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Map 1. Rome: major official temples and other
monuments and areas of the city; for more detail on the
Forum Romanum see 4.7. We include only those
names mentioned in our two volumes. Some official
temples appear on maps 2 and 4. The numbers

run roughly from east to west.

1 Temple of Fortuna Publica

2 Temple of Quirinus

3 Temple of Divus Claudius

4 Temple of Honos and Virtus

5 Colosseum

6 Temple of Venus and Rome

7 Subura

8 Forum of Trajan and Temple of divus Traianus
9 Forum of Augustus and Temple of Mars Ultor Cf. 4.2
10 Forum of Caesar and Temple of Venus Genetrix
11 Forum Romanum Cf. 4.7

12 Palatine Hill

13 Temple of Magna Mater (= Map 2 no.3)

14 House of Augustus and Temple of Apollo

15 Circus Maximus

16 Aventine Hill

17 Temple of Mercury

18 Temple of Ceres, Liber and Libera

19 Temple of Diana

20 Forum Boarium

21 Ara Maxima

22 Temple of Portunus Cf. 4.1

23 Temples of Fortuna and Mater Matuta

24 Forum Holitorium, including Temples of Janus,
Spes and Juno Sospita

25 Capitoline Hill, including Capitolium and Temples
of Venus Erucina, Fortuna Primigenia and Fides

26 Trastevere

27 Temple of Aesculapius

28 Temples of Faunus and Vediovis

29 Campus Martius

30 Ara Pacis Cf. 4.3

31 Pantheon

32 Sacred Area of Largo Argentina

33 Temple of Apollo Sosianus

34 Theatre of Marcellus

35 Theatre of Pompey and Temple of Venus Victrix

36 Temple of Neptune

37 Terentum

38 Janiculum Hill

39 Vatican Hill
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Map 2. Sanctuaries of Magna Mater, Syrian-Phoenician
gods, and Egyptian gods in Rome. The sites are
numbered from east to west in three main groupings.

Magna Mater

1 'Basilica’ Hilariana

2 Shrine of Magna Mater in Via Sacra

3 Temple of Magna Mater on Palatine (= Map 1 no 13.)
4 Image of Magna Mater in Circus Maximus (cf. no.27)
5 Cult of Magna Mater and Navisalvia 'Ship Saver'

6 Phrygianum in Vatican (cf. Map 3 no.40)

Syrian-Phoenician Cults

7 Jupiter Dolichenus in Cavalry Camp (cf.Map 3 no.10)
8 Jupiter Dolichenus on Esquiline

9 Temple of Sol built by Aurelian

10 Cult of Caelestis and Jupiter Africanus on Capitoline
11 Temple of Elagabalus

12 Jupiter Dolichenus on Aventine (cf. Map 3 no.35)
13 Syrian cults near Wholesale Market

14 Palmyrene sanctuary in Trastevere

15 Syrian cults of Trastevere

16 Syrian sanctuary on Janiculum

Egyptian Cults
17 Isis in Praetorian Camp  (cf. Map 3 no.21)
18 Isis and Serapis

19 Isium Metellinum

20 Isis Athenodoria

21 Shrine near S Martino ai Monti (in same house as
Map 3 no.5)

22 Isis Patricia

23 Sanctuary in Sallustian Gardens

24 Serapis on Quirinal (cf. Map 3 no.12)
25 Isis on Capitolium

26 Isis and Serapis in Campus Martius
27 Isis in Circus Maximus (cf. no.4)

28 Isis below Santa Sabina

29 Isis in Trastevere

30 Isis in Vatican

31 Underground Basilica
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Map 3 Map 3

Map 3. Mithraic sanctuaries and monuments in Rome

1 Piazza della Navicella, in Base of Fifth Cohort of Watch
2 S. Stefano Rotondo, in Camp of Troops on Detachment
3 S. Clemente, in public complex?

4 Baths of Titus

5 Near S. Martino ai Monti, in same private house as
Map 2 no.21

6 Palazzo del Grillo

7 Between S. Eusebio and S. Vito

8 Piazza Dante, on imperial property

9 SS. Pietro and Marcellino

10 Scala Santa, inside Cavalry Camp (cf. Map 2 no.7)

11 Hospital of S. Giovanni

12 Temple of Serapis, cf. Map 2 no.24

13 Via Mazzarino, in or near Baths of Constantine

14 S. Vitale

15 Via Nazionale

16 Via Rasella

17 Palazzo Barberini, in public building?

18 Via XX Septembre, in private house

19 S. Susanna, perhaps connected with Baths of Diocletian

20 Via Sicilia, on imperial property

21 Praetorian Camp, cf. Map 2 no. 17

22 Piazza S. Silvestro, probably inside Temple of Sol
(Map 2 no.9) perhaps when porticoes were wine stores.

23 Arx Capitolina

24 Via Sacra, an inscription probably not in its
original location

25 Forum of Nerva, a fourth-century shrine, perhaps in
Temple of Minerva

0 500
1

26 S. Maria in Monticelli

27 S. Lorenzo in Damaso, perhaps connected with
circus teams

28 Palazzo Primoli, if Mithraic

29 Palazzo Montecitorio

30 Roots of Palatine

31 Circus Maximus, in public building?

32 Baths of Caracalla

33 S. Saba, Base of Fourth Cohort of Watch

34 S. Balbina, in private house

35 Jupiter Doliclenus on Aventine, cf. Map 2 no.12
36 Arch of S. Lazzaro, related to harbour and

Wholesale Market
B Mithraic sanctuaries 37 S. Prisca, in private house
®  Other Mithraic monuments 38 Ponte Emilio

39 Via della Conciliazione

----- pomerium after Vespasian
40 S. Peter's, related to Phrygianum Map 2 no.6
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Map 4

Map 4. Jewish and Christian catacombs round Rome (early fourth century A.D.), with St Peter's (61),
St John Lateran (24), St Paul's Basilica (49) and two 'pagan’ sanctuaries. The sites are numbered

along each road clockwise from the north.

Christian catacombs

1S. Valentino

2 Pamphilus

3 Bassilla

4 Ad clivum cucumeris 'Cucumber Slope'

5 Anonymous

6 Maximus (Felicity)

7 Thrason

8 Jordani

9 Anonymous

10 Priscilla

11 Burial vault of Nicomedes

12 Nicomedes

13 Agnes

14 Nomentana Maius {'Greater')

15 Nomentana Minus ('Lesser')

16 Novatian

17 Cyriaca (S. Lawrence)

18 Hippolytus

19 Burial vault of the Aurelii

20 Castulus

21 Ad duas lauros 'At the Two Laurels'
(SS Pietro & Marcellino)

22 Villa Celere

23 Zoticus

24 Basilica Constantiniana (S.John Lateran)

25 Gordian & Epimachus

26 Burial vault of the Old Man

27 Trebius Justus

28 Apronianus

29 Tertullinus

30 Via Dino Campagni (Via Latina)

31 Cava della Rossa

32 ad Decimum 'At Tenth Milestone'

33 G.P.Campana

34 Hunters

35 Vibia

36 S. Croce

37 Burial vault Schneider

38 Praetextatus

39 Ad Catacumbas 'At the Catacombs'
(S. Sebastiano). Memorial of Peter and Paul

40 Basileus

41 Balbina

42 Anonymous

43 Damasus

44 Callistus

45 Domitilla

46 Nunziatella

47 Comodilla

48 Timothy

49 S. Paul

50 Thecla

51 Burial vault of Unknown Martyr

52 S. Felice (= Ad Insalsatos?)

53 Pontian

54 Generosa

55 Ottavilla

56 Processus & Martinian

57 Anonymous Villa Pamphili

58 Duo Felices 'Two Happy Ones'

59 Calepodius

60 Anonymous S. Onofrio

61 S. Peter's

Jewish catacombs
62 Villa Torlonia a
63 Villa Torlonia b
64 Via Labicana

65 Appia Pignatelli
66 Vigna Randanini
67 Vigna Cimarra
68 Monteverde

Pagan sanctuaries
69 Temple of Fortuna Muliebris
70 Sanctuary of Dea Dia
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1 Early Rome

1. Finding the religion of the early Romans

The origins of Roman religion lay in the earliest days of the city of Rome
itself. Tha, at least, was the view held by the Romans — who would have
been very puzzled that we should now have any doubt about where, when
or how most of their priesthoods, their festivals, their distinctive rituals
were established. Roman writers, from poets to philosophers, gave detailed
accounts of the founding of Rome by the first king Romulus (the date they
came to agree was — on our system of reckoning — 753 B.c.): he consulted
the gods for divine approval of the new foundation, carefully laying out the
sacred boundary (the pomerium) around the city; he built the very first tem-
ple in the city (to Jupiter Feretrius, where he dedicated the spoils of his mil-
itary victories); and he established some of the major festivals that were still
being celebrated a thousand years later (it was at his new ritual of the
Consualia, for example, with its characteristic horse races and other festiv-
ities, that the first Romans carried off the women of the neighbouring
Sabine tribes who had come to watch — the so-called ‘Rape of the
Sabines’).!

But it was in the reign of the second king Numa that they found even
more religious material. For it was Numa, they said, who established most
of the priesthoods and the other familiar religious institutions of the city:
he was credited with the invention of, among others, the priests of the
gods Jupiter, Mars and Quirinus (the three flzmines), of the pontifices, the
Vestal Virgins and the Salii (the priests who danced through the city twice
a year carrying their special sacred shields — one of which had fallen from
the sky as a gift from Jupiter); and he instituted yet more new festivals,
which he organized into the first systematic Roman ritual calendar.
Henceforth some days of the year were marked down as religious, others as
days for public business. Appropriately enough, this peaceable character
founded the temple of Janus, whose doors were to be shut whenever the
city was not at war. Numa was the first to close its doors; 700 years later

1 Roman accounts of early Roman history: Miles (1995); Fox (1996). Among many
ancient versions of the stories, note, for example, Plutarch, Romulus 11.1-4 = 4.8a
(pomerium); Livy 1.9 (Sabines); 1.10. 5—7 (the first temple). Connections also between
Jupiter Feretrius, Numa and the dedication of spoils: Festus p.204L = 1.3.
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EARLY ROME

Fig. 1.1 Terracotta
statuette of Aeneas
carrying his father
Anchises, one of several
found in a votive deposit
in Veii, fourth century
B.C. Aeneas’ escape from
burning Troy symbolizes
the birth of a new Troy in
Italy, a myth widely
known in archaic Latium
and Etruria — and not at
that time restricted to
Rome. (Height 0.21m.)

the emperor Augustus proudly followed suit — but it was a rare event in
Rome’s history.?

Roman writers recognized that their religion was based on traditions
that went back earlier than the foundation of the city itself. Long before
Romulus came on the scene, the site of Rome had been occupied by an
exile from Arcadia in Greece, King Evander, who had brought to Iraly a
variety of Greek religious customs: he had established, for example, rites in
honour of Hercules at what was called the ‘Greatest Altar’ (Ara Maxima)
and it was because of this, so Romans explained, that rites at the Ara
Maxima were always carried out in a recognizably Greek style (Graeco
ritu).> Evander was also believed to have entertained the Trojan hero

2 Note, for example, Livy 1.19.6 —20.7 = 1.2 (Numa’s reforms); Plutarch, Numa 10 = 8.4a
(Vestal Virgins); Macrobius, Saturnalia1.16.2—6 = 3.1 (calendar). Augustus’s closure of
the temple of Janus: Augustus, Achievements 13.

3 Ara Maxima and Evander: below, pp. 173—4. Other religious foundations of Evander:
Plutarch, Romulus 21.3-8 =5.2a (Lupercalia). The Greek style of ritual was most clearly
marked by the dress of the officiant at sacrifice: in Roman style the toga was drawn over
the head; in Greek style the head was left bare. Scheid (1996) emphasizes the ‘Roman-
ness’ of even this so-called ‘Greek style’.

1.1 Finding the religion of the early Romans

Aeneas, who had fled the destruction of his own city and sought safety (and
a new site to re-establish the Trojan race) in Italy. (Fig 1.1) This story found
its definitive version in Virgil’s great national epic, the Aeneid — which
includes a memorable account of the guided tour that Evander gave Aeneas
around the site of the city that was to become Rome. Aeneas himself had a
major part to play in the foundation of the Roman race, bringing with him
the household gods (Penates) of his native land to a new home and renewed
worship among the Romans. But he did not found the city itself; he and his
son established ‘proto-Romes’ at Lavinium and Alba Longa. Only later was
the statue of the goddess Pallas Athena that Aeneas had rescued from Troy
(the Palladium) moved to the temple of Vesta in the Roman Forum, to be
tended by the Vestal Virgins throughout Roman time.4

The kings that followed Numa also contributed — though in a less dra-
matic way — to the religious traditions of Rome. The rituals of the fetial
priests, for example, which accompanied the making of treaties and the
declaration of war (part of these involved a priest going to the boundaries
of enemy territory and hurling a sacred spear across) were devised under the
third and fourth rulers, Tullus Hostilius and Ancus Marcius; the fifth king,
Tarquin the Elder, an immigrant to Rome from the Etruscan city of
Tarquinii, laid the foundations of the temple of Jupiter, Juno and Minerva
on the Capitoline hill (a temple that became a symbol of Roman religion,
and hundreds of years later was widely imitated across the whole of the
Roman empire); the sixth, Servius Tullius, marked the new city’s growing
dominance over its Latin neighbours by establishing the great ‘federal’
sanctuary of Diana on the Aventine hill, for all the members of the ‘Latin
League’. By the time the last king, Tarquin the Proud, was deposed (tradi-
tionally in 510 B.c.), and the new republican regime with its succession of
annually elected magistrates established, the structure of Roman religion
was essentially in place. Of course, all kinds of particular changes were to
follow — new rituals, new priesthoods, new temples, new gods; but (in the
view of the Romans themselves) the basic religious framework was pretty
well fixed by the end of the sixth century B.C.5

4 Guided tour of Rome: Aeneid VII1.306-58 (with pp. 171—4 below, for the religious
importance of the site of Rome). Alba and Lavinium: 1.5; Map 5. Images of Aeneas’
flight and arrival in Italy: 9.2b(i) (coin of 47/6 B.c., showing Aeneas with the Palladium);
4.3c (sculptured panel from Augustus’ Ara Pacis, showing his landing in Italy).
Palladium in the temple of Vesta: Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities
11.66.5-6 (though Dionysius admits to some uncertainty about the precise contents of
the temple).

5 The fetiales: Livy 1.24 and 1.32.6-14 = 1.4a. The Capitolium: Livy 1.55.1 = 1.9b; for
Capitolia outside Rome (from Cosa in Italy and Sufetula in N. Africa), see 10.2¢. Servius
Tullius and the sanctuary of Diana: Livy 1.45 = 1.5d; Map 1 no. 19. Cornell (1995)
156-9 and 165-8 discusses how far ancient writers saw the Tarquins as a specifically
Etruscan dynasty.
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There is, then, no shortage of ‘evidence’ about the earliest phases of Roman
religion; the Greek historian of Rome, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, for
example, devotes four whole books of his history (much of it concerned
with religious institutions) to the period before the Republic was estab-
lished, the first two covering only to the end of Numa’s reign.¢ The prob-
lem is not lack of written material, but how we should interpret and make
sense of that material. For all the accounts we have of Rome’s earliest his-
tory are found in writers (Dionysius amongst them) who lived in the first
century B.C. or later — more than 600 years after the dates usually given to
the reigns of Romulus and Numa. None of our sources is contemporary
with the events they describe. Nor could their authors have read any such
contemporary accounts on which to base their own: so far as we know,
there were no writers in earliest, regal Rome; there was no account left by
Numa, say, of his religious foundations. Even for the earliest phases of the
Republic (in the fifth and fourth centuries B.c.), it is very hard to know
what kind of information (or how reliable) was available to historians writ-
ing three or four centuries later.”

Judged by our own standards of historical ‘accuracy’, these ancient
accounts of early Rome and its religion are inadequate and misleading; they
construct an image of a relatively sophisticated society, more like the city of
the first century B.c. than the hamlet of the eighth century. Projections of
the contemporary world back into the distant past, they are more myth
than history. It is certain that primitive Rome was under the control of men
the Romans called 7eges (which we translate as ‘kings’, though ‘chieftains’
might be a better term). But many modern historians would now be very
doubtful whether at least the two earliest of them — Romulus and Numa —
existed at all, let alone whether they carried out the reforms ascribed to
them. That, of course, is precisely the point. The writers we are referring to
(historians such as Dionysius or Livy; poets such as Virgil or Ovid) set lit-
tle store by ‘accuracy’ in our narrow sense. For them, the stories of early
Rome, which they told, retold and (sometimes no doubt) invented, were
‘true’ in quite a different way or, better, were doing a different kind of job:
they were using the theme of the city’s origins as a way of discussing Roman
culture and religion much more generally, of defining and classifying it, of
debating its problems and peculiarities. These stories were a way in which
the Romans (or, in the case of Dionysius and others, the Greek inhabitants
of the Roman empire) explained their own religious system to themselves;
and as such they were inevitably embedded in the religious concerns and
debates of their writers’ own times. As we shall see, for example, stories of
the apotheosis of Romulus (into the god Quirinus) were told with particu-
lar emphasis, elaborated (some might say invented), around the time of
Julius Caesar’s deification in the 40s B.c. Romulus’ ascent to heaven

6 Gabba (1991). 7 Cornell (1995) 1-30.

1.1 Finding the religion of the early Romans

offered, in other words, a way of understanding, justifying or attacking the
recent (and contested) elevation of the dead dictator.8

These images of early Rome are central to the way the Romans made
sense of their own religion; and so too they are central to our understand-
ing and discussion of Roman religion. It would be nonsense to ignore the
figure of ‘Numa’, the father of the Roman priesthood and founder of the
calendar, just because we decided that King Numa (715672 B.c.) was a
figment of the Roman mythic imagination. We shall return to this early
history at many points through this book — using (for example) Ovid’s
explanations of the origins of particular festivals as a way of rethinking their
significance in the Rome of Ovid’s own day; or exploring the way the myths
of Aeneas and Romulus were used to define the position of the first
emperor Augustus (and were themselves re-told in the process). But this
earliest period will not bulk particularly large in this first chapter on the
religion of early Rome.?

This chapter is concerned with what we can know about the religion of
Rome before the second century B.c., when for the first time contemporary
writing survives in some quantity. This was the period in which the dis-
tinctive institutions of later periods must have taken shape. But how can we
construct an (in our terms) ‘historical’ account of that religious world,
when there are no contemporary written records beyond a few brief, and
often enigmatic, inscriptions on stone, metal or pot? This first section con-
centrates on that question of method: reviewing particular documents and
literary traditions which have been claimed to give a privileged access to
accurate information on the earliest phases of Rome’s religion; exploring
some of the recent archaeological discoveries from Rome and elsewhere
which have changed the way we can talk of particular aspects of that reli-
gion; and discussing various theories that have been used to reconstruct its
fundamental character.

One group of documents that has often been given a special place in
reconstructions of early Roman religion is a group known (collectively) as
‘the calendar’. More than 40 copies (some of them, admittedly, very frag-
mentary) of a ritual calendar of Roman festivals, inscribed or painted on
walls, survive from Rome and the surrounding areas of Italy, mostly dating
to the age of Augustus (31 B.C. t0 A.D.14) or soon after.!9 No two of these cal-
endars are exactly the same: the lists of festivals are slightly different in each

8 One version of the story is given in Livy .16 = 2.8a. Earlier roots of the cult of Romulus
and other ‘founders’: Liou-Gille (1980); Capdeville (1995).
9 Below, pp. 171-6 and ch. 4 passim.

10 The inscriptions are collected in Degrassi (1963), who also gives (388—546) a selection
of otherimportant sources for each festival, with bibliography and notes. Discussion and
additional fragments in Riipke (1995) 39-188. The most accessible account in English
is Scullard (1981). The calendar itself is discussed, with a selection of extracts at 3.1-3.

5




I.

EARLY ROME

case; and the additional information on the festivals that is regularly
included ranges from terse notes on the god or temple involved to more
extended entries of several lines, apparently drawn from antiquarian com-
mentators, describing or explaining the rituals. None the less the calendars
are all recognizably variations on the same theme, selecting from the same
broad group of festivals. We shall be referring to these calendars in many
contexts through the chapters that follow. For the moment, we want to stress
one small but significant feature in their layout that they all have in com-
mon: some of the festival entries are inscribed in capital letters while others
are in small letters. The capital-letter festivals are essentially the same group
from calendar to calendar, roughly 40 in all - and including, for example,
the Lupercalia, the Parilia, the Consualia, the Saturnalia. It seems virtually
certain that they form an ancient list of festivals, preserved within the later
documents.!!

But how ancient? We do not know when the characteristic form of time-
keeping that underlies these calendars was introduced at Rome — maybe in
the course of the republican period, maybe earlier; nor do we know
whether its introduction coincided with the fixing of this particular group
of capital-letter festivals, or not. It is hard to forget completely the mythic
‘Calendar of Numa’: certainly some of these festivals contain strange-
seeming rituals and have often been interpreted as reflecting archaic social
conditions; besides, though some of these festivals (such as those we men-
tioned above) were still very prominent in the first century B.c., some were
totally obscure at the time the calendars were being inscribed; and in no
case can it be proved that a capital-letter festival was introduced later than
the regal period.? On the other hand the idea of the ‘Calendar of Numa’
(that is, of a very early canonical group of festivals) could be misleading,
Even accepting, as is likely, that the capital-letter festivals do represent some
ancient list, the purpose of that list remains quite uncertain: not necessar-
ily the oldest festivals of all; perhaps, the most important at some specific
date; perhaps even the most important to some individual on some specific
occasion, that has somehow become embedded in the tradition.!3 We cer-
tainly cannot assume that any festival not in capitals must be a ‘later’ intro-
duction into the calendar.

A list of the names of early festivals on its own, however, tells us little —
without some idea of their content and significance. Here we must turn to
avariety of later sources which offer details of the rituals of these festivals and
of the stories, traditions and explanations associated with them. By far the
richest source of all is Ovid’s Fasti, a witty verse account of the first six
months of the Roman calendar and its rituals.' Ovid, however, was writing

11 Mommsen in CILI.1, 2nd edn. (1893), 283-304.

12 Michels (1967) 93-144.

13 Michels (1967) 13—44; radical scepticism in Riipke (1995) 245-88, esp. 283—6.
14 Below, pp. 174-6; 207-8.

1.1 Finding the religion of the early Romans

in the reign of Augustus and much of what he has to offer does not consist
of traditional Roman stories at all, but of imported Greek ones. So, for
example, explaining the odd rituals of the festival of the goddess Vesta (one
of our capital-letter group), which involved hanging loaves of bread around
asses’ necks, he brings in a farcical tale of the Greek god Priapus: once upon
a time, he says, at a picnic of the gods, this grotesque and crude rapist crept
up on Vesta as she sprawled, unsuspecting, on the grass; but an ass’s bray
alerted her to his approach —and ever after, on her festal day, asses take a hol-
iday and wear ‘necklaces of loaves in memory of his services’.!> Some of these
stories were no doubt introduced by Ovid himself, in the interests of variety
or for fun; some may already have been, before his day, incorporated into
educated Roman speculation (or joking) about the rituals. But either way it
is certain that Ovid’s stories do not all date back into the early history of
Rome, even if some elements may do. As a source of the religious ideas of his
own time Ovid is invaluable; as a source for the remote past, he is hard to
trust.

Itis not just a question, though, of Ovid being peculiarly unreliable; and
the answer does not lie simply in looking for other ancient commentators
on the calendar who have not ‘polluted” their accounts with anachronistic
explanations. The fact is that the rituals prescribed by the calendar of festi-
vals were not handed down with their own original ‘official’ myth or expla-
nation permanently attached to them. They were constantly re-interpreted
and re-explained by their participants. This process of re-interpretation,
found in almost every culture, including our own (the annual British ricual
of ‘Bonfire Night' means something quite different today from three hun-
dred years ago),'é is precisely the strength of any ritual system: it enables rit-
uals that claim to be unchanging to adopt different social meanings as
society evolves new needs and new ideas over the course of time; and it
means, for example, that a festival originating within a small community
whose main interests were farming can still be relevant maybe 600 years
later to a cosmopolitan urban culture, as it is gradually (and often imper-
ceptibly to its participants) refocussed onto new concerns and circum-
stances."” But at the same time it means that the interpretation of the
‘original’ significance of a festival, especially in a society that has left no
written documents, is not just difficult, but close to impossible. The fact
that we can trace the same names (Lupercalia, Vinalia etc.) over hundreds
of years, or even the fact that the ceremonies may have been carried out in

15 FastiV1.319-48 = 2.5 (cf. 1.337-53 = 6.4a).

16 Of course, the conspiracy to blow up the Houses of Parliament, whose detection is cel-
cbrated on 5 November, construes in many ways: from a dastardly plot against the
crown by Catholic traitors to a popular uprising against the ruling class. Compare the
varied significances of Christmas, discussed in Miller (1993).

17 We examine the Roman festival of the Parilia in this light below, pp. 174-6; see also
5.1.
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a similar fashion throughout that time, does not allow us to trace back the
same significance from the first century B.c. to the seventh.

The calendar is a prime example of how tantalizing much of the evidence
for the religion of early Rome is. Again, it is not that there is no evidence at
all. Here we have a remarkable survival: fossilized within later traditions of
calendar design, traces of a list of festivals whose origins lie centuries earlier;
traces, in other words, of an early Roman document itself, not a first-century
B.C. reconstruction of early Roman society. The problem is how to interpret
such traces, fragmentary and entirely isolated from their original context.

Other documents and direct evidence from the early Republic, and even
the regal period, are almost certainly preserved in the scholarly and anti-
quarian tradition of historical writing at Rome in the late Republic and early
empire. For the Romans, the greatest of their antiquarians was the first-cen-
tury Varro, who compiled a vast encyclopaedia of Roman religion with the
express purpose, he said, of preserving the ancient religious traditions that
were being forgotten or neglected by his contemporaries. This extraordinary
polymath would certainly have been able to consult many documents
(inscriptions recording temple foundations, for example, religious regula-
tions, dedications) no longer available to us and he would no doubt have
quoted many in his work. It is hard not to regret the loss of Varro and the fact
that his religious encyclopaedia survives only in fragments, quoted as brief
dictionary entries or in the accounts of later Christian writers who plun-
dered his work and that of other antiquarians solely in order to show how
absurd, valueless and obscene was the religion of the classical world that they
were seeking to destroy and replace. On the other hand, some of these quo-
tations are quite extensive, and the substance of Varro’s work may also be
preserved in many other authors who do not refer to him directly by name.
The loss may not, after all, be as great as we imagine.'®

Thirty-five books of Livy’s History do, however, survive — out of the orig-
inal 142, which covered the history of Rome from its origins to the reign of
the emperor Augustus. Livy’s Historyis in many respects preoccupied (as we
have already seen) with the issues and concerns of first-century B.c. Rome;
and more generally the picture we derive from his writing may be very
much an artificial historiographic construction, expressing an ‘official

18 The fragments of Varro’s Divine Antiquities are collected (with a commentary) in
Cardauns (1976); see also Cardauns (1978). Many are drawn from the Christian writ-
ers Augustine (particularly from 7he City of God) and Arnobius (Against the Gentiles). It
is clear that both authors exploit Varro’s material without any concern (or maybe
capacity) to be fair to the pagan author — the last thing on their minds; for examples of
Augustine’s use of Varro, see The City of God1V.31 = 1.1a; V1.5 = 13.9. Other works
of Varro do survive more fully: 6 books out of an original 25 On the Latin Language; a
complete work On Agriculture, in 3 books. Among other antiquarian writers, the dic-
tionary of Festus (ed. Lindsay, 1913) preserves some of the Augustan antiquarian
Verrius Flaccus (on whom Dihle (1958); Frier (1979) 35-7), whose work underlies the
notes in the calendar from Praeneste (Degrassi (1963) 107-45; extract = 3.3b).
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religion’ which reflected little of the religious life of the community, or per-
haps only that of the élite. On the other hand, Livy does claim to know
many individual ‘facts’ about religious history going back at least to the early
Republic, sometimes even quoting ancient documents or formulae. How
accurate can this information have been?

Some of the documents (for example, his quotation of the particular
religious formulae used in the declaration of war) are almost certainly fic-
tional reconstructions or inventions, which may have little in common
with the formulae actually used in early Rome.!® But many of the other
brief records (of vows, special games, the introduction of new cults, inno-
vations in religious procedure, the consultation of religious advisers and so
on) are not likely to be inventions. The pieces of information they contain
are not obviously part of an ideological story of early religion; and many of
them appear (from the form in which they are recorded, or the precise
details they record) to preserve material from the early Republic, if not ear-
lier. Perhaps the clearest example of this comes not from Livy himself, but
from the elder Pliny. In his Natural History (written in the middle of the
first century A.p.), Pliny notes the precise year in which the standard pro-
cedure for examining the entrails of sacrificial animals (‘extispicy’) was
amended to take account of the heart in addition to other vital organs.?
This information almost certainly comes from some early source: not only
does there seem to be no reason for such an odd piece of ‘information’ to
have been invented, but it is also dated in a unique way — which it is very
unlikely that Pliny would have made up. The date of the change is given by
the year of the reign of the rex sacrorum, that is the ‘king of rites’ or the
priest who carried on the kings religious duties when kingship itself was
abolished; this makes no sense unless this system of dating continued in
use in priestly records even though it was abandoned for every other pur-
pose when the Republic was founded; if so Pliny (or his source) must have
found this ‘nugget’ in some priestly context.

This gives us one hint on how information of this type might have been
preserved and transmitted from the earliest period of Rome’s history to the
time when the literary tradition of history writing started. Priests in Rome
had traditionally kept records to which they could refer to establish points
of law; and (as we shall discuss later in this chapter) the ponzifices, in partic-
ular, were said to have kept an annual record of events, including, but not
confined to, the sphere of religion. Writing down and recording was a sig-
nificant part of the function of priests.?! It is certainly possible that Livy,

19 The formula of the fetiales at the beginning of war: Livy 1.32.6-14 ="1.4a; see Ogilvie
(1965) 127-9, for strong suspicions that it is based on later antiquarian reconstruc-
tions.

20 Natural History X1.186.

21 Moatti (forthcoming). The various records of the pontifices in particular: Wissowa
(1912) 513; Rohde (1936); Frier (1979); below, pp. 25-6.
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Pliny and other writers (or the sources on which they drew; there was after
all a two-hundred year tradition of history writing at Rornf: before L1.vy,
mostly lost to us) had access to priestly records with information stretching
back centuries. If so (and many modern historians have hoped or assumed
that this was the case) then many of their points of fact about religious
changes, decisions or developments in early Rome may be more authentic
than we would otherwise imagine. .
On the other hand, priestly record keeping had (for our purposes) its
own limitations. Only changes, not continuities, would have been
recorded; and then, presumably, only changes of a particular ki‘nd, the ones
the priestly authorities noticed and chose to record in their collegiate
books. Many other changes will have happened over the course of years
without record — through mistakes, neglect, forgetfulness, unobserved
social evolution, the unconscious re-building of outmoded conceptions;
many of these would never even have been noticed, let alone written down.
So even if we could gather together these occasional recorded facts (the
foundation of a new temple, the introduction of a new god) and arrange
them into some sort of chronological account, it would make a very strange
sort of ‘history’. A history of religion is, after all, more th;.m a series 9f reli-
gious decisions or changes. Once again, it is not a question (')f havmg‘no
‘authentic’ information stretching back to the early period; it is a question
of having very little context and background against which to interpret the
pieces of information that we have.?2 . N ‘
If evidence of this kind offers only glimpses of the earliest religious his-
tory of Rome, modern scholars have tried to construcF a br'oader. view by
setting the evidence against different theories (or sometimes just differenta
priori assumptions) about the character of early re11g10n§ in general and
early Roman religion in particular, and about how such religions deve'lo[‘).23
These theories vary considerably in detail, but they have over all a.51‘mll§r
structure and deploy similar methods. First, the earliest Roman religion is
uncovered by stripping away all the foreign’, non-Roman ele'rnents that' are
clearly visible in the religion of (say) the late Republic. Even in Fh:ilt period,
some characteristics of Roman religion must strike us as quite distinct from
the traditions of the Greeks, Etruscans and even of other Italic peoples that
we know of. The Roman gods, for example, even the greatest of them, seem

22 So, for example, without such a context we can make little sense .of the. change in the rit-
ual of extispicy noted by Pliny: it could be an indication of a major shift 1n.R0man con-
ceptions of the internal organs of the body; equally a sign of some technical and long
running priestly dispute; or both. For further discussion of early documents preserved
by later writers, see below, pp. 32—4.

23 Among the most influential versions are Warde Fowler (191 1);. Rose (.l 926); .Lattc
(1960a); for criticisms of various of these, Dumézil (1970); for thf:lr place in the hlsto.ry
of the study of Roman religion, Scheid (1987); Durand and S'chcld (1994). A quite dl.f-
ferent approach to the character of the religion and its history is taken by Scheid
(1985a) 17-57.
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not to have had a marked personal development and character; while a
whole range of ‘lesser’ gods are attested who were essentially a divine aspect
of some natural, social or agricultural process (such as Vervactor, the god of
‘turning over fallow land’, or Imporcitor, the god of ‘ploughing with wide
furrows'4); there were few ‘native’ myths attaching even to the most promi-
nent rituals; the system offered no eschatology, no explanation of creation
or man’s relation to it; there was no tradition of prophets or holy men; a
surviving fragment of Varro’s encyclopaedia of religion even reports that
the earliest Romans, for 170 years after the foundation of their city, had no
representations of their gods.2 These characteristics have been interpreted
in all kinds of different ways. Some modern scholars have seen them as sim-
ple primitive piety — which seems, in fact, to have been the line taken by
Varro (who claimed that the worship of the gods would have been more
reverently performed, if the Romans had continued to avoid divine
images). But at the same time, the temptation is seldom resisted to sum-
marize all this by saying that the Romans were artless, unimaginative and
supremely practical folk, and hence that everything involving art, literary
imagination, philosophic awareness or spirituality had to be borrowed
from outside — whether from Greeks, Etruscans or other Italians.26
The second strand of the argument treats the ‘development’ of Roman
religion as effectively a ‘deterioration’ the ‘healthy’ period of ‘true’ Roman
religion is retrojected into the remote past; the late Republic is treated as a
period when religion was virtually dead; the early Republic then provides a
transitional period in which the forces of deterioration gathered strength,
while the simplicities of the early native religious experience were progres-
sively lost. Among the mechanisms of this deterioration that have been pro-
posed are: (a) the contamination of the native tradition by foreign,
especially Greek, influences; (b) the sterilization of true religiosity by the
growth of excessive priestly ritualism; (c) the alienation of an increasingly
sophisticated urban population from a religious tradition that had once
been a religion of the farm and countryside and failed to evolve. In the case
of (c), itis hard to believe that any ancient city lost its involvement with, and
dependence on, the seasonal cycle of the agricultural year, let alone the rela-
tively small-town Rome of the third century B.c. The other two suggestions
are harder to refute, but no less arbitrary. A different approach will be taken
in what follows, but we can point out at once that neither foreign influences
nor priestly ritualism necessarily cause the deterioration of a religious

24 Note the list of such deities in Servius, Oz Virgil’s Georgics1.21; cf, Augustine, The City
0f God V1.9 = 2.2¢c. We cannot be certain that these ‘godlets’ represent a survival of the
most primitive Roman conception of divinity; they could equally well be a much later
priestly (or antiquarian) construction. For different views, Bayet (1950); Dumézil
(1970) 35-8.

25 Varro in Augustine, The City of God1V.31 = 1.1a; in Tertullian, Apology25.12 = fr. 38
(Cardauns).

26 For instance, in relation to extispicy, Schilling (1962)
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system; and we will argue too (especially in chapter 3) that it is much harder
than many modern writers have assumed to decide what is to count as the
‘decline’ of a religion.?”

But there is an even more fundamental challenge to this simple scheme
of development. Recent work, particularly in archaeology, has cast doubt on
the idea of an early, uncontaminated, native strand of genuine Roman reli-
gion; and it has suggested that, rather than seeing pure Roman traditions
gradually polluted from outside, Roman religion was an amalgam of differ-
ent traditions from at least as far back as we can hope to go. Leaving aside its
mythical prehistory, Roman religion was always already multicultural.

Archaeological evidence from the sixth century B.C., for example, has
shown that (whatever the political relations of Rome and Etruria may have
been)?8 in cultural and religious terms Rome was part of a civilization dom-
inated by Etruscans and receptive to the influence of Greeks and possibly
of Carthaginians too. A dedication to the divine twins Castor and Pollux
found at Lavinium, which uses a version of their Greek title ‘Dioskourof’,
shows unmistakably that we have to reckon with Greek contacts;? some of
these contacts may have been mediated through the Etruscans, others com-
ing directly from Greece itself — while it is perfectly possible that there were
connections too with Greek settlements in South Italy. Even more striking
Greek elements have been revealed by a recent study of the earliest levels of
the Roman forum. From this it has become possible to identify almost cer-
tainly the early sanctuary of the god Vulcan (the Volcanal); and in the
votive deposit from this sanctuary, dating from the second quarter of the
sixth century B.C., was an Athenian black-figure vase with a representation
of the Greek god Hephaestus. In other words, there was already in the early
sixth century some identification of Roman Vulcan and the Greek
Hephaestus, and the Greek image of the god had already penetrated to his
holy place in the centre of Rome.?® In a different way, the discovery of a
religious phenomenon widespread throughout central Italy has similar dis-
turbing implications for the conventional image of early Roman religion.
Several sites have now produced substantial deposits of votive offerings dat-

ing back to at least the fourth century B.c., which consist primarily of small
terracotta models of parts of the human body (Fig 1.2);3! this suggests that
there were a number of sanctuaries soon after the beginning of the

27 Discussion of innovation and foreign influence in religion: North (1976).

28 Whether or not, that is, Rome was ever under the direct political ascendancy of Etruria.
Some scholars have seen such direct Etruscan control lying behind (among other
things) the stories of the Etruscan origin of Tarquin the Elder. Cornell (1995) 151-72
reviews the question.

29 Inscription: ILLRP 1271a = 1.7b. Discussion: Weinstock (1960) 112—14; Castagnoli
(1983); Holloway (1994) 130-4.

30 Coarelli (1977b); for a reconstruction of the shrine and the fragment of pottery, 1.7¢;
for the Volcanal, Capdeville (1995).

31 Maule and Smith (1959); Fenelli (1975); Comella (1981); and below, n. 221.
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Fig. 1.2 Votive
terracottas from
Ponte di Nona,
15km to the east of
Rome. They were
made in the third
or second centuries
B.C. for a sanctuary
on the site
abandoned in the
late Republic, but
were buried
together during
building operations
in the fifth century
A.D. This particular
deposit included a
majority of feet and
eyes, perhaps
reflecting the
sanctuary’s curative
specialities. (Foot,
length 0.3m.; eyes,
width 0.05m.)

Republic to which individuals went when seeking cures for their diseases:
at these sanctuaries they presumably dedicated terracottas of the afflicted
part. This implies not only a cult not mentioned in any surviving ancient
account, but also a type of religiosity which the accepted model of early
Roman religion seems to exclude: for it implies that individuals turned to
the gods directly in search of support with their everyday problems of
health and disease. On the accepted model, they would have looked for and
expected no such help, practical or spiritual. Another study has suggested
that inscriptions discovered at Tor Tignosa near to Lavinium come from a
cult in which incubation was practised: that is to say, people came to sleep
in the sanctuary in the hope of receiving advice or revelation from the deity
in a dream.?? In this case both Virgil and Ovid describe the use of such a
technique in early — or rather mythical — Italy;® but their evidence was
always thought suspect on the grounds that divine communication
through dreams was a characteristically Greek practice, not compatible
with the religious life of the early Romans and found in Italy only later
when specifically Greek incubation-cults were introduced.3

This much more complex picture of early Roman religion undermines
some of those narrative accounts of Roman religious history that have been
most influential over the last hundred years. So, for example, it is hard to
sustain the once popular and powerful idea — influenced by early twentieth
century anthropology — that Roman religion gradually evolved from a
primitive phase of ‘animism’ (where divine power was spread widely
through all kinds of natural phenomena) to a stage where it had developed

32 Palmer (1974) 79-171; Map 5.

33 Virgil, Aeneid VIL. 81-106 = 4.11; Ovid, Fasti IV.649-72.

34 It is worth noting how the Roman myths (with which we started this chapter) them-
selves stressed the ‘foreign’ elements that made up ‘Roman’ traditions — the Greek
Evander, the Trojan Aeneas etc.; see below, pp. 171—4.
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‘proper’ gods and goddesses;?’ if we abandon the idea of an original core of
essential Romanness, then we must abandon also any attempt to discover a
single linear progression in the history of Roman religion. In this spirit,
rather than trying to extract a small kernel of primitive ‘Roman’ character-
istics from the varied evidence of the first century B.c., a different strategy
has been to define the central characteristics of early Roman religion com-
paratively — that is by comparison with societies with a similar history. In
the rest of this section, we shall look in greater detail at the most influential
of these comparative approaches, its main claims and its problems.

The lifetime’s project of the historian Georges Dumézil (1898-1986)
was to combine evidence from many different Indo-European societies and
traditions in order to discover the internal structure of the systems of
mythology that were, he claimed, the common inheritance of all these peo-
ples. His theories were based on the much broader and older idea that the
societies which speak languages belonging to the ‘Indo-European’ family
(including Greek, Latin, most of the languages of modern Europe, as well
as Sanskrit, the old language of North India, and Old Persian) shared more
than language; that they had, albeit in the far distant past, a common social
and cultural origin.

Dumézil believed that the mythological structure of the Romans and of
other Indo-Europeans was derived ultimately from the social divisions of
the original Indo-European people themselves, and that these divisions
gave rise to a ‘tri-functional ideology’ — which caused all deities, myths and
related human activities to fall into three distinct categories: 1. Religion
and Law; 2. War; 3. Production, especially agricultural production. This
was an enormously ambitious claim, and at first Dumézil’s theories drew
very little acceptance. But in time he convinced some other scholars that
this tri-partite structure could be detected both in the most archaic Roman
religious institutions and in the mythology of the kings, especially in that
of the first four.3 On his view, Romulus and Numa were the symbols of the
first function (one a ruler, one a priest); Tullus Hostilius, the third king,
and Ancus Marcius, his successor, represented the second and third func-
tions respectively (the inventors of war and of peaceful production).?”

In Dumézil’s perspective, the earliest gods also reflected these three func-
tions — as gods of law and authority, gods of war, gods of production and

35 Warde Fowler (1911); Rose (1926); further discussion at 1.1.

36 Dumézil himself wrote copiously on Rome from the 1930s onwards and provoked
more discussion as time went on — some hostile, some supportive. Dumézil (1941-5) is
an early statement; (1974) his fullest account of Roman religion — (1970) is the English
translation of the first edition; (1968-73) gives the latest version of the mythology of
the Roman kings. Discussion: Momigliano (1983); Scheid (1983); (1985a) 74-94;
Belier (1991).

37 Tullus as a great warrior: for example, Livy 1.23-9; Ancus, at least by inclination, as a
more peaceful ruler: for example, Livy .30 (though see, 1.32.6-14 = 1.4a). Above, pp.
1-4.
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agriculture. The familiar deities of the Capitoline triad (Jupiter, Juno and
Minerva) failed to fit the model; but he found his three functions in the
gods of the ‘old triad’ — Jupiter, Mars, Quirinus. Although this group was
of no particular prominence through most of the history of Roman reli-
gion, they were the gods to whom the three important priests of early
Rome (the flamen Dialis (of Jupiter), flamen Martialis and flamen
Quirinalis) were dedicated — and Dumézil found other traces of evidence to
suggest that these three had preceded the Capitoline deities as the central
gods of the Roman pantheon. They appeared to fit his three functions per-
fectly: Jupiter as the king of the gods; Mars the war-god; Quirinus the god
of the ordinary citizens, the farmers.38

Dumézil's work has prompted much useful discussion about individual

festivals or areas of worship at Rome.? There are, however, several major
problems with his Indo-European scheme overall. If Dumézil were right,
that would mean (quite implausibly) that early Roman religion and myth
encoded a social organization divided between kings, warriors and produc-
ers fundamentally opposed to the actual’ social organization of republican
Rome (even probably regal Rome) itself. For everything we know about
early Roman society specifically excludes a division of functions according
to Dumézil’s model. It was, in fact, one of the defining characteristics of
republican Rome (and a principle on which many of its political institu-
tions were based) that the warriors were the peasants, and that the voters
were ‘Warrior-peasants’; not that the warriors and the peasant agricultural-
Ists were separate groups with a separate position in society and separate
interests as Dumézil’s mythic scheme demands. In order to follow
Dumézil, one would need to accept not only that the religious and mythic
life of a primitive community could be organized differently from its social
life, but that the two could be glaringly incompatible.

This point is reinforced by the character of the gods in the old triad. Even
supposing Dumézil were right about their very earliest significance, all
three soon developed into the supposed domains of at least one and possi-
bly both of the others. Jupiter, the god of the highest city authority, also
received the war-vows of the departing general and provided the centre of
the triumphal procession on his return; but he also presided over the harvest
in the vineyards. Mars, the god of war, protected the crops and was hence
very prominent in the prayers and rituals of the farmer. 4! Quirinus, who was
anyway far less prominent in republican times, was certainly connected

38 Further discussion at 1.3.

39 Dumézil (1975) is itself a notable attempt to investigate some of the least understood
Roman festivals.

40 Jupiter and the triumph: Ver: ; i ines: i
. 588) iy bdow)pp. e snel (1970) 56-93; Jupiter and the vines: Montanari

41 It is essential to Dumézil’s whole position to interpret Mars as the War God, the God
of the second function: Dumézil (1970) 205—45. But a good deal of evidence will not
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with the mass of the population and with production, but also appears as a
war god like Mars; while his appearance as the divine aspect of Romulus puts
him also into the first (kingly) function.®? Outside this triad even apparently
ancient deities do not readily fall into one of Dumézil’s three categories.
Juno, for example, who is sometimes very much a political goddess in Rome
and the surrounding area, is also a warrior goddess and the goddess of
women and childbirth. It is well established in studies of Greek polytheism
that the spheres of interest of individual deities within the pantheon were
more complicated than a one to one correlation (Venus/Aphrodite = god-
dess of love) would suggest; and that the spheres of deities were shifting,
multiple and often defined not in isolation, but in a series of relationships
with other gods and goddesses. It may well be, in other words, that
Dumézil’s attempt to pin down particular divine functions so precisely was
itself misconceived.® But, even if that were not the case, it is hard to find any
of the main deities at Rome that does not cross some or all of Dumézil’s most
important boundaries.

Dumézil’s theorizing shows us once more how powerful in accounts of
early Roman religion is the mystique of origins and schemara. But in the
end we are confronted with an imaginary Roman tradition of the history of
their early religion; with individual pieces of information preserved in later
writing either randomly or (in the case of priestly record keeping) by a
process of selection we can hardly guess at; with glimpses of different kinds
of information and different kinds of religious experience; and with a vari-
ety of theories that attempt to explain the information we have. This is
both too little and too much. Probably most important for our under-
standing of Roman religion is the mythic tradition, with its tales of
Romulus and Numa, the origins of customs and rituals, that was one of the
most powerful ways of thinking about religion that the Romans devised.
But, as we have seen, it was not a ‘history’ of religion in our terms.

We have adopted a quite different approach for exploring the history of
Roman religion. We have not followed the method, so often tried before,
of secking the ‘real religion of Rome by stripping away the allegedly later
accretions, but rather have used precisely the opposite method. The next
three sections (2—5) of this chapter analyse the central structural character-
istics of Roman republican religion, very largely based on evidence that
refers to the last three centuries of that period. In doing so we have not

fit this view: for example, Cato, Oz Agriculture 141 = 6.3a, where Mars is clearly pro-
tecting farmers; see also on the October Horse, below, pp. 47-8. Different interpreta-
tions: Warde Fowler (1911) 131—4; De Sanctis (1907-64) IV.2.149-52; Latte (1960a)
114-16; Scholz (1970); Riipke (1990) 22-8.

42 Latte (19602) 113-14; Koch (1960) 17-39; (1963); Brelich (1960); Gagé (1966);
Dumézil (1970) 246-72; Liou-Gille (1980) 135-207.

43 For an introduction to studies of Greek polytheism, R. L. Gordon (1981) 1-42; note
also the classic study of the relationship of Hestia and Hermes, Vernant (1983)
127-75.
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restricted ourselves to the contemporary first-century B.C. material of
Cicero and Varro, but have drawn on the account of Livy (writing after the
end of the Republic) for the third and second centuries B.c. We do this on
the principle that the structural features of any religion change only slowly,
and that the third-century system as described by Livy is recognizably sim-
ilar to the first-century world we know from contemporary sources. In
other words we claim that (for all the early imperial interpretation he cast
on his material) Livy understood well enough the functioning of the repub-
lican religious system to represent it in its broad outlines.

We also accept, however, that the further back in time we attempt to
project this picture, the more risk there is that it will be seriously mislead-
ing. It is virtually certain that some of the features of republican religion
that we identify (for example, some of the priesthoods and priestly colleges)
stretched back, in some form, into the earliest period of Rome’s history;
and that more could be traced back at least to the very earliest period of the
Republic itself. On the other hand it is also certain that an overall picture
valid for the third century B.c. would be quite invalid for the period of the
kings, and in some respects for the early Republic too. There were major
breaks in the history of Rome not only at the time of the ‘fall of the kings’
(traditionally put in the late sixth century B.c.) but also in the last decades
of the fourth century, when we can detect radical changes in the nature of
the Roman state. It may well be, in fact, that the developed institutions of
the Republic (which we and the Romans tend to push back to the years
immediately following the end of the monarchy) largely took their distinc-
tive shape at that time.

The risks of assuming too much continuity (religious and political)
from the very beginning of the Republic can be well illustrated by consid-
ering the tradition about patricians and plebeians. In the late Republic the
patricians were a closed caste of ancient clans, while the plebeians were all
the other Romans. At that date the patricians had very few political privi-
leges, but some particular priesthoods were restricted to them alone; and in
chapter two we shall see how the division applied in the main priestly col-
leges where places had to be held in certain numbers by patricians and ple-
beians. It is certainly the case that conflict between patricians and plebeians
(and the plebeians’ claim to a share in the privileges of patricians) was a
major feature of the late fifth and early fourth centuries B.c. And both
ancient and modern historians have tended to assume that the distinction
applied in an even stronger form in eatlier periods: that in the first years of
the Republic and even under the monarchy, all the rich, noble, office-hold-
ing families were patrician; all the others plebeian. In fact this assumption
is very flimsy: it is very possible that there were more than two status groups
in the fifth century B.c.; and quite certain that power was not limited to
patricians — for example the recorded names of some of the early magis-
trates are not patrician; and in fact the kings all have non-patrician names.
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EARLY ROME

It seems fairly clear that there were radical changes in Roman society
between 500 and 300 B.c., marked in part by the increasing rigidity of the
patrician/plebeian distinction; we must reckon with the possibility that
religious authority changed radically in its character too.%

Our argument is that by starting with the developed republican struc-
ture we are providing an introduction to the ideas and institutions that will
recur throughout this book. At the same time, we are defining a framework
within (and against) which to interpret the evidence about earlier Rome, by
beginning to assess how similar or different the earliest conditions may
have been. Accordingly sections 5 and 6 of this chapter will return to con-
sider the transition from monarchy to Republic, and the character of reli-
gious change in the early republican years.

The priests and religious authority

In the late Republic, one of the most distinctive features of the Roman reli-
gious system was its priestly organization, consisting of a number of ‘colleges’
and other small groups of priests, each with a particular area of religious duty
or expertise. Two underlying principles stand out: first, the sharp differenti-
ation of priestly tasks (priests were specialists, carrying out the particular
responsibilities assigned to their college or group); second, collegiality
(priests did not operate as individuals, but as a part or as a representative of
the group — there was no specific ritual programme for any individual, while
any member of the college could properly perform the rituals). This is the
basic structure that Roman writers ascribed (mythically) to Numa; and they
assumed that it operated in the early republican period too — where, we are
told, there were three major colleges of priests: the pontiffs (pontifices) the
augurs (augures) and the ‘two men for sacred actions’ (duoviri, later increased
to the ‘ten men’ decemviri sacris faciundis);*> a fourth college, the fetials
(fetiales), was perhaps of comparable importance. These four colleges, whose
members normally held office for life, were consulted as experts by the sen-
ate within their own area of responsibility, and on those issues the senate
would defer to their authority. Other groups of priests had ritual duties, on
particular occasions or in relation to particular cults, but were not, so far as
we know, officially consulted on points of religious law. %

44 Historical development in general: Cornell (1995) 242-71.

45 The changing number and title of this priesthood causes problems of terminology:
technically they were duoviri until they became decemviri in 367 B.c. (below, p. 64);
they were increased to fifteen (quindecimviri) by 51 B.C. — and they retained that title
thereafter, even when their numbers were further increased. Broadly following this
chronology, we normally call them duoviri in chapter 1, decemviri in chapter 2 and
quindecimviri in the rest of the book.

46 Roman priesthood in general: Scheid (1984); (1985a) 36-51; Beard (1990); Scheid
(1993).

Fig. 1.3 Heads of
two flamines, from
the south frieze of
the Ara Pacis,
Rome (4.3); their
religious
importance is
marked by their
leading the
procession of
priests (behind
Augustus as
pontifex maximus,
but ahead of all the
other priests) and
they are
distinguished by
their head-gear, a
bonnet with a
projecting baton of
olive-wood (apex).
(Height, c. 0.2m.)

1.2 The priests and religious authority

\

This general view of the colleges needs some qualification in particular
cases. First, the college of pontifices had a far more complex structure than
the others. They had a recognized leader (the pontifex maximus), who, from
the third century B.c. onwards, was elected publicly from the existing pon-
tifices, not, as before, chosen by his colleagues. The college also contained a
number of other priestly officials: as full members, the rex sacrorum and the
flamines of the gods Jupiter, Mars and Quirinus; and in some sense associ-
ated with the college, even if not ‘members’, the Vestal Virgins, the scribes
of the pontifices, and the twelve lesser flamines” The fifteen flamines,
through the very nature of their priesthood, suggest a different principle of
religious organization: each had his own god to whom he was devoted; he
had his ritual programme which he himself, individually, had to fulfil; and
he was to a greater or lesser degree restricted in his movements and behav-
iour. It is a reasonable guess that this represents a very old system of priestly
office holding; that the flamineshad once been independent of the colleges,
but were later subordinated to the pontifices.4

The haruspices (diviners) were a second set of priests whose activity
diverged from the standard collegiate pattern. One of their main areas of
expertise was the interpretation of prodigies. Prodigies were events,
reported from Rome or in its territories, which the Romans regarded as
‘unnatural’ and took as dangerous signs or warnings — monstrous births,
rains of blood, even strokes of lightning. These had to be considered by the

47 Thestructure of the pontifical college: Wissowa (1912) 501—23; De Sanctis ( 1907-64)

IV.2.353-61; Latte (1960a) 195-212, 401-2.
48 The flamines: Vanggard (1988); the flamen Dialss: Simén (1996); below, pp. 28-9.
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