NOTES AND CORRECTIONS TO IMPERIAL LETTERS, I

1. Claudius to Thasos, AD 42

C. Dunant and ]. Pouilloux, Recherches sur Uhistoire et les cultes de Thasos
11, Paris 1958, p- 66-9, no. 179, 1. 1-7:

TRéproc Kraddiog Kaiomp, Meppavinds, dpytepeds, Snpapydic ¢Eovotag
76 Jevtepov, Uratog dmodedetypévos T Tpitov, adTOXPATWE, TATHP Ta-

Tptdog

Qusiwy dpyoust, Bouly), dMuw yuipewy Smep [tade mpeoBelone Taic Lo’

Gy mepe]-

4 Beloatg amepvapry, Tob[t]o xot Oupetv Aéyw 8t To[lg ... THe bpeté-

pac] omo[v]

dijg xal edoeBeiog dmodéyopan wowd] mavroag, Tov 8t vaov p[6]v og] el vau]

Toig

Beolc xpeivov mopattobupat, Tog &Ahag mposetéuevos Tnas ol TEémouaty
Nyepdow apiototc.

An autopsy of the inscription conducted in autumn 1988 (see fig. 1) showed
that the editors omitted from the emperor’s titulature the title XeBoaotds, which is
written in the proper place after Katooap and before I'eppavixée. The stone reads
Ye[Ba]otée, the first two and the last four letters of the word being clearly legible.
The absence of this title would have been inexplicable, as it is an indispensable
element of Claudius's official titulature! and exists in all surviving letters issued in
his name?.

The addition of this title increases by eight letters the length of the inscription
proposed by the editors, bringing it to a total of sixty-seven letters. It is evident that
this affects the accuracy of their readings and the supplements they propose.
However, the fact that the right-hand part of the inscription, after about the

1. See P. Bureth, Les Titulatures impériales dans les papyrus, les ostraca et les inscriptions
d'Egypte, Bruxelles 1964, p. 291.

2. E. M. Smallwood, Documents Illustrating the Principates of Gaius, Claudius and Nero,
Cambridge 1967, nos. 370, 373a & b, 374, 376; IGR 1V 1608b.
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Fig. I. Claudius to Thasos, AD 42.

eighteenth letter, is now badly worn away makes it virtually impossible to verify the
proposed readings for this part.

The editors admit that they propose the supplement taig mpeofeiag Taic
Up’ buév in line 3 because the general meaning of the text seems to require it,
«bien que les traces trés indistinctes que 1'on peut lire ne semblent pas conduire a
cette lecture»®. This supplement, however, would mean that Thasos had already
sent other embassies to Claudius, whereas the content of the letter clearly indicates
that it is a reply to the city’s first embassy to this emperor: the city has offered him
divine honours, obviously on the occasion of his accession, and receives from him
the reaffirmation of its privileges. L. Robert has improved the supplement by
making a small change to it. He suggests 0m’ &\wv in the place of Og’ duév,
translating the phrase as follows: «ce que j’ai declaré aux ambassades envoyées par
d’autres, je vous dis & vous aussi»®. But even this reasonable suggestion cannot be
accepted, as the very phrase talc mpeofeiatc does not seem to have been written
in this line.

In accordance with the existing traces of letters, I propose the following
restoration for the end of this line: [é]v [én]iorohai dArolq mepp]/Beloais. If

correct, this restoration provides evidence for references to the familiar subject of

3. Dunant and Pouilloux, op. cit., p. 67.

4. Rev Phil 41 (1967) 56, n. 8. Robert’s suggestion is not taken into account by those who
have reproduced the letter (Smallwood, op. cit., no. 371; J. P. Adams, in Ancient Macedonia 1V,
Thessaloniki 1986, p. 24, n. 15) or commented on it (F. Millar, The Emperor in the Roman
World, London 1977, p. 413).
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the refusal of divine honours® in other, no longer surviving, letters of Claudius.

Apart from this one, the only Claudian letter which contains a refusal of divine

honours is that to the Alexandrians, dated AD 41 (P. Lond. 1912 = CPJ 153).

2. Nero to a city in Egypt (Ptolemais Evergetis?)

0. Montevecchi, Nerone a una polis e ai 6475, degyptus 50 (1970) 5-33 =
SB 11012; O. Montevecchi and G. Geraci, Documenta papyracea inedita ad
Neronis adque Othonis principatus pertinentia in papyris Mediolanensibus reperta,
Akten d. XIII Intern. Papyrologenkongresses, Munich 1974, p. 292-9, 11. 6-9: xal
Tov ypucolv oté/[pav]ov Emepda ye yopiolh/[ oeo]lar, uh Boukdpevoc év dp/ 3]
Tle yepoviae emetBa/pe[iv O udc.

Montevecchi (degyptus 50, 1970, 7) gives the following Latin translation of
this passage: «aurum coronarium misi quidem ut remitteretur, nolens initio
principatus mei vos praegravare». In her commentary on it (ibid., p. 18f.), she
explains the existence of the ye (= quidem, «per Pappunto» in her view) which she
reads after émepda as indicating the promulgation of an imperial pronouncement
by which Nero relieved the cities, or at least some of them, of the obligation of
sending the aurum coronarium on the occasion of his accession. She admits,
however, that the phrase ph BouAduevog ... émtBapelv Oudc seems to contradict her
interpretation and to indicate rather that this concession was not the result of a
general measure, but was granted exclusively to the addressees of the letter; and she
thus remains undecided: «Impossibile decidere per I'una o per I’altra interpretazio-
ne».

The difficulty arises from a mistaken reading of this ye, the first letter of
which is not a gamma but clearly a fau and belongs to the preceding verb, giving
éméudare.

My own suggestion for this passage is the following: xal Tév ypucolv
oté[pav]ov <év> éméudare yapiobn[oow]at, since we most probably have a case
of haplography here. The theta which Montevecchi and Geraci suggest after the
lacuna in the last word is not discernible in the photograph of the papyrus®.

Thus, according to the proposed reading, the letter does not constitute
evidence of a Neronian pronouncement about the provincial cities’ exemption from
payment of the aurum coronarium. It would be interesting if it did, for, despite the

5. On the subject of the refusal of divine honours by the early emperors, apart from M. P.
Charlesworth, The Refusal of Divine Honours: An Augustan Formula, PBSR 15 (1939) 1-10, see
also S. Price, Rituals and Power: The Roman Imperial Cult in Asia Minor, Cambridge 1984, p.
721.

6. T am grateful to G. M. Parassoglou for checking these readings for me.
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information the Scr. Hist. Aug. give about such a gesture from Hadrian (Hadr. 6,5)
and Antoninus Pius (Pius 4, 10}, the only documentary evidence in this respect in
the first two centuries of the Principate is an allusion made by the Divi Fratres in

their letter to Delphi dated 164/5 (F. Delphes 111.4, no. 313, . 14-15, with

commentary).

3. Hadrian to Koronea in Boeotia, AD 155

B. Latischev, BCH 5 (1881) 452-61; IG VII 2870, iii; F. F. Abbot and A. C.
Johnson, Municipal Administration of the Roman Empire, Princeton 1926, no.
104; J. M. Fossey, Euphrosyne 11 (1981/2) 50-1, no. 11; SEG XXXII 468; P.
Roesch, Teiresias 15 (1985), Epigraphica, no. E.85.10, 1. 15-16: t#¢ 8¢ &€ whev
ywpas el Tva Ouofeig émvépotey metfovree budg, / Sdooust pév véuov Té[og].

An autopsy of the stone (see fig. 2) showed that in line 16 instead of dsovat
uév véutov TéA[og], the inscription clearly reads Scooustv évvépiov tého[¢]. La-

Fig. 2. Hadrian to Koronea, AD 155 (left side).
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tischev mistakenly read the final nu of the verb as a mu. The error was repeated
in all the subsequent editions of the inscription, while véuiov teéhog, which is
not attested elsewhere, was cited in LSJ®, Suppl., s5.v. as meaning «pasture dues»,
and also in the relevant literature as a variation of évvéuiov’.

4. Antoninus Pius to Ptolemais Barca, AD 154

J. M. Reynolds JRS 68 (1978) 111-21; ]. H. Oliver, GRBS 20 (1979) 157-9;
SEG XXVIIT 1565, 11, 82-83: ob yap dayvoeilte 611] / 10 & torabra xatvo-
tou[eiv? aitilav mapéyel Taic méAear Gurovering.

The photograph of the inscription given by Reynolds seems to show that the
second alpha of the word [aiti]av, which she presents as certain, could be an eta.
In this case, instead of [aiti]av wapéyet, for which no parallel exists in the imperial
letters, 1 suggest [apopulhv mapeyet. A nearly equivalent expression occurs in an
unpublished letter sent by the same emperor to the city of Koronea in Boeotia:
mépog YEVOLTO TRPAYLATOC ... TTHEEYOVTOS APOpUTy kol Ttpdpacty Taig Toheat ...
prhovexioc. The expression a[¢p]oppiv mapéyovrtog also occurs in a subscriptio of
an emperor named Antoninus, who might well be Antoninus Pius (P. Rendel Harris
67, col. ii, 1. 18). Cf. also Aelius Aristides Or. 23, 59 (Keil): dpopud) grrovixiac.

5. Septimius Severus to an unknown city in Phrygia

The inscription CIG 3878 (erroneously given the number 3788) found in
Phrygia, in the modern town of Afyon Karahisar, bears fragments of two
documents. The second document, 11. 11-27, which has been reproduced in IGR IV
672, is a letter from Severus to an unknown city. The document preceding this
letter consists of ten fragmentary lines, and is described in the commentary of CIG
as part of a city’s decree. The text of this document, printed in capitals, is as
follows:

ATP'A
PALW
YEZIKAIT
KNYTOC
5 KAICTNOM
AIMOZIAZTT
KATOPOOMA
AZIANOYZA
OYIOZIOYEAL
10 OEO®IAOQOE

7. ]. H. Thiel, Zu altgriechischen Gebiithren, Kfio 20 (1926) 61; A. M. Andreadis, "Iotopia
s ‘EAAnvikiic Anpocias Olkovopiag, Athens 1928, p. 168. Concerning the term éwép.iov, see
S. LeRoy Wallace, Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to Diocletian, Princeton 1938, p. 86f.
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In all probability, these fragments also belong to an imperial letter. This is
indicated in 1. 1, 3, and 9, which may be supplemented as follows: 1. 1: [ratyp
m]atptd[oc]; 1. 3: [&py]oust xat t[5 Bourdi]; 1. 9: 6 uibe [n]ou. Also, PAIQin 1. 2
could be part of the name of the addressees: Jpaiw[v].

For d&tav oloa[v] in 1. 8, cf. J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, London
1982, doc. 15 (Hadrian to Aphrodisias), 1. 12: eidwc v méiwv ... Teyuiic d&ioy
oloav.

The reference to «my son» in 1. 9 and the fact that the document which
follows belongs to Severus indicate that Severus is the sender of this letter too and
that the son mentioned is Caracalla. If so, it may not be accidental that two of the
words in the text, 8[nJucciac in l. 6 and xatopbwual in 1. 7, occur repeatedly,
albeit in different forms, in three letters, one written by Severus alone and two by
Severus and Caracalla, to three different cities in the years 197 and 198 in answer
to congratulations on the victory against the Parthians: IGR IV 566; better text in
L. Lafoscade, De epistulis imperatorum magistratuumque Romanorum, Lille 1902,
no. 68 (Severus to Aezani, AD 197? For the date of this letter, see Reynolds,
Aphrodisias, p. 125), 11. 12-13 v 73oviy fv éni Tolc xatopbwuévorg Exete, 1. 17-
18 Habmy 811 3t adtd 3n]uostav Aydyete Eopthy, 1. 21-23 thv vebun[v 3¢] oig
etdov &mi paprupte TévV xatopbwp[élvewy EAOoloav; IGBulg II 659 (Severus and
Caracalla to Nicopolis ad Istrum, AD 198), . 25-6: dnpoatav dyaydvreg Eoptiy;
Reynolds, Aphrodisias, doc. 17 (Severus and Caracalla to Aphrodisias, AD 198), 1.
9-10: [HoOfvar? émi tolg mept] Tév PBapBapwyv xatwebwuévors.

The name at the end of the document (1. 10: @gbgirog), which can be that of
the city’s ambassador, is a further indication that the text belongs to an imperial
letter.

6. Severus and Caracalla to Minoa on Amorgos

IG XIL.7, 243 = IGR 1V 1014, 1. 30 -xv @épou. Ebruyeire. As the viaticum
formula is not used here, one would normally expect the name of the ambassador
before the final salutation. Consequently, instead of making -xngopou two separate
words, it is more reasonable to consider it as part of the ambassador’s patronymic.
Thus we must return to the first editor’s suggestion (R. Weil, Ath. Mitr. 1 (1876)
350) and supplement here [Ni]Jungdpou, which is a common name in the Greek
islands (cf. P. M. Fraser and E. Matthews, A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names,
Oxford 1987, 5.v.). In an inscription dated around the first century BC or the first

century AD, a man from Aegiale on Amorgos bears the name Mxy[68]wpoc Ni-
*[n]edpou (IG XIL.7, 422, 1. 12).
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7. Gordian III to Antinoopolis, AD 241/2

(a) F. Hoogendijk and P. van Minnen, Drei Kaiserbriefe an die Biirger von

Antinoopolis. P. Vindob. G. 25945, Tyche 2 (1987) 48, ll. 6-10:

6 Qv [6 Oede "Adpiavsg mpotépoug Oull deiney TerG[v T]dv wabeoTy-
x6Twyv [&nl Tolg xaholupévors Zedyuaowy €’ o[ic &v] dywyipalg
armo Tiic E[vew ydpag (?) elig Ty Eavtdv ypelav elofaynabe, eixd-
Twg &v elntle] xal viv dnnirayuévor, el uf [1i] 3 adroxpatopog

10 mpéoTabic 3 xata TadTY xpiotc évewTtépioev [eig THv ydptv.

The editors’ suggestion that their supplement [rpoTé]pouc in line 6 has an
adverbial meaning here (sc. mpétepov), its use being justified by the presence of viv
in line 9, is not convincing. The reference to Hadrian in itself makes the addition of
a temporal adverb superfluous. 1 should propose here [avetopé]poug, an adjective
which occurs frequently in the official documents (see, e.g., R. K. Sherk, Roman
Documents from the Greek East, Baltimore 1969, index s.v., esp. p. 250, no. 44,1.
6: [ateh]eic xal dv[et]opd[plovg (sc. elvar) maome eiopopd[c]).

(b) Hoogendijk and van Minnen (op. cit., p. 70) suggest that the following
undated imperial rescript (P. Oxy. 1407, 1l. 9-16) probably belongs to Gordian III:

Eldoefne Edtuyne Zefaoctoe
10 l¢ év pertovsia xabeotwe xal
lomeg mapa TobTé TE Nyouuévou T
| mputaviav dote undtv Ex T
It T&v vauxdfpwy ob abv peta-
Ixatov xal améd Tob wpog TRV ueTa-
15 vo]uiléueva 8¢ éml Tailc Epéoeoty
] amo ‘Pdune.

The suggested attribution could perhaps be further supported by the fact that
the unusual expression év petousia xaBestws in line 10 occurs in almost identical
form in the same emperor’s letter to Aphrodisias dated AD 243: Reynolds,
Aphrodisias, doc. 21, 1l. 3-5: 16 ¥ 'Aciag Bodrevua, ... odx Emitayua Hv, ...
drA& moheltevpa yenoTov év uetousia xabioTdy dudc phavlpbrou tpdkewe. As
far as I know, this expression is not found in any other of the existing imperial
constitutions.

In line 11, to0 téte Wyouuévou is an obvious restoration (cf. TAM II 905,
IVE, . 69: mapa tob té7[e] fyewdvoc), probably followed by tiic / [Enapyiac]: In
this case the reference is to the governor of the province (cf. H. J. Mason, Greek
Terms for Roman Institutions, Toronto 1971, p. 149). '
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8. An Unknown Emperor to Thessaloniki

The fragmentary and now lost inscription IG X.2, 19 is glossed by its last
editor, C. Edson, as follows: «Tit(ulus) tam mutilus difficilimus interpretatu est. De
legatione ab urbe ad imperatorem missa agitur (vv. 5-9, 29) et de privilegio quodam
urbi Thessalonicae soli dato (vv. 15, 33-4)». Apparently on the basis of the form of
the letters, Edson dates the document to the second or third century.

The émpéoBeuvs[av] followed by the ambassadors’ names and the viaticum
formula in 1l. 5-9 indicates that this is the end of an imperial letter. The use of
énpéofevoav indicates as a rerminus post quem for this letter the year 124, which is
when the old formula oi wpeofelovrec Hioav makes its last appearance in the
imperial letters (see below no. 9). A possible terminus ante quem is provided by the
fact that the viaticum formula probably disappeared after Caracalla, the last
surviving instance occurring in this emperor’s letter to Apollonia by Salbacus dated
215/6 (J. and L. Robert, La Carie II. Le plateau de Tabai et ses environs, Paris
1954, p. 274, no. 149).

Edson restores 1. 9 as follows: [- ép]d8tov dw[oewv]. el wi-. However, the
infinitive 8@oety in the place of the imperative 306%tw is unattested in the twenty
five or so surviving examples of this formula. It is better to consider the omega to
be an error on the scribe’s part and to restore the formula to its standard form: [ol¢
6 £@J68iov d<o>[Btw] i wn [rpoixa bméoymvrar].

The surviving four fragmentary lines of the main text of this letter give no idea
of its subject matter. The unusually large size, however, of the embassy (at least six
ambassadors) suggests that it must have been a rather important one. Furthermore,
the expression &v olrwe &y t& wa- in . 3 may indicate either that the emperor
approved, under certain conditions, a request made by the city (cf. IG V.1, 1361
Marcus Aurelius and Commodus to Pherae in Messenia, 1. 9: el obtwe #yet,
amodeydueba), or that he instructed an official to investigate the validity of what
the city had to say and act accordingly. Cf. F. Delphes 111.4, no. 287 (Trajan to
Delphi), 11. 6-7: [évetethauny T6 ] avBuratw ... iva, €&y oltwe Exy, t¢ éypayate,
Tiyy Tob Swatou; also Syll.3 833 = I Ephesos V, no. 1486 (Hadrian to the
Gerousia of Ephesus), 1l. 9-11: mérouga budv 16 dvtiypagov] ol dmplopatoc ...
TdL xpatiotwt avbumatot, ive, el Tt totobtov eln, éméEntal Tiva.

The remaining twenty-six lines of the inscription belong to another imperial
letter, as is clearly indicated by the expressions 6 8c6¢ mathp wov (1. 11) and 4mo
Tob 0e0l matp[d¢] (1. 25). The references, however, to the city (1. 15 [@eooar]o-
vixn), and to its inhabitants, in particular, in the third person (l. 24 ol Gecoarovi-
neig, 1. 32 [@egoaro]veineliow) suggest that the letter was not addressed to it. The
document is most probably a copy of an imperial letter to some other body, which is
addressed in the second person (cf. 1. 27: xat 87t Ouiv 3é8oxtar). The addressee



58 G. A. Souris

could be another, possibly rival, city, or, more probably, the koinon of the
Macedonians mentioned in the first line of the document (l. 10: Maxedévwv 76
#[otvév?]).

The absence of full imperial titulature at the beginning of the letter is
understandable if the emperor who sent it was the same one who sent the letter
inscribed immediately above. In this case, the emperor’s name could be given in
abbreviated form without any titles, as is commonly the case in the archives of
imperial letters. Cf., e.g., J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias, doc. 18 (Severus and Caracalla
to Aphrodisias); IG XII.5, 658, 1. 21 (Caracalla to Syros).

As indicated by 1. 15: [@egoah Jovixy pévy ouvimt>eto ¥ TL[uA?], and also
by the repetition of the word pévyyv in 1l. 33 and 34, the subject matter of the letter
was probably the city’s exclusive right to a title which was perhaps also claimed by a
rival city. It calls to mind Q. Popillius Python’s successful embassy to Nerva on
behalf of the other important city in the same province, Beroea, imép ToU pévny
adTh Exewv T vewxoptay Tdv Zefactdv xal 7O TV unTtpoméiewe dEiwupad. It
has been suggested that the city which challenged Beroea’s exclusive right to these
titles was Thessaloniki®. The present document gives no indication of either the title
in question or the name of the rival city.

If the document is in fact a copy of an imperial letter sent to some other body,
the question then arises of how it came into Thessaloniki’s possession. It is probable
that when he answered the city’s request, the emperor simultaneously sent a letter
announcing his decision to the other party involved in the case, i.e. the koinon or
the rival city, and a copy of this second letter was also sent to Thessaloniki. An
unpublished letter of Antoninus Pius to Koronea in Boeotia concerning a territorial
dispute between the city and its neighbour, Thisbe, provides a parallel to this
procedure. The emperor begins his letter by saying that he is forwarding to Koronea
a copy of a letter he has sent to Thisbe on this matter: &v énéotetha Grobelfot]
évtuy]ov ta nelopatt dudv avtiypapa meupbijvar Guetv éxéreuca.

9. The formula 6 (oi) npeofebwv (-ovteg) Av (Haoav)

This is the only type of formula used before the ambassadors’ names attested
in the imperial letters from AD 46 (P. Lond. 1178; Wilcken Chrest. no. 156,1. 14,
Claudius to a synod of travelling athletes), to 29 August 124 (M. Wérrle, Stadt und
Fest im kaiserzeitlichen Kleinasien [Vestigia, 39], 1988, p. 4, 1. 5, Hadrian to

8. SEG XVII 315. Cf. G. W. Bowersock, Hadrian and Metropolis, in Bonner Historia
Augusta Colloquium 1982-83, Bonn 1985, p. 78-9.

9. F. Papazoglou, Les Villes de Macédoine a I'époque romaine [BCH, Suppl. 16], 1988, p.
144, 210.
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Termessus). From 126 onwards (I Olympia, no. 57, Hadrian to the Achaean
League), there appears the formula &mpéofevev (-ov), which, with very few
exceptions, where the aorist of the verb is used (émpésPevoev (-oav))io, is
employed until the end of the Principate.

The formula 6 (ot) mpeoBedwv (-ovteg) v (Hoav) survives in full in the above-
mentioned letter of Claudius, in Nero’s letter to an Egyptian city (O. Montevecchi,
Aegyptus 50, 1970, 5 = SB 11012), and also in Hadrian’s letter to the Gerousia of
Ephesus, dated AD 120 (Sy/l.3 833 = 1. Ephesos V, no. 1486). It may therefore be
restored in the following letters, in which it is preserved fragmentarily:

a) Syll.? 821¢ (Domitian to Delphi, AD 90), l. 4: [ol mpeoBelovrec] foav
instead of [mpeofevtal] Hoav.

b) F. Delphes 111.4, no. 287, with SEG XXVI 629 (Trajan to Delphi, AD 98),
II. 7-8: 6 mpeo[Bebwv Av] instead of 6 mpeo[Beutng Av].

c¢) F. Delphes 111.4, no. 288, with SEG XXVI 630 (Trajan to Delphi, AD 99),
1. 8: 6 mpe[ofedwy 7v] instead of 6 mpe[ofevtng Hv].

d) I Pergamon 11, no. 272 (an unknown, probably first century, emperor to
Pergamon), 1. 7: 6 mpeaBed[wv #v] instead of 6 mpesfev[tig ...

e) F. Delphes 111.4, no. 301 (Hadrian to Delphi, AD 118), 1l. 10-11: [6]
/mpeoPeb[wy Tv] instead of mpeoBev[Tig Hv].

f) F. Martin, La documentacion griega de la cancilleria del emperador
Adrigno, Pamplona 1982, p. 56, no. 8 (Hadrian to Delphi, AD 118), 1. 17: ¢
n[peoPedwy Tv] instead of 6 m[pesfevtig Av].

g) M. Wérrle, op. cit., p. 4 (Hadrian to Termessus, 29 August AD 124),1. 5:
ol mpe[ofelo]vreg Tioav instead of ol mpe[ofedon]vreg Hoav.

As the change in the formula must have taken place between 29 August 124
and sometime in the year 126, one cannot say in what form it was employed in the
letter sent by Hadrian to Delphi in September 125 (F. Martin, op. cit., p. 119, no.
19). Whatever the case may be, one cannot accept the proposed supplement in 1.
31: [mpeoPevtal fioav]. The formula used must have been either ol mpesfeldov-
tec fioav or émpéofevov. Also, the terminus post quem (29 August 124) for the
change of the formula indicates that the undated Hadrianic letter to the same city

10. IGR IV 11564, ¢ = L. Robert, Hellenica VI (1948) 81-82 (Hadrian to Stratonicea-
Hadrianopolis); AE 1979, 624 (Commodus to Bubon in Lyeia); IG X.2, 19 (an unknown emperor
to Thessaloniki). Prof. G. Mihailov reads émpebo/Pevoav in IGBulg 1V, 2263, 1. 14-15
(Antoninus Pius to an unknown city of upper Macedonia). The correct reading however, as can be
clearly seen on the picture of the inscription (0p. cit., plate 130), is that of the editio princeps:
¢rnpés/Beuov (D. Detev, JOAI 41, 1954, 110-118 = SEG X1V 479). For further discussion on
the formulae regarding the way ambassadors are mentioned in the imperial letters see G. A. Souris,
Studies in Provincial Diplomacy under the Principate, Ph. D. diss., Cambridge 1984, p. 124f.



60 G. A. Souris

(F. Delphes 1114, no. 303), in which &npésfBevov is employed, must be dated to
later than this. Thus the editor, A. Plassart, is probably correct in placing it after
the long Hadrianic letter F. Delphes 111.4, no. 302, which is accurately dated to AD
125.

Three other undated fragmentary letters in which émpéaBeuov is employed
may also be dated after this terminus post quem: I Smyrna 11.1, no. 599 (to a
synod of performers devoted to Dionysus), SEG XXXII 470 (to Koronea in
Boeotia), and SEG XXXV 405¢ (also to Koronea).

In another undated letter addressed to Koronea (SEG XXXII 466), émpé-
oBevev and the ambassador’s name are followed by the viaticum formula in its
standard form: & T4 épddiov SolifTw el wi) mwpoixa Uméoymrat, and the final
salutation ebtuyeite. This letter is of special interest, as it refers to the proconsul of
Achaea in office, Calpurnius Longus, for whom W. Eck (Chiron 13, 1983, 186, n.
480) proposes a Trajanic or Hadrianic date. However, the letter, and consequently
the proconsul, cannot be Trajanic. Apart from the use of érpésBeuoy, the viaticum
formula has a form here which appears for the first time in Hadrian’s letter to
Stratonicea-Hadrianopolis in 127 (IGR IV 1456a = L. Robert, Hellenica V1, 1948,
81). In the Trajanic letters, this formula takes a different form (F. Delphes 111.4,
no. 287, to Delphi, AD 98; ibid., no. 288, to the same city, AD 99; Hesperia 44,
1975, 396, to a synod at Istmia, AD 98/99); and the same applies to the early
Hadrianic letters (F. Martin, op. cit., p. 56, no. 8, to Delphi, AD 118; Syll.? 833 =1
Ephesos ¥V, no. 1486, to the Gerousia of Ephesus, AD 120). Furthermore, the
farewell formula situyeite appears for the first time in the Hadrianic letters!!.
Trajan used éppddofar Oud Bodhouxt or Eppwabe (see the Trajanic letters
mentioned above). Thus, according to the formulas used, this letter to Koronea,
and consequently the proconsulate of Calpurnius Longus, must in all probability be
dated after the middle of Hadrian’s reign.

POSTSCRIPT

This article was already at press when the late Professor J. H. Oliver’s long-
awaited collection of imperial constitutions was eventually published: J. H. Oliver,
Greek Constitutions of the Early Emperors from Inscriptions and Papyri, Philadel-
phia 1989. I was gratified to see that some of the corrections made in the present
article are also proposed by the eminent American scholar. Oliver proposes the

11. See F. Ziemann, De epistularum graecarum formulis sollemnibus, Diss. Halenses 18,
1911, p. 354f.; the picture is not changed by the large number of imperial letters which have come
to light since this book was written.
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same corrections for the imperial letters no. 2 and no. 3 in my article (0p. cit., p.
124, no. 39, and 263, no. 116, respectively). He too adds the title ZeBaatés to
Claudius’s titulature in letter no. 1, but he suggests a different supplement for line
3 of the same letter: §mep [Tals mpeofeiate masaig Tale meppl/Beioaig (p. 92, no.
23). In line 30 of letter no. 6 he restores vi]xngpépou (p. 493, no. 259), apparently
not considering the word to be a name. Finally, he does not propose any corrections
for documents no. 4, line 83 (p. 283, no. 124), and no. 7b, line 11 (p. 566, no.
291), nor does he restore the formula 6 (ot) mpeafedwy (-ovteg) Av (Noav) (as 1
suggest in no. 9) in the letters of Domitian (p. 130, no. 42), Trajan (p. 133, no. 44,
and 135, no. 45), and Hadrian (p. 157, no. 62), which he includes in his collection.
Letters no. 5 and no. 8 are not included in Oliver’s collection (the latter quite
inexplicably), and nor, of course, is letter no. 7a, which was published only very
recently.
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