fo£~rl·rorlv-,.,v /"7 ... 
I= Is If V'"' I y,.. /"~tr-.J •• 

7-8 The date is 17 Jan. 179. 

Meyer, basing his inquiry upon nomenclature, 

finds that out of a total of 93 members of this !!! below 

th~ rank of de·curion, no less than 33 possessed· ;aoman 

Citizenship, 9f whom 9 were illiterate and f semi-literate. 

Of the 60 peregrini the majority were i.lliterat.e, and only 

· .16 literate anp 2· semi-literate ~547 The decurions 

apparently all possessed the citizenship except one, 

f.~tfv-ils 1?tJA_vo' (= M""A"'v~ros ) •. Studies based on· 

nomenclature are full of pitfalls, but these receipts would 
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point to the reasonably safe conclusion that it . .v~as the 

literate .soldier who was the more likely to receive promotion 

and, the citizenship • 

• With these soldiers' receipts 1n Greek we m~ 

compare one in Lat1n.548 · Perhaps lef?S than half of the 

receipt survive.s, ·and it is not possible to be certain 

what was really.containe~ there. It does, however, seem 

probably that it was written by, or on behalf of, a s~lor 

vb:o had received an advance of' pey. · It mey, on the other 

hand, simply be the ac~owledgment,, of a. loan, with a. · 

promise to ·repey the amount. out of pey. · The receipt. 

bears the remains of a regular consular date. 

P. Mich. Ill 161. • 

5 

]~[o)s XII K. Marti~s[. 
)scribsi me accepisse[ 

]classis Aug. Libum[ 
• 

]s ex sti.peddio et e[ 
. . . 

) ~ct~ Caesa.reae [ . 

)io 

] ••••• it •••.•• Capito 

Ja •• · ••• itisraa Capito Sanders. . . .. ~ 
The do·cument.s which we have examined so far have 

been essentially 'military·t, that is to sey that they have 

been produced purely for· intemal administration within 

the a.rnzy-. The Roman army, however, in particular in the 



second and third centu,ri~_s -- the. fourth century is outside 

the province of this inquiry - had dealings of inany kinds 

with the civilian population and with civilian officials, 

especially conceming the procurement of supplies. For 

the early second century we have a receipt for hey supplied 

t,o the ala veterana Gallica:.549 this document, of A.D. 1)CJ:, 

is entirely in Latin, though a :rather irregular Latin, and 

contains a nominaJ. roll of the rnen for whom the .hey was 

intended. 

P. Lond. 482. 

Alae vetrane galliga t.urma 

Donaciani Serenus pro.curator 
• 

canductoribus fenari·s salute--(m) • . . . 

_Accipi fenum contur[m) alibus 
• • 

5 meis mensis Iuni et naulum 

10 

15 

su [stu] li per me,. et tibi fiunt . 
• • 
e ccutes t.riginti • · Catulino 

et Afro cos • 

Ala.fes. 

Sal_a.s 

Iulius 

Platen 

Germ anus 

Dan~ttius 

Nervas 

A-.D. 1JCl 

Ecatus 
• • ••• 
Bits ius 

Aululanus . . 
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Cocas Feli:xi 
~-···· 

Atestas 
• 

.)0 [ •• Jurinus 

Gaianus n ••• por 

Paulus T.b.s 
• 

20 Nil as Te [re]ntius 

Bitecus .••• ulis 

Aululanus Maximus 
• • 

Do lens Acill [i]us 

Domittius Sarapion 
• • • • •••• 

25 Sere nus Androstenes 

)2 Tubas Bell. 

With . thisdo·cument we matY compare a papyrus of 

the Oxyrhynchus collection, published by Grenfell and Hunt~50 
which is dat.ed A.D. 205, and contains a similar nominal 

roll in Latin. Here, however, the similarity ends, for . 
JC 

the receipt - to a deputy procurator for ,50: artabae of 

wheat - is this ·time in Greek. Prestunably this is. a copy 

of ·lJhe ·receipt which was filed in the unit 1 s archives: ·the 

nominal roll was probably not sent to the deputy procurator, 

but added to the receipt in the unit 1 s records to· account. 

for the distribution of the wheat. 

P. Oxy. IV ])5. 

col. i. 

Only a few Latin letters (apparently [?elonging 

to names) remain of the line-endings • 



col. ii 

• • 

G (.]1 [ 

Sadus [ 
•• 

• • 

Marrius Comar[ . 
••• 

Valerius Isidori 

• • 

20 

item pedites vi Belei 

.Beleus Zabdius 

ad cogn lega Claudius. Sa.binus. 

lerrhaeus Avidus 

Themes Ma.lichi 

• • 

riex 
• • 

col. iii 

• • • 
Iebael[ 
•••• 
Bari chi us. [ 

Sa.dus [ 

Themes r 
Salmes [ 

Zebidius [ 
• 
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• 

Ma111chus sa[ 
• 

Psenosixoius [ 

Roman(us ?] A[ - . 
CUmes1~) et Truf'on Hf 
• • • 

Iulius .[ 

Etiopius Clru .[ 
• •• 

:30 Pacebius Pf 

12. f'orta.sse_.item pedites. in. 7 Belei. 

We m~ conclude this discussion of' milita.r,y 

accounts with another pap,vrus from the OXyr~nChus collection, 

P. o.x.y. XII 1,5ft, which has been described by its editors 

~. ~ .Lati~ .mii1ta17 a.ccount·.5.51 This document. consists 

of two ;fragments, written in two large cursive hands with. 

addit.ions in a. smaller third hand. An indication of its 



date is given ~ the use of the verso for a docum~nt in 

Greek.·.552 ThiQ document m83 be dated t.o A.D. 247:. ou~ 

document, therefore, must have been written appreciably 

earlier. The column is complete at both top and bottom, 

but the beginnings and endings are lost, and ~e length .. . 
of the lines cannot be·established. 

P. ax;y. XII 1.511:. 

Frag. 1. 

Pr] aef ( e cto) coh( O·rtis) Apame [no rum 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

] ~~len~ tabu [ lari.o 

].~~rarino praef(ecto) legio[nis 

] d~ta emerito LIIIl ·E! •• [ 

]hfaxwnC: [ 

. ]xvi • ·~. [ 
J aptus ••••.• [ . . . . -

] irric{ Proximo t.abular [io 

· ]f!rino p [rae] f(ecto) alae [ 

] •• bacus [ 
• 

There are traces of two lines in the third hand. 

Perhap~ it was the mention of. tabulari1 (lines 4, 10) and 

the use of the numbers LIIII and XVI (lines 6., 7). ~hich 

persuaded the editors to describe this document as an account. 
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It does not reisemble 1-n style or character Bif3 of the 

militar.r accounts we possess. A clue to its.nature is 

given by the mention of a praefectus cohortis Apamenorwn, 

a praefe ctus legionis, and a praefe ctus alae. These 

officers are surely the recipients of different letters. 

In_ that case, the whole is just part. of a roll or copies 

of letters sent,_ .. a liber litterarum m1s.sa.rt.UD • .5.5J The 

tabularii mentioned in lines 4 and fO can hardly have been 

the originators of these letters. Their function must 

rather have been to testify that these were true- and 

_correct copies. . We are reminded of P. Oxy. VII 1:022:.54 
. ' 

1n which a comi.wlarius writes, "scripsi authenticam 

epis.tulam in tabula.rio cohortis esse". The plurality of 

tabularii (confirmed; by the presence of no _less than three 
. ' . 

different hands) suggests that the docUment belonged to 

some large. central· offi~e .555 The record-off~_ce O·f the 

Prefect .of §&'Pt .would -.seem t·he .most l1k~ly.5·5~· ·The 

document does nqt, ~herefore, seem to be an account, as 

the .. edit.ors describe it. The words data em~~ito in line 

6 would suggest rather a series of letters on the lines of 

ILS 90€xl • .5.57 This would make the r.oll a collection of -
letters .. to commanding officers authorising the discharge 

of individual soldiers. But this is only a possible 

interpretation, since the document is ·so fragmentary. 

This l_ast document ha~ bro~ht us to the question 
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of disCharge, the end or goal of a soldier's career. At 

this point it m~ be as well to recapitulate our treatment 

of the do·cumentation of the individual s.oldier. We saw 

how he would begin, if wise, by arming h~self with a 

letter of 1ntroduction,55B before presenting himself for 

his probatio.559 On acceptance he would nol:'Dl.ally receive 

an advance of P83 and be po.sted to a unit.560 On his 

arrival at his unit, the balances to his credit would · 

be transferred by the officer in charge of the draft. t.o 

the signifer of the centu~ to Which he was assigned.561 

.From that point. the recruit. must be considered as a member 
~-· 

of his unit, th:e doCtUDent.aiion of which falls naturally 

into two main divisions, which we ma.y call the administrative 

and the financial. 

Under the first heading, we saw how his name-

might be entered on vari.ous t~pes of matriculae, ra.n€;mgg 

from a straight-forward nominal roll.562 . to ~o.;,~ elaborate· 

documents, ~hich mey have containe4 .. re.conmendations ~or 

pr9motion, .563 .. __ or even the record of his promotion to the 

d~curionate.564 . We saw examples of matriculae for various 

units, ranks, and arms of serv.ice. Besides the matricula.e, 

we ~xamined a quite elaborate: dut.y-rost~_r, of which no 

modern company-office need be ashamed,565 a parade-state{66 

various examples of the acta diu~a • .567 and, finally, the 

t.wo most important do.cuments of the adin1n1strative group, 
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the pridiana of Berlin and Londop..56a· Many other docu-

. ment.s which might. justifiably have been included in this 

section will be found list,ed. in the suuma.ry catalogue o'f 

Roman military documents in the next chapter. The 

inclusion of them all would have made. the s:ection dis­

proportionat.ely long. Special mention mfcy' be made here, 

however, of' a series of' do.cuments from Dura recently 

published by Gilliant, relating to. cavalr.y horses., which 

prove that it was not men alone who were the subject o.f 

meticulous do cumentatio:n. 569 

Under the. s~cond he·~ing we m~ include our 

dis cuss ion of soldiers • p~ ··ac·counts )57° It is fortunate 

that these cover three types of unit.,· legion, .!!:!.!, and 

cohort~~.- even without. their evidence, however, we should 

have been in' little aoubt of the essent.iaJ. unii'ormity of 

Roman military- bookkeeping. At the end of this section 

we examined. ·a few examples of . soldier; s receipts • 57'! 
. . . . . . 

It i.s the receipts which perhaps are the most 

individUal of all the documents we possess. We have 

seen how the quite complex and intricate bookk~eping system 

of t~ Roman ELI'l'ey'_ demanded for its .. operation a. nucleus of 

highl1'-1:tra:li.ned men, the litterati homines of Veget.ius .572 

In the receipts we see how the. individual soldiers Who w~re 

not themselv.es concemed· with th~ running of the admi~is-

trative machine, fall sharply into two 91-asses, the literate 
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and the 1lliterate.57J We mey imagine how important a 

knowledge of reading and w:ri~ing seemed to an ~bitious 

recruit: who had visions of promotion. Apollina.ris •· 

promot-ion to principa.lis574 must. have been paralleled 

in the cas·e of mEJ.llY other literate recruits. 

' Finally, we return to the question of disCharge. 

ILS 906o -is a do.cu7pen'b as yet without parallel.575 It 

has still to be proved that ·it was a. general practice for 

a provincial governor to issue to men on dis Charge a. 

. tabula honest.ae. missioms. The p_eculiar conditions of 

Egypt, a provi~ce with a civil administrative system all 

of its own, where a veteran might be called upon to pr:esent 
> I himself for· •"•1Cf•6"&S , mq have been responsible for a. 

depar.ture from the procedure .followed in other parts of 

the empire. on the other hand, there is abundant evidence 

from ail parts of the Roman world. for the issue .. of. the 

bronze. diplomata milit-aria to ex-praetorians., ·ex-auxiliaries, 

aild ex-s,~:i.lo~~ ~576 .. ·=m~~. diplOillB;ta need no description: 

they have the honour·of a volume of the Corpus Inscriptionum 

Latinarum to themselves.577 

In conclusion, we mEcy" ask what general principles. 

of Roman mi~itary bookkeeping have emerged from our study 

of documentation. These general principles prove to have 

been little different from thos,e in vogue todey, in spite 

of the Changes caused by· typewriters, carbon paper, and 
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, duplicatir4S machines, to s~ nothing of the printed form. · 

The Roman milit.ary clerk. had still to mak.e copies o\f 

ietters sent and received., to compile returns·, nominal 

rolls, and ptq sheets. Minor differences are due to his 

age; the soldier was· known, not by his number as 1n the 

British Arfrrv, but by· his name, filiation, origo, and year 

of enlistment. T'o these details ·might be added his 

century (or turma.) and unit; for· centU:ry we should sub-

stitute compana: or its equivalent. ~he Boman clerk m~ 

have been more economic~ in the use of the medium on 

which he wrote -· at least in the case of papyrus57B but 

eco~omy:··se.eins to have been no bar· to the keeping of 

detailed records. Where Roman military bookkeeping was 

different from the modern was· in the m.ethod of present­

at.ion, and in this the difference was only superficial. 

Whereas. the modem army supplies a printed form wi·th spaces 
. . 

to be filled in with_typewriter or pen, the Roman.~ 

clerk had. to create his awn form. · This he did by using 

rustic capit.als for his headings, and cursive for the 

remainder of the document. 'rhe Berlin pridianum is 

perh~s the best example of this style of 1~-out, but 

other documents att.est it to a lesser degree.579 

Many 9-ocuments have had to be emit.ted from detailed 

consideration in this s.tudy for lac~ of space: .it m93 be 

thought. desirable to include a.. comprehensive list by w~ of 
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appendix. ~he. construction of such a list. would~ __ however, 

demand an exact and precise definition of what is meant 

by a 'military' document. Should we. include • for instance, 

only purely administrative documents issued within Roman 

a.rm.v units.? If so, our list would be lacking in many 

it.ems of great human interest and of considerable indirect 

military value. Examples of the type of document which 

would be excluded ·qy the adoption of too strict a definition 

m~ be found in the paPWri of ~he Tiberianus archive 

recently publishe·d in Michigan Papyri VIII .580 on the 

other hand, if we S·tret;ch our' net wi.de·r t.o, include soldiers' 

lett-ers, loans and: similar it.ems, we run a double ris.k 

of including too mch that is not s:t.rict.ly appos.ite, and, 

secondly, of omitting a.host of items perhaps just as 

worthy of in.clusi-on in our list. N.evert.heless, t-he added 

benefi.t to be obt.ained from a more liberal definition of . . 

. the. term 'military' far· outweighs. the loss of comprehensive­

ness which inevitably follows once the boundaries of the 

field become uncertain. The catalogue in the following 

chapter, therefore, contains, not only those documents 

which are obviously 'milita.cy', but also .a number of other 

items of various types, which m~ be thought. t.o cast some 

indirect light· upon: the general problem. The selection 

of items in this last category is necessarily subjective, 

and the lis·t can 1~ no claim to comprehensivenes-s or 
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The catalogu~ has been arranged in order of 

media: papyri, parchment; wax tablets, bronze t,able:ts 

and- ostraca. Inscriptions have been excluded: their 

inclusion as indirect evidence ·would have thrown the 

list quite out of proportion. 

The bibliographies are not intended to be 

comprehensive, but. merely t~_facilitate reference. It 
. . 
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is hoped., however, that. besides the. ·original publications 

the more important and more easily- accessible republications 

and discussions have been inicluded. 


