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VI A STUDY OF THE GREEK EPITAPHS OF ROME

Sammelb. = Sammelbuch grviechischer Urkunden aus Agypten I—V, successive
editors F. PREISIGKE, F. BILABEL, E. KIESSLING, Strassburg, Berlin u. Leipzig,
Heidelberg, Wiesbaden 1915—55.

SCHWARZLOSE = W.SCHWARZLOSE, De titulis sepulcvalibus Latinis quaestionum
capita quattuor, diss., Halis Saxonum 1913.

STEMLER, Kleinas. Grabinschr. = H. STEMLER, Die griechischen Grabinschviften
Kleinasiens, diss., Halle a.S. 1909.

Thesl.L. = Thesauvus linguae Latinae.

Top, »Laudatory Epithets» = M. N. Top, »Laudatory Epithets in Greek Epitaphs»,
Annual of the British School at Athens, 1951, p. 182 ff.

III Sigla

In treating of the structural patterns of epitaphs, the following abbreviations
ha¥e been used:
A = record of age.
Accl. = acclamation.
D = dedication to Manes.
Nd.nomfacc. etc, — name of the deceased, set in the nominative, accusative etc.
Nded. = name of the dedicator.
R = word denoting relationship (father, mother, son, daughter etc.).




ORIGIN OF THE PERSONS RECORDED IN THE
GREEK EPITAPHS OF ROME

The present study aims primarily at an analysis of the form and
style of the Greek prose epitaphs of Rome. The purpose of the study
makes it necessary to exclude the epigrams, which thoroughly differ from
prose epitaphs in structure and in phraseology. Christian material is also
omitted, for Christian and pagan epitaphs so differ that they cannot con-
veniently be discussed together. Christian inscriptions have been on prin-
ciple excluded by KAIBEL from the Roman section of IG XIV (¢bid., p. 239),
but it is doubtful whether he has quite succeeded. If an epitaph lacks
Christian symbols and specific Christian nomenclature, if its expressions
have nothing distinctively Christian in them, and if the location where
it was found is not known, or is known only approximately, it is not easy
to tell whether the epitaph is to be classed as pagan or Christian. It is
therefore no wonder that a number of epitaphs, included by KAIBET in
IG XIV without comment, also turn up in collections of Christian in-
scriptions. I have counted 30 such cases in ICVR I—III, mainly in ICVR I,
which gives the inscriptions of uncertain origin.! The editors were not,
however, always certain about the Christianity of such an epitaph.2 Most
of the cases have been retained in the present study, for it hardly matters
in which group one includes an epitaph which lacks distinctive Christian
or pagan features.

Greek epitaphs were found in Rome almost as early as the Latin. The
first example is probably 1787 = CIL I: 22 1045, from the first half of the
first century B.C. (see p. 21). The bulk of the Greek material comes from
the Imperial times, however, and in Christian catacombs and cemeteries
Greek continued to be used down to the end of antiquity.

P ICVR 390 = 1439, 874 — 2059, 1097 — 1489, 1860 — 1443, 2051 = 2113,
2566 = 1541, 2567 = 1564, 2568 = 1628, 2570 = 1704, 2571 — 1736, 2576 = 1821,
2578 = 1828, 2579 = 1845 (excluded, partly corrupt), 2585 = 2023 (excluded),
2974 = 1852, 3976 = 1344, 3982 = 1485, 3983 — 1351, 3990 = 1531, 3998 = 1576,
4002 = 1630, 4021 = 1811, 4032 = 2008, 4039 — 2103, 4739 = 2077a, 5659 =
1462, 5937 = 1858, 5976 = 9333 — 1365, 5984 = 1894, 9288 = 1445.

? Such cases are ICVR 2051 = 2113, 3976 = 1344 (dedication to Manes is
omitted in JCVR, but is given in IG X1V), 3983 = 1351, 3990 = 1531, 4039 ==
2108, 4739 = 2077a.
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A STUDY OF THE GREEK EPITAPHS OF ROME

The origin of the people recorded on the Greek tombstones, sarco-
phagi, and funerary urns, is not so self-evident as might seem at first sight:
who would set up Greek tombstones in a Latin city if not immigrants and
slaves or freedmen from Greece and the Fast? A survey of the material
reveals, however, that direct evidence of foreign origin is scanty.

There are 84 cases in which the native places of the dead or of
dedicators are stated, and three in which a person is in general said to be
of non-Roman origin. The origin is recorded in different ways. Eleven
persons have the regular Greek name form consisting of the individual
name, the patronymic, and the ethnic, e.g.’ AoxAnmiddoroc Magxiavod Nixo-
undeds 14291, But even persons who bore Roman nomina and who were thus
Roman citizens, often had an ethnic tacked on, e.g. I “Octidios *Ayadd-
wovs Newxasc 1901. There were few varieties of expression. In two cases,
the word yévos was used, yévos TVpioc 1348, and ©d yéver " Epéorog 2104
But 13868: marpis 88 uot vmdoyer " Aoindev’ Apoodioidg, is quite individual;
it is included in a lengthy epitaph which in other respects, too, differs from
the general patterns. In epigrams, origin could be stated in less stereotyped
forms, and the persons were often described as immigrants, e.g. 1500:
Nixaine mpodimawy Bidvvidos — [ dotv xAvrov yainy 7jAdov é¢ Adooviwy.
In 1627, a sculptor tells us that hé had travelled through moilid dovea; in
1561, an Egyptian qualifies himself as uéroixog.

Native places were clearly stated in most cases,and it is only occasionally
that one comes across expressions like 1857: 8¢ Aoinc éA0wv “Ivaly ydovi
vddde xeipar, or Zvping ano yaine 1970, Aiydnrior 2008. If more than one
town bore the same name, ambiguities could be removed by specifications
like Aaodixeds tiic Aoiag 1872; cf. 1569 and 1906. But uncertainty remains
in some cases, e.g. ‘Andutooa 1874, and marpic 0¢ pot fjrov " Andusa 1890,
which do not tell us whether the town meant was that in Syria or those in
Phrygia, Bithynia, and elsewhere in the East. The Syrian town was the
most important, however, and may have been meant here.

The material may be tabulated thus (epigrams are included):

£

Table 1. Origin of the persons 1n the Greek epitaphg of Rome

- North or Sicily .
l\f[{iilg N East Syria | Egypt | Greece Ttaly unfsig(eim— total
_ Black Sea Gaul
43 4 12 7 10 5 32 84

1 The other cases of the regular Greek name form are 1430, 15324, 1598, 1636,
1661, 1825, 1878, 1887, 1926, 1944.

2 guvéeveirevoavta Ednxa Tov adeipdv 1413, Adoovin yain réoua Biov #éuevos 2010, -
adeipd éni Eévnc 2026.
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Half of the people thus came from Asia Minor, and the Greek Fast,

considered as a whole, contributed 80 9, of the cases.l

- Small as was the number of the immigrants, it was not much better in
regardto slaves and freedmen. Therearefive examples of slaves
and sixteen of freedmen in our material, e.g. 7 6/ ovdodiw 1812 2;° Aoor-
odyalos Néovogog dmeletdepos 1484.3 This low frequency is all the more
surprising considering that in the Latin epitaphs of Rome slaves made up
3 % and freedmen 26 9, of the total of persons recorded.* Slaves and freed-
men, though mostly of Eastern origin and thus Greek-speaking, seem to
have preferred Latin on gravestones. It is of course possible that there
were more slaves and freedmen in our material than is explicitly recorded,
but the number of such cases was not likely to be large enough to alter
the statistics materially.

Indirect evidence, then, must be resorted to. Itis nomenclature
that is of decisive importance. Extreme caution is, however, imperative in
drawing conclusions about origin from personal names. It has been suggested
that the infrequency of the genuine Greek name form (individual name -+
patronymic + ethnic) argues paucity of Greek immigrants in Rome.5 But
nomenclature is not a reliable criterion in this respect. Though a person may
be a foreigner, the ethnic may have been omitted; cf. the Attic epitaphs,
a third of which belongs to people of uncertain origin (IG III: 2= 10531
—13085), with the demotic or ethnic left out. Neither is the lack of the
patronymic a proof of non-Greek origin, for the patronymic was not always
used. In Phrygia and Egypt, for instance, it was found in most names,
whereas in Antioch and at Larisa, a minority included this element. On
the other hand, even if a person bore Roman nomen, *his fact does not
necessarily imply Roman origin. He may have been a freedman or an im-
migrant who had been granted Roman citizenship or who, after the consti-
tutio Antoniniana of 212 A.p., had it by right.

In the Greek epitaphs of Rome, most people (64 9,) had only a single
name, the cognomen of the Latin name system.® Now a man bearing only
a cognomen may be an immigrant from the East, a slave (slaves always
had only a single name), a freeborn man or a freedman who certainly had
a nomen but who lacked it on a tombstone to save space, or a person of so

' Cf. M. BANG, »Die Herkunft der rémischen Sklavens, Rimische Mitteilungen
1910, p. 247 f.: Syria and Asia Minor also contributed the largest contingents of
slaves to Rome.

2 Other cases are 1739, 1910, 1966, 2057.

® Other cases 1316, 1328, 1330, 1596, 1673, 17214, 1731, 1761, 1832, 1855, 1907
1946, 2005, 2025, SEG XVII 466.

* Onomastic Studies, p. 6.
* FRANK, »Race Mixturesy, AHR 1915/16, p. 694 1.
8 Onomastic Studies, p. 10.
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late a period that the nomen had already gone out of use.! In Greek epitaphs,
still another factor may account for the dropping of the nomen: adaptation
to Greek name forms. The bilingual epitaph in CIL VI 10122 is illuminating:
Licinia M. Crassi lib. Selene | chovaule | | Xedvjyy yopadiis. The Latin text
gives the full name, the Greek, in a Greek fashion, only the individual name.
Another Greek feature was the dropping of the indication of the social
status.

But though the mere name form is thus of little helpin individual
cases, conclusions can be drawn from larger groups. It is signifi-
cant that the single name was much more common on the Greek tombstones
of Rome than on the Latin, where its frequency is only 15—16 9.2 Though
the dropping of the nomen, for the reasons tabulated, may account for
part of the single name cases, it is doubtful whether it suffices to explain
the greatly higher Greek frequency. One can only conclude that a co n-
siderable part of the persons bearing only asingle
name must have been immigrants.

There were, then, more people of foreign extraction having Greek
language tombstones in Rome than the infrequency of the ethnics would
suggest. Yet it would be going too far to assert that a great majority of the
persons recorded in the Greek epitaphs were non-Romans. 4

It is sometimes stated that the deceased was born in the capital, narpis
uév Ladén “Pdun 1440, epitaph of 'Arvixiila, daughter of Bacideds and
mother of four children. Her father may have been a freedman or immi-
grant of Eastern origin. @Anoin iy xAfjow, Adoovis yévos 2067, also sug-
gests Roman origin. The corpse of “Povgeivog, born in Rome but perishing at
Nilopolis, was brought back to Rome by his wife, who celebrated his mem-
ory with an epigram 1976. The cases in which Rome is given as the native
place are certainly few, but it was not customary to record the origin except
on the epitaphs of strangers. .

It is the origin of the cognomina thatis of the greatest
importance here. In a previous study I have contended that Latin cogno-
mina were primarily borne by the natives of Rome, Greek and barbarian
by slaves, freedmen, and immigrants. One could thus expect Greek cog-
nomina to prevail to the exclusion of the Latin on Rome’s Greek grave-
stones. But it is not so, for 21 9 of the cognomina are Latin; the correspond-
ing figure for Latin epitaphs is 41,5 9%,.3 There are, it is true, cases of Latin
cognomina borne by persons of Greek or Eastern origin, Bagpagtavdc 1956
(from Amastris), Kogvovtiwy 1787 (from Sinope), Aovxios 1815 (from Smyr-

1 Onomastic Studies, p. 13.
2 Ibid., p. 9.
3 Ibid., p. 57.
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na), Mdfwos SEG IV 105 (Astacos), Magpridins 1372 (Laodicea), Xe-
xodvda 1997 (Regium), Yegivoc 1691 (Laconia), @afiavds 2100 (My-
rina), Povoxivos 2008 (Egypt). ITpdxloc, which was very frequent in
the East (c. 20 examples in Phrygia, MAMA 1, V—VII), gives three
examples, 1475 and 1771 (Nicomedia), 1970 (Syria). There were a few
heterogeneous double cognomina, Neixn # xai Mapxeileiva * Anduiooa
1874, A. Dovreiog Bdpric "Aoxinmiddns 2104 (from Ephesus). It is some-
times argued that in such cases the Latin cognomina were a later addition,
an attempt to gain respectibility through Latin nomenclature.! F oreigners
bearing Latin cognomina may have been former slaves who had received
Latin cognomina from their masters.? It is equally possible, however, that
the names had been given them by their parents. Latin nomenclature was
by no means unknown in the East, as indexes of papyrological and epi-
graphical publications reveal. It is significant that the name of the father
could also be Latin, thus 1956: /Tovriavdc. However, the number of ILatin
cognomina brought to Rome by foreigners cannot have been very large;
the twelve cases represent a bare 14 9 of the total of 84 cases in which
native places had been recorded. The great majority of the people who
came to Rome from the East bore Greek or barbaric cognomina. Most
Latin cognomina found in the Greek epitaphs, then, argue Roman
origin.

The frequency of Latin cognomina implies more than that most bearers
of them were natives of Rome. As ingenua plebs scarcely set up Greek
gravestones, the bearers of Latin cognomina must have been o f fs pring
of freedmen and immigrants. Now a study of the transmis-
sion of cognomina reveals that persons with Greek cognomina (who were
largely of Greek or Fastern origin) gave their children Greek and Latin
cognomina in the ratio of 4.6 : 4.3 This implies that a number of the bearers
of Greek cognomina were likewise natives of Rome. Allowing for the many
uncertainties of the calculations, it seems reasonable to conclude that a
considerable proportion of the persons recorded
in the Greek epitaphs were born in Rome The rest
may have been slaves, freedmen, and especially immigrants.

Here we face another problem. If a considerable number of the persons,
though descendants of former freedmen and immigrants, were natives of
Rome, why did they occasionally make use of Greek in drawing up epitaphs?
Even slaves’ and freedmen’s epitaphs were usually in Latin (cf. p. 3). Such
a problem, which takes us to the realm of individual choice and caprice,

1 See Onomastic Studies, p- 28.
? Cf. FRANK, »Race Mixtures, AHR 1915/16, p. 692 and 700.
3 Ibid., p. 693.
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does not, perhaps, admit of any definite answer. A survey of the Greek
material is suggestive, however. In IG XIV 1314—2121 (Roman epitaphs,
fragments excluded), one finds no less than 135 epigrams, that is,
c. 17 9,. This is a sizable number, for though Athens had always been famous
for her epigrams, among 2050 epitaphs from Imperial times there were
only 60 epigrams. This particularly high frequency of the epigrams shows
that if persons, who usually had the epitaphs written in Latin, wanted the
gravestones to be distinguished by poetic compositions, they preferred
Greek with its age-old epigrammatic traditions.! This interpretation of the
significance of the Greek epigrams is corroborated by the fact that there are
22 IL,atin epitaphs supplemented by Greek epigrams, eg. CIL VI
20548 = 1703: Iuliae C. fil. Laudice et T. Fla[vio] | Aug. lib. Alcimo pa-
rentib. opti[mis] | Flavia T. fil. Titvane fecit etc., followed by a Greek epigram
of eight lines on Laodice, who, as the epigram reveals, was a native of Sa-
mos.2 Both parents were thus strangers in Rome, she an immigrant, he a
freedman, whereas the daughter, who dedicated the gravestone, was a
native of Rome. Greek was thus used in cases to lend the gravestone greater
distinction. In not a few prose epitaphs, too, Greek may have
been used for purposes of ostentation. This suggests that the persons re-
corded in Rome’s Greek epitaphs were, in general, of a higher social
status than the population represented on the Latin gravestones of
the city. It is significant that though occupation or profession were not
very frequently indicated, the largest single group, 19 cases, was that
of doctors.?

The above discussion has shown that the people recorded in the Greek
epitaphs were of diverse origin: immigrants, slaves and freedmen
from different parts of the Greek world, and natives of Rome, descendants
of immigrants and freedmen. Since the epitaphic style differed greatly from
one region to another, many different traditions must have been imported
into Rome. But the influence of the I,atin environment must
have been equally important, for whether the wording of an epitaph was
entrusted to the stone-cutter or whether the dedicators composed it them-
selves, the Latin models must have been well-known in a city which was
virtually bilingual.

1 Cf. KAIBEL's remark in IG XIV p. 239.

? The other examples are CIL VI 6225 = 1909, 7408 = 1818, 9533 = 1497,
10049 = 1474, 12652 = 1892, 14672 = 1746, 15038 = 1754, 16843 = 1537, 18175
= 1595, 18487 = 2111, 19954 = 1985, 24042 = 1942, 25084, 25943 = 1994, 26251
= 2002, 262827, 26637a = 2076, 29152 = 1915, 32316 = 1512, 33976 = 2012,
37586.

3 The cases are 1380, 1468, 1469, 1478, 1529, 1680, 1750, 1751, 1755, 1757, 1759
= PIR C* 937, 1786, 1788, 1879, 1900, 1937, 1951, 2064, 2104.
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STRUCTURAI, PATTERNS OF EPITAPHS

In considering the structure of the Greek prose epitaphs of Rome, one
must naturally exclude the fragmentary cases. But one must also omit
those epitaphs which record the building of a sepulchre for persons
still alive,eg 1414: Ayaros " Agyotixds bavrd | xai’ Ayard ‘Powpeiva
40edp@d | al Toig idlows éndnoev.1The epitaphs of that type were frequent in
Asia Minor, especially in Lycia,? but they were numerous in Latin epi-
graphy, too.® These inscriptions lacked a few of the ordinary features of
an epitaph, in particular the recording of age. The dedication to Manes
seems to have been less usual, also; only two out of the fifteen Greek cases
have such a dedication, 1911 and 2008; the former is dubious, Y (7wvw)
#(avagdovip)? It is further to be noticed that no relationship of dedicators
and dead can be established in these epitaphs. ,

It is, admittedly, often difficult to judge whether an epitaph records
actual death(s) or only the building of a sepulchre, for in not a few cases
a common monument appears to have been built on the death of
a relative, e.g. 1419: I'v. "Aggiw: | Zroavoxlel | midorn. Adnvaiw: | *Aopla
"Agrepuoia | avdel Tynwtdr[wi] | xal Eavt i émoiled]. This type of an
epitaph was particularly frequent in Asia Minor, e.g. in Phrygia, cf. p. 27,
fn. 1. The epitaphs which give the age of a user of the monument seem
unequivocal, e.g. 1771: OK | KJ. Magwwavi) (@oa T0 | uvyuiov xavacxedacey
Elavtfj xal v ylvxvrdre | dvdel Adgniiow Modxip | Nixoundi Lrjoavte xva.
— | — xal 7Toig dmelev|Pépots xai toic & adrdw éoouévors.t But inter-
pretation becomes more difficult if the person who builds the monument
also states his age, e.g. 1444: OK | Adg. "Ayddov | v avt®d é|moinoey
#al | T ovuPle abtov | xtA. — | adrds 08 #lnoa | Fry An. There are
similar cases in Latin epigraphy, e.g. CIL VI 25225: T. Pupillius Roma/
nus qui vixit [ anis XXXX men|sibus VI diaebus | XX fecit sibi.
In these cases, the monument was already there, but the epitaph was added
only on the death of the possessor of the tomb. Such cases have been
included in the present study.

The main element of an epitaph was naturally the name of the deceased,
which could be used in any grammatical case whatsoever. Since the case

! Other cases 1373, 1462, 1464, 1481, 1780, 1862, 1911, 1913, 1914, 2003, 2061,
2090, 22102 (fragmentary), 2120.

2 T,ocH, »Griech. Grabschr.» Festschrift Friedl., p. 284 ff.; STEMLER, Kleinas.
Grabinschy., p. 27 ff.

3 E.g. CIL VI 24321, 24334, 24338, 24354, 24374, 24376, among a small num-
ber of epitaphs.

* There are similar cases in Latin epitaphs, e.g. CIL VI 24328 — coniugt cavis-
[stmo fecit et | sibi et suis liber|tis libeviabusque | posterisque eovi<m>, a frequent
clause in Latin epitaphs.
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of the name gives valuable clues about the origin of the epitaphic pattern
followed, I have used it as the basis of classification. The names of the
dedicators were another main element in certain types of epitaphs. In
Rome, the dedication to Manes and the recording of age were important
additional elements. There were many other elements, acclamations, epi-
thets, formulas of dedication, but to avoid making the tabulation of the
material too cumbersome, I have omitted them from the following table.

Since the ILatin influence upon the Greek epitaphs of Rome is an im-
portant problem for us, I have drawn up another table, which in the same
way classifies a representative number of Latin epitaphs. These epitaphs
have been taken at randon from CIL VI, numbers 24321—26321.

Table 2. Structure of the Greek epitaphs of Rome

without dedic. :
forr(r)}f célgh(fe:gme total additional to age de(ilr(;at'
elements Manes
vocative . . . . .. 34 79, 23 3 8 2
accusative . . . .. 10 2 9% 1 2 4 9
nominative . . . . . 84 16.5 9, 36 24 39 20
genitive . . . . . .. 20 49, 8 11 3 8
dative . . ... .. 350 70.5 % 11 200 154 321
total 498 79 240 208 360
percentage 16 9%, 48 9, 42 9, 72 %

Table 3. Structuve of Latin epitaphs in CIL VI 24321—26321

without dedic. .
fOI‘Iélf (zgzh(feggme total additional to age de(;l)1rcsat-
elements Manes
?vocative . . . . .. 3 1 — — 2
accusative . . . .. — — — — —
nominative . . . . . 385 33 9% 212 35 145 66
genitive . . . . . . 182 15 9, 50 114 49 111
dative . .. .. .. 621 52 9, 13 503 257 590
total 1.191 276 652 451 769
percentage 23 % 55 % 38 9%, 64 9%

In the column for epitaphs without additional elements, acclamations
have not been registered.

The above tables reveal considerable similarity in the structure of the
Greek and Latin epitaphs of Rome. Dedications to Manes, records of age
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and of dedicators were almost as frequent, and the slight differences might
be ascribed to the fact that the Greek material was not large enough to
eliminate the influence of »statistical chances. But there was considerable
difference in the use of different grammatical cases, and this shows that
the Greek epitaphs cannot have been simply modelled upon the Latin.

I shall first discuss the two additional elements, the dedication to Manes
and the recording of age.

DEDICATION TO MANES

Half of the Greek prose epitaphs of Rome contain a dedication deoic
xavaydoviowc, or similar divinities, and an equal number of Latin epitaphs
were dedicated Dis Manibus. Since the Greek gravestones of Greece and
the East were very rarely similarly dedicated — only in Thessaly, ancient
gravestones sometimes ended on * Egudov y9oviov or “Eouijt y9oviwt -Roman
origin can be assumed for this practice. In Rome, dedication Dis Manibus
began to appear in the Augustan age, but became customary only during
the second century A.p.2 It is a measure of the Latin influence upon the
Greek epitaphic style of Rome that dedications Peols xaraydoviows were
rare outside of Italy.3

Manes had several connotations. In origin the spirits of the dead, it
could be an equivalent of di inferi and di paterni, the ancestral spirits.
During the Empire Manes often stood for the soul of an individual deceased.4
In the latter cases, the name was frequently set in the genitive, eg. CIL
VI 24332: D(is) M (anibus) Plotiae Damales, 24375: Diis Ma(nibus) .
M. Poblici Musaei. The Greeks used a variety of words to translate M anes, 1
and it is legitimate to expect that they tried to find appropriate words to
correspond to the different meanings of Manes.

In the great majority of cases, the words chosen implied Underworld
gods:

Ocois Kavaydoviows 1371, 1458 etc.

Abbreviations were, however, used in most cases: OKAT 1761, O KA
1568 etc., OK X 1359, OE KA 1896, OK c. 200 examples.

Similar expressions were:

Ocoic XPoviowc 1797 ete., OX 1375, 1586, Ocoic “Yroydovio: 1801

There were other, less obvious equivalents, too, O¢oic Mvijuact 1980,

1 IG IX: 2687, 695, 698,708 etc.,c. 20 examples in all from Larisa. Cf. RE VIII
col. 789, 53; LATTIMORE p. 104.

* SCHWARZLOSE p. 15.

8 Ibid., p. 14, a few examples from the Greek epigraphy of the Fast,

* SCHWARZIOSE p. 19 ff.; MARBACH, RE XIV col. 1054, 10.
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[Oclois "Eoydoviors SEG XVI 606, Ocois “Howow 1795, abbreviated
O H 1572 and "Howow Xdoviowg SEG XVII 468. Mvvjuoves was an epithet
of Erinyes (Aesch. Prom. 516; Soph. Aiax 1390), with whom Manes, as
powers hostile to the living, were sometimes identified.! *Egiy9dvioc again
was a variety of the more usual X&#dvioc, the epithet of Hermes as a god
of death.> Hermes Cthonios or Ericthonios thus had close affinities with
Manes. The use of 7jpwes was due to the identification of Manes and 7jpweg
as the spirits of the dead.? Such examples show that the Greeks often gave
considerable thought to the translation of the Iatin Manes.

There are no examples in our material in which a Greek equivalent of
Manes could suggest »ancestral spiritsy. This is no wonder, for even in Latin
this meaning was unusual.®

To translate Manes as the soul of an individual deceased, the Greeks
used the word daiuwy, which often stood for the »inner spirits» of a man.s
The following bilingual epitaph, in which the Latin text gives a dedication
dis inferis and Manibus, the Greek deoic xavaydoviows and daiuoowv, is
illustrating, CIL III 191: — dedicavit monumentum suwm in | sempiternum
Diis Manibus suis et Fl. Titiae uxoris suae | inferisque etc., | | — deoig
ratayPoviows xal daluoot avtod te wal | Ti¢ yvvaixog adrod xtA. In this
epitaph, deol xavayddvior correspond to inferi, daiuoves to Di Manes as an
equivalent of the souls of individual dead. There are eleven gravestones
dedicated to daimones in the Greek material from Rome:

Ocoic dainoowy 1609, 1611, "Ayadd dJaiuove 1653, abbreviated O 4,
eight cases.

The Greeks did not always bother to translate the formula at all, but
had it engraved on their gravestones, usually in Latin letters:

Dis Manibus 1839, mostly abbreviated, DM (19 cases); DMS is found
once, 1512.

It is equally possible, however, that in a number of cases a stone
purchased for a Greek epitaph already had DM on it.

Greek letters were sometimes used, 4 M 1413, 1433. As an intermediate
form we may register ©® M 1681a, 1893, where D(is) is translated, M (ani-
bus) retained.

1 MARﬁACH, Mawnes, RE XIV col. 1055, 56, with examples from Roman litera-
ture.

2 RE VI col. 446.

3 MARBACH, RE XIV col. 1054, 25.

4 MARBACH, 1bid., col. 1056, 23, can cite very few examples, all of them from
literature.

® For the identification of Manes and daiuwv as the inner spirits of a man, cf.
Mart. Cap. 2, 162: Verum illi Manes quoniam covporibus illo tempore tribuuntuy quo

fit prima conceptio —. Manes igitur hic tam bont quam truces sunt constituti, quos
ayadovs et xaxovs dalpuovag memorat Gvaia discretio.
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The above suggests that the Greeks mostly chose equivalents which
corresponded to Manes in the meaning of di inferi. Only a bare dozen
suggested the soul of an individual. That the Greek-speaking population
seldom thought of Manes in the latter meaning is confirmed by the follow-
ing tables, which give the grammatical cases of the names of the
deceased immediately after the dedicatory formula. As stated above, the
genitive was appropriate if Manes stood for the soul.

Table 4 The case of the names of the deceased after a dedication
to Manes in the Greek epitaphs of Rome

nominative | genitive | dative | accusat.| vocat. total
27 7 105 1 3 143
19 % 5% 73.5 % 0.5 % 2 % —

Table 5. The case of the deceased after a dedication
to Manes in CIL VI 24321—26321

nominative | genitive | dative |accusat. | vocat. total -ae?
35 114 348 — — 497 202
7 % 23 % 70 9% — — — —

In the Latin epitaphs, then, the genitive was found in c. 1 /4 of all the
cases, whereas the percentage was only 5 9, in the Greek. Not even after
a dedication to daimones was the genitive very frequent, for there is ac-
tually only one prose example, 1959. There is another example from an
epigram, Aajuoow eboeféow alov " lovdiov Kapaxovrriov 1683.

A few passages give further evidence for the identity of deoi rarayddviot
with the Underworld gods. Thus 1702 runs: dde xeiras oixe dwviw mapa-
Anugde[ic] dmo Hedv xavaydoviwv, and 1660: mepi ob déouar Tovs xava-
xPoviovs Deovs Ty yuyny eis Tods edoefeic xarardéar. In the latter passage,

T 1468, 1503, 1854, 1897, 1958, 1959, 2041.

? In case of a woman’s name of the first declension, it is mostly impossible to
tell whether a dative or a genitive had been meant. A dative is certain only in cases
like 24562: DM | Pompeiae Primit[ivae) | et Lavcio Navcisso etc., a genitive in cases
like 24979: DM | Primitivae f(iliae) v(ixit) a(nnis) I11 | et Cl. Cevialis f(ilii) v(ixit)
a(nwis) VII etc. The dative is not certain even in cases like 24336: Dis. Man. / Plo-
tiae Felic/lae coiugi sjue C. Cornelius Abascant(us), for we have constructions like
25689: DM | M. Pomposidi Carpi | coniugi b(ene)m(eventi) etc., where a genitive,
governed by DM, is followed by a dative, in turn dependant upon a verb (under-
stood) of dedication.




12 A STUDY OF THE GREEK EPITAPHS OF ROME

the Underworld gods figure as the real masters of Orcus. Again, dedications
like OK xai @Plaovig vt idlg cvufiwe 2073, cf. 2086, would not be
possible unless d¢ol xarayddvior stood for di infers.

All this shows that though the Greek-speaking population of Rome
imitated the Roman dedication to Manes, they thought of Manes rather
as d7 inferi than as souls of individuals. For Greeks, to whom the Under-
world gods were familiar figures, the former idea was much easier to adopt.

RECORDING OF AGE

According to Tables two and three, 42 9, of the Greek epitaphs of Rome
recorded the ages of the deceased (or the length of marriage), the percentage
being a little lower in the Latin material. The problem of the origin of the
recording of age on the Greek gravestones is more complicated than that
of the dedicatory formula discussed above. In L atin epigraphy, the
practice came into being towards the end of the republican times, but was
not yet very common. I have counted seven cases among the republican
inscriptions from Rome, e.g. CIL I: 2% 1223: vixit annos VI m(enses) VIII;
1270: vixit an(nis) XX, 1383: v(ixit) a(nnis) LXX. Abbreviations were
thus already in use, but except for the first example, only the years were
given. Age was only exceptionally given in the Greek epigraphy of Greece
proper. Among 2050 Attic epitaphs from Imperial Times in IG III: 22,
there were c. 25 examples; at Larisa (/G IX:2), their number was 15.
I have not come across any examples in Syria, /GLS I-—IV. The recording
of age was rare in Phrygia also, for in MAM A I, V—VII, Christian material
excluded, there were about ten examples.! But this reticence was not uni-
versal in Greek epigraphy. Thus among 250 inscriptions from Bithynia?2,
not all of them epitaphs, there were no less than 42 records of age. It was,
however, in E gypt that the recording of age was still more popular
than in Rome. In Sammelb. I have counted 585 epitaphs, and 304, a little
more than a half, also give age, usually with the sigla L = ér@v.3The great
majority of the relevant epitaphs belonged to the Imperial period, but a
few were from the later Ptolemaic age.* The recording of age on Egyptian
gravestones is all the more remarkable, for Egyptian epitaphs were largely

1 As the dating of epitaphs was unusual, nothing certain can be said about the
chronology of the recording of age here. MAMA V 201 seems, however, to be the
earliest, dated A.D. 18 or 19.

* BCH 1900, pp. 361—426; 1901, pp. 1—92; 1903, pp. 314—324.

3 The origin of the sigla is not known, see LARFELD, Gr. Epigr., p. 301. The sigla
was once found in Rome, too, 1721a (p. 701), where the age of a freedwoman, with
the barbaric name *Joagovg, is given L Aa’.

4 Sammelb. 4210 and 7471, »Ptolem. age», 4996, first century B.C.
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brief and monotonous, and gave little information about the life and rela-
tionships of the dead. This Egyptian practice cannot be ascribed to Roman
influence, for the Ptolemaic examples preceded the conquest of Egypt
by the Romans. Even in Imperial Egypt, Roman influence must have
been negligible, considering the general ignorance of Latin and the small
number of Romans resident there.l It is altogether probable that the re-
cording of age came into being independently and simultaneously both
in Rome and in Egypt. In Greek epigraphy outside of Egypt, it may be
due to Roman influence, but Egyptian influence or native origin should
not be ignored.

There is one very good criterion of direct Iatin influence: the
exactness of the records. In Greek, only the years were normally
given, whereas in Latin the length of life might be recorded down to hours.
In the Egyptian material of Sammelb., there are only 16 records of age
given in months, or months and days, and in almost every case, the exactness
was due to some specific causes. Latin influence is obvious in 175, a bilingual
inscription, in 5033 (notice the Latin name‘ Pnyivoc) and in 5762 (notice OK).
Latin influence is also probable in the Alexandrian examples (5045 and
5631). Five of the examples were found on sarcophagi near Thebes, dated
A.D. 109—146 (8366—8370). The formulas used in the epitaphs were quite
similar (in addition to the exact records of age, éreAedrnoev with the date
of death); the exactness was thus due to some special circumstances. Exact
records of age were rare in Greek epigraphy elsewhere, too. Only the years
were given in all the Bithynian examples, likewise in the fifteen cases from
Larisa. In Attica and Phrygia there were, it is true, a few records given in
months, or in months and days.2

It is, then, obvious that the Greeks, though they may have adopted the
recording of age from the Romans, gave it in months, or in months and
days only in special circumstances, in particular under direct Iatin in-
fluence.® Considering this, it is interesting to compare the exactness of
the records of age in the Greek and Latin epitaphs of Rome. The Greek
material is tabulated below. Because fragmentary epitaphs, provided the
record of age is undamaged, have been included, the total is a little higher
than in Table two. Epitaphs giving the ages of more than one person have
been counted only once.

1 Cf. e.g. Oxford Classical Dictionary, p. 308.

® IG III: 22 7858 (days), 10683 (days), 11473 (months, fragmentary), 12915
(months, fragmentary). MAMA T 41 (months), V 201 (days), and VI 218 (days).

® Sammelb. 175, a bilingual epitaph, is illustrating for the difference between
Greek and Latin points of view. The Latin text gives the age of the deceased in
years, months and days: annis V wminse uno diebus XXVIIII, whereas the Greek
rounds off: (&rn) ¢ u(7ivag) f'. For comment, see B. KEIL, Hermes 1908, p. 561.
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Table 6. Exactness of the vecovds of age in the Greek
epitaphs of Rome

years/ years/
years 1?12?11:31/5 months/| months/ total
days | days/hours
110 34 65 9 218
50.5 % | 15.5 % | 30 % A —

In the pagan epitaphs of Rome, the proportions of years, years/
months, and years / months / days, have been estimated at 50 9;—12 %—
36 9%, respectively 1, figures which tally closely with the Greek frequencies.
Latin influence is thus here beyond doubt. Even the most exact record of
age, that given in hours, is quite as frequent inasmuch as there are 21 such
records in CIL VI 24321—26321, 3.5 9, out of the total of 581.2

The expressions used in recording age were almost without
exception highly stereotyped:

{Hoavte, {nodoy &ty (65 cases)
Erdy (53 cases)
lnoev &y (36 cases)
{hoag, Croaca &y (11 cases)
(8s) &noev &y (10 cases)

A number of cases were otherwise quite similar, but the verb was fidw, e.g.
fudoarte, frwodoy 1649, 2029, 2079, éfiwoev 1797, Sotic [8]flwoe 1611, fud-
oag, fidoaca 1368, ?1766. In a few cases, the accusative was replaced by
the dative, e. g. fudoavti &reow xth. 2104, éinoev &reot 1454; other cases
1337, 1779, 2087. This was probably due to Latin influence, for in Latin
epitaphs, the accusative annos was usually replaced by the ablative annis.?
The ablative was, however, usually followed by the accusatives menses and
dies (horas).* A Greek epitaph shows a similar construction, (nodop
dreow [ xal unvi xal fuépac 1o’ 1758. This is scarcely anything but a
close imitation of I,atin usages.

There were a few varieties of formulas. The use of an adjective, tetpa-
errjc 1476, and of ordinals, eixootrov Téragrov &roc {nodoy 1709, smack of

1 NORDBERG, Biometrical Notes, p. 34 f., where the statistics of H. ARMINI are
quoted for pagan Rome. According to NORDBERG, Christian epitaphs were a little
more exact about ages than were the pagan.

2 Neither ARMINI hor NORDBERG tabulates the records in hours.

8 LOFSTEDT, Philologischer Kommentar zuv Pevegrinatio Aetheviae (Uppsala
1911), pp. 54—56; NORDBERG, Biometrical Notes, p. 35.

¢ LOFSTEDT and NORDBERG, op. et loc. cit.
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poetic diction, for similar expressions were frequent in epigrams,
cf. 1362,11; 1422,2; 1436,5; 1466,1 etc. ITapaiaBorv érdv p’, ovvlijoac recwy
n' xalpnoiv &' 1927, is certainly unusual. The verb mapalaufdve means here
»to take to wifes, and the passage tells us that the deceased had become
a wife at the ripe age of twelve, living in wedlock eight years and five
months.! Finally, dotis énéinoe fuéoas 9 16 Téxve 14286, recalls the Latin
supervixit, sometimes used in records of age (for examples, see Drgur, 111
p- 596).

A point which attracts attention is the relatively high number of cases
which record the duration of marria g e, either alone or in con-
nection with the recording of age, 25 out of a total of 498, the proportion
being 21 out of a total of 1191 epitaphs in my material from C/L VI, Again,
Greek epitaphs showed a greater variety of formulas, whereas Latin was
usually content with simple cum quo | qua vixit. In most cases, Greek made
use of a verb with the prefix gvy-:

owvlroas, ocvvifoaca 1689, 1891, 1927; in the dative: 1510, 1578, 1776,

1949, 1966; cvvélnoé not 1444.

ovufdoas 1709, cvufidoarre 1732, [ov]upiwoauévy 1651, ovuBiwedoy

2121, ovveBiwoa 1660, 1768.

In the remaining cases, a simple verb was used:

ued” od &noa 1871, 1771, 1850, {nodoy xaldc per’ adrod 1582, & noey

petr’ éuov 1635, (rjoaca odv adrd 1784, avw duol {noday 1993, uera 7ic

élnoa 2064, Pudoas per’ Euod 1702, avv éuol 02 1] ovvfiw éBlwaey 1900.

Two epitaphs record the duration of sojourn abroad with a brother,
&reow &' ovvéeverredoac 1418, of. 1472. .

It is worth notice that the verb fidw was much commoner in recording
the length of married life than in recording age — in the former group nine
cases out of a total of 25, in the latter, eight out of a total of 176. The pheno-
menon may have been due to the influence of the noun ovufiog.

Recording the duration of marriage was probably not of Greek origin,
for similar cases were few in Greek epigraphy. I have not found any example
in Sammeld. Considering that Egyptian epitaphs extremely seldom recorded
the dedicators, their reticence in this respect is understandable. There were
certainly a few cases in Phrygia, but only one of them, MAMA VII 323,
is found in a prose epitaph: guufie ovvinadoy veat xy’ uivag [... 1 Huépag »'.
Even this seems to be due to Latin influence: notice the construction with
dative of years followed by accusatives of months and days. The other
Cases are from epigrams (VI 205 and VII 258). Itisin L atin epigraphy
that the origin of that epitaphic practice can be sought. There are examples

! For the extreme youth of women at the time of marriage, see NORDBERG,
Biowmetrical Notes, p. 65.

17
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as early as the republican period, CIL I: 22 1220: inter nos annos LX vixi-
mus concordes, and the stereotyped vixit mecum ammos XX, 1413. During
Imperial times this practice, like the recording of age, became commoner,
and was imitated on the Greek gravestones of the city.

The fact that the Greek examples were much more numerous than were
the Latin may be due to the relatively high social status of the persons
recorded in Greek epitaphs, see p. 6. It is also possible, however, that the
Greeks adhered to a practice taken over from the Romans more eagerly
than did the Romans themselves. At any rate, it is the relatively high
frequency of the records of the duration of marriage that explains the
slightly higher percentage in age recording in the Greek epitaphs as com-
pared with the Latin.

GRAMMATICAL FORMS OF THE DECEASED PERSONS’ NAMES

The problem of the grammatical forms of the names of the dead is inti-
mately bound up with that of the recording of dedicators, and it is thus
necessary to discuss both together.

In regard to the grammatical forms, the tables on p. 8 show a greater
variety in the Greek than in the Latin material. In the latter, three cases,
nominative, genitive, and dative sufficed; the vocatives were so few and,
moreover, uncertain that they can be excluded. In the Greek material,
all Greek cases were represented, the dative, however, being still more
prominent than in Latin epitaphs. It is my purpose in analyzing these
different forms to work out their affinities with Greek and Latin epitaphic
traditions. I shall begin with the two patterns which were most genuinely
Greek, the vocative and the accusative.

There are 34 examples of the deceased’s name in the vocative, eg.
1509: BijovAdadodvrpire [edyiye, 1531: Edpiyer Aagvita, | oddeic addvaroc,
1823: O K| Avoov edpiy.. In all the cases, the vocative was determined by an
acclamation. An acclamation did not, however, always cause the
name to be set in the vocative. This was done only in brief epitaphs in
which the acclamation formed an integral part of the whole.l

Only half of the cases were, however, undisputedly vocatives. The
vocative is certain in cases in which the names or the epithets — as in
the first example cited — could form vocatives. But there were 14 women’s

t Edyiye: or yaige were often added to epitaphs which recorded dedicators etc.
and where the case of the name was determined by other factors than the acclama-
tion, e.g. 1903: D Nded. Nd.dat. uyvijunc ydow A edyiyt or 2086: D Nd.dat. Nded.
Rdat. 4 yaige. I have also excluded the cases in which the name was only repeated
in an acclamation, e.g. 1536: D Nd.dat. A edydyer Anuijroe | 09deic addvaroc or in
which only an epithet was set in the vocative, thus 1638: Nded. Nd.dat. A djvme LATQE.
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names of the first declension and three men’s names in ~wy-1wv|/wvog, 1314,
1524, 1739, which might be nominatives as well. It is onlyby inference
that the names can be classed as vocatives. First, in brief epitaphs, the
deceased’s name was rarely set in the nominative if an acclamation followed.
There are only four cases in my material,e.g. 1598: O K| E¥dauoc | Kdorogog |
"Agoodeioeds, | yaige, cf. 1418a (p. 700), 1555, 1874. Again, if a woman’s
name of the first declension was followed by an epithet of two endings and
by an acclamation, the epithet was in the vocative, cf. 1509 cited above;
another example is 2098: wavdpere. All this implies that most names would
have been in the vocative if it only could have been formed. Finally, the
men’s names in -wv-wwv were probably also meant to be vocatives, as is
suggested by 1789: OK | yaige | Kagniwy | yaige | xTol pov. Since the
second yaige was followed by a vocative, this must have been the case
with the first, too.

There are a few cases which present difficulties. SEG XVI 606 [Oc¢]oig
"Eoudoviows | Eddaiuwy | Moayiwvos | edyiy:, has here been classed as a
nominative, the regular vocative being Eddaiuov. But after the classical
period, the nominative and vocative tended to coincide in nouns in -» and
-0.> Considering the brevity of the epitaph, the vocative may well have
been meant here.2 Again, 1576 runs: E3[...]y./’ Enixty/owc. The first line
probably contained the acclamation edydyi. The brevity of the epitaph,
and the unusual position of the acclamation at the beginning, lead one
to expect a name in the vocative. The name was set in the nominative,
however, and even in the post-classical period, names in -¢ dropped the
consonant in the vocative.3 Unless the epitaph is damaged more than appears
in the text, the case remains enigmatic.

That the vocative pattern was genuinely Greek is shown by the
infrequency of such typical Latin features as the dedication to Manes and
the recording of age, three and eight cases, respectively — much below the
average. Moreover, the vocative was unusual in pagan Latin epitaphs,
chiefly because of the paucity of acclamations. In CIL I: 22 a number of
epitaphs included salve or vale, but in most cases the deceased were women,
which makes it impossible to draw conclusions about the grammatical
forms of the names, 130, 1340, 1408, 1476, 1684, 1839. Two of the deceased
were men, but in 2095: C. Umbrius | T.f. salve, the name is set in the nom-
inative, whereas 2130: C. Maeci T. | salve, is fragmentary. The nomen
may only have been abbreviated, as was often the case in early epitaphs

1 See W. SCHUIZE, »Zur Bildung des Vokativs im Griechischen und im I,atei-
nischeny, ANTIAQPON, Festschrift J. Wackernagel (Gottingen 1923), p. 240 ff.

2 On the other hand, Adcov 1823, cited p. 16, is hypercorrect, for the stem of
the name was -wv, see PAPE-BENSELER.

8 SCHULZE, op. cit., p. 243.
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(see p. 21). An epitaph from Caere (2551) certainly runs L. A%ili C.f. Serane,
but the epitaph seems singular, no acclamation being included. There is
one certain example of a man’s name set in the vocative, but significantly
enough, the epitaph is bilingual, 2259: Q. Avili C.f. Lanuine salve | | Koivre
* Avidde Taiov vié “Pwuale | yonoté yaige. During Imperial times, vocatives
were equally rare. There are three examples in CIL VI 2432126321,
all of them, however, women’s names, e.g. 26137: Selicia [ Q.l. | Menodice |
salve. Tt was in Christian epigraphy, especially in the ante-Constantinian
period, that vocatives became more usual, largely because of the greater
importance and higher frequency of acclamations.

The vocative pattern was much commoner in Greek epigraphy.
Greek epitaphs fall into two main types, the Attic and the Asiatic,
the former prevailing in most of Greece proper, in Syria, and in Egypt,
the latter in Asia Minor and in Northern Greece.? They differed in that the
Attic type gave only the name of the deceased, whereas the Asiatic also
recorded dedicators. Before the Hellenistic age, and in Attica down to the
end of antiquity, the name of the deceased was set in the nominative in
an epitaph of the Attic type. But after the 3rd century B.C., yaige was often
added 3, and the name began to appear in the vocative, especially if followed
by an epithet, ypnotds or dAvmoc (the latter was popular especially in Syria).
Whereas yaige was found everywhere, ed ydy(e): was mainly found in Syria,
and also in Egypt.4

It is, then, obvious that the Greek epitaphs of Rome following the
pattern Nd." Accl. were true representatives of the Attic type.
It is thus no wonder that only two of the epitaphs, 2008 and 2118, recorded
dedicators. There was a minor difference, however. Whereas yonoté yaipe
and dAvme yaipe were common elsewhere, in Rome there were only three
examples of the former (1810, 1878, 1953), two of the latter (1583, 1902).
Other epithets were dobvxgire 1509, Pdwoe 2008, xouyé 1730, mavagere 2098,
yAvxvrdrn 1699.

1 See G. B. DE RossI, Inscriptiones Christianae Urbis Romae 1 (Roma 1857—61),
p. cx f.

? There is no up-to-date and exhaustive monograph on Greek epitaphs. The
best treatment is still LocH, »Griech. Grabschr.y, Festschvift Friedldander, printed
1895. For the epitaphs of Attica, cf. the same author’s De Titulis Graecis sepulcrali-
bus, diss., Regimonti 1890, for those of Asia Minotr, STEMLER, Kleinas. Grabinschry.,
printed 1909.

3 T,ocH, »Griech. Grabschr.y, Festschvift Friedlinder, p. 279 f.

4 As examples of the popularity of the pattern Nd.ve. Accl., we may mention
the epitaphs from Antioch (/GLS 750—988), and the Egyptian material recorded
by Sammelb. At Antioch, the pattern was followed in almost every epitaph, c. 105
examples in all, the most usual acclamations being dAvme yaioe (c. 70 cases), evydyt
(27 cases), and edyiye, oddeic addvaros (six cases). In Egypt, the pattern was followed
in 221 out of 585 cases, thatis, in 2/5. Edydy: was found in c. 60 cases, yaige in most
of the remaining examples.
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Since the epitaphs following the vocative pattern were but slightly
affected by the Latin epitaphic style, it is possible that the persons com-
memorated in them were to a preponderant extent non-Romans
and that for the most they were born in those parts of the Greek world
where the Attic epitaphic type was in use.l

We next turn to the accusative pattern, e.g. 1477: Eduéd {oacs)
M. Adgrieov | Zatovgveivo | Tov Aaumodrar(ov) | Lentiuios | “Eouijc Soéwag
(the last word is here the equivalent of a noun, »foster-parent»). The accusa-
tive pattern was not very common in Rome, only ten examples or 2 9,
of the total. Because the name of the deceased is the object here, the subject
cannot well have been omitted, and dedicators are in fact recorded in all
but 1632: Zwoiuny | ér@v 13’2 A verb is expressed in only one case, Ednxav
1676, in all the others it is omitted.

The pattern Nded. Nd.*> was not unusual in the Greek epitaphs of the
Asiatic type. It was found in the south and the east of Asia Minor,
especially in Isauria and Cilicia, and in Thessaly it was almost universally
adhered to in epitaphs recording dedicators. Verbs of dedication were rare,
only in Isauria were xoouéw and dviornu: found in a considerable number of
cases.® The accusative was probably due to an imitation of honorary in-
scriptions, in which it was the normal case.

No similar use can be found in I, a tin. There were occasional accu-
satives in honorary inscriptions, but this was an imitation of Greek, attested
by the fact that the accusatives were found in the East or in bilingual
inscriptions.* In the whole of CIL VI, T have found only two e pitaphs
in which the deceased’s name was set in the accusative, 19029: Gentius /
Superam uxorem | rari exempli feminam, and 34876: Ti. Claudiu J T%.l.
Faustum | vix. ann. XXXV, but the latter epitaph seems corrupt. This
use of the accusative can only be due to Greek influence. In Christian epi-
taphs, accusatives were certainly more numerous, but were mostly exclam-
atory, e.g. ICVR 7664 in pace | Tulianum | v(ixit) a(nnis) XXXIII;
2910: Theseum | in pacem.

The accusative pattern was, then, still more genuinely Greek than was
the vocative. Making allowances for the paucity of the examples, the in-

1 There is little direct evidence to bear this out, however. Six of the persons
were put down as strangers, and came from widely different parts of the ancient
world, Bosporus 1825, Ilium 1898, Argos 1873, Massilia 1884, Rhegium 1997, Tyn-
daris 1887. There was a freedwoman, 1907, and a slave, 1739.

2 If an acclamation had followed, the accusative could have been classed as
rexclamatoryy. In Greek epigraphy, exclamatory accusatives were sometimes found,
probably in imitation of Latin, e.g. Sammelb. 321: Tiféoiov Kiavdiov Iavrdyadov
edydye, and 5725: “Polpov Ty diuvnorov etc., 11 other epithets, edyvyer. Latin names
suggest Latin influence here.

® In SEG VI 456—549 (Isauria), there were 13 cases of »oouéw and 17 of dviotnue.

* E.g. CIL III 90, 252, 375 etc.; VI 374 — 987 (bilingual) etc.
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frequency of the dedication to Manes (only two cases, 1676 and 1707) implies
that Latin influence was here slight. Yet there is an instance of rather
subtle Latin influence. In Latin epitaphs, the name of the defunct was
usually set at the beginning, a word denoting relationship following the
name of the dedicator, as a rule in the dative. The pattern was thus Nd.%"/
genfnom. Nided. R%** Such a construction was unknown in the Greek epi-
graphy of Greece and the East. Now a few of the Greek epitaphs of Rome
which set the name in the accusative, observed a similar pattern, e.g. 2091:
D laoviav Adjonriav Majxapiav piiav[doov yvvaixa | Adpriioc “ Yyet[viavog
ylvxv|tdry ovufie. (1833 is a further example). Other instances of a
similar construction will come up later on.

As to the origin of the people mentioned in the epitaphs of the
accusative pattern, the examples are too few to justify drawing conclusions.
But it is worthy of notice that a number of the epitaphs seem to be rather
late. The lack of the praenomen is significant (1487, 1676, 1707, 1833),
and so is the frequency of the nomen Adp?iioc (1487, 1707, 2091). Moreover,
in two epitaphs, 1477 and 1487, one finds the term Aaumpdraroc = clarissi-
mus, which did not come in use until the second century a.n. (Thes.l.L. 111
col. 1275, 9), The former example, cited in full on p. 19, is probably from
the third century A.D., for in addition to the term Aaumpdraroc, one finds
there a typical detached signum, Eduéic (roais, and such signa did not
come in use until the turn of the second/third centuries A.0.1

*

The study of the nominative, genitive, and dative patterns is complicated
by the fact that I,atin epitaphs were constructed in a similar way.
Tables two and three, p. 8, show that the nominative was twice
so common in the Latin as in the Greek material: 385 (33 9,) and 84 (16.5 %)
cases, respectively. Ages and dedicators were recorded less often than in
the other groups, and the dedication to Manes was below the average both
in Latin and in Greek epitaphs.

Despite all this similarity, the Greek epitaphs of the nominative pattern
cannot be simply stated to have been modelled upon the Latin. In Latin
epitaphs from Rome, the nominative, on a whole, represented an older
stratum than the other patterns. In the oldest Latin epitaphs, in those
found at Praeneste (CIL I: 22 64—337, from the third/second centuries B.C.),
as well as in the material from the vineyard of S. Caesarius (ibid. 1015—1201,
from the first half of the first century B.C.), simple nominatives, interspersed
with occasional genitives, were the prevailing form. Genitives became com-

L Onomastic Studies, p. 34 1.
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moner, and datives began to appear, only during the first century B.C.,
together with the introduction of additional elements, the recording of
dedicators and of ages etc. In our material from CIL VI, the relative in-
frequency of additional elements, especially of the most recent addition, the
dedication to Manes, suggests that the bulk of the epitaphs of the nominative
pattern were of an earlier date than most other epitaphs. In the Greek
epitaphs of the Attic type, the nominative was, however, popular down
to the end of antiquity. The citizens of Athens used it to the exclusion of
other forms, but it was common in other regions, also. In the Egyptian
material of Sammelb., 585 epitaphs, the nominative was found in more
than half of the cases, and the largest single group, 166 epitaphs, observed
the pattern Nd."™ A. Because they record ages, these epitaphs date from
the Imperial times.

If we, then, think the nominative pattern of the Greek epitaphs of Rome
to be an imitation of I,atin models, a considerable number of them must
be early. There are, to be sure, such cases; 1737 = CIL I:2* 1045:
Kapvedd(ng) | moo eiddv 8’| Magtiwy, found in vinea S.Caesarii, is from the
first half of the first century B.C. This epitaph observes the same pattern
as the Latin epitaphs of the same origin, down to the abbreviation of the
name.l The Latin epitaphs of vinea S. Caesarii also gave the month and day
of the burial, as did the Greek epitaph. The close imitation of the Latin
models here was due to the fact that the funerary urns of this vineyard
formed a closed and uniform group.

There were other instances of Latin influence. In addition to the ded-
ication to Manes and the recording of age, the recordingof dedicators
was a Latin feature; the nominative was not used in the Asiatic type of
Greek epitaphs. Moreover, the characteristic Latin pattern, Nd.*" Nded.
R was sometimes followed; cf. e.g., these Latin and Greek epitaphs,
CIL VI 24852: DM | Q. Postumius | Apollinaris | vixit anmis VIII [m. VIII
d. VII oris V' | Pontia Atticilla | mater prissima | filio b.m.f., and 1919:
OK | Odopava &no(ev) &y | &' uiv(ac) ¢ rfuéo(as) ' | Odpfixos xal
Nixn | yovels Téxve yiv/xvrdrw Emnoinoay.

However, genuinely G reek features were equally significant. In no
less than 26 out of 84 cases, the nominative depends upon a verb de-
noting »o resty, eg., évddde xeitar 1475, 1529, évddde xeiuar 1465,
1575, évddde xeiueda 1586, 1874. Less frequent expressions were éviddde vale
1625, évddde tédan[rar] 1766, &de Tédantar 1837, dde avamderar 1717. In most
pagan examples, the subject precedes the verb. ’Evddde xeitar etc.,
put at the beginning, was a distinctively Christian feature of a late

! In the text of KAIBEL, the abbreviation Kagvead. has been erroneously inter-
preted as a vocative Kagvedd(a). Vocatives were unusual save in acclamations.
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date.! Latin had corresponding expressions, Aic situs | sepultus | conditus est,
see DEssAU III: 2 p. 944 f. In Rome, similar expressions did not, however,
equal the Greek material in frequency, for CIL VI 24321—26321 has only
19 of them, the total of nominatives being 385. The phrases denoting »to
resty were thus a Greek peculiarity: an imitation of the diction of epigrams,
where évidde xeitar had been a stock expression since the 6th century B.C.2
The phrase was not as popular in Greece proper and the Fast as in Rome.
I have counted ten cases among the 2050 Imperial prose epitaphs from
Attica in IG III: 2.2 The high Roman frequency may have been due to
the fact that imitation of poetic diction was particularly common in Rome
where Greek epigrams were so numerous, cf. p. 6.

The genitive was not very frequent in the Greek epitaphs of Rome,
only 20 cases or 4 9, the Latin frequency being 182 or 15 9%, of the total.

In the genitive pattern, one must distinguish two totally different
groups, those in which the genitive depends upon a dedication to Manes,
and those in which it is governed by a noun denoting »tomb» or the like,
either expressed or understood. According to Table four, seven of the Greek
and no less than 114 of the Latin genitives belonged to the former group.
As stated p. 11, Manes and its Greek equivalents implied here the soul
of a deceased person. These genitives naturally followed Latin models
very closely, and the peculiar Latin construction, D Nd.#* Nded. R*
was observed in three cases, e.g. 1897: OK | 'Ovnoiuov, érnoi/ijon Ailia
"Odvulriag dyadd | cvutpdpe (other examples, 1958, 1959).

There remained 13 Greek and 68 Latin epitaphs following the regular
genitive pattern. In four Greek cases, the genitive was governed by a noun,
wvela 1740, 1741 (»a monumenty), 1847 (ymemory»), and zdpoc 15615. The
genitive was followed by uvnodeis in 1748, an epithet of the dedicator. In
eight cases, then, the genitive was used absolutely, e.g. 1675: I'. " JovAiov |
Bdooov | §1jtopog, a contemporary of Seneca the elder, see RE X col. 178; cf.
col 180, 47. In this and similar cases, the genitive implied that the deceased
was the possessor of the tomb.

The genitive had been in use in Latin epitaphs from the beginning, but
it was not unknown in Greek epigraphy, although its frequency was much
lower. Among c. 2050 epitaphs from Imperial Athens, only 13 have the
names in the genitive, and in seven of them, the genitive depended upon a

. 1 I have counted 65 examples in JCVR I—III. A late date is argued by the
frequency of the expression in St. Paul’s cathedral (32 cases) and by the lack of it
in Domitilla’s catacomb. The former was a late burial place, whereas the catacomb
of Domitilla fell into desuetude at the beginning of the fifth century.’ Evddde xeirat
Nd.nom. was a late Christian pattern elsewhere too, e.g. in Phrygia, see W. M. CAL-
DER, MAMA 1 p.xxi. The Latin equivalent of the formula, hic requiescit etc.
Nd.nom. was likewise Christian and late, see G. B. DE RossI, op. cit. (p. 18, fn. 1),
p. cxi.

2 W. PEEK, Griechische Vers-Inschriften 1 (Berlin 1955), pp. 83—119.
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noun.! In the Egyptian material of Samimelb., there are 22 genitives, many
of them governed by a noun denoting »sepulchrer. In Asia Minor, the geni-
tive was also found, but was seldom used absolutely.2

The foregoing makes it likely that whereas the genitives which were
governed by a noun or by the participle uynodeic may have followed Greek
models, the cases in which a genitive was used absolutely, as well as those
in which it was determined by a dedication to Manes, may have been mod-
elled largely upon Latin epitaphs.

In the great majority of cases — 705 % — the name of the defunct
was setinthe dative. This was due primarily to the fact that if dedicators
were recorded — and 72 9, of the Greek epitaphs did so — »to erect a tomb-
stone to someone» normally required a dative. A comparison of Tables two
and three shows that in ILatin epitaphs the dative was much less frequent
though the frequency of dedicators was only a little lower than in the Greek
material, — 52 9, as against 64 % The lower frequency of the dative was
due to the fact that in a large number of Latin epitaphs the deceased’s
name was set in the genitive after DM, even if dedicators were recorded.

Nded. Nd.*" was the standard pattern of the Asiatic variety of Greek
epitaphs, too, and the epitaphs of Phrygia, for instance, follow it with
deadly monotony. Both in Asia Minor and in Rome, a minor element found
in almost every epitaph of the above pattern was uvias [ uvelas | uvijuns
xdow, a statement that the stone had been raised to preserve the memory
of the dead. There were variations of the expression. Xdow aiwviov uvijuns
1690, and dndo aiwviag uvelas 2095, put special emphasis upon the idea.
The preposition &vexa was used in some cases, uvelag &vexa 1523, 1657,
wvijuns Evexelxa 1679, 1772, and pvijuns eivexev 1536, a poetic expression.
A corresponding phrase is sometimes found in Latin epitaphs, but it is
so rare that its Greek origin is easily seen.?

The above might lead to the conclusion that the Greek-speaking popula-
tion of Rome had for the most part observed the Asiatic epita phic
type. Considering that Asia Minor had contributed the largest single
contingent of foreigners to Rome (see p. 2), this seems only natural.
However, on closer scrutiny, Latin contribution appears no
less significant.

First, such standard Latin features as the dedication to Manes and the
recording of age were commoner in the dative than in the other groups
(see Table two). Again, in 29 epitaphs the name of the deceased was set in

! E.g. tdmoc 6153A, 6865 etc., wvijua 10934, dpoc 11263, djxn 12595.

*In MAMA VI, for instance, there is only one example of a genitive used
absolutely, 57: I'aiov Zefriov / Zvppdyov. £f. [ yaige.

8 CIL VI has seven of them, memoriae causa 15191, 26726 etc., ob memoriam
37540, propter me[moriam] 8860.
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the dative, though no dedicators were recorded, e.g. 1488: 17 | yAvxvrdry/
’Artadiavij. There were 31 similar cases in CIL VI 24321—26321. Such
a use of the dative pattern was certainly a Latin peculiarity; the few exam-
ples in the Greek epigraphy of the East are but exceptions to the rule.

Even in the epitaphs which also recorded dedicators, it is possible to
detect some subtle Latin influence.

In Asia Minor, the names of the dedicators were almost invariably put
first, the pattern being Nded. Nd.“* Among the considerable number
of Phrygian epitaphs, I have found only eight in which the order is Nd.**
Nded., e.g. MAMA 1282,V 92, VI 26; 123. VI 202 is, perhaps characteristic-
ally, bilingual, Latin and Greek. In Rome, half of the Greek epitaphs of
the dative pattern which recorded dedicators, 157 out of a total of 321,
observed the order Nd.%* Nded., e.g. 1406: I'alw’ Aovidie | Kiewig ovv/Blwt
ylvxvrd/twe Zotyels. This must have been due to Latin influence, for in
Latin epitaphs, the deceased’s name was usually put first. In CIL VI 24321
—26321, there were, in epitaphs with DM, 155 cases in which the name
followed, and 330 in which it preceded that of the dedicator. Latin
honorary inscriptions may have served as a model here.2 It is also possible,
however, that the order depended upon the dedication of a tomb Dzs Mani-
bus and the dead person; cf. the two Greek epitaphs in which the ded-
ication to @K and Nd.“: were connected by xai p. 12. This minor
point of word order illustrates the extent to which the Greek epitaphic
style of Rome had been influenced by the Latin environment.

*

The discussion has shown that almost all the different Greek epitaphic
traditions were represented on the Greek gravestones of Rome. The in-
fluence of the Latin epitaphic style was most conspicuous in the dedication
to Manes, a feature unknown in Greece and the East. The high frequency
of the recording of age, and in particular the exactness of the records, also
attest Latin influence. On the other hand, the recording of dedicators was
common to Latin and to the Asiatic variety of Greek epitaphs.

If dedicators were mentioned, the deceased’s name was usually set in
the dative. There were, however, a few examples of a peculiarly Greek
construction with the name in the accusative. The frequency of the dative
pattern was lower in Latin epitaphs because following a dedication to

1 MAMA VI 295:° Eyvatio | “Pdrov: is the only example so far in the Phrygian
material recorded in MAMA, and characteristically enough, the man bore Latin
names.

2 On Latin honorary inscriptions, the name of the person honoured was put
first, in general in the dative, see CaGNAT, Epigr. Latine, p. 259.
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Manes, the deceased’s name was much oftener in the genitive in Latin than
in Greek epitaphs. k

If dedicators were not mentioned, the deceased’s name was usually
in the nominative both in Greek and in Latin epitaphs, but other cases
might also be used. The genitive, not governed by a noun, and the dative
were due to Latin influence, whereas the vocative, governed by an acclama-
tion, was peculiarly Greek, characteristic of the Attic type.

Even if a Greek epitaph followed a genuinely Greek pattern, it might
have Latin features, such as the name of the deceased followed by that of
the dedicator and by a word denoting relationship.

A consequence of the interplay of different Greek and of Latin epitaphic
traditions was the fact that the Greek epitaphs of Rome presented a m o t-
ley picture. This was in sharp contrast to the Greek epigraphy in
Greece and the East, where the same pattern might be followed within a
region with so little variation that other Patterns seem exceptions to the
rule.!

RELATIONSHIP OF DEDICATORS AND DECEASED

In the table below, dedicators and deceased are tabulated according
to their relationship. The total of the cases (471) surpasses that in
Table two (360) on account of the fact that a number of gravestones recorded
the deaths of more than one person. Moreover, whereas only undamaged
inscriptions could be used in drawing up the former table, fragmentary
cases, provided they mentioned the dedicators, were included here. To
increase my material, I have also included the material from the epigrams.
On the other hand, all cases recording the building of a sepulchral monu-
ment for persons still living have been excluded.

It was a peculiarity of ancient epitaphs, at least of those of Rome, that
in the great majority of cases, only one member of a family

Table 7. Dedicators and deceased in the Greek epitaphs of Rome

Dedicators parents children husband wife  brother/ others
I l sister
Deceased son  daugh. fa. mo. both wife hush. br. sis.
105 43 6 14 3 96 50 26 8 120 2

L Cf. MAMA VII 499, on account of an epitaph with the name of the deceased
in the accusative: »The accusative (characteristic of Lycaonia and common in
Northern Galatia) violates the usage of Fastern Phrygia.»

® In this category, I have also included all unspecified dedications and all frag-
mentary cases. It may be worth noticing that c. 40 of the »others» were nurslings
and foster-parents.
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was mentioned as a dedicator, parent(s), child(ren), husband, wife, brother,
sister. In my Greek material from Rome, there are only 11 cases in which
more than one member is recorded as a dedicator, a child and the husband
or wife, 1532, 1548, 1573, 1756, 1876, 1900, 2093, a parent and brother 1327,
1868, a brother and the husband 1995. It is possible that the etiquette of
the cemeteries required the gravestone to be dedicated by the nearest
surviving member of a family, even if other relatives were alive. Thus 1698,
a husband raises a memorial to his wife, calling her usjrno inmixdy, mother
of Roman knights. The sons were obviously still living, but were not men-
tioned as co-dedicators. Since the surviving spouse and not the children
customarily dedicated the stone, the curious disproportion between children
and parents buried (148 children and 23 parents) finds a partial explanation.

According to the table, there were twice so many sons as daughters,
and three times so many brothers as sisters. Such disproportions can be
explained in different ways. Daughters may have been exposed at
birth more often than sons, the result being that there were fewer daughters
and sisters in the population than could be expected.® It is also possible,
however, that the deaths of daughters and sisters were treated as less
important than those of sons and brothers, and were consequently
less often recorded by drawing up an epitaph.

A still more remarkable point which emerges from the above table is
the fact that the epitaphs of mothers and wives greatly
outnumber those of fathers and husbands. The pro-
portion is 14 + 96 / 6 4 50, that is, almost 2: 1. This is all the more curious
inasmuch as husbands in general die before their wives; their epitaphs
should therefore outnumber those of wives.

Before going any further, I shall give the corresponding tables for the
Latin epitaphs of Rome and for the Phrygian material:

Table 8. Dedicators and deceased in CIL VI 24321—26321

Dedicators parents children husband wife  brother/ others
| | sister
Deceased son  daugh. fa. mo. both wife husb. br. sis.
1932 100 28 40 8 209 108 28 12 2383

1 For the Roman practice of exposing female children, see DAREMBERG—SAGLIO,
Dictionnairve des antiquités grecques et Yomaines II: 1, p. 939; FRANK, »Race Mixture»,
AHR 1915/16, p. 703.

2 FrRANK, »Race Mixturer, AHR 1915/16, p. 703, gives the percentage of sons
as 62.3 % in a count made in 19.000 Roman epitaphs. In my table, the percentage
is 65.8 %. The slight difference can be put down to the smaller extent of my ma-
terial.

3 Among »othersy, patrons and freedmen were particularly numerous.
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Table 9. Dedicators and deceased in Phyygian epitaphs

Dedicators parents children husband wife brother/  others
| sister
Deceased son  daugh. fa. mo. both wife husb. br. sis,
118 73 62 48 431 134 83 52 13 68

The tables show that whereas in all three groups sons and brothers
outnumbered daughters and sisters, there was considerable difference be-
tween Roman and Phrygian epitaphs in regard to the recording of the
deaths of mothers and wives, fathers and husbands. On the Latin grave-
stones of Rome, as represented by my material, the proportion of mothers
+ wives / fathers + husbands was 40 + 209 /28 + 108, much the same
as in the Greek material, whereas the corresponding Phrygian figures were
48 + 134 /62 + 83, that is, 2: 1.6. Though wives still outnumbered husbands
in Phrygian epitaphs, the disproportion is here easier to account for than
in Rome. If we include 20 cases in which the children and the wife dedicate
a gravestone, and 52 cases in which a husband, dedicating a gravestone
to his wife, makes known that he has built the tomb for himself, too, the
number of husbands deceased rises to 155. The corresponding figures for
women — five and 31 — raise their frequency to 170. There was still dispro-
portion, but in Asia Minor, the extensive practice of building a sepulchre
before one’s own death complicated matters; in these cases, no new
epitaph was attached to the tomb at death, cf. p. 7.

In Rome, the number of epitaphs dedicated by wife and children
is too small to help us to solve the mystery — four in the Greek, 12 in the
Latin material. The building of sepulchres before one’s own death must
certainly be taken into account, but this practice was not so common in
Rome as it was in Asia Minor. Moreover, Roman epitaphs of that type
usually listed a considerable number of persons, all of whom, presumably,
were still living. If these cases were included, they would add equally to
each category — husbands, wives, children, etc. Dedications by a husband
of a tomb to his wife, already dead, and to himself were not very frequent
— in my Greek material only 1488, 1518, ?1713; but dedications by a
wife to her dead husband and to herself were equally numerous, 1419,
1838, 1958. The disproportion cannot, then, be explained this way.

! Since it is unlikely that so large a percentage of parents had died simulta-
neously,it is probable that the one parent had died and been buried earlier but that
the epitaph had been drawn up only after the death of the surviving spouse; cf.
MAMA VII 146: a man dedicates a gravestone to his son and zoic TTQOXATO LY OUEVOLS
Kaooig u[nlrel xai narel Tara [plviune ydow.
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I think the only explanation is that even in those classes who could
afford it, a death and burial were not always com-
memorated with an epitaph. The deaths of daughters and
sisters, as suggested above, may have been treated as less important than
those of sons and brothers. But, admittedly, the low frequency of fathers and
husbands remains something of a mystery, and a far more comprehensive
study, which would take into account the archeological material, also, is
necessary to clear it up.

WORDS AND PHRASES USED IN DEDICATION

In Greek epitaphs, it was not necessary to use a verb denoting the act
of dedication or a noun qualifying the object dedicated. In the Greek epi-
taphs of Rome, a verb of dedication without an object is found in 130 cases,
an object without a verb in five cases, and the combination noun + verb
in 24 cases, 159 examples in all, a little less than half of the epitaphs which
recorded dedicators (360).

If only a verb was used, a noun denoting »sepulchre», »gravestone» or
vepitaph» must have been understood as an object. In Asia Minor, the verb
mostly used was dviornue (MAMA VII p. 156). This verb was very rare
in Rome, however, the only case in my material being 1709. The most
popular verb was motéw, 111 examples. As fecit was the commonest Latin
verb of dedication in Rome, it is not impossible that moiéw owed its popu-
larity to Latin influence. Other verbs of dedication were dvar{dnue eight
cases, Tidnue 1323, 1459, 1723, mporInue 1891, évtéiiw SEG IV 113, xava-
oxevdlw 2097. In three epitaphs, 1317, 1332, 1811, a verb denoting the actual
engraving, émiypdpw, had been used. There are only two examples of a verb
denoting »to bury», 1413, 1676, ti¥nu: in both. The names of the dead
were naturally set in the accusative. In the former epitaph, we also have
an object without a verb, the structure being D Nd.“Nded. tiy »xaudoav
(epithets) &9nxa tov ddedpdy xTl.

The other cases of objects without verbs were 7#» gopdv 1452, 76 7odov
1759, tov Powudv 1987. In 1342: iy xofmav odv 7@ TitAw, both xofma =
cupa and tirdog = titulus were Latin loan-words. The former was rare in
Greek, and has not been registered in IIDDELL-ScoTT; the latter will be
discussed below.

In the combinations noun 4 verb, the nouns usually denote a sepulchral
monument, uvyueiov being the most common of them, seven examples in
all.l The phrases uveiav émoinoav 1741, and uvelay — tijvd[e] HréAec(oav),

L Other cases, tdufov avéornoa [ Erevéev 1927, SEG XVII 474, Tov témov émoinoey
1507, 77y povodmiaotov Adgvaxa émowjoato 1847, rydpaxa capxopdyo(v) 1472, tdpos
— — 6&v éxndevoev 1515, xateoxedacav 16 uvijua 2079.
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1470, which fully correspond to the Latin memoriam fecit, »made a sepulchral
monumenty, are probably loan translations. I have not found another
instance of uweia in this meaning, but uvijun was thus used in some late
epitaphs.l Two facts argue for this meaning of wvelaluvijun being due to
Latin influence. First, memoriam fecit was of so considerable a frequency in
Latin epitaphs that it could not escape notice. Again, the specific meaning
of memoria, »a monument», could easily be taken over by Greek, the usual
meanings of uvela/uvijun and memoria being the same, »memory». There .
were also nouns denoting a gravestone, o77jdy 1431, 1660, 1749, 1993, the
verbs used with it varying, and an inscribed stone, rizlov #Inxev 1635,
Tithov émoingey 1639, 1812. That Titdog, a Latin loan-word, was used both
in Rome and in Asia Minor ? is not surprising, for it had a more precise
meaning than ot1jAn. Greek had, in fact, to resort to a paraphrase like
™Y oThAny — oy émeyoagg;, MAMA 1 308, to express the same thing.

In Greek epitaphs, the motives for dedicating a gravestone were
often specified. In the prose epitaphs of the Asiatic type, it was almost
invariably uwsjune xdow, an expression which I have already discussed,
p. 23. But there were other expressions, too. An adverb might be employed
to tell us that the stone had been erected because of the merits of the de-
ceased, d&iwg, xaldc éroinoev, 2009, 1555. Again, some outstanding quality
of the defunct might be singled out and coupled with the standard phrase,
uviune ydow xai prAavdoias 2051, to a wife, pvelag ydow xai edegyeciiy xal
edvolag mdone 1413, to a brother. But the standard phrase could be drop-
ped, edoefleiac ydow 1998, 2121, included in epitaphs of wifes, §i4 ™Y
ocwpooavynY adric, 00Oty ydow 1709, 2095, epitaphs of wives. In
1470: uvelay — nTédeo(oav) wioi 0ToQyfs ydow, both ntélec(oav) and
otogy” smack of poetic diction. 2025, the epitaph of a freedwoman, does not
record a dedicator, but the words Owd Ttpdmove, that is, »because of her
good mannersy, imply a husband or a patron as the dedicator.

The phrases of the above type were genuinely Gree k; Latin
had only meagre equivalents, e.g. 0b merita, CIL VI 25830, of. 26094. In
Phrygia, similar expressions were still commoner than in Rome, ptiooTopyiac
évexey heading the list with eight examples.3 The model for the expressions
may be found in honorary inscriptions, where motives were
regularly announced in a similar way.4

P MAMA VII p. 156, three Christian examples. LIpDELL-Scort, sub Hvhpn,
records an example of wvipy = pvfjua from Rome.

? MAMA VII p. 156 f., 26 examples, mostly Christian.

® Other expressions: xaloxayadias fvexev — Oug ™ idiav avdoiay xai edratiay
MAMA T 308, wvIuns xal edvoilalc 200w V 25, meoi te pilav[doilac] xai TWPEoaVY[ng
®al ed]rexviag V 81,[d]a thy mpedc adrov edv]o[dJav V 279, &vexow pllavdgias xal
oixodeanoovvng VI 194, %80ov(s [Elvexxe VII 57, agetijs Evexe VII 275,

* LARFELD, Gr. Epigr., p. 438 1.
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FORMULAS OF DEATH

It was a characteristic of pagan epitaphs that formulas of death were
rare. In the Greek epitaphs of Rome, there is only one predicate of »dying»,
Gmédmxev 1587, probably short for dnédwxev 0 mvetua, cf. KAIBEL, ad loc.
There is a similar expression in 1702: dwodods o ddverov T7js {07, but this
is poetic. Formulas of death, especially predicates denoting »he/she diedy,
were a distinctively Christian feature. I have counted c. 40 such cases
in the Greek material of ICVR I—I11, with éreledrnoev and éxowuijdn head-
ing the list.1 There were, however,a few participles ic the pagan ma-
terial, redevrijoas 2057, xavouyduevos/uévy 1408, 2103. D Nd.* xomidoavtt
ic Tadta td ywola Nded. 1811,1is one of those epitaphs which have been
claimed pagan by some, Christian by the others. According to SILVAGNI
in ICVR 4021, the phrase implies that the deceased (the husband) had been
a gravedigger in the catacomb in which he was buried. But because the
dedicatory formula @K is dimly visible in the first line, the epitaph is prob-
ably pagan. Tadta vd ywola simply means the actual burial-place: »he has
come to rest here». Finally, there is a stone giving the date of death, a rare
feature in pagan epigraphy outside of Egypt, [dmod]avdvre éni orepavy-
@doov xtA. 1760. The stone is not Roman, however; it had probably
been brought there from Asia Minor, see KAIBEL, ad loc.

EPITHETS AND SIMILAR EXPRESSIONS

Epithets, usually given to the dead persons, rarely to the dedicators,
were an outstanding feature of Greek and ILatin epigraphy. Most persons
had only one epitaph, but two or three or even more might be combined,
e.g. Tf idlg ovuPiwe dyadf xal dovvxpite xal pdvy gildvoge xal @iiavd-
oémwr SEG XVII 468. Adverbial expressions were often used instead of,
or in addition to, epithets, e.g. [dvdpl] xAivxvrdre xal dovvxoity, {fjoaca
odv abtd oeuvisc xal Guévaros 1784. The table below tabulates the material
obtained from the Greek and Latin epitaphs of Rome and from Phrygian
inscriptions. Epithets found in epigrams have been excluded, whereas
those found in epitaphs recording the building of a sepulchre for living
persons have been included.

A rough estimate of the frequency of epithets in each group can be made
by comparing the total of epithets with the number of epitaphs, c. 800
Greek and 2000 Latin epitaphs from Rome, c. 1750 epitaphs from Phrygia

1 For Christian formulas of death in Latin inscriptions, see NORDBERG, Bto-
wmetrical Notes, p. 49 ff.
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Table 10, Epithets in the epitaphs of Rome and Phrygia

Rome, CIL VI .
Grecl 24321 — Phrygia
26321
simple epithets 192 693 181
double » 21 117 9
triple » 4 11 —
more than three 1 A —
total of persons [ | ——————
having epithets 218 825 190

(MAMA 1; V—VII), not all of them, however, pagan. By far the greatest
frequency is thus found in the Latin material from Rome., Double and
triple epithets were also more numerous in this than in the other groups.

This higher Latin frequency is symptomatic of the greater importance
of epithets in Latin epigraphy. Epithets were found in Iatin inscriptions

In Greek epitaphs of the Attic type, that is, almost everywhere save
in Northern Greece and Asia Minor, epithets were common only in acclama-
tions, yonordc and dAvmoc being the most popular of them, see p-18. In
Egypt, however, double, triple and even quadruple epithets were frequent
in acclamations, but even here, little variation is observable in the choice
of epithets.2 In the Asiatic type, epithets were not included in acclamations,
but their frequency, as the Phrygian material reveals, did not equal that
of typical ILatin epitaphs. Though the Greek epitaphs of Rome did not
contain such a multitude of epithets as the Latin, they were nevertheless
much more frequent than in Asia Minor. Conceding the relatively high
social status of the people recorded in the Greek epitaphs of Rome, one
may conclude with a fair amount of certainty that I,atin environment
contributed to the popularity of epithets in the Greek epitaphs of Rome.

It has been suggested that the epithets given the dead might throw
light upon the ancient conceptions of virtues, the epithets most often used
indicating the qualities most admired.3 With due consideration for the
highly stereotyped nature of epithets, there may be some truth in this.
But before discussing the problem, I shall give, in an alphabetical order,

" E.g CIL I: 2% 1406: Jfemina sanctissum(a) frugi pia; 1366: amantissuma Suis
fide maxsuma pia.

® Sammelb. 6164: dwoe macipile dlvemes XOMoTY yaige includes the epithets most
often found in Egypt.

3 Top, »Laudatory Epithetsy, 4 BS4 1951, p. 183 f.

18%
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it is important to find out what epithets were given to different members
of a family, the material has been arranged in columns which give the
frequencies of father and mother, son and daughter, husband and wife; all
remaining cases have been included in the column for »othersy. This column
also registers the epithets found in epitaphs not recording dedicators. All
double, triple, etc., epithets have been distributed; bracketed entries refer
to both parents.

The frequency of epithetsof different members of a family
differs to some extent. As a basis of comparison, one must take the de-
ceased members of a family tabulated on p. 25 f. The numbers of deceased
and of epithets are not, however, directly comparable, for the former tables
include material obtained from epigrams, the latter epithets given to living
persons by builders of sepulchres. Making allowances for all these facts,
it seems that adults had more epithets than children. In the
Greek group, parents, husbands and wives shared 104 epithets, the number
of the dead being 169. Corresponding figures for children were 77/148.
In the Latin group, the figures for adults were 500/393, for children 223/293.
The disproportion is thus more remarkable in Iatin epitaphs. The higher
frequency of adults’ epithets may have been due to the fact that adults
already had more qualities and accomplishments recordable.

Epithets in the Grveek epitaphs of Rome

father ‘mother son ‘daugh.‘ husb. | wife | others| total

W
~1
=

ayadég — — — | -

ayaddrarog — — — i 1 1

ayvog — (1) — — — I _—

dyvordry — — . — —

aei, 92 — 3 -
Le{uYnoTOoS —_ :

d&uog — 1 2 1 1

(I
=R R R )

[SCRRSUIE
:»:.‘ab—“
-

dAvmog — — — . -

_—
|
|
ro

ApepnTog —_— — 1 — -
apiunros —

GueiunTos —_ — — — . _
AVaudTnTOoS — — — — —

— -
|

andovordry — | p— — — - . 1
doiotog —— — — — 1 .
AoToudyNTOS — — — 1 .
dodvxgitos — — 2 — 3 3 3
dpdopos - _— _ i o . 1

dwgos —— — 31 - — —

! The dedication ddpois véxvorg 2038, though ambiguous, has been for con
venience treated as a dedication to two sons.




o

Epithets and similar expressions

Lpithets in- the Greek epitaphs of Rome

33

father

mother

son |daugh‘| husb. | wife

others

total

yAvxdratog
&Tipos —
&vrewuog
émilhrnTog
edvorioag
e0mpdodextos —
£0mp0bodeTog
eboefrc
edoeféoTarogc
ebrvyeordry
fjowe
Pavuactéc
Beopileotdry
xaAn
xaldualiog
HOUYIS
xvpia
paxagia
uo[vav]dpog
Tavdgerog
TOTY
[mo]rotdry
nodewdrarog
oEUYY)
ceuvordrn
ondralog
adpowv
swpoovesTdTy
Tinog —
Telpuiog
TLULdTATOS
pilavdgog
pLAdvdo<wsmog
@iAdéroyog
@tLAéoTopyos
@ilrarog
xonoTdg
20MoTOTATY
yoytf —
dayad)
deluvnotog
dxaxoc
AovvxgiTog

34 18 16 18

112

e N TN =N

RS

=0 W N

Ll O )

total 52 epith. | 2 (1)) 10 |

| 250

18
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Epithets in

CIL VI 24321—26321

father |mother| son |daugh.| husb. | wife | others | total

amantissima — —_ — — — 2 —_ 2
anima —

benemerens e — e — - — 1 i

dulcis — —— —— - —— — 1 1

dulcissima o — — — — — 1 1

bona et bene-

dicta — — — e — — 1 1

benedicta — - —_ 1 — 1 — 2
benemerens 21 (5) 13 36 8 76 127 170 456
benemerita — 1) 1 — — 5 1 8
bonus 1 — —_ — — — —_ 1
cara — — — —_— — 1 — 1
carissimus A —_ 21 9 24 59 23 140
castissima — — — — — 4 — &
desiderantissima — - —_ — — 1 — 1
dignissimus — — — — 1 1 3 5
dulcis — — 2 — — — — 2
dulcissimus 1 9 39 22 9 12 18 110
fidelis — _ — — — 1 — 1
fidelissimus — — — — — 2 1 3
frugalissimus — — — — — — 1 1
inconparabilis — 1 2 1 4 5 1 14
indulgentissi-

mus 1 — e — 1 — 1 3
ingenuosissimus — — - — — — 1 1
innocentissima — — — — — 2 — 2
iucundissimus — — 1 — — — — 1
merens — — —_ —_ —_ 1 1 2
merentissima — —— — - — 1 - 1
merita — — —_ — —_ 1 — 1
obsequentissi-

mus — — — — — — 1 1
optimus 1 (1) 5 2 6 24 13 52
pius 1 2 2 1 — 2 3 11
pient/pi/issimus 6 (2) 10 46 21 1 10 11 107
rara — 1 — — — — e 1
rarissimus 1 — 2 — — 6 1 10
sancta — 1 —_ — — 3 e 4
sanctissimus — (1) 2 2 e — 18 2 25
univira — — — — — 2 - 2
total 33 epith. | 37 (10) 40| 158 65 122 291 256 979
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The above lists reveal several differences between Greek a nd Latin
epithets. In the Greek material, the number of different epithets was 52
and the number of occurrences 250, whereas the corresponding Latin figures
were 33 and 979. The Greeks thus had a greater variety of epithets to choose
from. Again, in the Greek material there were 15 superlatives out of a total
of 52, that is, one fourth; in the Latin, 18 superlatives out of a total of 33,
that is, more than a half. All this argues less conventionalism and stereotyp-
ing in the Greek than in the Latin material.

There were considerable differences in the meanin g between Greek
and Latin epithets. A classification of epithets is beset with difficulties
and somewhat arbitrary.! Nevertheless, it is possible to read some facts
of interest from the above lists. The larger Latin material may be taken
first. A considerable number of the epithets were general laudator y
terms, obvious in epitaphs mostly dedicated to members of the same
family, carissimus, dulcissimus, inconparabilis, optimus, ravissimus. But
such very frequent epithets as benemerens (benemerita, mervens, meventissima,
merita) and pius/pientissimus had a more precise meaning. In a charac-
teristically Roman way, they lay emphasis upon the performance
and reward of duty. The implications of benemerens, mostly
abbreviated b.m., are illustrated by a passage like CIL VI 26192: cui pro
meriters ab coniuge gratia relatast; the deceased was shown gratitude (by
raising a memorial) because of her services to the dedicator. The epithet
benemerens was a reduction of this idea to a formula; de was often added
to make the meaning clearer, e.g. 24580: DM | Pompiliae | Amianthi | de
cotugi | benemeren|ti fecit Cae/cilius Crispi/nus etc. The tabulation of the
material reveals that benemerens was oftenest given by wives to husbands
or by husbands to wives; in the group of the yothersy, it was very frequently
given by freedmen to patrons or vice versa. Because the idea of doing one’s
duty by others was more important in these than in the other groups, one
can conclude that even so frequent an epithet as benemerens was not given
arbitrarily, but mostly with due consideration to its implications. Again,
pius/pientissimus was mainly given to children (67 examples out of
a total of 107), indicating the importance attached to filial piety
among the Romans.2

The largest single group of the dead was that of wi ves, and they
share more epithets than do the others. Their epithets, amantissima, castis-
suma, fidelis, fidelissima, mnocentissima, sanctissima, univiva, emphasize
tenderness, chastity, fidelity as women’s virtues. Women were praised for

t Cf. Top, »Laudatory Epithetsy, ABSA4 1951, p. 188.

® That pius/pientissimus suggested piety towards parents etc. and not towards
the gods, is brought out by the frequent addition in suos/suis, an expression popular
especially in Baetica (CIL II), c. 160 examples.
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similar old-fashioned virtues in verse epitaphs, also.! This again suggests
that epithets were often nothing but reductions of generally accepted ideas
to formulas.

The problems presented by the G r e ek material are more complicated,
for here one need take into account not only typical Greek attitudes but also
Latin influence. A comparison with Latin epithets and with Greek
epithets uncontaminated by heavy Latin influence is thus necessary.
Phrygian epithets have been examined for the latter purpose.

By far the most frequent Greek epithet in Rome is yAvxdtarog, 112 cases
out of a total of 250. Though it fully corresponds to dulcissimus, it is not
likely of T,atin origin, for the same epithet was still more popular in Phrygia,
139 cases out of a total of c. 200 occurrences. This epithet was unknown or
rare in the Attic type. In the Egyptian material of Sammelb., the epithet
is found four times (2480, 2482, 5188, 6702); 2 in Imperial Attica there is
not a single example. Conversely, yonords and dAvmwog, the most frequent
epithets in the epitaphs of the Attic type, were not very popular in Rome,
three and eight cases, respectively. This shows that in regard to epithets, too,
Rome’s Greek epitaphs belonged more to the Asiatic than to the Attic type.

Translations of ,atin epithets seem to be rare.” Ausiunros 1347,
and dovvxgitog passim, correspond to tnconparabilis. Since no similar epi-
thets are found in Phrygia or elsewhere, they may be due to Latin influence.?
Like inconparabilis, they were mostly given to husbands and wives (eight
cases out of a total of 13, the corresponding figures for inconparabilis being
nine and 14).”A&ioc seems to be a Greek equivalent of benemerens. But
it was much less frequent, only eleven cases, as compared with 456 examples
of benemerens. This demonstrates that the Latin influence upon the Greek
epithets of Rome was not unlimited.

Numerous epithets had actually no equivalents in Latin.
This is especially true in regard to the epithets which were not laudatory.
Thus deluvnorog, given almost exclusively to women,* émilrryroc 2072, and
modewdraros 1347, indicate the sorrow of the dedicators; edrvyeordry 1484
and paxaplo 1905, again suggest that the deceased had led a happy life.
Special attention must be paid to dweoc 22008, 2038, primarily given to
children. This epithet was popular throughout Greek epigraphy.> Unlike

1 LATTIMORE p. 295 ff.

2 In the last two examples, the recording of dedicators points to Roman or Asiatic
influence.

3 Cf. Top, »Laudatory Epithetsy, ABSA 1951, p. 184 1.

4 Including two cases in connection with yvys, there were eleven instances, but
only 1364 belongs to a man.

5 In the Attic epitaphs of the Imperial times, only IG III: 22 8469; in Syria it
was more frequent, IGLS 193, 748, 938 etc.; in Egypt, third in popularity after
yonotdés and dAvmog. In Phrygia, it was found 26 times, second only to yivxdraros.
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most Latin epithets, it strikes an elegiac note. Similar epithets were
‘ frequent in Asia Minor.!
; Astothe laudatory epithets, a few of them were general adjectives
| of praise, aya¥dc passim,2 dyaddraroc 1782,1939, avnpe dpiatos 1900, agdvxgL-
\ 06, yAvxdrarog, pilraroc passim. Though the Greek epithets here resembled
f the Latin, no reciprocal influence need be assumed. Again, the conception
| of women’s virtues seems to have been rather similar in both Greek and
| Latin epitaphs. The Greek epitaphs of Rome record epithets for wives such
as ayvordrn 1809, dvaudornroc 1731, dotoudynros 2095, ud[vav]dpos 1526,
(o ]rordry 1651, geuvy) passim, oeuvoraryn 1816, addpowy 1634, COPEOVETTATY)
1490, @llavdpoc SEG XVII 468. Chastity, fidelity, obediance were
women’s virtues here, too. Nevertheless, ome cannot postulate any
direct influence of Latin epithets upon the Greek or vice versa. The
similarity of women’s epithets was largely due to a similar conception of
woman’s role.

Otherwise, Greek and Latin laudatory epithets differed greatly in that
the epithets emphasizing the doing of one’s duty by others and of filial
piety were rare in Greek. “A&io¢ was due to Latin influence and was not
very frequent; edoefjc/edoeféorarog, eleven cases, besides being less popular
than its Latin equivalent, was not a children’s epithet in the Greek epitaphs
of Rome. Moreover, it may also have had religious implications, cf. 1664:
edoefnc mepl Yeods xal dvdodmove. Instead, Greek epithets seem to accentuate
the idea of a »good mam, who avoids causing unnecessary trouble to
others — this is the meaning of dlvmoc, so frequent in Greek epigraphy 8,
one who leads a blameless and exemplary life, dueunros 1639, 1859, edmpdo-
detos 1741, mavderoc 2098, puyn dxaxoc 2077, one who is wellwishing,
affectionate and helpful, evvorjoas 1418, guldoropyoc 1809, 1967,
pirdviocwrmos SEG XVII 468, yonordc passim?, yonorordry 1488, one who
is uncorrupted, simple, and respectable, dgpdogos 2088, dnloverdry 1610,
évtequos 1761 teiuioc 1577, Tyuidraroc passim.

A few epithets refer to excellences other than moral Thus
xouyds 1730, frequent in Egypt,’suggests a refinement of manners, ptAdAoyog
SEG IV 111, alove of learning. *Ey Adyois giloodpois xai fider avuaords
1900, »admirable in philosophical debates and in charactery, is more a brief
prose eulogy than an epithet proper. (Name corrupted) xaly) xai omdrale,

L ! *Avvyéoraroc MAMA VII 545, Tayduotgos VI 275, 825, dydvaios xai drexvoc
, VI 213.

® The epithet plays upon the deceased’s name in 1319: *Ayadia ayadde | 16
no¢ xal Ty | Téyva.

% Top, »Laudatory Epithetsy, ABSA 1951, p. 187; undév on’ adrijc Ivandic 1832,
conveys the same idea, cf. 1660.

* Top, ibid., p. 186: »goodness in actiony, »helpfulnessy.

> Sammelb. 11, 5056, 6124, 6591.
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edyiyet, ovdels [dddvaroc] 1984, »fair and wantony, are somewhat unusual
epithets in an epitaph, but the woman may have been a courtesan. Another
example of an epithet commemorating bodily charm is xaldualloc 1476,
epithet of a boy.

It is characteristic of the lukewarm religious outlook of the Imperial
times that epithets stressing the piety of the deceased were very few. Pius/
pientissimus referred almost always, and evoefric/edoeféoraroc in most
cases, to dutiful behaviour towards relatives. The only example of a religious
epithet in my material is Yeopideordry SEG II 525. The adjective had
both a passive, »dear to the gods», and an active, »loving gods», meaning
(LIDDELL-ScOrT, 5.9.). The former meaning was more common, especially
if used as an epithet, and may have been intended here.

The word 7jows, though not an epithet proper, can be discussed here.
The term, mostly given to sons, was primarily popular in Northern Greece.!
Though the origin of the term is to be sought in the heroifying of the illustri-
ous dead, on common gravestones it scarcely had a meaning other than
rdead».? Its use was introduced into Rome by immigrants and slaves from
the regions where it was popular.

In Greek epitaphs,a d verbs usedin connection with a verb of livingy,
could express ideas similar to epithets.3 The adverbs found in the Greek
epitaphs of Rome, didmws 2086, duéunrtws nine cases, 10éws 1850, idaods
1664, xaidc ten cases, xoouiws 15717, 1966, niotds 1709, oeuvise 1734, were
mostly used in connection with a verb recording the length of marriage,
16 cases out of total of 26, and expressed ideas of a good and happy life simi-
lar to the epithets proper. The two latter adverbs, as is fit, refer to wives.

Epithets might belongto dedicators as well, though their epithets
were never so frequent as those of the dead — 10 cases in my Greek, 39 in
| my Latin material. As I have not found similar epithets in the prose epitaphs
of Asia Minor, the usage would seem to be of Roman origin. They chiefly
expressed the sorrow of the parents at the death of a child.4 In the
Latin group, enfelicissimus heads the list with 19 examples; other, less
frequent epithets were dolentes, infelix, miser. But the epithets might also
express the affection felt for the dead, and the piety of the dedi-
cators, which explains the epithets carissimus and prentissimus, four and
eleven cases, respectively (none of the bearers of the epithet carissimus

! IG IX: 2 recods c. 65 examples only from Larisa.

? F. DENEKEN, Roscher’s Muyth. Lexicon I: 2, col. 2553 f.

> Seee.g. IG III: 2% 10626: <m>gouolows, 11474, 12753 xalds. IG IX: 2, 943 (La-
risa): waldc xal duéumtwe. BCH 1900, p. 371 and 1901, p. 88 (Bithynia) xoouiwg,
1901, p. 59 doiws. MAMA V 20: auévrtws. Sammelb. 2033: xaidc, 5760: aidnws.

¢ In the Latin material, the dedicator is a sister in two cases, a husband or wife
in three, children in two, friend or master in one case each. In the Greek material,
the dedicator is a husband in 1748, brother in 1515, grandfather in 1487.
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? is a parent). A few of the Greek epithets were close imitations of the
Latin: drvysjs 1917, SEG IV 111, [dt]vyéoraror 1499, and dvorvyiic 1487,
correspond to infelix/infelicissimus. But parents’ sorrow at their bereav-
ment was also expressed in less stereotyped forms; in 2116, for instance,
the parents call themselves mavddxgvror, an undoubted poetic reminiscence. !
Two epithets expressed other ideas than sheer grief, uvnodeis 1748, cf. p. 22;
<A>oumo<druevor = Aeimduevor »left behindy, an epithet of parents, 2008.

ACCLAMATIONS

Acclamations, usually addressed to the dead, sometimes to the survivors
or passers-by, and normally placed at the end of an epitaph, were much
commoner in Greek than in I,atin epitaphs. Among 2000 epitaphs in CIL VI
24321—26321, there were c. 20 acclamations, among c. 800 Greek epitaphs,
77. The frequency was thus tenfold. Moreover, Greek acclamations were
more original than were the Latin, where salve, vale, and sit tibi terva levis,
account for most of the material.2 Greek acclamations, usually in Greek 3
letters, less often in Latin ¢, were often found on Latin gravestones. The
phenomenon was due to causes similar to those of the popularity of Greek
epigrams: the paucity of Latin acclamations, and the desire to display one’s
knowledge of Greek culture, see p. 6.

In Greek epigraphy, acclamations were especially popular in the epitaphs
of the Attic type, where yaioe was a frequent addition from the third
century B.C. on (see p. 18). Xaipe did not imply a simple »farewelly but
a wish of well-being and rejoicing after death, cf. xatoe mapa deoic 1856.5 In
many cases, the acclamation was addressed by the deceased to passers-by:
yatoe mapodeita 1431 (there is an identical example in 1732), yaloeww 7oic
dvew 2083 (other examples 1872 and SEG IV 115). Greetings were exchanged
between passers-by and the dead person, yaigete (by the dead person) xai ¢%
(by passers-by) SEG XVII 468, or between the deceased and the dedicator,
ratge. xal o6 2006; cf. 1739, quoted p. 17.

! Similar, less stereotyped epithets were cvvxaudv 1515, and xai véxvy oTégywy
1520

* In CIL I: 22, there are eight examples of salve, eight of vale, two of vale salve
or salve vale, one of ave. The formula sit tibi terra levis is once found in a republican
epigram (1214), but became popular during the Empire (five examples in CIL VI
24321—26321). Even this acclamation was of Greek origin, see LLATTIMORE p. 65 ff.
For other acclamations, cf. DESsAU III: 2 p. 947.

8 Xaigerar. Tavra CIL VI 13236, raige. xaiov 16512, 16941, 22918, edyiy: 23287,
29675, 33170, edyvyy, 0ddeic addvaroc 11082, 21278, 29010, avdodmwa 9240; other
acclamations 19761, 20201, 23709.

* Cyria cherve 24216, eupsycht 17212, eupsychi, udis athanatos 10889, 21617, doe
se Osivis to psycron hydor 20616.

® Other examples in LocH, »Griech. Grabschr.y, Festschrift Friedlander, p. 278.
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Edyiy., almost as popular as yaige in Syria and Egypt (see p. 18),
was frequent in Rome, also. Though it often had a meaning similar to
xaioe, e.g. edyd[yi] magodeiva 1465, which scarcely differs from yaipe
magodeira, the original meaning of the verb, »to be of good courage» (Lip-
DELL-ScOTT), should not be forgotten. The departed is entreated to »take
hearty. To take heart because of what? In epitaphs, it can only be because
of the inevitableness of death. This interpretation is confirmed
by the frequency of the acclamation in connections which imply disbelief
in immortality, especially edydy, o0ddeic dddvaroc 1531, 1536 etc., eight
examples in all.! (For examples in Latin epitaphs, see p. 39, fn. 3 and 4).
A similar view of a total annihilation at death is expressed in 1832: edyvy,
"Avaddvry, doa yevvare televtd, and in 1879 (at the end of an epigram):
evpvyd Nuxourjdns, Gotis odx funy xal éyevduny, odx eiul xai od Avrwotuar.2

Ancient ideas of the afterworld were contradictory and often confused,
belief and disbelief being equally represented on gravestones.3 It is there-
fore no wonder that edydy: is also found in connections which express
belief in immortality. The acclamation is sometimes accompanied
by references to the heavenly joy the dead will find in the realm of Osiris,
the Egyptian god of death much worshipped in Imperial Rome, sdydyer,
xvgla, xal doin cov 6 "Ovipic 16 yuyeov Fowe 1488, 1782. (For an example
in a Latin epitaph, see p. 39 fn. 4). The imperative may here have a
meaning similar to yaige, compare 2098, edydyt uerd ot 'Ooeipidoc with
1856 quoted p.39. The acclamation is, as is natural, of Egyptian origin.s

These two acclamations form the bulk of my Roman material, 33 cases
each. The frequency of edydyt is worthy of notice, for in this respect the
Roman epitaphs resembled those of Syria and Egypt more than those of
other regions. Xaige is found in an epitaph which records the dedicators in
12 cases, edydye in 14 cases. The figures are below the average of dedica-
tors, 64 9, This suggests that even in Rome, the acclamations were
primarily used in epitaphs which imitated the Attic type, see p. 18.

In another connection I have drawn attention to the fact that the
signa in -tus/-toc, popular since the turn of the second/third centuries
A.D., had been modelled upon Greek acclamations, especially those with the

! ROHDE, Psyche IT p.394f,; LATTIMORE p. 253. M. SIMON, >@dgasi, 0ddsic
addvarog™, Rev. de l'hist. des velig., 1936, pp. 188—206, contends that the acclamation
only implies the obliteration of bodily existence, not of the soul. SIMON makes too
much of a few cases, primarily Jewish or Christian, in which the usual implications
of the acclamation had been reversed, and gives far-fetched parallels from the Bible
of #dgoer used in contexts expressing belief in immortality. Because edyvy: is seldom
replaced by #dgoe: in this acclamation (Sammelb. only 5939, IGLS only 157), these
parallels have no bearing upon the problem.

2 There is a similar example in 2190.
® ROHDE, Psyche I1 pp. 379—396; LATTIMORE p. 48 ff.
* ROHDE, ibid., p. 390 f. Examples, Sammelb. 3449, 5087, 5718, 6941.
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(Vulgar) ending -, edydye etc.! In the Greek epitaphs of Rome, there are
good examples of signa in the making. Edpodve edydy. 1483, which ends
an epitaph dedicated by a father to his son, has been taken by Karsgr, for
two imperatives. But there is no corresponding verb (LIDDELL-Scorr, s.p.
ebpoovéwr), whereas Edpodvioc is instanced as a late personal name (PApg-
BENSELER). It is thus probable that Edpedv: was a signum, coined at the
moment of drawing up the epitaph. Like most »detached signas, it was a
kind of epithet; the dedicator could have written ebpoov edydye as well,
"Ayévri, edypiye, ndué uéver 16 Saveiv 2117, closes an epigram dedicated by a
husband to his wife. Since the epigram expresses belief in immortality
(lines 4—5), the acclamation implies: »be of good courage, for I shall dje,
too (to join you in heaven)». The name of the wife was Xotjorn, and’ Ayévriog
was her signum, probably coined after her death (from the Latin participle
agens). The implications of her signum are enigmatic, however. Women’s
signa usually had masculine endings.2 The above example illustrates the
origin of this anomaly: because the signa were usually set in the vocative,
and were modelled upon, and often accompanied by, verbs of acclamation
in -, women’s signa were also set in the masculine to avoid the disharmony
of -wa [ .. Finally, edovdd: 1464, can be a verb of acclamation as well as
a signum in -io¢c. But because there is a verb edoradéw, which often had
a meaning similar to dywivw,a verb of acclamation (LIDDELL-Scorr), it is
possible that edordd: is here an imperative. The use of the verb was appro-
priate in this epitaph, for it does not record a death, but the building of
a tomb for further use. »Be in good healthy is a natural enough acclamation
upon such a stone; cf. Zppwadar below.

The other acclamations were equally important. Edrvyeive 1949, ad-
dressed by a dead person to passers-by, does duty for the more frequent
xalgere. The verb Zppwuar, »o be in good healthy (LIDDELL-Scorr), fre-
quently used in ending a letter, is also found. "Eoowa® el ye T1 o611 xdrowt
1873, is one of those acclamations which express doubt about the reality
of afterworld. The dedicator is not sure whether any Underworld exists
for the dead to continue life in, and hear his final farewell, "Eoowodar 1481,
as is fit, ends an epitaph stating the building of a tomb for living persons.

Tav[ra] 1413, is short for ¢ Bloc vaira, an acclamation which advises
resignation in face of the inevitableness of death; the acclamation was
popular in the West, and appeared often on Iatin gravestones.® FEduél.
{rjoars 1477, includes a signum in -co¢ (for the dating of the epitaph, see
p. 20). Zsjoais is not infrequent in Greek inscriptions, but it is mostly

T Onomastic Studies, p. 41.
2 Ibid.
8 LocH, »Griech. Grabschr.y, Festschrift Friedlinder, p. 289 ff.
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found on rings and signets and especially on drinking-vessels, where it is
appropriately preceded by the imperative m/e.! The meaning of the accla-
mation is clear enough in these connections: »may the possessor of the
object live long and enjoy lifes. The acclamation in 1477 was not modelled
upon such cases, however. It was rather an imitation of those I, atin
inscriptions in which a detached signum was followed by vivas, vivatis
(examples, DEssau III: 2 p. 877). Though such acclamations were chiefly
found in votive and honorary inscriptions, they were not unknown in epi-
taphs.? Since one cannot wish a dead person a long life, the acclamation
had either lost its meaning here, conveying a simple »farewelly, or it embodied
a wish of continued existence after death. At any rate, in funerary inscrip-
tions wivas was a characteristically Christian acclamation.3 Eduéde Thoarg
is thus about the only Greek acclamation in Rome which shows Latin in-
fluence. Eduéiios was not likely a nomen sodaliciarium, as KAIBEL, ad. loc.,
suggests. It is rather an individual signum, a kind of epithet, and may have
had reference to the deceased’s character.

"Ex t<d>v dudv TodTé pot udvov 1878, is an acclamation which is not
unknown in Christian epigraphy.4 Though 1873 has also been claimed
Christian, found as it is in a catacomb 3, it may well be pagan. Since a multi-
tude of pagan inscriptions have been recovered from catacombs, an epitaph
found in a catacomb is not necessarily Christian. At any rate, this accla-
mation has a similar overtone of resignation as have most other acclamations:
after death a man, of all his possessions, can call only the tomb his own.

There were four acclamations which were individual and not
stereotyped.’Ev udgoic cov, téxvov, 1 wuy7 1836, pictures Paradise as sweet-
smelling. Ei uév v 76 Mowodv odévos duiyacdar, odx dv #davec 1562,1in an
epitaph dedicated by a fosterfather to his nursling of one and a half years
old, represents, in a typical Greek fashion, Moira as the cause of death.s
The dedicator intimates that if it had been possible to make a bargain with
Fate, he would have preferred to die in place of the child. A similar reference
to Moirai as the arbiters of death is found at the end of an epitaph record-
ing the building of a tomb for future use, 2008: T4 o2 [Aod]ma, HodxAeire (the
builder of the monument) edpoawe [Pvulov dpddvws. 7o ydo mote [del]v oe

! Examples, /G XIV p. 763. The popularity of the acclamation mie {Hoais is
seen in the fact that it appears often in Latin Ietters, pie zeses, see CIL XV 7012
7025, 7028, 7032 etc., twelve examples in all.

* E.g. Petrei bibas = vivas, DESSAU 7806, Argenti, tu nobis bibes = vives, DES-
SAU 8127.

# See C. M. KAUFMANN, Handbuch der altchristlichen Epigraphik (Freiburg 1917),
p. 142.

* A. FERRUA, Epigraphica 1940, p. 11 f.

> FERRUA, loc. cit.

& Cf. LATTIMORE p. 150 f.




Conclusion

43

Bavety. Moloais pepédnrar. Like so many ancient gravestones, this, toe,
advises one to enjoy life while there is still time, for the Fates have decided
every one’s hour of death.

In is é@va Beveriavoie, Molvxum 1503, Beveriavol stands for Vene-
trani, the Blue faction of Circus games. The deceased, addressed by his
signum [Towxinioc ' (his real name was Baoilog), is exhorted always to
favour the Blues. This is an unusual acclamation in an epitaph, but the
man may have been a fanatical backer of the Blues.2

The formulas used in protecting the grave against
violations may be, for convenience, discussed here. Graves were
usually protected by threats of fines or of curses.3 Examples of the former,
more matter-of-fact threats, are 1452 and 1862. There are three examples
of curses, but in none of them is divine wrath called down upon the trans-
gressor — a fact which, unless due to mere »statistical chancey, is sympto-
matic of the lukewarm attitude towards the gods during the Farly Empire.
In one case the formula is paraphrased in Latin, 1837: us) Evoyijons 1
Tdpe wy Tolwadra mddnc meoi Téxvary | | Ne sis molestus ne patiar<i>s hoc,
et ollas inclusas cave. This represents the type of curses in which the violator
is threatened with a loss of his children.4 The man who drew up the epitaph
had a poor knowledge of Latin, as is betrayed by the clumsiness of the
translation. The threat was repeated in Latin for the benefit of Greekless
transgressors. Again, uc#j>7e adt ddracoa wloty undé yij fory 1901, also
represents a definite type, those in which the transgressor is denied »land
and sea».> Finally, dvdpwme un xwijons o axivyra 1339, recalls passages in
classical Greek literature in which a similar expression was used of violations
of sacred places (IIDDELL-SCOTT, 5.9, dxivnrog).

CONCLUSION

The Greek epitaphs of Rome were set up partly to and by persons of
foreign origin, immigrants and slaves/freedmen from the East, partly to
and by natives of Rome, offspring of immigrants and freedmen, who pre-
ferred Greek to the more usual Latin for one reason or another, perhaps
chiefly for decorative purposes.

! There has been some discussion of whether the ending is KIIIC or KIIII.
The latter reading, accepted by KAIBEL, seems correct, for the word obviously
represents a signum in the vocative case.

. 2 For the enormous importance of Circus factions in Imperial Rome, see I,. FRIED-
LANDER, Darstellungen aus der Sittengeschichte Roms 11° (Leipzig 1920), pp. 34—36.

* LATTIMORE p. 106.
4 Ibid., p. 113 1.
5 Ibid., p. 114.
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Latin influence was most obvious in the dedication of a grave to Manes,
an un-Greek feature, and in the recording of age, which was rare in Greek
epigraphy, Egypt excepted. The Greek equivalents of Manes stood less
often for the soul of the individual deceased and more often for Underworld
gods than was the case on Latin gravestones. In the recording of age, the
exactness of records, often down to hours, was distinctively Roman. A few
of the structural patterns were obviously Greek, especially those in which
the deceased’s name was set in the vocative (governed as a rule by an
acclamation) or in the accusative. In the nominative and genitive patterns,
Greek and Latin traditions were equally represented. The most frequent
construction, which recorded dedicators and in which the name of the
deceased was in the dative, was common to Latin and to the Asiatic variety
of Greek epitaphs. Though mainly Asiatic, the pattern betrays considerable
Latin influence in that the name of the deceased was frequently put first,
an un-Greek feature.

Latin influence was less conspicuous in the phraseology of the epitaphs.
The replacement of dvistnut by moiéw as the usual verb of dedication
may have been due to an imitation of fecit. Otherwise the phrases were
genuinely Greek, in particular the typical formula of Asiatic epitaphs,
wvijuns ydow. Epithets were more usual in Rome than elsewhere in Greek
epigraphy, with the possible exception of Egypt. A few epithets may have
been Greek equivalents of popular Latin epithets, but most of them were
genuinely Greek both in formation and in meaning. Acclamations were a
Greek feature. Xaige and edydy: were equally numerous, the frequency of
the latter arguing Syrian-Egyptian influence.

The Greek epitaphs of Rome were thus an amalgamation of Greek and
Latin features, an indication of the bilingualism of the capital in Imperial
times. Again, Asia Minor, Syria, and Egypt contributed most of the Greek
features, a fact which reflects the origin of the majority of Rome’s immi-
grants and slaves.
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