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Abstract


Book 1 of Valerius Maximus’ Facta et Dicta Memorabilia places cult, ritual failure, religious performance, and divine signs at the opening of the collection. This article examines how the book’s received organization guides the evaluation of human action. It argues that Book 1 presents a graded field of religious judgement. Religio and neglecta religio provide the clearest opposition; simulata religio and superstitio are more ambiguous; and auspices, omens, prodigies, dreams, and miracles acquire force through human response, narrative outcome, and public confirmation. The analysis combines structural reading with close examination of key cases. Because 1.2–1.4 survive only in late epitomes, it distinguishes between the explicit evaluation of 1.1, the less secure boundary cases of 1.2–1.4, and the fuller sign narratives of 1.5–1.8. Book 1 thus provides an opening framework in which ritual practice and responses to divine signs become objects of ethical and historical interpretation.
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1. Introduction


Valerius’ decision to begin the collection with the cultus deorum gives Book 1 a programmatic position. Dreams, omens, divinatory practices, ritual failures, and divine appearances may be read as evidence for Roman religion, yet their literary role extends beyond the preservation of beliefs and institutions. They connect ritual procedure with political action, assign responsibility, and shape a community’s memory of its past. Book 1 consequently raises two related questions. What kinds of religious action does the collection commend, criticize, or leave open to debate? How do signs and wonders become relevant to the interpretation of political choices and historical outcomes? The present article addresses these questions through the arrangement and narrative form of the surviving text.



In the preface, Valerius states that he has selected memorable deeds and sayings of Romans and foreigners from distinguished authors so that readers seeking documenta can avoid an extended search. The phrase documenta sumere encompasses rhetorical example, moral instruction, and historical evidence. Valerius organizes earlier narratives by topic, converting dispersed material into concise, comparable, and usable units. The religious stories of Book 1 therefore present a past already shaped by selection, compression, and arrangement (Val. Max. praef.; Rüpke 2016, pp. 90–96; Tschögele 2022, pp. 24–25).



Modern scholarship agrees that Valerius is an interpretive compiler but locates the collection’s coherence at different levels. Skidmore and Langlands emphasize practical ethics and the comparative judgement elicited by exempla, while Bloomer foregrounds rhetoric, audience, and elite formation in the early Principate (Skidmore 1996, pp. 53–82; Bloomer 1992, pp. 11–58; Langlands 2018, pp. 65–66, 128–65). Guerrini’s tripartite account of the exemplum—presentation, historical narrative, and concluding reflection—makes recurrent formal articulation central to interpretation (Guerrini 1981, pp. 11–28). David shifts the emphasis to the reconstruction of Roman values and Republican memory (David 1998a, pp. 9–17; 1998b, pp. 119–30). For Book 1, Rüpke’s account of religion as knowledge within Tiberian memory culture draws attention to historical and political recontextualization, whereas Tschögele assigns greater explanatory weight to transitions and chapter-level organization (Rüpke 2016, pp. 89–112; Tschögele 2022, pp. 307, 330–32). These positions are partly complementary, yet they also create a tension: ethical readings can draw force from individual comparisons, while organizational and memory-oriented readings depend more heavily on sequence, framing, and retrospective selection.



That tension becomes methodological in Book 1 because the evidence for sequence and framing is uneven. The direct tradition of 1.1 and 1.5–1.8 preserves forms of evaluation unavailable in the epitomes of 1.2–1.4; Guerrini’s formal model and Tschögele’s chapter-level coherence therefore cannot be applied with equal confidence throughout, while Rüpke’s focus on memory culture addresses a different level of analysis from the production of individual narrative verdicts. This article addresses the unresolved relation among these levels by distinguishing explicit praise or blame from direction produced by received grouping, juxtaposition, narrative outcome, and later confirmation. Its contribution is a preservation-sensitive account of how ethical appraisal, literary form, and historical memory interact across the whole book, with claims calibrated to the surviving evidence. Some anecdotes state a verdict; others acquire direction from contrast or fulfilment; abridged texts leave mixed motives unresolved.



The received sequence contains two broad movements. The first concerns human dealings with cult: ritual performance, neglect, politically useful claims of divine access, and material transmitted under the label superstitio. The second concerns divine communication through auspices, omens, prodigies, dreams, and miracles. The first asks how religious obligations are maintained, transferred, manipulated, or subjected to public control; the second asks how signs acquire meaning through response, fulfilment, and confirmation. This division provides the article’s main line of analysis, and the two movements overlap at several points.



“Moral taxonomy” is used here as shorthand for a graded arrangement whose chapters differ in authorial security and moral clarity. It is the article’s term, not Valerius’ own expression. The evidence is strongest in 1.1 and 1.5–1.8; 1.2–1.4 require greater caution because their framing and evaluation survive only in epitomes. For those chapters, the term describes the received epitomized grouping and does not by itself establish a Valerian classification.1



By moral judgement, the article means the practical appraisal prompted by these narratives: whether an action respects ritual procedure, whether divine authority supports or distorts public order, whether a practice is presented as compatible with Roman institutions, and how a sign should affect decision-making. It describes a reading process that yields different verdicts across the stories. The emphasis falls on action and interpretation; private belief lies outside the argument.



Section 2 defines the textual limits and analytical method. Section 3.1 maps the received structure of Book 1. Section 3.2 and Section 3.3 analyse ritual discipline, neglect, simulated religion, and superstitio. Section 3.4 follows the sequence of manifestation, response, outcome, and confirmation in narratives of divine signs. Section 3.5 then brings the Roman–external hierarchy and the book’s comparative procedures together in a final account of exemplary ethics.




2. Materials and Methods: Text, Scope, and Method


This article focuses on Book 1 of Valerius Maximus’ Facta et Dicta Memorabilia. References to the primary text follow Valerius’ standard section numbering, such as Val. Max. 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3. The textual basis is Shackleton Bailey’s (2000) Loeb edition, Memorable Doings and Sayings, whereas close readings of Book 1, questions of source tradition, and detailed commentary rely primarily on David Wardle’s Memorable Deeds and Sayings, Book 1. Wardle’s commentary is particularly useful for the preface, the organization of Book 1, source-critical issues, the Roman–external arrangement of examples, and the religious terminology of the first book. The analysis focuses on the literary arrangement, rubrics2, and exemplary function of the religious material while relying on Wardle’s commentary and related scholarship for textual and source-critical issues.3



In its received form, Book 1 brings together material transmitted under the labels religio, neglecta religio, simulata religio, superstitio, auspicia, omina, prodigia, somnia, and miracula in a concentrated sequence. Its place at the opening of the collection and Valerius’ stated intention to begin from divine worship give the book programmatic relevance. Religion recurs elsewhere in the collection, but Book 1 forms a discrete textual unit in which ritual action, divine communication, and historical memory are brought into sustained relation. The ethical architecture of the remaining eight books requires separate study.



Three complementary analytical approaches are used: structural analysis, exemplary close reading, and narrative analysis of divine signs. Structural analysis follows the transmitted grouping of material, the sequence of chapters, transitions between adjacent cases, and the ordering of Roman and external examples; a heading acquires interpretive force only through its relation to these additional features. Exemplary close reading examines the framing of a case, the action narrated, explicit evaluative language, the outcome, and its relation to neighbouring stories. Narrative analysis follows a four-stage sequence in accounts of divine signs: manifestation, human response, consequence, and retrospective or institutional confirmation. Structural analysis guides Section 3.1 and Section 3.5, exemplary close reading is central to Section 3.2 and Section 3.3, and narrative analysis is applied in Section 3.4. This procedure adapts Guerrini’s attention to the internal articulation of the exemplum while following Tschögele in treating transitions and chapter-level organization as part of the argument. Transmitted headings remain one indicator among others, and the analysis distinguishes explicit praise or blame from direction produced by juxtaposition or later fulfilment (Guerrini 1981, pp. 11–28; Tschögele 2022, pp. 307, 330–32).



The interpretation of Roman religion in this article avoids imposing modern notions of religion directly onto Valerius’ text. Roman religion placed particular emphasis on ritual procedure, public tradition, reciprocity between humans and gods, priestly authority, and civic order, with limited attention to inward conversion or systematic doctrine (Scheid 2003, pp. 6–8, 18–21, 30–36; Beard et al. 1998, pp. 181–82, 236–37). The phrase “ritual and religious action” therefore includes sacrifice, auspices, vows, repayment of vows, sacred property, sacred space, public ritual, the management of foreign cults, and the interpretation of divine signs. Evaluation in Book 1 usually concerns conduct within these relationships and gives little attention to the truth of inward belief.



Several Latin terms and transmitted labels are retained: religio, superstitio, auspicia, omina, prodigia, somnia, and miracula. Modern English terms reproduce only part of their semantic range. Superstitio, for example, can mark behaviour represented as excessive, disorderly, foreign, nontraditional, or publicly uncontrolled (Wardle 1998, pp. 144–53; Beard et al. 1998, pp. 181–82, 236–37). In the surviving text, these terms and groupings mark shifting relations among proper observance, neglect, manipulation, excess, and divine communication; they do not all possess the same degree of authorial or textual security.4



The evidence is uneven. Chapters 1.2–1.4 survive only in the late epitomes of Iulius Paris and Ianuarius Nepotianus, which omit chapter prefaces, transitions, and many evaluative passages; their headings are also unlikely to be authorial. Claims about these chapters therefore concern the received epitomized selection and sequence, whereas 1.1 and 1.5–1.8 permit closer attention to wording, framing, and narrative closure. This methodological distinction aligns the strength of each claim with the surviving evidence. Topical arrangement also compresses historical circumstances, and the article accordingly treats Book 1 as a literary reconstruction of Roman religious memory. When textual framing, outcome, and historical context diverge, the interpretation records the divergence and calibrates its claim (David 1998b, pp. 119–30; Rüpke 2016, pp. 104–5; Tschögele 2022, pp. 15–17).




3. Results and Discussion


3.1. The Structure of Book 1: A Graded Field of Religious Evaluation


Read as received, Book 1 places religio and neglecta religio before simulata religio and superstitio, followed in turn by auspicia, omina, prodigia, somnia, and miracula. This order creates a field in which ritual obligations, boundary cases, and divine signs can be compared. “Moral taxonomy” names the article’s reconstruction of that field; it neither attributes every surviving label to Valerius nor extends the claim beyond Book 1.



The sequence supports two broad movements. The first concerns how human beings maintain, neglect, present, or regulate relations with the gods. The second concerns how divine agency becomes legible through signs and how human agents respond. Mueller’s distinction between human action before divine powers and divine communication remains useful as a broad structural guide (Mueller 2002, pp. 1–20, 175–82). The domains intersect: ritual expertise shapes the interpretation of signs, and divine communication can expose or confirm ritual conduct. The abridged state of 1.2–1.4 leaves parts of this relation uncertain.



Accordingly, category and sequence carry interpretive weight here only when corroborated by similarities, contrasts, outcomes, or evaluative wording that survives independently of a label. For 1.2–1.4, the analysis remains at the level of the received epitomized text. Where the evidence is fuller, chapter-level arrangement may create a second level of coherence beyond the individual anecdote (Tschögele 2022, pp. 307, 330–32).



Chapter 1.1 offers the clearest opposition. Its opening presents priestly knowledge, sacred books, vows, prayers, and sacrifice as parts of a public ritual order. Positive cases praise the maintenance of that order; the section on neglecta religio links improper transfer of duties, appropriation of sacred property, or disregard of ritual procedure with punishment and disaster. The structure is explicit enough to support close analysis, although the historical accuracy of the causal links remains a separate question.



The abridged chapters 1.2 and 1.3 occupy a less stable zone. Numa, Scipio, Sulla, Marius, and Sertorius use claims of divine access to establish or strengthen authority, while the following group places the Bacchanalia, astrologers, Jews, and the shrines of Isis and Serapis under the label superstitio. The surviving arrangement invites distinctions among political utility, deception, foreignness, secrecy, and public control. It supports comparison among these uses of religion and leaves their precise moral relation partly open.



The later chapters move to divine communication. Claudius Pulcher rejects an unfavourable auspice and is defeated; Deiotarus heeds a sign and escapes danger; L. Aemilius Paullus seizes an accidental utterance about Persa as an omen concerning Perseus; prodigies around Pharsalus align warning and fulfilment; dreams involving Caesar and Augustus connect private vision with public history; and the report of Vatinius becomes credible only after official confirmation. These cases vary widely, but their narratives repeatedly connect signs with interpretation, response, and outcome.



The same arrangement classifies conduct, organizes religious knowledge, and provides political orientation. By selecting and ordering Republican precedents, Book 1 makes ritual and divinatory material available to an early imperial audience as a resource for practical appraisal and historical interpretation (Rüpke 2016, pp. 90–107).



The Roman–external arrangement adds a final comparative layer. Roman cases normally pose the initial questions and supply the institutional vocabulary, whereas external examples extend, contrast with, or test those questions and distinctions. Deiotarus receives positive treatment, while Claudius Pulcher’s failure shows that Roman status does not predetermine the moral verdict. After the detailed case analyses, Section 3.5 returns to this hierarchy of reference to examine how comparative position contributes to exemplary judgement.




3.2. Ritual Discipline and Neglected Religion: Civic Morality


Book 1 begins with the organization of Roman cult. The opening of 1.1 names pontificum scientia, augurum observatio, the books of seers, and Etrusca disciplina before listing prayer, vow, thanksgiving, divination, and sacrifice (Val. Max. 1.1.1). The emphasis falls on religious expertise preserved and applied through priests, texts, and public procedures. Religio is thus introduced as a learned and publicly regulated practice, while private emotion remains outside the frame (Rüpke 2016, pp. 98–103).



The language of the opening also prevents tradition from becoming a static code. Valerius praises the ancestors for seeking non solum servandae sed etiam amplificandae religionis, to preserve and enlarge religion. Sons of leading Roman families are sent to Etruria to learn ritual expertise; a priestess trained in the ancient rites of Ceres is summoned from Velia; the decemvirs travel to Henna when the Sibylline Books require the propitiation of the goddess; and victorious commanders discharge vows at Pessinus. The geography is expansive, and institutional control governs the movement of knowledge. Foreign locations and expertise become acceptable through Roman identification, supervision, and incorporation. Tradition is maintained through authorized acquisition, transfer, and application of religious expertise (Wardle 1998, pp. 76–112; Rüpke 2016, pp. 98–100).



The case of Tiberius Sempronius Gracchus shows this knowledge becoming an instrument of political correction. While reading books concerning public cult, Gracchus discovers that the augural tent had been incorrectly established at consular elections that he himself had conducted. He sends the finding to the college of augurs; the augurs report the matter to the Senate; and the two consuls return from their provinces and resign (Val. Max. 1.1.3). The episode supplies institutional information, and Valerius gives that information literary force through a comparative evaluation.



The transition reads: Laudabile duodecim fascium religiosum obsequium, laudabilior quattuor et viginti in consimili re oboedientia—the religious submission of twelve fasces is praiseworthy; the obedience of twenty-four in a similar matter is more praiseworthy. The twelve fasces refer back to the consul in the preceding anecdote, whereas the twenty-four represent the two consuls recalled in the Gracchus episode. The sentence links the two cases and raises the second through the comparative laudabilior. The metonymy matters: the fasces make the surrender of office visible, so the comparison measures obedience by the amount of political power placed under correction. The praise attaches to holders of the highest office who submit the insignia of command to religious procedure (Tschögele 2022, pp. 223–72).



The narrative distributes authority across a chain of actors. Gracchus reads; the written record reveals an error; the augural college validates the discovery; the Senate turns expert judgement into a public decision; and the consuls surrender office. The grammar traces the same relay through litteris ex provincia missis, the augurs’ referral, the Senate’s command, and the consuls’ return. Because Valerius places explicit praise before these details, documentary transmission and political obedience remain connected throughout the episode. Knowledge acquires public force through recording, review, and enactment, while the cost of correction gives the sequence its exemplary pressure (Rüpke 2016, pp. 100–1).



A related case involving Marcellus confirms the authority of religious expertise over prestige and expense. When the victorious five-time consul wishes to dedicate one cella to Honour and Virtue, the pontiffs require separate spaces because a future prodigy would otherwise leave uncertain which deity required expiation. The college’s technical objection defeats both the authority of an illustrious commander and the practical convenience of a single building. Valerius’ emphasis falls on the restoration of suus tenor suaque observatio to religious matters: correct differentiation matters more than reputation or cost (Val. Max. 1.1.8; Rüpke 2016, pp. 101–2). Gracchus and Marcellus show that religious expertise constrains office by setting the procedural conditions of legitimate action. In both cases, political authority operates within a publicly defined religious procedure.



The rites of Ceres after the disaster at Cannae add a different form of pressure. Rome is submerged in grief, and many women have lost close relatives, yet the Senate limits prolonged mourning so that the rites of Ceres can be completed (Val. Max. 1.1.15; Wardle 1998, pp. 112–16). The tension lies between private bereavement and the ritual condition required for public worship. Valerius selects the suspension of mourning as the memorable action, presenting the continuation of cult as evidence that communal order survives military catastrophe.



Topical arrangement gives the Cannae episode its clarity by selecting ritual continuity from a much broader crisis. The story confines its attention to the suspension of mourning and leaves female grief, wartime policy, and the social consequences of defeat largely outside the frame. Its clarity comes from what the narrative excludes as much as from what it includes. The ethical force of the episode therefore depends on historical compression, which narrows a complex situation to a recognizable conflict between private bereavement and public worship (David 1998b, pp. 119–30).



The section on neglecta religio reverses the movement from religious expertise to action. The Potitii possess a hereditary responsibility for the cult of Hercules but transfer its performance to public slaves. The adult members of the family die, and Appius is struck blind (Val. Max. 1.1.17; Wardle 1998, pp. 117–19). The crucial act is the change in performers. The cult continues under a different custodial arrangement. Valerius thereby represents neglect as a defect in the relation among office, person, and inherited obligation.



The story is especially useful when read beside Gracchus. In the positive case, knowledge moves from books to an individual, from the individual to a priestly college, and from the college to the Senate before political action follows. Every transfer passes through an established public procedure. In the Potitii case, a sacred responsibility is delegated for convenience to performers who lack the inherited role. Book 1 allows knowledge and personnel to move across Italy and the Mediterranean. The contrast separates regulated transmission, which preserves the structure of authority, from improper substitution, which treats a sacred office as an ordinary task available for outsourcing.



The punitive ending fixes the meaning of the Potitii’s delegation. Within the exemplum, death and blindness close interpretive alternatives and turn an administrative change into religious neglect; their historical causal value remains unverifiable. The ending instructs the reader how the preceding action is to be remembered. Framing and consequence work together to turn delegation into warning (Guerrini 1981, pp. 11–28).



Valerius omits any explanation of motive: financial pressure, demographic decline, political coercion, and the possible regularization of an old private cult remain outside the narrative. The episode places hereditary duty directly beside delegation and catastrophe. This omission contributes to the exemplary process because alternative explanations would reopen the historical question that the narrative seeks to close. The story establishes how Valerius wants the change remembered while leaving its historical causes unresolved; literary causation remains distinct from historical explanation (David 1998b, pp. 119–30).



Fulvius Flaccus’ removal of marble tiles from the temple of Juno extends the same logic from office to sacred property. He uses the materials for a shrine at Rome, then suffers family calamity, mental anguish, and death (Val. Max. 1.1.20; Wardle 1998, pp. 120–27). The case provides corroborating evidence: the narrative binds sacred material to god, place, and community. The pious destination of the marble leaves its prior sacred attachment intact, and practical utility provides no authorization for its removal.



The opposition between religio and neglecta religio is therefore more precise than a general contrast between piety and impiety. Proper observance consists of producing, preserving, consulting, and obeying institutionally recognized religious expertise; neglect arises when duty, office, property, or procedure is treated as freely exchangeable. Gracchus shows religious correction moving successfully through public institutions, while the Potitii show inherited responsibility detached from the persons and traditions that give it authority. This is the basis for describing ritual discipline as civic morality: the virtue lies in accepting limits that preserve the community’s religious order. Their juxtaposition gives 1.1 a clear evaluative centre, while the remaining chapters retain different levels of moral certainty.




3.3. Pretended Religion and Superstition: The Moral Limits of Religious Performance


If religio and neglecta religio establish the clearest opposition in Book 1, the material preserved in the following epitomized chapters moves into less stable territory. The surviving selections place political uses of claimed divine access beside episodes involving the restriction or control of religious practices. Purpose, audience, authorization, and public supervision remain available for comparison; personal sincerity and the original framing or possible categorization remain beyond the evidence.



This textual limit matters most here. The epitomes preserve the actions of anecdotes more readily than prefatory framing, transitions, or evaluative conclusions, and the headings de simulata religione and de superstitionibus are probably later additions. Analysis therefore begins from actions and juxtapositions preserved by the epitomists and treats the labels as part of the received text, not as direct evidence of Valerius’ own classificatory vocabulary (Tschögele 2022, pp. 15–17; Rüpke 2016, pp. 104–5).



The surviving group in 1.2 contains Numa, Scipio, Sulla, Marius, Sertorius, and several external lawgivers or rulers. All employ gods, oracles, divine images, priestesses, or sacred animals to reinforce legal, political, or military authority (Val. Max. 1.2; Wardle 1998, pp. 138–44). The anecdotes share a basic structure: a leader claims privileged access to divine information, an audience accepts or acts upon the claim, and religious representation acquires political efficacy. Yet the purpose and institutional setting of that efficacy vary sharply.



Numa and Egeria stand at one end of the comparison. The epitomized account says that Numa induced the Roman people to believe that his rites derived from nocturnal meetings with the goddess so that new sacred institutions would be accepted (Val. Max. 1.2.1; Wardle 1998, pp. 138–40). The performance benefits the king, the civic cult, and the ritual community. Within the received account, the claim is associated with institutions later remembered as foundational; this association does not by itself establish Valerius’ moral approval.



Sertorius’ white hind retains the same basic mechanism but alters its scale and audience. The animal is represented as communicating divine commands, and Sertorius uses the belief of his Lusitanian followers to secure obedience, especially when difficult military decisions require acceptance. Divine authority is here attached repeatedly to the judgement of one commander. Whereas Numa’s fiction culminates in institutions that outlast the ruler, Sertorius’ device remains dependent on his management of a personal following. The contrast concerns the degree to which sacred authority is deposited in a public order or concentrated in an individual leader.



The transmitted sequence permits comparison across institution, beneficiary, duration, and public accountability. Scipio, Sulla, and Marius occupy intermediate positions, while the loss of the original transitions prevents a continuous descent from beneficial foundation to corrupt manipulation. Four questions sharpen the comparison: what institution or decision results, who benefits, how long the authority lasts, and whether it remains publicly accountable. These questions preserve the comparative force of the sequence without converting it into a moral scale that the epitomized text cannot securely support.



The external lawgivers extend the comparison. Minos, Pisistratus, Lycurgus, and Zaleucus also attach legislation or political restoration to divine authorization. Their placement suggests that the mechanism is comparable across communities, while their position in the external section preserves a Roman hierarchy of reference. Recurrence and placement thus create a comparative repertoire even though the original transitions are lost (Tschögele 2022, pp. 272–305, 330–32).



Placed after 1.1, these claims of immediate divine access contrast with the institutional channels through which religious information was previously tested. Numa’s claim eventually supports public cult; Sertorius’ claim supports immediate personal command. Exceptional access thus has two possible political effects in the received sequence: it may support the foundation of public institutions or allow a leader to bypass accountable procedures. This contrast is an inference from juxtaposition, not a recovered authorial progression (Rüpke 2016, pp. 104–5).



The episodes transmitted by the epitomes under the heading superstitio shift the emphasis from ambiguous political utility toward acts of restriction. In Roman discourse the term operates as an evaluative boundary, often applied to practices represented as excessive, foreign, disorderly, or publicly uncontrolled (Wardle 1998, pp. 144–53; Beard et al. 1998, pp. 181–82, 236–37). The heading itself, however, does not demonstrate that the Bacchic, Egyptian, Jewish, and astrological cases originally formed a single Valerian class or were joined by one criterion.5



The Bacchanalian episode supplies one rationale for the received cluster. The epitome presents a secret association descending into violence and madness before suppression by Roman authority, activating anxieties about secrecy, alternative associations, and disturbed social boundaries. Its compressed form supports this general contrast but not detailed claims about individual motives, internal organization, or the principle by which Valerius may originally have connected it to the neighbouring cases.



The destruction of the shrines of Isis and Serapis offers a more sharply staged action. The Senate orders their removal, the workmen hesitate, and the consul Paullus takes up the axe and begins the demolition himself (Val. Max. 1.3.4; Wardle 1998, pp. 151–53). The sequence moves from decree to resistance and from resistance to embodied enforcement. If the senatorial order had been sufficient by itself, the consul’s gesture would have been unnecessary. The workers’ hesitation shows that the shrines continue to command a form of religious fear even after public authority has denied their legitimacy.



Paullus resolves the conflict by assuming the first risk. By striking the shrine himself, the consul places his body and office between the decree and the feared consequences of sacrilege. The axe becomes the visible instrument through which an abstract decision acquires practical force. The anecdote dramatizes a contest between two forms of authority: the workers’ apprehension before a cult site and the magistrate’s obedience to the Senate. Their fear acknowledges the shrines’ continuing practical power after the Senate has denied their legitimacy. Public control therefore requires embodiment: the consul turns a collective decree into an action that others can follow.



Paullus’ decisiveness serves a collective decision and established procedure when others hesitate. This distinguishes him from Claudius Pulcher, who overrides a public religious procedure in the name of command. Both men act dramatically; the institutional direction of the action reverses its meaning. One body resists civic order, while the other lends that order visible force. Boldness receives positive value when it executes a legitimate collective judgement and negative value when it substitutes personal will for public procedure.



Foreign origin cannot by itself explain the episodes. The opening of 1.1 positively incorporates Etruscan expertise, a Greek priestess from Velia, the cult centre at Henna, and vows discharged at Pessinus, while Deiotarus receives positive treatment. These contrasts make institutional recognition and control at least as significant as origin. Within the preserved cluster, secrecy, divination, imported cult, and resistance to public authority appear in different combinations. Roman authorities set the practical boundary, but the surviving evidence does not reveal whether Valerius joined the cases by a single criterion.



Taken together, 1.2–1.3 expose questions that the relative clarity of 1.1 leaves less visible: who may claim divine authority, before which audience, for what end, and under whose supervision. Numa and Sertorius make those questions comparative; Paullus’ axe turns them into a public act of enforcement. Because the evidence supports judgements of uneven certainty, these chapters function here as boundary cases rather than as a stable middle tier in a securely recoverable Valerian system.




3.4. Divine Signs as Moral Evidence


The chapters on divine communication present a different evidentiary pattern. Chapter 1.4, like 1.2–1.3, survives only through epitomes, whereas 1.5–1.8 preserve fuller framing and narrative closure. The comparison of Claudius and Deiotarus rests mainly on action, juxtaposition, and outcome; the later cases permit closer attention to evaluative language and chapter-level arrangement. Across the group, meaning develops through four recurrent stages: manifestation, human response, consequence, and retrospective or institutional confirmation. These stages provide a common analytical vocabulary while preserving differences in textual form and authority.



The shared sequence produces different kinds of evaluation. Individual response dominates the stories of Claudius and Deiotarus; chapter 1.5 makes the uptake of contingent speech central; the known outcome of civil war structures the prodigies around Pharsalus; and public verification governs the report of Vatinius. Across these variations, the central question remains constant: how does extraordinary information acquire authority for action or historical interpretation?



3.4.1. Auspices and Omens: Authorization, Interpretation, and Warning


The epitomized chapter 1.4 preserves the actions and outcomes of Claudius Pulcher and Deiotarus, while Valerius’ original framing and exact diction remain unavailable. It nevertheless offers a compact comparison of two responses to unwelcome or cautionary information. Chapter 1.5, preserved in the direct tradition, differs in both form and emphasis: its preface links the observation of omina to religio, while its stories turn unplanned words, names, or circumstances into signs through acts of interpretation (Val. Max. 1.5.init.).



During the First Punic War, Claudius prepares for a naval battle and receives an unfavourable report: the sacred chickens will neither leave their cage nor eat. He orders them thrown into the sea, remarking that if they will not eat, they should drink; the Roman fleet is then defeated (Val. Max. 1.4.3; Wardle 1998, pp. 159–61). The joke is Claudius’ own interpretation of the sign, a verbal manoeuvre that converts ritual refusal into an occasion for wit. By redefining abstention from food as an invitation to drink, he attempts to preserve his freedom of command while emptying the procedure of its capacity to delay or restrain him.



The wording preserved in the epitome also matters, although its exact relation to Valerius’ lost phrasing cannot be recovered. The sacred chickens communicate by refusing food, a conventional ritual sign whose meaning depends on established procedure. Claudius substitutes drinking for the bodily response that the ritual tests, recasting refusal as wit before removing the birds by force. The naval defeat reverses this display of autonomy and turns the preserved joke into evidence of reckless judgement. The argument therefore rests on the relation between the transmitted response and its outcome, not on stylistic reconstruction of the lost original.



The exemplary effect rests on literary sequence: unfavourable sign, derisive response, coercive action, defeat. The ending stabilizes a religious and political appraisal of command. The narrative claim concerns the meaning generated by this sequence; it leaves the historical causes of the naval defeat open. A leader is judged by willingness to act and by the capacity to suspend action when established procedure places initiative under review. In this sense, the sacred chickens expose the danger of treating institutional restraint as a personal insult.



Deiotarus supplies a positive but non-identical contrast. The Galatian king sees an eagle, refrains from entering a building, and escapes when the structure collapses during the following night (Val. Max. 1.4 ext. 2; Wardle 1998, pp. 165–67). Here the sign has no elaborate public apparatus comparable to Roman auspices. Its force lies in a simple alteration of conduct. Deiotarus receives ambiguous information, accepts the possibility that it matters, and changes his intended movement. Survival retrospectively marks that caution as prudent.



The juxtaposition crosses several boundaries at once. A Roman commander mocks a formal ritual and suffers collective military defeat; a foreign king responds to a less institutionalized omen and avoids personal danger. Claudius asserts himself through speech, while Deiotarus makes his judgement visible through restraint. The reversal separates Roman priority from automatic moral superiority and presents “obedience” as an active decision to revise a plan in light of incomplete information.



The placement of Deiotarus in the external portion sharpens the reversal. A response recognizable to Roman readers as prudent makes the foreign king comparable despite his lack of Roman priestly office. The contrast separates ethical legibility from civic status. Claudius possesses the correct institutional location and acts badly within it; Deiotarus lacks that location and performs the relevant act of restraint. External exemplarity remains secondary in structure, yet it exposes failure at the Roman centre and remains analytically active within the Roman frame (Tschögele 2022, pp. 249–56, 306–32).



Chapter 1.5 states its own rationale: ominum etiam observatio aliquo contactu religioni innexa est, because omens were believed to arise from divine providence rather than chance (Val. Max. 1.5.init.). Unlike the formalized auspical procedure in the Claudius story, an omen in the examples treated here begins with an utterance or circumstance whose meaning is not fixed by an institutional procedure. Its authority depends on uptake. After the Gallic sack, while the Senate debates moving to Veii, a centurion orders a standard-bearer, hic optime manebimus; the Senate accepts the words as an omen and abandons the move (Val. Max. 1.5.1). A chance military command becomes guidance for the polity because a public body identifies and ratifies it.



The Paullus story transfers this process from collective deliberation to individual interpretation. After being assigned the war against Perseus, L. Aemilius Paullus returns home and hears his young daughter say that Persa has died, referring to her dog. Valerius marks the interpretive moment with arripuit igitur omen: Paullus “seizes” the chance utterance and takes it as a promise of triumph over the Macedonian king (Val. Max. 1.5.3; cf. Cic. Div. 1.103). In 1.5.1 the Senate declares itself the recipient of an omen; in 1.5.3 Paullus actively appropriates one. Both stories convert contingent speech into guidance, but public ratification and remembered success authorize the interpretations in different ways.



These cases add a form of judgement absent from the Claudius–Deiotarus pair: response to a sign can involve active interpretation as well as obedience or restraint. They also preserve an ambiguity important to the article’s model. The chapter preface states that omens were believed to arise from divine providence rather than chance, yet Valerius calls the child’s words a fortuitum dictum. The tension locates religious force in the act of uptake and its retrospective confirmation rather than in the utterance alone. Nor does recognition guarantee control: Pompey hears the name of a building at Paphos and interprets it as a dire omen and acknowledges its force, yet cannot turn that recognition into a successful corrective decision (Val. Max. 1.5.6). Chapter 1.5 therefore uses omina both to authorize decisions and to mark outcomes that become legible only after the event.




3.4.2. Prodigies: Crisis and Retrospective Verdict


The prodigies surrounding Pompey before Pharsalus operate on a larger scale than the Claudius episode. Valerius gathers lightning striking the marching column, bees covering the standards, soldiers terrified at night, a sacrificial victim fleeing the altar, statues turning, sounds of battle heard in distant cities, drums in the temple at Pergamum, and a palm growing beneath Caesar’s statue in the temple of Victory at Tralles (Val. Max. 1.6.12; Wardle 1998, pp. 206–9). Their accumulation creates atmosphere and a sequence whose direction becomes clearer as it proceeds.



The first part of the list concentrates disorder around Pompey’s army and ritual environment. Columns, standards, soldiers, victims, and statues all fail to remain stable. These signs attack the material and psychological supports of command: movement is struck, military emblems are occupied, troops lose confidence, sacrifice refuses completion, and images cease to behave as fixed objects. Considered separately, the phenomena might remain disconnected rumours. Their concentration around a single campaign makes them mutually reinforcing.



The narrative then expands beyond the immediate battlefield. Cities at a distance hear the noise of troops and weapons; a temple at Pergamum produces martial sound without visible combatants. Civil war is represented as a disturbance perceptible across a wider Mediterranean sacred geography. The movement outward enlarges the conflict from Pompey’s private misfortune or local military anxiety into a crisis that temples and communities appear to register.



The list also changes sensory register as it expands. It begins with visible and tangible disruptions—lightning, bees, a fleeing victim, moving statues—then shifts to noises heard without visible causes, and finally ends with a stable visual emblem beneath Caesar’s image. This movement from confused perception to concentrated symbol produces a kind of interpretive crescendo. The earlier phenomena are alarming but equivocal; the palm in the temple of Victory supplies the vocabulary in which they can be read. Valerius thereby turns accumulation into direction. The sequence multiplies evidence and arranges increasingly dispersed sensations so that a final image gathers them into political meaning.



The final palm at Tralles serves as the interpretive hinge of the series. Its conventional association with victory, its position beneath Caesar’s statue, and its location in a temple already named for Victory identify a specific beneficiary. Cult space, political image, and natural growth give the closing prodigy a clarity absent from the preceding noises and disturbances. The arrangement moves from dispersed Pompeian disorder, through geographically extended crisis, to a concentrated token of Caesarian success. Once Caesar’s victory is known, the closing image organizes the preceding signs retrospectively and can support a dynastic reading for an early imperial audience without serving as independent proof of providential design.



Human response receives less narrative space here than in the sacred-chicken episode. The interpretive work is performed primarily by selection, order, and Valerius’ own commentary. The heavenly powers are represented as attempting to restrain Pompey’s error while promoting Caesar’s glory. The known outcome at Pharsalus then confirms this alignment. Defeat gives the earlier signs their direction, while the signs make the defeat appear intelligible as more than the product of strategy and force.



This circular relation is the source of the passage’s force and also its limitation as moral evidence. The historical result enables Valerius to present the prodigies as warnings that had always pointed toward Pompey’s defeat. Their verdict is retrospective. The sequence interprets history after the event at least as strongly as it guides action before it. Pompey’s failure to respond remains an inference and receives less behavioural emphasis than Claudius’ response to the sacred chickens.



The civil war’s contested loyalties, political claims, and multiple causes are compressed into a contrast between Pompeian error and Caesarian glory. For an early imperial audience, the arrangement aligns Caesar’s victory with divine favour and can contribute to a dynastic interpretation of the principate’s origins. Ethical evaluation and political memory therefore overlap, while neither exhausts the passage’s meaning (David 1998b, pp. 119–30; Rüpke 2016, pp. 95–107).



The broader historiographical tradition reinforces this interpretation. Republican and Augustan narratives often place prodigies at moments when relations between gods and community appear strained and require reporting, expiation, or political decision (MacBain 1982; Levene 1993; Beard et al. 1998, pp. 37–47). Valerius condenses that institutional process and its interpretive result into a portable sequence of phenomena and outcome. The passage becomes a retrospective political memory that renders the result of civil war morally and religiously legible.6



What is absent is as revealing as what is retained. Republican prodigy narratives commonly include reporting to the Senate, consultation of specialists, and rites of expiation. Valerius largely omits that institutional middle. Ritual action before the battle disappears, and the battle’s outcome resolves the prodigies within the narrative. This omission moves interpretive authority from magistrates and priests inside the story to the compiler who knows the end of the civil war. Knowing the outcome at Pharsalus, the reader sees a coherence unavailable to the historical actors. Valerius converts an open crisis requiring ritual decision into a closed sequence whose meaning is guaranteed by remembered history.




3.4.3. Dreams and Miracles: From Private Vision to Public Evidence


Dreams and miracles move from public or semi-public divination toward reports that initially depend on individual experience. Their authority is therefore especially dependent on mediation. A dream becomes historically consequential when it reaches the person who can act on it and when later events validate the warning; a miraculous report becomes public evidence when institutions, documents, places, or repeated traditions confirm it. The decisive issue is the route by which a private claim acquires communal standing.



The dream that saves Augustus at Philippi provides a compact example. The seriously ill Caesar receives the message through his physician Artorius, who dreams that Minerva orders him to warn Caesar not to remain away from the battle. Augustus accepts the report and is carried out on a litter; Brutus then captures the camp that he has left behind (Val. Max. 1.7.1; Wardle 1998, pp. 218–22). The subsequent event verifies the practical value of the dream, because remaining in the camp would have exposed Augustus to capture or death.



The distribution of roles is significant. Minerva is the prophetic source, Artorius the sleeper and intermediary, Augustus the decision-maker and beneficiary, and the capture of the camp the confirming event. Authority travels through several persons before it becomes action. The story therefore differs from narratives in which a leader claims immediate access to a god. Augustus must decide whether another person’s private experience deserves trust. His obedience requires a judgement about testimony under conditions of bodily vulnerability and military danger.



Augustus’ illness intensifies the need for mediation. He receives the sign through another person and remains physically incapable of normal military action. The future ruler depends on a physician, a dream, and the labour of those who carry him. Vulnerability becomes the condition under which divine protection is disclosed. The litter is especially important to the scene. It materializes the compromise between withdrawal and participation—Augustus obeys the warning to leave the camp while his illness remains visible. The episode praises practical adjustment to bodily limitation.



Narrative outcome confirms the decision, and Valerius’ authorial evaluation carries it further. Augustus is represented as protected from a chance death unworthy of a spirit destined for heaven. Survival becomes both personal rescue and preservation of an imperial future. Dream, illness, battle, succession, and deification are compressed into one episode, allowing the triumviral past to support a dynastic interpretation of the imperial present (Rüpke 2016, pp. 106–7).



Calpurnia’s dream complicates any simple rule that correct signs save those who heed them. She sees Caesar wounded in her arms and urges him to avoid the Senate, yet the warning fails to avert his death (Val. Max. 1.7.2; Wardle 1998, pp. 218–22). The dream accurately predicts the event yet fails to prevent it. Placed beside Augustus’ rescue, it separates truth from successful prevention: a sign may reveal a coming event even when human response fails, is overruled, or leaves the historical outcome beyond alteration. The pair therefore connects father and adopted son through deification while refusing a mechanical formula of warning, obedience, and safety.



The report of Vatinius offers a different route from private experience to public knowledge. Travelling by night, Vatinius meets two extraordinary young horsemen who announce the defeat of Perseus before official news reaches Rome. When he reports the encounter, the Senate initially imprisons him because the claim appears incredible. Paullus’ letter then confirms the victory, and Vatinius is released and rewarded (Val. Max. 1.8.1–2; Wardle 1998, pp. 245–49). The plot moves through testimony, disbelief, documentary verification, reversal of judgement, and public recognition.



The Senate’s initial scepticism and Vatinius’ uncertain standing structure the miracle’s public meaning. His report alone carries insufficient authority; only an independent official channel, Paullus’ letter, confirms the news, ends his confinement and reverses the value assigned to his speech. Imprisonment and reward mark the two stages of the claim’s status. The reversal distinguishes prudent suspension of judgement from impiety and presents public knowledge as corrigible: the institution gains authority by revising its decision when new evidence arrives.



The Gracchus and Vatinius episodes share a structure of institutional revision. In each, information arriving from elsewhere is tested through a recognized channel and alters public action: augural review invalidates the consular elections, and Paullus’ letter reverses the judgement of Vatinius. The comparison distinguishes provisional claims from information that has survived scrutiny without making institutional verification the sole measure of divine truth.



Further traditions attach the Dioscuri to the spring of Juturna and to the opening of their temple doors. These spatial traces extend confirmation beyond the witness and the letter. Spring and temple allow divine presence to be remembered in the urban landscape, while repeated stories connect different wars and generations. The movement from testimony to document and then to cult site gives the miracle several forms of public permanence. In a Tiberian context, the opening position of Castor and Pollux also gives the chapter an imperial resonance (Rüpke 2016, pp. 106–7).



The Augustus and Vatinius narratives differ in the way each message is validated. In the dream story, subsequent events and narrative interpretation confirm a warning transmitted through a trusted specialist. In the miracle story, an official letter and senatorial reversal authenticate a stranger’s report. Calpurnia meanwhile shows that accurate revelation may remain powerless to rescue. Dreams and miracles therefore use different models of evidence while sharing a concern with the movement of extraordinary information from private experience into public history. Across the sign chapters, outcome may validate a warning, condemn a response, support a dynastic reading, or authenticate a witness; its ethical work varies from case to case.





3.5. Comparative Order and Exemplary Ethics


The preceding analyses have treated ritual conduct, religious performance, and divine signs as distinct fields of evaluation. They converge, however, in the comparative work demanded of the reader. Book 1 rarely reduces this work to a single maxim. Instead, its received sequence asks how the same criteria—purpose, procedure, institutional position, response, and consequence—operate across unequal kinds of evidence and across the Roman–external divide. The final question concerns how the ordered comparison of Roman and external examples contributes to exemplary judgement without presuming that they carry identical value.



3.5.1. Roman Priority as a Hierarchy of Reference


Book 1 is Roman-centred, but Roman priority is first a fact of composition and reference, not a guarantee of moral superiority. Roman cases normally precede external ones and establish the institutional vocabulary through which a problem becomes legible; external examples then extend, contrast with, or test the distinctions already introduced. The arrangement creates a hierarchy of reference: it determines where comparison begins without predetermining every verdict (Tschögele 2022, pp. 272–305).



The opening account of cult already complicates a simple ethnic division. Etruscan expertise, the priestess from Velia, and the journeys to Henna and Pessinus enter a Roman narrative of the authorized preservation and enlargement of religio. The legitimacy of these foreign elements depends on the purposes they serve and the procedures through which Roman institutions identify, supervise, and incorporate them. This pattern also clarifies the caution required in reading the received superstitio cluster. Foreign origin may sharpen a problem of civic control, but it does not by itself explain the value assigned to a practice (Val. Max. 1.1; Wardle 1998, pp. 76–112, 144–53).



The epitomized material of 1.2 makes comparability more tentative. Numa and the external lawgivers share a mechanism: political or legal authority is strengthened by a claim to privileged divine access. Yet the loss of Valerius’ transitions and conclusions prevents the surviving sequence from establishing a complete moral scale. Roman precedence here identifies the initial problem—how religious representation secures obedience—while the external cases broaden its political range. They make a common technique visible without proving that its uses are ethically equivalent (Val. Max. 1.2; Wardle 1998, pp. 138–44).



The pairing of Claudius Pulcher and Deiotarus offers the clearest test of the hierarchy. A Roman commander acting within a formal auspicial setting treats an adverse report as an obstacle to be neutralized and meets defeat; a Galatian king responds cautiously to an eagle and survives. Institutional centrality does not rescue Claudius from blame, while external status does not prevent Deiotarus from exemplifying prudent response. Compositional priority and moral verdict thus diverge: the Roman case supplies the sharper institutional norm, but the external case more successfully enacts the disposition that the comparison commends (Val. Max. 1.4.3; 1.4 ext. 2; Wardle 1998, pp. 159–61, 165–67).




3.5.2. Comparison as Ethical Practice


This asymmetry makes comparison in Book 1 an ethical practice. Its readers weigh purpose, procedure, institutional position, response, and consequence rather than civic identity alone. Similar actions may carry different force in another sequence, and similar claims may serve different ends. Modern interpreters must additionally distinguish judgements grounded in surviving narrative framing from those inferred from transmitted rubrics and calibrate each claim to the condition of the text. Exemplary reading therefore consists of calibrated discrimination rather than the extraction of a universal rule (Langlands 2018, pp. 65–66, 128–65; Roller 2018, pp. 1–22).



Book 1 supplies several mechanisms for that discrimination, and they do not carry equal evidentiary weight. Explicit evaluative language governs the Gracchus sequence; causal closure directs the punishments of the Potitii and Fulvius; juxtaposition and institutional position shape the more fragmentary contrast between Paullus’ axe and Claudius’ defiance; uptake and fulfilled consequence validate Paullus’ omen; retrospective outcome gives the Pharsalian prodigies their political direction; and testimony, documentary confirmation, or cultic memory establishes the credibility of dreams and miracles. The reader’s task changes with the mechanism. These mechanisms are not interchangeable, and the state of the text determines how securely each can be identified (David 1998b, pp. 119–30; Rüpke 2016, pp. 89–112).



On this account, “moral taxonomy” is best retained as a heuristic description of a graded practice of reading, not as a fixed hierarchy supplied intact by Valerius. Directly transmitted framing, transition, and closure permit stronger claims than headings or juxtapositions preserved only in the epitomes. The difference does not render 1.2–1.4 ethically empty; it changes the kind of claim that can be made. In those chapters, comparison identifies tendencies and boundary problems, whereas the fuller narratives of 1.1 and 1.5–1.8 more often support judgements about conduct and consequence (Guerrini 1981, pp. 11–28; Tschögele 2022, pp. 223–72, 306–52).



The Roman–external sequence provides the final test of this method. External exempla do not dissolve the Roman frame, because their meaning is still organized by questions first posed through Roman institutions and memory. Yet they show that the criteria elicited by the book are neither confined to civic membership nor guaranteed by it. Roman actors can neglect, manipulate, or misread religious obligations; external figures can reproduce a political technique, expose a Roman failure, or display prudent restraint. Book 1 thus trains judgement through ordered comparison: it preserves a Roman hierarchy of reference while requiring moral verdicts to follow the particular relations among action, setting, response, and outcome.






4. Conclusions


Book 1 of the Facta et Dicta Memorabilia organizes religious material as a graded field of evaluation. The opposition between observance and neglect in 1.1 is relatively explicit; the epitomized chapters on simulated religion and superstitio are less secure; and the fuller narratives of signs derive much of their force from the relation among manifestation, response, outcome, and confirmation. The term “moral taxonomy” therefore describes a recurring structure of reading whose evidentiary basis varies with textual preservation and authorial framing.



The ethical reading is strongest where wording, transition, and narrative closure survive together. Claims about political uses of divine authority and religious boundaries in 1.2–1.4 concern the received epitomized material; they do not recover Valerius’ lost framing or establish an original coherent category of superstitio. The sign chapters likewise resist uniform causality: some signs guide action, while others render an outcome intelligible only after the event.



The article’s contribution lies in combining grouping, juxtaposition, framing, narrative outcome, and the Roman–external sequence while ranking the evidentiary force of each feature and separating Roman compositional priority from moral verdict. Book 1 supplies an opening framework for the religious dimension of Valerius’ exemplary ethics: ritual practice, historical memory, and divine communication become comparable without being reduced to a rigid binary scheme. External exempla remain structurally secondary but can expose Roman failure or display conduct that the arrangement commends. The ethical architecture of the later books remains outside the present claim.
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Notes


	
1

	

“Moral taxonomy” is the article’s analytical shorthand for a graded field produced by arrangement, juxtaposition, and narrative evaluation. The term accommodates differences in authorial status, textual preservation, and evaluative force across the chapters. See Guerrini (1981, pp. 11–28), Langlands (2008, 2011, 2018), Roller (2018), Rüpke (2016), Tschögele (2022), and Murray and Wardle (2022).






	
2

	

The term rubrics refers to the headings and category labels transmitted with Book 1, which function here as organizing markers regardless of their authorial status. Chapters 1.2–1.4 survive only in late epitomes that omit prefaces, transitions, and many evaluative passages. For those chapters, structural claims in this article concern the received epitomized organization, not a securely recoverable Valerian taxonomy. See Wardle (1998, pp. 23–29), Tschögele (2022, pp. 15–17, 307, 330–32), and Rüpke (2016, pp. 104–5).






	
3

	

Ancient parallels are used selectively. A full source-critical reconstruction of each exemplum lies beyond the present scope. For the broader ancient traditions underlying several major cases, see Cicero (1923), Livy (1919–1959), Plutarch (1914–1926), Suetonius (1914), and Dio (1914–1927), as well as Wardle’s (1998) commentary on Book 1.






	
4

	

Latin terms such as religio, superstitio, auspicia, omina, prodigia, somnia, and miracula are retained because modern English categories reproduce only part of their semantic range. In particular, superstitio functions as an evaluative boundary term within Roman religious discourse; see Wardle (1998, pp. 144–53), Scheid (2003, pp. 18–21), and Beard et al. (1998, pp. 181–82, 236–37).






	
5

	

The discussion treats the grouping of Jews, Isis, Serapis, and other imported or nontraditional practices as evidence for a Roman boundary-making discourse preserved by the epitomes. It does not establish that Valerius himself placed every case under a single criterion or that the surviving heading and the exact arrangement are authorial. On Roman incorporation and control of foreign cults, see Orlin (2010) and Beard et al. (1998, pp. 154–71, 262–72).






	
6

	

On the public and historiographical functions of prodigies, see MacBain (1982), Levene (1993), Rüpke (2007), and Rüpke (2016, pp. 103–7). These studies clarify why Valerius’ prodigies belong both to traditions of crisis interpretation and to the literary construction of political memory.
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