Please analyse the text that comes from a bronze tablet dating to 117 BC: Comment on the content, any linguistic issues, and the socio-historic context of the text 
(CIL V 7749 = ILLRP 517 = ILS05946 (add. p. 186) = AE 1955, 223 = AE 1997, 244 = AE 2003, 671 = AE 2004, 570 = AE 2006, 54)

The Sententia Minuciorum, or ‘Judgement of the Minucii [brothers]’, is a legal inscription from 117 B.C. which details the resolution of a land dispute in Liguria; the bronze tablet bearing the inscription was discovered in the Val Polcevera in the early 16th century, near the present-day village of Pedemonte. This valley runs from the Ligurian hinterland for about 12 miles to where it meets the Ligurian Sea at Genoa. At the time of the Sententia’s composition, the Roman Republic was in the process of consolidating control over the various peoples in Liguria, many of whom had been warring against the Republic until their subjugation in the early 2nd century B.C. One of these peoples - the Genuates, residing in the area of ‘Genua’ (modern-day Genoa) - enjoyed a ‘special relationship’ with Rome as a ‘Civitas Foederata’, Genua having been an ally, and having acted as a base for Roman operations against hostile Ligurian tribes.[footnoteRef:1] By the late 2nd century, Roman influence was overseeing economic development in Genua (and some other parts of Liguria); this included the growth of markets and coloniae, and the influx of goods from across the Mediterranean, facilitating increased ‘cross-cultural’ contact with the Roman world.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Haeussler 2013: 109           Hall 1898: 54-69]  [2:  Haeussler 2013: 33] 

At this time, the Genuates were in dispute with the neighbouring Viturii Langenses of the upper Val Polcevera over the use of common/public lands; Genua exercised local hegemony over the Viturii, who were trans-Apennine herders and farmers, but were bound to seek arbitration in the event of a dispute.[footnoteRef:3]  The Genuates thus appealed to Rome over the issue, with the magistrate brothers Marcus and Quintus Minucius Rufus being sent, by decree of the Senate, to review the matter.[footnoteRef:4] They were appointed because they were descendants of the consul Quintus Minucius Rufus who had campaigned successfully in Liguria.[footnoteRef:5] With the Minucii brothers arbitrating, appropriate boundaries were delineated to set out the lands the Viturii could inhabit; these were to be marked out by boundary stones - ‘termini’ – set at key intervals, after which representatives of the Genuates and Viturii were to appear at Rome. The resulting decree, inscribed on the tablet, was most likely read out to the Senate at Rome. [3:   Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Pharr 1961: 46]  [4:   Williamson 2005: 168, 201   ]  [5:   Johnson et al. 1961: 46] 

The Sententia consists of 46 rows of writing. The first portion deals with the definitive setting-out of private land (‘ager privatus’) and public land (‘ager poplicus/publicus’). Public land consisted of lands nominally conquered by the Romans (and under state control), that were redistributed, often to Roman colonists, military veterans or socii. There was a huge amount of such redistribution in Liguria and Cisalpine Gaul following the defeat of Ligurian tribes. Many were relocated to agri publici in other parts of northern Italy that Rome had ‘assigned’ to them.[footnoteRef:6] In the Sententia, the Viturii Langenses are ‘assigned’ their private and public lands, held in two concentric rings respectively: First it sets out the boundaries of their private land, held from their ‘castellum’; possibly some kind of hill fort. E.H. Warmington has described the castellum as: ‘an outlying community dependent on Genua’, thought to be centred somewhere around the modern village of Langasco.[footnoteRef:7] This is judged to be their inalienable property, and is not subject to taxation. Secondly, the boundaries of the ager publicus are set out around it, in the outer concentric ring. [footnoteRef:8] These are lands which belong to Genua, but which the Viturii are also at liberty to use, provided they pay an annual tax (vectigal) of 400 victoriati –a kind of Roman coinage,  roughly 300 denarii - to the Genuates.[footnoteRef:9] They are given the right not to have people settling and farming in the ager publicus they use, without their (majority) consent, suggesting some measure of local autonomy. Moreover, in the event that the annual tribute cannot be paid in victoriati, the Sententia allows for payment in kind, in the form of a twentieth of corn, and a sixth of wine grown on the land of the Viturii; this would suggest that the Viturii were able to cultivate these resources, as well as being pastoral herders. The levying of regular cash rents upon the Viturii may have changed their agricultural structure, by forcing them to produce a surplus to sell at market in order to raise cash.[footnoteRef:10] In any case, it certainly imposed monetisation, through Roman-produced coinage, onto the Viturii. However, it also acknowledges that the Viturii may not be able to fulfil the cash rent, and provides flexibility accordingly.  [6:   Roselaar 2008: 52]  [7:   Warmington 1940: 263    Williamson 2005: 169]  [8:   Talbert 2012: 220-2]  [9:   Warmington 1940: 267]  [10:  Haeussler 2013: 112] 

The following section refers to ‘common pasture land’ (ager compascuus) which Warmington notes as a distinct type of ‘associated’ pasture land, ‘belonging to a certain district’[footnoteRef:11]. It is a type of ager publicus, that both the Viturii and Genuates can graze livestock on (given as ‘pecus’ - line 33 - which either means ‘cattle’ or is a general term for any livestock). Such common grazing lands would have been available to most communities, even before Roman times, for use of grazing; they also contained common woodlands, the Sententia noting that the Genuates and Viturii may freely use the ager compascuus for taking firewood and building timber.[footnoteRef:12] ‘Associated’ pasture land is also mentioned in the roughly contemporary Lex Agraria from 111 B.C. (where a limit of 10 ‘larger’ cattle, including any calves, is set as the maximum amount that a farmer can keep on associated pasture land without paying tax).[footnoteRef:13] There is, however, some ambiguity with the term ager compascuus, which can refer both to public grazing for an entire community, or just for specific individuals within that community; the Sententia does not specify this.[footnoteRef:14]  [11:  Allen 1880: 42      Warmington 1940: 269]  [12:  Roselaar 2008: 135-6        Roselaar 2010: 137-8]  [13:  Warmington 1940: 383]  [14:  Roselaar 2008: 135] 

Meadowlands (‘prata’) which were ‘proxuma faenisicei’ and located within the public land, the Viturii have say over who can use, along with the Odiates, Dectunines, Cavaturini and Mentovini; However, they are not permitted to hold a larger tract of meadow than they held in the previous year.[footnoteRef:15] The construction here is unusual: ‘faenisicei’ is an ablative of ‘faenisicia’ an unusual feminine form of the third declension ‘faenisex’ – mower.[footnoteRef:16].‘Proxuma faenisicei’ has been translated variably by Warmington, Allen and Johnson et al., roughly translating as: ‘At the last hay-mowing’ (ablative of time), which appears to refer to meadowland that was ‘recently/lately mowed’. This part of the text is the only reference to these other tribes in the vicinity (the Odiates etc.). It seems likely that, being co-users of this public meadow land with the Viturii, they would also be paying some kind of tax or tribute to Genua.[footnoteRef:17]  [15:  This bottom quarter of the tablet is particularly badly scratched and pock-marked ]  [16:  Warmington 1940: 271]  [17:  Allen 1880: 47] 

The Sententia goes on to propose (not order) that all Viturii held prisoner by the Genuates on account of their disputes are freed; this suggests some intent to placate the Viturii, even though the Genuates are the Romans’ allies. It finishes with a guarantee that any appeals against this ruling can be referred ‘to us’, alluding either to the commissioners Moco Meticanio and Plaucus Peliani mentioned at the end of the inscription (the Ligurian names of the Genuan and Viturian envoys)[footnoteRef:18], or to the Minucii brothers. [18:  Bispham 2007: 141     It is not clear which envoy is which ] 

With regard to the linguistics of the Sententia: the style is ‘archaic’ Latin i.e. pre-1st century B.C. This is evident in the ‘ei’ diphthongs e.g. ‘controvorsieis’ instead of ‘controversiis’ (line 1), ‘composeiverunt’ instead of ‘composuerunt’ (line 2), ‘fineis’ rather than ‘fines/finis’ (‘boundaries’, lines 3, 6, 28) and ‘quei’ (commonly used throughout). Another feature of the ‘archaic’ style is the use of ‘o’ rather than ‘u’ in the accusative – for example, by the use of ‘rivom’ rather than ‘rivum’ (lines 7, 10), ‘floviom’ rather than ‘fluvium’ (line 23) [footnoteRef:19] and ‘iniquom’ rather than ‘iniquum’ (line 45). The names of the landmarks around which ‘termini’ are set are indigenous – rendered into a Latinised form in order to follow the conventions of the Latin alphabet.[footnoteRef:20] Some linguistic unfamiliarity with the indigenous peoples concerned is suggested by the fact that there is no real grammatical standardisation in referring to Genuates and Viturii Langenses; the accusative and genitive plural of the former and nominative and genitive plural of the latter vary.[footnoteRef:21] Throughout the ‘Sententia’, insertion of ‘Roman’ linguistic terms - ‘ager publicus/poplicus’/’privatus’/’compascuus’, the ‘vectigal’ in Roman-style coinage and the dating conventions (the vectigal is to be paid to the Genuates by the next Kalends of January) – all point to an intrusion of Roman conventions.[footnoteRef:22]  [19:  ‘flovium’ is also used]  [20:  Allen 1880: 42         Haeussler 2013: 121]  [21:  Rosén 1957: 242]  [22:  Bispham 2007: 140] 

The contents of the Sententia clearly show the hegemony being imposed by the arbitration of the Minucii; the initial appeal by Genua to the Senate was in keeping with Roman desire to oversee and regulate the internal relations and politics of its ‘client states’.[footnoteRef:23] This would have been especially important given that the area had been restless many times over the previous century: Not only had some Ligurian tribes joined Hannibal’s forces against Rome in the Second Punic War, but in 189 B.C. the Apuani had inflicted a monumental defeat which, according to Livy, cost Rome ~4000 men. [footnoteRef:24] Intermittent raiding had been taking place across Liguria ever since. The historian Florus described the difficulties faced in defeating the Ligurian tribes, who exploited the impenetrable mountainous terrain to launch frequent raids against Roman forces. [footnoteRef:25]  The Greek historian Strabo made mention of an ‘eighty years’ war’ (c. 190 – 110 B.C.) taking place on both sides of the Alps in Liguria and around Massalia (Marseilles), which would have run up to and beyond the timeframe of the Sententia: he wrote that the Ligurians had harassed the coastal roads from land and sea, and by the end of it the Romans were barely able to obtain a breadth of track twelve ‘stadia’ wide to construct a public road (presumably due to the difficult terrain).[footnoteRef:26] Keeping this area pacific and under the sway of Rome was therefore crucial in ensuring a reliable land-link with recently-pacified Gallia Narbonensis, and Spain, as well as ensuring safe travel along the Via Postumia (mentioned in lines 8, 11, 12). Thus, the intent of ‘Romanising’ the area, as expressed in the Sententia, would have made very good sense. [23:  Abbott, Johnson 1926: 263]  [24:  Hall 1898: 70-80 ]  [25:  Dyson 1985: 146]  [26:  Dyson 1985: 148       Hall 1898: 70-80     ] 

Due to the geographical extremes of the hinterland, the Romans had no particular wish to directly administer Liguria as a province, but to maintain peace in the area. In the context of the Sententia this involved keeping the Genuates in control by giving them rights to the annual vectigal, while placating the Viturii by allowing them to maintain certain privileges.[footnoteRef:27] All this was with the Romans’ own interests principally in mind. The extent as to which instituting fixed boundaries really impacted upon the local communities is debatable. As a community of transhumant, relatively widely dispersed herders in mountainous, marginal lands, the Viturii were used to moving around seasonally, and would not have been accustomed to the imposition of such boundaries.[footnoteRef:28] However, the Romans were not looking to completely replace existing landholding systems, but rather to harness ‘indigenous conditions throughout the conquered lands to the Roman system’.[footnoteRef:29] Some concept of common and private land was clearly already understood by both parties before the dispute, but the Romans were enforcing their hegemony by more clearly demarcating these lands. Meanwhile, the Viturii maintained some local government/autonomy, by only having settlers on their public lands de maiore parte.[footnoteRef:30] [27:  Hall 1898: 100-116]  [28:  Williamson 2005: 170       Balzaretti 2013: 35 ]  [29:  Williamson 2005: 171]  [30:  Abbott, Johnson 1926: 263] 

The final lines of the Sententia (45-46) make provision for an ‘appeals’ process, by which unfairness can be addressed (‘Seiquoi de ea re iniquom videbitur esse…honopubl li.’ – ‘If anyone thinks there is unfairness in this matter, refer it to us on the first possible day….’) However, the ending after this is ambiguous and unclear. There is no spacing between the words at the end of line 45: ‘AB OMNIBUS CONTROVERSISITHONOPVBL LI’. This consists of: ‘CONTROVERSIS’(disputes/quarrels) followed by what is usually interpreted as ‘ET’ rather that ‘IT’, and three abbreviated words; H/BONO, PVBL and ‘LI’. 
To make matters even more confusing, G.A. Harrer suggested in 1931 that, instead of ‘LI’ was a bracketed-off ‘I’, belonging to the line above, though this theory has not been entertained further, and has been disregarded - after much consideration - by Michael Fronda.[footnoteRef:31] Supposing that the orthodox view as espoused by Fronda is correct, and it is ‘LI’ as opposed to a sectioned-off ‘i’, it has generally been interpreted as some abbreviation of the verb ‘liberare’. As for ‘hono pvbl’ preceding it: the meaning is even more ambiguous. At this point Warmington and Allen judged the inscriber/s to have gone completely astray, both interpreting this part to generally mean: ‘and be quit of all quarrels’.[footnoteRef:32] Theodor Mommsen (founder of the CIL) had proposed similarly, interpreting it as: ‘and let them abstain from all quarrels’.[footnoteRef:33] Some alternatives to this have been proposed: Johnson et. al described it as ‘unintelligible in sense: something about public office.’[footnoteRef:34] Following this theme, Vincenzo Arangio-Ruiz’s suggested interpretation was: ‘quo ab omnibus controversies et honoribus publicis liberi simus’, which loosely translates to: ‘when we are free from all disputes and public offices’ (‘when we are not otherwise occupied in other public duties’). Another alternative was proposed by Naphtali Lewis: ‘controversies et bono publico liberentur’, substituting ‘bono’ for ‘hono’, and using the passive subjunctive 3rd person plural form of ‘liberare’, to mean: ‘and let them be freed from disputes/quarrels for the public good’.[footnoteRef:35]     [31:  Text runs over the line five times in the Sententia, on lines 1, 13, 17, 34 and 37, with the remaining letters being ‘contained’ immediately below within a curved bracket. This practice can be seen in other inscriptions such as the contemporary ‘Polla Stone’, and was presumably employed because it wasn’t deemed worth carrying 2-3 letters onto the next line. It seems that Harrer saw a sixth instance of this practice on line 45, but Fronda has comprehensively refuted the idea. See: Fronda 2013: 263-4       Harrer 1931: 14]  [32:  Allen 1880: 48      Warmington 1940: 270]  [33:  Fronda 2013: 263]  [34:  Johnson et al. 1961: 47]  [35:  All of these varying interpretations are given in the Latin in: Fronda 2013: 263] 

In addition to the difficulties encountered deciphering lines 45-46, there is also ambiguity as to whether this appeals process applies to the whole Sententia, or just to the immediately preceding clause regarding the release of Viturian prisoners. This is quite a significant ambiguity, as if it applies to the whole Sententia, it makes it a much more significant clause. However, the lack of any discernible gap between the ‘prisoners clause’ and the ‘appeals clause’ suggests that they are both part of the same ruling; thus the appeals process could well refer just to the ‘prisoners clause’[footnoteRef:36] Furthermore, ‘ea re’ in ‘Seiquoi de ea re…’ is given in the singular, which also suggests it is referring to just the preceding clause. On an additional note, it would seem that the release of prisoners clause is the one perhaps most likely to cause dispute, as it recommends the release of all Viturian prisoners, without regard for individual cases.   [36:  Fronda 2013: 266] 

Another uncertainty at the end of the Sententia is whether the appeals process will be managed by the officials named at the bottom, (the Ligurian commissioners Moco Meticanio and Plaucus Peliani in line 46) or the Minucii brothers. Fronda has challenged Warmington’s view that the legates who sign off at the end are the ones whom complaints are to be referred to.[footnoteRef:37] Line 4 of the Sententia ‘introduction’ states that the Minucii pronounced their judgement to the Senate in Rome; it is reasonable to assume that the text from lines 5-45 is what the Minucii (or one of them) actually said to the Senate, verbatim or paraphrased. It is thus probable that the appeals clause refers back to them.[footnoteRef:38] This would mean that a complainant would have to appeal to Rome rather than to local government.    [37:  Fronda 2013: 265      Warmington 1940: 271]  [38:  Fronda 2013: 266] 

The Sententia is a case of the Roman Republic indirectly exercising control, politically economically and linguistically, over areas that were already partly under her influence; the Genuates had been a long-time ally of Rome, making the initial appeal to the Senate for arbitration. Much of the Ligurian hinterland, however, had proved troublesome geographically and militarily, making direct administration unappealing; alternatively, the Republic reinforced the Roman concepts of public/state and private land, keeping the Genuates in control through collection of the vectigal, but allowing for flexibility by an alternative payment in ‘kind’, which acknowledged that the cash-rent system would be initially unfamiliar to the Viturii Langenses. There is also some acknowledgement of Viturian local government and its independence in internal affairs. The intention in the long term though, was to more closely align tribes like the Viturii with the monetised Roman economy, and with the commerce and trade that took place in cities like Genua, Roman coloniae, and along networks like the Via Postumia.
Our understanding of the text in the Sententia is challenged somewhat in the final lines: the lack of spacing and use of abbreviations in line 45 makes the definite meaning altogether unclear. To some degree this appears unresolvable, being possibly due to mistakes by the inscriber/s, but also due to the abbreviations and stylistic quirks, of which the exact meanings are mysterious to us. Though there is a general consensus on the approximate meaning of this final clause, the nuances are still open for debate.
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