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SUMMARY.—This articledealswith the history of two townsin Baeturia.It is an
rnvestigationinto their location, legalstatuses,andinterrelationshipwith oneanother.

The Northernareaof Baeticahasfrequently beenneglectedin previous
studiesof theprovincedespitethefactthatit offersseveralpointsof interest.One
of theseisalist oftownsof theCeltic areaofBaeturiagivenby Pliny. ‘Diesetowns
are distinguishedfrom others the samenames in Lusitania by titíes, quae
cognominibusin BaeticadistinguntuAThestyleof the list is to placethe title of
a giventown in thenominativecaseandthetown, or, in two cases,thegroup, to
which it is attributedin thedativecase,govemedby theverb adicere.However
thefollowing entryis alsofound;Contribuíalulia Ugultuniae,cumqoael Conga
nuncesí.Tite textof Pliny is corruptatthispointandvariousmanuscriptsread(M)
UgulíuniacumquaeConga nuncest.

This passageraisesseveralpointsofinterest,thefirst beingtheexactnameand
locationof thetowngiventhetitle ConíributaJulia andthesecondtherelationship
betweenthis town and the Curiga and the connection, if any, betweenthis
relationshipandthetitle Contribuía.

Perhaps,however,aninitial problemwhichneedstobedealtwith is thestatus
of Contribuía.It hasbeensuggestedthat thetownsPliny lists with titíes,agroup
which extendsbeyondthe Iist of Celtic towns,owe their titíesto the possession
of aprivilegedstatus;normally thatof aLatin colony is proposed3.Nevertheless
thereis very little evidencethat this wasso,proponentsmainly havingto reply on
the«colonial»soundof thetitíesandconsequentlybeingataloss toexplainatitle
such asOnubaAestuaria,which appearsto be purely geographicin reference.
Moreoverit appearsfrom epigraphicevidencethat thestipendiarytown of Saepo

1. 1 shouldlUce to thanktheLeverhulmetrus! for cheir Icind awardof astudy abroadstudentshipwhich
made¡lic writing of Ibis artictepossible.

2. Pliny, N. II., 1111. 13-4.
3. SeeMI. Henderson,«JuliusCaesarandLatium iu¡ Spain»,JRS,32, 1942, p. 1 y ss.
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possessedthe title Victrit. Consequentlythesetitíes do not seemto mark a
specificprivilegedstatus.Moreover,in thecaseof the«Celtie»list Plinyhimself
suggestsanotherclearreasonfor thetitíes,namelythattheyareto distinguishthe
townsfrom otherswith the samenamein Lusitania.Thereseemstobeno reason
todoubtPliny hereandsoit appearsthatwecandeducenothingaboutthe status
of Contributa,or other titíed towns,simply from the fact theypossesseda title.

Our first problem specifically related to Contributaitself is to decide,if
possible,whichofthetwo readingsof Pliny is correctandwhetherthenativename
of thetown wasUgultunia or Ugultuniacum.Althoughthe town is mentionedin
severalothersources,e.g. the AntonineItinerary5, the RavennaCosmography6,
andthegeographyof Ptolemy’,it is alwaysmentionedby itstitie, Contributa,and
neveritsnativename.ThereadingUgultuniacumhas severalsupporters,beginning
with theSpanishantiquarianRodrigoCaro5.Thetermination-acomis a common
Celticsuffix foundinGaul,e.g.Mogontiacum,themodernMainz. It hasalsobeen
suggestedthat the «Ugultuniacum»is á genetivepluralof thetypefoundamong
thegentilitatesof noñhernSpain9.Boththesefactsfit well with Pliny’s assertion
that the town wasin threeCeltic part of Baeturia,neverthelessthereare seríous
problemsín acceptingthis readingof the text.

Gramniatically speakingit is difficult to understandthe senseof Pliny’s
señtenceif thereadinÉ«Ugultuniacum»is correct.Weshouldexpect,by analo-gy
with the rest of the entriesof te list, the dative «Ugultuniaco»,ratherthanthe
nominativeform, 0Ugultuniaéum»,in order to makethe nameof the town agree
with the overalígoveming verbof the sentence,«adiceri».Howeverthis is not
attestedin any of our manuscripts.If, on the otherhand,«Ugultuniacum»is a
genetivepluralof agentilitas,it mustfonnpanbf tIte title to thetown,ratherthan
beingthe nameof thepeopleto whom thetitle wasgiven,as,again,if it werethe
nameof a peopleweshouldexpecta dative,«Ugultuniacibus»,in thesanieway as
later in the list we find the entries «SteresibusFortunales»and «Callensibus
Aeneanici».Ifwe accepttatthetitleoftetownwas«ContributaluliaUgultuniacum»
ourproblenisdonotend.Titen thereappearstobeno town ustedto which this title
applies:Theonly solutionis to believethat thetown involved is that listed in the
following phrase,«quaeCuriganuncest»,butin this caseweshouldagainexpect
a dative, «Curigae»,rathertan thenominative,«Curiga»,toconfonntotheoveralí
structureof the sentence.Howevertite genderof tite relativepronunmíesoutthis
assumptionas,ifthis werethecase,it oughtto beneuter,«quod»,in orderto agree
with «cognomen>’,asthe titleswerepreviouslydescribed.It couldbe repliedtat
«quae»hereisaneuterplural asmorethan onecognomenis involved,but asthe
relevantverbof thephrase,«est»,is singulartitis possibility is notavailable.

4. SeeCIL. It, l33q-134landPliny, N. II. 1113,14-15
5. IA.432,6.
6. Ray.Cos. 4.44/314.14
7. l’toleniy. tI 4, 10.
8. Caro: Antiguedadesy Principado de la ilustrísima ciudadde Sevilla, Libro tít, Corografíadel

conventodeSevilla p. 196.Por modenisupportersseeA. Tovar, IberiseheLandeskunde,Band 1, Baetica
p. 178.

9. R. RodríguezBordalloandA. M. RíosGraña, Contributa ¡utia Uguttuniacom.in V. Congresode
EstudiosExtremeños,p. 147 y ss.,p. 150,p. 159,
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Theseproblemsleadto tite third, andmostsevere,objectiontothe readingof
«Ugultuniacum»,namelythaI in tite resultingcompletepitrase«ContributaJulia
UgultuniacumquaeCuriganuncest»,therelativepronoun,«quae»,mustreferto
Contributasoimplying titatContributaandCurigaarethesanietown. However
theAntonineItinerary’0lists tite two townsseparatelyandplacesContributasome
24 miles lo tite Nortit of Curiga.The two townsare also listed separatelyin tite
RavennaCosmographyand the Geograpityof Ptolemy”.In addition, aswill be
seen,titereis epigrapiticevidencefor tite separateexistenceof titesetwo entities.

It appearsreasonabletiterefore to discardtite possibility that our town was
calledUgultuniacumandsoassumethat its nativenamewasUgultunia.Eventitis
readingis not wititout its difficulties as tite phrase«cumqua»producedby it, if
notgrammaticallyunsound,certainlyispoorLatin. Wesitalí discusstitis problem
againbelow.

The siteof ContributaJuliaUgultunia is problematio,but tite town which it
appearstohavehadsomerelationship,Curiga,canbelocatedin, ornear,thetown
of Monesteriowith a reasonabledegreeof certainty.An inscriptionbuilt into tite
Ermitade la Candelariain tite cemeteryof Monesteriorecordsa decreeof tite
decurio(n)esRes.P. Cori gensiomerectingan honorificstatuetoanemperor.Tite
topof the stonehadbeenlostbeforeit wasrecorded,andtiterefore theemperor
involved is unknown,howeverHtibnerbelievedfrom tite styleof the epigraphy
that SeptimiusSeveruswasthe emperorconcemed,anddatedthe stoneto 196
A. D. UnfortunatelythestonehasbeenlostsoHúbnersjudgment,whicit hasbeen
generallyaccepted,cannotbe verified. Titis latesecondcenturydateis however
of greatimportance,aswill becomeclearbelow’2.Althoughtheoriginalprovenance
of titis stoneis unknown, it shoulditave beenfound at Monesterio,or at least
nearby,as it refersto a decreeof tite local council, ratherthanjust a citizen of
Curiga who could havedied away from his hometown, andsoCurigacan be
placedin, or near,Monesterio’3.

Giventite location of Curigawecanattemptto f¡nd thesiteof Contributa.The
AntonineItineraryplacestitis town a furtiter24 milesto titeNorth ofCuriga,on tite
main roadfrom Hispalisto Emerita.II weassumethat tite Romanmiles measures
approximately1,620yardsand titat tite Itinerary’s figuresarecorrect,titis would
makethemodemtown of MedinadelosTorresa possiblelocationfor Contributa.
Sucitspeculationis supportedby thefacttitat a substantialnumberof inscriptions
havebeenfound here,including onefound inte Parochialchurchrecordinga Q.
ManliusAvitusGal Con(rl butensisIlvir bis’4.A furtiter inscriptionrecordsaL. Iii-
niusHebenuslIilllvirAugus&slis’5.Careneedstobeexercised,astitereisnoreason
why Manlius could not have been buried in a town other tan his own, and indeed

lO. Seen. 5.
II. Ptol.,114, 10& II /rRa,. Cos.314.14,314.16
12. CIL, 1040and commentary.
13. 1. de Viu in bisAntiguedadesdeExtremadura,p. 221 speaksof «señales»ofaix ancientsite to ¡he

Southof Monesteriounfortm,atelywitlxout beingmorespecific.Thesecouldwell betberemainsofancient
Curiga.R. CorzoandA. Jiménez,«Laorganizaciónde la ‘Baetica’»,A.e.A.,53(1980)p. 21 y sa.,plausibly
proposethe site of Ventadel Culebrin,closeto Monesterio.

¡4. dL, tI. 1029.
15. ILE)?, 3764.
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the tomb of an Emeritensis’6 and a dedication by a Romulensis’7 have also been
founditere.Neverthelesstite combinationof tite distanceinvolved andattestation
ofa ilvir of Contributaitereis itigitly suggestive.RemonumentsoftiteEmeritensis
andthe Romulensisalsohint thattitis sitewason a maintitorougitfareasweknow
Contributawas.Rededicationby Titreptus,titeRomulensis,maypossiblyprovide
a furtiterpieceof supportingevidence.Re dedicationbeginswith theabbreviation
M.C.i. Thisitasbeeninterpretedasa dedicationto M(ititari» C(autopati)I(nvicto).
Sucitaninterpretationitoweverseemsunlikely andanotiterpossiblereadingcould
beM(unicipio) C(ontributensi)I(ulio). Howeverfurtiter readings,cg. implying
thatweare dealingwitit a dedicationto Cybele,are equallypossible.

In additionto titis epigraphicevidence,titerearetiteremainsofamajorancient
site 1.5kms. to theEastof tite present-daytown at «Los Cercos»in tite Deitesa
de Castillejos’8.Given titis combinationof facts, it appearsthat we canlocate
Contributain tite DehesadeCastillejo.Fromour epigraphicevidence,we itave
a itint that tite town wasamunicipium,andtitat it certainlypossessedtite normal
municipal systemof administrationheadedby iiviri andacollegiumAugustales.

If werehavelocatedthesetwo townscorrectly,it remainsto determinewitat,
if any, relationsitipexistedbetweentitem. Tite two piecesof information of
relevanceiterearetite textofPliny andtite title «Contributa».Titesenseof Phny’s
pitrase «cum qua et Curiga nunc est» shows titat if one these towns was
subordinatedto the otiter tite subordinatetown would havebeenCurigaratiter
titan Contributa.Re forceof the «nunc»also implies that somecitangein the
relationsitipbetweentite two townshadtakenplacecititer in Pliny’s day,or, at
least, sincethe dateof tite compilation of Agrippa’s map, from witicit it is
normally agreedtitat tite greaterpanof Plinys informationwastaken.

Ugultunia’stitle is alsoof interest.«Contributa»suggeststitat eititertite town
itself was formedfrom a ~ynoecismof smallersettlementsor itad absorbeda
groupof smallersettlementsinto itself. Could Curigaitavesufferedtitis fateand
itavesamemergedintoContributaLulia Ugultunia?A possibleparallelfor tite fate
of tite town isprovidedby tite town of CarbulanearCordubawiticit mintedcoins
in tite first centuryB.C. andislistedas anoppidumby Pliny, butlaterappearsas
tite pagusCarbulensis,andsoseemsto itave beenabsorbedby tite provincial
capital, Corduba’9.

At titis point a furtiter inscription from Monesterio, found built into tite
parocitialciturch,becomesimportant.Unfortunatelyit isincompleteandreads«tlu
Ii .../mutationeoppidi muni/cipeset incolaepagi/lucaniet pagi/suburbani».
Hiibner in itis commentaryon tite inscriptiondatedit by its letteringfinnly to tite
Vespasianicperiod20.

16. CXL.II, 1026.
17. CIL, U, 1025.
18. RodñguezBordalloandRíosGraña,op. cii., a. 9 Pp. 155-156.Foralist of íinds in tbisareaseeJ.

R.Melida, Catálogomonumentalde la provinciadeBadajoz,nñms. 1882-t886.
19. PlinyN.H.. 1113. 10 andCIL, ¡12322.Howeverit mus!bebora in mmdthatthepagosCarbulensis

is so calledbecauseit is apagosof Cordubaboarderingon ¡he territoriom of Carbularatberbecauseit is
anaboerbedtown. mecontinuingexistenceofthetown ismademoreIilcely by ¡he attestationof apresbyter
of CarbulaandtheCouncil of Elvira. in c. 300 A. D.

20. CIL, 11 1041 andcommentary.
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Titis inscriptionitasbeencombinedwith Ugultunia’s title of Coníributa to
suggesttitat what is beingrecordedis thecitangeof city, namelyfrom Curigato
Contributa,by twopagipreviously associaíed with Curiga, and that titis change
wasbrougitt aboutby tite absorptionof Curiga by Ugultunia.Futiter, given tite
dating of titis inscription, it is suggestedthat titis tookplacein tite Vespasianic
period and it was at this period titat Ugultunia took the title of Contributa,
previouslyitavingmerely beentitíedJulia21.

At first sight titis seemsto be an excellentsynthesisof our literary and
archacologicalevidence.Nevertbelessterearesomesevereproblemsin accepting
titis interpretation.Tite first is the problemof the title of Ugultunia.Tite titíes
givenby Pliny falí into two patterns;tite assigningof a simpletitle in adjectival
form to a people,also in adjectivalfon, e.g.«CallensibusAeneanici»,andtite
assigningof a titie witicit inevitably takestite form an abstractnoun in tite
nominativecasefollowedby tite adjective«lulia»to a town whosefon isgiven
as a noun in tite dative case, cg. «Nertobrigae Concordia Julia». Tite title
ContributaJulia falísinto titis lattercategory(ContributaJulia Ugultuniae)and,
givenits similarityto tite titíes of therestof tite list, sitouldhavebeengrantedin
its entiretyattitesametimeastite restof tite titíesconcerned.Titeadjective«Julia»
suggestsa Caesarianor, attite latest,anAugustandatefor titegrantwiticit appears
to rule out a link betweentite title andtite absorptionof Curigaby Ugultunia in
tite Flavian period.

A furtiter linguistic argument against a link between tite title Contributa and
tite possibleabsorptionof Curigaby Ugultunia,is Pliny’s useof «nunc»,witich
implies that tite arrangement,if it existed,betweenContributaand Curiga
postdatedthe grantof tite title, otiterwiseit is difficult to seewity titis pitrase
sitouldbedescribingasituationwhicit existed«nunc»,with its implicit contrast
with tite restof tite titíes.

A mucit largerproblem for what can be called te «Contribution theory» is tite
apparentsurvival of the town of Curiga as a separateentity. If tite town was
subordinatedtoUgultunia,it ougittto havelost its adentityalmostentirely,being
demotedtotite statusof apagusof Ugultunia andretainingas suchat tite mosta
magister,or magisíri,asminor local magistrates22.Howeverfrom our evidence
titis does not appear to itave been tite case. The presence of the town in tite
Antonine Itinerary and RavennaCosmographymay not be too problematicas
concemstitis question,astiteselist manysettlementswitich are notof municipal
statusand,consequently,it couldbearguedthatah titat is beingrecordedatCuriga
in titesedocumentsisamnansiowiticit wascalledCurigabecauseit lay in apagus
of that name, and was, in tum, was attributedto Contributa. However tite
appearanceof a Kouptya in E’tolemy’s geograpityis mucit moredifficult to
explain in this manneras tite settlementslistedhereare listed as~toXetgwhicit
sitould meanadministrativelyindependentunits suggestingthat Curigawasan
¡ndependenttown at titis date.Ourepigrapiticevidencealso suggeststhatCuriga
continuedas aseparateentity. If Htibnerwascorrectin attributingtite imperial

21. This was the view of A. Albertini, Les divisions administrativesde LEspagne.p. 113 and
RodríguezBordallo andRíosOraña,op. ci:. n. 9. Pp. 149,159.

22. SeeFestus,cd. Lindsay.p. 502.
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dedicationfoundat Monesterioto Severus23,CurigacertainLyseemsto itavebeen
en independententity at Uds date, as we find a respublica completewith
decurionesmakingdecreesin theirown right. As itasbeennoted,apaguswould
only havepossesseda magister,or apair of magistri,aslocalminor magistrates
andwould certainlynot itave possesseddecurionesM.

Tite tribal affiliations of the two townssuggestthat titey remainedseparate
entities. Ugultunia was affihiated to tite Galeriantribe as is attestedby tite
tombstoneof titelivir Avirus25andthatof (T?)JuniusTf. Gal. Crassidianusand
(T?)iuniusTJ Gal. Fundinusfoundon afuneraryinscriptionfrom Puentede los
Cantos26.On tite otherhandCurigaappearstohavebeenaffiliatedto tite Quirine
tribe as canbe seenfrom tite tomb of DeneaSperatafound in Monesterio,on
witich the nameCA.(n)tistiusC(f> Quir. Cra(ssusi’)occurs~7.Had Curigabeen
absorbedinto Contributawesitouldexpectthattite sametibe,thatof Contributa,
tite Galerian,to appearat botit sites.Separatetribal affiliation on tite otiter itand
impliesthat tite two siteswereseparatemunicipal entities.

Curigasprobableenrollmentin tite Quirinetibe posesfurtherproblemsfor
tite contributiontheory. It stronglysuggeststhat tite town becarnea municipium
in tite generalgrantof tite iusLatii to Spainby Vespasian28,this being tite tribe
to whichtite newly createdmunicipiaof titis period wereaff¡liated. If titis is the
case,thereferenceto a«mutatiooppidi»on te stonefoundin Monesteriocannot
refertoCurigabeingattributedtoUgultunia,asif Húbnerwasrigitt indatingtite
inscriptionto the Vespasianicperiod, it datesprecisely from tite period witen
Curigasitoulditavebecomeamunicipiuminits own right. Tite phrase«mutatio
oppidi» canbe muchmoreplausiblybe interpretedas referringnotto aphysical
citangeof administrativecentrefor tite two pagi, but to an internal changeat
Curigaitself,namelytite citangein statusfrom thatof amerestspendíaryopp¡dum
to thatof a municipiumwith titeiusLatii. Titis changemayitaveprovokedtite use
of tite pitrase«municipieset incolae»usedon tite inscriptionto underlinethe
town’snewly acquiredstatus29.

Tite two pagi involved in te dedicationare normally assumed,in tite
contribution titeory, to havebelongedto Contributa.Titis is becauseof tite
fragmentarybrokenline aboyetite mainbodyof tite text,whicit Húbnerbelieved

23. Seea. t2.
24. melesterofthe PraetorianPrefectAblabiusand¡he EmperorConstantineto Ihe town of Orcistus

(I.L.S. 6091)specificaltyrnentionsthepossessionof decurionsdierecuriates>asadeflningattributeof an
independen!town (col. 1, II. t9-20).

25. Seon. 14.
26. dL, 111030.
27. dL, tI 1042.
28. Pliny,N.B., III, 3. 30.
29. RodríguezNeila, «Notas sobre la “contributio” en la administradónmunícípa! de la Hética

romana’,ArchivoHispalense.t85 p. SSss.,believesIba!¡lic useof «municipes»bereshouldindicasethat
Contributawasa ,nonicipiom?¿aria Ladi?prior lo ¡he Vespasianicperiod.Howevcr this assumes¡ha!te
inscription predatesVespasian’sgran!of ¡lic ¡os Ladi to Spain; somethingthat is by no meansclear,
especiailyit thegran!wasmadeat¡he beginningof\‘espasian’sreign(seeA. B. Bosworth,«Vespasianasid
tIre provinces—sorneprobtems».Athenaeom51(1973)and¡ha!thepagireferredtoarepar! ofContributa,
which again is disputable.NeverthelesstIre tribataffiliation of Contributadoesappearso indicateearly
privilegedstatas.
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ougitt to be restoredas Iul(ienses?Coníribuíensis?).Nevertitelessgiven tite
fragmentarynatureof tite text titis restorationcannotcommandtotalconfidence.
Another possibility is titat the line is tite fragment of a proper name, peritaps that
of one of tite magistri of the pagosunderwitose direction tite votive act was
performed.Tite nameof tite pagus suburbanusis also problematic for tite
contributiontheory.«Suburbanus»impliestitat thispaguslay neartite administrative
centre, the «urbs», of its municipal unit. Tite «urbs» concemed, if the contribution
theoryiscorrect,wouldhavebeenUgultunia.It is difficult to seewity sucitapagus
would itave wishedto makea dedicationalong witit a furtiter pagosin a titird
pagoswasmerelyof equalstatusandwaslocatedat leasttwentymilesawayfrom
tite administrative centre of titeir monicipiurnwhereits impactwould itavebeen
muchgreater.

Theeasiestsolutionto theseproblemsis to interprettite twopagi as pagi not
of Contributa,butof an administrativelyindependentCuriga.This immediately
solvestite prob]emof tite title of tite pagossuburbanuswhicit would itave been
locatedneartoCuriga, its «urbs».Tite problemof why twopagi shouldwisit to
makea dedicationin a third pagosis also solved,as Curigawould, in titis case,
itavebeentheurbancentre,ratitertitana pagus,andsotheobviousplacetomake
sucit a dedication.

A final problemfor tite contributiontiteoryis thepossibleexistenceof a third
town,LacimurgaConstantiaJulia,betweenCurigaandContributa.Titis is hinted
at in tite Ravenna Cosmography where tite mansio«Lacurris»,or «Lacunis»,is
listed betweenthe two30. Although two stoneslisting a Lacimurgahavebeen
foundmuchfurtiter to tite Nortit in thedespobladoof Villavieja nearAlocer3t,we
mustbearinmmd titat Lacimurgais oneof thetownswitich, accordingto Pliny,
itada homonymoustwin inLusitania32.Titis issupportedby Ptolemy’sgeograpity
witich lists aAaicovtpvpyt,probablyacorruptformof Lacimurga,inLusitania33.
Giventhelocationof theseinscriptions,foundjust Nortit of the river Guadiana,
tite boundarybetweenthe two provinces,titey ougitt to be from the Lusitanian
Lacimurgaandsonot affect tite localizationof its Baeticanitomonym.Several
arabicwritersreferto tite townof Laqant,whichappearstobeacorruptedversion
ofLacimurga,andmodemarabistcommentatorsarealmostunanimousinplacing
Laqantaround,or at, tite modemtown of Fuentede los Cantos34,witicit does
mdeedlic betweenMonesterioandMedinadelos Torres.

Fuentede losCantositasbeenidentified witit Ugultunia by severalauthors35
ontite strengthof theinscriptionofCrassidianusustedaboye36,whereCrassidianus
is describedas«patriaContributense».Titereisno reasonitoweverto ¡ink titis title
tothefind spotoftheinscriptionandtite useof «patria»itereaswell asamunicipal

30. Ray. Cos.4.44 (3t4-315).
31. CIL 115068-5550,Att 1984.p. 328.
32. Pliny,N.Ji. 11.3. 13 andIV 35,118,«stipendiorum...praeteriam dictosin BaeticaCognominibus».
33. Ptolemy,It 5,7. The varianí«Lacinimurae»is fornid in sornenianuscriptsof Ptiny.
34. Seetheextensivediscussionby F. HernándezGiménez.«El itinerario de Musade Algecirasa

Mérida»,Al Anda/as, 26(196!)p. 43 y ss.,andBoswonhesal., TheEncyclopaediaof Islam(1986),vol.
5, s.v. Laqant.

35. PorexampleRodrigoCaro, op. cit. hin. Sp. 196.andAlbertini, op. cit., in n. 21, p. 91.
36. Setn. 26.
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adjective may suggest,by its additional force, that Contributalay elsewitere.
Moreovertite Itinerary’s given mileagefor tite distancebetweenUgultuniaand
Curiga, sometitingwhich is fitted by Medinade los Torres.Nonethelesstitere
appearsto havebeenamajor Romansite atFuentedelos Cantos.RodrigoCaro
mentionsadespoblado,SanBartolomédel Villar, situatedamile fromtite modern
town, witit: «muchosvestigiosde antiguedadRomanay comien9aunacal9ada
quevaaMéridaderecita».Húbnertoo speaksof «vestigiaoppidiantigui»being
visible itere.37.Caro’sremarksabouttitepresenceof a roadare importantastitey
aphiearto indicate titat tite settlementconcemedwason tite main Romanroute
Nortit from Seville as tite Ravenna Cosmograpity implies that Lacunnis/Lacimurga
was.

Fuente de los Cantos titerefore seems to have been the approximate site of tite
Romantown of Lacimurga.If titis is tite case,its territoriom would itave 1am in
betweenthoseof ContributaandCuriga, making a permanentfusion between
titeselattertwo sitesalmostimpossible.JtcouldbesuggestedthatCurigabecame
a«praefectura»of Contributa, but sucit an-angements seem to have been exclusively
forcoloniae35.Jn addition tite attestation ofdecurionesandarespublicaCurigensis
appears to rule out titis possibility39.

There are titerefore good reasons to titink titat Ugultunia and Curiga were
independentofeacitotiter.Nevertitelesstitereremainstite statementof Pliny, our
onlyconcreteevidenceto titis effect.titattiterewasa link betweentite two towns.
What, titerefore,areweto makeof Plinys assertion?Onepossibility,suggested
by Titouvenot,but now Iargelyforgotten~,is titat Pliny’s statementrefersto the
political situationprior to, ratiter titan aftef, Vespasian’sgrantof Latin itas to
Spain. In titis casetite dedicatoryinscription of Monesteriodiscussedaboye
would referby its pitrase«mutatio oppidi» tite creationof a new independent
municipalentitycentredonCuriagain titis period.Butthisstill leavestiteproblem
of wity Pliny statesthai Curiga«nunc»is associatedwith Contributa.The force
oftite«nunc»appears,at first sigitt, toplacethedateof titis arrangementinPliny’s
own day. Nevertiteless a furtiter possibility exists. Curiga was an independent
entity in tite Flavian period, ruling out tite possibility titat «nune» refers to this
priod. lnstead it sitould refer to an administration citange witicit took place in the
Julio-Claudianperiodwiticit wastitensupersededontite FlaviangrantofLatinitas
to tite peninsula.Pliny’s informationabouttite legalstatusof Spanishtownswas
alreadyoutof dateat tite time of its publicationas canbe seenfrom tite factthat
hementionsVespasian’sgrant,by far tite most importantpolitical eventfor tite
province,in acursorysentencetackedontotheendof itis accountof tite Spanisit
provinces.Here, titerefore, Pliny could be incorporatinga correction of itis
original source,probablyAgrippasmapcompiledby around8 8. C.,whichstill
predatedtite actualsituationof hisown time.

37. See.dL, It, p. 131. .Ugultuniacum».
38. AgenniusUrbicus,De Controv. Agr. in CorposAgrimensoromRo,nanorom,cd. mulin, p. 40,

,Coloniaequoqueloca ... quae...solemuspraefecturasappelare.»
39. SeeFestus,cd. Linsay,p. 262, «Praefecturaenequetamenmagistraussuosbabeban!,iii quabis

legibuspraefectimittenbanturquotannisqul ius dicerent».
40. R. Thouvenot,tessaiSor la province romainede BAtiqae,Pp. 198. 201-201.
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Jf titis is tite case,we canreconstructthe itistory of UgultaniaandCurigain tite
following manner.Initially thetwo siteswereindependentofeachother,Ugultunia’s
title doesnotappeartobearanyreferenceto a relationshipwitit Curiga.Later in tite
Julio-Claudian period, Curiga was absorbed by Contributa, but titis relationship did
not last. Tite failure of titis arrangement could itave been because of the size of Cu-
riga and its distance from Ugultania and tat, as tite terriíorium of tite town of Laci-
murga probably lay between tite two, it was itigitly inipractical to administer Curiga
from Ugultania. Curiga consequently appears to itave regained its administrative in-
dependence and the status of a municipiumin titegeneralgrantofLatinizasto Spain
by Vespasian, being enrolled in tite normal tribe allotted to such towns at titis period,
teQuirine.Titat submerged unitsaspired, and,onoccasions, succeeded,inregaining
lost administrative independence can be seen from the petition of Orcis-tus to tite
emperor Constantine to regain titeir independence from tite town of Nacolea41.

A further set solutions involves an examination of tite deptit of possible
corruption of Pliny’s text at titis point. Tite poor gramniatical expression «cum
qua»insteadof «quacum»witicit we wouldexpect,warnsusthatsomethingmay
be amissitere. Peritapstite plwaseis acorruptionof an abstracttitle of tite town
of Curiga beginning with «C» and that «Curiga nunc est» could againbe a
corruptionof aphrasesuchaas «Curigensibus».Howeverthis secondform of
corruptionseemsless likely as tite list of titíes in Pliny usescititer nominal or
adjectival forms,butnevercombinestite two.

Anotiter possiblefon of corruptionwouldbethatPliny is attemptingtosay
that Curiga and Ugultunia were allotted tite same title. Titis did occur on
occasions,botit thetownof Lacimurgaandthatof Osset(tite modemSanJuande
Aznalfarache), for example, were given tite title «Constantia lulia». Jf this was tite
case here the original pitrase in Pliny would have read sometring like, Contributa
(forcumCurigafe]) nunc(addicta)est.Tite useof «nunc»and«et»sitowing titat
Curigaobtainedits title after tite restof tite townsmentionedandPliny wisitedto
drawattentionto titis fact. Jf Curiga becainea municipiumnin tite Vespasianic
periodit is possibletitat severalsmallersurroundingunits wereattacitedto it for
administrative convenience and itence it obtained the title of Contributa like tite
neigitbouringtown of Ugultunia.

It iseasytoseeitowsuchastatementcouldhavebeenlatermisunderstoodand
«corrected»by copyiststo producetite text we now itave. Titesesolutionsare
morediff¡cult toacceptitoweverasthereis noparallelto titis degreeof corruption
in tite restof thetext and if the titíes wereto beusedfor theclear identification
of towns, asseemsto be tite case,it would seemoddto allot tite sametitle to two
townssocloseto oneanotiter.

lf thecontributiontheory mustbe discardedwestill needto accountfor tite
title of Ugultunia. Titis differs from tite otiter titíes given in nominal form in
Pliny’s list as titese almost alí refer to abstractvirtues whereas«Contributa»
appearsto refer to a political act42. As itasbeenseenaboyetite linking of the

41. ILS, 6091;Riccobono,FIRA, 1-95.
42. Vius suggestion,Antiguedadesde Extremadura.p. 216, that the town wasnamedContributa

becauseit had«contributed»to theCaesarianwareffort in ¡he civil wars is wi¡houtvalue.fle only parallel
lo «Contributa»is Segidastitie «Restituta».
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adjective«Julia»to titíes of titesetownssuggeststitat titey weregrantedin the
Augustanperiodat tite latest.Severalpossibilitiesexist: tite mostobviousis titat
Caesar,orAugustus,createdanadministrativeunitcentredonUgultúnia,placing
severalsmallernearbysitesunderit, hencefoning a unit createdby theprocess
of contribution: A possible parallel to titis process is found at tite town of Ipsca,
tite present-day Cortijo de Iscar, near Castro del Río, which also possessed tite titie
Contributaandbecameamunicipium in tite Vespasianicperiodascan be seen
from its allotmentto tite Quirinetribe43.Ipsca~‘aslocatedinanareawherealarge
numberof native«recintos»persistedwell into theRomanperiodandit it likely
titat someof thesewere attacited to tite new municipium for administrative
purposes,giving riseto tite titie «Contributa».Sucitsmallnativesettlementsalso
survived in the area of Ugultunia and titeir incorporationinto the policital
structureof the town mayexplain tite titie of ContributaM.

A secondis thattite titie reflectsnotaRoman,buttite nativepolitical orderas
foundby titeRomans.It itasbeenassumedonoccasionsthattite titie «Julia»ought
to giveadatefor tite foundationof tite town«’.Thereis noreasonwity this should
betite case,indeedif Pliny is rigitt titat tities weregrantedto titesetownssolely
to distinguishtitemfromitornonymoustownsin Lusitaniatheymustitaveexisted
priorto thegrantingof theirtitíes,asotherwisetite problemwouldnot havearisen
in tite first place.Nertobriga,for example,whicit receivedthe title Concordia
Julia, wasa nativesettlementwiticit clearlypredatedtite Caesariaríperiod~.We
know from tite Turris Lascutana inscription that sorne native communities
possessed subordinate groups beneatit them and it may be titis characteristic of
Ugultunia titat its title is describing«7.

Eititer of titese solutionswould seemmore likely titan titat «Contributa»
reflectsanarrangementwiticit titetown possessedwitit thenearbytownof Curiga.
Of the two tite formerseemstite most likely to becorrect.

Like several otiter towns in this areaUgultunia, by virtue of being en
rolled in tite Galeriantribe, appearsto itave obtainedsorne form of Roman
munícipal status prior to tite Vespasianic period. At first sigitt it is difficult to see
why titis should have been tite case. Romanization in this area appears to itave
beenmucit slower titan in the Guadalquivirvalley so tite privileges granted
(Pliny’s Latium antiquum [i.e. prior to tite grantof Vespasian]?)cannotitave
followedasaconsequenceof titeevolutionof a higitly Romanizedlifestylein tite
townsconcemed,two morelikely possibilitiesare that titey werea rewardfor
supportingthe Caesariancausein tite civil wat5,or titattitey weretocreateloyal
centresat key points in Baeturiatitus ensuringcommunicationbetweenBac-

43. dL, tI 5466, CIL, It t957.
44. SeeM. t. Ongil Valentín, «Aportacionesal estudiode la prehistoriaextremefia»in A. Ruiz y M.

Molinos, Iberos. Actas de jornadassobreel mundoIbérico, Jaén,1985.
45. SeeRodríguezBordallo andRíosGrai¶a,op. df., n. 9, p. 150.
46. Fora possibteliterary referenceto Nertobrigaja ¡he secoadcenturyB.C. ¡cePolybiusXXXV 4,

but with thereservationsof J. 5. Richardson,Hispaniae(1986),p. 196.
47. CIL, tI 5041 & 1. Mangas,«Servidumbrecomunitariaen la Béticaprerronlana»,Memoriasde la

Historia Antigua, 1(1977),p. 151 y ss.
45. Foríhepossibility thatthis regionofSpainsupportedCaesarintheCivil War seeJ. B. Tsirkin, «The

SouthofSpainin thecivilwarof40-45 (sic)B. C.»,A,e.A.,45 (198l7ip. S4yss.
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ticaandLusitania.Howeverthistopic deservesseparateanddetailedcoveragein
itselr9.

In conclusionwecanseethat UgultuniaandCurigawerefor tite greaterpart
of titeir existenceindependentunits. Ugultunia wasprobably madea town of
political importanceby itaving severalsurroundingsmaller units incorporated
into it eitherbyCaesarorAugustus,andit wastitis actwhicit is reflectedin its title.
At a laterdate,but at sornetime in tite Julian-Claudianperiod, it seemstaitt tite
neighbouringtown of Curiga, too, was incorporatedinto Ugultunia’s political
jurisdiction. Neverthelessthis town succeededon regaining its independent
identity, at leastby tite time of tite reign of Vespasian.

49. The presentauthorknowsof no articlediscussingIbis problem.





La dependenciaeconómicade los libertos
en el Alto ImperioRomano’

PEDROLÓPEZ BARIA DE QUIROGA

Universidadde Santiagode Compostela

SUMMARY.—Threearethemain goalsof thepresentarticle: toproposeanewasid
more useful meaning for tite expression «independent freedmen’>; to study which were the
links betweensocialmobility anddependancein theRomancity of Ostiaasid,finally, to
statebriefly my casefor an innersolidarity amongfreedmenin certaincities that canbe
taRen as explanation of their success as a group.

1

Enunafechaindeterminada,entomoalaño108,sepresentóencasadePlinioelJoven
un liberto desuamigoSabinianopararogarlequeintercedieraantesupatronoy poderasí
recobrarel favor penlido.Segúnel testimoniodePlinio, el liberto searrojóa suspies
llorando,arrepentidoporsuconducta,y prometiónoreincidirnuncamás.Ignoramoscuál
habíasido la causadel enojode Sabiniano,pero podemosintuir cuál fue el castigo:
Sabiniano, probablemente, expulsó al liberto de su casa, donde habría vivido hasta
entonces desde los tiempos en que aún era esclavo, le retird su amistad y su apoyo,
condenándolo así a la inseguridad, la pobreza y el hambre2. Sabiniano no es un ejemplo

1. En el presenteartículo,he queridoreflexionar sobreunode los aspectosa losquedediquémi tesis
doctoralconel fin dehacerpúblicaslasconclusionesa lasque,aesterespecto,pudellegarentonces.Quiero
dar !as graciaspor suapoyoy estímulo,pero tambiénpor suscorreccionesy sugerencias,ami directorde
tesis,elDr. DomingoPlácido,y alos miembrosdeltribunalquelaexaminó,los Dres.Julio Mangas.Gerardo
Pereira,JoséMiguel serrano,ManuelAbellán y JavierArce.

2. Plin., Ep., 9,21 y 9,24.La exputsidndecasade Sabinianosededucedel hechodequeéste,cuando,
a ruegosdePlinio, perdonaa suliberto, le recibedenuevoensu casa&Benefecistíquod liberrom... in
domumin animo,,,recepisti»).Aunque el destinatariode estasdos cartasnoses desconocidoy no hay
ningúndatoenellasquenos permitaprecisarla fecha,la mayorpartedel libro IX parecehaberseescrito
entreel 108 y el t09 d. C. Vid. A. N. Sherwin-White,The licItes of Pliny. A Historical and Social
Commentary.Oxford, 1985, terceraedición, revisada(1.’ cd. 1966), y R. Syme,«The Datingof Plinys
Lates!Letters»CQ, 35, 1985. Pp. 176-185.
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