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codex, which is the ancestor of the Berlin manuscript. This seems convincing,
especially as it explains the many inconsistencies between the two documents.

The text of the Consularia is presented clearly and with appropriate brevity.
B. adds the appropriate BC/AD years, which is helpful, but he does not attempt
to correct the orthography (as would hardly be possible given the number of
hands involved) and corrupted names in most cases. It would help if B. clarified
what period of the text he was aiming for. This is a text which changed con-
stantly over time, and which cannot claim one author whose intentions could be
reconstructed. Any presentation of it will necessarily freeze it in time. B. seems,
though he does not say so, to have been aiming for the time when Hydatius’
chronicle and the Consularia were attached to each other, that is around 630 AD.

B. is correct in saying that a translation of the Consularia would be super-
fluous, since it is for the most part only a list of names with occasional terse
and simply put historical commentary. Most people with enough interest in the
subject to want to read the text will have the very elementary Latin needed to un-
derstand it.

Roman Spain has been neglected by English-speaking scholars for some
time, due partly to modern and partly to ancient political factors. But much ex-
cellent work is being done by Spanish historians and archaeologists. There is a
wealth of material available from this province, and many welcoming Spanish
colleagues with whom to study it. I hope this new edition and translation will
propel us in this direction.
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