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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the establishment and development of the worship of the
emperor and his family members in the Latin West, tracing specifically the cult of
those who were officially deified at Rome and received the title of divus or diva. It
seeks to answer three questions:

1. Does uniformity of cult practices and priestly titles increase or decrease
over time

2. What prompted change in cult practice (reflected in priestly titles) and
how was this change managed?

3. What factors influenced the choices made by communities throughout the
Latin West concerning these cults?

It addresses these questions through a number of specific case studies. It begins with
a study of how the practice of deification (consecratio) was established and how it
developed within the city of Rome. It then examines priestly titles associated with the
cult of the divi/divae in three groups of provinces: the Gauls, the Spains, and the
provinces of North Africa. Finally, it discusses the spread of the worship of the
divi/divae throughout the empire by examining the Augustales (and other variations
on this title) and the priests responsible for overseeing cult to individual divi/divae.
The evidence discussed is primarily epigraphical but is supplemented with
numismatic, archaeological and literary evidence where it is available.

This thesis addresses a number of hypotheses concerning Rome’s role in the
development of cult in the Latin West, principally, that cult was imposed on
communities in the provinces by the centre, that the establishment of cult was based
on a series of models and adopted in similar ways throughout the provinces, and that
the coloniae were responsible for bringing Roman culture and religion to the
peregrine communities. It argues that even though some provincial cults were
established through direct intervention from members of the imperial family, it was
still up to the communities themselves to oversee cult practice and finance the cult. In
the case of civic cult, there is little to no evidence of involvement from the centre.
Civic cult was established by local initiative and did not originate in the coloniae and
spread to other communities. Instead, it tended to arise in peregrine communities (and
municipia) from the earliest development of this cult (as well as some coloniae) as
individual communities sought to forge a connection with the imperial family and find
their place within, and in connection to, the Roman Empire.
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INTRODUCTION

Roman politics and religion were inherently linked as Romans attempted to

explain the world and their own place within it. As the territory controlled by Rome

expanded and power in the city of Rome became consolidated into the hands of one

man, people throughout the Empire sought to define their relationship with this

individual by granting honours.1 It was through these honours, and the rituals and

sacrifices associated with them, that these power relationships were defined.2 After

his death, Julius Caesar was granted divine honours. Augustus then modelled his own

funeral on the rituals established to deify Julius Caesar. From the death of Julius

Caesar to the death of Constantine, over 50 individuals were officially deified in the

city of Rome.

1.1 – The study of emperor worship

Price’s monumental work Rituals and Power: The Roman Imperial Cult in

Asia Minor changed the way scholars understood the cults associated with the

worship of the imperial family.3 It is this foundation on which all subsequent work on

the subject has been based.4 Scholars have since used Price’s methodology in other

geographical areas.5 In most cases, these works tend to focus on the worship of the

1 Gradel, 2002, 52.
2 Price, 1984a, 231.
3 Price, 1984a.
4 Except Clauss, 1999 which seems to run tangential to and not engage with Price’s conclusions. It
could be argued that much of Fishwick’s work tends not to engage with Price’s conclusions. However,
this might be a result of the different assumptions he uses as his foundation. An earlier example of a
volume dedicated to discussions of the Imperial cult is Den Boer (ed.), 1973.
5 One such example is Gradel, 2002, which focuses specifically on Italy. Friesen, 1993 expands Price’s
discussion of Asia but only examines one particular family, the Flavians. An earlier geographical study
of the Iberian Peninsula was done by Étienne, 1958. He has also written a more recent study on the
earliest development of these cults here with relation to civic temple buildings (Étienne, 1996) and
provincial priests (Étienne, 1999) which takes into consideration some of Prices conclusions. Rives
wrote a short article on the Imperial cult in North Africa (Rives, 2001). Smadja has done a great deal
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emperor rather than taking into consideration the whole imperial family.6 Almost half

of the individuals who were deified in Rome were not emperors but members of their

family, in some cases children who died in infancy. This thesis discusses these other

deified family members, in addition to the emperors and seeks to expand Price’s

analysis to include the interactions between communities in the provinces in the Latin

West with these divi and divae.

The most influencial work related to this topic is Fishwick’s multi-volume

Imperial Cult in the Latin West.7 Fishwick examines all aspects of the worship of the

emperor and his family but tends to focus on the emperor himself as well as the other

aspects of emperor worship such as the domus divina, domus augusta, etc. and does

not discuss in much detail the importance of the divi who were not emperors nor the

divae. He has done an excellent job of collecting most of the evidence related to the

worship of the emperor in the Latin West. However, his starting assumption is that

there was some central control over cult practices in the provinces,8 that there were

of work on cult in these provinces (Smadja, 2005a; Smadja, 2005b; Smadja, 1998; Smadja, 1985;
Smadja, 1978). Derks and van Andringa have focused on cult practices in the provinces of Gaul
(Derks, 1998; Van Andringa, 2002). One example of a collection of case studies for cult found in
specific communities is Small (ed.), 1996.
6 Recently, scholars have examined the importance of family relations during Augustus’ reign and the
shift from Republic to Empire (most notably Severy, 2003) or the women of the Antonine period
(Boatwright, 1991). There have also been a number of case studies on specific members of the family
(mostly women) in which their exceptional and divine honours are discussed but these rarely put these
into the context of those granted to emperors and other family members (some examples are: Kokkinos,
1992; and Levick, 2007). Purcell’s article on Livia puts many of the honours granted to Livia into their
historical context in an attempt to explain the exceptional status of this women during her lifetime but
does not discuss in detail her deification and its context (Purcell, 1986). Friesen’s work focuses on the
imperial cult (including all members of the family) for one particular family, the Flavians (Friesen,
1993). However, these discussions do not tend to focus on a comprehensive examination of the
worship of imperial family members as gods or how these practices changed over time. A few specific
case studies examine particular divae but rarely expand their discussion to include comparisons
between similar honours granted to other members of the family or how these honours changed over
time (Wood, 1995; Bickerman, 1974, Herz, 1981)
7 Fishwick, 1987-2004.
8 He states this explicitly in the introduction to volume 3.1. He states that there was no pre-Roman
belief in the divinity of the ruler (with a few minor exceptions) and that there was no adminstrative
framework which allowed these cults to be spontaneously adopted. Instead, he argues that the cult in
the west was largely influenced and designed by the emperor himself (Fishwick, 2002a, 4)
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some rules and models for how cult was established, and on this basis he attempts to

organize and categorize the complexity that is cult practices in the provinces.

The question of interactions between centre and periphery has dominated

discussions of empire over the last century. Only in the last two decades has the

discussion turned away from central control over the peripheral communities to a

more localized discussion on how communities identified themselves as “Roman” and

their interaction not only with Rome but with neighbouring communities as well.9

Most of this recent scholarship has questioned the imposition of ideas from Rome in

almost all aspects of provincial life. However, in most cases, it is still argued by a

number of scholars that the worship of the emperor and his family was primarily a

Roman phenomenon that was imposed on local communities.10 The most commonly

cited example for this is the altar for the Tres Galliae at Lugdunum, established by

Drusus.11 This conclusion has been expanded to state that if the worship of the

imperial family was not directly imposed from Rome then it spread first to the

coloniae which then carried it into the far reaches of the empire.12 This thesis

challenges these two assumptions, that cult was imposed from the centre and that cult

spread from the coloniae to the other communities in the provinces, and seeks to

determine how decisions regarding cult practices were made at a local level.

9 The idea of “becoming Roman” was first coined by Woolf in his study of Gaul (Woolf, 1998). Most
recently, Revell’s monograph, which was derived from her thesis, examines the question of local
idenities and the provincial experience of being “Roman” (Revell, 2009).
10 There has been a wide spectrum of arguments as to the nature of this involvement from the centre
ranging from all-out imposition on a unwilling subjects (Webster, 1997, 331-2) to a more dynamic
interaction (Whittaker, 1997, 148-52). Fishwick argues that the worship of the imperial family was
imposed by Rome in the West (Fishwick, 1987-2004). An assumption most recently re-iterated in
Revell, 2009, 90, although she hints that it might not be as forced as has been assumed, and may in fact
be a blend of both central control and provincial practice. However, she does not go into detail on the
nature of this blend or how it was manifested in the provinces.
11 Suet.Cl.2.1; Strabo. 4.3.2; Cass.Dio. 54.32.1.
12 The example is cited as evidence of central control in Fishwick, 2004, 105-128 (also in Fishwick,
2002a, 9-19; Fishwick, 1996, 96; Fishwick, 1987a, 102-130; and many of his earlier works) but also
discussed in and most recently Revell, 2009, 90 amongst others.
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This thesis also seeks to address the following questions:

1. Does uniformity in cult practice increase or decrease over time?
2. What prompted change and how was this change managed?
3. What factors influenced the choices each community made about these cults?

By addressing these questions, this thesis will examine the nature of the worship of

the imperial family outside of Rome, what this shows about the nature of the

interaction between Rome and her peripheral communities and how ideas and

religious practices spread throughout the empire. These questions will be discussed

predominantly through the examination of both the provincial and civic priestly titles

and this thesis will focus on the high degree of variation of these titles.13

1.2 – Time frame and geographical scope

The time period covered in this study is from the death of Julius Caesar in 44

BCE to the death of Constantine in 337 CE. It will be divided into three parts and six

chapters. Part I, The Ritual of Deification, examines the establishment and

development of the cult of the divi and divae within the city of Rome. It discusses

who was deified (and who received exceptional honours but was not officially

deified); the rituals associated with the act of consecratio and the continued worship

of these individuals; their temples and sacred spaces; and the priests responsible for

overseeing their worship. Part II consists of three case studies and discusses the

provincial and civic priests responsible for overseeing the worship of the emperor and

his family in three groups of provinces: the Gauls, the Spains, and North Africa.

These provinces were chosen for a number of reasons. First, a great deal of work has

been done on the epigraphy and archaeology of these areas as well as some

13 Price discussed the importance of understanding variation in his discussion on Greek terminology for
the divi (Price, 1984b). Some scholars have focused exclusively on female priests and their role within
these cult practices (Hemelrijk, 2006b; Hemelrijk, 2006a; Hemelrijk, 2005; Ladjimi Sebai, 1990).
Some case studies have been done of priests in particular areas (Duncan-Jones, 1968; Bassignano,
1974; Pavis D'escurae, 1980) or on particular individuals (Drinkwater, 1979, Rives, 1994; Étienne,
1999).
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foundational secondary literature on the Imperial cult.14 This allows for this thesis to

be put into context of the current discussions of these areas and our understanding of

the empire as a whole. Second, these provinces have some of the best epigraphical

evidence, much of which can be dated, allowing for a chronological study of the

different priestly titles. A greater quantity of evidence also survives from these areas

(in contrast to surviving epigraphical evidence from Britain, Germany, the frontier

provinces, and the Mediterranean islands) facilitating this kind of study.

Part III examines the spread of cult throughout the Empire. Chapter 5

discusses the Augustales (and the various other titles associated with this group) and

their role in the spread and development of the worship of members of the imperial

family. Since some of the earliest evidence for these groups comes from Italy, it is

included in this study. Chapter 6 looks specifically at the worship of named

individual members of the imperial family. Which individuals received cult outside

of Rome and what does this tell us about the nature of these cult practices and the

communities in which they were found?

The chronological limits were chosen for the following reasons. First, the

funeral and subsequent deification of Julius Caesar were the models for all the other

deifications (along with the funeral of Augustus). Many other cultures and empires

had a form of ruler worship and these may have provided some of the ideas for the

practice of deification but introduction of the rituals and symbols associated with the

deification of Julius Caesar makes this a Roman phenonmenon.15 The death of

14 For Spain (Étienne, 1958 and Alföldy, 1973 for a discussion on provincial priests); Gaul (Derks,
1998 and Van Andringa, 2002). No comprehensive book has been written about the Imperial cult in
Africa but a number of articles by Rives, Smadja, and others have broadened our understanding of cult
practices in this area (Rives, 2001; Smadja, 2005b). Bassignano, 1974 discusses and lists the
provincial priests found in North Africa.
15 Both Étienne, 1958 and Price, 1984a discuss possible native precedents for these cults in their
respective areas. However, the designation of these individuals as a divus or diva is a purely Roman
innovation.
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Constantine ushers in a new kind of Roman Empire, with Christianity as the official

state religion. The title divus continues to be used into the 6th century in some cases,

but it no longer has the same meaning as it did during the previous three centuries.

1.3 – Overall methodology

Any study of Roman religion and the provinces encounters a number of

problems. With the mention of religion, the question of belief always follows. This

thesis will not address whether the Romans “believed” in their gods, or even whether

the Romans “believed” that certain emperors and members of their families became

gods after their deaths. Instead, it focuses on the logistics of the establishment and

development of cult practice, mainly who was responsible for establishing cult, who

ensured its persistance, how cult evolved over time, and how changes in cult practice

were managed.

This thesis is primarily based on epigraphical evidence, but this is

supplemented with numismatic, literary and archaeological evidence where

applicable. It traces cult practice through the use of priestly titles, mostly in religious

dedications and funerary inscriptions, but also examines any surviving literary

evidence.16 In most cases, the archaeology alone does not contribute to this study

because only an inscription can show for certain whether or not a given temple was

dedicated to the worship of divi and divae.17 There are no distinctive forms for these

temples and the presence of statues of emperors and members of their family is not a

helpful criterion as not all statues were cult statues. Coins provide insight into when

particular individuals were deified (referred to as consecration coins) and some depict

16 Translations of literary material are from the Loeb Classical Library volumes unless otherwise noted.
17 Some scholars have argued that a provincial community was organized around the temple associated
with the worship of the emperor and members of his family (Trillmich and Zanker, 1990) while others
have argued that particular non-religious buildings, for example theatres, may have also served some
function in the promotion and worship of the imperial family (Gros, 1990, 381-390).
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temples and altars but the depictions of buildings on coins are not unproblematic in

their own right.18 In as much as the epigraphic evidence provides the most reliable

source, it too comes with its share of problems. Some inscriptions are too

fragmentary to provide details of a priestly title or that priest’s function. In other

cases, the title itself does not survive in full. Some inscriptions have been moved

from their original locations to be used in building projects and the like, whereas

others can not be dated, both of these problems hindering any geographical or

chronological study of the changes in priestly titles. For this thesis, the epigraphic

evidence is organized and labeled as it is found in CIL, ILS, AE, and other collections

where appropriate, with dates supplemented where possible by secondary

commentaries on the inscription. The focus of this thesis is specifically on the

worship of individuals who received the title divus or diva, rather than the domus

divina, the domus augusta, the genius, the numen, and traditional gods with the epithet

Augustus or Augusta. It is supplemented with discussions on those members of the

family who received honours that were exceptional, but not divine, because these

provided some of the models on which later divine honours were based.

Any discussion of Roman imperialism raises a number of red flags.19

Questions arise concerning native experience vs. Roman experience and the labeling

of pre-Roman vs. post-Roman.20 Were Roman values imposed or did local

communities seek to identify themselves as Roman? What was the nature of this

18 For a discussion of some problematic coins related to this issue see Burnett, 1999, 137-164 and
Fishwick, 1984a, 263-270. In most cases, buildings on coins may not acurrately depict the monument
which they are supposed to represent.
19 Many conferences and colloquia have sought to answer questions relating to power relations and
discourse in the provinces, the nature of Roman imperialism, and how communities incorportated
themelves into the expanding Empire. Some examples of the proceedings are: Mattingly (ed.), 1997,
and the International Network on the Impact of Empire (the most recent proceedings is Hekster et al.
(eds.), 2009).
20 Most recently examined in Revell, 2009. The question of loyalty and communities incorporating
themselves into the Roman Empire is discussed in detail in Ando, 2000.
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Romanization?21 This leads to the question of how does one define Roman-ness? As

has been discussed most recently by Chaniotis, religious and cultural changes are not

simply the result of the one-sided relationship between the centre and periphery.

Instead, one must look to local traditions, regional competitions, agency and

individual initiatives.22 This thesis does not seek to engage with the nature of what it

meant to be Roman or how communities sought to identify themselves as Roman.

Instead, it looks at the spread of one particular set of practices, the worship of

individuals who had been officially deified in the city of Rome, how the worship of

these deified individuals spread throughout the Empire and the kinds of decisions

individual communities made about adopting these cult practices.

21 For an excellent discussion on the history of the study of Romanization see Freeman, 1997.
22 Chaniotis, 2009, 29.
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PART 1: THE RITUAL OF DEIFICATION

CHAPTER 1: THE DIVI IN ROME

The practice of deifying members of the imperial family provides key insights

into the religious and political landscape of the city of Rome. It was not solely a

religious act but was also a way for the successor to legitimize and secure his own

power. There was not one specific model on which this practice was based and it had

a certain amount of fluidity, developing and evolving as the religious and political

landscape of Rome changed.23 This chapter will be broken down into four sections.

The first (Establishment of cult) will examine how the cult of the deified members of

the imperial family was established in Rome, the terminology used to discuss these

new deities, and how an individual became a divus. The second section (The divine

family) will present the lists (both ancient and modern) of who was deified, the role of

deified family members, and those family members who received exceptional honours

but were not quite deified and how these exceptional honours served as the models on

which the process of deification was based.

The final two sections will discuss what have been identified as the key

features of the cult of the divi (mainly a temple, priest and priesthood) 24 and how

these individuals were worshipped in practice. This chapter will focus specifically on

whether the cult became increasingly uniform or divergent over time, what factors

influenced the decision to deify particular individuals and not others, and finally what

prompted change and how that change was managed.

23 Scholars have argued over the possible practices on which the act of deification was modelled. Price
summarizes a number of these hypotheses in his book (Price, 1984a, 23-52). This practice has aspects
based on Greek hero cult but it has also been argued that it spread partly because it drew on existing
traditions of ruler worship found throughout the Empire (for an example of this type of discussion for
the Iberian peninsula see the first chapter of Étienne, 1958).
24 Price, 1987, 78.
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1. ESTABLISHMENT OF CULT

After the assassination of Caesar in 44 BCE, Octavian set about legitimizing

his position by securing Caesar’s place amongst the gods. This act expanded upon a

number of unprecedented honours which Caesar had received during his lifetime.25

This section will begin by discussing the terminology used to define the honours

given to a deified member of the imperial family including some of the problems

associated with this type of discussion. It will then examine the establishment of this

practice in Rome looking specifically at the cult of Divus Iulius. Finally, it will

discuss how an individual was deified and the ritual of consecratio.

1.1 – Talking about a divus: terminology of emperor worship26

The introduction of a new set of gods into the city of Rome included new

terminology. In Latin, the term used to refer to these newly deified individuals was

divus. However, this was not always so clear. In his De Lingua Latina, Varro

discusses the difference between a divus and a deus, stating that in fact deus is the

term used for all gods and that divus is an ancient term.27

Deus autem vel dea generale nomen est omnibus...Varro ad Ciceronem
tertio: “Ita respondeant cur dicant deos, cum <de> omnibus antiqui
dixerint divos.”

25 Weinstock, 1971, sets up Caesar as a religious reformer, with all his reforms focusing on and leading
up to his own ultimate deification. He does this by examining all the evidence for honours or
innovations and examining them for precedents and their religious and political significance. For
further discussion of some of the problems associated with this book see North, 1975. Fishwick,
1987a, 56-72, also discusses these honours and is useful for more recent bibliography. The most recent
discussion is found in Gradel, 2002, 54-72, although this largely summarizes previous work.
26 For an excellent discussion on the problems of terminology for deified emperors in the Greek
language see Price, 1984b. Gradel, 2002 devotes an entire chapter of his book (pg. 54-72) to the
honours given to Caesar before his death, problems of terminology, and how these new honours could
be justified as the “traditional republican response to monarchy, whether the monarch was Jupiter or
Caesar” (Gradel, 2002, 54). Fears discusses the Emperor as being “elected by the gods.” (Fears, 1977).
27 Varro, Ling.Lat.fr.1. (preserved in Serv. Ad.Aen.12.139.)
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Deus ‘god’ or dea ‘goddess’ is in fact a general name for all…Varro,
in the third book of the treatise addressed to Cicero, says: “So let them
give answer why they say dei ‘gods,’ when in reference to all of them
the old-time Romans used to say divi.

Servius, in his commentary on the Aeneid, argues that divus is the term for gods that

have not always been gods, i.e. been created from men, whereas deus is the term for

the immortals. However, he admits this opinion is the opposite of Varro’s definition

of the terms as in De Lingua Latina.28

'divum' et 'deorum' indifferenter plerumque ponit poeta, quamquam sit
discretio, ut deos perpetuos dicamus, divos ex hominibus factos, quasi
qui diem obierint: unde divos etiam imperatores vocamus. sed Varro et
Ateius contra sentiunt, dicentes divos perpetuos, deos qui propter sui
consecrationem timentur, ut sunt dii manes.

The poet [Virgil] usually employs ‘of the divi’ [divum] and ‘of the dii
[deorum]’ indifferently, although there should be a distinction in that
we call the immortals ‘dii’, whereas ‘divi’ are created from men,
inasmuch as they have ended their days; from which we likewise call
[dead] emperors ‘divi’. But Varro and Ateius hold the opposite
opinion, claiming that ‘divi’ are eternal, whereas ‘dii’ are such as are
held in honour because they have been deified, such as is the case with
the ‘dii manes’.

Here, Servius is summarizing the scholarly debate of his time.29 It was during

Octavian/Augustus’ reign (i.e. when Virgil is writing) that the term was given the

meaning by which it is now known. Octavian/Augustus takes hold of the term divus

and develops it, along with the cult practices, to mean an individual who was once

mortal, who is now numbered among the gods.

Unlike the Latin terminology, which appears to have at least in some sense an

official usage, the Greek terminology referring to these gods is extremely problematic

28 Serv. Ad.Aen. 5.45 (quoting and opposing Varro, Ling.Lat. fr. 424). Text from Varro fr. 424 section
in Funaioli (ed.), 1907. Translation from Gradel, 2002, 66.
29 Serv. Ad.Aen. 5.45; Gradel, 2002, 65. The modern discussion relating to the terms divus and deus is
concerned with the nature of cult practice to these individuals. Bowerstock argues that that the
distinction between a deus and a divus is that deified emperors do not hear prayers or effect
supernatural miracles (Bowerstock, 1973, 182-184). This article is responded to by Price who argues
that this is not the case. Emperors (both dead and living) received prayers (Price, 1984b, 90-93).

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=divum&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=3&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=et&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=3&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=deorum&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=indifferenter&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=plerumque&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=ponit&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=poeta&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=quamquam&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=discretio&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=dicamus&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=divos&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=ex&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=2&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=hominibus&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=factos&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=quasi&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=2&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=qui&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=diem&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=obierint&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=unde&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=2&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=divos&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=2&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=etiam&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=imperatores&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=vocamus&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=sed&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=Varro&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=et&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=4&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=la&lookup=Ateius&bytepos=2184256&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0053
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as there appears to be no clear system for usage. The most common Greek terms to

refer to deified members of the imperial family are: qei=ai ti/mai and ti/mai i0soqe/ai

(used by Appian and Plutarch),30 h9rw/v and sometimes qeo/v (used by Cassius Dio).31

This terminology becomes more problematic when taken into consideration with the

terms used to describe the honours given to Caesar before his death (which were

described in Greek using the same terminology) and the fact that many of the primary

literary sources which discuss the deification process are in Greek. This makes it

difficult to discuss which individuals received which honours at particular moments in

time.

There are also two terms which are used to describe the act of deification itself

(and not the title the individual receives once deified): consecratio and apotheosis.

Consecratio is the ritual of becoming a divus. The senate, along with the emperor

(only informally), decided which individuals were to be deified and the funeral for

that individual was carried out accordingly.32 The deified individual was voted

temples, priests, and festivals. Apotheosis is the act of the deified individual’s soul

rising to take its place among the gods. In the case of Caesar, the apotheosis took the

form of a comet, which was seen at the funeral games held by Augustus. For

Augustus and the later period, the apotheosis was symbolized by an eagle being

released from the funeral pyre, although the star continued to signify divinity in some

of the later iconography as well.

30 App.B.civ.2.148. Plutarch also refers to the honours given to Caesar after his death as qeo\v tima=n
(Plut.Caes.67.4).
31 He uses this term in the context of Caesar’s funeral and honours given to him after his death
(Cass.Dio.47.18.1-19.3). Caesar is also referred to as a qeo/v in Antony’s eulogy as recorded in
Cass.Dio. 44.49.1.
32 For a discussion of consecratio see Bickerman, 1973.
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1.2 – Becoming a divus: the cult of Divus Iulius

The funeral of Caesar is described in detail by Suetonius:33

Funere indicto rogus extructus est in Mario campo iuxta Iuliae
tumulum et pro rostris aurata aedes ad simulacrum templi Veneris
Genetricis collocata; intraque lectus eburneus auro ac purpura stratus
et ad caput tropaeum cum veste, in qua fuerat occisus…Laudationis
loco consul Antonius per praeconem pronuntiavit senatus consultum,
quo omnia simul ei divina atque humana decreverat, item ius
iurandum, quo se cuncti pro salute unius astrinxerant; quibus
perpauca a se verba addidit. Lectum pro rostris in Forum magistratus
et honoribus functi detulerunt. Quem cum pars in Capitolini Iovis
cella cremare pars in curia Pompei destinaret, repente duo quidam
gladiis succincti ac bina iacula gestantes ardentibus cereis
succenderunt confestimque circumstantium turba virgulta arida et cum
subselliis tribunalia, quicquid praeterea ad donum aderat, congessit.

When the funeral was announced, a pyre was erected in the Campus
Martius near the tomb of Julia, and on the rostra a gilded shrine was
placed, made after the model of the temple of Venus Genetrix; within
was a couch of ivory with coverlets of purple and gold, and at its head
a pillar hung with the robe in which he was slain… Instead of a eulogy
the consul Antonius caused a herald to recite the decree of the Senate
in which it had voted Caesar all divine and human honours at once, and
likewise the oath with which they had all pledged themselves to watch
over his personal safety; to which he added very few words of his own.
The bier on the rostra was carried down into the Forum by magistrates
and ex-magistrates; and while some were urging that it be burned in
the temple of Jupiter of the Capitol, and others in the Hall of Pompey,
on a sudden two beings with swords by their sides and brandishing a
pair of darts set fire to it with blazing torches, and at once the throng of
bystanders heaped upon it dry branches, the judgment seats with
benches, and whatever else could serve as an offering.

There are several important features mentioned in this account. The pyre was not lit

in the Campus Martius as had been done before in traditional funerals. Instead, it was

lit in the forum itself. Mark Antony recited the decree of the senate (senatus

consultum) which had voted honours to Caesar instead of delivering a eulogy, in part

to help secure his own position.

33 Suet.Iul. 84.1-3. The burning of his body in the forum is also mentioned in Plut.Caes. 68.1, but this
account is significantly shorter and adds no additional details to the account in Suetonius.
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Immediately following Caesar’s funeral, an altar was set up at the place where

the pyre was located. According to the account in Appian’s Bella Civilia,34 this act

was initiated by an impostor, referred to as Herophilus (in the Latin sources he is

referred to as Amatius). He claimed to be the grandson of Marius and cousin of

Caesar. He was mentioned numerous times in last years of the republic (by Cicero in

his letters to Atticus, Cic. Att. 14.6-8, among others) and knew how to make use of

popular excitement.35 Together with Caesar’s freedmen and veterans (although in

Dio’s account this group is just referred to as “they”) he set up the altar and sacrificed

to Julius Caesar as a qeo/v.36

kai\ meta\ tou=to a0peipo/ntwn tw=n u9pa/twn mhde/na e1cw tw=n
stratiwtw=n e1noplon ei]nai, tw=n me\n fo/nwn a0pe/sxonto, bwmo\n
de/ tina e0n tw=| th=v pura=v xwri/w| i9drusa/menoi (ta\ ga\r o0sta=
au0tou= oi9 e0celeu/qeroi proanei/lonto kai\ e0v to\ patrw=|on mnhmei=on
kate/qento) qu/ein te e0p’au0tw=| kai\ kata/rxesqai tw=| Kai/sari w9v
kai\ qew=| e0pexei/roun. oi9 ou]n u3patoi e0kei=no/n te a0netreyan, kai\
tinav a0ganakth/santav e0pi\ tou/tw| e0ko/lasan.

After this, when the consuls forbade any one except the soldiers to
carry arms, they refrained from bloodshed, but set up an altar on the
site of the pyre (for the freedman of Caesar had previously taken up his
bones and deposited them in the family tomb), and undertook to
sacrifice upon it and to offer victims to Caesar, as to a god. But the
consuls overthrew this altar and punished some who showed
displeasure at the act.

This event can be understood as a spontaneous act of worship and an example of the

introduction of a new cult into the city of Rome. However, there are a number of

political situations that need to be discussed within the context of this establishment.

At this point in time, Julius Caesar had not been officially deified (i.e. had not yet

received the title of Divus Iulius).37 Both Herophilus and Octavian would gain from

34 App. B.civ.3.2-3.
35 Taylor, 1931, 84.
36 Cass.Dio. 44.51.1-2.
37 For discussion on Caesar’s titulature and honours received both before and after his death see
Weinstock, 1971; North, 1975; and most recently Gradel, 2002, 54-72 (who summarizes the arguments
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the establishment of this cult, as they could then claim familial ties to a god.38 If

Caesar was deified, Octavian would be able to refer to himself as divi filius. Antony,

on the other hand, had everything to lose and so he opposed the deification of Caesar

even though he had earlier been named the flamen of Caesar’s cult (as mentioned by

Cicero in Philippics 2.110-111 and in Cassius Dio 44.6.4, the latter refers to a temple

being decreed for Caesar and his Clemency during Caesar’s lifetime). One must also

remember that, according to Cassius Dio, Antony did refer to Caesar in his funeral

speech as both a h3rwv and a qeo/v.39 However, once Caesar’s position as a qeo/v was

legitimized through the establishment of cult, Antony would no longer have the upper

hand in the contest for power. Therefore, Antony, as consul, opposed this act of

establishment, overthrew the altar, and put Herophilus to death.

During the funeral games held by Octavian, a comet was seen and was

interpreted by some to be the soul of Caesar being carried up to the heavens (his

apotheosis).40

Siquidem ludis, quos primos consecrato ei heres Augustus edebat,
stella crinita per septem continuous dies fulsit exoriens circa
undecimam horam, creditumque est animam esse Caesaris in caelum
recepti; et hac de causa simulacro eius in vertice additur stella.

For at the first of the games which his heir gave in honour of his
consecratio,41 a comet shone for seven successive days, rising about
the eleventh hour, and was believed to be the soul of Caesar, who had
been taken to heaven; and this is why a star is set upon the crown of his
head in his statue.

of earlier works). For an older but helpful narrative on the establishment of ruler-cult see Nock, 1934,
481-489.
38 For discussion on Augustus’ political uses of the cult of Divus Iulius, see Whittaker, 1996b and
Ramage, 1985.
39 Cass.Dio.44.49.1
40 Suet.Iul. 88. The comet is also mentioned in Plut.Caes. 69.3.
41 Even though Suetonius says that the games were given because of Caesar’s consecratio, he was not
officially deified (undergo consecratio until 42 BCE). The comet represents the soul of Caesar rising
to heaven, his apotheosis.
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This is a reference to the apotheosis of Caesar, which did not take place at the funeral

itself but afterwards. The idea that this comet symbolized Caesar’s apotheosis is also

mentioned in Pliny.42

Cometes in uno totius orbis loco colitur in templo Romae,
admodum faustus divo Augusto iudicatus ab ipso, qui incipiente eo
apparuit ludis quos faciebat Veneri Genetrici non multo post obitum
patris Caesaris in collegio ab eo instituto. namque his verbis id
gaudium prodit: ‘Iis ipsis ludorum meorum diebus sidus crinitum per
septem dies in regione caeli quae sub septentrionibus est conspectum
id oriebatur circa undecimam horam diei clarumque et omnibus e
terris conspicuum fuit. eo sidere significari volgus credidit Caesaris
animam inter deorum immortalium numina receptam, quo nomine id
insigne simulacro capitis eius, quod mox in foro consecravimus,
adiectum est.’

The only place in the whole world where a comet is the object of
worship is at a temple at Rome. Divus Augustus43 had deemed this
comet very propitious to himself; as it had appeared at the beginning of
his rule, at some games which, not long after the decease of his father
Caesar, as a member of the college founded by him he was celebrating
in honour of Mother Venus. In fact he made public the joy that it gave
him in these words: ‘On the very days of my Games a comet was
visible for seven days in the northern part of the sky. It was rising
about an hour before sunset, and was a bright star, visible from all
lands. The common people believed that this star signified the soul of
Caesar received among the spirits of the immortal gods, and on this
account the emblem of a star was added to the bust of Caesar that we
shortly afterwards dedicated in the forum.’

The comet plays an important role in the iconography of Octavian/Augustus’ reign.44

This depiction of apotheosis may be the model for the apotheosis of later emperors

but Octavian/Augustus develops the ritual into a crucial part of the funeral itself.

However, in place of a comet, Augustus included an eagle being released to

symbolize the soul’s journey to the heavens for his own funeral. He is responsible for

42 Pliny. NH. 2.93-94.
43 Translated as “His late Majesty Augustus” in the Loeb edition.
44 The purpose of this section is to examine cult practice and not iconography. See Section 3.2 in this
chapter for the discussion on depictions of apotheosis. Along with iconography, it is also mentioned in
much of the poetry of the period (Virg.Ec. 9.46-49; Prop. 4.6.59-60) and for a complete discussion on
references to Caesar in Augustan poetry and the importance of the comet, see White, 1988, 345-53.
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establishing the apotheosis ritual in that he planned his own funeral and incorporated

apotheosis (the release of an eagle) into the funeral itself.

1.3 – The divine funeral: the ritual of consecratio

It was ultimately the senate’s decision to deify a particular individual,

although most likely the successor also had some say in who would receive the

honour. There are examples where an individual was deified even though the

emperor did not want this to occur. The deification of Nero’s wife Poppaea and

Severus Alexander are two such examples. The funeral itself became an important

ritual aspect of the deification process. This section will examine how the divine

funerals built upon the model established by Julius Caesar’s funeral and how this

ritual changed over time. This chapter does not aim to undermine the comprehensive

work by Price,45 but will summarize and use this work to examine the important

features of these funerals and how they changed over time.

Suetonius states that Augustus planned his own funeral.46

Tribus voluminibus, uno mandata de funere suo complexus est, altero
indicem rerum a se gestarum, quem vellet incidi in aeneis tabulis, quae
ante Mausoleum statuerentur, tertio breviarium totius imperii, quantum
militum sub signis ubique esset, quantum pecuniae in aerario et fiscis et
vectigaliorum residuis.

In one of the three rolls he included directions for his funeral; in the
second, an account of what he had accomplished, which he desired to have
cut upon bronze tablets and set up at the entrance to the Mausoleum; in the
third, a summary of the condition of the whole empire; how many soldiers
there were in active service in all parts of it, how much money there was in
the public treasury and in the privy-purse, and what revenues were in
arrears.

45 Price, 1987, 56-105. There is also an earlier article by Richard on this topic although it is not as
comprehensive (Richard, 1978).
46 Suet. Aug. 101.4. Also mentioned in Cassius Dio, 33.1-3 but Cassius Dio states that there were four
books not three. Tosau=ta me\n ai9 diaqh=kai e0dh/loun, e0sekomi/sqh de\ kai\ bibli/a te/ssara · kai\ au0ta\
o9 Drou=sov a0ne/gnw. e0ge/grapto de\ e0n me\n tw=| prw/tw| o3sa th=v tafh=v ei1xeto… Four books were
then brought in and Drusus read them. In the first were written detailed instructions regarding his
funeral…
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He based his funeral on that of Julius Caesar, incorporating some of the features of

traditional noble funerals (on which Julius Caesar’s funeral was also based).47 A

number of ancient sources describe this event; the most detailed being the account

given by Cassius Dio.48

Tau=ta me\n ai9 e0ntolai\ ei]xon, meta\ de\ tou=to h9 e0kfora\ au0tou=
e0ge/neto. kli/nh h]n e1k te e0le/fantov kai\ xrusou= pepoihme/nh kai\
strw/masin a9lourgoi=v diaxru/soiv kekosmhme/nh ∙ kai\ e0n au0th|= to\
me\n sw=ma ka/tw pou e0n qh/kh| suneke/krupto, ei0kw\n de\ dh/ tiv au0tou=
khri/nh e0n e0piniki/w| stolh|= e0cefai/neto. kai\ au3th me\n e0k tou=
palati/ou pro\v tw=n e0v ne/wta a0rxo/ntwn, e9te/ra de\ e0k tou=
bouleuthri/ou xrush=, kai\ e9te/ra au] e0f’a3rmatov pompikou= h1geto.
kai\ meta\ tau/tav a3i te tw=n propato/rwn au0tou= kai\ ai9 tw=n
a1llwn suggenw=n tw=n teqnhko/twn, plh\n th=v tou= Kai/sarov o3ti
e0v tou\v h3rwav e0sege/grapto, ai3 te tw=n a1llwn 9Rwmai/wn tw=n
kai\ kaq’o9tiou=n prwteusa/ntwn, a0p’au0tou= tou= 9Rwmu/lou
a0rza/menai, e0fe/ronto. kai\ tiv kai\ tou= Pomphi/ou tou= mega/lou
ei0kw\n w1fqh, ta/ te e1qnh pa/nq’o3sa prosekth/sato, e0pixwri/wv
sfi/sin w9v e3kasta a0ph|kasme/na e0pemfqh. ka0k tou/tou kai\ ta\ a1lla
au0toi=v, o3sa e0n toi=v a1nw lo/goiv ei1rhtai, e0fe/speto. proteqei/shv
de\ th=v kli/nhv e0pi\ tou= dhmhgorikou= bh/matov, a0po\ me\n e0kei/nou o9
Drou=so/v ti a0ne/gnw, a0po\ de\ tw=n e9te/rwn e0mbo/lwn tw=n 0Iouliei/wn
o9 Tibe/riov dhmo/sion dh/ tina kata\ do/gma lo/gon e0p’au0tw=| toio/nde
e0pele/cato ·

Then came his funeral. There was a couch made of ivory and gold and
adorned with coverings of purple and gold. In it his body was hidden,
in a coffin down below; but a wax image of him in triumphal garb was
visible. This image was borne from the palace by the officials elected
for the following year, and another of gold from the senate-house, and
still another upon a triumphal chariot. Behind these came the images
of his ancestors and of his deceased relatives (except that of Caesar,
because he had been numbered among the heroes49) and those of other

47 For a discussion of imperial funerals and apotheosis see Price, 1987, 59-82. Some of the funerals of
Augustus’ heirs who died during Augustus’ lifetime also served as models for his funeral (cf. Cass.Dio.
54.28.5 for Agrippa’s funeral). Price also discusses the importance of the “apotheosis” of Romulus and
Hercules for particular symbols and features associated with the ritual of apotheosis. For example, the
importance of the soul’s journey to heaven being witnessed comes from accounts of Romulus’
apotheosis. The story dates back to the poet Ennius, 2nd century BCE, but was elaborated on by Ovid
during the reign of Augustus (Ovid, Fast. 2.119-144, 481-512). Hercules’ ascent of the pyre while
living provides the model for the waxen image and the pyre found in imperial funerals (Price, 1987, 73-
76).
48 Cass.Dio.56.34.1-4. The account given by Suetonius does not focus on the funeral itself but on the
procession and includes a brief mention that the body was carried to the Campus Martius and cremated
(Suet. Aug. 100.3).
49 Loeb translation uses demigods here but the Greek uses the word heroes, thus I have changed the
translation here.
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Romans who had been prominent in any way, beginning with Romulus
himself. An image of Pompey the Great was also seen, and all the
nations he had acquired, each represented by a likeness which bore
some local characteristic, appeared in the procession. After these
followed all the other objects mentioned above. When the couch had
been placed in full view on the rostra of the orators, Drusus read
something from that place; and from the other rostra, that is the Julian,
Tiberius delivered the following public address over the deceased, in
pursuance of a decree:

Two speeches were delivered. Drusus gave the “private” or family eulogy

from the Republican Rostra, whereas Tiberius delivered the public eulogy

from the rostra in front of the temple of Divus Iulius. Tiberius’ use of this

Rostra helped him secure his position as the new princeps as well as serve to

connect himself with both Divus Iulius, whose cult statue would be looking

out at the proceedings from his temple, and his newly deified father,

Augustus.50

After the eulogies were delivered, the body was then carried in a

funeral procession to the Campus Martius, where it was placed on a pyre,

which was then lit from underneath by the centurions:

kai\ h9 me\n a0nhli/sketo, a0eto\v de/ tiv e0c au0th=v a0feqei\v a0ni/ptato
w9v kai\ dh\ th\n yuxh\n au0tou= e0v to\n ou0rano\n a0nafe/rwn.

So it was consumed, and an eagle released from it flew aloft, appearing
to bear his spirit to heaven. 51

Here, and for the apotheosis of individuals after Augustus, the eagle is the symbol for

the soul being carried up to heaven not the comet as was the case for Julius Caesar.52

The event was also witnessed:

50 The two eulogies are also mentioned in Suet. Aug. 100.3. Verum adhibito honoribus modo bifariam
laudatus est: pro aede Divi Iuli a Tiberio et pro rostris veteribus a Druso Tiberi filio. But though a
limit was set to the honours paid him, his eulogy was twice delivered: before the temple of the Deified
Julius by Tiberius, and from the old rostra by Drusus, son of Tiberius.
51 Cass.Dio. 56.42.3.
52 The use of the eagle may have been borrowed from Syria or perhaps Babylon. Nock, 1934, 488.
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Nec defuit vir praetorius, qui se effigiem cremati euntem in caelum vidisse
iuraret.

There was even an ex-praetor who took oath that he had seen the form of
the Emperor, after he had been reduced to ashes, on its way to heaven.53

Since Augustus planned his own funeral, it could be said that he planned and

organized his own consecratio. His funeral was partially based on that of Caesar and

his connection with Caesar is apparent throughout. Augustus was able to decide how

his own apotheosis would be carried out thereby establishing the final piece in his

organization and development of the practice of worshipping a divus. This model

was then used, developed and built upon by the subsequent emperors.

There are three imperial funerals which are mentioned in detail in the ancient

sources. The main features of each can be summarized as follows:

Table 1: The key features of funerals of deified emperors54

AUGUSTUS PERTINAX SEPTIMIUS SEVERUS
Reference Cass.Dio.56.34.1-4 Cass.Dio. 75.4.2-5.5 Hdn. 4.2.1-11
Forum  body and image carried by

magistrates
 parade of images
 funeral oration, double (heir

and family member)

 image in shrine
 mourning
 images of famous Romans
 chorus
 funeral oration , single (heir)

 image in forum
 mourning
 hymns

Procession  senators, equestrians and
praetorians in procession

 magistrates and priests
move, equestrians carry

 young equestrians and
senators carry

Campus
Martius

 procession around
 triumphal decorations
 centurions light pyre
 eagle

 pyre (3 levels)
 funeral offerings
 consuls light pyre
 eagle

 building of pyre (5 levels)
 funeral offerings
 images of famous Romans
 heir lights pyre
 eagle

Aftermath mourning, birthday celebrated,
witness

thus Pertinax was made
immortal

worshipped with the rest of the
gods

As is shown here, the imperial funeral maintained a fairly constant form with few

modifications made throughout the centuries. However, changes in the overall system

of deification did occur. First, in the first century CE, claims were made that the

soul’s journey to heaven was witnessed and there was a senatorial debate which led to

a senatus consultum and finally the establishment of divine honours. In the second

53 Suet. Aug. 100.4
54 This table is indebted to that found in Price, 1987, 60 with some modifications.
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century, this debate and establishment of divine honours could occur before the

funeral. An example of this is the deification of Marciana. The Fasti Ostiensis

records that she died and received the title of diva on 29 August, 112 CE. On 3

September she was given a public funeral, suggesting that she was given the title of

diva before the ceremony itself.55 This means that the act of witnessing the soul’s

journey was no longer an important feature of the ritual, which may explain why a

witness is not mentioned in the funeral of either Pertinax or Septimius Severus.

Second, the role of the senate in the deification process greatly decreased over

time. This reflects the overall decrease in the power of the senate through the second

and third centuries. It appears that the senate was no longer able to refuse deification,

as they had in the case of Tiberius.56 As deification became more common, the ability

of the senate to refuse deification became almost impossible.57 By contrast, however,

the senate still had the power to deify individuals who the ruling emperor did not wish

to deify, as is the case with the deification of Severus Alexander.58 Here it appears

that it is not necessarily the case that the senate or the emperor has lost the power to

refuse deification, but that as time progressed and more and more individuals were

being deified, it was more likely that individuals would be deified regardless of their

achievements or reign as emperor. It is also worth noting that the death and

deification of an emperor does not mean a status change only for the dead emperor but

also for that of his successor.59 The title divi filius gave the new emperor divine

55 IIII Kal Sept: Marciana Augusta excessit divaq(ue) cognominata. [Eodem die Mati]dia Augusta
cognominata. III [non. Sept. Mar]ciana Augusta funere censorio [elata est...] (Smallwood (ed.), 1966,
33) For a full discussion of these lines see Bickerman, 1974, 362-376. He argues unconvincingly that
she would not have been deified on the day she died, stating that receiving the name diva did not
necessarily imply that she was “enrolled among the gods” or “received divine honous”.
56 The senate attempted to prevent Hadrian’s deification but Antoninus Pius secured his deification
regardless (SHA, Had.27.2-4).
57 Price, 1987, 92-93.
58 SHA.Sev.Al.63.3. See Gradel, 2002, 358-359 for a more thorough discussion of the implications of
this.
59 Hekster, 2009, 97.



31

support and status, which was then broadcast throughout the empire through coins,

official titulature, and funerary monuments, which Davies has argued, should actually

be considered as accession monuments.60

Third, the ritual involving the pyre and the location in the Campus Martius

becomes increasingly elaborate and less time is spent with the ritual in the Republican

Forum. This is reflected in the increased decoration of the pyre and the procession of

the images of famous Romans occurring around the pyre in the Campus Martius

rather than around the waxen image resting on the bier in the Republican forum.

Around the time of Antoninus Pius’ funeral, there appears to be an increased

importance in the ritual surrounding the wax image.61 Finally, the importance of the

pyre itself increased. This is most apparent in the depictions of apotheosis found on

coins and will thus be discussed in further detail in Section 3.2 of this chapter.

2. THE DIVINE FAMILY

2.1 – Not quite gods: exceptional but not divine

Succession and the position of the imperial family at the centre of the city of

Rome were crucially important for the new system of hereditary monarchy (although

the Romans themselves would never refer to it in this way). During Augustus’ reign

this was achieved in a number of ways including (but not limited to): monuments set

up bearing the names of imperial family members, exceptional honours granted to

them during their lifetimes and after their deaths, and being interred in Augustus’

mausoleum. Due to the vast number of monuments of the imperial family and the fact

that it is tangential to the current discussion, they will not be discussed here.

However, Augustus’ mausoleum was one means by which the boundaries of the

60 Davies, 2000, 173.
61 Bickerman, 1973, 19.
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domus Augusta could be established who was included in this mausoleum and who

was not.62 The following members of the imperial family were interred here:

Marcellus, Octavia, Agrippa, Drusus the Elder, Lucius, Gaius, Augustus, Germanicus,

Drusus the Younger, Livia, Tiberius, Agrippina the Elder, Nero Caesar, Drusus

Caesar, Claudius, Poppaea, Vespasian, and Nerva.63 Other than being interred in

Augustus’ mausoleum, the sources are relatively silent on the types of honours

granted to Marcellus, Octavia, and Agrippa after their deaths. After his death in 9

BCE, a funerary arch was set up for Drusus the Elder and many of the honours were

modelled on his honours and then expanded.64 For this reason, it is important to

examine the exceptional honours granted to non-deified members of the imperial

family in Rome, dating to the reigns of Augustus and Tiberius, on which many of the

divine honours are modelled.

Augustus adopted his grandsons Gaius and Lucius Caesar, sons of Julia and

Agrippa, in 17 BCE in order to secure the succession. These princes received a

number of offices and honours during their lifetime but died before they were able to

succeed Augustus: Lucius died in 2 CE at Massalia on his way to Spain, and Gaius

died in 4 CE at Lycia on his way back to Italy. Their bodies were brought back to

Rome, they were given public funerals and were interred in the mausoleum of

62 The names and a brief discussion of those included can be found in Steinby (ed.), 1993-2000,
vol.3.237-239 and in Platner and Ashby, 1929, 332-335. Some individuals (like Drusilla) are assumed
to have interred here but there is little or no evidence for this. Platner and Ashby argue that this is a
dynastic rather than a personal monument (Platner and Ashby, 1929, 333). Augustus’ daughter Julia
and her daughter were not included here (Suet.Aug.101; Cass.Dio.56.32). This trend continues with
other dynastic tombs like Hadrian’s mausoleum and the temple of the Flavian gens which served as the
final resting place for the members of the Flavian family. There are two discussions which highlight
the religious importance of the imperial tombs within the city of Rome: Richard, 1966 (and a similar
article Richard, 1978) and most recently Davies, 2000. The representation of the family members in
the procession on the Ara Pacis Augustae also shows the familial relationships and their role within the
religious festivals and sacrifices in Rome as well as hints at the beginnings of the creation of an
imperial family. This representation is discussed in detail in Elsner, 1991.
63 The evidence for Claudius’ inclusion is uncertain. Vespasian’s ashes would then be moved to the
temple of the Flavian gens where the rest of his family would be buried (Davies, 2000, 19). Also, Julia
Domna was briefly interred here before being permanently buried elsewhere.
64 The triumphal arches and other honours granted to the imperial princes and other members of the
imperial family are discussed in detail in Wallace-Hadrill, 1990.
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Augustus. In Cassius Dio’s account of the period, he states that the golden shields

and spears which they had received from the knights on entering the class of youths of

military age were set up in the senate-house. The voting precincts were named after

them, their names were added to the sacred songs of the Salii, and a new portico was

named after them.65 The senate voted an honorary monument in the forum, although

the surviving inscription only states that the princes were principes iuventutis (leaders

of youth) and that Lucius was designated consul at age fourteen.66 There are no

further details concerning the nature of the funeral itself are recorded. The other

literary sources which refer to their deaths only mention suspicion of Livia’s possible

involvement in their deaths.67

Germanicus was adopted by Tiberius in 4 CE in connection with Tiberius’

adoption by Augustus. After this, Germanicus was usually represented in dynastic

statue groups as the son of Tiberius and was connected with Augustus, Livia, Drusus

the Younger, and the rest of the Julian family.68 Tiberius clearly had him marked as a

possible successor and he received a number of special honours during his lifetime.

After his death in Syria in 19 CE allegedly having been poisoned by Cn. Piso,

a number of exceptional honours were voted to him. These can be found in several

sources. His funeral is mentioned only briefly by Tacitus, who states that it was

without images and procession but included the praise and remembrance of his

virtues.69 The honours described in the surviving fragments of the Tabula Hebana70

can be summarized as follows: the imagines clupeatae of Germanicus and Drusus the

65 Cass. Dio. 55.12.1.
66 CIL 6.36908; Zanker, 1988, 221-222.
67 Cass.Dio. 55.10a.9-11.2; Tac.Ann. 1.3.3-4.
68 Rose, 1997, 27.
69 Tac.Ann.2.73.1.
70 The Latin text of the Tabula Hebana can be found in Oliver and Palmer, 1954, 227-232. This tablet
comes from the community of Heba in Etruria and dates to 19/20 CE. For an English translation see
Sherk, 1988, 67-72. The fragments of this tablet and other inscriptions associated with these honours
have been compiled (the Latin text, English translation and commentary) in Crawford (ed.), 1996, 507-
547.
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elder to be erected on the Palatine by the temple of Apollo; the name of Germanicus

to be included in the Salian hymns; five new centuries named after Germanicus to be

added to the existing ten centuries named after Gaius and Lucius Caesar; at the ludi

Augustales, the curule chair of Germanicus to be placed among the chairs of the

sodales Augustales in the theatre; and on the anniversary of Germanicus’ death, all

temples within a mile of Rome to be closed and that the magistri or magistri designate

of the sodales Augustales offer inferiae to the manes of Germanicus.71

The surviving fragments of the Tabula Siarensis present the honours

mentioned in the Tabula Hebana (found in fragment 2, column c.) but also discuss a

number of other honours.72 These included a marble arch in the Circus Flaminius, a

number of other arches, that sacrifices were to be performed on the altar outside his

tomb on the anniversary of his death by the sodales Augustales (with the same ritual

of sacrifice as is performed to the spirits of Gaius and Lucius Caesar) with no public

business being undertaken (nor weddings, betrothals, etc.). The Games of Augustus

were moved so as not to conflict with funerary ceremonies for Germanicus; statues

were set up in temples and public places where statues for his father had been set up.

Moreover praise and testimony of his achievements were to be engraved on bronze

tablets. This decree was to be engraved on bronze tablets and fixed in the portico

which is next to the temple of Apollo, and his name was to be included in the hymns

of the Salii.

71 Some of these honours were previously granted to Marcellus after his death in 23 BCE: a golden
image of the deceased and a curule chair placed in the midst of the officials in charge of the games in
the theatre at the Ludi Romani. (Cass.Dio.53.30.5-6). His funeral is also briefly mentioned in
Verg.Aen.6.872-4.
72 For an English translation see Sherk, 1988, 63-67.
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Tacitus’ account of the honours granted to Germanicus demonstrates that he

was using the acta senatus as a source for his narrative.73 He describes the honours to

Germanicus as follows: his name to be sung in the carmen Saliare, curule chairs to be

positioned in the places usually occupied by the sacerdotes Augustales, an ivory

statue of him to precede the pompa circensis, no flamen or augur to be elected in his

place unless that individual belonged to the gens Iulia,74 and a number of arches

throughout Rome and the Empire to be set up to him.75 The carmen Saliare and

curule chairs are both mentioned in the Tabula Hebana, although the curule chairs are

mentioned in connection with the sodales Augustales in the Tabula Hebana rather

than sacerdotes Augustales as Tacitus records in his narrative.

As is stated in the decrees themselves, many of these honours are based on

those previously given to members of the imperial family, specifically Gaius and

Lucius Caesar. His funerary arch (Tab. Siarensis 1.9-21) was preceded by that of his

father Drusus (on the Via Appia, 9 BCE) and those of Lucius and Gaius Caesar (in

Pisa, 4 CE). However, his arch was also decorated with his family members and

demonstrates the growing tendency to include family members in the commemoration

of these individuals.76 The sacrifices and religious ceremonies performed at his tomb

were modelled on those for Gaius and Lucius Caesar; his name was also included in

the hymns of the Salii (like Gaius and Lucius before him), and he had five new voting

centuries named after him (like the ten centuries named after Gaius and Lucius).

73 Gonzalez, 1999, 124. However, Tacitus only mentions a few of the honours, rather than the twenty-
seven honours recorded in the Tabula Siarensis as well as those in the fragments of the Tabula Hebana.
For a complete discussion on the possible motives for Tacitus’ account and why he chose to include
certain honours while neglecting others see Gonzalez, 1999.
74 Germanicus was the flamen divi Augusti and this office could only be held by a member of the
family. Drusus became flamen divi Augusti after Germanicus’ death.
75 Tac.Ann.2.83.
76 Severy, 2000, 325.
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Many of his honours were modelled on those given to his father. His statues were set

up in the same locations as his father’s had been almost thirty years previously.

Drusus the younger, also chosen by Tiberius as a possible successor, played an

important role in securing and stabilizing the empire along with his brother,

Germanicus. He also received a number of honours during his lifetime and after the

death of Germanicus, his position as successor was strengthened, most notably when

he was given the tribunicia potestas in 22 CE, an honour never granted to

Germanicus.77

Tiberius’ plan for succession was complicated once more by Drusus’ sudden

death in 23 CE (similar to how Gaius and Lucius’ deaths thwarted Augustus’

succession plan). He, like the rest of the imperial princes before him, received a

number of exceptional honours after his death. Tacitus states that Drusus received the

same honours which had been decreed to Germanicus, along with some additions.78

One of the major differences between Drusus’ funeral and that of Germanicus is the

procession of images (a feature that was absent from Germanicus’ funeral). This

procession of images is the most elaborate to date and included Aeneas, Alban Kings,

Romulus, Sabine nobles, and featured ancestors of both the Julian and Claudian

families.79 This procession highlights a number of the key individuals Augustus also

used in his own “procession of ancestors” which can be found in the forum of

Augustus. This funeral procession’s purpose may have been to showcase the

ancestors of both the Julian and Claudian families, thereby promoting the reigning

imperial family, mainly his father, the Emperor Tiberius.

77 Tac.Ann.3.56. For a discussion of the importance of this act for Drusus’ dynastic position see Rose,
1997, 27.
78 Tac.Ann.4.9.
79 Rose argues that after Drusus’ death, the focus of honours shifted to retrospective commemoration,
highlighted in this list of ancestors (Rose, 1997, 28).
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An account of the honours granted to him by the senate survives in fragments

coming from Rome, Italy, and Spain.80 The surviving inscriptions are very

fragmentary but make reference to statues, honours associated with the Lupercalia, a

procession on the ides of July, and honours concerning theatres. These honours are

all modelled on those previously granted to other dead imperial princes.

These individuals were by no means the only members of the imperial family

who received these types of honours during the Roman Imperial period.81 This

section only aims to examine the exceptional honours granted to family members

during the early decades of the 1st century CE. These honours were based in part on

honours granted previously to exceptional Romans which were then expanded in

response to the changing political structure and the new focus on the imperial family

at the centre of Rome. Each successive individual received similar honours to the

individual who pre-deceased them, which were then expanded and further developed

over time. These honours can be summarized as follows:

80 Rowe, 2002, 8. For the Latin text of these honours see pg. 38-40.
81 As the focus of this project is specifically on individuals who received the title of divus, these other
individuals could not be discussed here, for example Caligula and Nero’s attempt to establish cult to
themselves during their own lifetimes within the city of Rome. However, a great deal more work needs
to be done on examining the honours these individuals received, why they weren’t deified, and what
this demonstrates concerning the position (both political and religious) of the imperial family.
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Table 2: Honours granted to select members of the Imperial family after their
deaths

Drusus the elder Lucius and
Gaius Caesar

Germanicus Drusus the
Younger

Died 9 BCE 2 and 4 BCE 19 CE 23 CE
Honours
in Rome

- double eulogy
(Augustus at Circus
Flaminicus/Tiberius
in Forum Romanum
- image of him in
the temple of
Apollo
- funerary arch (on
the Via Appia)

-golden shields and
spears set up in the
senate house
- voting precincts
named after them
- added to the
sacred songs of the
Salii
- sacrifices
performed on the
anniversary of
their deaths

- funeral without
images
- images of him in the
temple of Apollo
- voting precincts
named after him
- added to the sacred
songs of the Salii
- curule chair among
the chairs of the
sodales Augustales in
the theatre
- temples closed on
the anniversary of his
death and sacrifices
performed
- funerary arch

- funeral with
procession of
images
- same honours as
those granted
Germanicus
- statues
- honours associated
with the Lupercalia
- procession on the
Ides of July

Evidence Cass.Dio.55.2.2
Suet.Cl.15

Cass.Dio.55.12.1
CIL 6.36908
ILS 139

Tac.Ann.2.73.1
Tabula Hebana
Tabula Siarensis
Tac.Ann.2.83

Tac.Ann.4.9
RS 38
Tabula Ilicitana

Some other individual family members who also received these honours were

Marcellus, who died in 23 BCE and Octavia, who died in 11 BCE. Both these

individuals received public funerals and were buried in the Mausoleum of Augustus.82

Marcellus’ golden image, a golden crown, and a curule chair were carried into the

theatre at the Ludi Romani and placed with the officials in charge of the games.

These honours may serve as the model for those granted to Germanicus in 19 CE.

Alternatively, the accounts given of Octavia’s funeral state that her body was placed

in the temple of Divus Iulius and both Augustus and her son-in-law Drusus delivered

funeral orations (Augustus from the rostra in front of the temple and Drusus from the

Republican rostra). This double eulogy is also given at Drusus’ funeral two years

later. These exceptional honours and those divine honours granted to Julius Caesar

and Augustus served as the models for later deifications of both emperors and their

82 References to Marcellus’ death and honours can be found in Cass. Dio. 53.50.5-6. Octavia’s can be
found in the summary of Livy’s book 140 and Cass.Dio. 54.35.4.
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family members. These honours did not remain constant but developed and evolved

over time as more individuals were deified.

2.2 – A family of gods: deified members of the imperial family

After the deification of Julius Caesar and Augustus, the next individual to be

deified was not an emperor, but Drusilla, the sister of Caligula. The following section

will examine which members of the imperial family were given the honour of being

deified and the possible reasons behind this practice.

The only detailed account in the ancient sources of a funeral of a deified

imperial family member is that of Drusilla in 38 CE.83

kai\ au0th\n a0poqanou=san to/te e0ph|/nese me\n o9 a0nh/r, dhmosi/av
de\ tafh=v o9 a0delfo\v h0ci/wse ∙ kai\ oi3 te dorufo/roi meta\ tou=
a1rxonto/v sfwn kai\ xwri\v oi9 i9pph=v to\ te/lov..., oi3te
eu0genei=v pai=dev th\n Troi/an peri\ to\n ta/fon au0th=v
perii/ppeusan, kai/ oi9 ta/ te a1lla o3sa th=| ge Lioui/a e0dedoto
e0yhfi/sqh, kai\ i3n’a0qanatisqh=| kai\ e0v to\ bouleuth/rion xrush=
a0nateqh=|, kai\ e0v to\ e0n th=| a0gora=| 0Afrodi/sion a1galma au0th=v
i0some/trhton tw=| th=v qeou= e0pi\ tai=v o9moi/aiv timai=v i9erwqh=|,
shko/v te i1diov oi0kodomhqh=|, kai\ i9erh=v ei1kosin ou0x o3ti a1ndrev
a0lla\ kai\ gunai=kev ge/nwntai, ai3 te gunai=kev au0th/n, o9sa/kiv
a2n marturw=si/ ti, o0mnu/wsi, kai\ e0n toi=v genesi/oiv au0th=v
e9orth/ te o9moi/a toi=v Megalhsi/oiv a1ghtai kai\ h9 gerousi/a h3 te
i9ppa\v e9stia=tai. to/te ou]n Pa/nqea/ te w0noma/zeto kai\ timw=n
daimoni/wn e0n pa/saiv tai=v po/lesin h0ciou=to, Li/ouio/v te/ tiv
Gemi/niov bouleuth\v e1v te to\n ou0rano\n au0th\n a0nabai/nousan
kai\ toi=v qeoi=v suggignome/nhn e9orake/nai w1mosen, e0cw/leian
kai\ e9autw|= kai\ toi=v paisi/n, ei0 yeu/doito, e0parasa/menov th=| te
tw=n a1llwn qew=n e0pimarturi/a| kai\ th|= au0th=v e0kei/nhv.

When her death occurred at this time, her husband delivered the
eulogy and her brother accorded her a public funeral. The
Praetorians with their commander and the equestrian order by itself
[ran about the pyre] and the boys of noble birth performed the

83 Cass.Dio.59.11.1-4. Her deification is also celebrated by the Arval Brethren (CIL 6.2028, very
fragmentary) expanded as: Eodem die ob consecrationem Drusillae in templo divi Augusti novo. This
is the entry for 23 September. This is the date for Augustus’ birthday and may have been chosen
specifically to forge a connection between the newly created diva and her deified ancestor. See Scheid,
1990, 422-4 for full analysis. For a discussion on the nature of her cult, the Egyptian influences and
ruler cult during the reign of Caligula, see Herz, 1981.



40

equestrian exercise called “Troy” around her tomb. All the
honours that had been bestowed upon Livia were voted to her, and
it was further decreed that she should be deified, that a golden
effigy of her should be set up in the senate-house, and that in the
temple of Venus in the Forum a statue of her should be dedicated
of the same size as that of the goddess and honoured by the same
rites; also that a shrine of her own should be built for her and that
she should have twenty priests, women as well as men; women,
whenever they offered testimony, should swear by her name, and
on her birthday a festival equal to the Ludi Megalenses should be
celebrated, and the senate and the knights should be given a
banquet. She accordingly now received the name Panthea, and
was declared worthy of divine honours in all the cities. Indeed, a
certain Livius Geminius, a senator, declared on oath, invoking
destruction upon himself and his children if he spoke falsely, that
he had seen her ascending to heaven and holding converse with the
gods; and he called all the other gods and Panthea herself to
witness.

This funeral follows a similar pattern to those of the deified emperors as well as some

of the honours given to non-deified members of the imperial family.84 According to

Cassius Dio, she was granted a temple (although no physical evidence of this temple

survives) and priests. She was also given a place in the temple of Venus. This

temple (to Venus Genetrix) was in the forum of Julius Caesar. By incorporating her

into this temple, Caligula was once again connecting, both symbolically and

politically, his immediate family with Julius Caesar. Her soul’s journey to heaven

was also witnessed.85 Very few other details of the funeral, and ritual associated with

the deification process, are recorded. Cassius Dio does not mention whether an eagle

was released from the pyre or not, but in general the funeral described in this account

is presented in much the same way as those of the deified emperors. This may be a

result of Cassius Dio describing this funeral in the same terms as funerals he himself

had witnessed, as in the case of Augustus’ funeral, and may not reflect the reality of

84 See section 2.3 for a comparison of the honours given to some members of the imperial family who
were not officially deified but received some cult.
85 There is mention in passing of the apotheosis of Drusilla being witnessed in Seneca’s
Apocolocyntosis.1: Tamen si necesse fuerit auctorem producere, quaerito ab eo qui Drusillam euntem
in caelum vidit. (But if an authority must be produced, ask of the man who saw Drusilla translated to
heaven.)
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her funeral. In any case, these accounts demonstrate that it was assumed that all

funerals of deified individuals would contain a number of specific features.

No evidence of these priests or priestesses survives which may suggest that

her consecratio was important but not the persistence of her cult. The act of her

deification was an important event for strengthening the position of the Julio-

Claudian family at this moment. During his illness in 37 CE, Caligula had named

Drusilla as his successor,86 although it is unlikely that she would have actually

become his successor had he died before her. Since Caligula had no children of his

own, and Tiberius Gemellus was dead, it appeared that his sisters played a key role in

ensuring succession (as Caligula’s sister, Agrippina was the mother of Nero).87

Drusilla’s importance in the dynastic structure of this family may be one of the

driving forces behind her deification88 but her deification must have also been a result

of Caligula’s fondness for her and the way in which the act of consecratio and the

divine funeral showcased the whole imperial family, involving all of Rome in her

commemoration.

The next individual to be deified after Drusilla was Livia, wife of Augustus.

Before discussing these divine honours, it is worth examining the honours she was

granted during her own lifetime. In 35 BCE, she and her sister-in-law, Octavia, were

granted public statues by senatus consultum.89 The second set of honours she was

granted in response to the death of her son Drusus in 9 BCE and as consolation for her

86 Suet.Calig. 24.1.
87 The women in Caligula’s family received a number of honours during their lifetimes. His mother,
Antonia, received the title of Augusta and was made priestess of Augustus. She was also made an
honorary Vestal Virgin along with his three sisters (Balsdon, 1934, 31-32).
88 This was possibly a way to console Caligula after her untimely death and the dynastic crisis her death
caused (Wood, 1995, 457).
89 The location of these statues are uncertain, but Flory suggests that they were possibly located in the
temple of Venus Genetrix, alongside the gilded statue of Cleopatra put there earlier by Julius CAEsar
(Flory, 1993, 295-296). These statues, of women in modest dress and depicted as the embodiment of
Roman womanly virtue, most likely served as a stark contrast to the god-like depiction of Cleopatra.
Perhaps, they served as a moral lesson and a served as a reminder of Octavian’s noble and virtuous
family in contrast to Antony’s oriental and shameful lusts in Egypt.
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loss. At this time, she was granted the ius trium liberorum, the exemption from legal

disabilities imposed on those who had borne fewer than three children.90

Most of the honours she received were granted following the death of

Augustus. In 14 CE, she was adopted by Augustus in his will and received the name

Julia Augusta.91 In addition to this, the senate decreed that she should receive the title

mater patriae (or parens patriae) and that Iuliae filius should be added to Tiberius’

name.92 She was also made a priest for the cult of Divus Augustus, was given a

lictor93, and an altar was decreed to celebrate her adoption.94 However, all honours

except her title of Augusta and her title of priest of Divus Augustus were vetoed by

Tiberius.95

She suffered from some kind of illness in 22 CE, and following her recovery a

number of supplications, games, and gifts, were decreed to the gods.96 The Arval

Brethren were responsible for overseeing a public celebration for her in 27 CE.97 The

final honour she received within the city of Rome during her lifetime was that of

sitting with the Vestals whenever she was in the theatre.98

90 Barrett, 2002, 45-46. There is also a poem (the Ad Liviam de Morte Drusi) which arguably dates to
the short period after Claudius’ death when Britannicus was still alive (see Schoonhoven (ed.), 1992),
which claims to be consoling Livia after the death of Drusus (for the Latin text with a French
translation see Amat (ed.), 1997). This poem presents a number of interesting motifs of divinisation
and Drusus’ achievements as well as connections between imperial apotheosis and the apotheosis of
Hercules (line 257, the description of the cremation is in lines 253-264). However, in Drusus’ case, he
does not end up being deified. This poem is extremely problematic, in part because there are a number
of mistakes in the text, either because the poet himself made them or because of errors introduced into
the text when copied. The date of the text is also extremely problematic and scholars have yet to reach
a consensus. Drusus was never officially deified but this poem highlights the fact that many of these
members of the imperial family from the reign of Augustus received semi-divine and even divine
honours in some cases. During this period, the different ways in which these individuals could be
commemorated were developed and how these individuals were represented following their deaths.
91 Tac.Ann.1.8.1.
92 Tac.Ann.1.14.1.
93 Cass.Dio.56.46.
94 Tac.Ann.1.14.1.
95 Cass.Dio.57.12.1-6; Tac.Ann.1.14.1.
96 Tac.Ann.3.64
97 These honours are discussed in Purcell, 1986, 91.
98 Tac.Ann.4.16.4.
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She became ill again in 29 CE and this time it proved to be fatal. Tiberius was

not in Rome at this time and did not come back for her funeral. He made no

arrangements for her honour except a public funeral, images, and according to Cassius

Dio, some other matters of no importance.99 The senate also decreed a number of

lavish honours all of which were vetoed by Tiberius. These included her consecratio,

mourning for a whole year for women,100 the title Mater Patriae and an arch.101

Tiberius refused to allow her deification, stating that she would not have wanted it.102

He allowed the mourning for women as long as it didn’t prevent businesses from

carry on as usual. As for the arch, he stated that he himself would be responsible for

overseeing its construction and would fund it with his own money and then never

completed the project. 103 He did not honour her will and she was not officially

deified until the reign of Claudius. 104

th/n te th/qhn th\n Lioui/an ou0 mo/non i3ppwn a0gw=sin e0ti/mhsen a0lla\
kai\ a0phqana/tisen, a1galma// te/ ti au0th=v e0n tw=| Au0goustei/w|
i9dru/sav kai\ ta\v qusi/av tai=v a0eiparqe/noiv i9eropoiei=n
prosta/cav, tai=v te gunaici\n o3rkon to\ o1noma au0th=v poiei=sqai
keleu/sav.

His grandmother Livia he not only honoured with equestrian contests
but also deified; and set up a statue to her in the temple of Augustus,
charging the Vestal Virgins with the duty of offering the proper

99 Cass.Dio.58.2.1-6. Her funeral and a list of honours are also briefly described in Tac.Ann.5.2.1 and
Suet.Tib.51.
100 Grether suggests that the act of mourning demonstrates that Livia did not receive divine honours, as
one could not mourn the deification of an individual (Grether, 1946, 246). However, many of the early
imperial princes were mourned and yet still received a number of divine honours even though they
were not officially deified.
101 Even though the title Mater Patriae was vetoed by Tiberius, some provincial coins contain the
legend Augusta Mater Patriae (from Lepcis Magna, BMC.1.136.). One coin from Colonia Julia
Romula in Spain contains the legend Iulia Augusta Genetrix Orbis (Mikocki, 1995, 28-29, 168 no 121,
pl.28). For a brief discussion and additional bibliography on these coins see Wood, 1999, 90. These
honours granted to her outside of Rome will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.
102 Tac. Ann.5.2.2.
103 Severy discusses these honours and some of the problems for Tiberius had these honours be
established, the main one being, how could Tiberius be the Father of the State if he were the son of the
Mater Patriae? (Severy, 2003, 211-212).
104 The consecration act was celebrated by the Arval Brethren, see CIL 6.2032, very fragmentary,
expanded to: ob consecrationem divae Aug(ustae) in templo nouo ? divo Augusto bovem marem, divae
Augustae vaccam (Entry for the 16th day before the Kalends of February, i.e. 17 January).
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sacrifices, and he ordered that women should use her name in taking
oaths.105

Livia was not given her own temple but was given a place beside her husband

in his temple.106 Although a new priesthood was not established, the Vestal Virgins,

were given the responsibility of looking after her cult.107 Unlike the priests of

Drusilla, these priests were all women. This priesthood has special significance for

Livia in that she was an honourary member and the head of the Vestals during her

lifetime. In common with Drusilla, there are references to testimonies being sworn in

her name. However, there is very little extant evidence of this occurring in practice.

These two examples demonstrate that at least with respect to the consecratio,

there appear to be at least particular symbols and rituals which were important,

regardless of whether the individuals were emperors or members of the imperial

family. These divine honours are also largely based on and expanded from

exceptional honours granted to individuals during the reigns of Augustus and

Tiberius. The deifications of women (most commonly mothers or consorts of the

emperor) are most widely attested through literary, numismatic, and epigraphic

evidence. In addition, these are the deifications which can be most easily justified, at

least in terms of modern perceptions of these practices, since these deifications tended

to strengthen the familial ties and could be used to legitimize the position of the heirs

(in some cases the woman deified had produced heirs, which may have had some role

in determining whether she should be deified or not). However, this type of

discussion tends to stress the political aspects of these cults rather than their religious.

Moreover, it does not address the possible motivations for deifying small children and

105 Cass.Dio.60.5.2. Also mentioned in Suet.Cl.11 and is imbedded in a list of individuals who received
honours from Claudius at this time.
106 CIL 6. 4222: DIS · MANIBUS / … AUG · LIB · BATHYLLUS · AEDITUS · TEMPLI · DIVI ·
AUG / eT DIVAE · AUGUSTAE · QUOD · EST · IN · PALATIUM / INMUNIS · ET ·
HONORATUS. This is the first example of deified individuals being grouped together.
107 For a discussion of Livia and the Vestal Virgins see Purcell, 1986.
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other family members. In many cases, very little is known about these individuals

besides the fact that they were deified. However, these deifications are not simply a

form of hommage108 but instead all these divi and divae, regardless of whether they

were emperors or not, were understood to have a status above that of “normal”

humans.

There are two aspects of becoming a god: the persistence of cult practices (in

the long term), and the consecratio (the short term). The following table presents all

the family members who were deified, the evidence for their deification, and whether

there is any reference to them after their deification (i.e. were they only deified for a

moment in time, or were they worshipped for at least some time after their

deification?).

108 As Nock, 1957 suggests.
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Table 3: Deified family members
Divus/Diva (consecratio)109 Evidence (not comprehensive, only some examples) consecratio and later worship
DRUSILLA (38)
(sister of CALIGULA)

Cass.Dio.59.11.1-3; Sen. Apo.1. consecratio

LIVIA (41)
(wife of AUGUSTUS)

Cass.Dio.lx.5.2; Suet.Cl.11;
Temple in Rome

Under Nero, Augustus, Livia, and Claudius formed
a united triad in the Arval litergy.

CLAUDIA ? (63)
(daughter of NERO)

Tac.Ann.15.23. consecratio

POPPAEA (65)
(wife of NERO)

Tac.Ann.16.21. consecratio

DOMITILLA110 (80/1?)
(daughter? of
VESPASIAN)

CIL 5.2829 (inscription mentioning her priest) consecratio

JULIA (89?)
(daughter of TITUS)

CIL 9.1153 consecratio

T. FLAVIUS
VESPASIANUS (77-81)
(son of DOMITIAN)

BMC 2.311 nos. 62-63, pl.61.6-7. Domitia called “Mater Divi
Caesaris” BMC 2.413 no.501, pl.82.3.

consecratio

TRAJAN (112)
(father of TRAJAN)

RIC 2.297 consecratio

MARCIANA (112)
(sister of TRAJAN)

Fasti Ostienses IIII K. Sept.; Consecration coins (RC 273)
included in Matidia’s temple in Rome?

Arval Brethren lists from 183 CE, Feriale Duranum

MATIDIA (119)
(niece of TRAJAN)

Consecration coins (RIC.II.423-427)
Temple in Rome

Arval Brethren lists from 183 CE, Feriale Duranum

PLOTINA (123)
(wife of TRAJAN)

CIL 6.966; CIL 5.4387 and others mentioning her priests. Arval Brethren lists from 183 CE, Feriale Duranum

SABINA (137)
(wife of HADRIAN)

Consecration coins (RIC.II.418-422) Arval Brethren lists from 183 CE, Feriale Duranum

AELIUS CAESAR (?)
(adopted son of
HADRIAN)

SHA. Aelius.4.5 (very problematic) consecratio

FAUSTINA (141)
(wife of ANTONINUS
PIUS)

CIL 6.987; CIL 6.1005; SHA.Ant.Pius.vi.7; Consecration coins
(RIC.III.164, 168); Shared temple with Antoninus Pius in Rome

Arval Brethren lists from 183 CE, Feriale Duranum

FAUSTINA (175)
(wife of MARCUS
AURELIUS)

SHA.Marc.Ant.26.5-9; Consecration coins (RIC.III.349) Arval Brethren lists from 183 CE, Feriale Duranum

JULIA DOMNA (217?)
(wife of SEPTIMIUS
SEVERUS)

CIL 8.26225 consecratio

JULIA MAESA (224)
(grandmother of SEVERUS
ALEXANDER)

Herodian.6.1.4 consecratio

PAULINA (237)
(wife of MAXIMINUS)

Consecration coins (RC 436) consecratio

MARINIANA (254/5?)
(wife of VALERIAN I)

Consecration coins (RC 481) consecratio

NIGRINIANO (?)
(grandson of CARUS)

Consecration coins (RC 561) consecratio

ROMULUS (309)
(son of MAXENTIUS)

Temple in Rome? (RIC VI.381 no.239, 240 pl.7.34) Temple re-dedicated in honour of Constantine
(uncertain if dedicated to Romulus originally)

The only family members who were remembered for any significant amount

of time after their deification were the wives and close female relatives of the

Antonine family. This was the period during which the most members of the

109 This list of divi/divae is indebted to Cagnat, 1914 and Hammond, 1959 with some modifications.
There are a number of divi which Cagnat includes in his list yet I can not find any evidence referring to
them as divi so they have not been included here (Julius Marinus, Saloninus, and Crispus).
110 There are three possibilities for this Domitilla: Vespasian’s wife, Vespasian’s daughter, or
Vespasian’s granddaughter. Levick suggests that his daughter is the most likely candidate. She had
died before Vespasian came into power but may have received this honour “on the strength of her
grandson’s prospects when they were adopted by Domitian” (Levick, 1999, 199). This is one of many
cases where a woman was deified because of her ability to produce heirs to the throne (as either
Vespasian’s wife giving birth to Titus and Domitian, or his daughter whose grandchildren were
adopted by Domitian).
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imperial family were deified. It was also during this period that women begin to use

the term divae filia much in the same way as divi filius is used. 111 The women deified

during Hadrian’s reign were crucially important. Hadrian deified both Trajan’s sister

and niece. His niece, Matidia was the only woman to receive her own temple in

Rome (although she may have shared this temple with Marciana). By deifying

Marciana and Matidia, Hadrian was able to support his controversial accession (it is

unclear whether he was actually adopted by Trajan before his death).112 This

demonstrates the importance of these women within the dynastic structure. The fact

that none of these women (besides Faustina the Younger) gave birth to an heir

suggests that their role in the imperial family was not as child-bearer but something

else entirely. These women, especially Marciana and Plotina are praised in Pliny’s

Panegyricus for being the models of ancient virtues.113 They both received the title of

Augusta and were quick to refuse it (much in the same way as Augustus and Tiberius

presented themselves as refusing the special honours they were given). These were

examples of exceptional women and, even though they were not responsible for

giving birth to the heirs, were extremely important in solidifying the imperial family

and securing its position, especially since few of the Emperors from this family were

actually related by blood. The fact that these women were also remembered in the

years following shows the importance of connections made to them by the Severan

family, since Septimius Severus traced his ancestry to this family through Commodus.

The one woman from this later period who was responsible for giving birth to

heirs but is not remembered after her deification is Julia Domna. She was officially

deified after her death in 217 CE but there is no evidence of the survival of her cult

111 After the deification of Marciana, her daughter Matidia was able to refer to herself as divae filia, a
title which is seen on her coins. Some examples of these are found in BMCEmp. III. pg.127. nos. 658-
663. pl.21.11-14.
112 Oliver, 1949, 37.
113 Plin.Pan. 83.5; 84.5.
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after this moment.114 This may be because she died following the death of her son,

Caracalla and thus there was no direct descendant to help ensure the persistence of her

cult during its earliest development. She may have also been seen as a problematic

figure partly because she took her own life and also because of her foreign and exotic

nature. The final two emperors who claim to be of this family, Elagabalus and

Severus Alexander, were both the grandsons of Julia Domna’s sister, Julia Maesa.

When Julia Maesa died in 224 CE, she was deified by Severus Alexander, and as he

could claim direct descent from a diva, Julia Domna was “forgotten”. However, there

are a number of problems with lack of evidence in this later period and so

constructing a list of the number of divi who were referred to as individuals by this

time is difficult and extremely problematic.

If the other individuals who were deified were not remembered after their

deification and did not play a role in strengthening the dynastic structure, what was

the purpose of their deification? As has been demonstrated above in Section 1.3, the

imperial funeral was highly ritualized. The ceremony itself was extremely important

and it could be that the deification of minor family members meant more religious

ceremonies, more ways for the divine family to secure their position, and an increase

in the public promotion of the divine family. These funerals functioned in a similar

way to the Republican funerals of the nobles. They were a way to present their

ancestors to those present at the funeral and to promote their family as a whole. The

funerals of these “soon to be if not already divine” individuals took this one step

further by being able to present their divine ancestors, the family as a whole and the

line of divine emperors.115 As can be seen in the funeral honours set up for

114 There were coins struck in commemoration of her deification with the legend consecratio (RIC
4.1.275 no.396; 313 no.609).
115 It is important to note that the imperial funerals all took place in front of the Temple of Divus Iulius
in the Republican Forum.
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Germanicus (who was not officially deified, but is important for the current

discussion), the imperial women played a crucial role in giving advice to the senate

about the types of honours he should receive, which then spread to include the whole

populus in the mourning and ritual associated with the death of a member of the

imperial family.116 It also helped reinforce the dynastic structure and incorporated the

people of Rome into the commemoration of the imperial family.

The deification of family members was an important aspect of the Imperial

cult throughout the period from the death of Augustus to the death of Constantine.

The largest number of deified family members comes from the period between the

reign of Trajan and the death of Septimius Severus. This is partly due to the fact that

the family structure was a crucial part of this period and that the deified individuals

played a key role in the continued security and promotion of the ruling family. This

does not imply that only members of the family who fulfilled this role were the ones

who were deified, rather this role was a major part of determining who would be

deified. The deification of family members was most common during the period

when the succession is based almost exclusively on familial connections, whether

adoptive or blood. Not all individuals were deified because of their ability to produce

heirs but the importance of promoting the imperial family is a key feature of these

deifications. This is partly because the act of consecratio itself was an excellent way

for the imperial family to promote itself and connect the citizens of the empire with

the ruling family. Once the dynastic structure collapsed and individuals became

emperor largely due to their military skill, the number of deified family members

decreased. It did not disappear partly because the divine funeral was still important

for securing and promoting the position of the emperor regardless of family.

116 Tabula Siarensis 1.3-8. See Severy, 2000, 320-321 for a more thorough discussion.
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2.3 – Who’s in and who’s out: ancient and modern lists117

As the number of deified individuals increased, divi were sometimes referred

to as a collective or as groups of individuals. This means that discussions of divi both

in ancient and modern contexts tend to put these individuals into particular groupings.

This section will explore a number of different types of lists (imperial titulature, oaths

and testimonies, ritual calendars and other religious inscriptions, and the so-called

“consecration coins”) in an attempt to determine which individuals were important at

a given moment in time, how the individuals were grouped, and which divi were only

remembered for a moment and not for the long term.

Throughout both the Republican and the Imperial periods, the ability to claim

divine ancestry was used as a means of securing and legitimizing power. As

discussed above in the section on becoming a god, Augustus’ adoption of the term

divi filius after the consecration of Caesar was important for securing his political

position. As more emperors and family members were deified, the list of ancestry

associated with emperors’ names became increasingly impressive.

Divi filius was one of the most common titles in imperial titulature. After the

deification of Augustus, Tiberius added the title divi filius to his name. He was also

able to go one step further and state that he was the grandson of Divus Iulius.118 As

the number of deified individuals for a given dynasty increased, the list of divine

ancestry found in imperial titulature also increased. Nero’s title included an

117 This title is meant to make a distinction between those individuals who received the title of divus
and those who did not. However, the distinction in practice is not always so clear, and the honours
given to individuals appear to exist along a spectrum rather than in specific categories of honours.
Since this project is specifically concerned with individuals who received the title of divus, this
distinction is important.
118 CIL 6.903 (36-37 CE): TI · CAESARI DIVI | AVGVSTI · F · DIVI · IVLI | NEPOTI · AVG
PONTIFICI | MAXIMO · COS · V | IMP · CIII · TR POT · XXXVIII | AVGVRI · XV · VIR · SACR |
FACIEND · VII · VIR · EPVLON | L · SCRIBONIVS · L · F · VOT · CELER | AEDIL EX D D |
PRO LVDIS



51

impressive list of his ancestry. A fragment from the Acta Arvalium119 shows the

Arval Brethren sacrificing for the health (pro salute) of:

NERONIS · CLAVDI DIVI · CLAVDI · FILI · GERMANICI
CAESARIS · N(epotis) · TI(berii) · CAESARIS · AVG(usti) PRO ·
N(epotis) · DIVI · AVG(usti) · ABNEPOTIS · CAESARIS ·
AVG(usti) · GERMANICI · PONTIFICIS · MAXIMI · TRIB · POT ·
V · IMP · VI · COS · III · DESIGN · IIII.

Nero has three deified ancestors to choose from, and he mentions two of them, but

does not go back as far as Divus Iulius. The reason for this could be that Caesar was

seen as a problematic figure and since Nero could claim that he was the descendant of

two less problematic divi he chose not to go as far back as Divus Iulius.

Unfortunately, this case is not as clear cut as one could hope. There are a number of

references to Divus Iulius in writings of this period.120 Thus, a particular divus could

be referred to and used in a number of different ways depending on what a given

situation required. It may not be in the emperor’s best interest to connect himself with

a particular divus at a given moment in time. However, this did not mean that the cult

of that divus was neglected but rather, that reference to this particular divus was not

beneficial in this case. This demonstrates that there was no definitive list of divi but

instead, particular divi could be mentioned or not depending on the situation.

Due to the limited number of deified individuals during the Julio-Claudian

period, family relationships were extremely important (not just through the emperors

119 CIL 6.2041. Another reference to this title is found in ILS 231 (60-61CE)
120 An example of this is found in a speech to Nero by Cossutianus Capito (Capito is accusing Thraesa
Paetus of not making proper sacrifices, not honouring the gods, etc.) recorded by Tacitus (Ann. 16.22):
“… Eiusdem animi est Poppaeam divam non credere, cuius in acta divi Augusti et divi Iuli non
iurare…” It is one and the same attitude which is characterized by a failure to believe that Poppaea is
divine and by failure to swear obedience to the enactments of Divine Augustus and Divine Julius.
(English translation from: Woodman, A.J. 2004. Tacitus: The Annals. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing
Company, Inc.). During the reign of Nero, both Divus Augustus and Divus Iulius were clearly
recognized as divi (an interesting case since Divus Iulius is rarely included in lists of divi) and to
disrespect Poppaea by not honouring her same title is to go against the whole system of deification.
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but also through the women).121 In Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis, the importance of

family connections between the divi is made clear. 122

“Cum divus Claudius et divum Augustum sanguine contingat nec
minus divam Augustam aciam suam, quam ipse deam esse iussit…”

“Inasmuch as the Divus Claudius is akin to the Divus Augustus, and
also to the Diva Augusta, his grandmother, whom he ordered to be
made a goddess…”

This triad (Divus Augustus, Diva Livia, and Divus Claudius) is also found in

the Acta Arvalium123 and is thus being referred to here. Although the Apocolocyntosis

is a satirical work and treats the process of deification very cynically, it is still an

important source for connections between divi. The work should not be dismissed

entirely as it addresses some important aspects of how divi were recognized, the

concept of witnessing, and the actions taken in order to secure their place in the

heavens.

After the death of Nero, a number of individuals attempted to seize control of

the empire. After a year of civil war, Vespasian was able to establish himself as

emperor. One means by which he legitimized his position was by rebuilding the

temple of Divus Claudius.124 Since Vespasian could not claim divine ancestry in the

same way as the Julio-Claudian emperors could, he used the rebuilding of the temple

of Divus Claudius as a means of connecting himself to Claudius and securing his

claim to power by setting himself up as the “legitimate” successor to Claudius. After

121 For a thorough discussion on the political importance of the creation of the dynastic structure during
the Julio-Claudian period see Rowe, 2002. This is also discussed in Gagé, 1931.
122 Sen.Apo.9. The titles Divus and Diva are translated in the Loeb as blessed. I have kept them in the
Latin here.
123 CIL 6.2041. It is also found in an inscription from the Acta Arvalium (CIL 6.2051. 30 Jan, 69 CE:
DIVO · AVG(usto) · B(ovem) · M(arem) · DIVAE · AVG(ustae) · VACC(am) · DIVO · CLAVDIO ·
B(ovem) · M(arem) ·) showing that Divus Claudius continued to be sacrificed to even after the
destruction of his incomplete temple by Nero.
124 Suet.Vesp. 9. See section 3.1 for a complete discussion of this temple. This is similar to Caligula’s
dedication of the temple of Divus Augustus, also discussed in section 3.1 of this chapter.
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his death, he was deified and thus the cycle was repeated.125 His sons were both able

to refer to themselves as divi filius and thus were able to legitimize their position

through their titles. In addition, the Flavians also sought to establish their own divine

family, in part through the creation of the Templum Divorum and the Temple of the

gens Flavia. These temples will be discussed in further detail in section 3.1 of this

chapter, but it is worth briefly mentioning the Temple of the gens Flavia and its

function as family mausoleum here. As was the case with the mausoleum of

Augustus, the Temple of the gens Flavia served as a mausoleum for Domitian’s entire

family and served as the focal point for the worship of this family, including Domitian

himself.126 This combination of mausoleum and temple served not only to clearly

define who was included in his family and who was not, but also provided a

geographical location for the Flavian heaven which Domitian was creating through

the deification of a number of his family members, including his brother, his niece,

and his son.

The death of Domitian ended the rule of the Flavian family and a new ruling

family took control. The foundations were laid by Nerva, but his reign was too short

for any significant changes before his death. He did, however, adopt Trajan to ensure

a smooth transition. Trajan then deified Nerva in order to strengthen his claim to the

throne. The next four emperors were all deified so that by the time of Marcus

Aurelius the list of divine ancestry had reached an impressive length.

S · P · Q · R | IMP · CAES · DIVI · ANTONINI · FiL · DIVI · VERI ·
PARTH · MAX · FRATRI | DIVI · HADRIANI · NEP · DIV ·
TRAIANI · PARTH · proNEP · DIVI · NERVAE · ABNEP | M ·

125 Vespasian was deified in 80 CE (the date argued convincingly by Buttery, 1976). An inscription
from May of that year was the first instance of Titus using the title divus filius. (CIL 6.2059: T(itus)
Caesar VESPASIANVS AVG(ustus) CAESAR DIVI F(ilius) DOMTITIANVS. Domitian also refers
to himself as divi filius throughout his reign. (CIL 6.2065, 87 CE: IMP(eratoris) CAESARIS DIVI
VESPASIANI F(ili) DOMItiani Aug(usti) Germanici | PONTIF(ices) MAXIMI.
126 Darwall-Smith, 1996, 165.
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AVRELIO · ANTONINO · AVG · GERM · SARM | PONTIF ·
MAXIM · TRIBVNIC · POT · XXX · IMP · VIII · COS III · P · P |
QVOD · OMNES · OMNIVM · ANTE · SE · MAXIMORVM ·
IMPERATORVM · GLORIAS | SVPERGRESSVS ·
BELLICOSISSIMIS · GENTIBVS · DELETIS · AVT ·
SVBACTIS.127

Marcus Aurelius was able to call himself divi filius (of Antoninus Pius), divi frater (of

Lucius Verus), divi nepos (of Hadrian), divi pronepos (of Trajan), and divi abnepos

(of Nerva). Because all the emperors were deified during this period, the lists of divi

are primarily concerned with those of the ruling dynasty and not of previously deified

individuals. However, this does not imply that previous divi were neglected but only

that the political uses of the divi were concerned with the ruling family.128

The list of divine ancestry culminates in the titles used by Septimius Severus

and Caracalla. Septimius Severus deified Commodus in 195 CE, and claimed that he

was the adopted son of Marcus Aurelius. By deifying Commodus, he could then add

a deified brother to his list of ancestors.

diui COMMODI FRATRIS DIVI ANTONINI PIi nepotis /
forTISSIMI fELICISSIMIqVE DIVI M ANTONINI PII GERMANIci
nepot / …..tOTIVsque DOMVS DIVInae…. / …… FECIT IDEMque
dedicauit129

Septimius Severus was able to legitimize his position through “adoption” into the

Antonine family by claiming to be a brother of Commodus, thereby demonstrating

that he was not in reality establishing a new dynasty but was the legitimate successor

of Marcus Aurelius and Commodus. Caracalla then took this one step further and, in

an inscription from Furnos in Africa Proconsularis, traced his ancestry all the way

back to Divus Nerva.

127 CIL 6.1014. 176 CE.
128 For example, Antoninus Pius restored the temple of Divus Augustus thus demonstrating that this
cult was still important during this period even if Divus Augustus was not frequently mentioned in the
written and epigraphical sources.
129 CIL 8.25379 from Africa Proconsularis.
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IMP · CAES · / M · AVRELIO · ANTONINO AVG · / IMP · CAES ·
L · SEPTIMI · SEVERI · PII · / PERTINACIS · AVG · ARABICI /
ADIABENICI · PARTHICI · MA / MAXIMI · FIL · DIVI · M ·
ANTONINI / PII · GERMANICI · SARM · NEP · DIVI ANTONINI ·
PII · PRO NEP · / DIVI · HADRIANI · AB · NEP · / DIVI TRAIANI
· PARTHICI · ET / DIVI · NERVAE · AD NEPOT / CIVITAS ·
FVRNOS · D · D · P · P · / FEC 130

After the Severan dynasty, the structure for securing succession through

dynastic commemoration collapsed as emperors were more commonly proclaimed by

their troops. This led to increased instability as multiple emperors were proclaimed at

any given moment, emperors were declared and then assassinated by their own troops,

and emperors did not remain in power for extensive periods of time.131 For this

reason, the practice of deifying family members decreased as emperors were more

concerned with justifying their position by military means. This decrease in the

importance of familial connections is mirrored in the imperial titulature of these later

periods. Imperial titulature was no longer a series of divine ancestors but consisted of

a series of superlatives.132

The lists of divi found in the imperial titulature are not comprehensive lists of

all the divi at a particular moment in time. Instead, they are a conglomeration of the

divi who have (or can be said to have) some familial connection with the ruling

130 CIL 8.25808
131 For a thorough discussion of the imperial cult during the third century CE, see Turcan, 1978, 996-
1084 and more recently De Blois, 2006 268-278. De Blois discusses the primary sources relating to
this period and the possible reasons behind the change, summarizing work done by Gradel and others
(268-274). It is during this later period that Emperors tend to connect themselves with other gods (not
deified members of the imperial family). One such example is Elagabalus’ connection with Elagabal
(CIL 16.141).
132 One example of this type is as follows:
PIISSIMO·AC·FORTISSIMO
FUNDATORI·PACIS·
AC·PUBLICAE·
LIBERTATIS
AUCTORI
D·N·FLAVIO·VAL
CONSTANTIO
NOBILISSIMO·CAES
VAL·HONORATUS·V·P
RAT·S·R·D N M Q· EIUS (CIL VI 1132).
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emperor. This does not mean that all possible divi are always included (as in the case

where Tiberius could, but chose not to trace his ancestry back to Divus Iulius). By

including particular deified individuals in their official titulature, emperors secured

and legitimized their own position by parading their divine ancestors, like the parade

of ancestors found in republican funerals. When the importance of familial

connections collapsed after the death of Severus Alexander (and the position of

emperor became based more on military achievement) this parade of divine ancestors

ceased.

Oaths and testimonies can function in a similar way to imperial titulature for

the current discussion.133 In these cases, divi were called upon to be witnesses or

could be used as examples of exceptional leadership for the new emperor. After

Caesar’s consecratio, there was an oath per Iovem O(ptimum) P(rimum) ac Divum

Iulium.134 An oath to Divus Augustus is found in an oath of allegiance to Caligula

from 37 CE.135 This swearing by the divi and divae is a major feature of testimonies

and other oaths and is a major source for determining who was seen to be the

important divi or divae at a given moment in time. These oaths were also a uniting

force between the emperor and citizen, citizen and citizen, and the eastern and western

parts of the empire as everyone swore the same oath thereby uniting the entire empire

through the worship of the imperial family.136

One of the most important epigraphical sources for oaths and testimonies dates

to the reign of Domitian. The civic charter from Irni, known as the lex Irnitana,

contains a number of references to the swearing of oaths and precedent. Although this

133 For further discussion on oaths, their role within the practice of religious ritual, and the role of the
emperor see Cancik, 2003 29-45.
134 Cass.Dio.47.18.5. See Weinstock, 1971, 213 for a more thorough discussion of these oaths. There
is evidence of oaths (per Caesarem) being sworn to him at his altar in the forum even before his
official consecratio (Suet.Iul. 85).
135 CIL 2.172, along with Jupiter and all the immortal gods.
136 Cancik, 2003, 42.
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chapter is concerned specifically with the city of Rome, this civic charter was

originally drafted in Rome and may reflect how these oaths functioned within the city

of Rome and throughout the empire. Individuals who were sworn into office and

oaths sworn at trials were sworn by Jupiter and Divus Augustus and Divus Claudius

and Divus Vespasian and Divus Titus and the genius of the Imperator Caesar

Domitian Augustus and the penates.137 This list shows that, during the Flavian

period, all the emperors who were previously deified were listed as such and are

sworn by in the same way. The other list found in this lex is a list of precedents. The

list of names in these cases was as follows: Divus Augustus, Tiberius Julius Caesar

Augustus, or Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus, or the Imperator Galba Caesar

Augustus or the Imperator Vespasian Caesar Augustus or the Imperator Titus Caesar

Vespasian Augustus or the Imperator Caesar Domitian Augustus.138 In this case, the

list of emperors was very specific and several emperors were not included. These

missing emperors were the ones who underwent damnatio memoriae after their deaths

and thus, justifiably, were not included in this list, the exception being Divus Iulius.139

However, it seems strange that only Augustus was referred to as a divus but none of

the other emperors who received that title were. In this case, these emperors are being

included because of legislation and other achievements for which they were

responsible. It could be that the title of divus for Augustus was a means by which the

137 The translation of the lex Irnitana comes from Gonzalez and Crawford, 1986. The references to this
list are in: Tablet IIIA Ch.25 (Concerning the rights of a praefectus who has been left in charge), Ch.26
(Concerning oath of the duumviri and aediles and quaestors); Tablet VA Ch.G (Concerning the sending
of ambassadors and the accepting of excuses); Tablet VIIA fragment (administer an oath openly in a
contio), Ch.69 (Concerning trial over common funds), Ch.73 (concerning scribes and their oath and the
aes apparitorium). This list is also found in the civic charter of Salpensa (82-84 CE) CIL 2.1963, XXV
and XXVI.
138 Tablet VIII Ch. 19, Ch.20; Tablet VA.Ch.B (Concerning order in which votes may be taken). cf. lex
de impero Vespasiani.
139 Caligula and Nero both underwent damnatio memoriae. However, it seems odd that Galba was
included in this list but Vitellus, who did not undergo damnatio memoriae, was not.
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first Augustus could be distinguished from all the other individual emperors with the

name Caesar Augustus.

Two other epigraphical sources can be used to determine which divi were

being worshipped at a given moment in time, and which remained important for

prolonged period of time. These are the Acts of the Arval Brethren, the surviving

inscriptions dating from 21 BCE – 304 CE, and the Feriale Duranum, found in the

1930s during the excavations of Dura-Europos on the Eurphrates, dating to the reign

of Alexander Severus. However as the Feriale Duranum does not directly relate to

the city of Rome, it will not be discussed in detail here but instead in Chapter 6.140

They are excellent sources for determining the sacrifices made to and other religious

festivals for the divi and will be discussed in further detail in Section 4 of this chapter.

For the current discussion they will be used only in the sense that modern lists of divi

have been constructed using them and that they clearly show which divi are being

worshipped during certain periods.

During the Julio-Claudian period, the Arval Brethren made annual vows and

sacrifices pro salute imperatoris. They also offered sacrifices for his birthday,

accession, death, and deification. After 69 CE, only the annual vows for the

emperor’s safety remained, as their records no longer contain evidence of regular

sacrifices to the divi. Imperial birthdays, and other events associated with the reign of

a particular emperor also became less common.141 There are however, two

inscriptions from this college which have been used by J.F. Gilliam to determine

which divi were still important at a particular moment in time.142 An inscription from

140 A copy and translation of the document can be found in Helgeland, 1978, 1481-1486. For a
complete discussion on this document see Fink et al., 1940.
141 Beard et al., 1998, vol.1, 196 argue convincingly that this change could be connected with the
development of the sodales and of other priesthoods becoming more involved in the worship of the
imperial family.
142Gilliam, 1969.
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183 CE included the following divi: Augustus, Claudius, Vespasian, Titus, Nerva,

Trajan, Hadrian, Antoninus Pius, Lucius Verus, Marcus Aurelius, Marciana, Matidia,

Plotina, Sabina, and both Faustinas. In 218 CE, Commodus, Pertinax, Septimius

Severus, Caracalla were added. 143

The first list includes all the emperors who were deified up to this moment.

However, it does not include all those who were deified, as many of the deified

women (and all the children) were not included here. Instead, only the women

(mostly the wives of Emperors, except for Marciana and Matidia) important to the

current imperial family were included. This demonstrates that women played an

important role in the overall structure of the divine imperial family, but were not

necessarily remembered in the same way once a new ruling family took over. The list

in 218 CE makes no deletions to the previous list and adds the four emperors deified

in the years in between. However, one individual is not included in this list, the newly

deified Julia Domna. It is interesting that the women from the earlier ruling dynasty

were included in this list and not the wife of the founder of the current ruling family.

Coins can also be used to determine which divi were important at particular

times. Some emperors were responsible for the restoration of particular temples of

the divi, and in commemoration of that act, would issue a coin.144 Others, like Trajan

Decius in 250 CE, 145 issued coins commemorating a series of divi. These coins have

CONSECRATIO on the obverse, and either an altar or an eagle on the reverse. The

divi included on these coin issues were: Augustus, Vespasian, Titus, Nerva, Trajan,

Hadrian, Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, Commodus, Septimius Severus, and

143Gilliam, 1969, 284. Gilliam compiled this list using CIL 6.2104 and 2107.
144 One example of this is the issue of Hadrian, commemorating his restoration of the temple of Divus
Iulius. For further discussion see Section 3.1 of this chapter.
145 See Mattingly, 1949. These coins are most recently discussed in Dmitriev, 2004. For a discussion
of the political ideology behind the act and the role of these coins within this period of “crisis” see
Ando, 2000, 206-209. For a discussion on the “religious revival” of Trajan Decius and the religious
landscape of this period, see Rives, 1999.
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Alexander Severus. This series of coins serves as an interesting source of who were

remembered as being deified and who were not included in this list (and is

surprisingly different from the lists dating to the Severan period). Some of the divi

are missing, mainly Claudius, Lucius Verus, and Pertinax, along with all the divae and

deified children. It is possible that these coins have not survived, but it is more likely

they were not struck in the first place. Why some divi were chosen for this series and

others were not is unclear but these divi were all either responsible for the founding of

a dynasty or were (as is the case with the Antonines) firmly rooted within a particular

dynastic structure. The “problematic nature” of Claudius’ deification146 and the fact

that Lucius Verus and Pertinax were not emperors for very long may have led to them

being overlooked in these coin types. Perhaps Trajan Decius was attempting to

connect himself not only with deified individuals but with well established emperors.

These coins may also be interpreted as a sort of parade of ancestors. This collection

of important deified individuals may serve as a reminder of the noble Romans who

brought honour to Rome much in the same way as ancestors were paraded during

funerals. In this case, these individuals were not only men of great deeds and noble

character but occupied a place among the gods upon their death.147

The following table lists all the divi and in which ancient lists they can be

found.148

146 His deification is sometimes viewed as problematic by modern scholars. See the analysis of his
temple in Section 3.1 of this chapter for a more thorough discussion.
147 Mattingly, 1949, 81.
148 This list is compiled with information from Cagnat, 1914, 170-172; Hammond, 1959, 208-209; and
Kienast, 1990. Cagnat included Phillipus II, Marin, Claudius II, Saloninus, and Crispus in his list but
as I can find no evidence for their deifications, they have been excluded here. For evidence of the
deification for the individuals in this table, see Kienast, 1990.
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Table 4: Lists of the divi
Divus/Diva Deified (if known) Leges from reign of Domitian 183 CE 218 CE 250 CE

JULIUS CAESAR 42 BCE
AUGUSTUS (deified) 14 CE yes yes yes yes
DRUSILLA (sister of CALIGULA) 38 CE
LIVIA (wife of AUGUSTUS) 41 CE
CLAUDIUS 54 CE yes yes yes
CLAUDIA? (NERO’s daughter) 63 CE
POPPAEA (wife of NERO) 65 CE
VESPASIAN 80 CE yes yes yes yes
DOMITILLA
(daughter of VESPASIAN)

80/81 CE (?)

TITUS 81 CE yes yes yes yes
JULIA (daughter of TITUS) 89 CE (?)
T. FLAVIUS VESPASIANUS
(son of DOMITIAN)

c.77-81 CE

NERVA 98 CE yes yes yes
TRAJAN 117 CE yes yes yes
TRAJAN (father of TRAJAN) 112 CE
MARCIANA (sister of TRAJAN) 112 CE yes yes
MATIDIA (niece of TRAJAN) 119 CE yes yes
PLOTINA (wife of TRAJAN) 123 CE yes yes
HADRIAN 138 CE yes yes yes
SABINA (wife of HADRIAN) 137 CE yes yes
ANTONINUS PIUS 161 CE yes yes yes
FAUSTINA
(wife of ANTONINUS PIUS)

141 CE yes yes

LUCIUS VERUS 169 CE yes yes
MARCUS AURELIUS 180 CE yes yes yes
FAUSTINA
(wife of MARCUS AURELIUS)

175 CE yes yes

COMMODUS 193 or 194? CE yes yes
PERTINAX 193 CE yes
SEPTIMIUS SEVERUS 211 CE yes yes
JULIA DOMNA
(wife of SEPTIMIUS SEVERUS)

217? CE

CARACALLA 217 CE yes
JULIA MAESA
(grandfather of SEVERUS
ALEXANDER)

224 CE

SEVERUS ALEXANDER 235 CE yes
PAULINA (wife of MAXIMINUS) 237 CE (?)
GORDIAN I 238 CE (?)
GORDIAN II 238 CE (?)
GORDIAN III 244CE (?)
PHILIPPUS I 249 CE (?)
TRAJAN DECIUS 251 CE
HERENNIUS ETRUSCUS
(son of TRAJAN DECIUS)

251 CE

VALERIAN I 262 CE (?)
MARINIANA
(wife of VALERIAN I)

254 or 255 CE (?)

GALLIENUS 268 CE
VICTORINUS 271 CE
AURELIANUS 282 CE
PROBUS 284 CE
CARUS 283 CE
NIGRINIANO
(grandson of CARUS)

284 or 285 CE

NUMERIANUS 284 CE
DIOCLETIAN 313 CE (?)
MAXIMIAN 310 CE
CONSTANTIUS 306 CE
GALERIUS (MAXIMIAN II) 311 CE
ROMULUS (son of MAXENTIUS) 309 CE
CONSTANTINUS I 337 CE

The three main sources used by modern scholars for lists of divi all date from

the end of the second century to the middle of the third century CE. These lists all
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basically include the same individuals with some exclusions depending on the

medium. For the sacrifices of the Arval Brethren both the deified emperors and some

of the women associated with the Antonine family were important. For Trajan Decius’

coins, only particular emperors were and the emperors chosen for these coins tended

to be those responsible for the establishment of a new ruling family or those who were

found within a firmly established ruling family. If an individual was not included in a

list of this kind, it appears as though they were never again included in a later list.

However, the worship of the imperial family was an evolving set of practices and was

not based on a definitive list of divi. As time went on, the number of named divi

decreased and those individuals still being deified were included in the divine family

as a whole but rarely (if ever) worshipped or mentioned as individuals. 149

3. PHYSICAL REMAINS

Once an individual was deified, he (or she) was decreed a temple. As more

individuals were deified, it became less common for individuals to receive their own

temple. Instead, cult statues were placed within the temples of pre-existing divi or

into temples built for the collective worship of the divi (templum divorum, aedes

divorum, and the temple of the gens Flavia are some examples of this). These

buildings were not the only physical manifestations of this practice. Depictions of

their apotheosis were set up throughout the city, mostly on monumental architecture

149 Gradel argues unconvincingly that during the reign of Maximinus, the cult of the divi was abolished.
(Gradel, 2002, 356-365). However, consecration coins are still being minted in Rome until the death of
Constantine (see section 3.2 below) and there are surviving references to flamines of the divi until the
mid-3rd century CE (see section 4.1 below). According to the Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Tacitus
ordered that a temple be erected to the divi (divorum templum fieri iussit), in which statues of the good
princes would be placed so that sacrificial cakes might be set before them on their birthdays, the
Parilia, the Kalends of January, and the Day of the vows (SHA.Tac.9.5). However, no other evidence
for this temple survives. For a discussion on some of the evidence for the cult of the divi/divae from
the 3rd century and to the death of Constantine see Turcan, 1978. In the provinces there are references
to flamines well into the 4th century in some areas (see Chapter 4) and references to specific divi still
receiving cult well into the 3rd century (Chapter 6).
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like arches and column bases, and on commemorative coin issues. This section will

examine these media to determine how divi were commemorated, why they were

commemorated the way they were, and how these symbols of deification changed

over time.

3.1 – The physical manifestation of divinity: temples of the
divi

Many, but not all, of the divi and their consorts received temples in the city of

Rome. Most, but not all, are found within two specific areas in the city: the Campus

Martius and the area around the Republican Forum. The importance of particular

locations within the city changed as the city developed, expanded, and was rebuilt.

Specific locations highlighted particular emperors or dynasties as major building

projects were undertaken. In some cases, areas that were previously occupied by

other buildings became available due to a number of fires which destroyed many parts

of the city. This section will examine which divi/divae received temples, where these

temples were located, the political and religious significance of these building

projects, and how the forms of these temples changed over time.
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Table 5: Temples to the divi
Divus/Diva Location Not.Reg.150 Temple type Inscription/Coins Primary Sources151

Iulius Caesar

(aedes)

Forum Romanum No Ionic hexastyle CIL 12 217, 244, 248;
RRC 540.1-2 pl.64.8;
BMCRep II, 580 sq.No
32-37

Cass.Dio.47.18.4;
Plut.Caes.68;
App.B.civ. 1.4,
2.148, 3.2

Augustus (Livia
added)
(templum)

west side of Palatine? No originally ionic
hexastyle, then
octastyle
(restoration by
Antoninus Pius)

RIC III. 143;
BMCEmp.
4.350.nos2051; CIL
6.4222

Cass.Dio.56.46.3,
57.10.2, 58.2.1,
59.7.1;
Suet.Calig.21;
Tac.Ann.6.45;
Suet. Cl.11.2

Claudius
(templum)

above Flavian
Amphitheater on the
Caelian Hill

Yes.
Regio II.

prostyle
hexastyle

CIL 6.10251a Suet.Vesp.9;
Front.aq.20, 76;
Aur.Vic.Caes.9.cf.
Epit.9

Vespasian and
Titus (templum)

Capitoline Yes.
Regio VIII.

prostyle
hexastyle

CIL 6.938; CIL
6.2065.51-52

Divorum
Templum
(aedes)

Campus Martius Yes.
Regio IX

porticus
Divorum and
two aedes,
tetrastyle

CIL 6. 10234, lines
8,10,23

Templum Gentis
Flaviae
(templum)

Quirinal just south of
the Alta Semita

Yes.
Regio VI.

round in shape
(mausoleum of
Flavian dynasty)

Suet.Dom.5;
Mart. 9.3.12; 34.2

Trajan
(templum)

Forum of Trajan Yes.
Regio VIII.

octostyle
peripteral

RIC II, 285 no.577
Pl.10.186; BMC. III,
182, No.863 Pl.32.8

Gell. 11.17.1;
SHA.Hadr.19.9

Matidia
(templum)

Campus Martius No octostyle CIL 6.31893b.10;
Dressel in Corolla
Numismatica, Oxford,
1906, 16ff

Hadrian
(templum)

Campus Martius Yes.
Regio IX

Octostyle,
peripteral with
15 columns on a
side

SHA.Pius. 8;

Verus 3.

Antoninus
Pius/Faustina
(templum)

near Forum Romanum,
beside the Basilica
Aemilia

Yes,
Regio III.

hexastyle
prostyle

CIL 6.1005 SHA.Pius. 6;
Gall. 1.

Divorum aedes Palatine No CIL 6.32379 (145 CE);
2087; 2104 (218 CE)

Cass.Dio.76.3 (203

CE)?

Marcus Aurelius
(templum)

Campus Martius Yes,
Regio. IX

SHA.Marc.18;
Aur.Vic.Caes. 16,
Ep.16

Romulus (?)

(templum)

near Forum Romanum,
beside Antoninus
Pius/Faustina temple(?)

No round in shape RIC VI. 381 no.239,
240 Pl.7.34.

150 Location (based on region) and whether this temple is found in the fourth century catalogue
(Constantinian Regionary Catalogue) for buildings found in the city of Rome. (The version used here is
Nordh (ed.), 1949). For a map of the temples of the divi see Gradel, 2002, 344
151 This list is not comprehensive but only shows some examples.
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The first temple to a deified individual was decreed to Julius Caesar in 42

BCE by the initiative of the Triumvirs. Construction began immediately following

this, although Augustus claims that the decreed temple was built by him alone in his

Res Gestae 19.1. It is first depicted on a coin dating to 37 BCE.152 This coin is

important for a number of reasons. First, it shows the location of the temple as being

on the site of Caesar’s funeral pyre (by the altar which marked the location of the

burning pyre on the left side of the coin). Second, it shows the comet on the

pediment, which was an important symbol of the divinity of Caesar during this early

period, but was probably not found on the actual temple.153 Finally, it shows the

projected style of the temple although this does not necessarily reflect the style of the

temple once completed, only what it was assumed to look like during the planning

stages.

The temple was completed and dedicated immediately following Augustus’

triumph on 18th August, 29 BCE.154 The style of the temple was described by

Vitruvius who said to be of the same form as the temple of Venus Genetrix in the

Forum of Caesar.155 This shows continuity since Augustus built a temple to his divine

152 Kent et al., 1978, pl 33.118, Aureus, 37 BCE. This coin is discussed in detail in Whittaker, 1996b,
87-93.
153 This star is not found on the later representation of this temple found on a coin from the reign of
Hadrian (Paul and Ierardi (eds.), 1999, Fig. 108), which has been commonly agreed to be a more
accurate depiction of the temple since the temple existed at the time of the minting whereas in the
former, the temple had yet to be completed. The star is discussed by Weinstock, 1971, 399 and
Burnett, 1999, 142.
154 Cass.Dio. 51.22.2-3 kai\ tou=to kai\ tw=| tou= 0Iouli/ou h9rw|/w| o9siwqe/nti to/te u9ph=rce. The same
course (being decked with the spoils of Egypt) was followed in the case of the shrine of Julius which
was consecrated at this time; 51.22.4-9 (the games associated with the dedication).
155 Vitr. 3.3.2. Ergo pycnostylos est, cuius intercolumnio unius et dimidiatae columnae crassitudo
interponi potest, quemadmodum est divi Iulii et in Caesaris foro Veneris et si quae aliae sic sunt
compositae. (So then pycnostyle is that in the intercolumniations of which the thickness of a column
and a half can be interposed, as in the temple of Julius, and of Venus in the Forum of Caesar, and any
others which are so arranged).



66

ancestor in the same manner as Julius Caesar had. It also recalls the dedication of the

temple of Venus Genetrix corresponding to Caesar’s triumph in 46.156

The forehead of the cult statue had a star, referring to the comet which was an

important symbol of Caesar’s deification.157 On some of the coins depicting this

temple, a star is also found on the pediment but this is mostly the case on coins on

which the cult statue itself does not bear the star. In any case, the star is an important

symbol during this period. On later coins, most notably the coin dating to the reign of

Hadrian,158 the star is not depicted, suggesting that this was not a feature of the temple

itself (or was not included when the temple was restored by Hadrian) but an important

ideological symbol at the time.

A rostra was built in front of the temple159 and decorated with the beaks of the

ships from the battle of Actium. This temple, the new rostra, and all the other

Augustan building projects in the area surrounding the Republican forum would serve

as a reminder of the glory of the Julio-Claudian family.160 Eulogies for members of

the imperial family were delivered from this rostra, although in the case of Augustus,

two eulogies were given, one from the republican rostra and one from this rostra

(discussed in detail in the section on the divine funeral).

After his death in 14 CE, Augustus was decreed a temple by the senate which

was started by Livia and Tiberius and completed and dedicated by Caligula in 37

156 CIL I2 217, 224, 248
157 See Steinby (ed.), 1993-2000, 117 for discussion and ancient references.
158 G.M. Paul and M. Ierardi (eds). Fig.108. 119-138 CE, Mint of Rome. Sestertius.
159 The sources refer to it as rostra aedis divi Iuli or e1mbola ta\ 0Iouliei/a (Frontin. aq. 129;
Suet.Aug.100; Cass.Dio. 56.34.4; SHA.Aur. 7.11).
160 Zanker, 1988, 79-92 discusses how this building, and the other Augustan building projects were a
way for Augustus to take over the whole city and fill it with images of his victories, the glorious deeds
of his family, and his ideology of peace and prosperity. When his sister Octavia died in 11 BCE, her
eulogy was delivered from this rostra (Cass.Dio. 54.35.4-5). Having this funeral take place directly in
front of the temple of Divus Iulius with the cult statue visible to all mourners would make a
considerable impression on those present as well as solidify Augustus’ position within the state. It was
on this rostra as well that Tiberius was officially adopted by Augustus, a strong symbolic gesture
connecting the formation of the dynasty with the divine ancestry of Augustus (Zanker, 1972,14).
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CE.161 The precise location of the temple of Augustus has not yet been discovered. It

is mentioned in Suetonius’ account of the building of Caligula’s bridge to connect the

Palatine and Capitoline Hills.162 However, there are many references to it both in the

ancient literary sources as well as representations on coins.163

A coin minted in Rome in 37 CE,164 shows Caligula, as priest, offering a

sacrifice to Divus Augustus at the dedication of the temple. The temple itself

underwent some significant changes throughout the imperial period. Once Livia was

deified in 41 CE, she joined her husband in his temple.165 As more individuals were

deified, they too were added to this temple. Fishwick argues that this temple in time

became referred to by a number of names: aedes Caesarum/Divorum, templum

Palatii, templum/aedes Augusti/Divi Augusti, templum novum, and in Palatio in

Divorum/aede Divorum.166

This temple also underwent some structural changes. It was, at least in part,

destroyed by fire sometime before 79 CE, and was reconstructed by Domitian, who

constructed a shrine to his patron goddess, Minerva in connection with it.167 This

temple should not be confused with the Templum Divorum built by Domitian to house

his own divine family which will be discussed in further detail below. It was then

reconstructed by Antoninus Pius between 145 and 161 CE in the form of an octostyle

Corinthian temple and is depicted as such on coins commemorating this

161 Discussion of Tiberius’ involvement is described in Tac.Ann.6.45 and Suet.Tib.47.1. The dedication
by Caligula is found in Cass.Dio.59.7.1 and Suet.Calig.21.
162 Suet. Calig. 22.4. Fishwick concludes that this temple was located in the depression between the
Capitolium and the Palatine Hill and was incorporated into the extended Palatine complex (Fishwick,
1992, 254) but this is not supported by archaeological evidence.
163 For a complete list of the sources see Hänlein-Schäfer, 1985, 113-128.
164 BMCEmp 4.350. no. 2051. 37 CE. Mint of Rome. Sestertius.
165 CIL 6. 4222: DIS · MANIBUS / … AUG · LIB · BATHYLLUS · AEDITUS · TEMPLI · DIVI ·
AUG / eT DIVAE · AUGUSTAE · QUOD · EST · IN · PALATIUM / INMUNIS · ET ·
HONORATUS. Her inclusion into this temple is also mentioned in CIL 6.2032 lines 16-18.
166 Fishwick, 1992, 254. This final title could refer to another temple found on the Palatine (which
Platner and Ashby argue was a newly founded temple for the worship of the divi as a collective; Platner
and Ashby, 1929. 153). This temple will be discussed in further detail below.
167 Mart.4.53.1-2; Platner and Ashby, 1929, 62.
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reconstruction.168 This representation of the temple differs from the earlier

representation on the coin from Caligula’s reign. This demonstrates that at some

point, either during the rebuilding by Domitian or Antoninus Pius (and Fishwick

suggests it was the former), the temple underwent a significant structural change. The

last reference to this temple is on a diploma of 248 CE169 and it is not mentioned in

the Regionary Catalogue, suggesting that the building fell into disuse at some point

during the end of the third or beginning of the fourth centuries.

Suetonius briefly mentions that the part of Augustus’ house where he was born

was consecrated.170 This may have still been the case during Suetonius’ own time (as

argued in Platner and Ashby) but the only evidence of this consecrated area comes

from this brief account. In any case, it is not a major shrine and did not appear to play

a role in the overall organization of the worship of the imperial family within the city

of Rome.

Claudius also received a temple after his deification. An area in the centre of

Rome (around the Caelian mount) was destroyed in the great fire of 64 CE and it was

in this location where Nero built his Golden House. A temple of Divus Claudius may

have been begun by Agrippina before the construction of the palace in this area.171

However, this project was then abandoned, the temple was dismantled and its

materials used elsewhere, enabling Nero to build a huge nymphaeum.172 Following

Nero’s death and Vespasian’s accession, the area of the Domus Aureus was converted

to public space and became a monument to Vespasian’s restoration of peace and order

to the Empire. He built his amphitheatre on the site of Nero’s artificial lake and

168 Nash, 1961, vol.1, 164. RIC III. 143. 158/9 CE. Rome. Aureus.
169 CIL 3.p.900, no.62. The final two lines are reconstructed as [Descript(um) et recog]nit(um) ex
tabul(a) aer(ea) que fixa e[st Rome in muro post templum d]ivi Aug(usti) ad [Minervam].
170 Suet.Aug.5.
171 Darwall-Smith, 1996, 48.
172 Jones (ed.), 2000, 71.
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Nero’s private baths were converted into public ones (the Baths of Titus). Most

importantly for the current discussion, Vespasian rebuilt the temple to Divus

Claudius.

Fecit et nova opera templum Pacis Foro proximum Divique Claudi in
Caelio monte coeptum quidem ab Agrippina, sed a Nerone prope funditus
destructum.

He also undertook new works, the temple of Peace hard by the Forum and
one to the Deified Claudius on the Caelian mount, which was begun by
Agrippina, but almost utterly destroyed by Nero.173

This temple is found in a part of the city in which no other temples to deified

individuals exist.174 This is most likely because Nero had originally built it in

connection with his palace, thereby legitimizing his position in power because he was

divi Claudii filius. When Vespasian was reorganizing the area, he rebuilt the temple

in its original place and surrounded it with public monuments, thereby returning the

land to the Roman people. By rebuilding this temple of Divus Claudius, Vespasian

may have also created a link with the old dynasty thereby legitimizing his own

position and providing the continuity and security which was needed after the year of

civil war.175

Based on a reference in Suetonius’ Vespasian (mentioned above), it has been

argued by some scholars that Claudius was deified by Nero, then un-deified later in

his reign, only to be re-deified for political reasons by Vespasian. The lex de Imperio

Vespasiani has been used as evidence for this assumption. This law concerned

Vespasian’s imperial powers on his assumption of control and demonstrates the

importance of precedent, i.e. his powers are just as those given to: Divus Augustus,

Tiberius Iulius Caesar Augustus and to Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus

173 Suet. Vesp.9.
174 The location of this temple in also mentioned in Front. Aq. 20; 76 (in the discussion on the path of
the aqueduct Claudia).
175 Darwall-Smith, 1996, 55.
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Germanicus.176 In this list, Claudius is not referred to as a divus.177 Both Pliny178 and

Suetonius179 refer to Nero’s neglect of the honours due to Claudius.

However, some literary sources, and almost all the epigraphical sources

(besides the Lex de Imperio Vespasiani mentioned above) suggest this is not the

whole story. A triad of deified individuals is mentioned in Seneca’s

Apocolocyntosis.180 Claudius is referred to as divus throughout, even though in the

course of the narrative, it has not been determined whether he will assume a place in

the company of the gods or not. This triad, of Divus Augustus, Diva Augusta, and

Divus Claudius, is also found in the Acta Arvalium.181 A sacrifice from 30 Jan, 69 CE

to Divus Augustus, Diva Augusta, and Divus Claudius suggests that sacrifices to

Divus Claudius were made throughout and following Nero’s reign.182 Thus, there is a

discrepancy between what is recorded in the epigraphical sources at the time, and

what is recorded in the literary sources after the fact. This demonstrates that literary

sources may not always be trustworthy and are composed with an agenda. In this

case, Vespasian legitimized his position by “re-deifying” Claudius and thus gave him

back his rightful position which Nero had taken away. This was an important action

to secure his position and even though it did not necessarily reflect reality, it still can

be used to understand how situations can be used for different purposes.

176 CIL 6.930.
177 Darwall-Smith provides three suggestions as to why this is the case. 1) Neglect by Nero had led to
the omission of Divus from Claudius’ title. 2) The senate were silently commenting on the unhappy
relationship between them and wishing to have their feelings known. 3) Being unaware of Vespasian’s
intentions, they were being careful (Darwall-Smith, 1996, 49-50).
178 Plin.Pan.2.1
179 Suet.Claud.45.
180 Sen.Apo.9.
181 CIL 6.2041.
182 CIL 6.2051, lines 51-2: DIVO · AVG(usto) · B(ovem) · M(arem) · DIVAE · AVG(ustae) ·
VACC(am) · DIVO · CLAVDIO · B(ovem) · M(arem) ·
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Vespasian’s own temple was built near the Republican forum on the

Capitoline.183 It was started by Titus and then completed by Domitian who then

dedicated it to both Vespasian and Titus.184 It was later restored by Septimius Severus

and Caracalla. This temple was located on the opposite side of the Forum from the

temple to Divus Iulius beside the Temple of Concord. Because of the extensive

building undertaken by Augustus in this area, this temple was surrounded by many

monuments built by and in memory of Augustus and his family (Basilica Iulia and the

Portico of Gaius and Lucius are two examples of this). By including this temple in

this area, the Flavians were attempting to connect themselves with the Julio-

Claudians, thereby legitimizing their own position within the system created by the

Julio-Claudians. The temple of Divus Iulius and the temple of Vespasian and Titus

served as bookends, designed to mark off the east and west ends of the Forum and to

serve as focal points for the area. The decoration of this temple, primarily involving

friezes decorated with depictions of sacrifice and priestly attributes served to promote

the pietas of the emperor and the status of his cult.185

Domitian also built another temple, referred to as the Templum Divorum, for

his deified family in the Campus Martius.186 This included a porticus Divorum, aedes

divi Titi,187 and aedes divi Vespasiani (?). Both this temple and the temple to

Vespasian and Titus in the area around the Republican forum served a dual purpose in

183 It was decorated with sculpted instruments of sacrifice and priestly attributes and demonstrated the
religiosity of the Emperor, his pietas, and his role not only as priest during his lifetime but as god after
his death (Stamper, 2005, 160-161). For a discussion on the emperor as priest see Gordon, 1990b, 201-
231.
184 Nash, 1961, 501. It is referred to as such in the Constantinian Regionary Catalogue as such (Not.
Reg. VIII), however, the inscription for the temple is restored as DIVO VESPASIANO AVGVSTO
SPQR ∙ IMPP ∙ CAES ∙ SEVERVS ET ANTONINVS PII FELIC AVGG RESTITVER (CIL 6.938).
See Stamper, 2005, 160-161 for the most recent discussion of this temple.
185 Stamper, 2005, 160. For a discussion on the emperor as priest and his role in sacrifices see Gordon,
1990b.
186 The form and location for this temple are known from fragments of the Severan marble plan. See
Nash, 1961, 304. It is discussed in detail in Darwall-Smith, 1996, 156-159.
187 Mentioned in CIL 6.10234.
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that they helped strengthen Domitian’s position as well as honoured his

predecessors.188 It was possible for Domitian to build the Templum Divorum in this

location at this point in time because a large area of the Campus Martius was

destroyed in a fire in 80 CE. This allowed for a number of buildings to be set up over

the next 50 years.

Domitian converted his birthplace, the house of his uncle Flavius Sabinus, into

the Templum Gentis Flaviae which appears to be similar to the mausoleum of

Augustus, in that it housed the bones of the Flavian family.189 Here, the birthplace

of Domitian was made sacred much in the same way as the birthplace of Augustus

was, except it was referred to as a templum instead of a sacrarium and served as a

mausoleum.190 It is located somewhere on the Viminal hill but its exact whereabouts

is unknown. This is not specifically a temple to the divi but demonstrates the

importance of dynastic representations and the unification of the divi of a particular

family (although this temple also included the non-deified members of the family).191

Trajan built a forum in amongst the other imperial fora which, after his death,

included a temple to the deified Trajan. The complex was built and dedicated by

Trajan in 112 CE with the temple of Divus Traianus being completed and dedicated in

188 Levick, 1999, 199.
189 There is reference made to this by Suetonius. He states that after the death and cremation of
Domitian, his ashes are placed here, mingled with those of Titus’ daughter, Julia. (Suet.Dom.17).
Cadaver eius populari sandapila per vispillones exportatum Phyllis nutrix in suburbano suo Latina via
funeravit, sed reliquias templo Flaviae gentis clam intulit cineribusque IuliAE Titi filiAE, quam et
ipsam educarat, conmiscuit. (His corpse was carried out on a common bier by those who bury the poor,
and his nurse Phyllis cremated it at her suburban estate on the Via Latina; but his ashes she secretly
carried to the temple of the Flavian family and mingled them with those of Julia, daughter of Titus,
whom she had also reared.) The reference to the temple being built by Domitian is found in
Suet.Dom.5.
190 Turcan, 2000, 14. He also discusses some possible representations of this temple on coins and the
problems associated with this temple (3-28).
191 Here, the gens Flavia is representing the domus divina. (Richard, 1978, 1132) There are many
poetic allusions to Domitian creating a “Flavian heaven” (Mart.ix 3.11-12; ix 20.1-2; ix 34.1-2; Silv.
iv.3.18-19; v.1.239-241). This temple is the climax of Domitian’s creation of his divine family, see
Darwall-Smith, 1996, 163-165 for a thorough discussion on the nature and development of this temple.
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128 CE.192 Whether the temple was originally planned to be that of Divus Traianus or

whether it became so only after his death is unclear. In any case, the temple itself

was built using the Temple of Mars Ultor in the Augustan Forum as its model.193 This

connects Trajan’s forum with that of one of the first divi and served as a reminder of

founder of the Empire and the power and glory of both the emperor and Rome herself

(including her divine origins).

The Campus Martius was reorganized by Hadrian during his reign and during

this rebuilding he added a temple to Diva Matidia, the mother of his wife Sabina.194

Its exact location is currently debated as some individuals claim it to be (based on the

representation on a coin)195 between the Basilica Matidiae and the Basilica

Marcianae.196 Others claim that the temple of Divus Hadrianus was built right beside

it.197 She was the only woman to receive her own temple, although Marciana may

also have been included here.198 This could be explained by the fact that she is not the

consort of an emperor (like Faustina, who shared her temple with her husband after

his deification, see below). Thus a direct connection with the emperor, through the

sharing of a temple, does not seem logical. There is also an altar of Diva Matidia

mentioned in one inscription but it is otherwise unknown.199 This altar may be

associated with the temple but, due to the lack of additional evidence, no conclusions

can be made concerning its style and function.

192 CIL 6.966, 31215.
193 Steinby (ed.), 1993-2000, 2:354. This article discusses in great deal what is known concerning the
layout of the temple.
194 It has also been suggested that this temple belongs to both Matidia and Marciana (Claridge, 1998,
200).
195 Dressel, in Corolla Numismatica, Oxford, 1906, 16ff.
196 Nash, 1961, 36; Platner and Ashby, 1929, 331. A lead pipe bearing the inscription “Templo
Matidiae” (CIL 15.7248) is also used in determining the location of this temple.
197 Steinby (ed.), 1993-2000, 3:233.
198 Boatwright, 1987, 61. Faustina I also originally received her own temple to which her husband
Antoninus Pius was then added after his death and deification.
199 CIL 6.31893 b10.
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Hadrian received his own temple, dedicated by Antoninus Pius in 145 CE.

This is the final temple to a divus in the Campus Martius.200 Many of the decorations

found associated with this temple are symbolic representations of the provinces,

weapons and trophies.201 These temples to the divi also served as symbols not only of

the greatness of an individual emperor but of the majesty of Rome and the Empire as

a whole. This is why, in many cases, these temples housed many statues of the divi

even if they were originally dedicated to only one specific divus. These temples

served as a rallying point for the entire system and were connected to each other both

geographically and symbolically.

In 141 CE, another temple was added to the area around the Republican

Forum, that of Diva Faustina.202 This temple carried the inscription: DIVAE

FAUSTINA EX SC. After Antoninus Pius’ death in 161, he was united with his wife,

the temple inscription was changed to read:203 DIVO·ANTONINO·ET /

DIVAE·FAUSTINAE·EX·S·C.204 It is referred to by a number of names: templum d.

Antonini et d. Faustina,205 templum Faustinae,206 and templum d.Pii.207 This temple

survived well into antiquity before being converted into a Christian church sometime

during the 7th or 8th centuries CE.

Marcus Aurelius also received a temple after his deification, although its

precise location is unknown.208 Platner and Ashby suggest that it stood just west of

200 Although there may have been a temple of Divus Marcus on the Campus Martius near his column,
no evidence of it survives.
201 See Steinby (ed.), 1993-2000, 3:7-8 and associated figures.
202 SHA. Pius. 6.
203 The frieze above the original inscription was chiselled off in order to add in this inscription
(Claridge, 1998, 108). What is also interesting is that Antoninus’ name comes first, although this was
the only possible place to include his name.
204 CIL 6.1005.
205 in a fragment of Fasti of 213-236 CE, CIL 6.2001.
206 SHA.Salon.I, Not.Reg.IV.
207 SHA.Carac.4.
208 unde etiam templum ei constitutum, dati sacerdotes Antoniniani et sodales et flamines et omnia quae
aede sacrata decrevit antiquitas. Therefore a temple was built for him and priests were appointed,
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his column, in the same relation as the temple of Trajan to his own column.209 It is

mentioned only once, in Not.Reg. IX, after the account given in the Scriptiores

Historiae Augustae and little else is known.

The final deified individual to receive a temple in Rome was Romulus, son of

Maxentius, if this temple was in fact dedicated to him. This temple was also built in

the area surrounding the Republican Forum and it is interesting that both the first and

the last temples to divi in Rome can be found in this area. It is found beside the

temple of Divus Antoninus and Diva Faustina and has been identified through

depictions found on coins of Maxentius issued c. 310 CE.210 This is the last temple of

a deified individual and has been interpreted as a part of Maxentius’ attempt to revive

ancient traditions.211 This temple was then re-dedicated in honour of Constantine as

inferred by the fragmentary inscription above the doorway recorded in the 16th

century.212 The identity of this temple as that dedicated to Divus Romulus (and

whether a temple to Romulus was even constructed) is debated.213

There is one final temple, the Divorum aedes, which could either be a later

name for the temple of Divus Augustus or a new temple built specifically for the

collective worship of deified individuals.214 There are only three references to this

temple, dating to 145-218 CE, mostly referring to it as an assembling place used by

dedicated to the service of the Antonines, both Sodales and flamines, and all else that the usage of old
time decreed for a consecrated temple. (SHA.Marc.18.8)
209 Platner and Ashby, 1929, 327.
210 RIC VI. 381 no.240. c. 310 CE. Mint of Rome.
211 Attempts have been made to identify it with a temple of the Penates because of two statues of naked
youths standing with their legs crossed and holding sceptres or spears. (Claridge, 1998, 110)
212 Nash, 1961, 268. CIL 6.1147: ....MAXIMO TRIVMF.....
213 This temple could also be a temple to Pax or to the Penates. see Platner and Ashby, 1929, 450 and
Steinby (ed.), 1993-2000, IV. 210. The temple to Romulus could have also been located in the porticus
adjacent to the palace and the circus of Maxentius on the Via Appia (Claridge, 1998, 336-340).
214 Fishwick, 1992 argues that this title is a variation of the temple of Divus Augustus which came to
house a number of deified individuals. Platner and Ashby, 1929, 153 argue that this temple is a new
temple, which served for the collective worship of the divi Augusti after the observance of their
separate cults began to fall into disuse.
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the Arval Brethren.215 In any case, this temple demonstrates that as more individuals

were being deified, specific individuals were less likely to receive a temple. Instead,

the divi were more commonly worshipped as a collective.

In general, many of these temples were modelled on traditional temples.216

The temple to Divus Iulius was modelled on the temple to Venus Genetrix in the

Forum of Julius Caesar. Trajan’s temple is modelled on the temple to Mars Ultor in

the Forum of Augustus. These temples were built within the religious system of the

city and were connected to each other not only by geographical space, but also

through the similarities in their structure. By modelling a temple on a previously built

temple, emperors attempted to connect their buildings with those on which they were

modelled and thus these new buildings served as reminders of the connections

between different imperial families and led to continuity in the building projects

throughout Rome. However, this does not mean that the practice of emperor worship

was uniform and did not change over time. Instead, it demonstrates that it was set up

following the same patterns as other types of religious practice, but as is the case with

these other cults, innovation and evolution still occurred as the model was developed

and the political and religious landscape changed.

Some patterns emerge from the above study of the imperial temples, the

individuals who received temples, and how the physical aspect of the worship of the

emperor was managed in Rome. First, not all individuals who were deified received

temples within the city. Most of the deified women were either incorporated into the

temple of their husband (like Livia), were given a temple which the emperor was also

215 CIL 6.32379, 145 CE; 2087; 2104, 218 CE, and could also possibly be referred to in Cass.Dio.76.3,
203 CE.
216 For a more complete discussion see Gradel, 2002, 81, although Gradel uses this as a means to argue
that the pattern of temples and priests dedicated to the divi was uniform and does not account for
change over time. Instead, he argues that the cult of the divi was modelled on the “traditional”
religious practices and that these models were closely followed with no room for innovation or change.
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incorporated into following his own deification (like Faustina), or received no specific

temple of their own, the exception being the temple of Matidia. This does not mean

that these individuals were not worshipped in the city, but only that they did not have

their own temple. Second, as the number of deified individuals increased, fewer

temples to specific divi were built. Many of the temples, even though they were

dedicated to a specific individual, included the cult statues of a number of divi. After

the deification of Marcus Aurelius, no other individuals received temples in Rome.

Instead, they would have been incorporated into the pre-existing temples. This

reflects an overall shift from the worship of specific deified individuals to the worship

of the divi as a collective. It occurs very early in the development of this practice,

with Livia occupying the same temple as Augustus, but becomes a major feature of

the practice during the later period. Finally, the location and style of the temples

themselves depended upon a number of factors: whether there was space for a new

temple in specific politically important locations, what connections the individual

responsible for the building of the temple hoped to make with previously deified

individuals or other major building projects, and how these temples fit into the overall

organization and development of the city as a whole.

3.2 – The soul’s journey to heaven: depictions of apotheosis

The first representation of the soul of a deified individual’s journey to heaven

was in the form of a comet. As discussed above, a comet was observed during the

funeral games of Julius Caesar by Octavian. This comet, later depicted as a star,

became a symbol of Caesar’s divinity. The star was placed on a number of statues of

Divus Iulius and was depicted on representations of his temple found on coins minted

during the reign of Octavian/Augustus. The comet played an important role in the
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iconography of deification during the reign of Octavian/Augustus. Even though a

comet was not the symbol of Augustus’ own apotheosis, it was still used on coins at

the beginning of Tiberius’ reign to symbolize deification. One example of this coin,

from the mint at Lugdunum, has the head of Tiberius with the legend TI CAESAR

DIVI AVG F AVGVSTVS on the obverse and the head of Augustus with the legend

DIVOS AVGVST DIVI F on the reverse.217 Above the forehead of Augustus there is

a small star, possibly referring to the star placed on the forehead of Caesar after his

apotheosis. A similar coin is found in Gaul around 39-36 BCE referring to Divus

Iulius, except the star is found in the bottom right hand corner of the obverse side of

the coin.218 According to Rose, in the Julio-Claudian period the star was used in

portraits of recently deceased family members and did not always symbolize

deification.219 The comet continued to be an important part of the iconography on

coins of the entire imperial family throughout the reign of the Julio-Claudians even if

its meaning changed over time.

Following the funeral of Augustus, the eagle became the key symbol for

apotheosis. This symbol was not confined to the funeral itself but was present in

many of the visual representations (or coins and friezes) of apotheosis. There are

three reliefs which show the soul of the deified individual being carried to heaven.

The first is found on the Arch of Titus. This arch, decreed by the senate following the

death of Titus, commemorates not only his achievements during his own lifetime, but

also his deification. The dedicatory inscription reads SENATUS POPULUSQUE

217 BMCEmp 28. pl.22.18. unknown date. Mint of Lugdunum. Aureus.
218 BMCRep, 110, plate 105, 11. Sestertius. This is an interesting coin in that it specifically refers to
Divus Iulius, but the head is that of a young Octavian.
219 Although it is seen in the coin from 12 BCE where Augustus is crowning a statue of Julius Caesar
(BMCEmp 124, plate 4.14), as well as at least once for the deified Drusilla (RPC 1:2012) by the time of
Caligula it appeared in the portraits of living emperors (Rose, 1997, 75).
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ROMANUS DIVO TITO DIVI VESPASIANI F. VESPASIANO AUGUSTO and the

relief in the vault shows Titus being carried up to heaven on the back of an eagle.220

The two other reliefs depict the deified individuals being carried to heaven not

by an eagle, but by a winged individual. The first, a funeral commemoration of

Hadrian’s wife Sabina, shows her being carried up to heaven while Hadrian looks

on.221 This relief shows that the act of apotheosis is directly connected with the

funeral. Sabina is being raised up from the pyre (depicted in the background), with a

male figure seated directly in front, symbolizing the Campus Martius (the location of

the pyre).222

The second, from the column of Antoninus Pius, depicts both Antoninus Pius

and his wife Faustina, being lifted to heaven on the back of a winged male.223 They

are accompanied by two eagles. There is no pyre depicted here, but a figure

representing the Campus Martius serves as a reminder of where the apotheosis took

place. Another seated figure, Roma (on the right hand side) with weapons piled at her

feet, watches over the whole scene.

These three reliefs show some of the important features of apotheosis. These

individuals are being carried up to heaven, either by an eagle, or by a winged figure,

or, in the case of Antoninus Pius and Faustina, by a winged figure surrounded by

eagles. The relief on the Arch of Titus is small and only depicts Titus and the eagle,

whereas the other two reliefs also stress the importance of the location (Campus

Martius).

220 Davies, 2000, 23; Fig. 13. 81 CE.
221 Davies, 2000, 106; Fig. 79. 136-138 CE.
222 Ramage and Ramage, 1995, 198.
223 Ramage and Ramage, 1995, 220; Fig. 8.17. c.161 CE.
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Many of the symbols of apotheosis are also found on coins minted to

commemorate this act, usually referred to as the “consecration coins”.224 The most

common symbols used on these coins are: a comet, an eagle, a pyre, and a quadriga.

The first type, the comet, has already been discussed at the beginning of this section

and so will not be discussed further here.

The most common type of symbol for the consecration coins was the eagle.

The earliest representation of this symbol on a coin dates to the reign of Hadrian. The

eagle is found on the coins of both divi and divae and is usually depicted bearing the

soul of the individual. An excellent example of this is the consecration coin of

Faustina from 141 CE.225 This symbol is found on coins dating from the reign of

Hadrian up to the end of the third century CE.

There are also similar coins which depict a peacock instead of an eagle but these

are significantly rarer. The examples of these are found only on the consecration

coins of divae. The peacock is first used as a symbol of apotheosis on the coins of

Marcus Aurelius’s wife, Faustina in 175 CE. It then is used again for the coins of the

two women deified in the middle of the third century CE, Paulina and Mariniana.226

These are also the last two women to be deified. After this, the peacock is no longer

used as a symbol of apotheosis on the consecration coins.

The other symbol found on consecration coins is depictions of the pyre. It has

been argued that this symbol is of a later date than the eagle.227 However, this does

not mean that the pyre replaces the eagle, since the eagle is still found on consecration

coins dating after this period. Instead, it reflects an overall trend in the increase in

importance of the pyre for the ritual associated with the deification process.

224 This section will not include all the coins bearing this legend but will instead only present a few
examples of each type.
225 RC.Pl.93. no.321. 141 CE. Rome. Brass Sestertius.
226 RC.Pl.122. no.436. c. 237 CE. Rome. Billon Denarius (consecration coin of Paulina).
227 Bruun, 1954, Mattingly, 1949, Price, 1987, 93-96.
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These coins are a fairly common feature throughout the Empire up until the

beginning of the fourth century. Before this, many of these common symbols fall out

of use. The flight to heaven is last depicted on the consecration coins of Valerian(us)

I.228 The legend CONSECRATIO appears for the last time on the consecration coins

of Constantius Chlorus of 306 CE, as does the funeral pyre.229 During the first two

decades of the fourth century CE, a new legend appears, REQUIES OPTIMORUM

MERITORUM or variations on AETERNAE MEMORIAE. This reflects an overall

shift in the way individuals are commemorated and the function of these coins. The

final coin commemorating the deification of an individual is a bronze coin

commemorating the death of Constantine (337 CE).230 He is welcomed into heaven

by the hand of the Christian God on the reverse (being carried by a chariot), and is

called Divus Constantinus on the obverse.231

There are a number of key symbols that are used for the commemoration of

deified individuals. The key features, mainly the eagle and pyre, remain important

while other symbols, like the comet and the peacock, are only important during

certain moments in time. As the focus of the divine funeral shifted to the pyre itself,

the symbols associated with it, like the eagle or depictions of the pyre, became more

prominent. These symbols served as reminders of the change in status of these

individuals and of their new place in the heavens, regardless of how that apotheosis

was depicted.

228 257 CE, RIC VI, p.38 no.4; p.117 no.9.
229 RIC VI, 809.
230 For a thorough discussion on the coins of Constantine see Bruun, 1954.
231 Williams, 2007, 159-160.
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4. PRIESTS AND THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES

According to Price, there are three main aspects of divine honours: a temple, a

priest, and a priestly college.232 This final section will examine the latter two aspects

of the cult of the divi and the sacrifices and rituals associated with it.

4.1 – The men in charge: flamines of the divi

In the city of Rome, the new divus/diva received a priest, with the title flamen.

The first individual to hold this office was Marcus Antonius as is mentioned by

Cicero: 233

Et tu in Caesaris memoria diligens, tu illum amas mortuum? Quem is
honorem maiorem consecutus erat, quam ut haberet pulvinar,
simulacrum, fastigium, flaminem? Est ergo flamen, ut Iovi, ut Marti, ut
Quirino, sic divo Iulio M. Antonius.

And are you zealous in respecting Caesar’s memory? Do you love him
in death? What greater honour had he obtained than to have a couch,
an image, a pediment to his house, a flamen? As Jupiter, as Mars, as
Quirinus has a flamen, so the flamen to divine Julius is Marcus
Antonius.

After the defeat of Antony at Actium, a new flamen was chosen to take his place.

Augustus installed his brother-in-law Sextus Appuleius.234 This choice seems to set

the precedent for some of the flamines of later emperors; from the surviving evidence,

it appears this office was held by a member of the imperial family, although this is

232 Price, 1987, 78.
233 Cic. Phil. 2.110. This priesthood is also mentioned in Plut.Ant.33.1.
234 ILS 8963: [S]EX. APPULEIU[S SEX. F. FLAMEN] | IVLIALIS, Q. PR.URB… | HUNC SENATUS
IN C[AMPUM MARTIUM PUBLICE IN] | SEPULCHRU[M IULIORUM EFFERUNDUM ET
STATUA] | PEDEST[RI….HONORANDUM CENSUIT]. He held this office until his death in 25 CE.
For a comprehensive list of all the priests found in the city of Rome (along with all the priests
associated with the imperial family) see Rüpke, 2005.
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most common during the Julio-Claudian period and tends not to be the case as

frequently in the later periods.235

There are only a few surviving references to the flamines of the divi and these

can be summarized as follows:236

235 For a discussion on the priesthoods held by members of the imperial family during the Julio-
Claudian period see Hoffman Lewis, 1955, 94-101. Also see Gordon, 1990b and Gordon, 1990a.
236 This table is compiled from the list of all the priests found in Rome on a given year found in Rüpke,
2005, vol. 1)
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Table 6: Flamines of the divi in Rome
Title Name Dates
Flamen divi Iulius Sex. Appuleius 31 BCE – 25 CE
Flamen divi Augusti Germanicus Iulius Caesar 14 CE – 19 CE
Flaminica divi Augusti Livia 14 CE – 29 CE
Flamen divi Augusti Drusus Iulius Caesar 20 CE – 23 CE
Flamen divi Augusti Nero Iulius Caesar 23 CE – 31 CE
Flamen Divorum Iulianus/Augustalis D. Iunius M.f. Silanus Torquatus 46 CE – 64 CE
Flamen Claudialis C. Hosidius Geta 54 CE – 60 CE
Flaminica Claudialis Agrippina 54 CE – 58 CE
Flamen Divorum Augustalis P. Glitius P.f. Gallus 81 CE – 100 CE
Flamen Divorum Augustalis M. Clodius Lunensis 91 CE – 97 CE
Flamen Divi Nervae Sex. Carminius Vetus 98 CE – 130 CE
Flamen Divi Nervae M. Clodius Lunensis 98 CE – 115 CE
Flamen Divorum Ulpialis P. Manilius P.f Vopiscus;

Vicinillianus L. Elufrius Severus;
Iulius Quatratus Bassus

118 CE – 130 CE

Flamen Divorum Claudialis C. Eggius Ambibulus Pomponius;
Longinus Cassianus L. Maecius
Postumus

121 CE – 140 CE

Flamen Divorum Ulpialis P. Coelius P.f. Balbinus Vibullius
Pius

131 CE – 150 CE

Flamen Divorum M. Postumius Festus 151 CE – 173 or 174 CE
Flamen Divorum Aurelianus Ignotus 161 CE – 170 CE
Flamen Divorum L. Annius Largus 170 CE – 181 CE
Flamen Divorum L. Salvius Karus 170 CE – 181 CE
Flamen Divorum L. Roscius Aelianus Paculus 170 CE – 200 CE
Flamen Divorum L. Cossonius Eggius Marullus 170 CE – 205 CE
Flamen Divorum M. Acilius Vibius Faustinus 170 CE – 181 CE
Flamen Divorum Iulianus C. Matius C.f. Sabinius Sullinus;

Vatinianus Anicius Maximus;
Caesulenus Martialis Pisibanus
Lepidus

186 CE – 200 CE

Flamen Divi Augusti M. Gavius Gallicanus 186 CE – 210 CE
Flamen Divi Pertinacis P. Helvius Pertinax 193 CE – 212 CE
Flamen Divi Commodi Ignotus 195 CE – 210 CE
Flamen Divorum L. Ragonius Urinatius Tuscenius

Quintianus
201 CE – 225 CE

Flamen Divi Severi Q. Virius Egnatius Sulpicius Priscus 211 CE – 231 CE
Flamen Divorum Claudialis Galerius Maximus 235 CE – 258 CE
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After the death and deification of Augustus, Germanicus was given the office of

flamen,237 and Livia was assigned to him as his priestess.238 The next literary

reference to this office is after the deification of Antoninus Pius.239

et laudavere uterque pro rostris patrem flaminemque ei ex adfinibus et
sodales ex amicissimis Aurelianos creavere.

Both emperors [Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus] pronounced
panegyrics for their father from the Rostra, and they appointed a flamen
for him chosen from their own kinsmen and a college of Aurelian
priests from their closest friends.

Although the individual who received this title is not named, it is still clear that this

individual was a member of the imperial family.240 It is the successor (or successors),

not the senate, who decided which individual would be named flamen.

There are only a few extant references to flamines of specific individuals in

the city of Rome. These individuals include Divus Iulius, Divus Augustus, Divus

Claudius, Divus Nerva, Divus Trajan, Divus Marcus Aurelius, Divus Pertinax, Divus

Commodus, and Divus Septimius Severus. There are also only a few references to

female priests.241 The other individual worth noting is Marcus Clodius Lunensis.

This individual originally held the office of flamen Divorum Augustalis from 91 – 97

CE. After the deification of Nerva in 98, this individual then became the flamen Divi

Nervae until his death in 115 CE. He was no longer referred to as a flamen Divorum

Augustalis after this shift. This demonstrates that although there are a number of

237 Tac.Ann.2.83.1; After his death in 19 CE, Drusus took his place as flamen divi Augusti. After
Drusus’ death in 23, Nero Iulius Caesar (son of Germanicus and Agrippina) became flamen divi
Augusti, keeping this priesthood firmly rooted within this family.
238 Cass.Dio.56.46.1-5.
239 SHA. Marc.Ant. 7.11.
240 This is also the case for Pertinax’s flamen. The Scriptores Historiae Augustae states that Pertinax’s
son became both flamen of his father’s cult and entered into the priesthood of the sodales Antoniniani
(SHA.Pert.15.3).
241 Livia and Agrippina were named priestesses of their respective husbands. Antonia was made a
sacerdos divi Augusti by Caligula (cf. Suet.Calig. 15 post haec Antoniae aviae quidquid umquam Livia
Augusta honorum cepisset uno senatus consulto congessit). BMCEmp 1.180 nos.112-114 show her as
sacerdos divi Augusti. These were minted during the reign of Claudius. This title highlights the fact
that there does not appear to be a difference between the titles flamen and sacerdos when referring to
divi/divae.
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priests who were priests of the divi as a collective, these individuals may have been

appointed to a different office when a new divus was created and that divi continued

to receive priests as individuals even as the number of divi increased.242

After the death and deification of Severus Alexander, and the collapse of

succession through familial connections, the evidence for flamines of the divi

disappears.243 This could be partly because the evidence for this period is

fragmentary, or that the individuals recording the history of this period do not include

these offices in their discussion. It cannot be argued that the lack of evidence of these

groups after this period means that these groups ceased to exist, since the deification

of many of these individuals is still commemorated on coins. This also does not mean

that the cult of the divi also ceased to exist, but that its function and organization

changed over time.244 These priesthoods were closely linked with the dynastic

structure and when emperors were no longer chosen through their familial

connections but through their military achievements, the way these priesthoods

functioned would have also changed.

242 This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6 with a discussion of priests of individual
divi/divae in the provinces.
243 There is one possible reference to a flamen of the divi after 235. This individual, Galerius Maximus,
is a flamen divorum Claudialis from 235-258 (CIL 10.6566). He was given this office by the princeps
and other than holding the office of quaestor and proconsul of Africa, little else is known of his career
(Rüpke, 2005, 2.1014). Whether this title implies that he is associated with the sodales Augustales
Claudiales or was specifically in charge of the cult of Divus Claudius (and his family) is unclear.
244 Gradel argues unconvincingly that during the reign of Maximinus the cult of the divi was abolished.
(Gradel, 2002, 356-365), however, there is no evidence of active abolition of public cults before the
late 4th century and both emperors and members of their families were still being deified and these
deifications were still commemorated with coin issues. See Bruun, 1954 for a discussion on the
consecration coins of Constantine. Dmitriev, 2004 discusses the continuation of the practice of
deification and the commemoration of the “good” emperors as well as the role of the senate in
deification. He discusses how these practices changed over time and the continued importance of the
cult of the divi in the 3rd century for legtimizing the position of the emperor and the importance of the
divine origin of the imperial power.
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4.2 – The priestly college: the sodales

It has been argued by scholars that the sodales Augustales were also modelled

on a pre-existing priesthood, the sodales Titii.245 This may be another example of

Augustus using traditional organizations and practices and adapting them to his

“restored” religious landscape.246 As was the case with the flamines of the divi, the

successors were also in charge of the membership of the sodales. These two

priesthoods were firmly under the control of the imperial family, which suggests that

they were another means by which the dynastic structure could be constructed and

secured.247 The sodales Augustales consisted of twenty-one senators plus other

members of the imperial family.248 They were responsible for the games in honour of

Augustus and making funerary sacrifices in memory of members of the imperial

family who were not deified.249 As time progressed, other dynasties created their own

sodales: the sodales Flaviales Titiales, the sodales Hadrianales, and the sodales

Antoniniani.250

245 The sodales Titii were, according to Tacitus, established by T. Tatius to oversee rituals of the
Sabines. Tac.Ann.1.54. They are also mentioned in Varro.de Ling.Lat.5.85 as being connected with
augury.
246 Most of the changes and rebuilding of the religious practices in Rome during Augustus’ reign were
concerned with establishing a stronger connection between the “traditional” priesthoods and colleges
and the imperial family (Hoffman Lewis, 1955, 112). This is also discussed more recently in Scheid,
2005.
247 This priesthood works much in the same way as some of the other main priesthoods. For the
importance of the office of pontifex in establishing succession see Hoffman Lewis, 1955, 94-101.
248 For a list of all known individuals associated with the four types of sodales see Rüpke, 2005, vol.1.
Fragments of some of the Fasti associated with these groups (mostly consisting of the names of the
members) can be found in CIL 6.1984-2001. For a discussion of these inscriptions see Di Vita-Evrard,
1993, 471-484.
249 Price, 1987, 78-9. The worst individuals were delighted but the best citizens were scandalized by the
act of Vitellius in erecting altars on the Campus Martius and sacrificing to the shades of Nero. The
victims were killed and burned in the name of the state. The torch was applied to the sacrifices by the
Augustales, a sacred college which Tiberius had dedicated to the Julian gens, as Romulus had
dedicated a college to King Tatius (Tac.Hist.2.95).
250 After the deification of Claudius, there are some examples of sodales Augustales with the addition
of the title Claudialis. One example is Q. Petronius Melior, recorded as sodalis Augustalis Claudialis
in CIL XI. 3367 = ILS 1180.



88

The first four members of the imperial family to be included in this priesthood

were: Tiberius, Drusus, Germanicus, and Claudius.251 Nero became a member in 51

CE. Galba was chosen to become a member in 60 CE because of his military

achievements.252 At some point during the reign of Nero, Nerva was elected into this

group.253 This group also included a number of influential senators and other

members of the aristocracy. The senatus consultum de Cn. Pisone Patre, lines 82-84,

mentions the fact that Cn. Piso was a member of this group.254

The last divus to have sodales voted to him is Severus Alexander. In 236,

Maximinius’ son Maximus was co-opted into the college of the sodales Antoniniani.

There is no later information, and neither the sodales of the divi, or the state flamines,

are ever referred to after this.255 This may demonstrate that this priesthood was tied

closely to the imperial family as a whole and, after the death of Severus Alexander,

when the military achievements of an individual were more important than a ruling

dynasty this priesthood also decreased in importance.

Another college played an instrumental role in overseeing the worship of the

emperor and his family in the city of Rome, the Arval Brethren. This college is

discussed in exceptional detail by Scheid and for this reason, the nature of this college

will not be discussed in detail here.256 This college provides some of the best

evidence for the worship of the divi/divae as well as sacrifices for the living members

of the family. These practices will be discussed in detail below.

251 Tac.Ann.1.54. Suetonius also records Claudius as being a member (Suet.Cl.6.2).
252 As recorded in Suet.Galba.8. Hoffman Lewis, 1955, 133-136 lists the known sodales Augustales
dating to the Julio-Claudian period.
253 CIL 11.5743 = ILS 273.
254 For a complete list of the sodales from the extant evidence see Rüpke, 2005, vol.1.
255 Gradel, 2002, 358-359.
256 Scheid, 1990.
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4.3 – How to worship a divus: sacrifices and festivals

There are two major sources which demonstrate how the divi/divae were

worshipped. The Acta Arvalium describe which types of sacrifices or honours are

given to which individuals at particular moments in time within the city of Rome (the

inscriptions date from between 20 BCE and the mid-third century).257 The Feriale

Duranum, which will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 6, reflects a ritual

calendar from a legion on campaign in the eastern part of the Empire, but may

represent part of a copy of a ritual calendar from the city of Rome.258 This final

section will examine these two documents in order to determine how the divi were

worshiped, what types of sacrifices and festivals they received, and how these

practices changed over time.

The Arval Brethren consisted of twelve men (and after the reign of Augustus,

also included the reigning Emperor) who served for life and were originally

responsible for sacrifices to dea Dia, but during the reign of Augustus, they became

linked to the worship of the imperial family as well. The sacrifices to the divi/divae

and for the living members of the imperial family during the reign of the Julio-

Claudians took place either on the Capitol or at the Temple of Divus Augustus. After

Vitellius, they were moved to the Forum of Augustus. The Forum of Augustus served

as a monument to the memory of noble Romans, the founders of the city, and their

257 For a thorough discussion of the college of the Arvales, the sacrifices and other rituals for which
they were responsible, and the nature of the evidence see Scheid, 1990. It is unclear exactly when the
Arvals ceased to exist. In the 390s CE, the Arval grove was systematically dismantled, which
coincides with Theodosius’ prohibition of pagan sacrifice. There is no consensus on whether the
college died out before then, or continued in a modified form after this (Beard, 1985, 120). For a
complete list of these inscriptions with French translation and commentary, see Scheid, 1998.
258 It has been argued that sections from the ritual calendar in Rome may have been copied and sent out
with the legions when they went on campaign (see n.57; Beard et al., 1998, vol.1, 251). For a thorough
discussion of this document with text and commentary see Fink et al., 1940; Helgeland, 1978. Nock
also discusses this calendar within the context of official policy and its role in determining Roman
religious practices within the army (Nock, 1952). For a discussion of religion in the Roman Army in
general and its role in Romanization see Haynes, 1993.
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divine ancestry. By having sacrifices to the divi/divae and for the imperial family

occurring here, the ruling family was connected to the foundation and continued

security of Rome (regardless of whether they could trace their ancestry back to

Augustus and to Mars).

The Arval Brethren were mostly responsible for sacrifices made to

commemorate particular events which involved the emperor and his immediate

family. The most common commemorations were for birthdays, for receiving certain

offices or titles, for military victories, or for the health of the imperial family.259 The

sacrifices made on the anniversary of a member of the imperial family’s birthday and

on the accession (or anniversary of accession) ceased during the second century CE.

Beard convincingly argues that this demonstrates that these sacrifices were no longer

performed by this college since other elements of the rituals associated with the

imperial house were still recorded.260 This reflects the overall shift in focus from

individual members of the imperial family to the family as a whole.

In most cases, sacrifices were not made directly to particular divi. Instead,

they were made in commemoration of birthdays, accession, military achievements,

and the health of particular living members of the imperial family, some of whom

were then later deified and had sacrifices made to them. The sacrifices were most

commonly to Jupiter Optimus Maximus (the sacrifice of a bull) and to Juno Regina

(the sacrifice of a cow). However, these sacrifices did stress the importance of the

imperial family as a whole and made reference to which individuals were known by

the title of divus or diva at a particular moment in time.

259 A summary of these sacrifices can be found in Scheid, 1990. 390-426.
260 This only demonstrates that this particular college was no longer sacrificing on these particular
occasions. The Feriale Duranum still records sacrifices of this type being made in the third century
CE. For a thorough discussion on this change in practice, see Beard, 1985, 134-135.
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This series of inscriptions demonstrates the importance of the imperial family

and their incorporation into the religious landscape of the Roman Empire. The rituals

and sacrifices associated with this family were not consistent but changed over time.

As more individuals were deified, the rituals associated with the commemoration of

the imperial family became more focused on the family as a whole, especially within

the city of Rome. Little can be said concerning the nature of the ritual practices after

the death of Severus Alexander and the decline of the imperial family as few sources

survive from this period (and the ones that do survive shed little light on the nature of

these rituals). The collective nature of the worship leading up to this period suggests

that during this later period the divi would have continued to be worshipped as a

collective, regardless of their familial ties.

5. CONCLUSION

The establishment and development of the worship of the divi/divae was a

complex and evolving process. Once established, it did not remain constant, but was

adapted and modified as the political, social, and religious landscapes within the city

of Rome changed. In the earliest period of this practice’s development, individual

divi received temples, priesthoods, and sacrifices. As the number of deified

individuals increased, the number of divi referred to as individuals decreased and

instead these individuals were referred to more commonly as a collective. This was

partly achieved through the inclusion of a number of divi in one temple and also

through priests being responsible for a number of divi (or the divi as a collective).

The act of consecratio and the symbols associated with the divi became only

slightly more standardized over time. Imperial funerals mostly followed the model set

up with the funerals of Julius Caesar and Augustus with minor variations. Specific

symbols were used to refer to deified individuals both during the funeral, and
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commemorations after the fact. Some symbols (like the use of the comet to symbolize

the apotheosis of an individual) fell out of use as symbols like the eagle and the pyre

became more prominent. These minor changes created a more standard way of

representing the act of consecratio and show how these practices fitted within the

overall political, social, and religious system in Rome.

These changes were in part due to the evolving system, and in part because of

how the position of the imperial family changed over time. Familial connections were

a key feature of the power structure and a way to legitimize the position of the

emperor. The focus on the imperial family also managed the shift from the worship

of the individual to the worship of the divine imperial family as a whole (regardless of

blood ties). The whole community in Rome became involved in the commemoration

of members of the family and the imperial family came to unite the population

through the public funerals, festivals, and sacrifices.

There was no definitive list of which individuals were recognized as divi. The

specific divi referred to at particular moments in time varied depending on the

medium in which they were mentioned and the political, social and religious

landscape at that time. In the cases of many of the women and other family members

who were deified, it was the act of consecratio itself that was important, not the long

term practice of their cult. The divine funeral was a way in which the entire Roman

community could be involved in the commemoration of a member of the imperial

family.

The evolution of the divi in Rome might (for the current discussion) be divided

into four sections. First, there was the Julio-Claudian experiment, which established

the way in which an individual could receive divine honours (the divine funeral) and

the ways in which these honours were depicted and what they entailed (symbols and
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rituals). It was during this formative period when a number of imperial family

members received near-divine honours, the worship of which continued well after a

number of officially deified individuals. Another key feature of this period was the

focus on the divine imperial family. The ability to call oneself divi filius both

strengthened the position of the successor and legitimized his role as emperor.

The Antonine experiment expanded on the earlier stage as the symbols of

apotheosis and the divine funeral became more standardized. It is during this stage

that the importance of the female divae increased. These women, almost all of whom

were not directly important in the dynasty from the point of view of creating heirs

(since most of the Antonine emperors were not directly related but adopted into the

family), were crucial in holding together the family as a whole. It is during this

period that the title of divae filia was first used. These women were also so crucial to

discussions of the imperial family that they, unlike many of the deified members of

the imperial family from the earlier period, continued to be remembered as individuals

well into the 3rd century CE.

The Severan dynasty ushers in another shift since, in his attempt to legitimize

his own position he deified his “brother” Commodus, then claimed divine ancestry

through the Antonine family. In this case, it was not the strength of his own family

but his connection with the previous ruling family that was important. No family

members were deified during this period, besides the women responsible for securing

succession. However, in both cases (Julia Domna and Julia Maesa) neither was

remembered as an individual diva following the official deification.

After the death of Severus Alexander, the dynastic structure disintegrated as

Emperors were chosen because of their military achievements rather than their family.

This signalled a change in the position of the divine imperial family within the city of
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Rome and the worship of the imperial family as a whole. But there is little evidence

dating to this period so exact nature of the worship of the imperial family. None of

these individuals received their own temples or priests. Instead, they were included

within the temples of the existing divi creating a collection of gods whose worship

was not restricted by familial ties but instead by their connection with the office of

emperor.
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PART 2: THREE CASE STUDIES

Having examined how the worship of the divi/divae was established in Rome,

the symbols associated with deification and the individuals who received this honour,

this second part will examine how this practice spread throughout the Empire. It will

examine three groups of provinces in the Latin West: the Gauls, the Spains, and the

provinces of Africa. These three groups of provinces were chosen for a number of

reasons. First, a great deal of work has been done on the archaeology of these areas.

There is also some foundational secondary literature on the Imperial cult261 which

allows for these case studies to be put into context of the current discussions of these

areas and our understanding of the empire as a whole. Second, these provinces have

some of the best epigraphical evidence, much of which can be dated, allowing for a

chronological study of the different priestly titles. A greater quantity of evidence also

survives from these areas (in contrast to surviving epigraphical evidence from Britain,

Germany, the frontier provinces, and the Mediterranean islands) facilitating this kind

of study.

The main source of evidence for the spread of cult practices in the Latin West

comes from epigraphy, mainly commemorative inscriptions set up to priests

responsible for overseeing the worship of the divi/divae and dedications to the

divi/divae themselves. These case studies will be concerned primarily with examining

the priestly titles both at the provincial and civic levels262 in order to determine

261 For Spain (Étienne, 1958 and Alföldy, 1973 for a discussion on provincial priests); Gaul (Derks,
1998 and Van Andringa, 2002). No comprehensive book has been written about the Imperial cult in
Africa but a number of articles by Rives, Smadja, and others have broadened our understanding of cult
practices in this area (Rives, 2001; Smadja, 2005b). Bassignano, 1974 discusses and lists the
provincial priests found in North Africa.
262 These priests were elected by either the local or the provincial assembly depending on whether they
were civic or provincial priests. For some examples see Hemelrijk, 2006a, 187 n.29. For a discussion
on the connection between the provincial assembly and the provincial flamen see Deininger, 1965. The
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whether the worship of the divi/divae in the provinces of the Roman empire became

more uniform over time, what prompted change in cult pratice and how this change

was managed, and what factors influenced the choices made by individual

communities concerning the worship of the divi/divae. It will be supplemented with

brief discussions of the temples and altars associated with the provincial and civic cult

centres where applicable and where the dedicatory inscription survives. In order to

determine the role of Rome (and other factors) leading to the establishment of these

cults, the status of the community will be discussed along with the role of the coloniae

within these provinces.263

Before turning to these provinces, it is worth briefly discussing the nature of

priests in the provinces. Most of what is known about priests, their roles and how

they were appointed comes from Republican sources, although there are several

inscriptions (which are fragmentary to varying degrees) which shed some light on the

nature of Imperial priesthoods and these will be discussed further below.264

It has been argued by some scholars that the priests responsible for overseeing

the provincial cult were modelled on the flamen Dialis at Rome.265 However, one

should not push this connection too far. Hemelrijk states that one of the major

problems associated with the study of priestesses of the imperial cult is the connection

drawn by modern scholars to the Republican flaminica Dialis of Rome. This has led

election of civic priests is slightly more problematic in that their election is not as clearly described in
the ancient sources.
263 Beard et al., 1998, 1:353 discuss the importance of status for how communities established cult
practices. However, their discussion focuses on communities in the East and tends to assume that the
features and issues can then be applied to the West.
264 For a summary and discussion of some of the Republican sources and the nature of priests (how
they were appointed, changing legislation, types, and the politics of being a priest) see Beard et al.,
1998, vol 1.135-140 and Beard, 1990. For an excellent summary of the duties of the different
priesthoods in Rome during the Republic and how they change over time (until the death of CAEsar)
see Szemler, 1972.
265 The flamen Dialis has also been interpreted to be the model for the priests of the imperial family in
Rome. See Chapter 1 for discussion and references. The use of the flamen Dialis as a model for the
priests of the imperial family in Rome is mentioned in Cass.Dio.44.6.4 and in Weinstock, 1971, 306.

The use of the flamen Dialis as model for provincial cult was originally noted by Mommsen, T. 1887-
8. Römisches Staatsrecht III.2. vii. n.1, but also is discussed in Fishwick, 1978, 1207.
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to a misunderstanding of the nature of this priesthood and the status of those who held

it.266 This argument should also be extended to discussions of the male flamines of

the imperial cult that use the flamen Dialis as a model (and as a way to fill in some of

the gaps in the epigraphical record, as is the case with the Lex de Flamonio

Provinciae Narbonensis discussed below).

The most helpful ancient evidence on the nature of the provincial priesthood is

the Lex de Flamonio Provinciae Narbonensis.267 It has been argued that this

inscription is part of the establishment of the provincial cult of the imperial family in

the province of Narbonensis by the Emperor Vespasian.268 Only thirty fragmentary

lines survive. In an attempt to reconstruct the inscription, Williamson has relied

heavily on a number of literary sources which refer not to the provincial flamines but

to the republican priesthood of the flamen Dialis.269 This assumes that these

priesthoods functioned in exactly the same way as the flamen Dialis and carried with

it the same restrictions, many of which were focused specifically on the city of Rome.

This inscription is extremely important in that it provides the only discussion of some

of the features of these provincial priests. However, the modern reconstructions of

this text must be used with caution.

The portions of five clauses of this inscription survive. The first, lines 1-8, is

concerned with the honours and privileges of the flamen during his year in office.

266 Hemelrijk, 2006a, 181. She extends this argument further in her 2005 article (Hemelrijk, 2005, 146-
147) but never expands it to discuss the problems of associating the Imperial flamines responsible for
the worship of the imperial family with the Republican flamen Dialis.
267 It was found in the late 19th century is an area assumed to be the provincial sanctuary (which
included baths, an amphitheatre and a monumentally decorated enclosure. (Williamson, 1987, 175-
176). However, no traces of a temple have been found.
268 Williamson, 1987, 174. This article also contains the Latin text, an English translation, and
commentary. It corrects the Latin text found in CIL 12.6038 (which was originally based on a
photograph of the bronze tablet and not the tablet itself) and some earlier reconstructions (see pages
173-178 for a thorough discussion of the scholarship associated with this inscription and bibliography).
269 She used the passage discussing the flamen Dialis and his wife (Aul.Gel.NA. 10.15) and a number of
other ancient sources which discuss the swearing of oaths (Livy 31.50.7; Festus 92 L; Plut. QR. 275 C-
D), all of which are problematic when taken out of the original context.
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The second, lines 9-16, refers to the honours and privileges given to ex-flamen. The

third, lines 17-21, refers to a replacement for the regular flamen. The fourth, lines 22-

24, discusses the meeting place for the provincial assembly, and the fifth, lines 25-30,

is concerned with public money and the flamen’s accountability. The fact that there is

little other surviving evidence for the nature of the provincial cult thus increases the

importance of this inscription. However, other than a brief summary of what it

contains, very little else can be discussed since any attempt at a reconstruction is

highly problematic.

Little is known about the civic priests. These were community specific and

tended to have an increased variation in titles. Rives argues that these localized cults

were not required to obtain imperial permission (suggesting that provincial cult did,

which may or may not have been the case, as will be discussed in more detail in the

following three chapters) but that these individuals would have also gained prestige,

and if the community did receive official endorsement, this would increase the

prestige of the community as well.270

The lex Ursonensis gives insight into how civic cults were established in a

particular community,271 although it does not specifically discuss the priesthoods

associated with the worship of the imperial family.272 Chapter 64 determines how the

dates of religious festivals and sacrifices should be agreed upon:273

270 Rives, 2006, 131
271 For text, translation and some commentary see Crawford (ed.), 1996, 393-454. The importance of
this inscription with respect to religion and the organization of the community see Rüpke, 2006b and
Rüpke, 2006a. For a discussion of this inscription and how it relates to understanding priesthoods in
the provinces see Ando, 2007.
272 This is most likely because the law was originally Caesarian in date even if the copy which survives
is Flavian.
273 Sections 64-72 are concerned with regulations on the definition and financing of cult, the priests
(pontifices and augures), payments for ritual ingredients, the organization and financing of games, and
the administration of money given to temples (Rüpke, 2006b, 22).
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Whoever shall be IIviri after the foundation of the colony, they, within
the ten days next after that on which they shall have begun to hold that
magistry, are to raise with the decuriones, when not less than two-
thirds shall be present, which and how many days it may be agreed
shall be festivals and which sacrifices shall be publicly performed and
who shall perform those sacrifices. And whatever of those matters a
majority of the decurions who shall then be present shall have decreed
or decided, that is to be legal and binding, and there are to be those
sacrifices and those festival days in that colony.274

Although this passage does not specifically refer to the worship of the imperial

family, one can assume that the sacrifices and festivals for these deities would be

organized and planned in a similar way. The local public calendar was fixed by the

local authorities, year by year, and could be modified.275 Religion was a crucial part

of the organization of the community and was constantly changing as new gods were

adopted and rituals for the birthdays of imperial family members were added. This

means that this charter allows for both local initiative and change over time.276

According to Rüpke, festivals, time and space, the choice of gods, priesthoods, and

rituals could be the parameters to define the “Romanness” of the colony.277

The titles given to both the provincial and civic priests were flamen and

sacerdos with these titles being found at both the provincial and civic levels.278 A

number of theories have been used to account for this difference. Hemelrijk discusses

these fully and so they will only be summarized here.279 They include: a

chronological development from sacerdos to flamen or vice versa; the titles being

dependent upon different degrees of “Romanization”; the types of buildings

274 This translation is from Lex Coloniae Genetivae Iulia found in Crawford (ed.), 1996, 393-454.
275 Scheid, 1999, 390. For the interaction between priests and magistrates see Scheid, 1984 and Jarrett,
1971.
276 Ando, 2007, 436. For a discussion of how this occurred in general practice see Gordon, 1990c.
277 Rüpke, 2006a, 38.
278 i.e. the titles of both flamen and sacerdos are used by provincial priests. In provinces where
sacerdos is used for the provincial title, flamen is used as the civic title and vice versa. Gordon states
that titles tell something about the history of the community in which they are found as well as the
connection between the princeps and the people of the Empire, who forged these connections in order
to secure their own social and political status (Gordon, 1990b, 201).
279 See Hemelrijk, 2006a, 182 for a full summary of the different theories.
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associated with the provincial cult centre (sacerdos for an altar, flamen for a temple);

and the difference reflecting the cult of the living ruler (sacerdos) and the cult of the

divi (flamen).280 The variations in these titles and the uses of sacerdos and flamen

will be examined in detail in the following case studies.

280 This theory is based on the distinction between flamen and sacerdos during the Republic in Rome (a
flamen served official state cult, whereas a sacerdos served cults of non-Roman origin). See Fishwick,
1978, 1207; Beard, 1990, 43-47; and Beard et al., 1998, 1: 356.
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CHAPTER 2: THE GAULS

The provinces of Gaul were incorporated into the Roman Empire through

direct intervention of members of the imperial family. Julius Caesar, Agrippa,

Augustus, Drusus, and Germanicus were all crucial to the organization of the

provinces, both through military acts, urbanization, political reorganization and

through the census.281 There were a number of connections between the Gallic

communities, their inhabitants, and the imperial house.282 The connections were

established by Caesar during his time in the province and were then expanded and

further strengthened by Augustus.

These connections were manifested in a number of ways. Many colonies

established by Caesar and Augustus had Iulia or Augusta in their titles. A number of

monuments to members of the imperial family can be found throughout the provinces:

commemorations to Gaius and Lucius Caesar in Glanum, Trier and Reims; a

monument to Tiberius at the Pilier des Nautes in Paris; a temple of Livia and

Augustus in Vienne; and a commemoration of Agrippina the Elder in Avenches.283

These connections to the imperial family played a crucial role in the establishment

and development of the worship of the emperor and his family. This case study will

examine how and when this practice was established, how it spread throughout the

provinces of Gaul, and how it changed over time.

Many scholars have argued that coloniae were important for the

“Romanization” of the Gauls and the spread of Roman religious practices. Beard,

281 Census in 27 BCE by Augustus, 12 BCE by Drusus, and 14-16 CE by Germanicus. For general
information concerning urbanization and rural settlement see Wightman, 1975, 584-657.
282 Drinkwater, 1983. This is not exclusive to this group of provinces and the involvement of the
imperial family in this area is largely due to the fact that it is on the frontier. This theme will be
important throughout the three case studies found in this chapter. For more recent studies on religion
and the imperial family in these provinces see Van Andringa, 1999 and Derks, 1998.
283 Woolf, 1998, 121.
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North, and Price argue that coloniae in some cases may have received specific

instructions from Rome and tended to follow Rome’s lead even when they did not

receive direct instructions.284 For example, the flamines divi Iulii can only be found in

communities with the status of coloniae, suggesting that these communities were

responding to some official instruction from Rome. How this information made its

way to the more remote coloniae is unclear and suggests that the army, governor and

his staff may have also had some role in the establishment of religious practices. Yet,

this is also problematic as it assumes there was some overarching sense of what

Roman religious practices should look like, which may or may not have been the case.

Coloniae and municipia were expected to organize their public cults and priesthoods

on Roman lines, but peregrine communities seem to have been allowed more latitude,

at least to judge from the diversity of religious titulature.285 If these assumptions are

correct, there should be distinct differences in how communities of differing statuses

adopt the practice of emperor worship. This chapter will examine the role of the

coloniae in the establishment and development of the worship of the imperial family

in the Gallic provinces in order to shed light on the general question of how the

practice of the worship of the imperial family was established in these provinces.286

Was the practice imposed by Rome on the coloniae or did the initiative come from the

communities themselves? How did it spread and was it adopted by communities in

different ways depending on their legal status? How did these practices change over

284 Beard et al., 1998, vol 1. 328-334. This conclusion has been questioned in Ando, 2007, 432.
285 Woolf, 1998, 215.
286 This type of discussion is not simple when directed at the provinces of Gaul (although the question
of community status is not simple in other provinces either). This complexity is discussed in detail in
Drinkwater, 1979. First, how large and widely distributed were these coloniae and what effect did
they have on the surrounding communities? Second, there were two types of coloniae in this province.
Do these communities function in the same way and what were their roles in the organization of the
province? According to Ebel, “the Roman colonies, by sheer physical transfer, made the province
more Roman, but in addition they provided ready examples of how the ruling class lived and worked,
living illustrations of the advantages of being Roman. The Latin colonies, on the other hand, worked
directly on converting the Gallic population to Roman ways. The Latin colonies provided the
mechanism for becoming Roman” (Ebel, 1988, 589).
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time: did they become more or less uniform? Did communities begin to follow

similar patterns or were communities able to worship the imperial family in any way

they chose?

1. PROVINCIAL PRIESTS

1.1 – Tres Galliae

Before discussing the priestly titles, it is important to briefly discuss the sacred

space for which they were responsible. The provincial cult for the worship of Roma

and Augustus for the provinces of Tres Galliae was originally focused on an altar,

which was the first manifestation of the worship of the imperial family found in the

Western provinces. It was dedicated 12 BCE287 by Drusus and was located outside

the territory of the colonia, approximately a kilometre from the community at the

confluence of the Arar and Rhodanus rivers.

to/ te i9ero\n to\ a0nadeixqe\n u9po\ pa/ntwn koinh=| tw=n Galatw=n
Kai/sari tw=| Sebastw|= pro\ tau/thv i#drutai th=v po/lewv e0pi th=|
sumboli tw=n potamw=n e1sti de\ bwmo\v a0cio/logov e0pigrafh\n
e1xwn tw=n e0qnw=n e9ch/konto to\n a0riqmo\n kai\ ei0ko/nev tou/twn
e0ka/stou mi/a, kai\ a1lsov me/gav.

Again, the sacred space288 that was dedicated to Caesar Augustus by all
the Galatae in common is situated in front of this city at the junction of
the rivers. And in it is a note-worthy altar, bearing an inscription of the

287 Suetonius dates this event to 10 BCE (Suet.Cl.2.1: Claudius natus est Iullo Antonio Fabio Africano
conss. Kal. Aug. Lugduni eo ipso die quo primum ara ab Augusto dedicata est. Claudius was born at
Lugdunum on the Kalends of August in the consulship of Iullus Antonius and Fabius Africanus, the
very day when an altar was first dedicated to Augustus in that town). The modern consensus, having
examined all the evidence, is that it actually occurred in 12 BCE. For a complete discussion on the
issues with dating this altar and a summary of modern arguments see Fishwick, 1996. Suetonius is
stressing the day that Claudius was born not the year (i.e. the anniversary). The account in
Livy.per.139 is dated to 12 BCE, and refers to the altar as ara dei Caesaris (this source will be
discussed further below).
288 The Loeb translation of i9eron (as temple) here is problematic since at the time of writing there was
no temple here.
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names of the tribes, sixty in number; and also images from these tribes,
one from each tribe, and also another large sacred precinct.289

This altar was set up in the year following Augustus’ reorganization of the Tres

Galliae. Drusus had just been put in charge of these provinces as legate of Augustus

and the establishment of this cult may have had some connection with the presence of

a member of the imperial family in the area.

tw=n te ga\r Suga/mbrwn kai\ tw=n summa/xwn au0tw=n dia/ te th\n
tou= Au0gou/stou a0pousi/an kai\ dia\ to\ tou\v Gala/tav mh\
e0qelodoulei=n polemwqe/ntwn sfi/si, to/ te u9ph/koon prokate/labe,
tou\v prw/touv au0tou=, profa/sei th=v e9orth=v h4n kai\ nu=n peri\ to\n
tou= Au0gou/stou bwmo\n e0n Lougdou/nw| telou=si, metapemya/menov.

The Sugambri and their allies had resorted to war, owing to the
absence of Augustus and the fact that the Gauls were restive under
their slavery, and Drusus therefore seized the subject territory ahead of
them, sending for the foremost men in it on the pretext of the festival
which they celebrate even now around the altar of Augustus at
Lugdunum.290

In this passage, Cassius Dio describes Drusus’ role in the process of pacifying an area

previously conquered. The role of Drusus, and the Roman initiative for the

establishment of this cult, is clearly demonstrated in this passage. However, the Gauls

were also instrumental in its establishment as well, through their voluntary or

spontaneous proposal for the establishment of a provincial cult. Drusus was able to

calm the revolt through this process by promoting the priesthood as a means by which

locals could hold a prestigious office and be involved in the governing of the province

(the concilium).291 This demonstrates one use of religious practices in the peripheral

areas. Drusus used a religious festival as a way to subdue a group of people and

according to Cassius Dio, this festival was still celebrated during his own time. This

289 Strabo. 4.3.2. The Loeb translation of a1lsov as altar is also problematic, as a1lsov is either a sacred
grove or sacred precinct (either with trees or not).
290 Cass.Dio.54.32.1. A similar account is found in Livy.per.139 which is discussed in the section on
priests below as it contains the name of the first provincial priest.
291 See Fishwick, 1996, 96 and notes.
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altar also served to draw together different communities within this geographic area.

The passage from Strabo referred to above mentions delegates from at least 60

communities assembling here.

Little is known about the form and dimensions of the altar itself. It has been

argued, predominantly by Fishwick, that this altar was modelled on the Ara Pacis in

Rome, which was dedicated in the previous year.292 12 BCE was an important year

for Augustus as it was the year he became Pontifex Maximus, and so it appears

plausible that the aspects of Augustus’ ideological agenda would have also made their

way into the construction of this altar as well, especially since Drusus was the key

figure behind its dedication. Fishwick also attempts to draw parallels between it and

the Temple of Fortuna Primigenia at Praeneste.293 However, what is known about this

altar comes from modern assumptions and from interpretations of the numismatic

evidence.294 An altar with the dedication Rom et Aug flanked by winged Victories is

represented on coins dating from the reigns of both Augustus and Tiberius.295

The cult was focused originally on this altar but the focus was shifted later to a

temple and this shift is recorded in the priestly titles found in this area.296 The general

pattern in these titles is that the altar was built first, then at some point a temple was

built, with the priestly titles referring to this temple only temporarily to the end of the

2nd century CE when both the altar and temple are found.297 However, there are some

slight variations to this pattern which will be discussed further below. This shows the

increased importance of the temple during the period of its construction and

immediately following its completion but also that the altar was not replaced by the

292 Fishwick, 1996, 92.
293 Fishwick, 2004, 108-111.
294 Possible reconstructions can be found in Turcan, 1982, 612-613; 620-621.
295 This altar and analysis of the numismatic evidence can be found in Fishwick, 1987a, 102-130.
Some coins are found on plates XI-XVII.
296 A table of the provincial priests from Tres Galliae can be found in Appendix 1. Table 11.
297 Fishwick, 2002a, 199. This is discussed in greater detail below.
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temple as it was still mentioned in the priestly titles of the later period. It has been

argued from this evidence that this temple was built in the Antonine period but there

is no direct evidence for the date of the temple and its physical features do not

survive.298

The second largest body of existing evidence of provincial priests in the West

comes from Tres Galliae with a total of 46 attestations summarized in Appendix 1,

Table 11 (Hispania Citerior is first). The evidence for these titles is primarily set up

by private dedicators and many are funerary inscriptions. This makes them a good

guide to how individuals and their families viewed the priesthood and demonstrates

that, at least in private commemoration, there does not seem to be an official title.

This evidence dates primarily from about the time of Hadrian and continues until 220

CE, which is significantly later than most other areas in the West. Priests in these

provinces were more commonly honoured with their whole family instead of

individually.299 This type of monument appears only in the provincial complex at the

Confluence and, as argued by Fishwick, was a borrowed practice from the Greek

world.300

The provincial priesthood was the highest office one could achieve.301 In the

cases for which the previous offices are known for a given individual from the

epigraphical evidence, the provincial priesthood was held after a distinguished civic

career.302 The provincial cult was closely associated with the provincial council and it

298
Fishwick, 2002a, 182. CIL 13.1664: Ro[mae et Augusto] (It has been argued that this is the

dedicatory inscription which matches the inscription depicted on the numismatic evidence for this altar
although it is extremely fragmentary).
299 Fishwick, 2002b, 20.
300 Fishwick, 2002b, 25. Also see Richard, 1999, 383-391.
301 Drinkwater, 1979 mentions that the civic priesthood is the highest office an individual could hold
but he is referring specifically to the offices held at the civic level. Many (but not all) of the civic
priests achieved other offices at the provincial level.
302 Fishwick, 2002b, 41. For complete discussion of provincial priests in Tres Galliae see 17-71. Also
see Van Andringa, 1999 and Drinkwater, 1979. Two examples of this are CIL 13.11174 and CIL
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was here that these individuals could compete and achieve higher levels of prestige

than was available on the civic level.303

The provincial title for these priests was sacerdos and tended to be linked not

with specific deified individuals but with the location of the provincial cult centre: the

altar at the confluence of the Arar and Rhodanus rivers. The earliest reference to a

provincial priest in this area comes from the epitome of Livy.

Civitates Germaniae cis Rhenum et trans Rhenum positae oppugnantur
a Druso, et tumultus, qui ob censum exortus in Gallia erat, conponitur.
ar(a) d(e)i Caesaris ad confluentum Araris et Rhodani dedicate,
sacerdote creato C. Julio Vercondaridubno aeduo

The states of Germany situated on the near and farther sides of the
Rhine were attacked by Drusus, and the uprising that arose in Gaul
over the census was settled. An altar of the divine Caesar was
dedicated at the confluence of the Arar and the Rhone, Gaius Julius
Vercondaridubnus, an aeduan, being appointed the priest.304

Here, the priest is referred to only as sacerdos with no other qualifying titles. The

other two priests dating from the Julio-Claudian period have the title sacerdos Romae

et Augusti. One, C. Iulius Rufus, is mentioned in two inscriptions. One was found at

the Confluence, the other in Mediolanum Santonum.305 The inscription from

Mediolanum bears the title sacerdos Romae et Augusti ad aram quae est ad

confluentem which is almost identical to another individual also honoured at

Mediolanum, although his title is sacerdos Romae et Augusti ad aram ad

confluentem.306 These examples demonstrate that the provincial priesthood in Tres

Galliae was tied, in most cases, directly to the altar at the Confluence (the sacred

13.1710 (both dating from the Severan period) which record a full civic career before the anonymous
individual entered the provincial priesthood (see Fishwick, 1973, 631).
303 Woolf, 1998, 217.
304 Livy.per.139. According to the priestly titles, the altar was in fact dedicated to Roma and Augustus.
There is no other surviving evidence to suggest that Livy is correct in stating that the dedication was to
Divus Augustus (or Deus Caesar). Both these possibilities are unlikely since the altar was dedicated
before Augustus was officially deified.
305 Confluence: ILTG 217. Mediolanum: CIL 13.1036. Both are dated to before 18/19 CE.
306 CIL 13.1042-5. Dated to the reign of Tiberius.
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space) rather than to the divi (the sacred individuals for whose cult the priests were

responsible).

The changes in this area, i.e. the building of a temple at this location, can be

traced through the shift in titles. The temple was built sometime during or after the

reign of Hadrian and before the Severan period. During this period priests were either

referred to as sacerdos ad templum or as sacerdos ad aram apud templum.307 The

inscriptions referring to the latter tend to date from 198 – 210 CE although some are

dated to the period directly following Septimius Severus’ death. There are also some

inscriptions which refer only to the altar during this later period, demonstrating the

continued importance of the original provincial altar.

The other type of title used in this collection of provinces is sacerdos

arensis.308 In these inscriptions, all dating from sometime between the reigns of

Vespasian and Hadrian, the distinctions of the altar and of Roma and Augustus are

omitted. Instead, these priests are known only for the geographical region (the area

around the Arar river) where the provincial cult was located.

Another helpful feature of the surviving evidence of the provincial cult from

Tres Galliae is that many inscriptions survive from the Severan period and later (this

is rare elsewhere).309 These late inscriptions are helpful when attempting to determine

how cult practices developed and changed over time. For that reason, a number of

these inscriptions will be examined in detail.310

307 Some examples of titles refering to just the temple are: CIL 13.1691, CIL 13.1049, CIL 13.1706 and
date sometime between the reigns of Hadrian and Septimius Severus. Some examples of the use of
both the altar and the temple are: CIL 13.1702, CIL 13.1712, CIL 13.1714. These insciptions tend to
date from 198-210 CE.
308 Some examples are AE 1973, 343 and CIL 13.939 = ILS 4638.
309 Fishwick, 1973, 627.
310 For a more thorough discussion see Fishwick, 1973.
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An inscription dating sometime after 180 CE refers to an individual who held

both the provincial and civic priesthoods at Lugdunum.311 His provincial title is

sacerdos ad aram Caes. n…… This title demonstrates the continued importance of the

altar in the provincial cult as well as the shift from ara Romae et Augusti to ara

Caesaris. Fishwick argues that the full title does not survive and should be restored

(using another inscription dating to this period, CIL 13.1702) as sacerdos ad aram

Caes.n.apud templum Romae et Aug.312

Many of the titles of these later priests refer to the altar as an altar of the

Caesars and the temple of Roma and the Augusti (not just Roma and Augustus).313

Fishwick argues that these Caesars refer to the living emperors and attempts to date

these inscriptions by using this assumption.314 However, could the use of the plural

be in fact not restricted to the living emperors but incorporate all the emperors who

received cult at this location (past and present). It appears the provincial cult at

Lugdunum went through several stages. First, an altar to Roma and Augustus was

erected by Drusus during Augustus’ lifetime. This altar was known by that name,

based on priestly titles up until the time of Vespasian after which the altar was

referred to as just the altar of Augustus or the qualifying title of the altar was left out

completely from the priestly titles (during the period of Vespasian to Hadrian the

priests were called sacerdos arensis). Sometime between the reign of Hadrian and

Septimius Severus a temple was built on this site and, according to the priestly titles,

was referred to as the temple of Roma and the Augusti. During this time, the altar is

no longer mentioned in the titles, but shortly after, is mentioned again with the title

altar of the Caesars. This title may be a way of uniting all those individuals, both

311 CIL 13.1684a = ILS 1441.
312 Fishwick, 1973, 628-629.
313 Some examples are CIL 13.11174 and CIL 12.1702 = ILS 7016.
314 He also argues that the temple of Roma and the Augusti also refers to the living emperors (Fishwick,
1973, 632-633).
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living and dead, who were worshipped at this location and may also reflect a newly

constructed altar although other evidence for this event does not exist. In any case,

the provincial cult at Lugdunum was not stagnant but underwent multiple, and in

some cases drastic, changes to the organization not only of the priests and their titles

but also of the sacred space located at the confluence of the Arar and Rhodanus rivers.

1.2 – Narbonensis

Evidence for a provincial cult centre in the province of Narbonensis is more

problematic that that for the Tres Galliae. It has been assumed by modern scholars

that the community of Narbo Martius hosted the provincial cult as it was the capital of

this province and the residence of the provincial governor. However, neither the

existing literary nor numismatic sources provide any evidence supporting this

assumption.315 Evidence of the location of the provincial cult is restricted to the

inscriptions referring to eight provincial priests and one priestess found here. Their

titles are almost exclusively flamen provinciae narbonensis.316 A temple is mentioned

briefly in the surviving fragments of the Lex de Flamonio Provinciae Narbonensis.317

In any case, modern discussions of this temple are based almost entirely on

comparisons with other provincial cult centres and this is problematic when

attempting to determine how cults functioned in particular communities and whether

there was any variation in how cults were adopted.

The provincial cults found in Tres Galliae and Narbonensis have considerable

differences from each other. The cult establishment at Lugdunum was the earliest in

315 Fishwick, 2004, 129-133 discusses this settlement and the modern assumptions.
316 See Appendix 1, Table 12. Although some of these priests are called sacerdos templi Divi Augusti.
The two inscriptions which mention this temple are CIL 12.392 (very fragmentary) and 12.4393 = ILS
7259. For a discussion of this temple and its sources see Hänlein-Schäfer, 1985, 239-241.
317 CIL 12.6038 = ILS 6964. Z13: intra fines eius templi statuae p / onendae ius esto. Z28: intra idem
t[emplum dedicato ] . Z 30: [----] temp[---].
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the West. It was established during Augustus’ lifetime and was centred on an altar. A

temple was built sometime between the reigns of Hadrian and Septimius Severus.

The altar, however, did not decrease in importance after the temple was built and was

still mentioned in the priestly titles. The evidence for this provincial centre reflects a

change in time which demonstrates that cult did not remain stagnant once it was

established but instead evolved as the resources and needs of these communities also

shifted.

Less is known about the cult at Narbo. No physical evidence survives and

what is known about this centre is based entirely on references in inscriptions. There

is brief mention of a temple in the Lex Flamonio Provinciae Narbonensis and in two

inscriptions.318 These inscriptions do not shed any light on when this temple was

constructed and what it looked like, only that it existed. The reference made to it in

Lex de Flamonio Provinciae Narbonensis demonstrates that it was constructed before

the end of the Flavian period, and Hänlein-Schäfer dates the temple construction to

the reign of Vespasian.319

Most of the evidence for the provincial cults comes from the titles of the

priests. In Narbonensis, only nine attestations survive (see Appendix 1, Table 12) and

the title is almost exclusively flamen provinciae narbonensis which is a completely

different type of title from those found in Tres Galliae. Because this title does not

change over time, little can be said about the development of the cult in Narbonensis.

The cult in Tres Galliae is slightly different. Due to the lack of physical evidence

from the site where the altar and temple were located, scholars rely almost entirely on

the shift in priestly titles to determine when the temple was built, the role of the new

temple in cult practices, and the interaction between the altar and temple in the later

318 CIL 12.6038; 12.392; 12.4393 = ILS 7259. CIL 12.392: ....praefect]O ALAE LONGI / niae
sacerdoti ] TEMPLI DIVI / aug. quod est narb]ONE.
319 Hänlein-Schäfer, 1985, 239.
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practices. It appears that this cult went through a series of different stages: the altar

of Rome and Augustus, priestly titles referring not to the altar itself but to its location,

a temple of Rome and the Augusti, and the addition of an altar of the Caesars. The

practice of emperor worship once established did not remain unchanged but evolved

as more individuals were deified and the practice of emperor worship became more

unified throughout the empire.

2. CIVIC PRIESTS

In many cases it is difficult to distinguish between provincial and civic priests.

van Andringa makes the distinction that sacerdotes were provincial priests whereas

flamines were civic.320 However, this is clearly not the case as there are uses of both

titles in a civic context in both Tres Galliae and Narbonensis. It does appear that

flamen is the more commonly used title but there are some priests who have the title

of sacerdos not only during the early period but throughout the time period covered in

the surviving evidence.321 It is unclear whether all these sacerdotes were in fact civic

but they are included here partly because they do not include the title provinciae and

make no reference to the provincial altar or temple at the Confluence.322

2.1 – Tres Galliae

The most common title in these provinces is either sacerdos or flamen Romae

et Augusti. There are 54 attestations from these provinces and these are summarized

in Appendix 2, Table 17. The use of sacerdos for the civic cults as well as the

320 Van Andringa, 1999, 209-211.
321 Drinkwater hypothesizes that some of the local priests would have referred to themselves as
sacerdos as there was no set title (and many of the inscriptions honouring their achievements were set
up by private individuals). “Such was the prestige attached to [the provincial priesthood] that the name
was poached by local dignitaries” (Drinkwater, 1979, 94).
322 As has been discussed above, this is the defining title of the provincial priests. Also, these
sacerdotes are not included in Fishwick’s comprehensive table of the provincial priests found in Tres
Galliae (Fishwick, 2002b, 61-68).
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provincial cult makes distinguishing between these two priesthoods difficult at times,

especially if an inscription is fragmentary and the qualifier is missing. It appears that,

at least in general, the civic cult functioned in a similar way to the provincial cult,

although they were elected by different bodies and served for different durations of

time. It was originally centred on Roma and Augustus but may also have included

other deified individuals as the list of divi increased.

The main variation in titles comes from the 2nd century. Some of the

inscriptions dating to this period refer to the civic priests as flamen munerarius or

flamen Augusti munerarius. This qualifier may imply the flaminate as public office or

duty. However, why this qualifier is added in the 2nd century and the change it

reflects is unclear.

There are also some references to flaminicae. These women should not be seen

as wives of the flamines but as flaminicae in their own right.323 In these provinces,

their role is to oversee the worship of female members of the imperial family. From

these provinces there are two qualifiers: Augustae (Lugdunum) and Divae (Turons).

Hemelrijk argues that these qualifiers signify whether this priestess is responsible for

the worship of the living members of the imperial family and their deified

predecessors or specifically those who were deified.324 When the dates of the

inscriptions can be determined, they tend to date to the 2nd century CE, although this

does not imply that the female priesthood was a late development, as the proportion of

inscriptions which survive is relatively small.325

323 For a comprehensive discussion on the position of flaminicae see Hemelrijk, 2005, 144-149. As
stated in the introduction, what is known about the flaminica should not be reconstructed from the
Republican flaminica Dialis.
324 Hemelrijk, 2005, 150-151.
325 There are over 1,100 inscriptions referring to priests responsible for the worship of the imperial
family in the West, whereas only 258 inscriptions of flaminicae.
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The change over time in these provinces is difficult to trace in that

approximately half of the inscriptions can not be dated. However, in general it does

not appear that these titles become more uniform over time. There was still a variety

of titles being used well into the 2nd century CE, with pontifex, flamen divorum,

flamen perpetuus, flamen Augustalis, flamen munerarius and sacerdos Romae et

Augusti (among others) all being attested. This demonstrates that there was no

official title used for these priesthoods and from what we can infer that it was up to

the communities themselves, and the individuals setting up the dedication, to

determine the title of the civic priesthood.

2.2 – Narbonensis

The types of priestly titles in Narbonensis are slightly more complicated than

those found in Tres Galliae. There are 21 attestations and these can be found in

Appendix 2, Table 18. Here, the most common title for civic priests is flamen, with

only one mention of a sacerdos. This sacerdos is a priest of Roma and Augustus, a

title found only in Tres Galliae and may be an individual who held the priesthood

somewhere in those provinces and who moved to Vienne at a later date.

Unfortunately, the inscription is fragmentary and no other details can be determined.

The titles for the flamines are more varied. Here, they are flamines Romae et

Divi Aug, flamines with no qualifiers, and flamines connected with a particular

community (flamen in col. Aug. Nem. and flamen in col. Equestre Vikanis

Genavensibus).326 There are two examples of spelling variations in these titles as

well: flamon (from Alba Helvorum) and flaminicus (from Seduni).

326 It is not always certain that these priests are responsible for overseeing the worship of the divi/divae
at the civic level. In some cases they are qualified with divi or there is evidence from the inscription
that they were responsible for overseeing some aspect of these cults. They are included here because
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One major difference between the titles of priests in this province and those

found in Tres Galliae is that there are a number of priests to specific individuals. Like

the priestly titles found in Lusitania, many of the priests found in Narbonensis are to

undeified members of the imperial family during their own lifetime. Two priests are

priests both of Roma and the deified Augustus but also of Drusus and Germanicus.

There is one example of an individual who holds two priesthoods: he is the priest of

deified Augustus and the priest of Germanicus Caesar. These priesthoods to the

princes under Tiberius are interesting in that these individuals were never deified but

are clearly receiving cult in this province during their own lifetimes. The nature of

the worship given them, and the location in which the cults were centred are

unknown. It appears as though these priesthoods only existed during the reign of

Tiberius, and during the lifetimes of these two princes and there is no evidence to

show that their cults continued after their death.

The female priests in this province are also interesting in that they are

predominantly the priestesses of particular individuals. Some of the women were

priests of the deified Livia as Diva Augusta but also as Julia Augusta, suggesting that

she received cult before she was officially deified. There are also priestesses who are

only referred to as flaminicae, with no qualifiers. This follows the pattern found in

the titles of the male priests in this province.

One of the best sources for civic cult of the emperor’s numen in a colonia

comes from a civic altar vowed in 11 CE and dedicated in 12/13 CE.327 However,

because it was dedicated to the numen of Augustus, it is not thus directly related to the

current discussion, but should be mentioned briefly here. An altar from Narbo may

most of these inscriptions have been discussed in previous work on the Imperial cult or have been
included in lists compiled of priests relating to the Imperial cult.
327 ILS 112 = CIL 12.4333. For an English translation and brief discussion see Beard et al., 1998,
2:240-241. For discussion on numen vs. genius and this altar see Fishwick, 1991b, 379-380.
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shed light on this discussion. This altar was set up by the people of Narbo to the

Numen Caesaris Aug(usti).328 The inscription on the right side of the altar gives

particular details of the proper organization and practices associated with this cult and

then states that ceterae leges huic arae titulisq(ue) eaedem sunto, quae sunt arae

Dianae in Aventino.329 This implies that when this community set about establishing

the altar and the cult practices associated with it, at least one member of the

community would have had some knowledge of the cult of Diana on the Aventine and

would have used it as a partial model for their cult. This connection does not appear

to have been a result of directives from the centre, but instead from individuals within

these provincial communities who were at least partially aware of how things were

done at the centre. This does not mean that all practices were set up exactly as they

were in the centre but instead that they looked to other cults to get an idea of how

their new cult should be established, whether from Rome or from the surrounding

communities. These practices would then be adopted in a way that best suited the

community in which they were established.

The civic priesthood varies drastically between Tres Galliae and Narbonensis.

The titles of the priests in Tres Galliae are predominantly priests of Roma and

Augustus with some minor variations. Those variations are general and the civic cult

in this collection of provinces appears to be more concerned with the worship of the

imperial family as a whole and not of specific individuals. The priests in

Narbonensis, on the other hand, tend to be more focused on the worship of particular

individuals rather than the collective. The individuals worshipped also tend to be

members of Tiberius’ family and were worshipped during their own lifetime (Drusus,

328 ILS 112. An English translation can be found in Sherk, 1988, 12-13.
329 ILS 112. “other laws for this altar and inscriptions shall be the same as for the altar of Diana on the
Aventine”. Sherk, 1988, 13.
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Germanicus, and Livia). Clearly these priesthoods are not a result of cult being

imposed from the centre but instead, are a result of these communities attempting to

forge a connection to the imperial family by their own intiative.

3. OBSERVATIONS

The presence of members of the imperial family in these provinces influenced

the establishment of cult practices to the emperor and his family. However, other than

the provincial cult centre at the Confluence, cult appears to be, in general, initiated by

individual communities. Based on the surviving evidence, no significant difference

can be detected in how communities of differing statuses established the worship of

imperial family.

The provincial cult centre of Lugdunensis underwent a number of changes

(from being centred on an altar to being centred on a temple) which were reflected in

the priestly titles. This demonstrates that this cult did not remain stagnant but

developed and evolved over time. The evidence for the provincial cult centre of

Narbonensis is more problematic as very little evidence survives. The priestly titles

do not vary although the surviving evidence is significantly less than is found for the

provincial cult centre at the Confluence. The surviving evidence mostly dates to the

end of the 1st century and the 2nd century CE suggesting a later establishment than the

cult centre for Tres Galliae (possibly during the reign of Vespasian). These two

provincial centres are interesting when compared because the title used for provincial

priests of Tres Galliae was sacerdos and referred to a location and cult centre whereas

at Narbonensis, the title used was flamen and referred only to the province. In both

cases, there is no significant trend towards uniformity over time. The titles remain

divergent throughout the period covered by the surviving evidence. The changes that

are apparent in the priestly titles, most notably at the Confluence, reflect changes in
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the physical structures of the provincial centre and not a simplification of these titles

over time.

The civic cult shows slightly more variation with priests being referred to as

both sacerdotes and as flamines. Also, a number of different qualifiers are used

including: the name of the community in which the priest was in office, specific

members of the imperial family (both those deified and non-deified), and the members

of the imperial family as a collective. The worship of specific non-deified members

of the imperial family was restricted to the reigns of Augustus (with Augustus being

worshipped in connection with Roma) and Tiberius (Drusus, Germanicus, and Livia

before she was officially deified). During the later periods, living, non-deified, and

deified members of the imperial family may have been worshipped collectively as

demonstrated by the qualifier augustorum. In the case of the civic priestly titles, there

appears to be a trend towards uniformity. As more individuals were deified, the cult

tended to focus on their worship as a collective rather than as individuals. This meant

that the variation in qualifiers associated with the priestly titles decreased. In the

province of Narbonensis this trend is the most apparent, with a number of priests

being set up to specific individuals during the reign of Tiberius but titles treating the

divi as a collective in the later periods, however, few of these inscriptions can be dated

which makes this kind of study difficult.

There was a significant difference between how the provincial and civic cults

were established and changed over time. There appears to be at least some central

control (whether from Rome, a member of the imperial family, or from the provincial

centre) for regulating the establishment of cult at the provincial level. The civic cult

was much more varied and the titles reflected the localized nature of this

establishment. Over time, the priestly titles became slightly more uniform as the
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number of divi increased and there was more movement of people and ideas

throughout the provinces.
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CHAPTER 3: THE SPAINS

During the period following the turmoil of the Punic and Civil Wars, many

communities in these provinces were established and, in some cases, the status of

existing settlements was changed. As was the case in the provinces of Gaul, the

imperial family played an important role in the development of these provinces as

most of these establishments or re-foundations were a direct result of Julius Caesar or

Octavian/Augustus being present in the area.

One important status change for communities in this province was to colonia.

In some cases, this occurred when discharged soldiers were given land in either pre-

existing communities or newly founded communities. Some pre-existing

communities were promoted to this privileged status. Some communities in Baetica

had colonists imposed on them (and lost land and autonomy in the process) as

punishment for supporting the wrong side in the Civil Wars but were not directly

related to the settlement of veteran soldiers.330 Coloniae were also set up as a way to

control a particular territory or existing settlement, although in the case of Celsa, the

previous town was obliterated by the new foundation.

As discussed above with respect to the provinces of Gaul, it has been argued

that coloniae were a key feature of imperialism and were predominantly involved in

the organization and pacification of territory acquired by Rome. It has been assumed

that how these communities functioned was dictated by Rome.331 If this assumption

is correct, then the evidence should show that coloniae were set apart from the other

types of communities found in these provinces.

330 Urso, Hasta, and Ucubi all supported Pompey. The motivation for founding coloniae in Baetica is
discussed in Richardson, 1996, 124. He discusses the military purposes for the founding of coloniae on
the Iberian peninsula in greater detail in Richardson, 1986, 177.
331 Mackie, 1983, 100 refers to these communities as more reliable servants of Rome than native
communities. Ando, 2007, 432 questions this conclusion and convincingly argues against this
assumption.
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This section will build on some of the observations made based on the

evidence from the provinces of Gaul. Do the Spanish provinces follow similar

patterns demonstrating that there was some general policy for the establishment of

worship of the divi/divae in the provinces? Do the communities themselves interact

and take their models from the surrounding communities or was the establishment of

cult entirely localized and based on local initiative? Do the cult practices and how

they change over time mirror the evolution occurring in the Gauls or are different

factors affecting the cults in different ways?

1. PROVINCIAL PRIESTS

1.1 – Tarraconensis

The first provincial cult centre in these provinces to be built (or started to be

built) was the temple at Tarraco. The people of Spain petitioned the emperor and

permission was granted to build a temple to Augustus in 15 CE. It may have carried

the dedicatory inscription DIVO AVGVSTO.332

Templum ut in colonia Tarraconensi strueretur Augusto petentibus
Hispanis permissum, datumque in omnis provincias exemplum.

Permission to build a temple to Augustus in the colony of Tarraco was
granted to the Spaniards, and a precedent set for all the provinces.333

It was located in the upper city, away from the town centre,334 and was one part of a

larger provincial complex consisting of a provincial forum, portico, and

332 CIL 2.4093. However, it is still debated whether this inscription was the dedication for this temple.
333 Tac.Ann.1.78.
334 According to Fishwick, 1987a. He expands on his analysis in Fishwick, 1999, 121-138. Carreté et
al., 1995, 30 argue that it would have in fact been associated with the forum and its complement of
temples, none of which survive. The temple in the upper town was a temple to Rome and Augustus
(the civic temple) and was a part of the administrative complex. This argument has been convincingly
refuted by Fishwick as well as Keay and others. Due to the dating of the upper terrace to the Flavian
period, this implies that the provincial temple would have taken over fifty years to built (as is the case
with the temple of Mars Ultor in the Forum of Augustus in Rome) (Fishwick, 2002a, 52).
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hippodrome.335 It resembled a similar plan for the sanctuary of provincial cult at

Ankara demonstrating that many ideas for the form and physical appearance of the

cult buildings were influenced by other sanctuaries throughout the empire.336 As

architects moved through the Empire, ideas on building construction and styles were

adopted in different areas. The temples themselves may not have been modeled

specifically on particular temples in other locations but may have been following

similar methods of construction and the adoption of a similar style. This complex and

its location in the upper city were significant to the city in that they served as a

statement of the city’s prestige, resources, and importance.337 After all, this temple

was not imposed by the Roman state. The provincials requested permission to build it

and were responsible for funding the project and ensuring its completion with no

surviving evidence of financial assistance from Rome.

This temple was depicted on two coins dating to the reign of Tiberius.338

There are a number of significant differences in the structure of the temple depicted

on the two coins. The temple depicted is an octostyle temple, with a disc on the

pediment on one depiction (on RPC 1.219 but not depicted on RPC 1.224), and with

four stairs flanked by parapets (depicted on RPC 1.224). Mierse sums up the

arguments of modern scholars concerning these coins and comes to the conclusion

that the first coin, minted sometime around 15 CE, depicts the temple before it was

completed (the plan of what the temple was expected to look like) and the other

335 All Flavian in date. The hippodrome was the last to be completed, under Domitian.
336 Gros, 1990, 381. Gros goes into great detail concerning the importance of the connection between
theatres and cult space.
337 Mierse, 1999, 133-134.
338 Both these coins were minted at Tarraco. RPC 1.219 (Sestertius) dates after 15 CE. RPC 1.224
(Sestertius) dates after 21-22 CE. They are discussed (along with some background on the current
scholarly debate) by Fishwick, 2004, 6-7.
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depicts the temple as it looked once completed.339 This hypothesis seems the most

likely, since as temples were built, and restored, their form could change depending

on the resources of those restoring the temple and what the political and religious

landscape was at the time of construction.340 However, if the temple was located in

the upper city, it would not have been completed by 21-22 CE, as the archaeological

evidence from the upper city dates to the Flavian period.341 Both coins may depict the

temple’s projected form at different stages during its construction but may not reflect

its completed form.

There are also two other references to this temple, found in the Scriptores

Historiae Augustae, both describing its restoration by emperors travelling in the

area.342 In both cases, this temple was still referred to as the temple of Augustus,

demonstrating that it was still a temple dedicated to Augustus even if it contained the

statues of and was the focus of the provincial worship of all the other divi. This may

be due to the fact that the temple was originally dedicated to Augustus and the

building most likely would not be rededicated as more divi were added.

The largest number of inscriptions referring to provincial priests comes from

this province (87 attestations, see Appendix 1, Table 13), the bulk of which (76

attestations) come from the provincial capital, Tarraco. The earliest inscriptional

evidence comes from Vespasian’s reign and is found in three communities: Tarraco,

339 Mierse, 1999, 135-149. Fishwick, 1984a, 266, although he also argues in his later book that this
temple would not have been completed by the time of the later coin but was completed by Vespasian
(Fishwick, 2002a, 3.1, 52).
340 For full discussion on the problems associated with the use of coins for determining building
architecture see Fishwick, 1984.
341 A summary of the archaeological evidence is given in Fishwick, 2004, 7-11 (complete with plans).
342 SHA.Had.12.3 (121-2 CE): Post haec Hispanias petiit et Tarracone hiemavit, ubi sumptu suo
aedem Augusti restituit.(After this he travelled to Spain and spent the winter at Tarragona, and here he
restored at his own expense the temple of Augustus). SHA.Sev.3.4. (178 CE): tunc ad Hispaniam
missus somniavit primo sibi dici, ut templum Tarraconense Augusti, quod iam labebatur, restitueret.
(He was thereupon sent to Spain, and here he had a dream, first that he was told to repair the temple of
Augustus at Tarraco, which at that time was falling into ruin). The temple area remained largely
undisturbed until the 440s (Kulikowski, 2004, 62). There are a number of problems when using the
Scriptores Historiae Augustae, although the life of Hadrian is argued to one of the most reliable. For a
more thorough discussion see Syme, 1971.
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Asturica, and Tugia.343 These communities are not found within a particular

geographical area but are found on opposite sides of the province: Asturica is in the

north-west part of the province and Tarraco is found in the north-east. This

demonstrates that the epigraphical tradition of commemorating priests in this province

did not originate in one location but appeared in a variety of locations during the same

period, even though these provincial priests would have most likely been centred on

the provincial cult centre at Tarraco. The titles of the priests themselves varied as

well. Even from this early stage a number of titles were being used. The most

common title found in the province is flamen provinciae hispaniae citerioris

(abbreviated to flamen p.h.c). This title is found in these early inscriptions from both

Asturica and Tarraco. The other variations, flamen divorum et augustorum provinciae

hispaniae citerioris and flamen romae et augustorum provinciae hispaniae citerioris,

are also found in the early inscriptions from Tarraco, dating to the reign of Vespasian,

suggesting that the variation in title was an early development. The only inscription

surviving from Tugia also dates to this period. The priest was referred to as flamen

augustorum provinciae hispaniae citerioris.344 His wife, a flaminica eiusdem

provinciae was honoured with him on this statue base.

The number of communities in which inscriptions are found is relatively small

in number, compared with the number of inscriptions themselves. Besides the flamen

augustorum provinciae hispaniae citerioris from Tugia, all the titles of priests from

communities outside of Tarraco were flamen provinciae hispaniae citerioris. There

is no variation between the coloniae and the other types of communities suggesting

that titles of provincial priests inscribed throughout the province did not vary greatly.

343 Asturica: CIL 2.2637 (reign of Vespasian); Tarraco: CIL 2.4188 (70/80), CIL 2.4217 (70-79), AE
1965, 236 (72/3), AE 1932, 84 (reign of Vespasian), CIL 2.4225-6 (reign of Vespasian); Tugia: CIL
2.3329 (Vespasian).
344 CIL 2.3329.
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The cases of minor diversity of titles do not depict different types of cult or

variations of the cult. The titles also do not appear to follow any chronological

pattern. What then could be the explanation for this variation, since this degree of

variation is found in Tarraco and is not found in other areas in this province, or even

in the other provinces of Hispaniae. Could it be that as the cult was in its early stages

of development the titles of priests varied? Is the variation due to the number of

inscriptions found in Tarraco, where a greater number of inscriptions survive than in

the whole of the two other provinces combined? If more inscriptions survived from

the communities in Baetica and Lusitania would this variation be present? This final

question is difficult in that whichever way it is answered, it is argued from silence.

However, it would seem implausible that all the inscriptions bearing some sort of

variation would not survive and that only the inscriptions of priests with the title

flamen provinciae hispaniae citerioris would. The title of flamen was the most

important; the rest of the title was secondary and served as a description but its

specific wording was not a key to the overall titulature of the priest.

The latest surviving inscriptional evidence for provincial priests comes from

Carthago Nova (161-180), Mago (150-250), and Tarraco (180-192).345 In all three

cases, the priestly title is flamen provinciae hispaniae citerioris. Does this

demonstrate that the priestly title became more simplified over time? The simple

answer is no, since there are still some slight variations in priestly titles during the

second half of the second century. An example of such variation is the title of T.

Pomponius Avitus: flamen romae divorum et augustorum provinicae hispaniae

citerioris.346 By examining the evidence it appears that the full title of the provincial

345 Carthago Nova: AE 1908, 149 (161-180); Mago: CIL 2.3711 (150-250); Tarraco: CIL 2.4221 (180-
192). There is also some evidence of provincial priests from the early 4th century as well (CIL 2.4102,
2.4105, 2.4106). These inscriptions are discussed in Kulikowski, 2004, 62.
346 CIL 2.4235 (2nd half of 2nd century CE).
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priests in this province was flamen romae divorum et augustorum provinciae

hispaniae citerioris. This title was then adapted and abbreviated depending on the

inscription type and most likely other factors since the abbreviations don’t appear to

follow a pattern nor is there a distinct increase or decrease in the uniformity of these

titles.

1.2 – Lusitania

It has been argued that a provincial temple was set up in Lusitania soon after

the province of Tarraconensis received permission to build their temple.347 However,

unlike Tarraco which has surviving archaeological evidence of the provincial complex

and the temple associated with it, the discussion of the temple at Augusta Emerita is

based almost entirely on one coin.348 The coin struck here is very similar to those

struck at Tarraco, except that this temple is depicted with 4 columns instead of 8.349

Both Étienne and Fishwick have argued that the cult would have functioned in the

same way even though the temples depicted are slightly different in form.350

Fishwick goes further and uses the two cults to help describe each other and fill in the

gaps in each location. This is dangerous since Fishwick assumes that Tarraco was the

model used by all other communities and that these communities would have adopted

this cult in exactly the same way. However, this clearly was not the case, as each

individual community and province would have adopted the cult as it saw fit,

following at least partially how it had been adopted previously elsewhere, but not

forced to copy it exactly. By using what is known concerning the cult in one location

347 The cult centre at Augusta Emerita is discussed in detail in Fishwick, 2004, 41-69.
348 RPC 1.29.
349 Hänlein-Schäfer, 1985, 231 discusses this temple, its dedication to Divus Augustus and association
with a provincial complex similar to that found at Tarraco.
350 Étienne, 1958, 414; Fishwick, 1987a, 157-158.
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to explain aspects of the cult elsewhere runs the risk of imposing certain cult

developments on areas where they did not exist.

The location of the temple itself is unknown but Fishwick argues that the

provincial forum was located within the main part of the city, in a pre-existing area

which was then adapted for provincial requirements.351 This provincial forum was

separate from the civic forum. This location was in contrast to that of the provincial

cult at Tarraco which was built on a new site in the upper part of the city, away from

the centre.

This colonia was itself a monument to Augustus and its construction was

closely linked to the presence of Agrippa.352 A number of dedications survive from

the theatre which attest to Agrippa as the building’s donor.353 The close ties between

Augustus and his family were apparent throughout the colony. This suggests that the

establishment of provincial cult in this colonia was a direct result of a member of the

imperial family being present in the area, or at least being connected with the

community. However, since no archaeological evidence survives, this conclusion is

purely speculative.

Unlike the archaeological evidence, the inscriptional evidence for priests tends

to be significantly more reliable for determining the establishment and development

of provincial cult in this province. There are 18 attestations of provincial priests in

Lusitania (see Appendix 1, Table 14) and their titles tend to be fairly uniform, both in

the coloniae and in the other types of communities in this province. The title is

almost exclusively flamen provinciae Lusitaniae except that this title is not found in

the earliest inscriptions. The earliest inscriptions, coming from non-coloniae, refer to

351 Fishwick, 2004, 59. For a complete discussion on the plan of Augusta Emerita and the relationship
between the forum of the community, the temple of local cult, the provincial forum, and the provincial
cult see 44-65.
352 Trillmich, 1990, 300.
353 An example of these inscriptions is CIL 2.474.
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this priesthood as flamen Augustalis provinciae Lusitaniae354 and flamen

provinciae.355 The early inscriptions from the coloniae demonstrate a different type

of variation. Both in Augusta Emerita and Scallabis, the provincial priests from this

period had the title: flamen provinciae Lusitaniae Divi Augusti et Divae Augustae.356

Here, both Divus Augustus and Diva Augusta are being worshipped together

immediately following her deification by Claudius in Rome. This title demonstrates a

connection between individual divi and grouping during the earliest development of

the provincial cult.

Why then, were these titles no longer used after this period, when the title was

simplified to flamen provinciae Lusitaniae? As the list of deified individuals

increased, the provincial cult became concerned with the worship of the collective divi

rather than specific individuals. This fact is also demonstrated by the titles of the

female priests as they are referred to as flaminicae provinciae Lusitaniae. It has been

argued that they were responsible for serving the female members of the imperial

house although in their title this distinction is not made.357 In all cases, these later

priests and priestesses were known specifically for the office they held (flamen of the

province of Lusitania) and not for the worship of particular individuals for which they

were responsible.

354 Conimbriga (CIL 2.41).
355 Salacia (ILS 2920).
356 Augusta Emerita (CIL 2.473; AE 1997, 777b), Scallabis (AE 1966, 177). The inscription from
Augusta Emerita has been extensively analyzed and convincingly expanded to include the name of
Diva Augusta in the priestly title. For a complete discussion see Edmondson, 1997. It is discussed
within the context of a new dedication to Divus Augustus and Diva Augusta found in Augusta Emerita
dating to the same period (Edmondson, 1997, 89: DIVO ∙ A[VGVSTO] / ET ∙ DIVA[E AVGVSTAE] /
SACRVM [….] / [….] / […..] ).
357 Fishwick, 2002b 147-150, discusses the provincial priestesses in Lusitania and discusses the
possible connections between the provincial flaminicae and flamines.
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1.3 – Baetica

The provincial cult for Baetica, located in Corduba, was the last to be

established in that the temple was not set up until the reign of Vespasian (unlike the

other two provinces which started building their temples during the reign of

Tiberius).358 During the reign of Tiberius, this province also sent an embassy, like

that of Tarraconensis, requesting that they be allowed to build a temple to Tiberius,

Livia and the Senate.359 However, Tiberius refused the honour, and Fishwick argues

that this is because the guidelines which were laid down by Tarraco and Augusta

Emerita were not followed here, since these restricted provincial ruler cult to

consecrated, deceased members of the imperial house.360 Again, this implies that

there is an established norm which is expected to be followed with no room for

innovation. This leads to a homogenization of the practice of the worship of the

divi/divae which is not always reflected in the primary sources. It is also worth noting

that Tiberius’ rejection of cult did not mean that civic communities refrained from

establishing their own cults to the emperor and Livia. The evidence for these cults

will be discussed further below in section 2.3 of this chapter.

This temple was not the forum temple but was set apart from it. There were

no coins minted here depicting the temple so its style and form were reconstructed

based on the foundations which survive. However, most of the stone of the temple

had been removed for building projects during the Visigothic and Islamic periods and

358 Fishwick argues that this cult was installed by Vespasian himself parallel to that he inaugurated in
Narbonensis. For discussion on date see Fishwick, 1987a, 222-229. He argues that although the
construction began under Vespasian, the dedication occurred sometime around 81-86 CE, during the
reign of Domitian.
359 Tac.Ann.4.37: Per idem tempus Hispania ulterior missis ad senatum legatis oravit, ut exemplo Asiae
delubrum Tiberio matrique eius exstrueret. (About the same time, Further Spain sent a deputation to
the senate, asking leave to follow the example of Asia by erecting a shrine to Tiberius and his mother).
360 Fishwick, 1987a, 158. This decision reflects the model of petition and response presented by Millar
(Millar, 1977). Here, Tiberius is not necessarily making policy (since he has allowed a similar type of
cult to exist in Asia) and this refusal for cult being set up to himself and his mother does not prevent
communities from setting up priests and cult to them at the civic level as will be discussed below.
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so little of the temple remains.361 The discovery of statue pedestals dedicated to

provincial priests by the concilium provinciae suggests the provincial administrative

space was formally dedicated to meetings and ceremonies associated with the

provincial cult.362 This feature was common to all three provincial cult centres. The

provincial cult was in a location outside of the main centre and was associated with

the administrative centre for the province not of the town itself.

There are 24 attestations of provincial priests in Baetica (see Appendix 1,

Table 15) and these titles show a great deal more variation than those in Lusitania but

not as much as there is in the titles found in Tarraconensis. The short title of flamen

of the particular province (the most common form found in Lusitania) is only attested

to in about one third of the inscriptions. The full title (and the one most commonly

used in the surviving inscriptions) was flamen divorum augustorum provinciae

Baeticae. Unlike the priestly title of Tarraconensis, these titles do not include Roma

but are only concerned with the divi Augusti. The small variations from this title do

not attest to different cults but only in the different ways priests of this cult were

referred to. There appears to be no chronological or geographical pattern in the

variation and there is no trend towards the titles becoming more uniform over time.

Epigraphical evidence for the first provincial priests comes from the end of the

first century and this evidence comes both from a colonia (Corduba) and from other

communities (Canania, Igabrum, Mellaria, Munigua, Obulco, and Osset Iulia

Constantia).363 The last surviving inscriptional evidence of these priests does not

come from a colonia but from Lacippo and dates to 253-260 CE. The title of this

priesthood is not complete due to the fragmentary nature of this inscription. One of

361 For archaeological plan of the remains and a plan of the restored temple see Mierse, 1999, 240.
362 Keay, 2003, 173.
363 For a discussion on the colonia of Cordoba, its development and the buildings which may be
associated with Emperor worship see Knapp, 1983.
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the other later inscriptions comes from the provincial capital and dates to 245 CE.

The title of the priesthood here is also fragmentary so it cannot be determined whether

there was a significant difference between the titles of the earlier and later

priesthoods.

There is reference to one provincial priestess who, according to her title, is

predominantly concerned with the cult paid to the deified female members of the

imperial family (flaminica divarum augustarum).364 This inscription is a dedication

made to Ceres Augusta in memory of Quintia Flaccina, flaminica divarum

augustarum splendidae Baeticae, by her husband and the ordo of the municipium

Muniguensis. This example along with others has been used by scholars to

demonstrate that provincial priestesses were only concerned with the worship of the

female members of the imperial family. However, the titles of priestesses in Lusitania

and Tarraconensis, flaminicae of their respective provinces, demonstrate that either

this title was considered an abbreviation of the full title, or that these priestesses were

not restricted to the female members but also played some role in the provincial

worship of the entire imperial family.

2. CIVIC PRIESTS

2.1 – Tarraconensis

There are 67 attestations of civic priests in Tarraconensis (see Appendix 2,

Table 19) and their titles are extremely varied. There were three titles used for priests

in this province (these titles then have a variety of qualifers as well): pontifex,

sacerdos, and flamen. The most common of these titles is flamen, with only one

364 AE 1966, 183 (= AE 1972, 270-1), dated to the Flavian or Antonine period, located in the
community of Munigua.
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reference each to a pontifex and a sacerdos. C. Cornelius Vetulus, Pontifex

Caesarum primus, came from Alcala.365 This community is about 150 kilometres

west of Tarraco and is fairly close to the colonia of Dextrosa. This is the only

example of the use of pontifex in this province and is also one of the earliest

inscriptions found here.366 This may be indicative of the community adopting the

practice of emperor worship before they knew that the more common term for priests

of this cult was flamen. However, since this is the only inscription to survive from

this community, it is unclear whether the community then adopted the terminology

used elsewhere after this period or whether this community continually referred to

their priests concerned with the cult of emperor worship as pontifices.

The individual referred to as a sacerdos, .... Memmius Barbarus, sacerdos

Romae et Aug., came from Asturica.367 The inscription dates either to the Flavian

period or to the reign of Trajan. This community was located in the north-western

part of the province just north of Lusitania. A number of inscriptions of provincial

priests also survive, and this individual was also a priest of the provincial cult.368 This

is the only example of a sacerdos and so whether this was (like with the use of

pontifex) a title used before the adoption of the more common term, flamen, or

whether this community used sacerdos to describe all local priests of this cult is

unknown since this is the only inscription for a local priest from this area.

There are a number of flamines of particular deified individuals like are found

in the other provinces but there are also a number of civic priests who have almost

identical titles to the provincial flamines. The individuals who received civic priests

365 CIL 2.4450 (14-37 CE).
366 The other is from the colonia of Clunia and has the title flamen Romae et divi Augusti (CIL 2.2782).
367 CIL 2.2638 (Flavian or Trajan).
368 His title for the provincial priesthood is flamen p.h.c.
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were all officially deified in Rome.369 There are also examples of a number of priests

with the title of flamen Romae et divi Augusti. These priests of individuals, or of

Rome and Augustus, are found only in the period immediately following their

deification in Rome. The other priests are referred to as flamines or flamines divorum

et augustorum. This may demonstrate that as the number of deified individuals

increased the cults both at the provincial and at the local levels were concerned with

the collective rather than with individual divi/divae. Thus the titles of civic priests

became more uniform over time as the titles became less concerned with individuals

and more commonly refer to the divi as a collective.

2.2 – Lusitania

There are only 14 attestations of civic priests from Lusitania (see Appendix 2,

Table 20). There are three categories of priesthoods in this province referred to in the

surviving inscriptions: flamen of a particular individual, flamen of the collective divi,

and flamen of a particular community. The individuals who received a priesthood

were: Divus Augustus, Iulia Augusta, Germanicus Caesar, and Tiberius Caesar. This

list is interesting for two reasons. Firstly, most of these individuals were not officially

deified nor did they receive priests in Rome, demonstrating that even though Tiberius

refused to allow cult to himself and certain members of his family both in Rome and

in some provinces, like Baetica discussed above, cults were set up at the initiative of

the community itself.370 Second, some of these individuals were given priesthoods

during their lifetime. These individuals received cult both in the coloniae and in

other types of communities suggesting that the local cult functioned in much the same

way throughout the province regardless of the status of the community. By initiating

369 Augustus, Claudius, Vespasian, Titus, and Trajan.
370 This is similar to what Price describes in his study of the imperial cult in Asia Minor (Price, 1984a).
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cult to living members of the imperial family, these communities were attempting to

connect themselves with the ruling family and to gain their favour.371 However, this

interpretation is problematic, especially for this period, when some emperors were

reluctant, or wanted to appear reluctant, to receive divine honours during their own

lifetime. However, it is clear that these communities did not request permission from

Rome nor were these priesthoods imposed on communities by the centre. This could

explain why these priesthoods only survive during the very earliest stage of this cult’s

development. These cults were established as part of the civic cult and, unlike the

attempt by Baetica to establish a provincial cult to Tiberius, Livia and the Senate,

were accepted by the imperial family. However, these priests to living members of

the imperial family only survive from the reign of Tiberius, suggesting that after this

period, communities seeking to forge relationships with the imperial house did so by

establishing priesthoods to deified members rather than living members of the

imperial house. These exceptional honours during the earliest period reflect the trend

happening in Rome and throughout the Empire.

Along with the priests of specific individuals, there were also flamines of the

named colony.372 These priests shared similar titulature to the provincial priests (who

were priests of a particular province rather than of a particular individual, those

officially deified and other members of the imperial family). Individual priests may

have moved around and held priesthoods in several different communities, or held

priesthoods in one community and received honours in another. This is seen in an

inscription from Scallabis in which Lucius (?) Pomponius Capitus is described as

371 The practice of emperor worship was a means by which the community could express its loyalty to
Rome and to the ruling dynasty (Mackie, 1983, 121).
372 Augusta Emerita (AE 1967, 187), Pax Iulia (CIL 2.55), Scallabis (AE 1966, 177).
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being the flamen coloniae Augustae Emeritae.373 He may have lived there his entire

life, held both his provincial and local priesthoods in Augusta Emerita, then moved to

Scallabis near the end of his life and was honoured with a statue there.

A couple of other individuals were also both provincial and civic priests, both

of whom were honoured with inscriptions in Augusta Emerita.374 This does not

demonstrate that all civic priests went on to become provincial priests as there are

only three such examples of this. However, a close examination of the career

inscriptions of some of these priests (when they survive) reveals that many of these

individuals did go on to hold other offices both within the community and throughout

the empire demonstrating that the civic priesthood was an important position which

then led to other offices.375 It may be the case that all civic priests went on to hold the

provincial priesthood and that this earlier priesthood was not always included on

career inscriptions for some reason. It could also be that in some cases the

inscriptions that survive were those of individuals who may have died before attaining

any further offices. In any case, one cannot definitively conclude that all civic priests

became provincial priests or that all provincial priests had held a civic priesthood

earlier in their career.376

The third category of priesthood, the collective divi/divae, is both coloniae and

other types of communities. They are referred to as either flamen, flamen divorum, or

373 AE 1966, 177 (48 CE): [L(ucio) PO]MPONIO M(arci) F(ilio) / CAPITONI II / [VIRO]
COL(oniae) AVG(ustae) E[M(eritae)] / [PR]AE(fecto) FABRV[M] / [FLAM]IN(i)
COL(oniae) AVG(ustae) EM(eritae) / [FLA]MINI PROVINC(iae) [LV][SITA]NIAE DIVI
AVG(usti) / DIVAE AVG(ustae) / [A VITEL]LIO L(ucii) F(ilio) VIPSTANO CO(n)S(ulibus)
D(ecreto) D(ecurionum).
374 C. Pompeius , AE 1967, 187; and …M.f. Ser. Modestus, Curchin, 1990, 172, no.348.
375 Étienne, 1958 discusses this fact in great detail in his book, includes tables of the known offices held
by particular priests, and traces the careers of a number of these individuals.
376 In her discussion on the provincial priests of Baetica, Castillo argues that one does not have to be a
local priest to become a provincial priest, nor do all local priests go on to be provincial priests (Castillo,
1998, 440). However, Drinkwater argues in his discussion on the Three Gauls that the local priesthood
led to other political careers and the provincial priesthood (Drinkwater, 1979, 89-100). Holding a
priesthood of this kind was a means of personal advancement as well as a personal expression of
loyalty to the imperial regime (Kulikowski, 2004, 31).
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as flamen divorum et augustorum. Many of the dates for these inscriptions are

unknown, but the collective nature of their titles suggests that these individuals held

the civic priesthood once a number of members of the imperial family had been

deified. The priests of particular individuals did not appear to continue after the reign

of Tiberius, and it could be that after this period, the emperors and members of their

family were more commonly worshipped as a collective (at least in this province, as

this is not the case in Tarraconensis as mentioned above).

2.3 – Baetica

There are 25 attestations of civic priests in Baetica and by analyzing these

inscriptions, it appears that the civic cult in Baetica appears to have spread first

though the peregrine communities and municipia and then to the coloniae.377 All the

surviving evidence for this cult in the coloniae comes from the second century or

later. This does not necessarily imply that the civic cults of the imperial family did

not spread to these communities until later, but perhaps the priests were not

commemorated in the same way as in the other communities or the earlier inscriptions

were removed and the stones used for building projects elsewhere.

There are only three examples of individuals holding both the provincial

priesthood and the civic priesthood.378 All three of these examples come from

coloniae suggesting that, at least in this province, only city priests from coloniae later

went on to become provincial priests. However, due to the small number and the

fragmentary nature of the surviving inscriptions no definitive conclusions can be

made. These inscriptions also date to the end of the second or the beginning of the

377 For a discussion of the towns in early Roman Baetica see Keay (ed.), 1998. See Appendix 2, Table
21 for attestations.
378 Sex. Allius Mamercus from Astigi (CIL 2.1475); L. Junius Paulinus (CIL 2.5523); M. Cassius
Caecilianus from Italica (AE 1983, 519 = AE 1982, 520).
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third centuries. However, the titles of both the civic and provincial priesthoods that

they held vary greatly. Sextus Allius Mamercus is the pontifex of the colony of

Astigi, Lucius Junius Paulinus’ title is flamen perpetuus, and Marcus Cassius

Caecilianus is the flamen of Divus Traianus.

There is a great variety of civic priestly titles in this province. Unlike the civic

priests in Lusitania, some of the priests in Baetica are referred to as pontifices

although some are called flamines as well. This title is not found in the coloniae and

most of the inscriptions date to the reign of Tiberius. These individuals are the

pontifices of the Caesars,379 of Divus Augustus,380 and sacrorum.381 There are a

couple of possible exceptions which date from other periods. Sextus Allius

Mamercus was the pontifex perpetuus coloniae Astigitanae. This inscription is also

very late in date (late second/early third century CE). How the use of pontifex in this

case compares with the other uses in this province is unclear. There is also an

inscription of unknown date from Aurgi382 which uses the title pontifex perpetuus

divorum et augustorum. The reference to a number of Divi and Augusti implies it is

of a later date than the reign of Tiberius (since at that time there were only two deified

individuals). An inscription from Urgavo383 whose second century date is uncertain

has the title pontifex domus Augusti. One final instance of this title comes from a

colonia, Tucci, and dates to 198-217 CE.384 The priest here is referred to as pontifex

perpetuus domus augustae. The use of this title may imply that in these communities

there was a local altar but this is purely speculative.385 This title appears in both the

379 CIL 2.2038; CIL 2.2040.
380 CIL 2.5120; CIL 2.2115.
381 CIL 2.1534.
382 CIL 2.3362.
383 CIL 2.2105.
384 CIL 2.1663.
385 Fishwick (Fishwick, 1987a, 165) argues that sacerdotes served cult centered on an altar, whereas
flamines served cult centered on a temple. This conclusion is incorrect, oversimplifies the situation in
Spain and is without supporting physical evidence.
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earliest and the latest inscriptions of civic cult although it does not seem to be used in

the middle period, suggesting that this title fell out of use but then was re-adopted

later. It could also possibly show a shift in the cult practices throughout the entire

period in question.

Along with the sacerdotes, there were also a number of different types of civic

flamines. Some of these priests were responsible for the cult of a particular

individual, like Marcus Cassius Caecilianus mentioned above. There were a number

of individuals referred to just as flamen. In some cases, perpetuus was added.386

Some of these flamines were connected to a specific individual, divus Augustus,387 as

well as flamines of the group of deified individuals, flamen divorum augg.388

The cult of a specific individual played an important role in this province.

Both the emperors Trajan and Hadrian came from Italica, and it was Hadrian who

granted this community the status of colonia. One of the civic priests here was the

flamen divi Traiani suggesting that this cult was another means by which this

community could connect themselves with the ruling dynasty.389

In this province, there is no clear pattern in the development and evolution of

priestly titles. The titles used for the civic cult are extremely various and remain so

for the extent of the surviving evidence.

3. OBSERVATIONS

The full title of the provincial priesthood appears to be flamen divorum et

augustorum (and then the particular province). However, this title is only rarely used

386 CIL 2.1941, CIL 2.5523.
387 CIL 2.2045, 2.1534. There is also a flamen perpetuus divi Traiani (AE 1983, 519 = AE 1982, 520).
388 CIL 2.2103.
389 Another way of connecting one’s community to the ruling dynasty is found in the Lex Irnitana
Ch.24 which describes what happens if a community confers the duumvirate on the Emperor Caesar
Domitian. This is a serious form of flattery and would reflect very highly on this community. See
Gonzalez and Crawford, 1986 for text and commentary.
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in its entirety. In each of the provinces, many of the surviving inscriptions contain

only the title flamen (or some form of abbreviation), suggesting that this is the most

important aspect of the title and the other parts are descriptive and secondary.

The province with the least amount of variation in these titles is Lusitania.

Here the most common title is flamen provinciae Lusitaniae. There are two

exceptions to this, both coming from coloniae, in which the flamen is connected

specifically with Divus Augustus and Diva Augusta. This title only appears in the

period directly following Livia’s deification in Rome. After the reign of Claudius, the

title reverts back to flamen provinciae Lusitaniae. Even the three provincial

priestesses attested to here have a similar title with the only change being the

feminization of flamen (to flaminica).

The provincial titles then become more varied in Baetica. Here the title

flamen provinciae Baeticae is found in only a third of the inscriptions. The more

common title is instead flamen divorum augustorum provincae Baeticae. Even the

priestesses demonstrate this change as the one priestess attested to in this province is

referred to as flaminica divarum augustarum provinciae Baeticae. In this case, the

priestess was responsible only for the female members of the imperial family. This

distinction was not made in the province of Lusitania.

The largest number of inscriptions as well as the greatest variation in titles

comes from Tarraconensis. The most common title here is flamen provinciae

hispaniae citerioris, similar to the priestly titles in Lusitania. However, flamen

divorum augustorum is also found along with the inclusion of the goddess Roma.

This is the only province where Roma is included in with the list of deified family

members in the title of a provincial priest (although she is mentioned in Baetica in

title of the local priest, sacerdos Romae et Augusti). This variation cannot be
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explained by chronology or geography and appears to be based on decisions made by

the individual or the stone carver at the act of inscription and does not reflect different

types of cult or a hierarchy within the specific priesthoods.

The variation in titles for the civic cult is significantly more varied but appears

to be less complicated. The civic cult in Lusitania only used the title flamen.

However, an individual could be a flamen of the community, of an individual, or of

the collective divi. Many of the individuals who received a local priest were not

officially deified in Rome. This is the only province on the Iberian Peninsula in

which this occurs. There is one example discussed in the literary sources of an

attempt to set up cult to a living emperor. This is described by Tacitus390 and is the

attempt by the province of Baetica to establish provincial cult to Tiberius, Livia, and

the Senate. However, in this case, the request was rejected. Thus, it appears that the

worship of individuals not officially deified in Rome did not occur in the provincial

cult but only had some local manifestations early on in the development of the cult.

The cult titles are more varied in the other two provinces. Here, two of the

three different types are used: flamen and pontifex. Flamen is the most common, but

the use of pontifex is found in some of the earliest inscriptions, although it is spelled

pontufex, and its use continues throughout the entire period for which inscriptions

survive. Flamen was used on its own, in connection with a particular communitiy, in

connection with a specific individual, and with a collection of divi. The use of

pontifex was much the same: pontifex coloniae Astigitanae, pontifex divi Augusti,

pontifex divor(um) et aug(ustorum).

The variation of priesthoods increases again in Tarraconensis. All three of the

types are used but flamen is the most common. The use of sacerdos and pontifex both

390 Tac.Ann.4.37.
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occur only once. Flamen is used in a number of different ways which expand from its

uses in the other two provinces.

Although there appear to be numerous variations on these titles, the variation

is consistent throughout the three provinces. The same types of titles are being used,

although the exact nature of the variations, which variations were used, and which

variation was the most common, varied from province to province. There is no

significant difference between the titles of priests found in the coloniae and those

found in other communities, suggesting that the cult of the imperial family manifested

itself in a similar way throughout the province, regardless of the status of the

community.

What then is the difference, besides the obvious, between the provincial cult

and the civic cult? Both were set up as the focal point of their respective fora. It has

been argued that the civic cult tended to be concerned with the worship of individual

members of the imperial family whereas the provincial cult was more concerned with

the collective. This, as it has been demonstrated above, is clearly not the case, as

many of the civic priests were concerned with the worship of the divi as a collective

and not of individuals. Some priests held both the civic and the provincial

priesthoods. It may be the case that those individuals who held civic priesthoods

would then go on to hold other political offices as well as the provincial priesthood

although only a few cases of this survive.

One difference between the two types of cult is the fact that there are

priestesses recorded only for the provincial cult in these provinces. The titles of these

women are either flaminicae of a particular province or flaminicae divarum

augustarum. This demonstrates that priestesses are primarily concerned with the

female members of the imperial family but since in some cases their titles are more
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ambiguous, they may also be concerned with the worship of the divi as a whole.

However, there are no inscriptions which refer to a civic priestess suggesting that this

office was only provincial, since it is unlikely that all references to local priestesses

would not survive had this priesthood existed. In Lusitania, there are male civic

priests responsible for overseeing the worship of Livia, which demonstrates that the

cults of divae were not solely overseen by women. Another difference is that it also

appears that the establishment of provincial cult was at least in part influenced by

directives from Rome whereas civic cult seems to be a result of local initiative.

Having examined what survives of the physical aspects of the cult, i.e. temples

and altars, and the titles of the individuals involved in the organization and practice of

this cult several conclusions can be reached. First, the civic and provincial cult appear

to have been established almost simultaneously throughout all three provinces with

Baetica being only slightly behind Lusitania and Tarraconensis in the establishment of

provincial cult. Second, the way cult was practised did not vary a great deal

depending on the type of community hosting the cult. The cult found in the

established coloniae did not differ greatly from that found in the pre-existing

communities or in the municipia. Third, even though there is quite a variation in

titles, these titles do not reflect a difference in cult practice but only different ways of

referring to the same priests. Finally, the variation is not uniform. The titles of the

provincial priets in Tarraconensis and Baetica reflect no significant change over time,

whereas the titles in Lusitania become more uniform over time. Moreover, the civic

cult does not reflect an overall pattern towards uniformity with only the titles priests

from Tarraconensis displaying an increase in uniformity. Here the titles begin with

priests of particular individuals and end with the grouping together of the divi under

one title. The other two provinces display continued variety throughout the period.
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This demonstrates that ultimately there was no directive to standardize cult but the

adoption of cult, and its continued practice was, in most cases, ultimately based on

local initiative.
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CHAPTER 4: NORTH AFRICA

The area which became the African provinces was influenced by a number of

different cultures and peoples: the Phoenicians set up a number of permanent

settlements as harbours for their marine trade; the Numidians united with Rome

against the common enemy of Carthage, then waged war against Rome under

Jugurtha, and joined Cato the Younger and Metellus Scipio against Caesar. There

was a great deal of local diversity, even after the territory was annexed391 and the

colonists continued to be a minority in the society as a whole.392 These provinces

were also the most urbanized region of the empire in the West outside of Italy.393

These factors create a diversity which influenced the adoption of culture and religion

in Roman Africa at the local level394 and thus, these provinces can provide helpful

insight into why existing communities established and developed the worship of the

divi/divae, how they went about setting up these practices, and the factors which

influenced the choices each community made about these cults.395

Unlike the other two groups of provinces discussed above, the imperial family

played a fairly minor role in the development of these provinces. There is no

391 For example, Punic inscriptions continued to be set up throughout the Roman period. According to
Mattingly and Hitchner, this thriving “African” culture, including both Punic and Hellenistic
institutions and influences, slowed the adoption of Roman culture, institutions, and religious practices
(Mattingly and Hitchner, 1995, 184-185).
392 Mattingly and Hitchner, 1995, 172-173 discusses the different ethnic backgrounds of the people
living in the provinces of Africa.
393 Garnsey, 1978, 244.
394 It appears as though the adoption of different practices and institutions was at the local level and,
according to Mattingly and Hitchner, was not imported wholesale from outside the province (Mattingly
and Hitchner, 1995, 208). Bénabou argues that the provinces of Africa were in fact resistant to Roman
Imperialism (although one major aspect of Roman culture which was found in Africa which he fails to
address is the worship of the imperial family), however in their reviews of this book, neither Brett
(Brett, 1978) nor Whittaker (Whittaker, 1978) agree that his case has been made. I would argue that
the African evidence does not reflect “resistance,” but instead, demonstrates that there was never a
centrally imposed plan of “Romanization,” and that in general communities themselves were
responsible for adopting Roman cults and practices.
395 For an excellent narrative of Rome’s early involvement in Africa, see Law, 1978. Whittaker, 1996a;
Raven, 1993; and Manton, 1988 also provide background for Africa during the Roman period. Rives
provides a helpful background for this discussion as he presents the information from the perspective of
cultural and religious identity (Rives, 1995, 17-28).
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evidence of cult centres to the divi/divae or to Augustus having been set up by

imperial princes travelling in the area (as was the case for the provincial altar at the

confluence in Tres Galliae).396 Moreover, the Romans did not have to focus their

attention on urbanizing rural populations and creating an administrative infrastructure,

but instead had to work out a system of organizing the already urbanized population

into a manageable system.397 In the case of Mauretania, this was achieved during the

earliest stages of its development through the use of a client king, Juba II.398 The use

of client kings was very common in the eastern part of the Empire but unheard of in

the west. Africa had many ties to Hellenistic society and this merging of East and

West provides helpful insight into how the establishment and organization of cult

practices was influenced by a number of external factors.

1. PROVINCIAL PRIESTS

1.1 – Africa Proconsularis

The greatest number of inscriptions referring to provincial priests in the

provinces of Africa comes from the province of Africa Proconsularis (18 attestations,

see Appendix 1, Table 16). It has been argued that because Carthage was the capital

of Proconsularis (it is described as the seat of the concilium Africae by Apuleius) this

396 For foundational studies on religion in North Africa with bibliography see Smadja, 2005a, Rives,
1995, Smadja, 2005a and Brouquier-Reddé, 1992.
397 Whittaker, 1996a, 603. Here he is expanding on ideas presented in Bénabou, 1981, 253. In his
article on the communities of Africa concerned with Plin.HN. 5.1-30, Shaw discusses the number of
different types of communities found in Africa between 46 and 44 BCE. He concludes that Pliny’s
source was an adminstrative survey which denoted the land-tax statuses of these communities which
could then be used by Caesar for his provincial re-organization (which he did not have the opportunity
to complete). This section of Pliny provides helpful insight in how the Romans set about establishing
and organizing new provincial territory (Shaw, 1981, 455).
398 This individual is discussed in detail in the section on civic cult in the provinces of Mauretania.
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community would have hosted the provincial cult centre.399 However, surprisingly,

no evidence of a provincial priest other than the problematic evidence of Apuleius

survives from Carthage.400 The other 14 provincial priests are known from

inscriptions.

The provincial cult in this province was established during the reign of

Vespasian, sometime between 70 and 72 CE. The establishment can be accurately

determined due to the nature of the titles given to these individuals. The year the

office was held was dated not by the consuls but instead by some kind of era, although

the nature of this era is still unclear.401 One other helpful aspect of the inscriptions

referring to provincial priests in this province is that all of them can be dated with

some certainty thus facilitating a diachronic study of the nature of the cult of the

divi/divae at a provincial level.

The earliest title for these priests is flamen aug. provinciae. The earliest

priest, C. Caecilius Gallus first held office in Rome as praefectus fabrum to various

senior magistrates and as judge of the upper three decuriae.402 This individual

travelled to Rome on a number of occasions and held offices both in Rome and in

Africa. According to Pflaum’s analysis, the name Gallus originated in Lyon and Lyon

was the only community in Gaul to be included in the tribe Galeria.403 This

individual was clearly of high status (he was an equestrian and a Roman citizen) and

399 Apul.Flor.18,15. Fishwick, 2004, 179-181. Gros argues that the two adjoining plazas which make
up the forum in the centre of this community could have housed the provincial administration and the
provincial cult centre (Gros, 1997, 341-350).
400 August.Ep.138,4,19; Apul.Flor.16,73. Rives argues that Apuleius was a priest of Aesculapius
(Rives, 1994, 273-288). Fishwick argues convincingly against this assumption stating that in fact he
was a sacerdos provinciae (Fishwick, 2002b, 195-197).
401 Fishwick, 2002a, 127-129. Fishwick argues that because this priesthood was based in Carthage, and
because the evidence points to it being modelled on Cereres already established in the capital, the era
dates to the establishment of the provincial cult in 70-72 CE. However, this conclusion is based on a
number of problematic assumptions, mainly the association with the Cereres which will be discussed
below and the fact that no evidence of a provincial priests survives from the community of Carthage
(besides the problematic literary evidence).
402 Champlin, 1980, 13.
403 Pflaum gives a detailed account of what is known about this individual. (Pflaum, 1968, 154-155).
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played an important role in different administrative positions in different

communities.

Another one of these earliest priests comes from the community of Cuicul.404

His grandson, C. Iulius Crescens Didius Crescentianus, went on to hold every civic

office in both Cirta and Cuicul405 suggesting that the provincial priesthood was not

necessarily hereditary, but did provide opportunities and prestige to members of the

families of existing priests.

At some point during Trajan’s reign, the provincial title becomes sacerdos

provinciae (and in some cases also includes the qualifier africae). This shift from

flamen to sacerdos is paralleled only in the province of Sardinia.406 It does not appear

to reflect any change in the nature of the worship but was instead a purely formal

modification and, it has been argued, resulted primarily from the prestige associated

with the title of sacerdos in this province.407 A final change in the title occurs under

the reign of Marcus Aurelius. The title becomes sacerdotalis and reflects a shift in all

the titles associated with a number of offices, both political and religious.408

Following the reign of Marcus Aurelius, this is the exclusive term for provincial

priests.409

404 AE 1916, 13.
405 Champlin, 1980, 13. This family is also briefly discussed in Leschi, 1957, 165-167.
406 Fishwick, 2002b, 211-214. The two early inscriptions have the title flamen provinciae Sardiniae
(one example is CIL 10.7940), whereas the two inscriptions dating after Hadrian use the title sacerdos
provinciae Sardiniae (CIL 10.7518 and 10.7917).
407 Fishwick, 2002b, 188-189. He argues that the provincial cult may be reflecting the prestige
associated with the title of sacerdos associated with the Carthiginian cult of Cereres. See Gründel,
1965, Jarrett, 1971, Gascou, 1987, and most recently Rives, 1995, 46-51 for a discussion on the nature
of the Cerers. Previously Fishwick argued that this shift may reflect a change in the focus of the cult to
living members of the imperial family or to the inclusion of the goddess Roma (Fishwick, 1984b, 341).
However, the evidence does not support this conclusion.
408 This shift is also found in the titles of iiviralis, aedilicius, and flaminalis. (Duncan-Jones, 1968,
153). Fishwick argues that this title reflects the continued retention of the priest’s rank and seat on the
provincial council following his year in office (Fishwick, 2002b, 189).
409 Duncan-Jones, 1968, 154.
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The latest surviving evidence refers to a sacerdotalis provinciae africae by the

name of Publius Iulius Liberalis, dating to sometime after 244 CE.410 This individual

is interesting for the current discussion because he held a variety of offices in a

number of different communities. He was flamen perpetuus, quinquennalis, IIvir,

praefectus, and quaestor in the colonia of Thysdrus.411 In a dedication to Diana

Augusta found in Thamugadi, Publius also has the title sacerdotalis provinciae

Africae.412 He is also referred to as such in a commemorative inscription from

Verecunda (where he was also patronus).413 A final reference to him comes from a

commemorative statue set up to him by the ordo Cuiculitanus (from the community of

Cuicul) with only his title as sacerdotalis provincae Africae.414 These four

inscriptions demonstrate that individuals were travelling between different

communities and may have held offices in many of them. This movement may have

contributed to the spread of different priesthoods and the titles used to describe them.

In addition, it is worth noting that the individuals who held this provincial office came

from communities which had the status of either municipium or colonia suggesting

that the status of the community might have had some role in determining who was

eligible to hold the provincial priesthood in this province.

There is no surviving evidence of provincial priests from Numidia once it

became a separate province in 197/8 CE which may reflect the manner in which the

provincial cult was established. Alternatively, Smadja argues that this lack of

flamines may be related instead to the presence of the army and the imperial legate,

410 This individual is discussed in detail in Gascou, 1979.
411 A restored version of this inscription can be found in Gascou, 1987, 189. Only a small fragment is
published in CIL 8.2406.
412 CIL 8.2343.
413 CIL 8.4252.
414 AE 1914, 41.
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who was responsible for many of the dedications to the divi in this province.415 Both

these explanations provide insight into the nature of the worship of the imperial

family. Dedications to members of the imperial family were not restricted to those

who held either provincial or the civic priesthoods. If the provincial cults and all the

factors governing that cult were established around the time of Vespasian, it would

make sense that any province created from the territory of another would not re-

establish its own provincial centre but would more likely continue to function within

the context of the pre-existing system.

1.2 – Mauretania Caesariensis

No evidence of a provincial cult centre for this province survives and there are

only two inscriptions which refer to provincial priests (one male and one female) of

this province.416 Both come from the colonia of Caesarea. The male priest, Sextus

Valerius Municeps, was a flamen provinciae.417 The other priest referred to in the

surviving inscriptions is Rubria Festa, a flaminica provinciae.418 This reference

comes from an altar marking her burial place. The inscription states that she was the

wife of Iulius Secundus. There is no reference to him being a flamen provinciae

suggesting that she was in fact a priestess in her own right and not just the wife of a

flamen.419 These inscriptions are dated to sometime in the early 3rd century and

415 Smadja, 2005b, 338. In all of the provinces, there is evidence of the army making dedications for
the health of the Emperor and his family, the domus divinae, and to the Emperor’s numen and genius.
However, there is also evidence of provincial and civic priests as well as Augustales. This suggests
that army dedications do not replace the need for priests to oversee the cult but that all these different
groups are all participating in the number of different aspects associated with the worship of the
imperial family.
416 It has been argued that Juba II was largely responsible for the establishment of the worship of the
imperial family in this province but as there is no surviving evidence for provincial priests dating to the
first century CE, it is unclear what his involvement was at the provincial level. For a full discussion of
his involvement at the civic level see The Mauretanias in Section 2.3 of this chapter.
417 CIL 8.9409, 21066.
418 AE 1995, 1793.
419 In both her articles, Hemelrijk, 2005 and Hemelrijk, 2006a, Hemelrijk provides a detailed discussion
concerning the female flaminica, her religious role, and the fact that she did not receive this title



150

suggest that this province did not follow the lead of Africa Proconsularis in the shift

of titles from flamen to sacerdos but instead continued to use the title of flamen like

most of the other provinces in the Empire.

1.3 – Mauretania Tingitana

The evidence for provincial cult from Tingitania is even more scarce than for

Caesariensis. Here, there is no surviving evidence of a provincial priest and only two

provincial priestesses, both from the community of Volubilis. Their titles are

flaminica provinciae Tingitanae and flaminica provinciae.420 There is very little other

information concerning these individuals. The status of their husbands is unknown,

although they both appear to have come from influential families. These inscriptions

also cast doubt on the location of the provincial cult centre, whether it was in the

community of Volubilis or in what has been assumed to be the seat of the provincial

capital, Tingi.421

2. CIVIC PRIESTS

2.1 – Africa Proconsularis

The greatest number of inscriptions referring to civic priests throughout the

Empire comes from Africa Proconsularis. However, this is also the province from

which the most surviving inscriptions in general are found (187 attestations).422 The

titles of the civic priests in this province tend to fall into three categories: those of

individual divi, those with the title flamen augusti perpetuus (or in some cases just

flamen augusti or flamen perpetuus), and those marked simply flamen of a particular

because she was married to a flamen. Ladjimi Sebai, 1990 also comes to this conclusion and provides
comprehensive tables for all of the flaminicae.
420 ILM 135 and ILAfr 646. Both of these inscriptions can be dated to the late 1st century CE.
421 Fishwick, 2002b, 208.
422 See Appendix 2, Table 22.
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community. Iulius (Caesar), Augustus, Augusta (Livia), Vespasian, Titus, Nerva,

Trajan, Plotina, Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, Septimius Severus, and Magnus

Antoninus (Caracalla) all received civic priests.

This province has the greatest number of deified individuals being worshipped

and in some cases, like the priest of Nerva whose inscription, a dedication made to

I(upiter) O(ptimus) M(aximus), Iuno Regina, and Minerva for the health (pro salute

imperatoris) of Marcus Aurelius can be dated to 170 CE, many of these divi were

being worshipped as individuals years after their death and official deification.423 The

most common of these individuals are Vespasian and Titus who both receive priests to

themselves as individuals well into the late 2nd century CE.424 Pflaum suggests that

individual emperors receiving priests indicated some special connection with that

emperor, possibly due to a particular benefaction.425 However, this is clearly not

always the case as the priesthoods of Vespasian and Titus in the 2nd century CE are

most likely not a direct result of a benefaction given to that individual by these

emperors but might be a result of previous benefaction given to the community itself.

In some cases, a priest may have been in charge of a number of cults to deified

individuals without refering to these individuals as a collective. An unknown

individual from the community of Pagus Thunigabensis was commemorated as a

flamen divi Antonini Pii, flamen divi Traiani, and a flamen divi Magni Antonini.426

This inscription can be dated 233 CE, suggesting that even in the 3rd century in this

province, deified individuals were still receiving cult as individuals rather than in a

collective.

423 CIL 8.26121.
424 Some examples are CIL 8.26604 commemorating a flamen divi Vespasiani dated to the mid 2nd

century CE and a flamen divi Titi from 176-180? CE (AE 1917-18, 23).
425 Pflaum, 1968, 156.
426 CIL 8.14447.
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Some of the earliest evidence for the civic cult in this province reflects the

localized nature of its establishment. From the surviving evidence, the earliest priest

is a flamen augusti from Lepcis Magna during Augustus’ lifetime.427 There is also

evidence of a flamen of Tiberius during his lifetime, although these are both non-

standard cases.428 In this community, the worship of the imperial family appears to

play a role in the monumental transformation of this community from the Punic town

into a Roman city.429 Outside of Lepcis Magna, the earliest datable evidence for the

worship of the imperial family comes from Avitina, where C. Septumius Saturninus,

flamen, set up a dedication to Tiberius.430 Fifteen years later, in 48 CE, a flamen divi

Augusti set up a dedicatory inscription to Divus Augustus and Tiberius in the

community of Thugga.431 In Rusicade, during the reign of Trajan, an individual by

the name of C. Caecilius Gallus is commemorated with a dedication stating that he

was a flamen divi Iuli.432 This individual also held the provincial priesthood and is

one of only a few individuals who were priests of Divus Iulius in the provinces. This

may be due to his time spent in Rome and he may have brought this priesthood to

427 Marcus Licinius Crassus, 8 BCE, IRT 319. Smadja goes into great detail examining the
archaeology of the community of Lepcis Magna: the location of the temples and statues of the imperial
family and how these contribute to an understanding of the overall development of imperial cult during
the early Empire. She states that the civic cult was a response to the political, ideological landscape
(Smadja, 1978).
428 IRT 596. Tiberius also received a shrine dedicated to him in Viria Rustica (CIL 8.26518),
suggesting that early in the development of civic cult, living members of the imperial family were also
worshipped as individuals. This does not continue after Tiberius’ death (as is found in the other
Western provinces).
429 Whittaker, 1996a, 613.
430 CIL 8.25844.
431 CIL 8.26517 (48/49 CE). Chastagnol, 1997 focuses on this inscription (and provides the complete
text with a French translation on pg 52). His primary concern is examining the familial relationships of
the flamen as mentioned in the inscription. There appears to be some evidence from this community of
public cults of the Numidian kings, suggesting that there was, at least in some communities, a previous
tradition of ruler worship. See Rives, 1995, 103 for a more thorough discussion of the evidence and
how these cults played an important role in what he calls “the agenda of the local elite”. This
inscription is specifically mentioned by Rives to demonstrate that although there was a tradition of
ruler cult, this establishment was based on “Roman rules” (the dedication was in Latin with no Punic or
Libyan translation and the title of the priest was “Roman”). He argues correctly that this establishment
was a way for these elite to demonstrate their participation in the Roman Empire by establishing a cult
based on what they thought to be Roman models rather than simply adding these Emperors to the
existing ruler cult practices (Rives, 1995, 112).
432 CIL 8.7986. This individual is discussed in the section on provincial priests in North Africa above.
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Africa with him. In one case, from Hippo Regius, a fragmentary inscription of

uncertain date, refers to an unidentifiable diva.433

One title of civic priests that is only found in this province is the flamen IIII

coloniarum Cirtensium. The colonia of Cirta had three other coloniae associated with

it: Rusicade, Chullu, and Milev.434 Reference to this association is first made during

the reign of Trajan and has often been referred to by scholars as a confederation, but

in fact the three coloniae were dominated by Cirta, which was the only seat of

government and jurisdiction.435 This priesthood was not restricted to male priests but

also included women.436 This collection of coloniae demonstrates that at least in

some sense, communities in particular areas did share cult practices and, even if they

were not joined by an official association, there would have been movement between

them which would also have contributed to the spread and development of cult

practices in these communities.437

The most common title for priests in this province is flamen perpetuus. For

the current discussion, this title is extremely problematic for a number of reasons.

Since this title has no qualifier it is sometimes difficult to determine whether this

priesthood was involved in the worship of the imperial family. In a number of cases,

the individual with this title is recorded offering sacrifice pro salute imperatoris or to

a deified individual or collection of individuals. However, there are also examples of

this title being used to describe priests of other gods and these priests were

433 AE 1958, 144 (unknown date). The title is .....FLAMI/NICAE......]IAE PERPETUO.....
434 For a comprehensive narrative on the community of Cirta with some additional notes about Africa
in general see Champlin, 1980, 5-19.
435 Champlin, 1980, 6.
436 CIL 8.7080: Veratia Frontonilla has the title flam(inica) IIII col(oniae).
437 There are also a number of inscriptions commemorating individuals in one community who were a
priest in a different community. For example, L. Marcius Simplex was a flamen divi Augusti in the
community of Thugga but commemorated in Carthage (CIL 8.1494).
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responsible for setting up dedications to gods for whom they were not directly the

priest suggesting that there was some overlap in religious functions of these

individuals.438 This title flamen perpetuus is the most widely attested title and is

found from the 1st century continuing well into the Christian period beyond the scope

of this study. The title does not change (except in some cases the qualifier cristianus

is added)439 suggesting either that the title flamen perpetuus was a common title for all

types of priests which was then qualified in some cases or that when Christianity

became the predominant religion in the Empire, the priesthoods and structures set up

for the worship of the imperial family were adopted and reformed to serve the

Christian God. In any case, the widespread evidence of this title throughout the

province and the fact that it is unclear what the true nature of this title was makes the

study of these titles problematic.

As has been discussed throughout this study, the worship of the imperial

family was not separate from other religious practices but was fully integrated into the

religious life of these communities. In the provinces of Africa, this is most apparent

in the connection made between the imperial family and the worship of the Capitoline

Triad.440 In Thugga, the temple of the Capitoline Triad was set up and dedicated to

the health of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus. A relief was associated with it

which depicted Antoninus Pius being taken up to heaven by an eagle.441 These

connections demonstrate the importance of the worship of the imperial family and its

role within Roman religious practice as it was adopted by these communities.

438 AE 1928, 34 (unknown date). C. Sextilius Maximus, a flamen p(er)p(etuus) Neptuni, makes a
dedication to Mercury Silvanus Augustus.
439 One example of this is CIL 8.10516 (525-526 CE): Astius Muste | lus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) cristi |
anus vixit an | nis LXXII quievit GII | id(us) decem | bres anno | IIII d(omini) n(ostri) regis | Ildirix.
440 According to Fevrier, the role of the Capitoline Triad became an essential element of imperial
ideology (Fevrier, 1976, 317). Smadja expands on this and states that the religious practices
throughout the Empire centred on the divinities who symbolized the domination and universal victory
of the emperor (Smadja, 1985, 553).
441 Smadja, 1985, 545. This is one of the most common motifs for representing an emperor’s
apotheosis. These symbols of apotheosis are discussed in detail in Chapter 1.
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There are two other important pieces of evidence which do not directly relate

to priestly titles or specifically to the cult of the divi but are nevertheless crucial in

understanding how the worship of the imperial family was manifested in the

provinces. The first, the relief panels from an altar from the community of Carthage

bear similar themes and iconography to the Ara Pacis in Rome.442 One relief depicts

the cult statue of Mars Ultor in the centre, with Venus and Cupid on the left, and a

figure commonly identified with Divus Iulius on the right. Above the head of Divus

Iulius there is a small hole in stone, which Rives interprets as possibly being where a

bronze star was attached, which was a common feature of depictions of Divus

Iulius.443 Zanker argues that this reflected the cult statue group from the Temple of

Mars Ultor in the forum of Augustus in Rome.444 Both of these interpretations

suggest that either some directive came from Rome or, more likely, that the

individuals responsible for setting up this altar had knowledge of depictions of the

imperial family (and the ideology associated with it) within the city of Rome. The

other relief associated with this altar is an almost exact copy of the “Pax” relief found

on the Ara Pacis in Rome. This altar has been associated with themes of sacrifice,

piety, peace, prosperity, victory, and the Augustan family. The interpretation by

Weinstock that the altar in Rome was a monument commemorating the descent of the

Romans from both Venus through Aeneas and from Mars through Romulus445 may

help explain the iconography found in this relief, especially considering Aeneas’

connection with Carthage.

442 Part of this altar is in the museum in Musée Nationale d’Antiquités in Algiers, the other part in the
Louvre. It is discussed briefly in Weinstock, 1960, 54-55; Zanker, 1988, 196-197; and Rives, 1995,
52-53.
443 Rives, 1995, 52-53.
444 Zanker, 1988, 196.
445 Weinstock, 1960, 54-55.
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The other important piece of evidence is a private shrine (templum) dedicated

to the gens Augusta by P. Perelius Hedulus, a sacerdos perpetuus.446 According to

Rives, Hedulus was a freedman who had Augustus to thank for his rise to prosperity.

This shrine and altar (which depicts a sacrifice, Aeneas fleeing Troy with Anchises

and Ascanius, Apollo seated on a griffin, and Roma seated on a pile of military

equipment) may therefore have been a way for this individual to give thanks to his

benefactor and for his own benefit. The altar copies many of the Augustan

monuments in Rome and many of the images propagated during Augustus’ reign (his

connection with Apollo after the battle of Actium and his adoption of the griffin as his

symbol are two examples). His title is sacerdos not flamen suggesting that he may

not have been granted this honour by the local ordo and may have set himself up as

priest. Zanker points out that ambitious freedmen often attempted to rival the local

elites by setting up monuments.447 At least in this instance, it is clear who was

responsible for determining the imagery used on the monument and the establishment

of the cult: a local individual by the name of P. Perelius Hedulus.448 Unfortunately,

both the altar from Carthage and the shrine and altar of P. Perelius Hedulus, are not

directly tied to the worship of the divi but instead to other aspects (numen and gens

Augusta) of the worship of the imperial family and thus demonstrate how cults of this

type (i.e. cults responsible for overseeing the worship of the imperial family) were

established but not how cult was set up for deified individuals of the imperial family.

A discussion of this individual and the shrine which he constructed sheds

some light on the complex nature of the establishment of the worship of the imperial

446 ILAfr. 353. This altar, currently in the Musée du Bardo in Tunis, was found on the east slope of the
Byrsa and due to its proximity to the shrine, scholars have assumed that these finds (along with the
inscription) belonged together. Most scholars date them to the Augustan period (Rives, 1995, 53). P.
Perelius Hedulus and his monuments to Augustus are also discussed in Smadja, 1998, 975-976.
447 Zanker, 1988, 316-320.
448 Rives, 1995, 56.
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family in this province as well as the varied nature of the titles of the individuals

responsible for overseeing their cult practices. However, how does this reflect some

of the patterns which have emerged through the study of the priestly titles and what

can be said about the nature of the worship of the divi? Some interesting trends arise

when examining the priesthoods of specific individuals. Here, many of the deified

individuals were receiving cult as individuals well after their official consecratio.

These titles are not restricted to communities with the status of colonia and are found

throughout the province well into the 3rd century CE (and in some cases, into the early

4th century CE). Early in the establishment of the worship of the imperial family

some individuals, in this case, Augustus and Tiberius, were given priests during their

own lifetime (as is also found in Gaul and Spain discussed above). Determining the

nature of the collective worship of divi is more difficult in this province. There is no

reference to a flamen divorum Augustorum and while the office of flamen perpetuus

may have been involved in the worship of the imperial family as a collective, the

evidence relating to the flamen perpetuus and its interpretation is extremely

problematic. In any case, the priestly titles do not appear to exhibit an increase in

variation over time. Alternatively, there does not appear to be any drastic change in

the nature of these priests. These cults were not established first by coloniae but

appear to have been established and spread throughout the province independently of

the status of the community in which it was adopted. They appear to be very local,

but as Rives states, it would be a mistake to imagine that the emperor and his

representatives played no role in civic cults.449 Instead, this involvement should be

understood to be the exception not the standard course of action. Some of the means

by which these cults were established may have been taken from cult practices found

449 Rives, 1995, 61.
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within the city of Rome, but it was still up to the particular community to determine

how those practices (and which practices) would be adopted.

2.2 – Numidia

Numidia was created from territory taken from the province of Africa

Proconsularis by Septimius Severus in 197/8 CE.450 As mentioned above in the

discussion of provincial cult, there is no evidence of any provincial priests coming

from this province, possibly because of its late foundation. However, a number of

civic priests and priestesses from the area can be dated to this later period (15

attestations, see Appendix 2, Table 23).

The titles of these priests still reflect a degree of variation even during this

later period. Some of the members of the Severan dynasty, Septimius Severus and

Caracalla, received priests as individuals. These titles are worthy of note in that it is

rare (at least outside of the provinces of Africa) for individuals to receive priests after

the first century CE. In this case, the divi who received priests were Septimius

Severus and Caracalla and this may have been a result of the fact this family was

African and had a specific connection with this area.

The other titles flamen perpetuus and flaminica (although the inscription

breaks off after this point so it is not clear whether there is a qualifier associated with

this title)451 are more general titles. However, the qualifier perpetuus, which is most

commonly found in the inscriptions from Africa, is used in almost all of the surviving

inscriptions from this area. All that is known for certain is that these individuals were

attached to the celebration of the cult of the imperial family, but as this title survives

450 The inscriptions discussed in this section are those that can be dated to the period following its
separation from Africa Proconsularis. Earlier inscriptions or those of uncertain date have been
included in the section on Africa Proconsularis.
451 BCTH 1915, 134 n.27 (Cuicul, 3rd century CE?).



159

well into the 4th century CE, similar to what is found in North Africa, 452 it is unclear

as to the nature of this priesthood after the spread of Christianity throughout the

Empire.

2.3 – The Mauretanias

Civic cult in the two provinces of Mauretania appears to have been set up (or

at least influenced) by the client King Juba II. Juba II was “rescued” by Julius Caesar

and raised in Rome in the Augustan household. 453 Even after he married Cleopatra

and moved back to Africa (and changed the name of the community of Iol to

Caesarea),454 he was still in contact with Rome. Rives argues that Juba revived an

earlier Numidian tradition of honouring rulers after their death and that he may have

been, at least in part, inspired by Roman models.455 Alternatively, Bénabou argues

that funerary cult was widely attested as a traditional African (from the area later

occupied by the provinces of Mauretania and Numidia) religious practice.456 In either

452 38 individuals with the title flamen perpetuus are mentioned in inscriptions dating to the 4th century
from the community of Thamugadi. An excellent discussion of all of the individuals with this title
from this community can be found in Pavis D'escurae, 1980.
453 This is one example of what Suetonius describes as Augustus’ “foreign policy” (Suet. Aug.48). For
an excellent discussion on Juba II, his kingship, and the role of client kings in the Roman Empire, see
Roller, 2003. In his discussion on “Friendly Kings”, Braund states that kings sent their sons to Rome
in order to solidify their relationship into the next generation. He argues that the incentive came from
the king and not from Augustus (Braund, 1984, 11-12).
454 This is also described by Suetonius and can be summarized as follows: These client kings all
founded a town called Caesarea in their own kingdoms and contributed to the establishment of cult to
Augustus’ genius. (Suet.Aug.60). These Caesareas urbes are discussed in detail in Braund, 1984, 107-
112. This suggests that Mauretania-specific explanations are possibly misguided. A comparison with
the Herods in Judaea and the Euryclids in Sparta shows Suetonius to be fundamentally correct. The
explanation of Juba’s special relationship with Augustus’ household (and similar explanations of the
Gauls’ relationship with the Julio-Claudian family) demonstrates some potential problems with
studying particular areas in isolation.
455 Rives, 2001, 430-431. He states that Juba may have been familiar with the cult of Divus Iulius in
Rome and this may have influenced him in his decision to revive the Numidian tradition of honouring
dead rulers. However, he does also suggest that it may have also been influenced by Hellenistic ruler
cult tradition as well.
456 Bénabou, 1976, 292. A more thorough discussion on the nature of funerary cult in this area can be
found on pages 281-285. Juba’s name is found on an inscription from the region of Bordj-bou-Arréridj
along with Jupiter and a local genius (CIL 8.20627). His deified status is also attested in
Min.Fel.Oct.21.9, although the nature of this source (a philosophically written dialogue between a
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case, this may have then in turn, paved the way for the local adoption of cult to

members of the imperial family. It appears from a few coins struck in 5-6 CE and 15-

19 CE that he was involved in the establishment of the worship of Augustus as these

coins all depict a temple with a legend Augusti.457 A number of the early symbols of

apotheosis, like the star, were also depicted on these coins. Fishwick also argues that

because Juba II had spent a significant time in Rome, he laid the foundations for the

worship of the imperial family following a Roman model.458 Of course, one problem

with this assertion is that it assumes there was a sort of model that could then be

applied to different situations and communities, which, I would argue is not always

the case, as demonstrated in the case studies discussed above. Another problem with

this assertion is that almost all of the evidence of priestly titles associated with the

communities in this province can be dated to the 2nd century CE (there is a total of 18

attestations, only one can be dated with any certainty to the Julio-Claudian period.

See Appendix 2, Table 24).459 This sheds little light on the earliest practices

associated with the worship of the imperial family and the individuals responsible for

overseeing their worship and all the information about the earliest cult practices

comes from coins depicting certain temples, as discussed above, and some

archaeological remains.

Approximately half of the communities whose priestly titles survive through

inscriptional evidence have the status of colonia. In some cases, like Auzia, the

priestly title dates to a period following that community’s promotion to the status of

colonia. In other cases, like Volubilis, these priestly titles date to the period when the

Christian and a “pagan” dating to the beginning of the 3rd century CE) makes it extremely problematic
for this discussion.
457 Fishwick, 1985, 225-227.
458 Fishwick, 1985, 233.
459 The epigraphical evidence is complicated in this province due to the continued use of Punic as well
as Latin throughout the Roman period.



161

community was a municipium. However, this community received this promotion to

municipium in return for their assistance in defeating the rebel Aedemon and his

followers during the reign of Claudius.460 This may have affected how cult was

established in this community, especially considering the evidence for the first

priestess. Her title (flaminica prima in municipio Volub.) and the fact that this

inscription dates to either the reign of Claudius or Nero suggest that the establishment

of civic cult may have been closely linked with this increase in status.461 This

demonstrates that the type of community may have no direct connection with the

establishment of the cult but that this establishment may have been a result of a

number of other factors, one of the main factors possibly being a promotion of status.

However, in these cases, it still appears to be the local elite who are responsible for

setting up these cults (most likely in gratitude for this beneficium) and was not

imposed on the community from the centre.

The titles of the priests do appear to be standardized (at least in the fact that

they seem to have a standard abbreviation: fl. auggg.) and do not appear to change

over time. Unfortunately this uniformity may be a result of the number of extant

inscriptions (less than 20 inscriptions survive in contrast to the over 60 inscriptions

which survive from Africa Proconsularis) and might not reflect a standardized cult

throughout the two provinces.

460 Garnsey, 1978, 250-251.
461 AE 1916, 43.
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3. LEPCIS MAGNA: A brief case study of cult within
one community

A number of temples dedicated to members of the imperial family survive

from the community of Lepcis Magna and can shed some light on the nature of the

establishment of cult practices within this province.462 A temple of Rome and

Augustus was set up c.14-19 CE. Its dedicatory inscription in Punic states that the

temple was completed by Balyathon and Bodmelqart and contained statues of the

following members of the imperial family, arranged in pairs: Augustus and Roma,

Tiberius and Julia Augusta (Livia), Germanicus and Drusus, Agrippina (wife of

Germanicus) and Livia (wife of Drusus), and Antonia (mother of Germanicus) and

Agrippina (mother of Drusus).463 Two important conclusions can be drawn from this

temple. First, this temple was set up by locals as Balyathon and Bodmelqart are

clearly not Roman names and the inscription is Punic not Latin. Second, this temple

was dedicated not only to Roma and Augustus, but to a number of members of the

imperial family (as each of these pairs of individuals is mentioned in the dedicatory

inscription). This suggests that from its earliest manifestation, in this community, the

worship of the Emperor included the worship of the family as a whole.

The temple of the Flavians originally consisted of two temples, first

constructed between 77/78 and 93/94. By 93/94 they became one temple which was

then dedicated to Divus Vespasianus, Divus Titus, and Domitian.464 Although it is

462 Smadja, 1978 forms the foundation for this study. For an excellent discussion of the area of
Tripolitania, how it was organized, the communities found within it (including excellent site plans,
along with the traditional culture and religious practices and Roman influences on those practices, see
Mattingly, 1994. All the temples from this community are discussed in Brouquier-Reddé, 1992.
463 IPT 22. A French translation and discussion can be found in Brouquier-Reddé, 1992, 86-88. A
discussion of the female images can be found in Kokkinos, 1992, 110-112.
464 IRT 348: Imp(eratori) Cae[sari div]i Vespasiani f(ilio) Do[mitiano Aug(usto) Germ(anico)
pont(ifici) max(imo) trib(unicia) pot(estate)] XIII Imp(eratori) XX[II co(n)s(uli) XVI cens(ori)
perp(etuo)] p(atri) p(atriae) et divo Vespasiano et di[vo Tito...] / ex testa[men Concor or mento
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common for the statues of living emperors to be found in temples dedicated to the

divi, it is rare for a temple to be dedicated specifically to both deified and non-deified

members of the imperial family. The inscription is not complete so it is not clear who

was responsible for this temple although in contrast to the earlier temple to Augustus’

family, this dedication was inscribed in Latin.

During the reign of Septimius Severus, a new monumental forum was

constructed in the community. Although it was envisioned in the original project, the

temple itself was not completed until after his death in 211 CE. No inscription

survives but Brouquier-Reddé suggests that the hypothesis that this was a temple to

Septimius Severus and his family is the most likely because of the location of the

temple, Severus’ role in monumentalizing the city, and the fact that this was the

community in which he was born.465 A fragment of an inscription (...]ONCO[...),

survives which Ward-Perkins suggests could be the dedication and could possibly be

reconstructed as concordia, since Concordia Augustorum was an important concept to

which the Severan dynastic connected itself.466 These temples were not only the

location for religious activity but also played a crucial role in promoting the ruling

family and justifying their right to power. In this case, this temple was not set up on

its own but was part of a larger project to monumentalize the city.

These three temples highlight some important features of this cult which have

been discussed throughout the examination of civic priesthoods. First, the imperial

family was worshipped as a collective from its earliest establishment. These temples

included both deified and non-deified members of the imperial family. Second, these

temples play an important role in the landscape of the community. They serve as a

Clau]diae Piae i( or f) [....] HS LXXX q[uibus addidit] pro honore sufetatus HS LX [....]. Brouquier-
Reddé, 1992, 91-94.
465 Brouquier-Reddé, 1992, 95-100.
466 Ward-Perkins, 1993, 53.
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focal point around which the community can gather. Finally, these temples were

established by local elites. This is especially clear in the case of the temple to

Augustus and his family where the dedication is written in Punic. The civic cult was

under the jurisdiction of the community itself and it was up to the local elites to

determine in what form it would be manifested.

4. OBSERVATIONS

Having examined the evidence for the establishment and development of the

provincial and civic cults in the provinces of Africa, some of the resulting trends

should now be addressed, many of which are similar to those found in the provinces

of Spain and Gaul discussed above. First, different patterns emerge from the studies

of provincial and civic cult. The evidence for provincial cult in the provinces of

Africa comes almost exclusively from the province of Africa Proconsularis and this

province is unique in the titles used for provincial cult in that there was a wholesale

change during the reign of Trajan. The earliest title was flamen Aug. provinciae

which changed to sacerdos provinciae Africae in the early 2nd century CE. The title

then undergoes another shift during the reign of Marcus Aurelius when the title

becomes sacerdotalis. The only other province in which a shift of this kind occurs is

the province of Sardinia.467 It is unclear what prompted this change.

The little evidence from the other three African provinces (if the newly created

province of Numidia is included, though no evidence of provincial priests survives

from this province) does not shed any light on the change in provincial titles found in

Africa Proconsularis. There is no surviving evidence of provincial cult centres (either

temples or altars) which makes any discussion of the nature of these practices and

how they functioned within these provinces difficult. From the evidence that does

467 The evidence for this shift is discussed in Section 1.1 of this chapter.
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survive, it appears that provincial priests come from communities with either the

status of colonia or municipium suggesting that the status of the community might

have some role in determining who was eligible for these priesthoods.

The civic titles on the other hand do not reflect either an increase or decrease

in uniformity over time. As is found in the other provinces, the civic priestly titles

can be divided into a couple of different categories. In these provinces, the titles tend

to either be flamen of a particular individual, flamen of a particular community,

flamen with no qualifiers, or flamen Augustorum. These titles do not vary

chronologically but instead reflect the diversity of titles found within these

communities.

Second, a number of deified individuals received civic priests dedicated

specifically to them as individuals well after their official consecratio. In most of the

other provinces this is not the case. Instead, as more individuals were deified, it was

more common for these individuals to be worshipped as a collective, with some

individuals receiving priests shortly after their consecratio but not persisting past a

first generation. In Africa Proconsularis, it is the individuals who continued to be

worshipped. Unfortunately, the evidence for collective worship of the divi is

extremely problematic and it is difficult to determine its true nature. This is largely

due to the use of the title flamen perpetuus which was not exclusively used to denote

individuals who were responsible for the worship of the imperial family. This title

also continues to be used well into the 6th century (as is also the case in Spain)

suggesting that this priesthood may have also served some other purpose or that its

purpose changed over time but that change was not reflected in the title.

The priests from Numidia tend to follow the same pattern, where a number of

priesthoods were established for the Severan divi as individuals. It would make sense
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that these priests would follow a similar pattern to Africa Proconsularis as Numidia

was created out of territory of Africa Proconsularis by Septimius Severus. The titles

found in the two provinces of Mauretania follow a completely different pattern. They

are almost exclusively titles hinting at the worship of the imperial family as a

collective. There is no surviving evidence of a priesthood set up to an individual.

Third, there is evidence of communities looking to Rome for models for how

to establish cult practices within their communities. However, the images and

ideology which was adopted was only effective if they were locally employed,

suggesting direct involvement of the local elite to determine which images and

practices were adopted and how they would be instituted.468 Most likely, these

models were not imposed from Rome but instead were brought from Rome by the

local elites themselves (or those having some awareness of the ideology and how cult

was practiced in Rome).

Finally, the civic priests were not found primarily in communities with the

status of colonia and the evidence does not suggest that the worship of the imperial

family initiated in these coloniae and then spread to the other communities in the area.

Instead, the worship of the imperial family appears to be widespread and largely

based on local initiative. It was largely the communities themselves who were

responsible for determining which deified individuals would receive priests and how

cult practices would be established. The success of Roman rule in the provinces lay

in its ability to secure the allegiance of the African elites by providing social networks

and in some cases financial and military assistance,469 and then relying on those

individuals to administer their communities and provinces. This is crucially important

to understanding how cult was established in this province. As both Hopkins and

468 Rives, 1995, 63.
469 Whittaker, 1996a, 615.
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Braund have argued,470 the worship of the imperial family played an important role in

creating cohesion throughout the empire, but at the same time, this cohesion was

created by the communities seeking to connect themselves with the centre by their

own initiative regardless of the form which that worship took and whether the cult

was practiced in similar ways in these communities.

CONCLUSION

In the three groups of provinces discussed in the above case studies, the

worship of the divi/divae was complex and diverse. In the cases of provincial cult,

some cult centres were established through direct intervention from members of the

imperial family, the most common example being the provincial altar for Tres Galliae.

There also appears to be some involvement from the centre in how these cults were

established. For example, in Tarraconensis, Tacitus records that the people of Spain

petitioned the emperor and were granted permission to build a temple to Augustus in

15 CE. In Baetica, an embassy was also sent to the emperor requesting that they be

allowed to build a temple to Tiberius, Livia, and the Senate. This request was denied,

suggesting that the emperor made decisions on cult on an individual basis and that

these decisions did not consitute a legal ruling.471 Some of the establishments of

provincial cults in these provinces do not have similar accounts but it might be that

the centre played some role in their establishment. However, even in these cases, it

was still the responsibility of the community to oversee and fund its establishment and

the cult practices associated with it as well as determine the nature of the cult centre

itself (temple or altar).

470 Hopkins, 1978; Braund, 1984, 114.
471 This petition and response system is discussed in detail in Millar, 1977.
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The provincial title is most commonly flamen, the exception being Tres

Galliae. In Africa Proconsularis, the original title for provincial priests is flamen but

shifts to sacerdos at some point during the reign of Trajan. These provincial titles

continue to show diversity throughout the period covered by this study. The

attestations of these provincial priests tend to be located in the community in which

the provincial cult is found and these communities are all coloniae in these provinces

although many of these provincial priests are commemorated elsewhere in the

provinces in which they held this office.

The civic priesthoods show significantly more diversity than the provincial

cults. Some priests are responsible for overseeing the worship of an individual divus

or diva. Others, are referred to as the flamen or sacerdos of a particular community.

Still others oversee the worship of non-deified members of the imperial family adding

another level of complexity to the study of these practices. This also suggests that

these cults are not necessarily “state sanctioned” (since some emperors tended to

refuse cult during their lifetimes) but are the result of communities themselves taking

the initiative to set up these practices. The titles themselves also reflect this diversity

with the titles of priests being flamen, sacerdos, and pontifex. Some of these titles

even have spelling variations. This suggests that there was no standardized title and

that these commemorations were set up by individuals who may not have been

concerned about getting the titles “right”. These titles do not tend to become more

standardized over time generally, but continue to display the complexity and diversity

which is found in the earliest attestations of these offices.

It also appears that in many cases, the earliest attestations come not from

coloniae but from municipia and peregrine communities. In some places, priests

seem to appear in a number of different communities around the same time. This
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suggests that it is not the coloniae which are responsible for bringing the civic

worship of the divi/divae to the provinces but instead, the community itself is

attempting to forge a personal connection with the emperor and members of his

family through their own initiative by establishing these priesthoods.

One final group of priests which has been discussed throughout these case

studies should be summarized here, the flaminicae. Female priestesses of the

divi/divae have been studied in great deal recently by Hemelrijk.472 There appear to

be four possible senarios to explain the role of these women.

1) They are part of a sacerdotal married couple, as in the Roman model
(flamen Dialis and flaminica Dialis).

2) A priestess charged with the cult of diviae as oppposed to divi.
3) A priesthood analogous in all respects to the flaminate, but held

occassionally by women so that families could increase their prominence
and/or communities have access to the wealth of independently wealthy
women.

4) Some combination of the above.

As Hemelrijk has rightly argued, these women should not be described as only

receiving this title because they were the wives of priests as in most cases there is no

evidence of their husbands holding a priestly office. Instead, they are priests in their

own right and tend to be responsible for overseeing the worship of the divae, although

there are attestations of male priests being responsible for female members of the

imperial family as well (two male priests in Lusitania are flamines iuliae augustae).

However, there is no evidence of female priests being responsible for overseeing the

worship of individual male divi in the provinces (although in Rome there were female

priests of divi as Livia and Antonia are priestesses of Divus Augustus and Agrippina

is a priestess of Divus Claudius). There is evidence of provincial priestesses who are

responsible for overseeing the worship of the divae at the provincial level suggesting

that this office held the same responsibilities and prestige that their male counterparts

472 Hemelrijk, 2006b; Hemelrijk, 2006a; and Hemelrijk, 2005.
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did. This suggests that these priests were at least in part analogous to the male

flaminate and functioned to increase prominence in the same way as the male

priesthoods did. Thus, it appears that these female priestess did tend to be responsible

for overseeing the worship of the divae (although the cult of the divae was not

exclusively the responsibility of female priests) and that their role within the

community mirrored closely that of their male counterparts.
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PART 3: SPREAD OF CULT THROUGHOUT THE
EMPIRE

These final two chapters discuss the spread of the worship of the divi/divae

throughout the Empire. Chapter 5 examines one particular group of individuals,

referred to as Augustales, seviri Augustales, or seviri (and other minor variations), and

their role in the adoption, development, and practice of worship of the imperial family

throughout the empire. These groups have been chosen in part because they are found

throughout the empire, but not in the city of Rome itself. They first appear during

Augustus’ reign and are directly connected with the worship of the divi/divae and the

imperial family. Tracing the titles used by these groups and how they spread

throughout the empire can provide insight into how the divi/divae were worshipped

and how their cult was manifested outside of Rome.

Chapter 6 discusses which of the members who were officially deified

received priests and cult outside of Rome. Since these cult practices relied on many

of the exceptional but not quite divine honours granted to members of the imperial

family during the reign of Augustus, some of these not-quite-divine individuals will

also be examined as a study of how cult was set up to them provides key insight into

how cult to the deified members of the imperial family was established. This chapter

examines geographical variation in how these individual divi/divae were worshipped

throughout the Empire as well as which divi/divae were worshipped in which areas

and how long the cult of these individuals persisted.
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CHAPTER 5: THE AUGUSTALES

During the reign of Augustus, the practice of worshipping the emperor and his

family quickly spread throughout the Empire. One organization, or group of

organizations (as the surviving evidence is still unclear as to whether these titles

reflect variation in titulature or denote separate groups), established at the end of the

1st century BCE, and influential in this spread, was that of the Augustales, seviri

Augustales, and seviri.473 They were found throughout Italy and the provinces

(although they are only found in coloniae in the East) and were not present in the city

of Rome, with the inscriptional evidence dating between 12 BCE and the mid-third

century CE. Because these titles were so widespread and the evidence spanned over

three centuries, they are ideal for a diachronic study of the worship of the imperial

family. This chapter will not be able to address all aspects of these groups.474

Instead, it will focus on the establishment of these groups, how they changed over

time, and whether the variation in their titles reflects different abbreviations and

conventions used in particular areas or in different time periods. It seeks to determine

whether uniformity increased or decreased over time, what prompted change and how

that change was managed, and the factors which influenced the choices made by each

community about the nature of these offices.

473 To simplify the terminology used in this study *Augustales (as found in Duthoy, 1976) will be used
to refer to the three titles (Augustales, seviri Augustales, and magistri Augustales). Without the asterix,
Augustales refers only to the group specifically described by this title.
474 Most of the modern scholarship on these groups has been concerned with their nature, organization,
and purpose and how they changed over time. The three works on which all current studies are based
are Von Premerstein, 1893; Taylor, 1914; Duthoy, 1976. For the most recent discussion of the overall
organization of the *Augustales see Abramenko, 1993a,13-37.
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There is no literary evidence of these groups besides a brief mention in

Petronius’ Satyricon that is extremely problematic.475 In contrast, the inscriptional

evidence is vast: over 2500 inscriptions.476 By its very nature, this evidence is

fragmentary and quite varied but will provide the basis of this study.477

1. SETTING THE STAGE

1.1 – Background and General Information

Modern discussions of the Augustales, seviri Augustales, and seviri tend to

expand on a broad consensus which can be summarized as follows.478 These groups

were established during the reign of Augustus, with the earliest inscriptions dating to

13-12 BCE. 479 They were involved in some aspect of the worship of the imperial

family, although whether this was their primary function is still fiercely debated. 480 A

475 See Garnsey, 1981, 370-371 as to whether Trimalchio can be seen as a typical freedman and sevir
Augustalis. d’Arms puts Trimalchio into his historical context and discusses the nature of social
standing and problems of using the Satyricon as a source (D'arms, 1981, 99-120).
476 For this reason a summary table is not included in this discussion. See Duthoy, 1976 for references
to all of these inscriptions.
477 There is also some archaeological evidence of meeting halls and other buildings associated with
these groups. However, because determining the function of these buildings and whether they were in
fact used by with the *Augustales is problematic and only tangentially related to the current discussion,
they will not be discussed in detail.
478 Abramenko argues convincingly that seviri should be included in discussions of the *Augustales,
though he concludes incorrectly in my opinion that the main distinction between the seviri and the
other groups is that the seviri tend to be earlier in date (Abramenko, 1993b, 22-28).
479 Taylor, 1914, 235. Ostrow argues that the establishment of these groups should be understood
within the context of the Augustan reforms: redefining and rebuilding the senatorial and equestrian
orders, reorganizing the lesser officials who attended the magistrates, paying attention to matters
touching on slavery and freedmen, and finally religious policy as a whole (which includes the
establishment of emperor worship). (Ostrow, 1990 368). Wallace-Hadrill argues that the reforms
should be interpreted within the context of a transformation in which members of the traditional elite
(priests, politicians, legal authorities, and military leaders) were replaced by a broader elite with more
specialized functions (vicomagistri, *Augustales, etc.) (Wallace-Hadrill, 2005 62). These reforms were
part of Augustus’ political goals, and he used them as a way of legitimizing his own position as he
restored those things that were neglected by his enemies during the civil war (Scheid, 2005 177).
480 Scholars have varied opinions as to the extent of this connection with emperor worship. Gradel
argues that an Augustalis (or one of the other titles) was neither an office nor a priesthood
(Gradel, 2002, 229). Abramenko, 1993b argues against the religious aspects of these groups, stressing
that the title named after the emperor does not necessarily prove formalized involvement in emperor
worship or that being involved in these cult practices was their primary function. Beard, North and
Price agree that they are best regarded not as priests but as an “ordo” which may have had (but not
necessarily) a religious role (Beard et al., 1998, vol. 2, 208). In vol.1, 358, they suggest that the name
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number of inscriptions, discussed throughout this chapter, demonstrate a number of

different religious functions, not only in relation to emperor worship, but also to

Roman deities (like Mercury and Silvanus) and some native deities.

The *Augustales were present almost exclusively in the Latin West, but not in

Rome itself. They were commonly, but not always, selected by the town

councillors481 and were expected to pay summa honoraria, fund public entertainments

and building projects.482 They received special honours, closely resembling the

honours given to magistrates: lictores, fasces, reserved places at games and public

banquets, the toga praetexta, and occasionally public funerals. By outward

appearance and by the honours they received, individuals in these groups looked very

similar to priests and magistrates. However, they do not appear to fit neatly into

either category. They appear to have played a number of different roles within their

communities.

It has previously been argued that these groups were recruited primarily from

among freedmen.483 Modern discussions also stress that the institution of the

Augustales may not derive from their connection with emperor worship but instead derives from their
creation under Augustus. d’Arms argues that this absence of focus on their religious roles is misguided
and, in light of some new inscriptions, that these Augustales had a very important religious role with
respect to the cult practices associated with emperor worship (D'arms, 2000, 129). Patterson states that
the worship of the imperial family should not be confined to one particular group but was an integral
part of all aspects of both public and private life (Patterson, 2006, 243). Mouritsen argues that the
primary function of these groups was not religious, as there are a number of dedications made to the
imperial family with no mention of the *Augustales and that most of the inscriptions referring to
*Augustales make no mention of involvement in the worship of the imperial family (Mouritsen, 2006,
241). However, he does not discuss the fact that one possible explanation for this is that most of the
inscriptions referring to *Augustales are honorific or funerary inscriptions and provide little
information other than the existence of these groups and the titles given to individuals within these
groups.
481 One example of this is CIL 5.5859: ….Faustus | VIvir et Augustalis | qui inter primos | Augustales |
a decurionib(us) | Augustalis factus est.
482 A number of inscriptions were found in association with dedication plaques for theatres, and other
buildings (an example being from Stobi, Macedonia (AE 1990, 877) where three Augustales built a
theatre and dedicated it to Deus Caesar Augustus and the municipium of Stobi). One inscription from
Italy (AE 1978, 439) states that Licinius Abascantio gave lots of games of all kinds because he was a
sevir Augustalis.
483 The percentage found in most of the scholarship is somewhere between 85-95%. For a statistical
analysis and discussion see Duthoy, 1974. There is a great deal of variation among geographical
regions. For example, a large number of freeborn *Augustales come from northern Italy (Abramenko,
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*Augustales was a way for freedmen to achieve a status not otherwise open to

them.484 Wealthy individuals of freedmen status were generally excluded from

holding magistracies. However, there are areas where the *Augustales consisted of a

large proportion of free-born individuals, demonstrating that these groups may have

been attractive to both the wealthy freedmen as well as those who were free-born.

Moreover, this may be a position that was available to free-born individuals who may

not have enough wealth for other priesthoods or magistracies within the community.

These groups appear to occupy a place in the community directly below the

decuriones and sometimes are referred to as a “second order.”485

Before examining the evidence, the location and frequencies of the different

titles can be summarized as follows:486

1993b, 18-20) but very few are found in southern Italy (Patterson, 2006, 248). An analysis based on
social status is also difficult because many of the inscriptions do not state the status of the individual.
There are a few instances where freedmen do hold office (Curubis, CIL 12. 788; Carthage and Clupea,
CIL 10.6104).
484 See Nock, 1972 354 and Garnsey and Saller, 1987, 121 for two examples of this discussion.
Garnsey and Saller argue that these groups served the dual purpose of recognizing the superiority of the
wealthy freedmen over the masses but at the same time reflecting the most basic criterion for status,
birth.
485 This point is fairly undisputed but the extent to which this terminology can be used to describe their
function is still debated. For evidence of these groups being referred to as a second order (secundus
ordo) see CIL 3.5779 (Abudiacum in Raetia) and CIL 13.4624 (Ostia). Garnsey and Saller, 1987, 121
argue that it is an exaggeration to compare this group as a “second order” in the cities to that of the
equestrians in Rome, partly because there was no upward mobility for the Augustales.
486 This table was compiled using the summary provided in Duthoy, 1976, 148-191, with the addition
of inscriptions found in the last 30 years. The “other” category in this table is reserved for other
variations in the title, for example: magistri Augustales, tresvir Augustales, sevir Claudialis, etc. and
for inscriptions where the title is not clear.
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Table 7: Location and frequencies of Augustales, seviri Augustales, seviri and
other variations on these titles

Region/Province Augustales seviri Augustales seviri Other
Achaia 3 2
Africa Pronsularis 4 1
Asia 1 2 1
Britannia 2 1
Cyrenaica 1
Dacia 67 2
Dalmatia 14 23 52 30
The Gauls

Aquitania 2 3
Belgica 8 1 5

Lugdunensis 57 6 13
Narbonensis 185 21 37

Germania Inferior 6 1 1
Germania Superior 15 3 3
Italy

Regio I 169 112 21 107
Regio II 76 20

Regio III 27 3 8
Regio IV 30 93 13 24
Regio V 6 4 20 22

Regio VI 12 58 83 21
Regio VII 25 18 22 21

Regio VIII 6 19 37 11
Regio IX 3 12 10 7
Regio X 12 117 168 57

Regio XI 32 25 175 21
Macedonia 6 8 1
Mauretania Tingitana 6
Moesia Inferior 6
Moesia Superior 14 4
Noricum 1 1
Numidia 13 2
Pannonia Inferior 13 7
Pannonia Superior 32 1 8 3
Pisidia 1
Raetica 3
Sardinia 1 1 1
Sicilia 1 3 3 2
The Spains

Baetica 9 20 26 10
Lusitania 17 4 1

Tarraconensis 3 63 36 11
Syria 1 4

Modern scholars have posited several different explanations for the diversity

in the titulature. Scholars have previously argued that there was some sort of central

control over how these groups were organized and spread throughout the Empire. It

has been argued that the variation in titles reflects a re-organization dating to the reign
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of Trajan. However, this conclusion is based primarily on the evidence from Italy and

the inscriptional evidence from the provinces does not support this conclusion. 487

More recently, Mouritsen has taken the other extreme and argued that these

institutions were established by local initiative and were not the result of directives

given from the centre, or a common model.488 This chapter will examine the

inscriptional evidence from throughout the Empire to determine the nature of the

variation of these titles, whether this variation depicts different organizations, titles

dependent upon the geographical area or status of the community in which they were

located, or chronological variation. This analysis can then be used to determine how

practices were established in particular areas, whether they were set up using a

particular model and if so, where that model came from, and whether the titles

became more or less divergent over time.

1.2 – The *Augustales in Italy

Almost half the evidence for *Augustales comes from the Italian peninsula,

with Augustales and seviri being present in almost every town.489 For this reason,

recent scholarship has focused on Italy in an attempt to determine how these groups

were established, what type of people would be drawn to these groups, and what their

function was.490 However, very little work has been done examining the

establishment, diversity of titles, and development of these groups elsewhere in the

Empire. This section briefly examines the Italian evidence and summarizes the

extensive scholarship based on epigraphical and archaeological evidence before

487 This re-organization is discussed in detail in Taylor, 1914. Duthoy, 1976 summarizes the
conclusions made by scholars in the 19th century and also supports the idea of a re-organization at the
beginning of the 2nd century CE.
488 Mouritsen, 2006, 240.
489 Mouritsen, 2006, 237.
490 Meiggs, 1973; Ostrow, 1985; Ostrow, 1990 Abramenko, 1993b; D'arms, 2000; Gradel, 2002;
Patterson, 2006; Mouritsen, 2006.
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turning to the question of how these groups were established throughout the Empire

and how they changed over time.

Campania contains some of the earliest archaeological evidence of these

groups.491 There are two possible sanctuaries attributed to the *Augustales, one in

Misenum and one in Herculaneum, both dating to the mid-first century CE. The

sanctuary at Misenum, discovered in 1968, contains three vaulted chambers and a

large forecourt.492 A number of inscriptions and statues provide insight into the

nature of its organization and administration from the Julio-Claudian period to the end

of the Antonine period. The bases of ten statues survive: one un-inscribed, three to

emperors (Trajan, and two to Nerva), four of divinities (Apollo, Liber Pater,

Asclepius, and Venus), and two dedicated to individual Augustales.493 The sanctuary

itself is referred to in an inscription found at this location (Miseni in templo Aug. quod

est Augustalium).494

Herculaneum also hosted a large sanctuary assigned to the *Augustales and

dating to the mid-first century CE. This assignment is based on three inscriptions:495

1. Augusto Sacr(um) / A.A.Lucii A.filii Men(enia) / Proculus et Iulianus /
P(ecunia) S(ua) / Dedicatione Decurionibus et / Augustalibus Cenam
Dederunt

2. Divo Iulio/ Augustales
3. Divo Augusto / Augustales

The sanctuary consists of a square hall with a small shrine-like chamber that

includes a niche and, leading off of it, a small room, possibly for the building’s

491 Ostrow, 1985, 64-101.
492 Ostrow, 1985, 75-76.
493 D'arms, 2000, 127. Also includes the text, translation, and full commentary on the inscriptions.
494 Ostrow, 1985, 75.
495 Described in Ostrow, 1985, 77. CIL 10.1411 (Divo Iulio); CIL 10.1412 (Divo Augusto). The first
inscription is translated and its importance discussed briefly in Keppie, 1991, 58 (also includes a
photograph of the inscription itself).
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custodian.496 The most important find from this location is fragments of possible

membership lists that may shed some light on the nature of the organization of the

ordo. The membership appears to be divided into centuriae, and the revision of the

lists throughout the first century until the eruption of Vesuvius, mostly through the

addition of names, attests to the growth of the group during this early period.

A number of inscriptions come from Ostia.497 In his study on Roman Ostia,

Meiggs argues that the community was important in the early development of these

groups because of its close ties to Rome.498 Due to the amount of evidence and its

relatively certain dating, Meiggs has suggested that these groups underwent a change

sometime in the late first (or early second) century CE.499 They then underwent

another change sometime around the late second century as the inscriptions attest to

four grades of membership.500 However, references to these different titles do not

survive in any of the communities outside Italy so it is unclear whether this

reorganization is only a local phenomenon or a widespread re-organization.

In Etruria, the magistri Augustales were responsible for paving the road to the

temple of Ceres,501 a service they paid for at their own expense and performed in lieu

of hosting games. This demonstrates that it was assumed these individuals would

provide some service to the community at their own expense and that in most cases

496 For full description see Ostrow, 1985, 78.
497 D'arms, 1981 compares the the differences between Ostia and Puteoli and the role of the
*Augustales within these two communities.
498 Meiggs, 1973, 217.
499 Meiggs, 1973, 217.
500 Taylor breaks down the organization of the *Augustales into two periods as mentioned above. She
focuses mostly on the Italian evidence and suggests that the earliest title was magister Augustalis. The
earliest evidence is a dedication to Augustus from Nepet, by four magistri Augustales in 13-12 BCE,
(CIL 11.3200). According to her, this title was then replaced by Augustalis and sevir Augustalis but
there is evidence of the title magister Augustalis being used in Dacia and Sardinia in the second century
CE. She argues that these groups were reorganized under Trajan. Von Premerstein, 1893; Étienne,
1958; Gagé, 1964; and others have argued that this change occurs under Hadrian or Antoninus Pius.
The fact that a number of the inscriptions cannot be dated with any certainty makes this analysis even
more problematic.
501 ILS 5373. For a brief discussion on this inscription see Keppie, 1991, 58.
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they hosted games. However, building projects, if the individuals could afford them,

could also serve as their gift to the community.

The Augustales, seviri Augustales, and seviri all appear at roughly the same

time and in some communities where a number of inscriptions survive, all three

groups are attested. There is one notable absence in the list of communities from

which evidence of the *Augustales survive, Rome itself. This may be due in part to

the fact that other groups filled the role of the *Augustales in the capital city.

Commonly compared with the *Augustales are the vicomagistri, a group composed

predominantly of freedmen whose main function was associated with the cult of the

Lares at the compita (which also included the Augustan Lares after 7 BCE).502 This

date of 7 BCE is later than the earliest evidence of the *Augustales (which has been

attested in communities as early as 13 BCE), but is close enough to suggest that both

vicomagistri and *Augustales were important features in Augustus’ reorganization

and religious reforms.503 The *Augustales also were involved in building projects and

hosting games. However, in the city of Rome, the Emperor and members of his

family and inner circle were responsible for these gifts to the city. It should not be

argued that there was one reason behind why the *Augustales are not found in specific

communities but these explanations might provide some insight into the distribution

of these groups.

The eleven regions in Italy have varying numbers of inscriptions attesting to

the *Augustales, with the pattern of distribution generally following the overall

number of inscriptions for each region.504 In most areas, all three titles (and some

502 Wallace-Hadrill, 2005, 61.
503 For a more detailed discussion on these reforms see Scheid, 2005, 175-193 and Wallace-Hadrill,
2005, 55-84.
504 The area with the most inscriptions referring to *Augustales (over 400) and the most inscriptions
overall is Regio I (Campania). The area with the least inscriptions (38) is Regio III (Lucania). The



181

other less common variations) are found. The most notable exception is regio II,

where the title of Augustales is used almost exclusively. There is no evidence of

seviri Augustales or seviri being present in this area, though some less common

variations are attested. This shows that, in general, communities were likely to adopt

titles commonly found in the surrounding communities but ultimately it was up to the

community itself to determine the titles it would use.

Even though a great deal of work has been done on these groups in Italy, it is

extremely problematic to use this information to fill in the gaps in the other

communities throughout the Empire. The rest of this chapter is organized as follows:

first, a general discussion of the earliest evidence for *Augustales; second, a

geographical breakdown of where they were found, including an analysis of local or

chronological variations in titulature; and finally a reconstruction of how these groups

changed over time by looking specifically at religious dedications made by

individuals who held these offices. The chapter concludes with some general remarks

on the benefits of this sort of analysis.

1.3 – The *Augustales during the Julio-Claudian Period

The earliest evidence for the *Augustales does not appear to follow any

pattern.505 They are found in both communities with the status of colonia and those

with the status of municipium. Moreover, there is no consistency in the titles present

as during this period there were Augustales, seviri Augustales, and seviri attested in all

other regions tend to follow closely the pattern of the number of inscriptions laid out in Harris, 1989,
266.
505 There are 21 inscriptions dating to this period and can be summarized as follows: 3 Augustales from
Olisipo, 1 uncertain title from Baelo, 3 severi from Tarraco, 2 severi Augustales and 1 sevir from
Lugdunum, 1 Augustalis from Mediolanum, 1 sevir from Arelate, 4 severi Augustales from Colonia
Claudia Ara Agrippinesium, 1 sevir from Virunum, 1 Augustalis, 1 sevir et Augustalis from Salona,
and 2 seviri from Narona.
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geographical areas. For this reason they will be discussed in detail in the discussion

on the geographical areas in which they are found.

Little else can be said concerning these early inscriptions, nearly all either

honorific or funerary inscriptions set up to particular individuals. They give no

insight into the earliest form of these groups but only show where these groups were

found. Further analysis is constrained by two additional factors: First, relatively few

inscriptions (in comparison with the number of inscriptions dating to the end of the

first and the second centuries CE) survive from this period. This means that the

locations of only a few members of these groups are known when clearly there would

have been a larger and more widespread membership. Second, only approximately

one-third of the surviving inscriptions referring to these groups can be dated with

some certainty, making a strictly chronological study of the evidence problematic.

For these reasons the following discussion is arranged geographically.

2. THE EAST

2.1 – Asia, Syria, and Pisidia

There are only ten references to *Augustales in this group of eastern

provinces, all coming from one of six coloniae established (or in the case of

Alexandria Troas re-established) by Augustus. They are not found in po/leiv but

appear to be a strictly Roman phenomenon.506 The three inscriptions from Alexandria

Troas in Asia Minor, attest to both Augustales and seviri Augustales being present in

506 Oliver attempted to argue that the reason why there are very few *Augustales in the East is because
a similar pre-existing organization was already in place called the gerousiae (Oliver, 1958, 472-473).
This assumption is problematic and takes into consideration neither the numerous differences between
these groups nor the importance of legal status or location of the communities in which they were
found.
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the community.507 Unfortunately, none of these inscriptions can be dated, so it is

uncertain whether this variation in titles is due to a change over time or whether the

two different titles were present in the community at the same time. A statue base

from Parium also in Asia Minor commemorates a sevir Augustalis by the name of P.

Caninius Apollonius but does not give any other details.508 Of the inscriptions from

Syria,509 two have qualifiers attached to the title of sevir; one is the sevir of his

particular colonia (Berytus) and the other is a sevir perpetualis510 and another two of

them were set up decurionum decreto. The single inscription from Pisidia was set up

in response to a vow by a sevir Augustalis.511

It is unclear whether the diversity of title is based on change over time or

whether these titles existed in the community (at least in Alexandria Troas)

simultaneously. It could be that the establishment of these groups was part of the

original foundation under Augustus but this conclusion must remain tentative. The

most important aspect here is the fact that these titles appear to be a purely Roman

phenomenon, are an important feature of Augustan coloniae, and are not found in

Greek communities. Whatever was the specific responsibility of the *Augustales, it

existed only within the context of a Roman community.

2.2 – Achaia, Macedonia, and Cyrenaica

As is the case with the inscriptions found in Syria, Asia Minor, and Pisidia, all

of the inscriptions found in Achaea, Macedonia, and Cyrenaica are found in

507 CIL 3.6069 (uncertain title); 3.7074 (Augustalis); AE 2003, 1663 (sevir Augustalis).
508 CIL 3.740.
509 AE 1926, 58 and 1926, 61, (Berytus, undated); AE 1958, 166 (Berytus, after 69 CE); AE 1964, 56
(Heliopolis, after 138 CE); AE 1996, 1559 (sevir Augustalis, Caesarea Maritima, undated).
510 AE 1958, 166 and AE 1926, 61.
511 libens votum solvit, AE 1926, 261 (unknown date).
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coloniae.512 In Achaea, the title used was Augustalis and the inscriptions which

survive were mostly commemorative. One inscription from Patras comes from a

statue base found in the aedes augustalium on the acropolis and in connection with

the temple of Augustus.513 This aedes can be dated to the 1st century CE and

represents an early establishment of the Augustales in this community. Another

inscription, from the community of Corinth, is a dedication made to the genius collegi

augustalium, indicating the presence of a college of Augustales present in this

community but little else.514 None of the other 13 inscriptions can be dated.

In Macedonia, the titulature is slightly more varied, with both seviri

Augustales and Augustales attested, with the former appearing more frequently.

Unfortunately, it cannot be determined if this variation is based on chronological

factors. All that can be determined is that the term Augustalis appears to be used only

in the colonia, Dyrrachium, while seviri Augustales are found everywhere else. The

inscriptions are predominantly funerary commemorations set up by members of the

individual’s family and thus provide little information other than the specific title held

by them. Two of the inscriptions from Stobi (while still a municipium) were

dedications made by Augustales to Deus Caesar Augustus and the municipium

itself.515 This terminology in itself is interesting in that Augustus is being referred to

here as a deus and not as divus. Another inscription, also from Stobi, is a dedicatory

inscription set up to Deus Caesar Nero (during his own lifetime) by an Augustalis.516

These inscriptions demonstrate that the *Augustales were, at least in some capacity,

participating in the worship of emperors as gods (with the title deus) during their own

512 The case of Stobi in Macedonia highlights this point. It was originally a municipium, but later
promoted to colonia and the two inscriptions referring to *Augustales date to the period after it became
a colonia.
513 AE 1989, 661 (1st century CE).
514 CIL 3.7268 (unknown date).
515 AE 1990, 877 and AE 1990, 879 (both of unknown date).
516 AE 1980, 846 (67 CE?).



185

lifetime. This may explain why Augustus is referred to here as Deus Caesar Augustus

as he is never referred to as Caesar Augustus, but only as Augustus or Divus

Augustus, after his deification in Rome.

The only surviving inscription from Cyrenaica comes from the colonia of

Cyrene. It was found in an Augusteum, and refers to a sexvir Augustalis,517 a common

variation on the spelling of sevir Augustalis, connecting this individual directly with

worship of the emperor.

3. THE SOUTH

3.1 – Sardinia and Sicilia

In Sardinia, a magister Augustalis made a dedication with his own money to

Aesculapius Augustus.518 This title is the most rare of all the titles referring to these

groups and, it has been argued, was the earliest title for these groups and may have

served as the model for the other groups.519 However, as in the case of Dacia

discussed below, this is not necessarily the case.

The nine surviving inscriptions from Sicilia predominantly come from

coloniae, with two references coming from communities whose status is uncertain.520

In four cases, little is known about the individuals besides their names and titles, and

often even one of these pieces of information is lacking. Another three inscriptions,

coming from coloniae, commemorate individuals who have set up dedications. In all

cases they have set up these dedications with their own money, thus underlining the

517 AE 1968, 542 (uncertain date).
518 CIL 10.7552, unknown date.
519 For discussion on the nature of this title, its relation to the other three titles, and the evidence see
Taylor, 1914, 236-237.
520 Centuripae (AE 1995, 193) and Cephaloedium (CIL 10.7456), although Cephaloedium may have
received the status of municipium at some point.
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elevated social and financial position cult officials enjoyed. Lucius Aponius Fufinus,

a sevir, set up a dedication to Marcus Aurelius.521 Two individuals (one identified as

a sevir the other as a sevir Augustalis) from the colonia of Panhormus set up altars,

one to Victoria and one to Mercury.522 There are also two inscriptions set up to lares

Augusti, in one of which they are jointly honoured with the genius Caesaris.523 One is

set up by a quattuorvir Augustalis, the other by a sevir primus.

3.2 – Africa Proconsularis, Numidia, and the Mauretanias

There are four Augustales mentioned in inscriptions from Africa

Proconsularis. All served in coloniae and the inscriptions that can be dated all come

from the second century.524 The inscription from Ammaedara was a dedication set up

de sua pecunia by an Augustalis to Divus Marcus Aurelius and to Commodus. The

others are commemorative inscriptions, set up either by relatives of the Augustalis or

in fulfilment of a vow.

Two coloniae which are notably absent from the list of communities where

*Augustales were found, Leptis Magna and Colonia Concordia Iulia (Carthage). The

greatest number of total surviving inscriptions comes from this province, which also

has the greatest number of inscriptions referring to provincial and civic priests

dedicated to overseeing the worship of the imperial family. Yet, Africa Proconsularis

has relatively few inscriptions referring to *Augustales and no evidence of

*Augustales in the two most prominent coloniae. This suggests that most likely there

521 AE 1906, 75 (Lilybaeum, 161-165 CE).
522 CIL 10.7267 (Panhormus, after 98 CE): Marcus Ulpius (sevir) set up an altar and a statue base for
Mercury. CIL 10.7269 (Panhormus, undated): Sextus Pompeius Mercator (sevir augustalis) set up an
altar to Victoria.
523AE 1989, 340a: Lares Augusti (by a quattuorvir augustalis) in Centuripae; AE 1989, 346a: Lares
Augusti et Genius Caesaris (by a sevir primus) unknown location.
524 CIL 8.305 (Ammaedara, 191-192 CE); AE 1955, 152 and AE 1958, 144 (Hippo, after 161 CE); AE
1903, 106 (Utica, undatable).
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were a number of factors that determined how and why certain communities set up the

*Augustales and that it was not necessarily dictated in the foundational charter of the

colonia or established because of orders given directly from Rome. According to

Whittaker and Kotula, the curiae seemed to fulfil a similar function in Africa,

possibly explaining the lack of *Augustales in this area525 and in some cases, as

presented below, the curiae is included in the title of the Augustales.

In Numidia, most of the evidence comes from Theveste and dates to the period

after the settlement received the status of colonia some time during the reign of

Trajan. Most of the dedications refer to universae curiae et Augustales or some

variation.526 Almost all of these date to the period immediately following its

promotion to coloniae except for four inscriptions referring to curiae universae et

Augustales which date to the Severan period.527 The inscriptions which were

dedicated by individuals are as follows: an inscription pro salute imperatoris for

Commodus and lists all of the Augustalis’ achievements which included hosting

games and a banquet with his own money528 and a dedication to Imperator Gordian

Augustus.529 In another case, a whole group of Augustales (but not in connection with

the universae curiae) set up a temple to Ceres Augusta.530

The inscriptions from Mauretania are all dedications to deities and are set up

by seviri. They date to sometime after 161 CE, and come from the community of

Volubilis. One inscription commemorates a dedication to Divus Antoninus Pius.531

The other two were set up to goddesses whose titles include the epithet Augusta:

525 Whittaker, 1997, 151. Here is he summarizing the conclusions drawn by Kotula, 1981.
526 The title is sometimes universae curiae et Augustales (CIL 8.1888, CIL 8.16558); curiae universae
et Augustales (CIL 8.1880-1884, CIL 8.16556), or curiae et Augustales (CIL 8.1889, CIL 8.16555, CIL
8.16559, CIL 8.16560).
527 CIL 8.1880-1884.
528 CIL 8.16530, at the beginning of Commodus’ reign.
529 CIL 8.18835, 241 CE, Aquae Thibilitanae.
530 AE 1902, 144; AE 1902, 145; after 98 CE, Thamugadi.
531 AE 1942, 18.
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Diana Augusta and Isis Augusta.532 These dedications will be discussed in more

detail in Section 6 of this chapter.

4. THE NORTH

4.1 – Moesia Superior and Inferior

The status of the communities where inscriptions recording the presence of

*Augustales are found in the two provinces of Moesia was slightly more varied, with

about half the inscriptions being found in coloniae and the other half in municipia.

The individuals commemorated in Moesia Inferior, in the five surviving inscriptions,

were exclusively Augustales, with the title also including the name of the community

in which the Augustalis held this office, the colonia of Oescus. These inscriptions

specifically relate to altars and a commemorative statue, with only one funerary

inscription set up by the wife of the Augustalis.533 Most of these inscriptions are also

reliably dated but as they share similar forms do not shed any light on how these

groups changed over time.

The surviving inscriptions from Moesia Superior show slightly more variation,

although in most cases the name of the community is still included in the title. The

most common title here is Augustalis. The province yields only two seviri Augustales,

both of unknown date and from the municipium of Scupi. The localization of the

variant could be a result of the community making the decision to use the title

regardless of the choices made by their neighbouring communities. In any case,

there is no apparent difference between the inscriptions referring to Augustales and

those referring to seviri Augustales.

532 AE 1959, 46 (Dianae aug. sacrum); CIL 8.21822 (Isidi Aug. Sacr.).
533 AE 1972, 548 (Limestone altar); AE 1922, 70 (Altar and table); CIL 3.753 (statue set up by the
ordo); CIL 3.6200 (funerary monument).
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Most of the inscriptions are funerary inscriptions. The three exceptions come

from the colonia of Ratiaria, dating to sometime after Trajan’s accession, and are as

follows: a statue base set up by the decuriones for an Augustalis, a commemorative

inscription recalling the renovation of a temple to a god, the divine recipient of which

is unknown, by an Augustalis, with his own money, and an offering to Mithras by an

Augustalis for his own health and that of his wife and son.534

4.2 – Dalmatia and Dacia

The inscriptions found in Dacia come predominantly from coloniae, the

exception being the five surviving inscriptions from the municipium of Drobeta. The

communities are all found along the main Roman road, which is not surprising since

these communities are the main settlements in this province and this road is an

important avenue for the movement of goods and people. The status of these

communities may have some bearing on the presence of the *Augustales in this

province since the community of Apulum, originally a municipium, later received the

status of colonia and all the inscriptions date from after this transition. The title found

here is exclusively Augustalis, with the qualifier coloniae in many cases. A number

of these inscriptions are also of the pro salute type, two being dedications set up for

the individual’s own health, and one for the health of the emperor.535 One inscription

commemorates the act of repairing a temple.536 Another, from the colonia of

Apulum, was dedicated to Aesculapius and Hygieia (although her name is spelt Hygia

in the inscription) by an Augustalis coloniae Apulensis.537 The rest of the inscriptions

534 CIL 3.6294 (Statue base); CIL 3.12647 (temple to Deus….); and AE 1966, 344 (pro salute
dedication to Mithras).
535 Own health: CIL 3.1162 (after 161 CE, ex voto); CIL 3.14215 (after 161 CE, a dedication to Jupiter
Optimus Maximus). Emperor’s health: CIL 3.1016 (after 161 CE).
536 CIL 3.1069.
537 AE 1993, 1337 (end of 2nd/beginning of 3rd century CE).
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found in this community are funerary commemorations, some being quite

fragmentary, and provide few other details.538

The inscriptions found at the colonia of Sarmizegetusa and the other coloniae

found in this province are very similar to those found at Apulum. 45 inscriptions

come from Sarmizegetusa itself, many associated with a building given the

designation of aedes Augustalium by modern scholars.539 The title is exclusively

Augustalis and in most cases the qualifier coloniae is present (with some inscriptions

naming the colonia as well); in the case of the cult official from Drobeta, he is

identified as an Augustalis municipii.540 Most of the inscriptions are funerary but

there are also some examples of the pro salute type and dedications to Jupiter

Optimus Maximus.

One of the two references to a magister Augustalis outside of the Italian

peninsula comes from the colonia of Napoca.541 It dates to sometime after 161 CE.

The full title magister Augustalis coloniae Napocae is similar to the form of the other

titles from this province. However, why this individual is called magister Augustalis,

a title which was most commonly used during the reign of Augustus on the Italian

peninsula is unclear. The late date of this inscription is also puzzling. This individual

set up a dedication to the numini aug. (either augusti or augustorum).542 The use of

the title magister Augustalis may refer back to the earlier focus of this group, and the

worship of the numen. However, the only other evidence of the worship of the numen

538 One other exception in an inscription which Duthoy catalogues as referring to an augustalis, but the
inscriptions itself is I ∙ M / A ∙ C. (CIL 3.7780). The editor of the CIL volume suggests the first line is
referring to Invicto Mithrae but makes no comment on the final line. It is unclear as to whether this A
would refer to an augustalis and so this inscription will not be considered in this discussion.
539 One example of this is an inscription dating to the second half of the 2nd century CE or beginning of
the 3rd century (AE 1982, 831).
540 AE 1959, 315 = 1944, 99. A dedication made by an Augustalis after the community became a
colonia includes the qualifier coloniae (AE 1980, 775).
541 CIL 3.862.
542 Fishwick has argued that the primary purpose of the *Augustales was to pay cult to the numen of the
emperor (living emperor) and later came to include other members of the imperial family (Fishwick,
1991b, 612, summarizing conclusions put forth by Kneissl, 1980).
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by an *Augustalis comes from Brigetio in Pannonia Superior and the title in this case

is Augustalis municipii.543

The evidence from Dalmatia varies more widely. Individuals bearing the title

Augustalis, sevir Augustalis, and sevir are found throughout the province, with

different titles being present in the same community and, in some instances, in the

same community at the same time. This variation is not due to the difference in the

status of the community itself: the evidence comes almost entirely from coloniae, with

only three inscriptions coming from elsewhere (two oppida, Aenona and Senia). The

titles do not include qualifiers.

Most of the inscriptions are funerary and there is very little variation between

the different titles and the inscriptions in which they are found. One Augustalis from

Salona set up an altar to Jove, and two seviri Augustales made ex voto dedications to

Magna Mater.544 The variation in titles could be based entirely on how the title was

abbreviated for the inscription. For example inscriptions coming from Salona, name

individuals identified as IIIIIIvir Augustalis, VI vir Augustalis, sexvir Augustalis, and

sometimes IIIIII Augustalis or VI Augustalis. All this suggests some fluidity among

the different titles.

4.3 – Pannonia Superior and Inferior

The evidence for the *Augustales in Pannonia Superior also comes

predominantly from coloniae, with the exception of Brigetio where all of the

inscriptions date from the period when Brigetio was a municipium. All these

inscriptions, except one which was a dedication to Jupiter Optimus Maximus and the

543 AE 1984, 723.
544 CIL 3.14624; CIL 3.9707; CIL 3.8675.
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numen augusti,545 are funerary monuments for individuals identified as Augustales

municipii, and they reveal little else about the function of these individuals. There is

one other inscription from the municipium of Scarbantia, a funerary inscription

referring to an Augustalis of the municipium of Scarbantia.546

The evidence from Pannonia Inferior mostly comes from one community,

Aquincum. This material is extremely important for a number of reasons. First, all

of the inscriptions except two date to the period after the community became a

colonia under Septimius Severus. Second, both Augustales and seviri appear to have

been active in the same period. Third, individuals from different time periods and

with different titles set up dedications to the same god,547 which may be an indication

that these groups had similar functions within the community, even if there was some

variation in the title by which they were called.

As is the case elsewhere, most of the material from Pannonia Inferior comes

from funerary monuments. Four inscriptions preserve dedications to specific deities:

the two inscriptions mentioned above to Silvanus, one to Jupiter Optimus Maximus by

an Augustalis coloniae, and two dedications to the numen aug(usti? ustorum?) and to

the genius of Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus by the collegium Augustalium.548 These

last two can be used to demonstrate a connection between this group and worship

associated with the emperor.

545 AE 1984, 723 (unknown date).
546 CIL 3.4249 (unknown date).
547 Sometime between 124-193 CE, an augustalis of the community (when it was a municipium) set up
a dedication to Silvanus. (AE 1962, 120). After 194 CE, a sevir (with no other qualifier to his title) set
up a dedication to Silvanus (CIL 3.3497).
548 CIL 3.3487 (before 138 CE): NVMINI AVG ET / GENIO IMP CAES T AEL / HADR.
ANTONINI....
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4.4 – Raetica and Noricum

There are two references to a sevir Augustalis found in the province of Raetia,

both from Augusta Vindelicum, which became a municipium under Hadrian, and both

date to sometime after 117 CE. One inscription commemorates Sextus Attonius

Privatus’ act of restoring the temple of the god Silvanus with his own money.549 The

other is a funerary monument set up to commemorate Tiberius Claudius Euphrates

(also a sevir Augustalis) by his wife and son.

The one surving inscription from Noricum comes from Virunum, which

became a municipium under Claudius. This inscription from a statue base,

commemorates a sevir whose name is not preserved.

The inscriptions from these two provinces come from communities with the

status of municipium, and refer to either seviri Augustales or seviri. One sevir

Augustalis is responsible for restoring a temple of Silvanus. The other inscriptions

from this area do not shed any light on the achievements of the individuals they are

commemorating.

5. THE WEST

5.1 – Germania Superior, Germania Inferior, and Britannia

The evidence from Germania Inferior exclusively refers to the title sevir

Augustalis (with a slight variation in one title, sexvir Augustalis). These individuals all

served in coloniae and most of the inscriptions can be dated to the second half of the

549 CIL 3.5797 (after 117 CE): IN ∙ H ∙ D ∙ D ∙ DEO SILVANO / TEMPL ∙ CVM ∙ SIGNO ∙ VE /
TVSTATE ∙ CONLABSVM / SEXT ∙ ATTONIVS ∙ PRIVATVS / CIVES ∙ TREVER ∙ IIIIII ∙ VIR /
AVGVSTALIS ∙PECVNIA / SVA ∙ RESTITVIT.
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first century, except for one dedication made to Dea Nehalennia in 188 CE.550 One

individual, Iunianius Amabilis, set up a dedication to the goddess Diana.551 Two other

individuals set up dedications to local deities, Dea Nehalennia and Deus Varnenoni, in

fulfilment of vows.552 The remaining three inscriptions were set up as

commemorative inscriptions for the individual seviri Augustales.553

The inscriptions from Germania Superior are slightly more varied. They are

found in some communities which were not of colonial status. Here there are

references to seviri Augustales, seviri, and seviri with a qualifier other than

Augustales, for example the qualifier coloniae.554 About half of these inscriptions

commemorate either the individual sevir, sevir Augustalis or a member of his family.

The others comprise dedications made to local deities, Roman deities, and to all of the

Augusti and the domus divina.

An individual from the colonia of Aventicum with the dual titles of Trevir

curator coloniae and curator sevir set up a dedication (locus datus decreto

decurionum) to Dea Aventa(?).555 Three seviri Augustales each set up dedications to

Roman gods: one as a votive offering to Hercules, another an altar set up to Mercury

Augustus, and the third set up a dedication to Jupiter Optimus Maximus and Juno

Regina.556 However, it is unclear whether these individuals set up these dedications

as seviri Augustales or just as wealthy individuals fulfilling a personal vow.

Some of the individuals commemorated in these communities were also

responsible for dedications made in association with the worship of the imperial

550 AE 1997, 1162 (Colonia Claudia Ara Agrippa). There are also two from this community which
cannot be dated.
551 CIL 13.8807 (Colonia Ulpia Traiana, after 98 CE).
552 Dea Nehalennia (CIL 13.8499, undated); Deus Varnenoni (AE 1958, 12, after 50 CE).
553 CIL 13.7834 (Colonia Claudia Ara Agrippa, after 50 CE); AE 1956, 250 (Colonia Claudia Ara
Agrippa, after 50 CE); CIL 13.8742 (Colonia Ulpia Traiana, after 98 CE).
554 CIL 13.5012 from Equestris.
555 CIL 13.5071 (Aventicum, undated).
556 AE 1946, 255 (Lousonna, undated); CIL 13.5260 (Raurica, undated); CIL 13.7271 (Mattiaci, after
98 CE).
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family. A sevir Augustalis from Minnodunum set up an altar to Jupiter Optimus

Maximus and Juno Regina with the inscription pro salute domus divinae.557 This

inscription also included a list of his other achievements suggesting a direct

connection between the office of sevir Augustales and religious activites as well as

building projects and hosting banquets. Another sevir Augustalis from Lousonna set

up a dedication pro salute augustorum.558 At least in Germania Superior, where both

seviri and seviri Augustales are found, it was the seviri Augustales559 who were

responsible for these religious dedications. Unfortunately the two inscriptions

referring to seviri are fragmentary, so their original purpose cannot be recovered.

In this province, when a qualifier other than Augustalis is used in conjunction

with sevir, it was in relation to the colonia in which they were located. These

individuals were known as the seviri of a particular colony. The surviving

inscriptions do not give any more information concerning the nature of the

responsibilities associated with this title.

The three inscriptions from Britannia are also found in coloniae. M(arcus)

Verec(undius) Diogenes was a sevir of the colonia of Eboracum. Unfortunately that

is all the information preserved for us. An inscription found at Bordeaux on an altar

to Dea Tutela Boudiga states that it was dedicated by Marcus Aurelius Lunaris, a sevir

Augustalis coloniae Eboraci et coloniae Lindi.560 This inscription demonstrates that

individuals moved throughout the empire, sometimes holding offices in a number of

communities.

557 CIL 13.5042 (undated).
558 CIL 13.5026 (undated).
559 Also the problematic Trevir curator coloniae, curator sevir.
560 ILTG 141.
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5.2 – The Gauls (Aquitania, Belgica, Lugdunensis, and
Narbonensis)

There are five inscriptions surviving from the province of Aquitania, four of

which are fragmentary. They all come from communities which were not coloniae

(Avaricum Biturigum, Cadurci, Eliumberrum, Lugdunum Convenarum, Mediolanum

Santonum). The titles themselves vary greatly with Augustalis, sevir Augustalis, and

sevir attested, although this variation may be due entirely to the fragmentary nature of

the inscriptions and not to an actual variation in titles.

The only inscription which provides some information dates to 38-41 CE and

was set up by a sevir Augustalis pro salute Caesarum et Minervae et Divae Drusillae

Sacrum.561 The formula pro salute is a fairly common form of dedication and so may

not have been set up by this individual in his capacity as sevir Augustalis but instead

as an individual who just happens to also be a sevir Augustalis. In any case, this

inscription demonstrates a connection between the worship of the living emperor and

his heirs (hence the plural caesarum), a goddess of the Roman pantheon (Minerva),

and a deified member of the imperial family (Diva Drusilla).

The inscriptions from Belgica are more uniform, with most of the titles being

sevir Augustalis. There is one interesting variation, a sevir Augustalis et Saturnia

from the colonia of Trier, which is a rare occurrence of a sevir with two qualifying

titles.562 Most of the other inscriptions do not refer to anything other than the name of

the individual and his title. One inscription was set up by a sevir Augustalis to honour

the domus augusta.

The largest number of surviving inscriptions from Tres Galliae comes from

the province of Lugdunensis, and more specifically from the colonia of Lugdunum.

561 CIL 13.1194 (Avaricum Biturigum, 38-41 CE).
562 Also found in Asculum Picenum on the Italian Peninsula (ILS 6565: sexvir Aug. et Tib.); and
Regium Lepidi on the Italian Peninsula (AE 1946, 210: sevir Aug. Claud.).
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The title here is almost exclusively sevir Augustalis with a couple of examples of

seviri that can be dated to some time before 40 CE. Most of the inscriptions from this

community can be dated and range from the early first to the early thrid centuries CE.

As elsewhere, most of these inscriptions are funerary and provide very little

information besides the name of the individual, his titles, how long he lived, and in

some cases the names of members of his family. One sevir Augustalis from this

colonia made a dedication ex voto to Mercury Augustus.563 Another dedicated an

altar set up with the inscription taurobolio matris. This altar, and the ritual of the

taurobolium which accompanies it, was set up pro salute imperatoris.564

The inscriptions from the province of Narbonensis come predominantly from

coloniae, with the greatest number coming from Narbo and Nemausus. The most

common title is sevir Augustalis; a few seviri and Augustales are also recorded. In

some cases, the name of the town is included in this title. In one case, an individual

sevir Augustalis held this title both in Arelate and Aptae.565

A particular title, seviri Augustales corporati, is only found in Lugdunensis, a

designation recorded in twenty inscriptions from throughout the province.566 Where

they can be dated, these inscriptions date to the second century and according to

Duthoy, may reflect a reorganization of this group into the structure of a professional

corporation.567 He argues that since many of the individuals within this group were

merchants and traders, it should not be surprising that the organization of the

563 CIL 13.5175, undated.
564 CIL 13.1751, 160 CE.
565 CIL 12.1005; undated.
566 Some examples are: Antipolis (CIL 12.181; AE 1988, 867); Aquae Sextiae (CIL 12.523; 530; 532);
Arelate (CIL 12. 689; 704; 1005); Massilia (CIL 12.400; 409); Narbo (CIL 12.4425); Nemausus (CIL
12.3197; 3201; 3213; 3221; 3235; 3236; 3244; 3258; 3277; 3281; 5904; ILG 430). Also see Duthoy,
1978, 1273-1274, and commentary on AE 1988, 867.
567 Duthoy, 1978, 1274.



198

*Augustales appears to have been modelled on these other groups. Why this variation

in title is only found in the province of Narbonensis is unclear.

We are fortunate to have two inscriptions from the colonia of Nemausus

which appear to be dedicated to the same individual, Lucius Iulius Nigrus.568 One of

these inscriptions is set up by the seviri Augustales corporati, the other, by the seviri

corporati, strongly suggesting that at least in this community, the titles of sevir

Augustalis and sevir could be used interchangeably.

While most of these inscriptions are funerary and give little information, they

do preserve one interesting variation: in some cases, the title sevir Augustalis is

mentioned first, even before the name of the individual being commemorated.569

This form is only found in the provinces of Roman Gaul and is indicative of the

importance of this office and the status of those within the communities of these

provinces.

All of the dedications made to deities in these inscriptions are made by

individuals with the title of sevir Augustalis. They are found throughout the

province, predominantly in communities with the status of colonia, and are offered to

a range of gods: Roman deities (Apollo, Mercury, Magna Mater),570 Roman deities

paired with local deities (Mars Beladonus),571 Roman deities with the epithet

Augustus or Augusta (Diana Augusta, Luna et Isis Augusta, Mars Augustus),572 a

568 CIL 12.3235 and 12.3236 (dating to the 2nd century CE).
569 One example of this is CIL 12.3237 (unknown date).
570 Apollo (Massilia, CIL 12.400); Mercury (Vienna, CIL 12.1828); Magna Mater (Nemausus, AE
1910, 217).
571 Dea Vocontiorum (AE 1904, 142).
572 Diana Aug (Nemausus, CIL 12.4068); Luna et Isis Aug (Nemausus, CIL 12.4069); Mars Aug
(Nemausus, CIL 12.4081; AE 1966, 247).
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dedication to the genius of the colonia,573 to the emperor Trajan (while alive),574 and a

dedication to the collegium of seviri Augustales.575

5.3 – The Spains (Baetica, Lusitania, and Tarraconensis)

The province with the greatest distribution of these titles on the Iberian

Peninsula (i.e. the largest number of different communities represented in the

inscriptions) is Baetica. This should not be surprising in that it was the most

urbanized province of Iberian Peninsula and arguably the most “Romanized”.576

Most of the evidence for these groups is found along the Baetis river and the southern

coast of the peninsula. The variation in titles does not reflect these two geographic

clusters of communities. Some communities have multiple titles attested but in these

cases, the inscriptions cannot be dated with any certainty, thus it is unclear whether

these reflect a change over time or different organizations being present in the

community at the same time.

Of the inscriptions that can be dated, it appears that both seviri Augustales and

seviri, the two most common titles in Baetica, are present during the mid-late 1st

century CE. The inscriptions attesting to Augustales cannot be dated with any

certainty so the relationship of that title to the others is unclear. It is of interest that

Augustales are not found in communities where seviri Augustales are attested, but are

sometimes found where seviri are present.

The evidence from the province of Lusitania is slightly more confined, in that

the evidence for these groups is restricted to only a few fairly major cities, a

573 Carpentorate (CIL 12.1159).
574 Narbo (CIL 12.4341).
575 Nemausus (AE 1966, 247).
576 This area had some of the earliest Roman settlements and was designated a senatorial province
rather than an imperial one suggesting that it did not require the presence of legions to ensure its
stability.
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circumstance almost certainly related to Lusitania’s status as the least urbanized of the

three provinces. Here the most common title is Augustalis with no evidence of the

title of sevir Augustalis being present. The two communities with the largest body of

extant evidence are Augusta Emerita (the provincial capital) and Olisipo (an important

port town with the status of municipium). Both had extensive building programs and

were important in the development of the surrounding area. There is also evidence

from the reign of Tiberius of these communities being instrumental in the early

establishment of the worship of the imperial family, as has been discussed above in

Chapter 3. Only about half of the inscriptions can be dated: datable inscriptions from

Olisipo all date to the Julio-Claudian period.577

The largest body of extant evidence for these groups from the Iberian

Peninsula comes from the province of Tarraconensis, with over 100 inscriptions. The

most common title here is also sevir Augustalis, although a number of seviri are also

present. There are only three references to Augustales. These references to

Augustales come from communities with no evidence of seviri Augustales being

present and also come from communities which were not coloniae or municipia. As

is the case with most of the evidence found throughout the Empire, these inscriptions

are predominantly honorific and shed little light on what these offices entailed.

The evidence from Tarraconensis and Baetica follows a similar pattern to that

from Gaul, Germany, and Britannia: the most common title is sevir Augustalis with

no evidence of the title Augustalis. This may be a result of the types of abbreviations

used, or perhaps these communities were influenced by the surrounding communities

when deciding what titles to use. Lusitania inverts the pattern completely: there

Augustalis is used almost exclusively, with no evidence of the title sevir Augustalis

577 CIL 2.181, 182 both date to sometime after 14 CE, CIL 2.183 and 2.196 date to 56/7 CE.
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being used. This demonstrates that, in as much as there is some common variation

within certain geographical areas as communities are using similar titles to those in

the communities around them, this is not always the case. It was up to the community

itself as to which titles to adopt.

6. RELIGIOUS DEDICATIONS

There are several problems associated with trying to determine how and why

*Augustales were established, and how, if at all, they changed over time. First, most

of these inscriptions are brief funerary notices that rarely provide more details

concerning the organization to which the deceased belonged. Second, over half of

these inscriptions cannot be dated, making a reconstruction of organizational

development over time difficult. Finally, the fragmentary nature of many of the

inscriptions further complicates analysis. However, there is a significant number of

inscriptions in which *Augustales are involved in religious dedications, and even

more importantly, a number of these inscriptions can be dated, which can then be used

to determine in what ways these groups varied geographically and over time which

then provides another avenue of inquiry that might provide some insight into the

worship of the divi/divae, how these groups spread, and change in religious practices

over time.

The earliest religious dedication comes from the oppidum Avaricum

Biturigum in the province of Aquitania. A dedication was made for the health of the

Caesars (pro salute Caesarum), to Minerva and to Diva Drusilla by a sevir

Augustalis.578 This inscription dates to the period immediately following the

deification of Drusilla during the reign of Caligula. The only other dedication dating

578 CIL 13.1194 (38-41 CE).
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to the Julio-Claudian period comes from the municipium of Stobi in Macedonia and is

dedicated to Deus Caesar Nero. It is set up by an Augustalis,579 although the

dedication to Deus Caesar Augustus may also date to this period as argued above in

section 2.2 of this chapter.580 There are a number of inscriptions and coins dating to

Nero’s lifetime, on which he was referred to as a deus.581 A more thorough analysis

of why he received this title in some of the provinces is beyond the scope of this

project. However, it does demonstrate that the worship of the imperial family was an

important feature of the religious dedications set up by the *Augustales.

Unfortunately, these are the only two inscriptions that can be dated with

certainty to this early period. This is, however, enough to suggest that the worship of

the emperor was a key feature of these groups during their early development. One

inscription, which may also come from this period (its date is sometime after 50 CE),

is a dedication to Deus Varnenoni by the sexviralis augustorum in Cologne.582 This

inscription shows that there was some kind of collective organization of seviri

Augustales even from this early date.

The number of *Augustales inscriptions increases dramatically during the 2nd

century CE, which is in keeping with the overall increase in the Roman “epigraphic

habit, in this period.583 A notable exception, however, is that the provinces in Africa,

though they have yielded a large number of inscriptions generally, have provided very

few inscriptions referring to the Augustales* (as mentioned above). Inscriptions

referring to the *Augustales during the 2nd century CE show substantial variation as

well, as all the different variations of titles are found and dedications are made not

only to members of the imperial family (Trajan, Divus Antoninus Pius, and

579 AE 1980, 846 (67 CE?).
580 AE 1990, 877 and AE 1990, 879 (both of unknown date).
581 A poetic source for Nero being discussed as a god is Luc.BC.1.50-52.
582 AE 1958, 12.
583 Macmullen, 1982.
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Commodus as well as a number of dedications for the health of the emperor and his

family, the domus divina, and the domus augusta), but also to Roman gods (like

Jupiter Optimus Maximus, Juno Regina, Silvanus, Mithras, Magna Mater), native

gods paired with Roman gods (Apollo Zminthio, Mercury and Rosmerta, Mars

Beladonus), native gods (Bea Bebraci, Dea Nehalennia, Deus Varnenoni, Dea

Nehalennia), gods with the epiphet Augustus (Mercury Augustus, Diana Augusta,

Mars Augustus, Isis Augusta, Aesculapius Augustus), and dedications made to the

genius of a particular community (genius coloniae Arelatensium, genius coloniae

Nemausi, municipium of Stobi).

Many of the gods found in these dedications are fertility type goddesses

(Cybele, Rosmerta, Andartae, Nehalennia, Magna Mater, and Isis). There is evidence

that some of the “native” gods, like Nehalennia, were worshipped by both Romans

and the native population suggesting that her cult was an important one possibly

providing a reason as to why a dedication would be made to her by a sevir

Augustalis.584 The pairing of Roman gods with native gods was also a common

feature of many of these communities throughout the Roman world (Rosmerta was

paired with Mercury soon after the Roman conquest of Gaul).585

The epithet augusta, added to a number of Roman deities connects these

deities directly to the imperial family.586 It functions in a way similar to epithets like

Mars Ultor or Venus Genetrix in that it relates to a specific aspect of these gods.

Fishwick argues that the epiphet of augusta implies one aspect of this deity is

584 For a discussion of this goddess along with some of the extant cult dedications (there are also
dedications made to her by a decurion) see Green, 1993, 86-88.
585 Wightman, 1985, 180.
586 Cooley suggests that the emergence of this epiphet both in Rome and its spread throughout the
provinces played a crucial role in the shaping of new imperial culture (Cooley, 2006, 230). The use of
this epiphet served to foster loyalty towards Augustus and his family, by implying a link between the
activities of the deity and the emperor and his family (Cooley, 2006, 247).
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connected with the protection of the emperor and his family.587 By worshipping these

deities, a connection is being made between the *Augustalis and ensuring the

continued well-being of the imperial family.

The latest of the dedicatory inscriptions were set up by two Augustales. One

dedication, to Deus Aeternus et Iuno et Angeles, comes from the colonia of

Sarmizegetusa in Dacia, dating to sometime during the 3rd century CE.588 The other,

from Aquae Thibilitanae in Numidia, is a dedication made to Imperator Gordian

Augustus in 241 CE.589 It is clear that the *Augustales’ involvement in emperor

worship was a key feature throughout the period.

Despite the difficulties posed by the nature of the epigraphic evidence, it is

possible to draw some conclusions, however tentative, about the establishment and

development of *Augustales. First, it is clear that individuals holding these offices

were somehow responsible for some of the religious practices within the particular

community in which they resided. Second, the fact that the earliest inscriptions were

dedications made to the imperial family suggests that this was a key, original feature

of these groups that continued to be central to their activities throughout the period for

which we have evidence of their existence. Third, the variation in titles follows the

same pattern, or lack thereof, as the larger body of evidence discussed above. Fourth,

the variation in titles is not chronological as the different titles are all present

throughout the evidence. In fact, even the title magister Augustalis, argued to be the

earliest form is found in Napoca in the province of Dacia dating to sometime after 161

CE.

587 Fishwick, 1991b, 454. I have only summarized his arguments here. For a more in-depth discussion
see Fishwick, 1991b, 446-454.
588 AE 1914, 106.
589 CIL 8.18835.
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Finally, the religious dedications made by the *Augustales follows a similar

pattern to the overall religious dedications throughout the Empire. The gods who

receive abundant dedications, like Jupiter Optimus Maximus with Juno, are found in a

number of the *Augustales’ dedications. It was also a common feature of many of the

communities in the provinces to have gods native to the population paired up with

Roman gods (Rosmerta is almost always found paired with Mercury during the

imperial period). The focus of religious practices on the imperial family is also a

major feature of the entire imperial period, and is not restricted to the *Augustales.

Not only were members of the imperial family given cult (like Diva Drusilla, or any

number of emperors mentioned in the above table) and dedications made to the domus

divina or Augusta, but Roman gods were also paired with the name Augustus. This

reflects the increased importance of the imperial family throughout the Empire and

their role not only within the political, but also the religious, sphere.

7. OBSERVATIONS

Having examined the extant evidence, what can be said about the *Augustales,

the variation in their titles, and how they changed over time? First, uniformity of their

titulature does not increase nor decrease over time. All the titles are attested to during

the earliest stages of development and are used throughout the period from which the

inscriptions survive. The only exceptions to this are some of the less common titles,

like magister Augustalis. Use of this title is not restricted to the earliest period as has

previously been argued by Taylor, but is also found in a few locations during the 2nd

century CE. The evidence, admittedly incomplete, does not support theories of

change in the organization of the *Augustales during the reign of Trajan (as concluded

by Taylor) nor around 140 CE (as concluded by von Premerstein).
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Second, a significant majority of inscriptions recording the activities of

*Augustales come from Roman communities (those with the status of municipium or

colonia), though mostly from coloniae. The absence of *Augustales from Greek

communities in the East strongly suggests that they served a civic function only with

Roman communities. In a number of cases, when communities received the status of

colonia at a later date, the evidence for *Augustales dates to the period after the

change in status. Also significant is the absence of *Augustales from some prominent

coloniae, such as Leptis Magna and Carthage. In the western provinces, the

*Augustales are found mostly in coloniae but also in some municipia and peregrine

communities.

Third, there is a diversity of titulature between communities. It appears that

communities were free to adopt any title when establishing the *Augustales. The

titles are not always consistent between communities of the same status, nor are they

always consistent between communities in the same geographical region. However,

in some cases particular titles appear to be clumped in certain geographical regions.

This may demonstrate that, when establishing these groups, communities sometimes

(but not always) looked to their neighbours for acceptable titulature. The provinces

north and east of Italy (Dacia, Moesia Inferior, Moesia Superior, Pannonia Inferior,

Pannonia Superior) predominantly use the title Augustalis, whereas the provinces in

the north and west of Italy (Raetica, Noricum, the Gauls, Germania Inferior and

Superior, Britannia, Tarraconensis, Baetica) prefer sevir Augustalis. The most notable

exception is Lusitania, where communities used the title Augustalis instead of the

more common sevir Augustalis. The easternmost provinces and the southern

provinces tend to use a mixture of both. There are also some variations specific to
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particular provinces (as is the case with the title of universae curiae et Augustales

found in Numidia and the seviri Augustales corporati found in Narbonensis).

Fourth, the evidence of datable inscriptions suggests that communities were

often consistent in the titles used a particular moments in time. However, because the

majority of inscriptions cannot be dated with any certainty, it remains possible that

variation in titulature within a particular community reflects a change over time

(shifting from one title to another) or that a community used a range of titles at a

particular moment in time to denote the different functions of the *Augustales.

Finally, there does not appear to be a single archetype for the setting up,

development, and organization of the *Augustales, meaning that there seems to have

been no (or little) guidance from the capital as to how these groups should be

established or what they should be called. There is no evidence for the establishment

of *Augustales in the surviving parts of the civic or colonial charters, though

admittedly this material is fragmentary. The groups appear to be extremely localized:

there is no evidence of them spreading from a particular location. However, there

were certainly at least some models and there was an enthusiasm for imitating them at

least in some way. Unlike the provincial priests discussed in Part 2 where emperors

tended to have views on how cult should be established and in some cases were

consulted, there is no evidence of this occurring in the vast epigraphy of the

*Augustales.

In sum, the exant evidence shows *Augustales emerging throughout the

Empire during the reign of the Julio-Claudians with no traceable pattern. Their

prevalence reflects an Empire-wide involvement in the practice of emperor worship at

the local level, particularly in coloniae and, in some cases, municipia and peregrine

communities. The extant evidence does not allow for any conclusions about how the
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*Augustales may have changed over time nor how any change may have been

managed. The diversity of the titulature of the *Augustales and the sheer volume of

epigraphic evidence for their activities demonstrates that they were an integral part of

the communities in which they resided and of the religious landscape throughout the

Empire well into the 3rd century CE.
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CHAPTER 6: THE WORSHIP OF DEIFIED INDIVIDUALS
IN ITALY AND THE PROVINCES OF THE ROMAN
EMPIRE

Over fifty emperors and members of the imperial family underwent

consecratio and were granted the title of divus or diva in the city of Rome after their

deaths. This chapter focuses on which of these deified individuals received cult

honours outside of Rome but will also consider in some cases, priests set up to living

members and non-deified members of the imperial family. Its purpose is to determine

how the worship of specific divi spread throughout the Empire by examining whether

these cult practices were imposed by Rome or reliant on local initiatives, and what

factors played a role in how these communities established and developed cult

practices to these individuals. Since I am attempting to determine Rome’s

involvement in the spread of these cults and those individuals who received the title

divus or diva in Rome, I will look specifically at those individuals who received

exceptional honours in Rome and examine the Latin evidence for the movement of

these cults throughout the empire.590

The most reliable source of evidence for the cult paid to members of the

imperial family by provincial communities, and most helpful for determining who

was worshipped where, is provided by epigraphic notices of priestly titles. In most

cases, these titles are preserved in funerary and other commemorative monuments set

up for these priests. Unfortunately, the vast corpus of inscriptions relating to the

worship of the emperor and his family rarely provides any additional information,

other than the priestly title, concerning the nature of these offices or the ritual

590 There is no Greek translation for the title divus. The Greek literary sources use a variety of terms
including qei=ai ti/mai and ti/mai i0soqe/ai (used by Appian and Plutarch), h9rw/v and sometimes qeo/v
(used by Cassius Dio). See Chapter 1, section 1.1 For a discussion on the Greek terminology of the
cult of the divi see Price, 1984b.
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activities associated with their worship.591 However, they still provide the best

evidence for the widespread and variant nature of the practices associated with the

worship of the divi/divae.

This chapter will be divided into two parts. I shall begin this discussion with

the earliest development of the worship of individual members of the emerging

imperial family in the provinces (specifically Gaius and Lucius Caesar, and

Germanicus and Drusus) as these honours served as the foundation on which many of

the later honours would be based. The sources available for these earliest practices

provide key insight into how some of these honours were originally established in the

provinces. The second part will examine the priests responsible for overseeing the

cult of the divi/divae as individuals by geographical region and discuss some of the

trends and anomalies found in the surviving evidence.

1. IN THE BEGINNING...

1.1 – Gaius and Lucius Caesar

The imperial princes, Gaius and Lucius Caesar, were the first non-deified

members of the imperial family to receive honours on an empire-wide scale.592 Their

honours mostly comprised triumphal arches, public buildings, and altars.593 After the

death of Lucius Caesar in 2 CE, the council of the colonia of Pisa granted a number of

honours to him.594 It met in the Augusteum and a speech was made by Gaius Canius

Saturninus, a duovir, to determine what honours would be granted this imperial

prince. The inscription itself suggests that the community incorporated some aspects

591 Gradel, 2002, 86.
592 Imperial princes such as Marcellus, Agrippa, and Drusus the Elder received a number of exceptional
honours but these honours were predominantly centred in the city of Rome.
593 Zanker, 1988, 221.
594 ILS 139. An English translation can be found in Rowe, 2002, 107-108. Rowe provides an excellent
discussion of the honours granted to these two individuals and I mostly follow his discussion with some
small additions of my own.
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of an official Senatorial decree (“as to what might please it to be done about the

matter, about that matter the Senate decided the following...”).595 The duovir, Gaius

Canius Saturninus, was given the responsibility for establishing this cult, first by

choosing ten men to assist him in the endeavour, then to determine which site should

be purchased, using public funds. The cult itself is described as follows:596

And that at that altar each year on [20 August], public sacrifices be
offered to his shades by the magistrates or those who have
jurisdiction there, with those among them who have the legal and
sacred right to wear such clothing on that day dressed in dark togas;
and a black ox and a black sheep, filleted with black fillets, be
offered to his spirits and shades; and those victims be burned at that
place, and separate urns above them shower them with milk, honey,
and oil; and then finally power be given to others who want to offer
private sacrifices to his shades, no one offering more than a single
candle, torch, or crown, provided that those offering sacrifices
approach the pile of wood and then depart dressed in Gabinian
style

This decree ends with the community stating that it will take this decree directly to

Augustus in order to secure permission from him to set up the cult as described above.

This end passage is important in that it demonstrates that even though these

individuals from Pisa appear to be following some model from the Senate, they have

possibly made some community-specific changes and in seeking permission from the

Emperor himself, are attempting to forge a personal relationship with him specifically.

After Gaius’ death in 4 CE, Pisa establishes cult practices in “the same manner

as was established for offering a sacrifice to Lucius Caesar”.597 At this time, there

were no magistrates to oversee the establishment of this cult because of some rivalry.

The decree begins with a long list of the offices and achievements of Gaius Caesar,

and that his death occurred while the community was still mourning the death of his

brother Lucius. It then goes on to state that because there were no magistrates, the

595 This is a translation of the abbreviation: q.d.e.r.f.p.d.e.r.i.c. See Rowe, 2002, 108.
596 ILS 139, lines 15-26. Translation by Rowe, 2002.
597 ILS 140. An English translation of this decree can be found in Rowe, 2002, 111-113.
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decurions and the citizens of the community collectively agreed on a series on

honours:598

From the day when his death was announced to the day when his
remains had been returned and interred and observances to his shades
had been completed, everyone, having changed their clothes and shut
the temples of the immortal gods, the public baths, and all the shops,
should abstain from social intercourse; and the women of rank in our
colonia should mourn; and the day when Gaius Caesar died should go
on record as a day of mourning equivalent to that of the Allia and be so
marked down in the presence, by the order, and by the wish of all; and
care should be taken that no public sacrifice, no supplications, no
weddings, and no public banquets be held, planned, or announced for
that day or for [21 February] in the future; nor shall any theatrical or
circus performances be held or attended on that day.

In addition to these honours, and the sacrifices established in the same manner as

those offered to Lucius, it was decreed that an arch be erected in the colonia,

decorated with the spoils of the nations which were defeated by or surrendered to

Gaius with a gilded statue set up on the top. Statues of Gaius and Lucius on

horseback were to be set up flanking the main statue of Gaius.

The cult was to be overseen by the duovirs once they were officially elected.

Until then, Titus Statulenus Iuncus, flamen Augustalis and pontifex minor of the

public rites of the Roman people was to be sent with an envoy to Augustus in order to

make him aware of the honours granted by their community. The decree ends by

stating the names of the duovirs elected and that they, at first opportunity, will place

this decree in the public archives.

This decree differs from that presented after the death of Lucius in a number

of ways. First, it used the model of the sacrifices granted to Lucius two years earlier

598 ILS 140, lines 17-30. Translation from Rowe, 2002. Many of these honours are similar if not
identical to sacrifices made on this day (21 February) at the Feralia, or feasts in the memory of the
dead (Ov.Fast. 2.533-570). This last day of the series of private celebrations made by the family (13-20
February) was reserved for public ceremonies which were in this case now being used for public
commemoration of the deceased prince. The funerary rites and the cult of the dead are discussed in
detail in Toynbee, 1971, 43-64.
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and then expanded the cult to include other honours. Second, Gaius too received a

commemorative arch, but his arch also includes his brother suggesting that these two

individuals were at least in part commemorated together following Gaius’ death.

Third, the cult of Gaius should be established and overseen by the duovirs but because

there were no magistrates in this colonia at the time of Gaius’ death, the local council

and citizen body of the colonia were responsible for its establishment. In order to

inform Augustus of the honours decreed by the community, Titus Statulenus Iuncus

was chosen to take a copy of this decree to Augustus. This individual was important

in that he holds the office of flamen Augustalis, a title which reflects his involvement

in overseeing the civic cult for Augustus. The office of pontifex minor also suggests

that he had some connection with Rome, as he held a priestly office there. Finally,

and most importantly for the current study, this community modelled the honours it

would grant Gaius on those granted to Lucius, but added to these honours on their

own initiative: there is no mention of a Senatorial decree (as was the case in the

decree establishing honours to Lucius), although the lack of evidence of

communications and other exchanges between this community and the centre does not

prove that this did not happen. The individual nature of these honours is also

highlighted by the titles given to Augustus and Gaius in the decree.599 Some of the

official titles (like Augustus as pater patriae, pontifex maximus) are included but

unlike in the decree to Lucius, some additional titles are granted, all of which most

likely have some direct connection with the community itself.600

This decree highlights some important features about how cult to members of

the imperial family was established during this early period. First, there may have

599 These titles are discussed in detail in Rowe, 2002, 114-118.
600 Rowe argues that instead of using the standard titles, Gaius Caesar is referred to as “being most just
and most like his father in virtues, and the sole defense of our colony” (ac simillumum parentis sui
virtutibus principem coloniaeque nostrae unicum praesidium) (Rowe, 2002, 144 with the translation of
the text on page 112. The Latin is from ILS 140, 14-15.).
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originally been some sort of Senatorial decree describing certain types of honours

given to these individuals. But at the same time, it was up to each community itself to

determine what honours they would set up locally. In the case of the honours granted

Gaius, these do not appear to be modelled on a Senatorial decree but instead appear to

be based on honours decreed by the Senate to Lucius which were then adapted and

established by the community’s own initiative although there is some evidence of a

possible connection to Rome (or at least the community being aware of what is going

on in Rome) through the pontifex minor who is present in the community at this time.

Second, the most senior magistrates in the community were responsible for

overseeing the establishment and continued practice of these sacrifices and other

cultic rituals, and if there were no magistrates as was the case in the decree for

honours granted to Gaius, the citizens of the community would take responsibility for

its establishment and designate an individual to oversee that the decree was carried

out properly. Finally, many of these honours are expanded from traditional funerary

honours which were then used as models for later imperial funerals and honours.601

In the community of Nîmes (ancient Nemausus) a temple was set up and

dedicated to:

C.CAESARI.AVGVSTI.F.COS.L.CAESARI.AVGVSTI.F.COS.DESIGNATO /

PRINCIPIBVS.IVVENTVTIS.602 This inscription lists the offices held by these two

princes during their lifetimes. Gaius held the consulship in 1 CE, and Lucius was also

designated consul but died before holding this office. The title of princeps iuventutis

was given to them by the equites and did not designate a formal magistracy or

601 This feature is discussed in detail in Chapter 1, section 2.1.
602 For a complete discussion of the temple architecture and dedicatory inscription see Amy and Gros,
1979. In an article from 2001, Anderson proposes a new interpretation of this temple, suggesting that
the temple which survives was built some time during Hadrian’s reign. He does suggest that this might
be a similar case to Hadrian’s renovation of the Pantheon in Rome but never suggests to whom this
temple was dedicated (Anderson, 2001). This means that this temple still could have been dedicated to
Gaius and Lucius as Amy and Gros have suggested, but that it was rebuilt later by Hadrian.
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priesthood but instead became the official title to denote the successors to the

throne.603 A funeral inscription to Lucius and Gaius Caesar was found in the

community of Trier and may have been adapted from the honours granted to them in

Rome and in communities throughout the Empire.604

This short discussion of some of the honours granted to these princes

demonstrates how the establishment of honours granted to members of the imperial

family was not fixed at this early stage (nor, I would argue even by the later stages).

Communities set up temples, festivals and other honours as they saw fit, although, as

seen from the honours set up to Lucius, they may have followed at least in part some

directives from the centre. The practice of setting up these honours did not remain

constant, but changed over time partly due to the needs of the communities in which

they were set up and partly due to the growing number of divi/divae and other

exceptional family members.

1.2 – Germanicus and Drusus the Younger

The next non-deified member of the imperial family to receive cult outside of

Rome was Germanicus. Most of the evidence for his cult comes from bronze tablets

found in Spain and from the Feriale Duranum (which will be discussed further below

in the section on the East). Germanicus’ brother Drusus also received cult in the

provinces. An account of the honours granted to him by the Senate survives in

fragments coming from Rome, Italy, and Spain.605 The surviving inscriptions are very

fragmentary but make reference to statues, some honours associated with the

Lupercalia, a procession on the Ides of July, and some honours concerning theatres.

603 Zanker, 1988, 218.
604 CIL 13.3671. [Dis Manibus] L(ucii) Caesaris Au[g(usti) f(ilii), auguris, co(n)s(ulis), design(ati)] /
principis [inventutis et C(aii) Caesaris, Aug(usti) f(ilii), pontificis], co(n)s(ulis), im[p(eratoris)/
principis iuventutis]. A similar inscription is found at Reims (CIL 13.3254).
605 Rowe, 2002, 8. For the Latin text of these honours see pg. 38-40.
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These honours are all modelled on those previously granted to other dead imperial

princes. Besides this, the fragments of these inscriptions only provide evidence of

these honours being celebrated throughout Italy (based on the distribution of the

fragmentary inscriptions), and shed no other light on the nature of the worship granted

to Drusus.

Unlike Gaius and Lucius Caesar, these two brothers also received priests

during their lifetimes. The evidence for these priesthoods comes predominantly from

Olisipo in Lusitania and Nemausus (Nîmes) in Narbonensis.606 In an inscription from

Olisipo, Quintus Iulius Plotus is described as being a flamen germanici caesaris and a

flamen iuliae augustae.607 In Nemausus, Severus Iulius Maximus is referred to as

flamen romae et divi augusti item drusi et germanici caesaris.608 A second inscription

referring to the same title also comes from this community but due to the fragmentary

nature of this inscription the name of the priest is not preserved and may in fact be

also referring to Maximus.609 In any case, this title suggests that the deified Augustus

was worshipped with his non-deified family members as part of a collective from the

earliest development of these practices.

Having looked at some of the honours granted to members of the imperial

family during the earliest stage of the development of the cult of the divi/divae, it is

now worth moving forward in time to examine what the worship of the divi/divae

looked like as the number of deified individuals increased.

606 There is also evidence of a priest of Germanicus in Vienna (CIL 12.1872).
607 CIL 2.194, 14-19 CE.
608 CIL 12.3180, unknown date.
609 CIL 12.3207, unknown date.
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2. ITALY

The largest body of surviving inscriptions (82) referring to priests of deified

individuals comes from Italy (see Appendix 4, Table 26). These inscriptions are

primarily funerary or commemorative monuments and rarely provide more

information than just the title of the offices held by a particular individual. The

deified individuals who receive priests can be listed as follows: Iulius (Caesar),

Augustus, Iulia or Augusta (Livia), Claudius, Vespasian, Titus, Nerva, Trajan,

Hadrian, Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, Pertinax, Septimius Severus, and Magnus

Antonius (Caracalla). Some non-deified (or not yet deified) members of the family

also received priests during their lifetimes: Tiberius, Nero, Vespasian, and Antoninus

Pius. The priests of these individuals are referred to almost exclusively as flamines,

with two exceptions,610 and can be divided into three categories: flamines of specific

individuals, flamines of Roma and a deified individual, and flamines which are

responsible for overseeing the worship of several divi (and are given the title of

flamen for each individual divi).

2.1 – Priests of individual divi

The worship of individual divi, as reflected in the priestly titles, is widespread

both chronologically and geographically throughout Italy. Many of these individuals

also received priests before they were deified. In Pompeii, Marcus Holconius Celer

received the title augusti sacerdos during Augustus’ lifetime and then became a

sacerdos divi augusti after Augustus’ death.611 This is the only example in Italy (from

610 The exceptions to this are a sacerdotibus? divi Iuli from Teruentum (CIL 9.2598) and a sacerdos
divi Augusti from Pompeii (CIL 10.945).
611 CIL 10.840, 943-4; CIL 10.945-6.
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the surviving evidence) of the use of sacerdos as the title for priests of the imperial

family and the fact that this individual appears to have been responsible for the

worship of the living emperor may be reflected in the use of this title.612 This

example has been used to demonstrate that most of the priests in Italy would have first

been responsible for overseeing the worship of the living emperor and their title

would then change to reflect the newly deified status of the emperor after his death.613

However, as this is the only example of a shift in titles and of the use of the title

sacerdos, this may be an exception rather than the norm.

The other four examples of living members of the imperial family receiving

priesthoods during their lifetimes have priests referred to as flamines: Tiberius, Nero,

Vespasian and Antoninus Pius. A coin from Paestum contains the legend fla(men)

aug(usti) ti(berii) caesar(is).614 This coin demonstrates not only that Tiberius did in

fact receive divine worship at the community level even though the literary sources,

specifically Tacitus, present Tiberius as refusing offers of these honours,615 but also

that Cassius Dio’s brief aside during his discussion of the honours set up in the

province of Asia in 29 BC does not reflect the reality of the worship of living

emperors during this early period.616 Cassius Dio claims that “For in the capital itself

and in Italy generally no emperor, however worthy of renown he has been, has dared

to [consecrate precincts to himself],” and this passage has been used by scholars to

argue that cult was never set up in Italy to the living emperor. However, it

612 Fishwick suggests that the difference in the titles flamen and sacerdos reflects two different types or
emperor worship: the cult of Roma and the living ruler occurred in the less “Romanized” provinces
(Fishwick uses the example of Tres Galliae), was focused on an altar and was the responisibility of a
sacerdos. In more “Romanized” provinces (Fishwick refers to Spain here), it was the cult of Divus
Augustus, which was served by a flamen at a temple (Fishwick, 1978, 1214).
613 Gradel, 2002, 86-91.
614 Burnett et al., 1992, nos.610-612.
615 Tiberius continually refused divine honours. The most notable example (and where Tacitus presents
Tiberius as giving a long speech concerning this) concerns the attempt by Baetica to set up a shrine to
himself, Livia and the Senate (Tac.Ann.4.37-38). However, this does not prevent local communities
from establishing cult to him. See Chapter 3, section 2.3.
616 Cass.Dio. 51.20.8. See Gradel, 2002, 73-80 for a discussion on this passage.
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specifically states that this is by the emperor’s own initiative (“dared to consecrate

precincts to himself”) and does not take into consideration the actions of the

communities themselves.

Also from Paestum, there is evidence of Antoninus Pius receiving a priest

during his lifetime.617 From Pompeii, there are two priests of living members of the

imperial family. Decimus Lucretius Satrius was flamen [neronis] caesaris

aug(usti)618 and Cnaeus [All]eius Nigidius Maius was flamen caesaris augusti.619 It is

unclear whose cult Nigidius was responsible for but the inscription was set up pro

salute [imp(eratoris) vespasiani] caesaris augu[sti], which suggests that his title

reflected his role in overseeing practices associated with the living Emperor

Vespasian. In any case, these examples are rare but reflect the importance of worship

of the living emperor.

Divus Augustus is the only individual from the 1st century who continues to

get priests as an individual well into the 3rd century CE. This may reflect the

continued worship of the deified Augustus throughout this period, in part due to the

fact that he appears to be one of the most important divi. In the ancient sources he

tends to be presented as the first of the divi (as Caesar is rarely included in ancient

lists, prayers, or coin issues) and is mentioned in all the ancient lists of the divi.620

This use of divi augusti could also reflect a generic term for a deified emperor (much

in the same way as living emperors tend to be referred to as Augustus). In any case,

the nature of the evidence does not provide any other details to shed light on the

nature of this title.

617 AE 1975, 257. L. Dig(us) Bassus was a flamen imp(eratoris) [antoni]ni caesa[ris au(gusti)].
618 AE 1915, 61a; AE 1937, 126.
619 AE 1949, 9.
620 See chapter 1 for a discussion on the types of ancient lists.
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Only two female members of the imperial family received priests in Italy:

Diva Iulia (sometimes referred to as Diva Augusta) and Diva Faustina. The

priestesses of the deified Livia refer to her in two different ways. Albucia Candida is

flaminica divae iuliae621 whereas Mania Betutia and Appia(?) are referred to as

flaminicae divae augustae.622 Unfortunately the title flaminica divae iuliae cannot be

dated and with these few inscriptions it may be suggested that the title diva iulia may

have been an earlier title whereas diva augusta may reflect a later title, or that diva

augusta came to be used to refer to the latest deified woman (who was given the title

augusta) rather than Livia specifically. Alternatively, these titles could also reflect a

geographical variation, but due to the fact that only these three inscriptions survive, no

definite conclusions can be made.

The other diva to receive priests in Italy as an individual is Faustina. This

could be Faustina the Younger as she is in one inscription referred to as diva faustina

pia.623 However, that is only one example and none of the other inscriptions referring

to diva faustina refer to her as such or shed any light on the date of the inscription or

the specific individual to which it refers.

The community with the greatest surviving evidence for these priests is Ostia.

Divus Vespasianus is the first individual emperor to receive a priest here. This is

most likely an accident of survival rather than an absence of worship of the imperial

family in this community. 624 The evidence from this community demonstrates that

individual divi and divae were still receiving priesthoods well into the 3rd century CE,

as reflected in the title flamen romae et augusti which is found in connection with

621 CIL 5.6514 (Novaria).
622 AE 1982, 415 (Ticinum; 51-100); AE 1975, 403 (Albingaunum; 118-124).
623 AE 1974, 348. (Mediolanum).
624 Meiggs, 1973, 178. During the Julio-Claudian period, the worship of the imperial family was most
likely the responsibility of the Augustales (discussed above in Chapter 5).
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flamines of Divus Titus,625 a flamen of Divus Antoninus,626 a flamen of Divus

Severus,627 and a flamen of Divus Severus and Divus Pertinax.628

2.2 – Priests of Roma and a deified individual

During the earliest development of the worship of the divi/divae, emperors,

both during their lifetime and after their official deification, were given priests in

connection with the goddess Roma. This connection was most commonly between

Roma and Augustus, as in the case throughout the empire. However, this priesthood

is not restricted to the reign of Augustus, or the period immediately following his

death, as there are a number of examples of priests of Roma and Augustus who were

also priests of named individuals (as in the case of Titus, Septimius Severus and

Caracalla).629

There is also evidence of a pairing between Roma and Tiberius (or Claudius)

and Roma and Divus Claudius. Unfortunately, the inscriptions which refer to these

other Julio-Claudians cannot be dated with any precision, but it can be assumed that

the connection made between Roma and Tiberius was made during Tiberius’ lifetime

and that with Divus Claudius occurred immediately following his deification.

However, the connection between Roma and Augustus appears to be the most

common pairing, and no member of the imperial family is paired directly with the

goddess Roma after Claudius.

625 Q. Plotius Romanus, flamen romae et augusti; flamen divi titi (CIL 14.400; after 138 CE); P.
Aufidius..., flamen romae et augusti; flamen divi titi (CIL 14.4622).
626 C. Aemilius...., flamen divi Antonini; flamen romae et augusti (AE 1988, 201).
627 L. Licinius Herodus, flamen romae et augusti; flamen divi severi (CIL 14.373).
628 Ignotus, flamen divi severi et divi pertinacis (AE 1988, 211).
629 Titus: CIL 14.400, 14.4622; Septimius Severus: CIL 14.373; Caracalla: AE 1988, 201.
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2.3 – Priests of several divi as individuals

There are a number of priests who were responsible for overseeing the

worship of several individual divi without holding the more common title of flamen

divorum augustorum (or some variation). In these cases, these individuals were most

likely named as priests of a particular divus after his official deification in Rome and,

if it was indeed the case that this priesthood was held for life, he could then be named

priest of another individual divus at a later date and be responsible for overseeing both

cults. However, a number of cases contradict this explanation. One such example

comes from Eporedia in Cisalpine Gaul, where an unknown priest is described as

being flamen divi Augusti, divi Vespasiani, divi Traiani.630 In this case, it is

impossible that this individual was named flamen divi Augusti immediately following

the deification of Augustus in 14 CE. This demonstrates that at least in some sense,

individual divi continued to receive priesthoods well after their official deification.

In most cases, however, these groups of individuals tended to be closer in time

and tended to include divi of particular dynasties, for example C. Nonius Flaccus who

is a flamen divi Augusti et divi Iuli et divi Claudi.631 In some cases, the priests

responsible for these groups of individuals were also priests of Roma and Augustus632

which also suggests that these priests were at least in some sense responsible for

overseeing different aspects of the worship of the divi/divae both of named individual

divi and of the divi as a collective. The final two emperors to be linked in this way

were Septimius Severus and Pertinax.633

630 CIL 5.6797, dated to sometime after 117 CE.
631 AE 1975, 353 (Firmum Picenum).
632 The latest example of this comes from the community of Ostia where L. Licinius Herodus was both
a flamen Roma et Augusti and flamen divi Severi (CIL 14.373).
633 AE 1988, 211 (Ostia).
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During the earliest development of the worship of the divi/divae, many

individuals who were not officially deified at Rome, received exceptional honours

both in the city of Rome and in Italy. It was on these honours that many of the divine

honours granted to later emperors and members of the imperial family were based.

They were established in some cases by a direct response by a particular community

to a decree from the Senate (as is the case with Lucius Caesar) or, as is the case with

the honours granted to Gaius Caesar by the initiative of the community itself. The

worship of these non-deified members played a crucial role in the early development

of these cult practices but as the number of deified members of the imperial family

increased, the specific honours granted to non-deified members of the imperial family

as named individuals decreased (although they were still most likely included in the

commemoration of the imperial family as a collective).

3. THE EAST

3.1 – Priests of the divi

There are only eleven surviving Latin inscriptions concerned with priests of

the divi in the East (see Appendix 4, Table 27).634 These priests were responsible for

overseeing the worship of individual divi but in the two cases from the province of

Asia, these individuals could be priests of multiple individuals. In the case of C.

Antonius Rufus, he was both the flamen divi Iuli and the flamen divi Augusti,

suggesting that these individuals were worshipped as individuals and that Rufus most

634 There is a great deal of surviving Greek evidence for the worship of the Emperor and his family in
the province of Asia Minor but, as Simon Price argues, the Greek cults associated with Emperor
worship were based mostly on Hellenistic ruler cult and because there is no direct Greek translation for
the term divus in Greek (Price, 1984b), this goes beyond the scope of the current study. For a thorough
discussion on the nature of the Imperial cult in Asia Minor see Price, 1984a. There are a number of
more recent studies on Imperial cult in specific cities in the Greek East. Although too numerous to list
here, some examples are Reynolds, 1996 (for the community of Aphrodisias); Hoff, 1996 (Athens); and
Hoskins-Walbank, 1996 (Corinth).
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likely had different responsibilities relating to the worship of each individual

(different sacred days, different sacrifices, etc.).

An unknown individual from Colonia Iulia Parium has a different type of

priesthood. His title sacerdos imp. nervae ....item divi Titi demonstrates that he was

responsible for overseeing the worship of the living emperor in this community as

well as that of the individual deified approximately 15 years before. This title

demonstrates that, at least in some sense, the worship of the living emperor may have

been included in some practices associated with the worship of deified members of his

family and that the priests of these individuals may have also overseen the collective

worship of the imperial family.635 This is the only example of the title sacerdos in the

surviving evidence and while scholars have argued that the title sacerdos was used as

the title for priests responsible for overseeing the worship of the living emperor, here

this priest is also responsible for the worship of a divus. In addition, there is evidence

of a priest of Nero from Dyrrachium who, even though he is responsible for the

worship of the living emperor, has the title flamen neronis claudii caesaris augusti

germanici636 suggesting that the distinction between sacerdos and flamen may not be

a clearly defined as has been commonly assumed by scholars.

Most of the other inscriptions commemorate priests who were responsible for

the worship of one specific divus or diva. Unfortunately few of these inscriptions can

be dated with certainty, so it is unclear in many cases whether these individuals were

still receiving priesthoods well after their official deification in Rome. Of those

which can be dated, there is evidence of a flamen divi iuli dating to the reign of Nero

635 Price discusses the worship of living members of the imperial family within the context of the
Hellenistic tradition, and although this goes beyond the scope of this current project, many of his
observations demonstrate the similarities between how this cult develops over time in both the Greek
and Roman worlds. In both cases, the establishment of cult during the reign of Augustus and Tiberius
involved creating priesthoods to a number of living members of the imperial family (Price says that
some 11 individuals received priesthoods during this period, Price, 1984a, 57).
636 AE 1923, 40.
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from the colonia of Corinth.637 Priests of Divus Iulius are very rare and the

importance of his cult in this community may reflect his direct involvement in its

establishment as a colonia.638 However, not all communities which were established

by Caesar have produced evidence of priesthoods responsible for overseeing his

worship.

3.2 – Other evidence for the worship of individual divi

The manifestation of the worship of the divi/divae within the Eastern

provinces is extremely problematic for the current discussion. This is mostly due to

the fact that these cult practices were modelled on traditions of ruler worship from the

Hellenistic world and thus not directly related to the worship of the imperial family as

established in Rome.639 A thorough discussion of the nature of the worship of the

imperial family within the Greek East is beyond the scope of this current project and

thus will not be discussed in detail here.640 Instead, this section will focus on the

Latin evidence coming from these provinces.

In 23 CE, the cities of Asia decreed a temple to Tiberius, Livia, and the Senate

is response to the Senate’s role in condemning Lucilius Capito and Gaius Silanus.641

637 AE 1927, 2.
638 Hoskins-Walbank, 1996, 201.
639 Burrell, 2004 provides a comprehensive study of the interaction between Greek cities and the
Roman Emperors.
640 There are some complications associated with the study of the worship of the imperial family in the
East, in part because of problems with the interpretation of a particular passage of Cassius Dio
(51.20.7-8). This passage discusses the establishment of two different types of cults for Augustus, the
worship of the living emperor by the xenoi and the worship of the deified dead by Roman citizens.
However, Burrell states that many of the individuals who became the priests of the koinon were in fact
Roman citizens (Burrell, 2004, 262). The example of the colonia of Neapolis demonstrates this
complication in that it was given both the title of neokoros and had the status of colonia. This
community is discussed in detail in Burrell, 2004, 260-265. It did not receive the title neokoros until
the reign of Philip and it celebrated its status by using Latin on its coins instead of Greek.
641 Tac. Ann. 4.15. A coin from Smyrna celebrates the building of the temple to Tiberius, Livia and the
Senate; obverse busts of Livia and the senate; reverse the temple, with statue of Tiberius. (Seager,
1972, plate 14b).
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For this reason, it should not seem odd that the Senate was included here.642 The

establishment of this cult was by local initiative in response to actions by the centre

which benefited these communities. In 26 CE, a number of delegates from eleven

communities in Asia went to Rome to argue over which community would get to host

this temple.643 They justify their claims by referring to the antiquity of their lineage

or their enthusiasm for the Roman people during a number of different wars. This

passage presents the ways in which communities attempted to create connections with

the centre (and compete with other communities in order to secure those connections)

and would gain prestige by hosting a temple to the imperial family within their

community.

These temples to emperors during their lifetimes set a precedent which was

then picked up by Caligula. In 40 CE, he ordered (e0ke/leuse) a sacred precinct to be

set up for his worship in the community of Miletus.644 Dio says that Caligula said his

reason for this was that Diana had pre-empted Ephesus, Augustus Pergamum, and

Tiberius Smyrna but that in fact he wished to incorporate his worship into a large

temple being built for Apollo. This passage raises a number of issues. Here, an

emperor is allegedly attempting to impose cult on an individual community. In the

other two instances to which Caligula refers, the cult was established on local

initiative. Progress on the establishment of this cult ceased after Caligula’s death due

to his damnatio memoriae. However, it should also be considered that if the force

behind the establishment was removed (i.e. when Caligula died) there would be

nothing in place to ensure that the establishment was carried out. Alternatively, if the

driving force of the establishment was the community itself, its success relied on the

642 Burrell, 2004, 39.
643 Tac.Ann.4.55-56.
644 Cass.Dio.59.28.1.
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people within the community and their desire to build something to suit the needs of

that community.

In one of the client-kingdoms, the local elite also attempted to forge a

relationship and secure their position through the worship of the divi/divae. A coin

from Caesarea Philippi in Syria depicts a temple with two columns and the legend

DIVA POPPAEA AUG on the obverse, and a temple with six columns and the legend

DIVA CLAUD NER F on the reverse.645 The true nature of these coins is unclear and

there is a question of the authority under whom these coins were struck.646 It is also

unclear whether these coins reflect actual temples or whether those temples serve as a

symbol of divinity. In any case, it appears that this coin may have been a way for the

ruler (possibly Agrippa II) of Syria to gain the favour of Nero by commemorating the

deification of Nero’s wife and daughter or to help strengthen his own political

position.

The best Latin evidence for the worship of the divi/divae comes from Dura-

Europos. The Feriale Duranum was the religious calendar marking out army festivals

which included sacrifices to the divi along with a number of other gods. It dates to the

reign of Alexander Severus and thus can be used to determine which deified emperors

were still deemed important by this date and in this community (or the military camp

associated with this community).647 This document also describes which events are

being celebrated (birthdays, accessions, and the day an individual is named Caesar) as

well as how they are being celebrated (either by games, sacrifices of a variety of

645 RPC, vol 1. 4846 (65 CE or later).
646 See Burnett et al., 1992, 669-670 for a full commentary on this coin.
647 The question of whether this calendar purely reflects military festivals or whether it was used by the
civilian community as well is discussed by Reeves, 'The Feriale Duranum, Roman Military Religion,
and Dura-Europos: A Reassessment', (diss. from The University of New York at Buffalo, 2005). (self-
published in 2006). It has also been argued that this calendar is a copy of the ritual calendar in Rome
and may reflect a sort of directive from the centre on religious rituals to be undertaken in military
camps on the periphery. For a discussion on religious interactions between the centre and periphery
see Bendlin, 1997.
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different animals, or by a supplicatio). Twenty-seven out of the forty-one extant

entries refer to some aspect of the Imperial cult, with twenty-one of those dealing

specifically with cult to the divi and divae. Oliver, in his article on “The Divi of the

Hadrianic Period”,648 uses the Feriale Duranum to reconstruct a list of the twenty divi

of 224 CE. This list is as follows: Augustus, Claudius, Vespasian, Titus, Nerva,

Trajan, Marciana, Matidia, Plotina, Sabina, Hadrian, Faustina the Elder, Antoninus

Pius, Lucius Verus, Faustina the Younger, Marcus Aurelius, Commodus, Pertinax,

Septimius Severus, and Caracalla. In this article, Oliver does not include Divus

Iulius, who receives an ox on this birthday (12 July). Divus Iulius tends to be omitted

from both modern and ancient lists of the divi (official oaths, celebrations of the Arval

Brethren, etc.). He is, however, included in these military fasti most likely because of

his military achievements (much in the same way as Germanicus was honoured).649

There are surprisingly a number of women included in this list, although these

women all come from the Antonine family. The first two divae, Marciana and

Matidia, were not even the wives of emperors but simply consecrated members of the

imperial family. The importance of these women during this period may reflect the

importance of the divine women in the creation and continued stability of the

Antonine family, especially during the reign of Hadrian because of his controversial

“adoption” and accession.650 However, one of the later deified women is markedly

absent from this list, Julia Domna. She was deified after her death in 217 CE but

there is no evidence for the persistance of her cult. This may be in part because she

took her own life, or because of her “exotic” nature. The final two emperors claiming

to be of the Severan family, Elagabalus and Severus Alexander, were both grandsons

648 Oliver, 1949.
649 Fink et al., 1940, 184-185.
650 Hadrian showed unparalleled devotion to Trajan’s family, especially the women. He deified three
of them who died during his reign (Plotina, Matidia, and Sabina). These women were his ties to Trajan
and were instrumental in securing and legitimizing his position.
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of Julia Domna’s sister, Julia Maesa, and since she too was deified after her death,

Severus Alexander could claim direct descent from her. It could also be that the role

of women in ensuring the stability of the imperial family at this time was no longer as

important as it was during the Antonine period. However, since the Feriale Duranum

does not survive in its entirety, no conclusions can be made as ritual to her may be

mentioned in a section which does not survive. Livia is also missing (although this

might also be due to the fragmentary nature of the source) though her absence may be

due to the fact that her worship was connected with that of her husband from its

earliest development and thus she was not commonly referred to as an individual diva

following her deification in Rome.
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Table 8: Sacrifices to the divi in the Feriale Duranum
Date Divus/Diva Commemorating Sacrifice
8 Jan diva... birthday supplicatio
24 Jan Divus Hadrian birthday ox
28 Jan Divus Trajan accession ox
4 Feb Divus Caracalla accession supplicatio, an ox to

Divus Caracalla
7 Mar Divus Marcus Aurelius accession ox

Divus Lucius Verus accession ox
4 Apr Divus Caracalla birthday ox
9 Apr Divus Septimius Severus accession ox
11 Apr Divus Septimius Severus birthday ox
26 Apr Divus Marcus Aurelius birthday ox
7 May Diva Julia Maesa birthday supplicatio
21 May Divus Septimius Severus saluted imperator ?
? July Diva Matidia birthday supplicatio
10 July Divus Antoninus Pius accession ox
12 July Divus Iulius birthday ox
1 Aug Divus Claudius birthday ox

Divus Pertinax birthday ox
? Aug Diva Marciana birthday supplicatio
31 Aug Divus Commodus birthday ox
18 Sept Divus Trajan birthday ox

Divus Nerva accession ox
19 Sept Divus Antoninus Pius birthday ox
? Sept Diva Faustina birthday supplicatio
23 Sept Divus Augustus birthday ox

This table clearly shows that there is a distinction made between the offerings given to

particular individuals. Male deities receive male victims. The divae do not receive

female victims as they do in the Acta Arvalium or like the other goddesses found in the

Feriale Duranum. Instead, they receive supplicationes. This represents one of the

first instances of supplicationes being offered to deified members of the imperial

family.651 Caracalla is an exception to this as he received both the supplicatio and an

ox on the anniversary of his birthday.

One member of the imperial family who is included in this ritual calendar who

was not officially deified in Rome is Germanicus, mentioned above in 1.2. There is

reference to a supplicatio to Germanicus’ memory on the anniversary of his

651 Fink et al., 1940, 191.
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birthday.652 This suggests that at least in some form, the commemoration of this non-

deified member of the imperial family was still deemed important, even in the mid 3rd

century CE.

There are a number of possible reasons for why this “non-deified” individual

remained important regardless of his status. First, he had been well-loved and was an

important member of the imperial family during the early Principate. Not only was he

a strong military leader (as shown by his campaigns in the West), but he also spent

time in the East in an administrative capacity. Second, because of this importance, his

worship was well-established by the end of the reign of this family. It was already

firmly rooted in the worship of the imperial family as a whole and thus continued

when the Flavian family took over. The latest evidence we have for his continued

worship is from the Feriale Duranum suggesting that the main reason behind his

continued worship was his military achievements as his continued worship occurred

within a military context.

The cult practices associated with the worship of the imperial family in these

provinces are influenced by a number of factors which set them apart from how these

cults functioned in other areas of the Empire. The inscriptions are mostly in Greek

and, as there is not direct translation of divus in Greek, the titles and types of religious

practices tend to be influenced by Hellenistic traditions rather than Roman ones.

However, because of these traditions, some key features of how the worship of the

imperial family spread through the Empire are made explicit. First, there was no

imposition of a specific set of practices associated with the worship of the imperial

family on the provinces by the centre. The individuals who were worshipped in the

652 24 May. Feriale Duranum. no.117, col.ii. lines 12-13. see Rowe, 2002, 159-160.
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East were not necessarily those who were officially deified in Rome.653 This

collection of individuals was most likely created in response to what was occurring in

Rome but constituted a group of family members different from those worshipped in

Rome.

Second, individuals (both deified and those not officially deified in Rome)

continued to be worshipped as individuals as can be seen in the example of the

Feriale Duranum. Many of these divi/divae also continued to be worshipped as

individuals well after their official deification. Finally, the development of these cult

practices was influenced by the pre-existing traditions of the particular community

and although they may have been influenced by Roman practices or models adopted

from surrounding communities, it was ultimately up to the community itself as to how

it would set about worshipping the divi/divae. This is clearly demonstrated in the case

of a number of coloniae who, although they commemorated their priests and set up

dedications in Latin, set up their cult centres on more of a Greek model rather than a

Roman one and whose cult practices were not necessarily directly modeled on those

found in Rome.

4. AFRICA PROCONSULARIS AND NUMIDIA

4.1 – Priests of the divi

There are 50 attestations of priest of the divi worshipped as individuals (and

some of these priests can be dated well into the 3rd century CE) which come from the

province of Africa Proconsularis (and Numidia after it was created from some of the

653 Lozano, 2007 has an excellent discussion on the difference between the collection of imperial
family members under the heading Divi Augusti and those under the heading Theoi Sebastoi. A
summary table on page 143 shows the difference between those individuals officially deified at Rome
and those who were worshipped in Athens during the Julio-Claudian period.
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territory of Africa Proconsularis).654 There is no evidence of any divi being

worshipped as individuals from the provinces of Mauretania and the evidence from

these two provinces (the priestly titles) tends to be fairly uniform as the priests are

most commonly referred to as flamen aug. (or auggg.) and appear to be concerned

with the worship of the divi as a collective rather than as named individuals.

The individuals who received priesthoods in Africa Proconsularis and

Numidia can be listed as follows: Iulius (Caesar), Augustus, Tiberius, Augusta

(Livia), Claudius, Vespasian, Titus, Nerva, Trajan, Plotina, Hadrian, Antoninus Pius,

Septimius Severus, and Caracalla (Magnus Antoninus). The most common

priesthood is that to Augustus (as is the case throughout the Empire). These provinces

are also excellent for the current study in that many of the inscriptions can be dated

and thus it can be determined how many (and which) divi are being worshipped as

individuals well after their official deification in Rome.

The individual divus most commonly worshipped well after his deification is

Titus.655 Most of these priesthoods date to the middle of the second century which

suggests that Titus continued to receive priesthoods after the death of the first

generation of his priests (a similar case can be found in Italy as has been discussed

above). Vespasian also appears to be worshipped as an individual well after his

deification (most dating to the mid 2nd century), as is Claudius (dating to the

beginning of the 2nd century) and Nerva (170 CE).

One of the most interesting priesthoods is that of Divus Iulius found in the

community of Rusicade.656 This inscription dates to sometime between 70-100 CE

and demonstrates that Caesar was receiving priesthoods over 100 years after his

654 See Appendix 4, Table 28.
655 AE 1921, 25 (Carthage, dates to the reign of Hadrian); CIL 8.14364 (Carthage, dates to mid 2nd

century); AE 1917-18, 23 (Carthage, 176-180?); AE 1941, 36 (Thuburbo Maius, dates to mid 2nd

century).
656 CIL 8.7986.
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official deification in 42 BCE. Evidence of priesthoods to Divus Iulius are extremely

rare and the priest may have received this title during his time in Rome and brought it

back with him when he travelled to Africa.

There are also a few cases where priests were responsible for overseeing the

worship of a number of named individual divi. From the community of Pagus

Thuigabensis, an ignotus held the following priesthoods: flamen divi Antonini Pii,

flamen divi Traiani, and flamen divi Magni Antonini.657 This inscription can be dated

to 233 CE and demonstrates not only that a number of divi were worshipped as named

individuals well after their official deification in Rome, but also that priests could be

responsible for overseeing the worship of multiple named individuals. These three

divi are separated by 100 years (with Trajan being deified in 118 CE and Caracalla in

218). Nonetheless, these individual divi still received priests as individuals although

one priest was responsible for overseeing the cult practices associated with their

worship. This inscription also demonstrates that in this community, individual divi

were still being worshipped well into the 3rd century CE.

4.2 – Other evidence for the worship of individuals

There is very limited evidence for the worship of members of the imperial

family as individuals other than the priestly titles discussed above. Where evidence

does survive, it is largely fragmentary but can be used at least in part to shed some

light on the nature of the worship of the imperial family in these provinces.

There is a fragmentary inscription from the community of Thubursicum Bure

(modern Tebursuk) which makes reference to an ara divi aug. No other information

can be determined on the nature of this altar, its location, the date, or who was

657 CIL 8.14447.
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responsible for its dedication.658 In the community of Viria Rustica, M. Licinius set

up a shrine to Tiberius659 during his (Tiberius’) own lifetime which was later

supplemented by an altar.660 Another dedication to Tiberius comes from the

community of Avitina by C. Septumius Saturninus, a flamen, and dates to 33 CE.661

Behind the theatre in the community of Lepcis Magna, there is a small temple

with the dedication DIS AUGUSTIS.662 Two statue bases with the inscriptions DIVO

AVGVSTO and DIVAE AVGV(STAE) have been found and it has been suggested

that this temple was one set up to this divine couple. However, Fishwick argues

correctly, in my opinion, that this temple was the focus of the worship of the imperial

gods as a collective rather than individual divi and so it will not be discussed in more

detail here.

The only other altar with a dedication clearly stating that it was set up to

members of the imperial family as individuals comes from the community of

Thugga.663 This altar was dedicated to Divus Augustus and the emperor Claudius in

48 CE by Julius Venustus, a flamen of Divus Augustus.664

There is evidence of some kind of dedication possibly referring to Trajan’s

biological father as divus from the community of Gigthis.665 This is the only evidence

of his deification besides a coin minted from the provincial mint in Asia Minor.666

Due to the fragmentary nature of this inscription it is unclear what was its purpose and

658 CIL 8.15260.
659 CIL 8.26518.
660 ILAfr 558.
661 Rives, 2001, 425.
662 IRT 273. This temple is discussed in Fishwick, 1991b, 450-451.
663 The other couple of altars dedicated to the worship of the imperial family are primarily concerned
with the worship of their numen or genius and have been discussed in the case study on North Africa in
Chapter 4.
664 ILS 6797. This altar is discussed in detail in Rives, 1995, 111-112. He states that this altar
demonstrates the use of the imperial cult as a means by which individuals living within a community
could promote themselves and potentially increase their status.
665 CIL 8.22705. DIVo / TRAIa / NO Patri.
666 RIC 2.297, no.726, Plate ix.151; 113 CE.
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whether it in fact refers to Trajan’s biological father or to the emperor Trajan himself

(as father of Hadrian).

A number of members of the imperial family were worshipped as individuals

in North Africa. In these provinces there were shrines, altars and priesthoods

established for Tiberius during his lifetime, and an altar set up to Claudius in with

deified Augustus during his lifetime. It is also the province in which the largest

number of individual family members are worshipped well after their official

deification in Rome. Here, Julius Caesar received a priesthood over 100 years after

his official deification in Rome and a priest was responsible for overseeing the

worship of Antoninus Pius, Trajan, and Caracalla, a collection of named individuals

whose deifications (Trajan and Caracalla) were separated by 100 years. These

examples demonstrate that even as the number of deified individuals increased,

individuals were still being worshipped well after their official deification and in

some cases, well into the 3rd century CE.

5. THE PANNONIAS, THE MOESIAS, AND DALMATIA

5.1 – Priests of individual divi

There is a relatively small number of inscriptions (eight attestations, see

Appendix 4, Table 29) relating to the worship of individuals which survive making it

difficult to determine specific patterns in the nature of these titles. However, from

the inscriptions that do survive, it appears that this group of provinces follows a

completely different pattern from all the other provinces in the Empire. First, the

priestly title for the deified individuals is not exclusively flamen but also sacerdos.

Sacerdos is rarely used as the title of priests to individuals but in some cases, as in the
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provincial cult of the Tres Galliae and Africa Proconsularis, it is used for the

collective worship of the imperial family at a provincial level. Second, the priestly

titles here also include the type of cult centre in some cases, also similar to the

provincial cult of the Tres Galliae. However, this is the only case where there is

evidence of a priestly title including the cult centre of a specific individual rather than

the imperial family as a collective. Finally, there are a number of priests to female

members of the imperial family, as individuals, who rarely receive priests outside of

Rome.

The use of sacerdos as priestly title is found in Pannonia Inferior and in some

of the surviving inscriptions from Dalmatia. The one surviving inscription referring

to the priest of a specific individual, in this case Divus Marcus, from the province of

Pannonia Inferior connects the individual for whose cult he was responsible with the

type of cult centre where this worship was focused, a temple.667 This title is the only

surviving example of the genitive templi following either the title sacerdos or flamen

in the context of the worship of the imperial family and will be discussed in more

detail in section 4.2 of this chapter.668 In Dalmatia, the title sacerdos is not linked

with the cult place and only refers to the individual worshipped, in this case Diva

Augusta (Livia).

The title flamen is found in Moesia Inferior, Pannonia Superior, and Dalmatia.

The individuals who received priesthoods in these provinces were: Claudius, Titus

and one of the Faustinas (with no other identifier it is unclear which Faustina is being

667 This temple will be discussed further below in 4.2.
668 Fishwick, 2004, 159. The genitive arae follows sacerdos in a number of surviving inscriptions at
Lugdunum (referring to the provincial altar, CIL 13.1719) as well as in Dacia (the provincial priesthood
is titled sacerdos arae Aug., see Fishwick, 2002b, 263-265 for examples) and the two provinces of
Pannonia (the provincial priesthood in Pannonia Superior is sometimes referred to as sacerdos arae
Aug., see Fishwick, 2002b, 273-274. One provincial priest from Pannonia Inferior bears the title
sacerdos arae Aug., CIL 3.10496). However, all of these inscriptions refer to priests responsible for
overseeing provincial cult practices. Fishwick argues that this title has possibly been influenced by
“oriental cults” in the area (Fishwick, 2004, 160).
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referred to here). This group of individuals is interesting in that Faustina is rarely

referred to as an individual both in Rome and in the provinces and the only other case

of her being referred to as such comes from the Italian peninsula.

5.2 – Other evidence for the worship of individual divi

A study of this kind in these provinces is problematic due to the limited

secondary and archaeological sources in these areas. The locations of many of the

cult centres have yet to be discovered. 669 There are two temples which were the focus

of the worship of individual divi in these provinces which are attested in the

epigraphic evidence. No evidence survives of the actual temples and there is very

little other information on these two cult centres. The first, the temple of Divus

Marcus is interesting for three reasons.670 First, it is a temple set up to an individual

divus during the 2nd century CE.671 This temple was a civic temple and was

associated with the town of Gorsium. Second, the priest responsible for overseeing

this cult, as mentioned above, bears the title sacerdos templi divi Marci.672 This is the

only example of templi being used to qualify sacerdos in the case of the worship of

the imperial family. It also demonstrates that sacerdotes were not responsible for the

worship of living members of the imperial family at an altar, a conclusion first made

by Fishwick, but proliferated through modern discussions on the nature of cult

associated with the worship of the imperial family. Finally, the inscription referring

669 A study of this kind in these provinces is also problematic due to the limited secondary sources and
archaeological information in these areas. The locations of many of the cult centres have yet to be
discovered and more work on the nature of these provinces is required. See Lengyel and Radan (eds.),
1980 for an excellent summary of the archaeology of Roman Pannonia (and Thomas, 1980, 177-216 in
that volume for a discussion specifically on Religion). Wilkes, 2005 provides an excellent survey of
the current archaeological studies related to the Danube provinces as well as some of the current
theories on the role of the military, urbanization, and Roman administrative involvement in these
provinces as well as some of the religious, economic, and social developments.
670 This temple is discussed briefly in Fishwick, 2004, 156 and Fishwick, 1987b, 305.
671 Marcus Aurelius was the last divus to receive a temple in Rome.
672 CIL 3.3345.
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to the priest associated with this altar dates to 211 CE, and suggests that even though

two other individuals had been deified between the deification of Marcus Aurelius in

180 CE and 211 CE (or possibly three if this inscription was set up after the

deification of Septimius Severus in that year), Marcus Aurelius was still being

worshipped as an individual at this site 30 years after his official deification in Rome.

Very little evidence of the cult practices associated with the worship of the

imperial family survives from the Northern provinces, and even less survives of

individual members being worshipped as individuals rather than as a collective.

However, there are some interesting features that arise from the surviving inscriptions

from these provinces. First, the priestly title is not exclusively flamen, as the title of

sacerdos is also used, nor are these titles necessarily restricted geographically as both

flamen and sacerdos are used in the province of Dalmatia. Second, the worship of

individuals in this province includes some individuals who are rarely worshipped as

such, namely Faustina (although it is unclear to which Faustina this is referring) and

Marcus Aurelius. This may be in part due to the late creation and development of

these provinces (in the case of the provincial cult, these provinces boast some of the

latest evidence for the continued worship of the imperial family). Finally, these

priestly titles are not only concerned with the individual being worshipped but in

some cases, also include the cult centre at which their worship is located, a feature

exclusive to these provinces (in the case of civic cult practices).
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6. THE GAULS, THE GERMANIES, AND BRITANNIA

There are 36 attestations of priests of individual divi/divae from these

provinces (see Appendix 4, Table 30). Most of the evidence for these priesthoods

comes from communities with the status of colonia. There are two different titles

used for this priesthood: pontifex (or the alternate spelling pontufex) and flamen. The

title pontifex is found in three inscriptions dating to the reign of Tiberius and is used

twice with the qualifier caesarum,673 although at this time it was only Julius Caesar

and Augustus who had received this title (with the exceptions being Gaius and Lucius

Caesar, but there is no evidence to suggest that these individuals were included here)

and in one case for a priest of Divus Augustus.674 The use of this title is amongst

some of the earliest evidence for the establishment of this cult. It may be indicative of

these communities adopting the practice of emperor worship before they knew that

the more common term for priests of this cult was flamen. However, since this is the

only title to survive from these two communities in Baetica, it is unclear whether the

community then adopted the terminology used elsewhere after this period or whether

this community continued to refer to their priests as pontifices. The more common

title, flamen, was used to denote individuals who were responsible for overseeing the

worship of the divi as individuals and can be divided into three categories: flamines of

individual divi, flamines of Roma and a deified individual, and flamines of multiple

divi as individuals.

673 Both from Anticaria, Baetica. CIL 2.2038 (14-19 CE) and CIL 2.2040 (23 CE).
674 Carmo, Baetica. CIL 2.5120 (14-37 CE).
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6.1 – Priests of individual divi

A number of divi received priests as individuals and can be summarized as

follows: Iulius (Caesar), Augustus, Augusta (Livia), Claudius, Vespasian, Titus,

Trajan, and Caracalla. In these provinces, there are also a number of imperial family

members who were not deified but also received priesthoods, in some cases during

their own lifetimes. These priests all date to the reign of Tiberius and the individuals

who received these priests, Tiberius, Livia, Germanicus and Drusus, were all

associated with the continuation of Augustus’ legacy, mainly through Tiberius’

designated successors Germanicus and Drusus and their grandmother (and Tiberius’

mother) Livia.675 As is the case elsewhere in the Empire, these individuals received a

number of exceptional honours both in Rome and elsewhere even though they were

never officially deified (never received the title Divus).

Only a few of these priests of individual divi can be dated but in some cases,

these divi were continuing to receive priests as individuals well after their official

deification. Claudius receives a priest sometime in the 70s CE in Tarraco, although in

this case, the individual may have been given this priesthood while he was still a

young man and has continued to serve as priest of Divus Claudius. In Italica, M.

Cassius Caecilianus, is said to be a flamen perpetuus divi Traiani. This inscription

dates to the late 2nd century and since Trajan was deified after his death in 117 CE,

demonstrates that Trajan continued to be worshipped as an individual well after his

official deification in this community.

675 The importance of these individuals in the evolution of the honours granted to deified members of
the imperial family has been discussed above in Chapter 1. The priests of these individuals have been
discussed in detail in the case study on Spain above.
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6.2 – Priests of Roma and a deified individual

The most common priestly title from this collection of provinces is the title

flamen romae et divi augusti (or in some cases just augusti). Unlike in some of the

other provinces, there is no surviving evidence of the more rare combinations of

Roma and Tiberius or Claudius. This may be in part due to the early establishment of

cult centres (both provincial and civic) to Roma and Augustus and the early

development of the worship of the imperial family as a collective rather than as

named individuals. In this case it appears as though all the divi were included under a

collective title rather than as specific individuals paired with the goddess Roma.

6.3 – Priests of several divi as individuals

There are only a few cases where an individual priest held the office for a

number of named individual divi. In Olisipo, Q. Iulius Plotus was flamen of

Germanicus and flamen of Julia Augusta (Livia).676 This individual held a number of

offices within this community and may have been directly involved in the decision to

establish cult practices to the imperial family. In this case, this community decided

that the best way to connect itself with the ruling family and to gain its favour was by

establishing priesthoods to living members of the imperial family, specifically Livia

and her grandson Germanicus.

There are two priests (or two inscriptions referring to the same priest) from

Nemausus in Narbonensis which hold the office of flamen romae et divi augusti item

676 CIL 2.49 (14-19 CE).
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drusi et germanici caesarum.677 These priests are discussed in detail in Chapter 2 and

in section 1.2 above and so will not be discussed further here.

6.4 – Other evidence for the worship of individuals

As is the case elsewhere, there are a number of temples and altars which have

been associated with the worship of the imperial family. Unfortunately, very few of

them have surviving inscriptions associated with them making it difficult to determine

exactly to whom these cult centres were dedicated.

The earliest physical evidence of the worship of the imperial family in the

western provinces comes from an altar found in the civic forum at Tarraco.678 This

altar has been linked with Augustus’ stay in Tarraco in 26/25 BCE and is depicted on

a coin from the beginning of the reign of Tiberius.679 In connection with this altar,

Quintilian presents an anecdote where the inhabitants of Tarraco report that a palm

has sprung up on the altar (and this becomes a common motif on a number of the

coins depicting this altar).680 Unfortunately, nothing survives of the forum area or its

complement of temples in this community so the exact nature of this altar is unclear.

From this limited evidence, it appears as though this altar was set up to Augustus

during his own lifetime, but whether that dedication changed after his official

deification or became a centre for the collective worship of the imperial family is

unknown.681

677 CIL 12.3180 and 3207. The name of the priest in 3207 does not survive but the priest in 3180 is
Sextus Iulius Maximus. The inscriptions are of uncertain date.
678 Keay, 2003, 176; Mierse, 1999, 131. Fishwick, 1982, 224.
679 Burnett et al., 1992, 1.218 (Sestertius), dated to shortly after 15 CE.
680 Quint.Inst.Or. 6.3.77: Et Augustus nuntiantibus Tarraconensibus palmam in ara eius enatam.
Apparet, inquit, quam saepe accendatis. Again Augustus, when the inhabitants of Tarraco reported that
a palm had sprung up on the altar dedicated to him, replied, “That shows how often you kindle fire
upon it.”
681 There are a number of other temples and altars from the communities in the Spanish provinces
(some examples are those found at Barcino, Augusta Emerita, and Cordoba) and although
archaeologists have argued that they were connected to the worship of the imperial family, their
dedications do not survive and thus this identification is problematic. Therefore, they will not be
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The most common temple (or altar) to be set up throughout the empire was to

Roma and Augustus or Divus Augustus (which may explain the number of priests

who received this title in the West). However, these temples could be re-dedicated to

other members of the imperial family (as is the case with the temple of Roma and

Augustus at Vienne, which became a temple to Divus Augustus and Diva Augusta

following their deifications).682 However, as more individuals were deified, they

rarely underwent more re-dedications. Instead, cult statues were added to these

buildings but retained the original dedication suggesting that these temples became

the centre for the collective worship of these individuals rather than the worship of

named individuals themselves.

One of the most problematic and argued over temples is the Temple of Divus

Claudius at Camulodunum in Britannia. The discussion has raged primarily between

Fishwick and Simpson among others over a number of articles. 683 Due to the lack of

surviving evidence (besides some problematic literary references to it from the

Apocolocyntosis and Tacitus’ Annals 14.31) and the lack of dedicatory inscriptions,

this temple will not be included in the discussion here.

Other than these temples, there are number of references to individuals as divi

mostly through their official titles rather than in any religious sense.684 However,

there is evidence of a dedication being made to Diva Drusilla and Minerva for the

discussed in detail here. See Mierse, 1999 and Étienne, 1958 for discussion on some of these religious
cult centres. For possible temples and altars in the Gallic provinces see Van Andringa, 2002 and
Derks, 1998.
682 AE 1925, 75: Romae et Augusto Caesari divi f. After the deification of Livia, a second line was
added et Divae Augustae. Anderson argues that this temple is also a later temple and may not be what
scholars think it is. However, he never gives a new interpretation of what this temple is (Anderson,
2001, 70-71).
683 The most recent presentation of the material by Fishwick can be found in Fishwick, 2002a, 75-89
although this largely summarizes (and in places is directly taken from) previous articles (Fishwick,
1995; Fishwick, 1991a; Fishwick, 1987b, 195-218; Fishwick, 1978, 1215-1219). Simpson’s article
(Simpson, 1993) presents a semi-unified front for the other view of this discussion. This includes
mention of Price’s 1988 review of Fishwick’s The Imperial Cult in the Latin West, vol 1.2 in Phoenix
42:371-374.
684 Many of these references have been collected in Appendix 1 in Clauss, 1999, 503-519.
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health of the emperor (pro salute imperatoris) from the community of Avaricum

Biturigum in Aquitania.685

A coin was struck at Lugdunum in 37 CE, shortly after the death of Tiberius

and the accession of Caligula.686 On the obverse, was the figure of Caligula, head

bare, with the legend C CAESAR AVG GERM P M TR POT COS. The reverse

shows an emperor (on some with the features of Tiberius, on other versions of this

type of coin, Augustus) and two stars. Mattingly argues that this coin was clearly

meant to express the divinity of the two deified emperors, Divus Augustus and Divus

Tiberius, and that following the official decision not to deify Tiberius, the coin was

changed to show Divus Augustus and the stars were removed.687 In any case,

Tiberius received a number of exceptional honours during his lifetime and it may have

been expected that he would be deified after his death as the nature of the practice was

still uncertain and not clearly defined. This case may demonstrate that there was in

fact at least some sense of the “official” doctrine for the deification process and that

this provincial mint as directed from Rome, stopped minting these “erroneous” coins

and instead followed the official iconography. However, this is the only case of this

type and there is no other evidence of a change in practice occurring because it did not

conform to the standard as dictated from Rome (as there was no such thing).

There is a significant variation in the priestly titles associated with the worship

of members of the imperial family as individuals in these provinces. These provinces

also have the largest number of living members of the imperial family also being

worshipped as individuals. This variation may be in part due to the imperial family’s

involvement in the organization and development of these provinces (and the

685 CIL 13.1194.
686 This coin is discussed in Mattingly, 1920, 37.
687 The debate on whether Tiberius should be deified is mentioned in Cass.Dio.59.3.6-8.
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communities within these provinces) as the elites in these communities attempted to

forge connections with the imperial house and show their appreciation. This variation

is most pronounced during the earliest development of these practices and then

becomes slightly more standard over time (as can be seen in the use of the title

pontifex only during the earliest development of this cult). The evidence from these

provinces dates predominantly to the earliest period of the development of this cult

and, over time, less divi are worshipped as individuals and instead are more

commonly worshipped as a collective.

7. OBSERVATIONS

The divi/divae who received cult in Italy and the provinces can be summarized

as follows:
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Table 9: Attestations of individual divi/divae in priestly titles
Divi/Divae Number of Attestations of individual divi/divae in priestly titles

Italy East Africa Dalmatia Pannonias Spains Gauls and
Germanies

Iulius 4 2 1
Augustus 18 3 13 1 9 1 (or 3)
Drusilla
Iulia Augusta 1 2 1 2 1
Claudius 6 1 2 1 1 1
Claudia &
Poppaea
Vespasian 15 2 7 1
Titus 6 1 7 1 1
Caesar
Julia
Domitilla
Nerva 2 2
Marciana
Traianus Pater
Trajan 11 2 2
Matidia
Plotina 1
Sabina
Hadrian 8 1
Faustina the Elder 1?
Antoninus Pius 1 1 4
Lucius Verus
Faustina the
Younger

1? 1?

Marcus Aurelius 1 1
Pertinax 1
Commodus
Septimius
Severus

1 2

Iulia Domna
Caracalla 2 4
TOTAL 78 10 48 5 2 16 2

First, Italy and Africa are very similar both in numbers (although Italy has

double the number of surviving attestations) and in the way in which divi/divae

receive priests as individuals. These provinces have a wide range of divi being

worshipped and their worship continues well into the 3rd century. The other provinces

all tend to have the same early divi being worshipped but have significantly less

surviving evidence. They also do not really have any divi being worshipped as
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individuals after the Julio-Claudian period. However, this may be more a result of the

surviving evidence, nature of excavations, etc. rather than of an absence of their cults.

Second, some provinces (like the Mauretanias, Noricum, Raetica, Moesia

Superior (and only one from Moesia Inferior), Britannia, and Tres Galliae) do not

have any surviving evidence of priesthoods being set up to individual divi/divae. This

connects with part of the first point made above.

Table 10: Monumental Latin inscriptions per 1000 sq kms in selected western
provinces688

Province Inscriptions per 1000 sq kms
Africa Proconsularis 127.3
Numidia 94.3
Dalmatia 62.7
Narbonensis 55.6
Pannonia 28.7
Noricum 24.8
Baetica 21.7
Sardinia 20.2
Mauretania Caesariensis 18.9
Belgica and Germany west of the Rhine 18.3
Aquitania 11.2
Lugdunensis 10.3
Lusitania 9.6
Tarraconensis 7.8
Britannia 5.7
Raetia 5.2
Mauretania Tingitana 3.3

The greatest number of inscriptions referring to priests of individual members

of the imperial family outside of Italy comes from the province of Africa

Proconsularis. However, this reflects the overall trend of the epigraphic evidence and

does not necessarily mean that this province is establishing more priesthoods than

other provinces. Likewise, many of the provinces which do not have any surviving

attestations of priests of members of the imperial family come from provinces in

which there are less inscriptions as a whole. These provinces are: Britannia, Raetia,

688 This table is taken from Harris, 1989, 268.
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and Mauretania Tingitana. Some other provinces, like Noricum and Mauretania

Caesarensis have a fair number of inscriptions surviving but no references to priests to

individuals. This lack of attestations to individual divi may be a result of the types of

inscriptions which survive, or the way in which the worship of the imperial family

was established in these communities (i.e. were these communities more likely to

worship the imperial family as a collective rather than as named individuals).

Third, the individual who received the most priests as an individual was

Augustus. These priests also continue well into the 3rd century and this begs the

question, does this mean Divus Augustus continued to be worshipped as an individual

over 200 years after his deification, or does this title reflect a more general idea of

deification, i.e. could this title be referring to the most recently deified individual

rather than Augustus himself? If the former is the case, it follows the general use of

Augustus to denote the emperor himself, and Caesar as that individual (or individuals)

designated as successors. It could be that this does in fact refer to Augustus himself.

Afterall, all ancient lists of the divi begin with Augustus and this may be the reason

for the persistence of his cult and his continued importance as a divine individual.

Fourth, another aspect which does not come out in the summary table is the

status of the community in which these priests are found. In the Eastern provinces,

priests responsible for overseeing the worship of the divi/divae (with the title of

flamen or sacerdos) are found almost exclusively in coloniae. This is in part due to

the fact that the majority of the Latin evidence comes from these communities and

also that the colonial laws used the language of Roman religion. Thus it is most

likely, the use of the Latin terms (rather than Greek as was used in most of the other

communities in the East) rather than specifically the status of the community affecting

the establishment of priests of these individuals here. In the rest of the empire, it does
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not appear that the status of the community played a role in which divi were

worshipped outside of Rome.

Finally, there is no evidence of priesthoods being set up to individual divi after

Caracalla. In Rome, the last individual to receive a priesthood was Pertinax.689 Here,

Pertinax’s son was given the responsibility of overseeing the worship of his divine

father, much in the same way as many of the flamines of individuals were members of

the imperial family.690 This does not mean that individuals were no longer being

deified in Rome, as we have evidence of this practice continuing well into the 4th

century CE, but instead that these individuals no longer received priests as individuals

but rather, it is possible, that priests were responsible for overseeing the worship of all

the divi rather than one specific divus/diva. In the case of the provinces, it appears

that individuals, like Caracalla and Septimius Severus, still had priests responsible for

overseeing their worship as individuals even when these priesthoods did not exist (or

evidence of their existence does not survive) in Rome.

There are also two other important features that have come out of this analysis.

First, there is a clear distinction between cults to the divi and those to the divae. Very

few divae were worshipped as individuals outside the city of Rome, or at least, there

is little surviving evidence of their priests. The deified children were also not

worshipped as individuals in the provinces suggesting that this is not entirely an issue

of gender. It appears that only Livia (as diva iulia or diva augusta) and Faustina

(either the Elder or the Younger it is not clear which) received priests as individuals in

the provinces. Unfortunately, why these individuals were chosen for this honour is

not made explicit by the sources. Hemelrijk has worked specifically on flaminicae in

689 SHA.Pert.15.3. Filius Pertinacis patri flamen est factus. Pertinax’s son was made his father’s
priest.
690 The first priests of Augustus were Germanicus and Livia (with Drusus taking over for Germanicus
after his death in 19 CE).
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the provinces and there are a number of attestations of these female priests (who are in

most cases the ones responsible for overseeing the worship of the divae).691 However,

these flaminicae tend to be responsible for overseeing the provincial worship of the

divae and thus these divae tend to not be specifically named.692

Second, there does not appear to be a “canonical” list of divi which then

spread throughout the Empire. Communities, mainly the elites within those

communities, decided to which individuals they would establish priesthoods, whether

those individuals were officially deified or not. In many cases, it is a result of the

local elites (or in the client kingdoms outside the boundaries of the empire, the client

kings themselves) attempting to forge a connection with the imperial family. This

accounts for the variation in titles, a fact not discussed in detail or possible to show in

Table 9, but can be seen in the tables in Appendix 4. There is no standard cult

practice which was imposed on these communities by the centre, as can be seen in the

use of pontifex (used exclusively in the West and only during the earliest development

of the cult), sacerdos and flamen as well as inclusion of the cult centre of a particular

individual in the title. The title used for priests of deified family members in Rome is

exclusively flamen and even though a number of these individuals were officially

deified in Rome, there is little surviving evidence of them receiving priesthoods

within the city itself.

The cult of individual divi/divae was not uniform. Individuals were not

exported to the provinces by Rome and there was no “canonical” list of who would

receive priests as individuals outside of Rome. In most cases, it was up to the

691 See Hemelrijk, 2005 and Hemelrijk, 2006a.
692 An example of such a title is flaminica divarum augustarum from Munigua, Baetica (AE 1966, 183
= AE 1972, 270-1, dated to the Flavian or Antonine period). The provincial priestesses from the other
two provinces in Spain are referred to only as flaminica provincae.
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community to determine which divi/divae would receive cult and the nature of that

cult. Unfortunately due to the fragmentary nature of the evidence, and in some cases,

the lack of surviving evidence, it is difficult to paint a comprehensive picture of what

these practices would have looked like. However, this brief study has highlighted the

different levels of diversity, the difficulty of studying the worship of a cult practice as

widespread as the worship of the divi/divae at both the provincial and civic levels

(predominantly due to the nature of the evidence), and the importance of the

community itself in the adoption and development of cult practices in the provinces.

There were no specific models on which all honours were based. Instead these

models were adopted, adapted, shifted, and in some cases abandoned, depending on

the needs of the community (which also includes Rome) at any given moment in time.

Just because an individual was deified, did not mean that they would always be

remembered and honoured as such. As the beginning of this paper showed, the

opposite is also true, just because an individual was not deified, that did not mean that

they did not receive the same types of honours, including priesthoods as their divine

counterparts. The complexity and diversity of these practices only further enriches

our understanding of religious practices and how different communities found their

place within, and in connection to, the Roman Empire.

CONCLUSION

The worship of the divi spread throughout the empire from the beginning of

the principate and continued well into the 3rd and in some places the 4th centuries CE.

The manner in which an individual became a god in Rome was tied to their funeral,

and involved diretctives from the Senate and the ritual of consecratio. It was

modelled in part on the rituals associated with the funerals of Julius Caesar and

Augustus. Particular symbols were used to denote divinity: the comet, the eagle, and
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later the funeral pyre came to have increased significance. These symbols spread

throughout the Empire and were found on altars, temples, coins, in literary texts, and

in inscriptions. According to the literary sources, each individual who was deified

received priests to oversee their cult, although other evidence for some of the priests

of some of these divi and divae does not survive. It is through these priestly titles that

the establishment and development of the cult of the imperial family can be traced.

Turning to the three questions posed in the Introduction, what then can be said

about the nature of the cult of the divi/divae in the Latin West? First, uniformity of

cult practice appears to increase only slightly over time in some instances. In some

areas, the variation did slightly decrease as titles tended to refer to the divi as a

collective rather than refer to them as individuals, but many individuals continued to

be worshipped as such well into the 3rd century CE. In Africa Proconsularis, the title

flamen perpetuus continued to be used well into the 6th century and underwent some

kind of change in significance when Christianity became the official religion of the

empire. However, the persistence of cult personnel and sacred spaces associated with

the worship of the imperial family into Late Antiquity and their adaptation into

Christian cult centres is beyond the scope of this project and is a subject for future

research. It was clearly not an issue to the Romans that priests were called sacerdos

in one province and flamen in another. The priests, and the communities in which

they resided, were more concerned with their status, rather than the precise

formulation.

Cult practices were not established in a uniform manner throughout the

Empire. Provincial cult in most cases tended to be established and influenced by

Rome and the imperial family. For example, the provincial cult centre for Tres

Galliae was set up by Drusus. In Tarraconensis, permission was granted to the
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Spaniards. This suggests that the people may have sought to establish cult to the

imperial family but that the act of establishing a provincial cult centre required

permission from the centre. In the case of Baetica, an embassy was sent to Tiberius,

requesting permission to establish a provincial cult centre to Tiberius, Livia, and the

Senate. This request was denied, suggesting that the centre was able to dictate how

provincial cult was manifested in the provinces (but only if they were asked by a

deligation from the province). These two examples fit in with the petition and

response model of imperial government proposed by Millar. However, these clear

signs of direction from the centre were not the result of a desire for insitutional

uniformity. Instead many of these cults were established and evolved to suit local

needs. Changes in titles and cult practices do not appear to be imposed from the

centre but instead appear to be local developments after the initial establishments.

Civic cult, by contrast, appears to be almost entirely a matter of local

initiative. There is little evidence of involvement by members of the imperial family

in the creation and development of these cults. These communities tended to look to

neighbouring communities in order to determine how cult would be established and

the types of titles used for their priests. In some cases, like the cult set up to Gaius in

Pisa, these honours appear to be modelled on honours decreed by the Senate for

Lucius which were then adapted and established by the community’s own initiative.

In the case of the *Augustales, there is no evidence that emperors or governors played

any role in how these groups were established and developed. In this case, the centre

did not seem to be interested, possibly because these groups were so local, or because

they involved social classes too far below the emperors to matter.

Second, change in priestly titles was based on several factors. In the case of

the Tres Galliae, the qualifier of sacerdos changed to reflect a change in the sacred
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building which served as the focal area for the provincial cult. In Africa, the shift

from flamen to sacerdos and then to sacerdotalis reflected an overall shift in titles in

both the political and religious spheres in the area. These changes were not imposed

from the centre and were localized. During the earliest period, there were more

individual divi/divae receiving cult as individuals in the provinces, especially those

individuals who were not deified and some during their own lifetimes. This is mostly

due to communities attempting to forge a relationship with members of the imperial

family. In many cases, those individuals had played an important role in the

administration, development or continued security of the community and so this

reflects a similar pattern of exceptional honours granted to these individuals in Rome.

After the death of Tiberius, family members were rarely given these exceptional

honours but several were officially deified. This means that the variety of honours

decreased as deified individuals tended to get similar types of honours.

Thirdly and finally, it was up to each community to decide how to establish

cult to the divi/divae. In only a few cases, the desires of the community were rejected

by the emperor, and these cases all relate to cult at the provincial level. Some

communities set up cult as a direct response to a member of the imperial family’s

involvement in their community. In other cases, the cult was established by a member

of the imperial family but the development and any changes made to it were by local

initiative. Local communities were responsible for funding the establishment of cult

even when the incentive came from Rome or a member of the imperial family. This

meant that the practice of cult was a very local phenonmenon and communities made

decisions based on their own needs but also looked to neighbouring communities for

ideas.
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The implementation of cult was not necessarily influenced by the status of the

community. The earliest evidence does not come from coloniae in most cases and

thus the coloniae are not responsible for the early spread of the worship of the

imperial family in the provinces. Each community had its own cult, priests, and this

cult follows similar patterns to those neighbouring it regardless of status. The case of

provincial cult is slightly different. Most of the provincial priests came from the

coloniae suggesting that the provincial cult functioned in a different way from the

civic cult. Since most of the provincial cult centres were located in coloniae, the

status of the community, and of the individual within that community played an

important role in the development and administration of cult at the provincial level.

However, in the case of the *Augustales, the status of the community does appear to

have some influence, at least in the East. These groups are predominantly a Roman

phenomenon and are only found in Roman coloniae in the East. In this case, these

groups must have played some role in the religious administration of community

which was either fufilled by some other group, or was not necessary in Greek po/leiv.

From these findings, it appears that the model of imperial cult as an exchange

relationship presented by Price works as well in the west as in the east. Directives on

cults were not always given to communities from the centre. Communities

themselves sought to connect themselves with the emperor through their

establishment of cult and, in most cases, made decisions relating to this cult on their

own initiative. In some cases, communities sent delegations to the emperor

requesting permission to set up cult, and these requests were either accepted or

rejected, although the rejection did not necessarily mean that cult of this type was not

established at a civic level. There was no standard of implementation for cult.
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There was also no “canonical list” of the divi/divae. Individuals who were

deified in Rome did not always receive cult as individuals in the provinces. The

opposite is also true: those individuals worshipped in the provinces were not always

those officially deified in Rome. Many of these examples date to the earliest

development of this cult, Gaius and Lucius Caesar, Germanicus, Drusus, and Livia

(before her deification), although Germanicus’ cult persisted well into the 3rd century

CE. In the case of Germanicus, he continued to be worshipped well after many of the

divi were no longer worshipped as individuals. This may be in part due to his role in

the organization of the East and his military achievements but this is an area for future

reasearch.

The cult of the divi/divae in the Latin West highlights the complex diversity of

religious practices in the empire. Cults were not adopted through directives from the

centre but were the result of local decision-making and an attempt to forge a

connection between a particular community and the emperor and his family. The

manner in which these cults were established and the titles used to denote their priests

did not seem to conform to a particular model, nor did the Romans seem to worry

about this. By establishing cult, communities could be a part of the commemoration

of these divine individuals and the family of gods which ensured the continued peace

and prosperity of the Empire, regardless of how these cults were manifested.
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APPENDICES (all dates CE unless otherwise noted)

Appendix 1: Provincial Priests from Gaul, Spain, and North
Africa

Table 11: Provincial Priests in Tres Galliae693

Community/
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

AQUITANIA
Argenton-sur-
Creuse

Ignotus sacerd(os) ar[ensis/ae] Vespasian
- Hadrian

AE (1973) 343

Cahors M(arcus) Lucter(ius) Lucterii
Seneciani f(ilius) Leoni)

sacerd(os) arae aug(usti)
inter confluent(es) arar(is) et
rhodani

Hadrian? CIL 13.1541;
ILS 7041

Clermont Ignotus t]res pro[(vinciae galliarum)] Hadrian -
Severi

CIL 13.1463

Confluence C(aius) Servilius Martianus
Arvernus C(aii) Servilii
Domiti f(ilius)

sacerdos ad templum romae
et augustorum

Hadrian-
Severi

CIL 13.1706;
ILS 7015

Confluence Ignotus sac?] ad aram c[aesaris....] undated CIL 13.1717
Confluence Q(uintus) Licinius Ultor

Licini Taurici f(ilius)
Lemovicis

sacerdos apud aram Vespasian
– Hadrian

CIL 13.1699,
1700; AE
(1980) 635a

Confluence [Q(uintus)] Licinius Tauricus
Q(uintus) Licin[i….fi]

[sacerdos ad aram rom(ae) et
aug(usti)]

Hadrian-
Antoninus
Pius

CIL 13.1698;
AE (1980)
635b-c?

Confluence C(aius) Pompeius Sanctus,
M(arci) Pompei Libonis pater

sacerdos Vespasian
- Hadrian

CIL 13.1704

Confluence M(arcus) Pompeius C(aii)
Pompei Sancti f(ilius)

sacerdos Vespasian
- Hadrian

CIL 13.1704

(Confluence ?) C(aius) Iulius C(aii) Iuli
C[a]tuaneuni f(ilius) Rufus

sacerdos rom(ae) et aug(usti) before
18/9

ILTG 217

Confluence ] Vul[…Tur]onus/San]tonus sacerd(os) ad te]mpl(um)
rom(ae) [et aug(usti) ad
conf]luentes [araris et rhod]

Hadrian-
Severi

CIL 13.1716

Mediolanum
Santonum

C(aius) Iulius C(aii) Iuli
C[a]tuaneuni f(ilius) Rufus

sacerdos romae et augusti ad
aram quae est ad confluentem

before
18/9

CIL 13.1036

Mediolanum
Santonum

C(aius) Iulius
Congonnetodubni f(ilius)

sacerd(os) romae et augusti
ad confluentem

Tiberius CIL 13.1042-5

Mediolanum
Santonum

Ignotus sacerdos ad templu?]m romae
et aug(usti) [tres] provinciae
galli(arum)

Hadrian-
Severi

CIL 13.1049

Perigueux C(aius) Pompeius Sanctus,
M(arci) Pompei Libonis pater

sacerd(os) arensis Vespasian
- Hadrian

CIL 13.939; ILS
4638

Perigueux M(arcus) Pompeius C(aii)
Pompei Sancti f(ilius)

sacerd(os) arensis Vespasian
- Hadrian

CIL 13.939; ILS
4638

Perigueux Sext(us) Pompon(us)
Paternus, L(ucii) Pompon(i)
Paterni pater

sacerd(os) arens(is) Vespasian
– Hadrian

CIL 13.11042;
ILS 9278

BELGICA
Confluence L(ucius) Osidius […] Quieti

f(ilius) Nervius
sa[cerdos] ad aram caes(aris)
[apud tem]plum romae et

212-7 ? CIL 13.1702;
ILS 7016

693 This table is organized into the three provinces which made up Tres Galliae. The inscriptions found
at the Confluence are also divided up by the province from which the priest originated. The
inscriptions from the Confluence from which the origin is not known are grouped together at the end.
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[august? in]ter confluen[tes
araris] et rhoda[ni

Confluence Q(uintus) Adginnius Urbici
f(ilius) Martinus

sacerdos romae et aug(usti)
ad aram ad confluentes araris
et rhodani

ca. 74 CIL 13.1674;
ILS 7013

Confluence Q(uintus) Adginnius Urbici
f(ilius) Martinus

sacerdos romae et aug(usti) ca. 74 CIL 13.1675;
ILS 4537;

LUGDUNENSIS
Aedui ? C(aius) Iulius

Vercondaridubnus Aeduus
sacerdos 12 BCE Livy, Per. 139

Confluence ...... Aed[uus] sacerdos ad templ(um)
rom(ae) et aug(usti) ad
confluent(es) araris et
rhodani

Hadrian –
Severi

CIL 13.1714;
ILS 7014

Confluence C(aius) Iulius Ma[…] Carnut sa[cerd(os) ad aram /
templum R]omae et
Au[gusti/orum

Hadrian –
Severi

CIL 13.1694

Confluence T(itus) Iulius […] Carn qui sace[rdotium ad
confluentes araris et rhodani

undated CIL 13.1672

Confluence C(aius) Ulatt[ius Ulatti] Prisci
fi[lius

sacerdo[s ad aram]
caes(arum) n[n. apud
templ(um)] romae [et aug?
inter] conflue[entes araris] et
rhod[ani

198-210 CIL 13.1712

Confluence Sextus Iulius Thermianus
Senonius

sacerdos arae inter
confluent(es) arar(is) et
rhodani

Hadrian ? CIL 13.1676

Confluence Sextus Iulius Thermianus
Senonius

sacerdos arae inter
confluent(es) arar(is) et
rhodani

Hadrian ? AE (1992) 1240

Confluence Ignotus sacerdos ad aram caes(aris) n
[apud templum romae et aug?

218-35 ? CIL 13.1684a;
ILS 1441

Confluence C(aius) Catul[lius
Decimi[n]us […]tuti
Catullin[i] fil(ius) Tricassin

sac[e]rd(os) ad templ(um)
rom(ae) [et] aug(ustorum)…
III prov(inciae) [g]all(iarum)

210-1 CIL 13.1691a +
b

Corseul ]na [….] sacerdos … inter confluent]es
araris et [rhodani

Vespasian
- Hadrian

CIL 13.3144

Sens Sextus Iulius Thermianus
Senonius

sacerdos arae inter
confluent(es) arar(is) et
rhodani

Hadrian ? CIL 13.2940g;
ILS 7050

Valentia ]m Bucc[…] Galer[ia [sacerdos ad aram] caes(aris)
n tr[ium provinciarum]
galliaru[m

212-17? AE (1952) 23;
(1979) 403

Vieux T(itus) Sennius Sollemnis
Sollemnini f(ilius)

sacerdo[s] [ad aram
caes(aris) n III prov(inciae)
gall(iarum)?]

ca. 220 CIL 13.3162

Villards-d'Heria C(aius) Licinius Pompt[n]a
Latini fil(ius) Cam[p]anus
Aeduus

sacerd(os) III provin[c]iarum
galliar(um)

Severi CIL 13.5353;
AE (1965) 341;
(1967) 332

CONFLUENCE
Ignotus sace]rdos arae inte[r

confluentes arar]is et rhodani
Hadrian ? CIL 13.1719

Ignotus sacerdos ad aram romae et
augustor(um)

Hadrian CIL 13.1718

T(itus) Belgis[ius?] sacerdos [ad aram /
templum?

Hadrian -
Severi

CIL 13.1687;
AE (1983) 694

]us Taurus…. Filius sacerd]os ad [aram
caes(arum) nn apud
templ(um) rom(ae)] et

198-210 CIL 13.1710
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aug(ustorum) [inter
confluen]tes arar(is) et
[rhod(ani)]

Ignotus sa]cerdos apud ar[am]
cae[sar]um [a]d templum
rom[ae e]t augustoru[m trium
p]rovinc(iae) g[alliarum?

198-211 CIL 13.11174

Ignotus sa[cerdos? undated CIL 13.1692
Ignotus sa]cerdos undated CIL 13.1696
….] Lentinus vacat undated CIL 13.1696
C(aius)] Iul Taurus vacat undated CIL 13.1682
Ti(berius) Claudius Genialis vacat undated CIL 13.1677
L(ucius) Faenius Rufus vacat undated CIL 13.1776

Table 12: Provincial Priests in Narbonensis
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Athens (from
Tolosa)

Q(uintus) Trebellius Rufus a0rxiereu\v prwtov
e0parxeiav thv ek
Narbwnov

before 86-
94

AE (1947) 69

Narbo Martius C(aius) Batonius Primus flamen Aug(ustorum)
[provinciae narbonensis]

198-210 CIL 12.4323

Nemausus M(arcus) Cominius M(arci)
fil(ius) Aemilianus

flamen provinc(iae)
narb(onensis)

1st third of
2nd cent

CIL 12.3212-3

L(ucius) Sammius L(ucii)
f(ilius) Aemilianus

flamen provinciae narbonensis Trajan -
Hadrian

CIL 12.3183

Q(uintus) Soillius T(iti)
f(ilius) Valerianus

provinc(iae) flamon functus Antoninus
Pius/Marc
us Aurelius

CIL 12.3274-5

Q(uintus) Solonius Q(uinti)
f(ilius) Severinus

flamen provinciae narbonensis Marcus
Aurelius

CIL 12.3184

Roma (from
Vienna)

Sex(tus) Attius Sex(ti) f(ilius)
Atticus

flam(en) prov(inciae)
narb(onensis)

2nd cent? CIL 6.29688

Ruscino Pompeius flamen bis p[rov](inciae) Flavian –
2nd cent

ILGN 634

Sales, Haute
Savoie

]a Iullina flaminica provinc(iae)
[narbonensis]

late 1st cent
?

CIL 12.2516

Table 13: Provincial Priests in Tarraconensis
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Asturica L(ucius) (?) Pompeius
Faventinus

flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Vespasian CIL 2.2637

…. Memmius Barbarus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Flavian or
Trajan

CIL 2.2638

[C(aius)? I]ulius [Qu]ir Fidus flamen pro(vinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

1st / 2nd CIL 2.5124

Barcino L(ucius) Gavius Romanus
Vibius Secundus

flamen prov(inciae)
hisp(aniae) citer(ioris)

70/180 CIL 2.4219,
4515

C(aius) Iulius Seneca
Licinianus

flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

beginning
of 2nd

CIL 2.6150

Bracara Augusta Pro(cula?) Nigrina flaminica provinciae
hisp(aniae) citerior[i]s

100/200 CIL 2.2427

Carthago Nova L(ucius) Numisius Laetus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

161-180 AE 1908, 149

Dianium L(ucius) Valerius Propinquus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Antoninus
Pius

CIL 2.3584
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Mago [.] Maecius Maecianus
Quirina Montanus

flamen provinciae hispaniae
citerioris

150-250 CIL 2.3711

Tarraco ….rius Fuscus flamen divorum et augustorum
p(rovinciae) h(ispaniae)
c(iterioris)

70-79 CIL 2.4217

C(aius) Aemilius Fraternus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-80 CIL 2.4188

[R]aecius Taurus Gallus flamen p(rovinciae) h
(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

72/73 AE 1965, 236

….ius Taurus Gallus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Vespasian AE 1932, 84

Q(uintus) Licinius Silvanus
Granianus

flamen romae et aug(usti)
p(rovinciae) h(ispaniae)
c(iterioris)

Vespasian CIL 2.4225-
4226

M(arcus) Valerius Propinquus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Vespasian/
Titus

CIL 2.4251

Baebia Galla flaminica p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70/90 AE 1929, 231;
1961, 329

C(aius) Egnatuleius Seneca flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

81-96 CIL 2.4212

M(arcus) Procius flamen divorum augustorum
p(rovinciae) h(ispaniae)
c(iterioris)

Flavian CIL 2.4239

C(aius) Cludius Rectus flamen prov(inciae)
hisp(aniae) citer(ioris)

Flavian CIL 2.4206

L(ucius) Iunius Aemilius
Paternus

flamen augustalis p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Flavian /
early 2nd

CIL 2.4223

L(ucius) Aemilius Paulus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(istpaniae) c(iterioris)

end of 1st CIL 2.4189

Q(uintus) Herennius Aquila flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

end of 1st CIL 2.6096

C(aius) Sempronius Fidus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

end of 1st CIL 2.4245

L(ucius) Fonteius Maternus
Novatianus

flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

96-98 CIL 2.6095

L(ucius) Domitius
Dentonianus

flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

96-117 CIL 2.4211

L(ucius) Numisius Montanus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

117-138 CIL 2.4231

L(ucius) Numisius Ovianus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

117-138 CIL 2.4232

Q(uintus) Porcius Vetustinus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

117-138 CIL 2.4240

C(aius) Vibius Porcianus
Quintus Italicianus

flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

117-138 CIL 2.4254

Q(uintus) Fabius M…. flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

125-138 CIL 2.4213

M(arcus) Valerius Capellianus flamen romae divorum et
aug(ustorum)

mid 2nd CIL 2.4249

L(ucius) Fabius Silo flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

mid 2nd CIL 2.6094

L(ucius) Antonius Modestus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

mid 2nd CIL 2.6093

L(ucius) Valerius Propinquus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Antoninus
Pius

CIL 2.3585,
4250

Cn(aeus) Numisius Modestus flamen Romae divorum et
augustorum

Antoninus
Pius

CIL 2.4230

T(itus) Mamilius Praesens flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

Antoninus
Pius

CIL 2.4227
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Sempronia Placida flaminica [p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)?]

172 CIL 2.4246

M(arcus) Iulius Serenianus
Adoptivus

flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

180-192 CIL 2.4221

Ignotus [fla]men rom[ae divorum et
augustorum] provi[nciae
hispaniae citerioris)

70-138 AE 1990, 653

C(aius) Atilius Crassus flam(en) prov(inciae)
hisp(aniae) citer(ioris)

70-150 CIL 2.4195

L(ucius) Caecilius Caecilianus flamen divor(um) et
augustorum provinciae
hisp(aniae) citerioris

70-150 CIL 2.4199

C(aius) Vibius Latro flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-150 CIL 2.4253

C(aius) Marius Nigrinus flam(en) romae divor(um) et
august(orum) provinciae)
hispaniae citerior(is)

70-150 CIL 2.4228

Fulvia Celera flaminica p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-150 CIL 2.4253, AE
1928, 197

Cn(aeus) Anto[nius] Avitus flame[n] pro[v(inciae)
hisp(aniae) cit(erioris)]

70-180 CIL 2.4193

L(ucius) Antonius Saturninus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-180 CIL 2.4194

L(ucius) Aufidius Celer
Masculinus

flamen designatus
p(rovinciae) h(ispaniae)
c(iterioris)

70-180 CIL 2.4196

M(arcus) Fabius Maximus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-180 CIL 2.4214

L(ucius) Grattius Glaucus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-180 CIL 2.4220

C(aius) Iulius Pila flamen romae divorum et
august(orum) prov(inciae)
hisp(aniae) cit(erioris)

70-180 CIL 2.4222

Cn(aeus) Pompeius
Pompaelonensis

flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-180 CIL 2.4234

Ignotus [fla]m(en) divor(um)
aug(ustorum) [prov(inciae)]
hisp(aniae) citer(ioris)

70-180 CIL 2.4258

Florius Vegetus fl(amen) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

70-
200/250

CIL 2.4210

M(arcus) Valer(ius)
Propinquus Grattius Cerealis

flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

90-100 CIL 2.4251

C(aius) Calpurnius Flaccus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

100-125 CIL 2.4202

M(arcus) Procius flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

105-110 CIL 2.4238

C(aius) Lutatius Cere[alis] flam(en) p(rovinciae)
[h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)]

100-180 Curchin, 1990,
996

L(ucius) Saenius Iustus flam(en) romae divor(um) et
august(orum) provinc(iae)
hispaniae citerior(is)

120-140 CIL 2.4243

Porcia Materna [fl(aminica)] p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-140 CIL 2.4241

L(ucius) Annius Cantaber flam(en) romae et divorum
august(orum) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4191

L(ucius) Aufidius Secundus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4197

M(arcus) Calp[urnius] [flam(en)] p(rovinciae) 120-180 CIL 2.4203
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Lu[pus] h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)
L(ucius) Clodius Ingenuus flamen romae divor(um) et

august(orum) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4205

M(arcus) Cornelius Marcius
Severus

flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4207

P(ublius) Cornelius
Verecundus

flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4209

C(aius) Marius Verus flamen provinc(iae)
hisp(aniae) citer(ioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4229

Q(uintus) Pontius Severus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4237

M(arcus) Sempr(us) Capito flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

120-180 CIL 2.4244

L(ucius) Valerius Propinquus flam(en) romae divor(um) et
aug(ustorum) [p]rovinciae)
hisp(aniae) citerior(is)

120-180 CIL 2.4250

M(arcus) Flavius Sabinus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

138-180 CIL 2.4215

Paetiniae Paterna flaminic(a) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

140-180 CIL 2.4233

L(ucius) Caecilius
[M]aecianus ?

flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180 CIL 2.4200

C(aius) Ceraecius Fuscus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180 CIL 2.4204

Cn(aeus) Gavius Amethystus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180 CIL 2.4218

T(itus) Porcius Verrinus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180 CIL 2.4242

L(ucius) Sulpicius Niger
Gibbianus

flam(en) romae divor(um) et
aug(ustorum) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180
CIL 2.4247

M(arcus) Ulpius Reburrus flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180 CIL 2.4257

C(aius) Virrius Fronto flam(en) p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180 CIL 2.4255

Pomp(eia) Maximina flam(inica) [p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)]

150-180 CIL 2.4236

Postumia Nepotiana sive
Marcellina

flaminica [p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)?]

150-180 CIL 2.4242

Val(eria) Fida flaminica [p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)]

150-180 CIL 2.4252

L(ucius) Caecilius Porcianus flamen p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)

150-180 CIL 2.4252

Aurelia Marcellina flam(inica) [p(rovinciae)
h(ispaniae) c(iterioris)?]

151-220 CIL 2.4198

L[i]cinius [Spar]sus flamen 151-220 CIL 2.4198
T(itus) Pomponius Avitus flamen romae divorum et

augustorum
2nd half of
2nd cent

CIL 2.4235

Tugia L(ucius) Postumius Fabullus flamen augustorum
p(rovinciae) h(ispaniae)
c(iterioris)

Vespasian CIL 2.3329

Manlia Silana flaminica eiusdem
provinc(iae) Vespasian CIL 2.3329
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Table 14: Provincial Priests in Lusitania
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Ammaia C(aius) Iul(ius) Vegetus flamen provinci[a]e
lusitani[a]e

unknown CIL 2.160

Augusta
Emerita

Albinus Albui f(ilius) flamen d[ivi Aug(usti) et?]
divae aug(ustae) provinciae

42-54? CIL 2.473; AE
1997, 777b

L(ucius) Iunius Latrus flamen provinciae 77/78 CIL 2.4264
Flavia Rufina flaminica provinc(iae)

lusitaniae
Flavian CIL 2.32

Helva M(arci) f(ilia) flamin(ica) provinc(iae)
[lusitaniae]

Flavian /
Antonine

Fishwick, III.2.
pg.148, pl. 53

C(aius) Pompeiu Priscus flam(en) pr(ovinciae)
lusit(aniae)

unknown AE 1967, 187

[…] Ser(vius) Modestus [flamen? p]rovinc(iae)
lusitan(iae)

unknown Curchin (1990)
no. 348

Ignotus flamen? prov]inciae
lusitania[e]

unknown CIL 2.493

Bobadela Sex(tus) Aponius Scaevus
Flaccus

flamen provinc(iae)
lusit(aniae)

unknown CIL 2.396

Caesarobriga
Domitia Proculina

f]laminica provin[c](iae)
lusitan(iae)

Flavian CIL 2.895

Caetobriga L(ucius) Cornelius Bocchus flamen provinciae Nero-
Vespasian

CIL 2.5184
(=ILS 2921)

Conimbriga L(ucius) Papirius L(ucii)
f(ilius)

flamen augustalis
pro[v]inc(iae) lu[s]ita[n]i[ae]

Claudian CIL 2.41

Ebora […] Calchisia flam(inica) prov(inciae)
lusit(aniae)

mid 2nd CIL 2.122

Laberia Galla flaminica provinciae
lusitaniae

unknown CIL 2.114

Olisipo Servilia Albini flaminica provinciae
lusitaniae

unknown CIL 2.195a

Ossonoba M(arcus) Cornelius flamen provinciae lysitani(ae) unknown IRCP 7.
Salacia L(ucius) Cornelius Bocchus flamen provinc(iae) Claudian ILS 2920
Scallabis [L(ucius)? Po]mponius

Capitus
[fla]men provinc(iae)
[lusita]niae divi aug(usti)
[et?] divae aug(ustae)

48 AE 1966, 177

Table 15: Provincial Priests in Baetica
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Acci P(ublius) Octavius Flavus flamen
divor(um)aug(ustorum)
provinc(iae) baeticae

2nd cent CIL 2.3395

Astigi Sex(tus) Allius Mamercus flamen divor(um)
august(orum) consili

late 2nd /
early 3rd

CIL 2.1475

Canania M(arcus) Claudius (?) [fla]m(en) aug(ustorum)
provincia[e baeticae]

late 1st /
early 2nd

AE 1974, 369

Castulo Ignotus flamen augustalis in Baetica Domitian CIL 2.3271
Corduba C(aius) Cosanus Rusticus flamen designatus

provin[c](iae) baet(icae)
late 1st /
early 2nd

CIL 2.2220
(7/294b)

L(ucius) Julius Gallus
Mummianus

flamen divor(um)
aug(ustorum) provinc(iae)
baetica(e)

beginning
2nd

CIL 2.2224
(7/282)

[…C]lodius G(aii) f(ilius)
[Sat]urnius

flamen divo[r](um)
[au]g(ustorum) provinc(iae)
bae[ticae]

late 2nd /
early 3rd

CIL 2,2/7 292
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M(arcus) Helvius Rufus flamen divor(um) aug(ustorum
provinciae baetic(ae)

late 2nd /
early 3rd

CIL 2,2/7 296

L(ucius) Junius Paulinus flam(en) provinc(iae)
baet(icae)

Severan CIL 2.5523

Fabius …. flam(en) divorum
aug(ustorum) provinciae
baeticae

215/216 CIL 2.2221
(7/295)

L(ucius) Valerius Fuscinus flamen… 245 CIL 2,2/7 255
Igabrum M(arcus) Cornelius

Nova[tus?] Baebius Balbus
flamen provinciae baeticae Trajan? CIL 2.1614

(5/316)
Ilurconensis L(ucius) Cominius Iulianus flamen divorum aug(ustorum)

provinc(iae) baetic(ae)
191 CIL 2,2/7 293

Iporcens[is] C(aius) Antoni[us] Seranus flamen divor(um)
aug(ustorum) provinc(iae)
baeticae

152 CIL 2,2/7 291

Italica M(arcus) Cassius Caecilianus flaminalis provinciae baeticae late 2nd AE 1983, 519
(=1982, 520)

Lacippo M(arcus) Val(erius)
Saturninus

flamen… 253-260 CIL 2,2 7/259

Malaca L(ucius) Licinius Montanus
Sarapio

flamen divorum augustorum
provinciae baeticae

Severan AE 1996, 883

Mellaria C(aius) Sempronius Speratus flamen divorum aug(ustorum)
provinciae baeticae

Trajan CIL 2344
(7/799)

Munigua Quintia Flaccina flaminic(a) divar(um)
aug(ustarum) splendissimae
provinc(iae) baetic(ae)

Flavian/
Antonine?

AE 1966, 183
(=1972, 270-1)

Obulco Q(uintus) Cornelius (?) flamen divor(um)
aug(ustorum) [provinc(iae)
baetic(ae)]

late 1st /
early 2nd

2,2/7 133

Osset Iulia
Constantia

C(aius) A[nnius] C[andidus] [fl]amen divo[rum
aug(ustorum) provinc(iae)?]
baetic(ae)

late 2nd /
early 3rd

AE 1974, 376

Seriensi[s] L(ucius) Octavius Licianus
Galeria

flaminalis prov(inciae)
baeticae

early 3rd CIL 2,2/7 297

Sexitan C(aius) Aemilius Niger
Annius Arvacus

flamen divorum augustorum
provinciae baeticae

second
half of 2nd

Etienne, 1999,
141-152.

Ugultunia C(aius) Varinius Pietas flaminalis provinciae baeticae late 2nd /
early 3rd

CIL 2.983

Table 16: Provincial Priests in Africa Proconsularis694

Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Althiburos M(arus) Helvius Melior… sacerodtal(is) prov(inciae)
afric(ae)

161-192 CIL 8.16472

Ammaedara M(arcus) Cornelius
Proculeianus

sacerdotalis p(rovinciae)
a(fricae) v(eteris)

200-240 CIL 8.11546

Bulla Regia L(ucius) Iulius Cerealis flam(en) aug(ustorum)
provinciae

110-112 AE 1964, 177

Cuicul C(aius) Iulius Crescens flamen aug(ustorum)
provinciae africae

110-12 AE 1916, 13

Furnos Maius P(ublius) Mummius
Saturninus

sac(erdos) p(rovinciae)
a(fricae) a(nni) cxiii

183-5 CIL 8.12039

Ghardimau P(ublius) Sextilius Felix sacerdos provinciae africae 112-70 CIL 8.14731
Gigthis Q(uintus) Iulius Severus

M[andus?]
sacer(dos) pro[v(inciae)
afr(icae)?]

2nd/3rd ILTun 36

694 This table was compiled using data found in the epigraphical collections of CIL, AE, and IRT as well
as information provided by Fishwick, 2002b, 200-204 and Duncan-Jones, 1968, 155-158.
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L(ucius) Aemilius Quintus sac(erdos) prov(inciae) 383-388? CIL 8.11025
Lepcis Magna M…. Asper Aurelianus sacerdotalis provinciae africae 198-209 IRT 397

T(itus) Flavius Vibianus sac(erdos) prov(inciae)
tr(ipolitaniae)

4th cent IRT 567

M(arcus) Vibius Anianus sacerdotal(is) prov(inciae)
tr(ipolitaniae)

4th cent IRT 578

Mactaris Ignotus [sac(erdos)? prov(inciae)
a]fr(icae) an[ni

late 2nd? Picard 1959,
266

Madauros Apuleius sacerdos provinciae 160-180 August. Ep.
138,4,19; Apul.
Flor.16,73.

Rusicade? C(aius) Caecilius Gallus flamen provinciae 70-100 CIL 8.7986
Simitthus C(aius) Otidius Iovinus sacerdos provinc(iae) afric(ae)

anni xxxviiii
109-111 CIL 8.14611

Thamugadi P(ublius) Iulius Liberalis sacerdot[a]lis p(rovinciae)
a(fricae)

after
244695

CIL 8.2343

Thubursicu
Numidarum

L(ucius) Calpurnius .. [sacerdos?] pr(ovinciae)
af[r(icae)?

112-70 ILAlg 1, 1295

Utica Lucius….Felix Blaesianus sac[erdos] provinciae afri[ae
a(nni)?]

mid-2nd CIL 8.25385

695 This is the latest priest according to Duncan-Jones, 1968, Gascou, 1979 and they use the inscriptions
relating to this priest to discuss the problems associated with the dating of inscriptions and the status
changes of many of the communities in North Africa.
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Appendix 2: Civic Priests from Gaul, Spain, and North Africa
Table 17: Civic Priests in Tres Galliae

Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

AQUITANIA
Ausques? C(aius) Antistius Severus flamen 1st cent CIL 13.445
Bituriges Cubi? L(ucius) Iulius Equester flam(en) rom(ae) et aug(usti)

itemque flamen p[erpetuus]
2nd cent CIL 13.1376-

1377
Ignotus flam(en) r[om(ae) et

aug(usti)]
unknown CIL 13.11151

Bituriges
Vivisque

Iulia Avita flamin(ica) 2nd cent CIL 13.602

Elusates Ignotus [f]lam(en) rom[ae] et
aug(usti)

1st / 2nd CIL 13.548

Hasparren Verus flamen unknown CIL 13.412
Le Puy Nonn(ius) Ferox flamen unknown CIL 13.1577
Marcois? Ignotus flamen unknown CIL 13.1169
Perigueux Ignotus flam(en) it[erum] unknown CIL 13.11040
Perigueux Ignotus [f]lam(en) unknown CIL 13.11048
Rodez [---Fla]ccus? sacerdos romae et augusti

caesaris
Augustus AE 1994, 1215

Q(uintus) T[---] flam[---] unknown ILTG 209
Saintes C(aius) Iulius Marinus [flamen] augu[stalis] primus Tiberius /

Claudius
ILA Santons20

St-Bertrand-de-
Comminges

C(aius) Iulius Serenus sacerdos romae et augusti end of 1st /
beginning
of 2nd

SBC I. 5-8

Pompeius sacerdos romae et augusti unknown SBC I. 10
Ignotus sacerdos romae et augusti unknown SBC I. 12-18

BELGICA
Boulogne Tib(erius) Avitius Genialis sacerdotii functio unknown AE 1978, 502
Confluence Q(uintus) Adginnius Urbici

(filius) Martinus
flamen ca. 74 CE CIL 13.1674;

ILS 7013; CIL
13.1675;

Eu/Bois-l'Abbe L(ucius) Cerialius Rectus sac(erdos) r[omae et
aug(usti)]

Severan AE 1982, 716

Mayence [---]diusTiber[inus?] [sacerdos] romae [et augusti] middle of
1st cent

AE 1968, 321 =
1976, 505

Mersch Ignotus flam[en] augu[sti] beginning
of 2nd

CIL 13.4030 =
AE 1973, 361

Metz Taurus Celeris f(ilius) sac(erdos) rom(ae) et
aug(usti)

unknown CIL 13.4324
and 11353

Metz(Mediomat
ricum)

Gnatius [---] [s]acer[d(os)] civi[tatis
medioma]tric(orum)

unknown AE 1983, 714

Nimegue T(itus) Punicius Genialis sacerdos romae et aug(usti) 3rd cent? CIL 13.8727
Rome (Morins) Ti(berius) Cl(audius)

Honoratianus
in civitate sua sacerdotalis 2nd cent? CIL 6.29692

Trier [Se]c(undius)? Priscus sacerd(os) rom(ae) et
aug(usti)

Claudius /
Nero

AE 1929, 173

unknown city Tib(erius) Domitius Provulus flam(en) munerarius 2nd cent AE 1992, 1239
LUGDUNENSIS

Alise-Ste-Reine Ignotus flam(en) Aug(usti) unknown CIL 13.2877
Bologne P(ublius) Vettius Perennus sacerdos 2nd cent? CIL 6.716
Confluence Sextus Iulius Thermianus

Senonius
flamen aug(ustorum) or (usti)
munerarius

Hadrian ? CIL 13.1676;
AE (1992) 1240

Confluence Ignotus flamen augustalis (senones) 218-35 ? CIL 13.1684a;
ILS 1441
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Evreux Ti(berius) Cl[audius---] fl[amen] rom[ae et aug(usti)] Julio-
Claudian

CIL 13.3200

Feurs Ti(berius) Claudius Capito sacerdos aug(usti) Claudius CIL 13.1642
Lugdunum Sex(tus) Ligurius Marinus pontif(ex) perpetuus unknown CIL 13.1921

Ignotus augu[r?---fl]amen [---] unknown BMML 1973,
56-61

[---]nianus [flamen?] romae [et
aug(usti)?]

unknown CIL 13.1927

Ignotus [flamen?] august(i)? unknown ILTG 87
M(arcus) Bucc[---] flamen divo[rum] unknown AE 1952, 23
Ti(berius) Aquius Apollinaris augur luguduni 2nd cent AE 1966, 252
[---]tiola flaminica 2nd cent AE 1966, 252
Iulia Helias flaminic(a) aug(ustae) unknown CIL 13.2181

Macon C(aius) Sulpicius Gallus flamen aug(ustis) unknown CIL 13.2585
Marclopt Sex(tus) Iulius Lucanus sacerdotalis unknown CIL 13.1632
Meaux [C. Iulius Orget]orix? [flamen or sacerdos?]

aug(usti)
1st cent CIL 13.3024

Moingt Iulius Priscus [fla]men aug(usti) unknown CIL 13.1629
Paris Ignotus sacer[dos--- unknown CIL 13.3034
Rennes T(itus) Flavius Postuminus sacerdos romae et aug(usti) 135 AE 1969-70,

405 a-c
L(ucius) Campanius Priscus et
Virilis filius

sacerdotes romae et aug(usti) 2nd cent CIL 13.3148-
3150

Sens M(arcus) Magilius Honoratus flamen aug(usti) munerarius beginning
of 2nd

CIL 13.2940

M(arcus) Aemilius Nobilis flamen aug(usti) munerar(ius) beginning
of 2nd

CIL 13.2940

Tain Q(uintus) Aquius Antonianus pontif(ex) perpetuus end of 2nd

cent
CIL 12.1782

Turons [Iulia Seve]ra? [flamin]ica div[ae---] unknown CIL 13.3079
Valentia ]M(arcus) Bucc[…] Galer[ia luguduni flami]nis divo[rum

eodemq(ue)
212-17 ? AE (1952) 23;

(1979) 403
Vieux T(itus) Sennius Sollemnis

Sollemnini f(ilius)
flamen perpetu?]us in [s]ua
c[i]vitate

ca. 220 CIL 13.3162

Table 18: Civic Priests in Narbonensis
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Alba Helvorum M(arcus) Primus Mansueus flamon unknown CIL 12.2675
Apta Ignotus flam(en) romae et divi

aug(usti)
unknown CIL 12.1121

Aravsio Ignotus flamen rom(ae) et aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.1236
Baeterrae L(ucius) Aponius flamini aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.4230

Ignotus flam(en) romae et divi
aug(usti)

unknown CIL 12.4233

Tullia Avia flaminica iuliae augustae unknown CIL 12.4249
Ignotus flaminica augusti unknown CIL 12.4229

Genava L(ucius) Iul[ius] Broccius flamen in col(oniae) equestre
vikanis genavensibus

unknown CIL 12.2606,
CIL 12.2607

Genava C(aius) Plinius Faustus flamini aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.2614
Narbo P(ublius) Usulenus flamini unknown CIL 12.4426
Nemausus M(arcus) Cominius M(arci)

fil(ius) Aemilianus
flam(en) col(oniae)
aug(ustae) nem(ausis)

1st third of
2nd cent

CIL 12.3212-3

Nemausus S(everus) Iulius Maximus flaminis romae et divi
aug(usti) item drusi et
germ(anici) caes(arum)

unknown CIL 12.3180

Nemausus Ignotus flam(en) romae et divi
aug(usti) item drusi et

unknown CIL 12.3207
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germanici caesarum
Nemausus …Aemilius…. flamini unknown CIL 12.3190

Ignotus flamin(ica) divae augustae unknown CIL 12.3302
Seduni M(arcus) Floreius flaminicus unknown CIL 12.140

Uinia Fusca flaminica unknown CIL 12.140
Vasio Catia Servata flam(inica) iul(iae) aug(ustae) unknown CIL 12.1363

Bellica flaminica diva aug(ustae) unknown CIL 12.1361
Vienne C(aius) Ulattius…. sacerdos rom(ae) et aug(usti) 214/7 CE CIL 12.1851
Vienne C(aius) Passerius Afrus flam(en) divi augsti, flam(en)

germ(anici) caes(aris)
unknown CIL 12.1872

Table 19: Civic Priests in Tarraconensis
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Alcala C(aius) Cornelius Vetulus pontifex caesar[um] primus 14-37 CIL 2.3350
Asturica …. Memmius Barbarus sacerdos romae et aug(usti) Flavian or

Trajan
CIL 2.2638

Baetulo M(arcus) Fabius Nepos flamen romae et augustorum unknown CIL 2.4610
Barcino Q(uintus)…..Nigellio flamen end of 1st CIL 2.6321

L(ucius) Pedanius Aemilianus flamen divorum et augustorum 97-117 H.A. Epig 4-5,
559

C(aius) Iulius Seneca
Licinianus

flamen beginning
of 2nd

CIL 2.6150

L(ucius) Caecilius Optatus flamen romae divorum et
augustorum

161-169 CIL 2.4514

T(itus) Iulius Placidus flamen 2nd cent CIL 2.6151
M(arcus) Ac[ilius] Firma[nus] flamen r[omae et aug..] 2nd cent CIL 2.4520
? Mandulius Severus flamen 2ndcent CIL 2.4516,

6147
M(arcus) Herennius Severus flamen 2nd cent CIL 2.4525
C(aius) Aemilius Antonianus honores flaminales unknown CIL 2.4521
L(ucius) Calpurnius Iuncus flamen unknown CIL 2.4524
Q(uintus) Calpurnius Flavus honores flaminales unknown CIL 2.4523

Carthago Nova L(ucius) Numisius Laetus flamen augustor(um) 161-180 AE 1908, 149
Castulo M(arcus) Iunius Paternus flamen romae et au(gusti) 97-138 d'Ors, 2

L(ucius) Cornelius Agricola flamen romae et aug(usti) 97-138 d'Ors, 4
Ignotus [flamen perpe]tuus unknown CIL 2.3277
C(aius) Cornelius Valens flamen romae et aug(usti) unknown CIL 2.3276

Clunia C(aius) Calvisius Sabinus flamen romae et divi augusti 14-37 CIL 2.2782
[Va]lerius Vegeti flamen romae et aug(usti) 1st cent Rivero,

Lapidario, 7
Complutum Cn(aeus) Nonius Crescens flamen romae et aug(usti) unknown CIL 2.3033
Dertosa L(ucius) Mummius Placidus flamen rom[ae] et aug[usti] 54-68 EE IX, 386, 387
Ebusus L(ucius) Oculatius Rectus flamen 2nd cent CIL 2.3662
Emporiae M(arcus) Cornelius Saturninus flamen unknown AE 1900, 118
Flavia augusta L(ucius) Aufidius Celer

Masculinus
flamen designatus unknown CIL 2.4196

Gerunda L(ucius) Plotius Asprenas flamen unknown CIL 2.4622
Ilerda C(aius) Licinius Saturninus flamen unknown CIL 2.3010

Ti(berius) Manlius Silvanus flamen unknown CIL 2.5848
G(aius) Marcius Masclus flamen unknown AE 1938, 21
L(ucius) Marcius flamen unknown HA Epig. 4-5.

497
Labitolosa M(arcus) Clodius Flaccus flamen end of 1st /

early 2nd
CIL 2.3008,
5837

Liria L(ucius) Iunius Severus flamen 3rd cent CIL 2.6014
M(arcus) Baebius Baebinus flamen unknown CIL 2.3789
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Ignotus flamen unknown CIL 2.3792
Mago Q(uintus) Cornelius Secundus flamen divorum et

aug[ustorum]
2nd cent CIL 2.3709

L(ucius) Fabius Fabullus flamen divorum aug[ustorum] unknown CIL 2.3710
Mascarell T(itus) Tettienus Pollio flamen unknown CIL 2.4028
Mentesa
Bastitanorum

Q(uintus) Fabius Hispanus flamen august[i] 37-41 CIL 2.3379

Pollentia Q(uintus) Caecilius Catullus [flamen] romae et aug(usti) unknown CIL 2.3696
L(ucius) Dentilius Modestus flamen unknown CIL 2.3697

Ruvielos C(aius) Marius Marianus flamen unknown CIL 2.3174
Saetabis Q(uintus) Iunius Iustus flamen divi aug(usti) 14-37 CIL 2.3620

L(ucius) Fulvius Marcianus flamen romae et aug(usti) unknown CIL 2.3623
Saguntum C(aius) Voconius Placidus flamen 70-79 CIL 2.3865

P(ublius) Baebius Maximus
Iulianus

flamen unknown CIL 2.3856

C(aius) Licinius Campanus flamen unknown CIL 2.3860
Q(uintus) Varvius Cerealis flamen unknown CIL 2.3864
L(ucius) Valerius Optatus flamen unknown CIL 2.6055
L(ucius) Aemilius Veranus flamen unknown AE 1955, 163
L(ucius) Aemilius Gallus flamen unknown HA Epig. 4-5.

512
Tarraco …Nepos flamen [romae?] et august[i?] Augustus? CIL 2.6097

M(arcus) Voconius Vaccula flamen divi aug[usti] 14-37 CIL 2.4279
…rius Fuscus flamen divi claudi 70-79 CIL 2.4217
P(ublius) Licinius Laevinus flamen romae et aug(usti) 70-79 CIL 2.4224
C(aius) Egnatuleius Seneca flamen divi titi 81-96 CIL 2.4212
L(ucius) Fonteius Maternus
Novatianus

flamen divi vespasiani 81-96 CIL 2.4216

L(ucius) Cornelius Romanus flamen 1st cent CIL 2.4267
L(ucius) Domitius
Dentonianus

flamen perpetuus 96-117 CIL 2.4211

L(ucius) Minicius Apronianus flamen divi traiani parthici 117-138 CIL 2.4274,
6072

Licinus Sparsus flamen unknown CIL 2.4198
C(aius) Aemilius Sempronius
Clemens Silvanianus

flamen unknown AE 1946, 2

M(arcus) Clodius Martialis flamen unknown HA Epig. 1-3,
176

Valentia L(ucius) Antonius Crescens flamen 97-117 AE 1933, 5
C(aius) Valerius Cupito flamen romae et aug(usti) unknown CIL 2.3179

Villajoyosa Q(uintus) Manlius Celsinus flamen unknown CIL 2.3571

Table 20: Civic Priests in Lusitania
Community /
Find spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Ager Olis L(ucius) Iulius Maelus flamen divi augusti 14-37 CIL 2.260
Augusta
Emerita

Cn(aeus) Cornelius Severus flamen iuliae augustae 14-29 AE 1915, 95

…Vegeta… flamen unknown CIL 2.197
C(aius) Pompeius flamen col(oniae) unknown AE 1967, 187
…M(arci) f(ilius) Ser(vius)
Modestus

flamen divi augusti unknown Curchin, 1990,
172.

Olisipo Q(uintus) Iulius Plotus
flamen germanici caesaris;
flamen iuliae augustae 14-19 CIL 2.194

Ossonoba C(aius) Iulius Felicior flamen unknown CIL 2.5141
Pax Iulia M(arcus) Aurelius flamen ti(berius) caesaris

aug(usti)
14-37 CIL 2.49



271

L(ucius) Clodius Salvianus flamen divorum aug(ustorum) unknown CIL 2.51
C(aius) Iulius Pedo flamen divorum unknown CIL 2.53
Ignotus flamen pacis iuliae unknown CIL. 2.55
….Aciliannus…. flamen reipublicae pacis iuliae unknown AE 1955, 242

Salacia L(ucius) Porcius Himerus flamen divorum unknown CIL 2.34
Scallabis [L(ucius)? Po]mponius

Capitus
flamen col(oniae) aug(ustae)
em(eritae)

48 AE 1966, 177

Table 21: Civic Priests in Baetica
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Acinipo M(arcus) Iunius Terentiano
Servilius Sabinus

flamen unknown CIL 2.1347

Anticaria M(arcus) Cornelius Proculus pontufex caesarum 14-19 CIL 2.2038
(?) Cornelius Bassus pontufex caesarum 23 CIL 2.2040
Cornelius Sedigitus flamen (divi?) augusti before 31 CIL 2.2045

Astigi Sex(tus) Allius Mamercus pontifici perpetuo col(oniae)
astigitanae

late 2nd /
early 3rd

CIL 2.1475

Aurgi M(arcus) Fabius Probus flamen; pontifex perp(etuus)
divor(um) et aug(ustorum)

unknown CIL 2.3362

Barbesula Sex(tus) Fulvius Lepidus [honos fl]amoni 97-117 CIL 2.1939
L(ucius) Fabius Caesianus flamen perpetuus 97-117 CIL 2.1941

Canama L(ucius) Attius Vetto flamen unknown CIL 2.1074
Carmo L(ucius) Servilius Polio pontifex divi augusti 14-37 CIL 2.5120
Corduba Cornelius Restitutus,

Cornelius Africanus
flamonium 2nd cent CIL 2.2195

L(ucius) Junius Paulinus flamen perpet(uus) unknown CIL 2.5523
Epora P(ublius) Attenius flamen august[i] 70-96 CIL 2.2159

L(ucius) Calpurnius flamen 70-96 CIL 2.2160
Italica M(arcus) Cassius Caecilianus flamen perpetuus diui traiani late 2nd

cent
AE 1983, 519
(=1982, 520)

Lacippo C(aius) Marcius Niger honos flaminatus unknown CIL 2.1935
C(aius) Marcius Cephalo honos flamoni unknown CIL 2.1936

Obulco C(aius) Cornelius Caeso flamen 70/79 CIL 2.2126
Quintius Hispanus flamen unknown CIL 2.2129
M(arcus) Valerius Pullinus flamen unknown CIL 2.2132

Tucci L(ucius) Lucretius Fulvianus flamen; pontifex perpetuus
domus augustae

198-217 CIL 2.1663

Ulia P(ublius) Aelius Fabianus
Pater

pontifex sacrorum; flamen
divi augusti

14-37 CIL 2.1534

Urgavo M…..vius Novatus pontifex divi aug(usti) 14-37 CIL 2.2115
L(ucius) Calpurnius Silvinus honos pontificatus; pontifex

domus augusti
2nd cent? CIL 2.2105

C(aius) Venaecius Voconianus flamen divorum aug(ustorum) unknown CIL 2.2103
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Table 22: Civic Priests in Africa Proconsularis696

Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Althiburus M(arcus) Helvius Melior
Sabinianus

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 2nd cent CIL 8.1827

Q(uintus) Antonius Clemens
Antull[ian]us

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown CIL 8.27768

Ammaedara T(itus) Flavius Macrus flamen perpetuus early 1st

cent
CIL 8.5351

...ius Fabianus fl]am(en) 198-211 AE 1927, 30
Q(uintus) Ma[nil]ius Maximus f(lamen) p(erpetuus) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.393

Aubuzza L(ucius) Annaeus Hermes flam(en) 2nd cent CIL 8.16368
Severus Silvanus flam(en) p(er)p(etuus) 2nd cent CIL 8.16368

Avitina C(aius) Septumius Saturninus flam(en) 33 CIL 8.25844
Biniana L(ucius) Antonius Crescens

Demetrianus
flam(en) perp(etuus) 186 CIL 8.76

Bulla Regia Lucius Iulius Cerealus flam(en) aug(usti) perpetuo
municipi

110-112 AE 1964, 177

Q(uintus) Sili[c]ius Victorinus
Cornelianus Ho[no]ratianus

fl(amen) p(erpetuus) 2nd-3rd cent AE 1962, 184

P(ublius) Marcius Felix flam(en) 2nd-3rd cent AE 1916, 79
Carpis Cassia Maximula flaminica divae plotinae 2nd cent CIL 8.993

Sextilius Martialis flamen perpetuus 2nd cent CIL 8.993
Carthage [S]ex(tus) Appuleius [flamen] iulialis ~30 BCE AE 1907.18

M(arcus) Licinius Rufus [flam(en) pe]rpet(uus)
aug(usti)

54 CIL 8.26603

[L]icinia Prisca flamin[ica perpetua?]
54 AE 1969-70,

650
A(ulus) Gabinius Datus [flamen] divi titi Hadrian AE 1921, 25
Sex(tus) Pullaienus Florus
Caecilianus

flam(en) perp(etuus) 126-132 CIL 8.26615

Q(uitnus) Voltedius … fl(amen) divi ner(vae) 133-139 AE 1910, 78
C(aius) Anniolenus Gallianus flam(en) divi titi mid 2nd

cent
CIL 8.14364

Ignotus flamen divi vespasiani mid 2nd

cent
Bassignano,
pg.111, #15

[L(ucius)] Marcius Simplex flamen [di]vi aug(usti) mid 2nd

cent
CIL 8.1494

C(aius) Marcius Clemens flamen divi vespasiani mid 2nd

cent
CIL 8.26604

P(ublius) Marcius Quadratus flamen divi aug(usti), honor
flaminatus perpetui

161-169 CIL 8.26606

Iulia Bassilia flam(inica) perpetua 176-180? AE 1917-18, 23
P(ublius) Attius Extricatianus flam(en) divi titi 176-180? AE 1917-18, 23
L(ucius) Flavius Felix
Gabinianus

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) end 2nd

cent
CIL 8.1165

[Peduc]aea Sextia flaminica perpe[tua] 2nd cent CIL 8.25846
….Quintilianus? flam(en) divi pii 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.24640
Q(uintus) Paccius Victorus flam(en) divi severi 220 CIL 8.25808c
L(ucius) Octavius Felicus
Octavianus

flam(en) divi pii 232 CIL 8.25808b

M(arcus) Virrius Flavius
Iugurtha

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 3rd or 4th

cent
CIL 8.2409

Avidia Vitalis flam(inica) perp(etua) 3rd or 4th

cent
AE 1949, 36

696 The following tables of civic priests were compiled in part by searching the CIL, IRT, and AE
volumes and is suplemented by the lists made by Bassignano, 1974 and Hemelrijk, 2006a.
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Cn(aeus) Salvius Saturninus flam(en) perp(etuus) 3rd or 4th

cent
AE 1949, 36

P(ublius) Cluvius Felix
Tertulli[nus?]

fl(amen) p(erpetuus) 3rd or 4th

cent
CIL 8.25376

....O]ctavius [flamen] perpetuus divi .... 3rd or 4th

cent
CIL 8.12569

Cillium T(itus) Flavius Secundus flamen perp(etuus) 2nd cent CIL 8.211
Aemilia Sex[... flaminica perp(etua) 2nd cent CIL 8.313
Thululem Fu... flamen aug(ustorum) 198-211 AE 1909, 102

Cirta M(arcus) Roccius Felix fl(amen) divi m(agni)
antonini

unknown CIL 8.6948

Coelia Victoria Potita flaminica divae augustae 43 CIL 8.19492
Veratia Frontonilla flam(inica) IIII col(oniarum

cirtensium)
2nd/3rd CIL 8.7080

Civitas
Sivalitana

satur]ninus fl(amen) aug(usti)
p(er)p(etuus)

unknown AE 2004, 1792

Chusira Satturninus M[uthun]sachonis
f(ilius)

flamen perpetuus 70-71 CIL 8.698

....Dar]danianus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) after 196 CIL 8.704
Q(uintus) Arranius Regulus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) CIL 8.703

Curubis M(arcus) Manlius Modestus
Quietianus

fl(amen) perp(etuus) mid 2nd

cent
AE 1908, 162

Furnos Maius P(ublius) Mummius
Saturninus

honor fl(aminatus?) 183-185 CIL 8.12039

Furnos Minus Quintus Paccius flam(en) divi severi unknown AE 1909, 163
Gigthis L(ucius) Memmius Messius

Pacatus
flam(en) perpetu(us) divi
traiani

unknown CIL 8.22729

M(arcus) Servilius Albucianus flam(en) perp(etuus) mid 2nd

cent
CIL 8.22737

M(arcus) Servilius Plautus flam(en) perpetuus 2nd cent CIL 8.22739
C(aius) Servilius Maurinus flamen perpetuus 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.22695
.. Serv]aeus Blandus flam(en) perp(etuus) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.22733

Hadrumetum ...undus flam(en) perp(etuus) unknown ILA 56
Hippo Regius C(aius) Paccius Africanus fla(men) augusti unknown AE 1955, 147

G(aius) Annius Titianus flam(en) aug(usti)
p(er)p(etuus)

unknown AE 1955, 151

…Aurelius Quintus Honoratus flam(en) aug(usti)
p(er)p(etuus)

unknown AE 1958, 0144

Maria….. Honoratiana..? flami(nica) ....iae? unknown AE 1958, 0144
Lepcis Magna Marcus Licinius Crassus flamen august(us) caesaris 9-8 BCE AE 1951, 205 =

IRT 319
Annobal Himilchonis flamen 9-8 BCE IRT 321-323
Aemilius [Himilis... [f]lam(en) [aug]usti 11-12 IRT 589
Germanicus Cae[sar Ti(berii)]
Aug(usti) f(ilius)

flam(en) au[gustali] 18 IRT 334

M(arcus) Fulvius Saturnius flamen ti(beri) caesaris
aug(usti)

before 37? IRT 596

Sabinus Tapapius flamen divi aug(usti) 62 IRT 341
C(aius) Marcius Dento flamen perpetuus end of 1st

cent
IRT 600

Tiberius Claudius Sestius flamen diui vespasiani, flamen
perpetuus

92 IRT 347

Ignotus flamen] aug(usti) Domitian? IRT 349a
Ignotus [flamen cla]udialis 1st-2nd cent IRT 483
M(arcus) Seve[rus [f]lame[n] divi clau[di] 101-102 IRT 352
Q(uintus) Servilius Candidus flamen divi vespas[iani Trajan or

Hadrian?
IRT 275

... Rusconianus fl[amen] 202-211 IRT 396
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L(ucius) Septimius Severus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 203 IRT 412, 413,
607

L(ucius) Pompeius Cerealis
Salvianus

flamen 2nd-3rd cent IRT 602

Ti(berius) Iulius Frontinus flam(en) divi aug(usti) 2nd-3rd cent IRT 598
M(arcus) Cornelius
Capitolinus

flam(en) 3rd cent IRT 593

Ti(berius) Plautius Lupus flamonium 3rd cent IRT 601
L(ucius) Aemilius Quintus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 383-388 IRT 588
T(itus) Flavius Vibianus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 4th cent IRT 567
Ignotus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown IRT 581
L(ucius) Volusius Gallus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown IRT 579
... Cornelius Amicus flam(en) unknown IRT 592

Lepti Minus M(arcus) Aemilius Superus flam(en) divi aug(usti)
perp(etuus)

unknown CIL 8.11114

M(arcus) Aemilius Respectus flam(en) perp(etuus) divi
aug(usti)

unknown CIL 8.11114

Marcia Pompeiana flaminica perp(etua) unknown CIL 8.22902
Limisa Ignotus fla]m(en?) perp(etuus?)

aug(usti)
unknown AE 2004, 1693

Lucius Iunius Proculus
Felicianus

flam(en) aug(usti) perp(etuus)
municipii limisens(is)

unknown AE 2004, 1679

Mactaris C(aius) Verrius Rogatus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 2nd cent CIL 8.630
Ignotus flam(en) aug(usti) perp(etuus) unknown AE 1955, 50

Masculula L(ucius) Calpurnius flam(en) perp(etuus) unknown CIL 8.15827
C(aius) Pomponius Victor fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown CIL 8.27476
Secundus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown CIL 8.15778

Missua Fl(avius?) Arpagius fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 4th cent CIL 8.989
Mustis M(arcius) Valerius Fuscus honor flam(inatus?)

perp(etuus)
116 AE 1968, 599

L(ucius) Iulius [Flo]rus fl(amen) perp(etuus) mid 2nd

cent
AE 1968, 594

V]alerius Mucianus fl(amen) perp(etuus) mid 2nd

cent
AE 1968, 597

C(aius) Iulius Placidus flam(en) perpet(uus) mid 2nd

cent
AE 1968, 586

M(arcus) Cornelius Laetus flamen perpetuus after 145 AE 1968, 595
C(aius) Iulius Corn(elius)
Crescentianus

flamen perp(etuus) after 193 CIL 8.1576

L(ucius) Fabius Fortunatus flam(en) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.15588
L(ucius) Nonius Rogatia[nus] fl(amen) an(nuus); fl(amen)

perp(etuus)
3rd cent AE 1968, 591

Maria Lucina flam(inica) 3rd cent CIL 8.1578
Iulia ... flaminica 3rd cent AE 1968, 588
C(aius) Iulius Fe[lix]
Felinianus

flam(en) perp(etuus) 3rd cent AE 1968, 588

Numlulis L(ucius) Memmius Pecuarius
Marcellinus

flamen divi nervae 170 CIL 8.26121

Oea C(aius) Calpurnius Celsus flamen perpetuus 163 IRT 232
C(aius) C[ae]sus Frontonus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown CIL 8.10487

Pagus
Thunigabensis

Ignotus flamen divi antonini pii,
flamen divi traiani, flamen
divi magni antonini

233 CIL 8.14447

Pheradi Maius Didius Preiectus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 4th cent? AE 1927, 28
Rusicade C(aius) Caecilius Gallus flamen of divus iulius 70-100 CE CIL 8.7986
Sabratha C(aius) Flavius Pudens flam(en) perpetuus mid 2nd

cent
IRT 117-126

Ignotus [fla]men perpe[tuus] 2nd-3rd cent IRT 128
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L(ucius) Aemilius Caelestinus fl[amen] perp(etuus) 340-350 IRT 55
L(ucius) Aemilius Quintus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 376 AE 1950, 149
C(aius) Aurelius Felicianus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 4th cent IRT 104

Saltus
Massipianus

C(aius) Iulius Emeritus flamen perp(etuus) 197 AE 1904, 75

Segermes M(arcus) Fabius Mettianus fl(amen) p(erpetuus) 2nd cent AE 1935, 35
Fl]avius Felix flam(en) perp(etuus) 2nd cent CIL 8.908
L(ucius) Sempronius
Maximus

fl(amen) p(erpetuus) 3rd cent? CIL 8.11174

Ignotus fl(amen) p(erpetuus) unknown CIL 8.11178
Sicca Q(uintus) Octavius Rufus

Erucianus
fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) early 3rd

cent
CIL 8.1646

Q(uintus) Valerius Hilarianus flamen 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.1649
C(aius) Paccius Rogatus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown CIL 8.15726
Valeria Maior flaminica unknown CIL 8.1623

Simitthus Sextus Calpurnius Aponianus fl(amen) aug(usti)
p(er)p(etuus); divi severi

after 211 AE 1955, 125

Sufes P(ublius) Magnius Aman[dus] [fl(amen)] p(er)p(etuus) unknown CIL 8.262
....Eg]natianus flam[en perp(etuus)] unknown CIL 8.11422

Sufetula Ignotus [flamen] aug(usti) unknown AE 1989, 794
L(ucius) Pompeius ....ianus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 2nd-3rd cent ILA 138
L(ucius) Valius Fortus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 2nd-3rd cent ILA 139
C(aius) Turranius Silvanus flam(en) aug(usti) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.23226
L(ucius) Caecilius Athenaeus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) mid 3rd

cent
CIL 8.11340

.... Severus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) mid 3rd

cent
AE 1954, 59

L(ucius) Caecilius Maximinus flamonium unknown AE 1909, 16
M(arcus) Magnius Severus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) unknown CIL 8.11346

Thala D(ecius?) Amul[lius]
Victorinus

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 286-305 CIL 8.501

P(ublius) Gemi[ni]us flam(en) 286-305 CIL 8.23280
P(ublius) Postumi[us] flaminatus 286-305 CIL 8.23286

Thignica C(aius) Memmius Felix flamen aug(usti) perp(etuus) unknown CIL 8.1419
C(aius) Memmius Fortunatus flam(en) aug(usti) perp(etuus) unknown CIL 8.1419

Thuburbo Maius M(arcus) Vettius Latronus flam(en) divi aug(usti) beginning
of 2nd

AE 1951, 52;
AE 1939, 81

P(ublius) Attius Annianus
Iulianus

flam(en) divi titi c(coloniae)
i(uliae) karthaginis

mid 2nd AE 1941, 36

P(ublius) Attius Extricatianus
flam(en) divi titi c(coloniae)
i(uliae) karthaginis

mid 2nd AE 1917/18, 23

Thuburnica ad
Aquas

Quintus Furfanius Bellicus flam(en) aug(usti) perp(etuus) 1st cent AE 1951, 81

Caninia Tertia flaminica aug(ustae) perpetua 1st-2nd cent AE 1951, 81
Q(uintus) Furfanius
M[art]ialis

honor flam(inatus?)
aug(usti?)

2nd cent CIL 8.25703

Q(uintus) Iulius Felix flam(en) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.25702
Lucilia Cale flam(inica) Caracalla CIL 8.14690
Ignotus flamen col(oniae) thub(ursici) mid 3rd CIL 8.1490

Thubursicum
Numidarum

A(ulus) Larcius Macrinus flamen perpetuus mid 2nd

cent
AE 1905, 10

C(aius) Vasidius Pac[atus] fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 3rd cent? ILAlg. I, 1299
L(ucius) Calpurnius flam(en) perp(etuus) 2nd ILAlg. I, 1295
L(ucius) Postumius flam(en) perp(etuus) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.4890
M(arcus) Fabius Laetus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 202-205 ILAlg. I. 1256
...mus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 260 ILAlg. I.1238
Munatia Castula fl[aminica] perp(etua) 3rd cent CIL 8.17458

Thugga Iulius Venustus flamen divi aug(usti) 48/49 CIL 8.26517
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Faustus (father of Thinobae) flam(en) divi aug(usti) 48/49 CIL 8.26517
P(ublius) Marcus Quadratus flam(en) divi aug(usti) mid 2nd CIL 8.26528,

8.26606,
8.26607

…Gabinius Octavius Festus flamen divi aug(usti) mid 2nd CIL 8.26598
L(ucius) Marcius Simplicius flamen perpetuus, flamen divi

aug(usti)
mid 2nd

CIL 8.26609
Ignotus flamen divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 8.26624
C(aius) Marcius Clementus flamen divi vespasiani unknown CIL 8.26604
Ignotus flam(en) divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 8.26624
Gabinius Bassus flamen aug(usti) perp(etuus),

flamen divi titi
unknown CIL 8.26470

Marcus Licinius Rufus flamen perpetuus augusti
col(oniae )c(oncordiae)
i(uliae) kart(haginis)

unknown AE 1969/70,
649; CIL
8.26603

Lucius Vergilius Ruf… flamen perp(etuus) aug(usti)
c(oloniae) c(oncordiae)
i(uliae) k(arthaginis)

unknown AE 1969/70,
651; CIL
8.26518

M(arcus) Gabinius Bassus flam(en) aug(usti) perp(etuus) unknown AE 1924, 28;
AE 1997, 1663

Aulus Gabinius Datus flamen divi titi unknown AE 1924, 30
Faustinus? flam(en) aug(usti) perp(etuus) unknown AE 1997, 1650
Calpurnius Faustinus flam(en) aug(usti) perp(etuus) unknown AE 1997, 1651

Thysdrus ...Sab[...] Caec[ilianus?] fla[men p(er)p(etuus)] 130-150 CIL 8.22862
L(ucius) Egnatuleius Sabinus flam(en) aug(usti) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.10500

Uccula Ignotus flamen divi vespasiani unknown AE 1973, 616
C(aius) Anniolenus.. flam(en) divi titi unknown CIL 8.14364

Uthina C(aius) Egnatius Cosminus fl(amen) perp(etuus) 2nd cent CIL 8.24017
Q(uintus) Cassius Fronto
Iustianus

fl(amen) p(erpetuus) 2nd cent CIL 8.24018

Utica A(ulus) Luccius Felix
Blaesia[nus]

fl(amen) perpet(uus) 2nd cent CIL 8.25385

Ignotus flaminalis unknown ILA 426
Vallis C(aius) Marius Arn… flam(en) diui vespasiani unknown CIL 2.26604
Vazi Sarra Ignotus hon[or flamoni] perp(etuus) 198-211 CIL 8.12005

P(ublius) Opstorius Saturninus fl(amen) perpetuus) 209-211 CIL 8.11999
C(aius) Octavius Rogatus flam(en) p(er)p(etuus) 209-211 CIL 8.23749

Zama Regia …ius Caelianus fl(amen) aug(usti)
p(er)p(etuus) col(oniae)
zam(ae)

2nd-3rd cent AE 1942/43,
106

C(aius) Pescennius Saturus
Cornelianus

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) divi
hadriani

2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.12018

10 named individuals fl(amen) aug(usti)
p(er)p(etuus)

322 CIL 6.1686

Table 23: Civic Priests in Numidia
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Cirta Sittia Calpurnia Extricata flam(inica) perp(etua) ex
consen[su po]puli

3rd cent? CIL 9.7119

Cuicul Claudia Ti(berius) fi(lia) flaminica... 3rd cent? BCTH 1915,
134 n.27.

Rusicade L(ucius) Cornelius Frontus fl(amen) perpetuus divi magni
antonini

218-222? CIL 8.7963

Sigus Q(uintus) Tadius flamon divi severi 3rd cent CIL 8.19121
M(arcus) Iulius Proculus fl(amen) perpetuus divi magni

antonini
3rd cent CIL 8.19122
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Thamugadi Q(uintus) Sulpicius Licinius
Felix

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) after 197
CE

CIL 8.2407

M(arcus) Pompeius
Pudentianus

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 198-211 CIL. 8.2372

C(aius) Annius Victor fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) Severan CIL 8.2344
L(ucius) Licinius Optatianus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 198-209 CIL 8.17829
Cornelia Valentina Tucciana fl(aminica) p(er)p(etua) beg. 3rd

cent
CIL 8.2396

M(arcus) Plotius Faustus fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 1st half of
3rd

CIL 8.2394

M(arcus) Pompeius
Quintianus

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 1st half of
3rd

CIL 8.2408

C(aius) Pontius Victor
Verianus

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 3rd cent CIL 8.2400

M(arcus) Virrius Flavius
Jugurtha

fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) 3rd cent CIL 8.2409

Virria Flavia Severiana
Petroniana

fl(aminica)? 3rd/4th AE 1909, 156
CIL 8.17904/05

Table 24: Civic Priests in Mauretania Caesariensis and Mauretania Tingitana
Community /
Find Spot

Priest Title Date Reference

Auzia Luria Iulia flaminica p(er)p(etuus) 267 CIL 8.9074
Caesarea M(arcus) Iunius Modestus flamen aug(usti) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.9404

Q(uintus) Iunius... [flamen] augu[stalis] 2nd-3rd cent AE 1952, 99
Cartenna C(aius) Fulcinius Optatus flam(en) aug(usti) 117-122? CIL 8.9663
Cherchell Ignotus [fl]aminica unknown CIL 8.21067
Equizetum M(arcus) Aurelius

Clemens
flamen aug(usti)
p(er)p(etuus)

unknown CIL 8.8816

Fra Tipasa e
Caesarea

M(arcus) Cincius
Hilarianus

flamen augusti
p(er)p(etuus)

unknown CIL 8.20934

Gunugu .... Iulius Clemens flam(en) aug(usti) 2nd-3rd cent CIL 8.21452
Icosium Publius Cornelius

Honoratus
flamen aug(ustorum)
perpetuus

209/211 AE 1955, 158

Rusuccuru M(arcus) Domitius
Gentianus

fla[me]n augusti nostri mid 2nd-mid 3rd

cent
CIL 8.20708

C(aius) Iulius Felix flamen aug(ustorum) 209/211 CIL 8.8995
Sitifis P(ublius) Octavius LAEtus fl(amen) aug(ustorum)

p(er)p(etuus)
209/211 CIL 9.8496

Thamalia Ignotus fl(amen) aug(ustorum)
[perpetuus?]

after 161 CIL 8.20579

Tigzirt C(aius) Iulius Felicus flamen aug(ustorum) unknown CIL 8.20714
Valentia Banasa Caecilia Macrina flaminica unknown AE 1942-3,

116
Volubilis Fabia Bira flaminica prima in

municipio volu(bili)
Claudian/Neronian AE 1916, 43

Aemilia Sextina bis flaminica 2nd cent AE 1916, 91
[Rusti(vel) Lu]cilla fl(aminica) 1st-3rd cent? CIL 8.21847
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Appendix 3: Dedications made to the gods by *Augustales

Table 25: Dedications made to the gods by *Augustales
Community Dedication to Dedicated by Date Reference
ASIA
Alexandria Troas Apollo Zminthio VIvir augustalis unknown AE 2003, 1663
DACIA
Apulum Mithras unknown title after 161 CE CIL 3.7780

Jupiter Optimus Maximus augustalis col(oniae)
apul(i)

after 161 CE CIL 3.14215

Napoca Mythras pro salute ordinis
augustal(is)

after 117 CE CIL 3.14466

numen aug(usti) magister augustalis
col(oniae) nap(ocae)

after 161 CE CIL3.862

Sarmizegetusa Jupiter Optimus Maximus august(alis) col(oniae) 2nd cent CE CIL 3.7930
Deus Aeternus et Iuno et
Angeles

aug(ustalis) col(oniae) 3rd cent CE AE 1914, 106

Uncertain Jupiter Optimus Maximus aug(ustalis) col(oniae) unknown CIL 3.1642a
DALMATIA
Narona dedication to an emperor IIIIIIvir before 167 CE CIL 3.14625

altar to Jove augustalis unknown CIL 3.14624
Salona Magna Mater IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) before 167 CE CIL 3.8675

Magna Mater VIvir aug(ustalis) before 167 CE CIL 3.9707
GAULS
AQUITANIA
Avaricum Biturigum pro salute caesarum,

Minerva, et Diva Drusilla
IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) 38-41 CE CIL 13.1194

BELGICA
Diuodurum in honorem domus

augustae
several Augustales unknown AE 1983, 705

Mediomatrici in honorem domus
augustae

IIIIIIvir aug. unknown CIL 13.4325

Uncertain Deus Mercury et Dea
Rosmerta

sevir augustalis 232 CE AE 1987, 771

LUGDUNENSIS
Augustodunum Dea Bebraci IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 13.2652
Lugdunum altar, taurobolium matris,

pro salute imperatoris
IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) 160 CE CIL 13.1751

Mercury Augustus IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis)
lugud(uni)

unknown CIL 13.5174

NARBONENSIS
Arles genius coloniae

arelatensium
VIvir augustalis unknown AE 1994, 1163

Carpentorate genius of colonia IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) et
flavia

unknown CIL 12.1159

Dea Vocontiorum Dea Aug. Andartae IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 12.1556
Mars Beladonus IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown AE 1904, 142

Lattara Deus Mars Augustus et
genius coloniae Nemausi

IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown AE 2003, 1142

Massilia Deus Apollo IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) after 117 CE CIL 12.400
Narbo Trajan IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) 98 CE CIL 12.4341
Nemausus Diana Aug. IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 12.4068

Luna et Isis Aug sevir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 12.4069
Mars Aug. IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 12.4081
Magna Mater IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown AE 1910, 217
Deus Mars Augustus et unknown AE 1966, 247
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collegium sevirorum
Augustalium

Reii Magna Mater IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) after 150 CE CIL 12.358
Vienna Mercury IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 12.1828
GERMANIA
INFERIOR
Cologne Dea Nehalennia IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 13.8499

Deus Varnenoni sexviralis augustorum after 50 CE AE 1958, 12
Diana IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) after 98 CE CIL 13.8807
Jupiter Optimus Maximus
et Matronis

IIIIIIvir augustalis unknown AE 1984, 654

Ganuenta Dea Nehalennia sevir augustalis
coloniae Claudiae Arae
Agrippinensium

188 CE AE 1997, 1162

GERMANIA
SUPERIOR
Lousonna pro salute augustorum IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 13.5026

Hercules IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown AE 1946, 255
Mattiaci Jupiter Optimus Maximus

et Juno Regina
IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) after 98 CE CIL 13.7271

Minnodunum pro salute domus divinae,
IOM, et Juno Regina

IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 13.5042

Raurica Mercury Augustus IIIIIIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 13.5260
MACEDONIA
Stobi Deus Caesar Augustus et augustales (3 of them) unknown AE 1990, 877

Deus Caesar et
municipium of Stobi

augustalis unknown AE 1990, 879

Deus Caesar Nero augustalis? 67 CE? AE 1980, 846
MAURETANIA
TINGITANA
Volubilis Isis Augusta IIIIIIvir after 161 CE CIL 8.21822

Divus Antoninus Pius IIIIIIvir after 161 CE AE 1942, 18
Diana Augusta IIIIIIvir unknown AE 1959, 46

MOESIA
SUPERIOR
Ratiaria Mithras (for health of his

family)
augustalis col(oniae) after 98 CE AE 1966, 344

NUMIDIA
Aquae Thibilitanae Imp. Gordian Augustus augustalis 241 CE CIL 8.18835
Thamugadi cereri aug. by the whole group of

augustales
after 98 CE AE 1902, 144

Theveste pro salute imperatoris
Commodus

augustalis 180-182 CE CIL 8.16530

PANNONIA
INFERIOR
Aquincum Jupiter Optimus Maximus aug(ustalis) col(oniae)

aq(uinci)
after 194 CE CIL 3.456

Silvanus aug(ustalis) mun(icipii)
aq(uinci)

124-193 CE AE 1962, 120

numen aug(usti) et genius
caes(aris) ael(ii)

collegium augustalum 124-138 CE CIL 3.3487

Silvanus IIIIIIvir after 194 CE CIL 3.3497
Gorsium Jupiter Optimus Maximus augustales municipii unknown AE 1988, 941
PANNONIA
SUPERIOR
Brigetio Jupiter Optimus Maximus

et numen Aug.
augustalis municipii
brigetionis

unknown AE 1984, 723

Carnuntum Volcanus augustalis after 180 CE CIL 3.4447
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Jupiter Optimus Maximus aug(ustalis) col(oniae)
ka(munti)

after 193 CE CIL 3.11139

pro salute aug. sex(vir) col(oniae)
k(amunti)

after 193 CE CIL 3.4539

Emona Diana Aug. IIIIIIvir et aug(ustalis) before 167 CE CIL 3.3836
Poetovio Aug. aug(ustalis) col(oniae)

poet(ovionis)
unknown AE 1948, 239

pro salute domus
nostrorum augustorum

augustalis unknown CIL 3.15184

Savaria genius of the colony augustalis col(oniae)
Trever et Savaria

41-167 CE CIL 3.4153

Aug. augustalis after 180 CE CIL 3.4169
Siscia Aesculapius et Hygia aug(ustalis) col(oniae)

sisc(iae)
100-167 CE AE 1914, 109

RAETICA
Augusta Vindelicum restored temple of Deus

Silvanus
IIIIIIvir augustalis after 117 CE CIL 13.5797

SARDINIA
Carales Aesculapius Aug magister augustalis unknown CIL 10.7552
SICILIA
Centuripae genius augusti IIIIvir augustalis unknown AE 1955, 193

lares Augustis sacrum quattuorvir augustalis unknown AE 1989, 340a
Panhormus altar to Victoria VIvir aug(ustalis) unknown CIL 10.7269

aram et basim to Mercury sevir after 98 CE CIL 10.7267
Uncertain lares augusteis et genius

Caesaris
sevir primus et prior unknown AE 1989, 346a

SPAINS
LUSITANIA
Mirobriga Mars Augustus augustalis 2nd half of 2nd

cent CE
AE 1996, 838

TARRACONENSIS
Osona Diana IIIIIIvir unknown AE 1983, 623
Segobriga Mercury Aug VIvir augustalis unknown AE 1990, 595
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Appendix 4: Priests of Individual divi in the provinces

Table 26: Priests of Individual divi in Italy and the surrounding area
Community Priest Title Date Reference
Ad Lacum
Larium

….icius Exoratus flam(en) divi titi aug(usti)
vespasiani

unknown CIL 5.5239

Aeclanum C(aius) Neratius
Maximillianus

flam(en) divi hadriani 138-161 CIL 9.1160

Aesernia P(ublius) Septimius
Paterculus

flam(en) divi traiani unknown CIL 9.2649

C(aius) Flavius Celer flamen d(ivi) aug(usti) unknown AE 1975, 349
Ager
Mediolaniensis

C(aius) Plinius Caecilius
Secundocos

fl(amen) div(i) t(iti) aug(usti) unknown CIL 5.5667

Alba Pompeia C(aius) Cornelius Germanus flamen divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 5.7605

Aquileia C(aius) Minicius Italus flamen divi claudi 105 CIL 5.875
Aquinum Q(uintus) Decius Saturninus flamen romae et divi aug(usti)

perpetuus
unknown CIL 10.5393

Ignotus flamen divi vespasiani unknown AE 1981, 223

Ariminum C(aius) Memmius Marianus flam(en) divi claudi unknown CIL 11.417

L(ucius) Betutius Furianus flamen divi nervae unknown CIL 11.385

Arusnates
Q(uintus) Caicilius
Caicilianus flamen divi aug(usti) et romai

unknown
CIL 5.3936

Atina Q(uintus) Herius Octavius
Iustus

flam(en) divi traiani unknown CIL 10.5067

Bergomum C(aius) Cornelius Minicianus flamen divi claudi; flam(en) divi
traiani

after 117 CIL 5.5126

Brixia L(ucius) Acutius Primus flam(en) divi iuli unknown CIL 5.4384
M(arcus) Publicus Sextus
Calpurnianus

flam(en) divi iul(i) unknown CIL 5.4459

C(aius) AEmilius Proculus flam(en) divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 5.4386

P(ublius) Clodius Sura flamen divi traiani 117-138 CIL 5.4368

Cales L(ucius) Aufellius Rufus flamen divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 10.4641
Capestrano
Aufinum

Q(uintus) Statius Syrus flam(en) divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 9.3384

Carpiate Ignotus flamen divi titi unknown AE 1947, 46

Comum L(ucius) Calpurnius Fabatus flam(en) divi aug(usti) c.65? CIL 5.5267
T(itus) Annius Maximus
Pomponianus

flam(en) divi aug(usti) after 98 CIL 5.5266

Ignotus flam(en) divi traiani unknown CIL 5.5312

Concordia T(itus) Desticius Severus flamen divi hadriani 166 CIL 5.8660

Corfinium Q(uintus) Auelius Priscus flamen divi augusti unknown AE 1961, 109

Dertona C(aius) Metilius Marcellinus flam(en) divi traiani unknown CIL 5.7375
Eporedia Ignotus flam(en) divi augusti, divi

vespasiani, divi traiani
after 117 CIL 5.6797

Firmum
Picenum

T(itus) Appalius Alfinus
Secundus

flam(en) divor(um) omnium unknown CIL 9.5357

C(aius) Nonius Flaccus flamen divi aug(usti) et divi iuli
et divi claudi

unknown AE 1975, 353

Gaulus Ignotus [flamen divi] hadriani perpetuus unknown CIL 10.7507
Histonium M(arcus) Baebius Suetrius

Marcellus
flam(en) divi vespasiani unknown CIL 5.2855

Ignotus flam di]vi hadriani unknown CIL 9.2853

Industria C(aius) Auilius Gavianus flamen divi caesar perpetuus unknown CIL 5.7478

Laus M(arcus) Minicius Annianus flamen divi vespasiani unknown CIL 5.6360
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Levello? C(aius) Egnatius Marus flam(en) Ti(beri) caesaris
aug(usti)

unknown CIL 9.652

Nola L(ucius) Curiatius flamen divi augusti unknown CIL 10.1262
Novaria C(aius) Valerius Pansa flamen divorum vespasiani,

traiani, hadriani perpetuus
unknown CIL 5.6513

Ignotus flamen div(orum) vespas(iani) et
titi

unknown CIL 5.6514

Albucia Candida flaminica divae iuliae unknown CIL 5.6514

Ignotus flam(en) d(ivi) traian(i) unknown CIL 5.6520

Ostia M(arcus) Annius Proculus flam(en) divi vespasiani unknown CIL 14.292

M(arcus) Antonius Severus flam(en) divi vesp(asiani) unknown CIL 14.298
Q(uintus) Plotius Romanus flam(en) rom(ae) et aug(usti);

flamen divi titi
after 138 CIL 14.400

P(ublius) Nonius Anterotianus flamen divi hadriani 161-180 CIL 14.390

M(arcus) Iunius Faustus flam(en) divi titi 173 CIL 14.4142
P(ublius) Aufidius… flam(en) romae et aug(usti);

flam(en) divi titi
unknown CIL 14.4622

Fabius Hermogeni(?) flam(en) divi hadriani unknown CIL 14.353
C(aius) Domitius Fabius
Hermogeni

flam(en) divi hadriani unknown CIL 14.4642

L(ucius) Valerius… flam(en) divi marci unknown CIL 14.4671

….Faustinus…. flam(en) divi pertinacis unknown CIL 14.4671
L(ucius) Licinius Herodus flam(en) rom(ae) et aug(usti);

flam(en) divi severi
unknown CIL 14.373

Ignotus flamen divi vesp(asiani) unknown AE 1986, 113
M(arcus) Canneius
Zosimianus

flam(en) designatus divi
vesp(asiani)

unknown AE 1988, 182

Cassius Valerianus flamen divi titi unknown AE 1988, 184
C(aius) Aemilius ….A…us… flamen divi antonini; flamen

romae et augusti
unknown AE 1988, 201

Ignotus flam(en) divi severi et divi
pertinacis

unknown AE 1988, 211

Paestum P(ublius) Babullius
Sallu(stianus?)

flamen divi claudi unknown AE 1975, 251

Ignotus flamen imperatoris [antoni]ni
caesa[ris aug(usti)]

unknown AE 1975, 257

Ignotus flamen perpetuus divi m(agni)
anton(ini)

unknown AE 1975, 256

Pisa M(arcus) Annius Proculus flam(en) divi vespasiani (in
Ostia)

unknown CIL 11.1447a

Placentia Q(uintus) Albinius Mestrius
Aebutius

flam(en) divi magn(i) anton(ini) unknown CIL 11.1230

Polentia M(arcus) Helvius Clarus
Verulanus Priscus

flamen romae et divi augusti unknown CIL 10.131

Pompeii M(arcus) Holconius Celerus sacerdos divi augusti unknown CIL 10.945

Portus C(aius) Baebius Marcianus flamen divi vespasiani unknown AE 1987, 204

Praeneste Ignotus flamen divi aug(usti) 51-68 CIL 14.2995

T(itus) Flavius Germanus flam(en) divi aug(usti) 180-192 CIL 14.2922

P(ublius) Acilius Paullus flamen divi aug(usti) 243 CIL 14.2972

Cn(aeus) Voesius Aprus flamen divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 14.3014

Puteoli Ignotus flam(en) divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 10.1806
Surrentum L(ucius) Cornelius Men… flamen romae et ti(beri) c(aesar

or laudius)
unknown CIL 10.688

Taurini C(aius) Valerius Clementus flamen divi aug(usti) perpetuus after 79 CIL 5.7007

P(ublius) Cordius Vettianus flamen divi vespasiani unknown CIL 5.7021

L(ucius) Alfius flam(en) divi titi unknown CIL 5.6995
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Tergeste Q(uintus) Petronius Modestus flamen divi claudi 98-102 CIL 5.534

Teruentum Ignotus sacerdotibus(?) divi iu(li)? unknown CIL 9.2598

C(aius) Pomponus Vitalis flamen divi vespasiani unknown CIL 9.2600
C(aius) Pomponus Vitalis
(son of above)

flamen divi traiani unknown CIL 9.2600

Ticinum Sex(tus) Sextilius Fuscus flamen romae et divi claudi unknown CIL 5.6431
Vardagate C(aius) Hirpidius Memorus flam(en) perpetuus divi

vespasiani, divi nervae, divi
traiani

unknown CIL 5.7458

Venafrum Sex(tus) Pulfennius.. flamen divi traiani unknown CIL 10.4873

Volcei C(aius) Mettius Rufinus flamen divi vesp(asiani) unknown CIL 10.413

Table 27: Priests of Individual divi in the Eastern provinces
Community Priest Title Date Reference

ACHAEA

Corinth C(aius) Iulius Spartiaticus flam(en) divi iuli Neronian AE 1927, 2

ASIA
Alexandria
Troas

C(aius) Antonius Rufus flam(en) divi iuli, flamini divi
aug(usti)

unknown CIL 3.386

Col. Iulia
Parium

Ignotus sacerdos imp(eratoris)
nervae….item divi t(iti)

96-98? CIL 3.376

CRETE

Cnossos Ignotus flamen [d(ivi) ve(spasiani)] unknown AE 1908, 215

MACEDONIA
Dyrrachium Q(uintus) Paesidius

Macedonus
flamen neronis claudii cAEsaris
aug(usti) germanici

unknown AE 1923, 40

Neapolis C(aius) O[ppiu]s Montanus f]lam(en) divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 3.7340

Phillipi P(ublius) Cornelius Montanus flamen divi claudi unknown CIL 3.650

Ignotus flamen divi vespasiani unknown CIL 3.660

P(ublius) Marius Valens flamen divi antonini pii unknown AE 1948, 21

Ignotus flamen [divi] augusti unknown AE 1939, 188

Thessalonica Gaius Valerius Ulpianus flam(en) divi v(espasiani) unknown AE 1952, 226

Table 28: Priests of Individual divi in the provinces of Africa Proconsularis and
Numidia

Community Priest Title Date Reference

AFRICA PRO.

Carpis Cassia Maximula flaminica divae plotinae 2nd cent CIL 8.993

Carthage A(ulus) Gabinius Datus [flamen] divi titi Hadrian AE 1921, 25

Q(uintus) Voltedius… fl(amen) divi ner(vae) 133-139 AE 1910, 78

C(aius) Anniolenus Gallianus flam(en) divi titi mid 2nd CIL 8.14364
Ignotus flamen divi vespasiani mid 2nd Bassignano,

pg.111 #15

[L(ucius)] Marcius Simplex flamen [di]vi aug(usti) mid 2nd
CIL 8.1494

C(aius) Marcius Clemens flamen divi vespasiani mid 2nd
CIL 8.26604

P(ublius) Marcius Quadratus flamen divi aug(usti) 161-9 CIL 8.26606

P(ublius) Attius Extricatianus flam(en) divi titi 176-80? AE 1917-8, 23

…. Quintilianus? flam(en) divi pii 2nd – 3rd CIL 8.24640

Q(uintus) Paccius Victorus flam(en) divi severi 220 CIL 8.25808c
L(ucius) Octavius Felicus
Octavianus

flam(en) divi pii 232 CIL 8.25808b
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Cirta M(arcus) Roccius Felix fl(amen) divi m(agni) antonini unknown CIL 8.6948

Coelia Victoria Potita flaminica divae augustae 43 CIL 8.19492

P(ublius) Iulius Proximus flam(en) divi claudi unknown AE 1938, 38

Furnos Minus Quintus Paccius flam(en) divi severi unknown AE 1909, 163

L(ucius) Octavius Octavianus flamen divi pii unknown AE 1909, 162
Gigthis L(ucius) Memmius Messius

Pacatus
flam(en) perpetuus divi traiani unknown CIL 8.22729

Hippo Regius Maria….. Honoratiana….? flami(nica) divae liviae? unknown AE 1958, 144

Lepcis Magna Marcus Licinius Crassus flamen august(i) caesaris 9-8 BCE AE 1951, 205
M(arcus) Fulvius Saturnius flamen ti(beri) caesaris

aug(usti)
before 37? IRT 596

Sabinus Tapapius flamen divi aug(usti) 62 IRT 341

Tiberius Claudius Sestius flamen divi vespasiani 92 IRT 347

M(arcus) Seve[rus [f]lame[n] divi clau[di] 101-102 IRT 352
Q(uintus) Servilius Candidus flamen divi vespas[iani] Trajan or

Hadrian
IRT 275

Ti(berius) Iulius Frontinus flam(en) divi aug(usti) 2nd – 3rd IRT 598
Leptis Minus M(arcus) Aemilius Superus flam(en) divi aug(usti)

perp(etuus)
unknown CIL 8.11114

M(arcus) Aemilius Respectus flam(en) perp(etuus) divi
aug(usti)

unknown CIL 8.11114

Numlulis L(ucius) Memmius Pecuarius
Marcellinus

flamen divi nervae 170 CIL 8.26121

Pagus
Thunigabensis

Ignotus flamen divi antonini pii, flamen
divi traiani, flamen divi magni
antonini

233 CIL 8.14447

Rusicade C(aius) Caecilius Gallus flamen divi iulii 70-100 CIL 8.7986

Simitthus Sextus Calpurnius Aponianus fl(amen) divi severi after 211 AE 1955, 125
Thurburbo
Maius

M(arcus) Vettius Latronus flam(en) divi aug(usti) beg. 2nd AE 1951, 52

P(ublius) Attius Annianus
Iulianus

flam(en) divi titi mid 2nd AE 1941, 36

P(ublius) Attius Extricatianus flam(en) divi titi mid 2nd AE 1917-8, 23

Thugga Iulius Venustus flamen divi aug(usti) 48/9 CIL 8.26517

Faustus flam(en) divi aug(usti) 48/9 CIL 8.26517

P(ublius) Marcus Quadratus flam(en) divi aug(usti) mid 2nd CIL 8.26528

…Gabinius Octavius Festus flam(en) divi aug(usti) mid 2nd CIL 8.26598

L(ucius) Marcius Simplicius flamen divi aug(usti) mid 2nd CIL 8.26609

Ignotus flamen divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 8.26624

C(aius) Marcius Clementus flamen divi vespasiani unknown CIL 8.26604

Gabinius Bassus flamen divi titi unknown CIL 8.26470

Uccula Ignotus flamen divi vespasiani unknown AE 1973, 616

C(aius) Anniolenus… flam(en) divi titi unknown CIL 8.14364

Vallis C(aius) Marius Arn… flam(en) divi vespasiani unknown CIL 2.26604
Zama Regia C(aius) Pescennius Saturus

Cornelianus
fl(amen) p(er)p(etuus) divi
hadriani

2nd – 3rd CIL 8.12018

NUMIDIA
Rusicade L(ucius) Cornelius Frontus fl(amen) perpetuus divi magni

antonini
218-222? CIL 8.7963

Sigus Q(uintus) Tadius flamonii divi severi 3rd cent CIL 8.19121
M(arcus) Iulius Proculus fl(amen) perpetuus divi magni

antonini
3rd cent CIL 8.19122
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Table 29: Priests of Individual divi in the provinces of Dacia, Dalmatia, and
Pannonia

Community Priest Title Date Reference

DALMATIA

Asseria L(ucius) Caninius Frontus flamen divi claudii 54-69 AE 1908, 192

Doclea M(arcus) Fl(avius) Frontonus flam(en) divi [titi] 71-130 CIL 3.13819

Iader ….sutia Sext? fl]am(inica) divae faustina[e] 140-170 AE 1956, 232

Narona Claudia Aesernina sacerdos divae augustae unknown CIL 3.1796

Scardona T(itus) Turranius Sedatus sacerdos ad aram aug(usti) unknown CIL 3.2810

MOESIA INF

Oescus Claudius Aelius Optimus flam(en) tit(i) ve(spasiani) 131-150 AE 1957, 295
PANNONIA
INF

Gorsium Aurelius Victor… sacerdos templi divi marci 211 CIL 3.3345
PANNONIA
SUP

Savania L(ucius) Valerius Valerianus flamen divi cl(audi) unknown AE 1972, 389

Table 30: Priests of Individual divi in the Gauls, Germanies and Spains
Community Priest Title Date Reference
BAETICA

Anticaria M(arcus) Cornelius Proculus pontufex caesarum 14-19 CIL 2.2038
? Cornelius Bassus pontufex caesarum 23 CIL 2.2040

Carmo L(ucius) Servilius Polio pontifex divi augusti 14-37 CIL 2.5120
Italica M(arcus) Cassius Caecilianus flamen perpetuus divi traiani late 2nd AE 1983, 519
Ulia P(ublius) Aelius Fabianus

Pater
flamen divi augusti 14-37 CIL 2.1534

CORSICA
Aleria P(ublius) Sulpic... Rufus flam(en) [divi ant(onini)]

magn(i)
unknown AE 1962, 144c

GERMANIA
SUPERIOR
Noviodunum Annia Sabina flaminica augustae 51-130 AE 1998, 975
LUSITANIA
Ager Olis L(ucius) Iulius Maelus flamen divi augusti 14-37 CIL 2.260
Augusta
Emerita

Cn(aeus) Cornelius Severus flamen iuliae augustae 14-29 AE 1915, 95

…m.f(ilius) .Ser. Modestus flamen divi augusti unknown Curchin, 1990,
172

Olisipo Q(uintus) Iulius Plotus flamen germanici caesaris;
flam(en) iuliae augustae

14-19 CIL 2.194

L(ucius) Iulius Caudicus flam(en) divi aug(usti) unknown AE 1987, 478a
P(ublius) Staus Exoratus fla(men) divi vesp(asiani) unknown AE 1987, 478d

Pax Iulia M(arcus) Aurelius flamen ti(beri) caesaris
aug(usti)

14-37 CIL 2.49

Unknown city …Iunius Philonus fl]amen divi august(i)
[p]erpet[uus]

unknown AE 1982, 461

NARBONENSIS
Apta Ignotus flam(en) romae et divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.1121
Aravsio Ignotus flamen rom(ae) et aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.1236
Baeterrae L(ucius) Aponius flamen aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.4230

Ignotus flam(en) romae et divi aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.4233
Tullia Avia flaminica iulia augusta unknown CIL 12.4249

Nemausus S(everus) Iulius Maximus flamen romae et divi aug(usti)
item drusi et germ(anici)
caes(aris)

unknown CIL 12.3180
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Ignotus flam(en) romae et divi aug(usti)
item drusi et germanici
caesarum

unknown CIL 12.3207

Ignotus flam(inica) divae augustae unknown CIL 12.3302
Vasius flam(en) iul(i) aug(usti) unknown CIL 12.1363

Vienna C(aius) Passerius Afrus flam(en) divi augusti, flam(en)
germ(anici) caes(aris)

unknown CIL 12.1872

TARRACONEN
SIS

Alcala C(aius) Cornelius Vetulus pontifex caesar[um] primus 14-37 CIL 2.3350
Barcino G(aius) Marius AEmilianus flam(en) rom(ae) et divi

aug(usti)
unknown AE 1969/70,

281
Iluro Ignotus flamen romae et a[ugusti?] unknown AE 1983, 626
Saetabis Q(uintus) Iunius Iustus flamen divi aug(usti) 14-50 CIL 3.3620
Segobriga …. Iulius [M]ontanus flamen divi augusti 14-50 AE 2003, 987
Tarraco M(arcus) Voconius Vaccula flamen divi aug(usti) 14-37 CIL 2.4279

…rius Fuscus flamen divi claudi 70-79 CIL 2.4217
C(aius) Egnatuleius Seneca flamen divi titi 81-96 CIL 2.4212
L(ucius) Fonteius Maternus
Novatianus

flamen divi vespasiani 81-96 CIL 2.4216

L(ucius) Minicius Apronianus flamen divi traiani parthici 117-138 CIL 2.4274
Valeria Gaius Gra…. Nigrinus flam(en) a(ugusti) unknown AE 1987, 666
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