The Text of the Senatus Consultum
De Agro Pergameno

Robert K. Sherk

N 1877 there appeared in several local periodicals of Smyrna the

text of a Greek inscription found in Adramyttium which proved to

be part of a letter sent by some high Roman magistrate. It con-
tained the report of a decision made by a Roman official, almost
certainly the praetor urbanus, in the matter of a dispute over land be-
tween the publicani and the city of Pergamum.! Although the details
of the decision itself were missing, the inscription did contain a list of
members of the consilium which the Roman official had consulted
before reaching his decision. The consilium was surprisingly large,
33 names recorded before the stone broke off. The whole docu-
ment was variously dated by scholars after the Lex Sempronia of 123
or 122 B.c. One of its most important features was the fact that the
names of the Romans forming the consilium were given quite fully:
praenomen, nomen, filiation and tribe. An invaluable aid to prosopo-
graphical research in the Republican period.

Then in 1934 F. Miltner and Selahattin Bey published another copy
of the same inscription, this one found in the agora of Smyrna.? It was
considerably larger than the one from Adramyttium, but was still
incomplete at the beginning and end. Unfortunately the editio princeps

1 G. Earinos, ’Iwviz 1877, no. 111, and *Ounpos, September 1877, p.396 (cf. also Movoetov
xai Bifobijiy is Ebayyelixiis Zxorfs 1 (1875) 137; T. Homolle, BCH 2 (1878) 128-32; E.
Pottier, A. Hauvette-Besnault, BCH 4 (1880) 376; T. Mommsen, Ephemeris Epigraphica 4
(1881) 213-22 (=Gesammelte Schriften VIIL.344-55); P. Willems, Le Sénat de la république
romaine 12 (Paris 1885) 693-708; P. Foucart, BCH 9 (1885) 401-403; T. Mommsen, Romisches
Staatsrecht 1113 2 (Leipzig 1888) 967-68 n.4; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen 1888) 62,
no. 15; P. Foucart, Mémoires de I’ Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 37 (1904) 337ff; T.
Wiegand, Athenische Mitteilungen 29 (1904) 267; C. Cichorius, Untersuchungen zu Lucilius
(Berlin 1908) 1-6 and 19; G. Lafaye, IGRR IV 262.

2 F. Miltner and Selahattin Bey, Tiirk Tarih, Arkeologya ve etnografya Dergisi Il (1934)
240-42 (cf. AE 1935, 173); A. Passerini, Athenaeum 15 (1937) 252-83; M. Segre, Athenaeum 16
(1938) 124; L. Robert, Anatolian Studies Presented to William Hepburn Buckler (Manchester
1939) 227-30; G. I. Luzzatto, Epigrafia giuridica greca e romana (Milan 1942) 136-41 ; D. Magie,
Roman Rule in Asia Minor Il (Princeton 1950) 1055-56 n.25; T. R. S. Broughton, The Magis-
trates of the Roman Republic I-1I (New York 1951-52) with a Supplement (New York 1960),
to be cited simply as BRoucHToN; G. Tibiletti, JRS 47 (1957) 136-38; L. R. Taylor, The Voting
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was inadequately published. Its general inaccessibility in a Turkish
periodical and the incompleteness of the report in L’Année Epi-
graphique (1935, 173) made it difficult for scholars to use it, but when
A. Passerini republished it in 1937 with greater accuracy and added a
long—and still indispensable—commentary, it was at last possible to
evaluate it more fully. Especially so, because he included other frag-
ments belonging to the same text and the same dossier. His publica-
tion produced a number of different reactions from historians, for it
seemed to indicate that Roman publicani were operating in Asia in
129 B.c. Hitherto it had been assumed that the publicani began collect-
ing taxes in Asia only after the Lex Sempronia.’

Because of its obvious historical and prosopographical importance
the opinion has often been expressed that a new investigation of the
text be made and that it be republished with photographs.* Mr Pierre
MacKay has very kindly furnished me with many photographs of the
stone and an excellent squeeze. He has also measured the stone anew
and described its present location.® These materials now make it
possible to prepare a new edition of the text based on an independent
examination of both photograph and squeeze. The accompanying
photographs of both stone (pLATE 10) and squeeze (pLaTE 11) will
enable the reader to check the text for himself. Interest will center
here on the text, on recording as faithfully as possible what is on the
stone. Far-reaching interpretations and possible identifications of
individual Romans will therefore be avoided.

The stone at present is still in the agora of Smyrna and located at
the west end of the great north basilica.® It is a massive block 1.17m.
high, 0.82m. wide and 2.31m. thick. It has been re-used as the front
face of a platform. It contains numerous cuttings, shows clear ana-
thyrosis top and back, and has a bevelled inset (0.008m.) on the left

Districts of the Roman Republic (American Academy in Rome 1960), to be cited simply as
TAYLOR; J. H. Oliver, GRBS 4 (1963) 141-43; A. H. J. Greenidge and A. M. Clay, Sources for
Roman History 133-70 B.C., 2nd ed. rev. E. W. Gray (Oxford 1960) App. II 4, p.278; C. Nicolet,
L’Ordre équestre & I'époque républicaine (312-43 av. J.-C.) I (Paris 1966) 348-50.

3 See M. Rostovizeff, SEHHW II p.813 (with n.86 in HI p.1525), but especially Passerini,
op.cit. (supra n.2) 277-83. Magie, loc.cit. (supra n.2), challenges the date.

% J. Keil, Istanbuler Forschungen 17 (1950) 54; Taylor p.171; E. Badian, review of Taylor in
JRS 52 (1962) 208.

8 I wish to thank him here publicly for the excellence of his photograph and squeeze and
above all for the time and effort expended in my behalf.

¢ See R. Naumann and S. Kantar, “Die Agora von Smyrna,” Istanbuler Forschungen 17
(1950) Tafel 46.
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side 0.71m. back from the front face. Originally it may have formed
the anta block of some large public building in the ancient agora. The
inscription on the front face is damaged on all sides, the inscribed
surface (fragment a) being 1.00m. high and ca. 0.55m. at its widest
point. Of the four fragments known to Passerini (a, B, ¢, D) only a and
B have been located by Mr MacKay, but these two are by far the
largest.

Fragment B has been cemented to the block in what is approxi-
mately the correct alignment, and measures 0.21m. in height, 0.25m.
in width. In the present photograph of the squeeze it had to be moved
slightly lower than its correct relative position to fragment a in order
to allow for better technical results.

Fragment c is a mere sliver, containing only 14 letters at the ends of
lines 34-36. Fragment b (0.10m. high on the left, ca. 0.18m. on the
right, and 0.12-0.13m. wide) contains part of eight lines of text which
Passerini had brilliantly fitted into the ends of lines 45-52.

The letters of all fragments are not uniform in size. They vary from
0.010 to 0.015m. in height, and are sometimes squeezed together so
that whereas in one place (line 10) eight letters occupy a space 0.14m.
wide, in another place (line 25) fourteen letters fill the same amount of
space. When one expands this ratio to cover the entire line, it will be
apparent that there can be a very large difference from line to line
in the number of letters. Passerini estimated that the number varied
from about a minimum of 60 (lines 34-36) to about a maximum of 70
(lines 25-27), but it must be emphasized that as many as 75 might
easily appear in one line and as few as 58 or less in some other. Further-
more there is no great consistency within each line, for often the size
and spacing of the letters are greater in part of the line than they are
elsewhere: see line 29. The difference between lines 10 and 11 is
striking. Precision is therefore impossible. At most one can estimate
the total number of letters per line to a tolerance of two, plus or
minus. This may not be very helpful in identifying part of a Roman
name or calculating the number of letters in his tribe, but to do more
would be misleading. For each line the number of missing letters will
be estimated by the size and closeness of the extant letters, each line
demanding separate calculation. The best lines for estimating in
general the approximate number of letters are 34-36, where fragment
c appears to contain the right margin of the text. The restoration of
names in those lines is assured by a comparison with the copy from
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Adramyttium. Line 34 has 59 letters, line 35 has 58, and line 36 has 62.
And in these lines the letters are not squeezed together as they are in
25-27.

From the character of the lettering M. Segre (apud Passerini,
op.cit. 254) concluded that the inscription had been engraved in the
first century before Christ. This requires explanation. Besides the four
fragments belonging to the senatus consultum and the sententia, two
other fragments (g and ¥, published by Passerini, op.cit. 272-77) con-
tain part of a letter of Julius Caesar and a fourth document recording
boundaries of Pergamene land.” From this it would appear that the
question of Pergamene land was raised again in the age of Julius
Caesar and that then all the important documents connected with it
were collected and published on the anta block of the building. This
would explain the difference in dates. The date of the engraving
proves nothing about the date when the senatus consultum was passed.

Occasionally empty spaces were used to set off one document or
one phrase from another: see lines 17, 20 and 47. These are at most
one letter space in width, sometimes less.

Iota adscriptum is usually omitted, except in lines 17-19, 21 and 23.
Apices are employed throughout. Noteworthy are the appearances of
beta (larger lower loop) and upsilon (the two upper bars are straight
and meet the lower vertical bar quite near the bottom). The interval
between lines varies from 0.005 to 0.015m.

A small, new break appears in fragment B which obliterates several
of the letters once seen by Passerini on his squeeze. These letters are
underlined in the present edition. Fragments ¢ and p are given as
Passerini saw them.

The copy from Adramyttium demands a few words. Earinos con-
jectured from the lettering that it had been engraved in the last
twenty or thirty years of the second century before Christ, and it may
well have been engraved immediately after the sententia had become
known in Asia. I have consulted the Berlin squeeze of this copy.® The
reason why a copy of a text or texts relating to Pergamum had been
engraved at Adramyttium is probably, as Passerini first suggested,
that her boundaries were also involved in the boundary dispute with

7 See on these L. Robert, op.cit. 227-30.

8 Professor G. Klaffenbach has very kindly sent me very many squeezes in the past two
years in preparation for a publication of all the extant Greek copies of senatus consulta and
epistulae of the Republic.
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SMYRNA INSCRIPTION (COPY B) OF SENATUS CONSULTUM DE AGRO PERGAMENO

THE STONE: FRAGMENTS A AND B

(photograph by Pierre MacKayv)



PLATE 11 SHERk

SQUEEZE OF FRAGMENTS A AND B, SMYRNA TEXT OF SENATUS CONSULTUM

DE AGRO PERGAMENO

(squeeZe made by Pierre MacKay)
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Pergamum to the south. Any decision made by Rome on Pergamum’s
northern border would also involve Adramyttium. Asfor Smyrna, the
same reasoning does not seem to be valid.® Information on this point
is lacking. But the most interesting fact about the copy from Adramyt-
tium is that it appears to be in the form of a letter originating with a
Roman official. Its extant text begins at line 21 of the Smyrna copy,
which does not seem capable of the same construction. See the note

on this line. The one copy therefore differs from the other in certain

ways.

We turn to the text, using the Smyrna copy (B) as the basis and

indicating in the notes to the text any differences in the Adramyttium
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copy (A). It is important to indicate also the places where copy A
supports and supplements copy B, so that restorations in those places
may be assured beyond reasonable doubt.

TEXT
[ m ]
[-==—-~ €B.40 ——————— ——— —— — ]Kou‘n'e[pb——-—-—ca 15—-——-]
[--—--- €4.25————— wepi TovTOV T]OD ﬂpa'y;ux'r[os obTws eSofev Hep]-

[yauyvods ﬂpeaﬂsvﬂxs avSpas‘ Ka)\ovs Ka‘ya@]ovs kal pido[vs mapa Svfpov karob]
[xayalfoi xai pidov av/.l.y.axov T€ 'q;l.e'repov ﬂpoa]a’yopevam, xap[l.‘ra, gbu\mv, cuppayiov]

[re avavedoaoloar. 1repl. 8¢ s xdpas, fris €y av-ru\oy:.qz éoriv ka[i mept — - ca. 10 — -}

{—— ca. 10 — Srws mep! Todrwv] 7év mpayuldrlwy, mepi dv Adyous énfovjoavro, — —ca. 6 — -]
[ — orparyds kard Sfuov? €lmyvd Tives dpolc] Hepyaunydv eloly, [éav adrd daivnrar]
[--—-ca.20 ————— Spe?PJope dmefeipnpévoly medvAay[uévov éariv ui) kapmileotan ?]

[xai Maveos *AxvAos I'dios Ze,.mpu')]vws marol ave. uélolov ad[rdv ¢porn’aw¢n dnws 1]
[adroi }~—0 8€wa - av'pa‘r]nyog KaTa 811,u.ov, [w av avfw_;qs_aw-r;fac, 'rov-ro 8 av]

[0 deiva arpa‘nryos xare 8fuov?] émyvd mepl TovTwv TO[V 'rrpa'yya-rwu els Ty ovyxAnTov]
[amx'yya\wac ‘Qoavrws -r'q]v adyrdyrov Bélew Kol dikaiov nyewﬂac éx Te -rwv]

[Huerépwr Snyoacwv] TPAYUATWY Scw\auﬁavsw [elvou & Snas, olTws Ka0ws v T Sewa]
[oTparnyd wara Sfuov? Sokfj] wepi TovTwy TGv mwpayudrwy, [dpxovres fuérepot, oi 74 *Aoie]
[wpoaéSovs émrilbdow 7] tijs *Aolas -rdzs npoaéSovg m[a@d)ow, ppovrilwar obrws s av])
[adrois éx TdV dnpociwy w]pa'yy.a‘rwv ma‘rews Te Tijs dlg[s dalmrar, Tabra odTws woretofar?]
[6mws Te Mdvtos *Ax]vAios & maros, v éov avTait ¢aw17-ra1., OI[- - nomina legatorum -~ = ¢a. 20]
[rdmov mapoyv] £évid Te Ka'ra 70 8La1’a‘ypa {eav abrén ab[qran} Tov Taplay ;u.aﬁwom]
[@mooTeial Te keAed]opy olTws Kalws &v adTdi €k TGV Snuoaiwy ['n'pa'yya‘rwv nloTeds Te]

[ris dlas ¢aw17-rozc &o)éev. v Kpiua nepe Tijs xdpas. v Ae)\ros vBov K[npw;m ~———7po]
[fuepdv rpiav Ka/\czv'éw]v Kowm‘eu\twv éy KO[LETLLUL p.era cv,uﬁou)[wv -—=0 8€Lva -——-]
[o‘rpa‘r-q-yos K(ZTO'. 81],u,ov?] mepl xdpas 1Tis év avTidoylg €oTiv Snp,og[:.wvous mpds Tovs Tlep)-
{yaunvois é sneva ? év 7& ovplBovMimn mapiioav Kéwros Kouwxidos Kolvrov [ Avujvons, I'dos]
.tos Iaiov Me]wlvuz, Mdapros ITovmos Madprov Zxantig, I'd[ios Kopviios Madpkov)
[E*rs)\a'rewa, Aedlios Mépuios Taiov Mevnvca, Kow-ros' Ova/\y:.og [Maapxov ..... Aa,]
[Aedkios *Iodhios Zéér)ov ¢w\spva Tdios " Awos Taiov > Apwijvans, Fawos [ Zepmpivios aiov]
[Parépve, Idios Koil]os Taiov AL;u/\ux ITémAos “ ANBros ITomAlov Kuplvg, [ Maapkos Kookd ]-
[vios Madprov qun-r]gl.va, IIémAos I'é éggios IomAlov ’Apm)vo-r]s', Aevri[os A([:ewws‘]
[Aevkiov Qdevrellve, I'dros ‘Povfpios Ialov Hovmewie, Iatos Awdvnos Iaiov [ Tnpnl-

? See L. Robert, op.cit. 228 n.3, where he suggests that a copy was sent to Smyrna for

publication because it was one of the largest cities in the province and the center of a
conventus. Elaea borders on Pergamene land in the south, but Smyrna does not.
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30 [relvg, Mdapkos ¢a])(sptos Madapxov IQavSqu, Mawos‘ Aevxeldios Madpiov Hw[y.ewequ,]
[Aebicios DiJhos Aeviiov .Qpa'rm, dios Az&os Taiov Kvaqz, Kéwros [ KAavdios]

[’ Ammiov IToAXig,] Aedrios *Avbéotios Talov Mevr]wq, Z'vroptos' Kapovi)os Aevkiov
[ZaBaTeivg,] ITonAos Zeidios Aeviiov Obaepiq, I'vaios *Oxravifos Aeviiov]

[Aipurig, Mdalpxos *Anmolfios Madprxov Kapudig, Aedkios *Adelvios Ae[vriov]
[Aepewvig, I'dios] Navrios Kolvrov Odervple, I'dios Neperdipros Taillov Alep[w]-

[vlg, Aevxios Kopvijlhvos Madpxov ‘Pwpidig, I'vatos Ilopmijios I'valov Kp[oolropei-

[vee, ITémAios HomiXhos IomAiov Typnreivg, Aevrios dopérios I'faiov Pafic?]

[~ - ca. 15 — — Madp]xov Iovn{e wig, Maapxos Movvios Madprov Aeplwvig, .. .]

[~ - ca. 15 — — —]ov Aepwvig, Kéwros ITomiAos ITonmAiov ‘PwmfAlg, .......... ]

40 [--ca. 12 — — Ma]xig, Kéwros AaBépios Aeviiov Makigq, I'dios “Epéy[vios ....... ]
[--ca.15 ————— Jos Kolvrov *Qdevrelvg, Mdla)pros Zéppios Mad{prov ..o .. ]
[- - ca. 15 —— — — Typnrelva, Aevxios T'evixios Aeviiov Tpylreiva, —— ca. 10 ~—]
[--ca.15 ————— Je, Aevrios I arrdipios Aeviiov Hamepi, [- — ca. 15 ———~]
(~-—ca.15-———-—— M]ldapxos AéAos Koivrov Mevvig, I'diols —— ca. 15 — — ———— 1
[--c¢a.15—————— Jelhios Zéérov Kapudig, I'vatos Avd[idios — — ca. 10 — — —Jve,
[~-ca.17——————~ ] Odedelvg, Aedxios *AvBéoriols — - ca. 13 ——— —— Tve, IowA:-
[os ——ca. 18 ————— ] ZaBareivg, Maapkos [-— — ca. 22 ——— ————— Jeooe. v *Amo
[ovuBovAiov yvduns yv]duny anedrivato Tay[myy — - — ca. 23 ———————— Trms elvar do-
(ket ——ca. 20 ———— = Jwe 8s xaXetral [————~cq. 18 ——————— aJorp 76 moTa~

50 [pud —-c4.20————— €loriv éx Tovrov T{ob morapoed? — — ca. 10 — — —Jaokwuaverr{— -]
[--—-ca.25 ——————~- Jol...72JvuBpp [-——————— ca. 20 — — -] évyiora ellvad]
[--=-¢4.30 === ——————— ] amo 8¢ [-———-—— ca. 25 —— -] nomo[—— — — - ]
[-F---¢6.30 ~—~—~~ -~~~ ] optov [-—————— €8.30 ————————— ]
VMRS SRt & ]

TEXTUAL NOTES

Restorations are by Pass(erini) except where noted.

1. kai mept Pass., but the last two letters are not visible. 3. $iA[ovs Pass.
4. ydpi[ra Pass. 5. A new break in the stone (frag. B) appears here. Underlined
parts were seen by Pass. but are no longer extant. 7. eloi[v Pass. 10. orpary]-
yos Pass., but the right vertical bar of the eta can be seen. 15. ras] riis *Aolas
mpoodSovs Pass., who failed to note the presence of the article on the stone.
17. @[ - - Pass., but the squeeze and photograph show only one vertical bar
with part of the horizontal bar. It may be an eta. It is important to note here
that the consul—and he can hardly be any other than Manius Aquilius—is
actually in office. Despite the objections of Magie, he is almost certainly the
consul of 129 B.c. See the arguments of Broughton I. 496-97, and Tibiletti,
op.cit. 136-138. 20. Cf. the S.C. de Itanorum et Hierapytniorum Litibus in Inscr.
Cret. IIl 4, no. 10, pp.106-111, line 75: 8é\rov dyddns wnpdpcart [Tecoapes)
kaudexdrew. 21. Kowkreliwy Pass., KOINKTEIAIQN stone. Copy A begins at this
point and continues to line 37 of B. At the start A differs from B in the con-
struction. It begins with the letters [~ —Jar[..]Jov, which Foucart correctly
restored as a reference to the praetor: [orplar[ny]dv. There followed the date
and place of meeting of the consilium, and then the word é]meyvwrdre. This
clearly indicates a different construction, an accusative and infinitive in in-
direct statement, for which copy B has no counterpart. Pass. explains it by
pointing out that A was engraved toward the end of the second century B.c.,
while B was published in the middle of the first century, according to the
lettering. Hence they are not simply two contemporary copies published for
the same reasons. The decision of the magistrate would normally have been
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communicated to the various cities involved in the proceedings by means of
an official letter. This could account for a difference in construction. Other
differences between A and B might be due simply to local errors at the time
of engraving or the preparation of a copy. 23. In view of é]meyvwrdra in A,
Pass. restored énéyvw(?) in B. But since B calls the sententia a xpipe in line 20,
émérpwev cannot be discounted as a possible restoration in line 23. 23-47. It
will be convenient to number each of the names exactly as Passerini and
Taylor have done, and to treat them in the order of their appearance in B.

1. Q. Caecilius Q.f. Aniensis. Tribe assured by A. The names of the members
forming this consilium, as in others, were almost certainly listed in the order
of rank. Such a procedure was followed in the listing of witnesses to Senatorial
decrees, and the formalistic attitude of the Romans in this regard seems to
have affected lists of Senators in general. See Mommsen, op.cit. 350, and Taylor
170. Thus it would appear that Q. Caecilius was the senior member and he
may easily be the consul of 143, as generally assumed. Taylor 198. A high
ranking consular would have been a necessity in such an important consilium.

2. C. .... ius C.f. Menenia. The restored portions are preserved in A. The
Berlin squeeze gives MEAIHNIA for the tribe. Taylor 223 (C. Laelius?);
Broughton, Suppl. 33.

3. M. Pupius M.f. Scaptia. Taylor 249.

4. C. Cornelius M.f. Stellatina. Copy A assures the restoration. Taylor 207.

5. L. Memmius C.f. Menenia. Taylor 233-234; Broughton, Suppl. 40-41.

6. Q. Valgius M.f. ..... lia. About five letters are lost in the name of the
tribe. Taylor 262; Broughton, Suppl. 67.

7. L. Iulius Sex. f. Falerna. The praenomen, nomen and filiation are in A.
Taylor 222; Broughton, Suppl. 32.

8. C. Annius C.f. Arnensis. Delayed in A to post 23. Taylor 190-191.

9. C. Sempronius C.f. Falerna. Delayed in A to post 24. Restoration assured by
A. Taylor 252-253.

10. C. Coelius C.f. Aemilia. Assured by A. Taylor 199.

11. P. Albius P.f. Quirina. Taylor 188.

12. M. Cosconius M.f. Teretina. Assured by A, where, however, only ~]nre(-
vadt)y remains of the tribe. Taylor 208.

13. P. Gessius P.f. Arnensis. Taylor 218. See also E. Badian, Historia 12 (1963)
134.

14. L. Afinius L.f. Ufentina. Taylor 187.

15. C. Rubrius C.f. Pupinia. Taylor 251; Broughton, Suppl. 54. Copy A has
TTOTTIAAIA.

16. C. Licinius C.f. Teretina. Tribe is assured by A. Taylor 224-225;
Broughton, Suppl. 33.

17. M. Falerius M.f. Claudia. The praenomen and nomen are in A. Taylor
213.

18. M’. Lucilius M.f. Pomentina. Assured by A. Taylor 227; Broughton, Suppl.
37.

19. L. Filius L.f. Horatia. The praenomen and nomen are in A, but the tribe
there given is the Sabatina. Taylor 213.
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20. C. Didius C.f. Quirina. Taylor 210.

21. Q. Claudius Ap.f. Pollia. Restored from A. Taylor 203.

22. L. Antistius C.f. Menenia. In A the nomen is’Avérios confirmed by the
squeeze. Clearly a mistake. Taylor 191.

23. Sp. Carvilius L.f. Sabatina. Extant in A. Taylor 201.

24. P. Silius L.f. Galeria. Copy A has I'adeplalt), for the tribe, which must
be correct. There is no tribe called Valeria. Taylor 255.

25. Cn. Octavius L.f. Aemilia. Confirmed by A. Taylor 239.

26. M. Appuleius M.f. Camilia. Confirmed by A. Taylor 192.

27. L. Afinius L.f. Lemonia. Tribe confirmed by A. Taylor 187.

28. C. Nautius Q.f. Veturia. Fully extant in A, where, however, the editors of
IGRR print Nodrios. Mommsen has Newrios, which is confirmed by the
squeeze. Taylor 237.

29. C. Numitorius C.f. Lemonia. Fully extant in A. This assures the correct
placement of frag. c in copy B. Taylor 238.

30. L. Cornelius M.f. Romilia. Confirmed by A. Taylor 207; Broughton,
Suppl. 18.

31. Cn. Pompeius Cn. f. Crustumina. Confirmed by A. Taylor 245.

32. P. Popillius P f. Teretina. Confirmed by A. Taylor 247 ; Broughton, Suppl.
49.

33. L. Domitius Cn. f. Fabia. Here copy A breaks off with the reading
Aedri[os — —— 22 ~ — =]EIZ. On the Berlin squeeze can be seen the top halves
of what appear to be the letters Y ® ABnear the end of the lacuna. This
must be part of his name: [I'valoly Pefiie]. Taylor 211; Broughton, Suppl.
23,

34, [------ 1 M.f. Pupinia.

35. M. Munius M.f. Lemonia. Taylor 236.

36. [--—---- ] Lemonia.

37. Q. Popillius P.f. Romilia. Taylor 247; Broughton, Suppl 49.

38 [—————~— ] Maecia. Pass. did not see the iota. It is squeezed between
the kappa and the alpha.

39. Q. Laberius L.f. Maecia. Taylor 223.

40. C. Herennius [-——--- 1.

41. [----] Qf. Ufentina.
42. M. Serrius M.f. [--~].

43, [--—---—-- ] Teretina.
44. L. Genucius L.f. Teretina. Taylor 218.
45. [--~————-——- ] a.

46. L. Plactorius L.f. Papiria. Pass. read the name as if it were Plattorius, but
there is no top cross-bar on what he took to be a tau. It is an iota. Taylor 243.

47. Missing.

48. M. Lollius Q.f. Menenia. Taylor 226.

49. C.[cmmmmmm e ].

50. [-—~ - -lilius Sex. f. Camilia. See E. Badian in Historia 12 (1963) 132.

51. Cn. Aufidius [- -~ -Jna. Taylor 196.

52. [F-—-=-—-—- ] Velina.
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53. L. Antistius [- — —]na. Taylor 191.

54. P. [----] Sabatina.

55. M. [~==—===m=~ 1.
Line 47. The small vacat near the end of the line indicates the beginning of a
new section. It is clearly the sententia proper. It is not possible to tell exactly
what the decision of the magistrate was, but certainly it was in favor of the
Pergamenes (why else should they have published it ?) and certainly it spelled
out the exact borders of the land. Beyond that one can only guess. The letters
- —Jeef- which Pass. prints for line 54 are not visible. There are traces, but
it is difficult to decide what letters they are.
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