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Marcus Aurelius’ rain miracle: when and where? In his paper the author deals with the two most important problems of
the rain miracle during Marcus Aurelius’ campaign against the Quadi: where and when did it happen. After examining
the written sources (esp. the accounts of Cassius Dio, the vita Marci of the Historia Augusta, Tertullianus and Eusebius
and Marcus Aurelius’ forged letter) and the depictions of the Antonine Column in Rome (scenes XI and XVI), the author
comes to the conclusion that there were two miracles (lightning and rain miracles: the former one in the presence of
the emperor) the year could be 172 AD (but 171 cannot be excluded either) and the miracle happened probably in the
borders of the Quadi and the Cotini.

The ancient and medieval sources on Marcus Aurelius’ Marcomannic-Sarmatian wars usually
highlight two events.? The first of these occurred during the first war between AD 169 and 175, when
divine intervention - a lightning and rain miracle — saved the Roman troops, which were surrounded
by the enemy and were suffering from a water shortage. Thunderbolts struck the Germans, while rain
soothed the Romans’ suffering. The Column of Marcus Aurelius depicted the miracles in two different
scenes narrating the first Roman campaign in the Barbaricum (Scenes XI and XVI; Fig. 1; 2), clear testi-
mony that the lightning and rain miracle were two different events.> Among the written sources, only
the account in the vita Marci in the Historia Augusta separates them: fulmen de caelo precibus suis contra
hostium machinamentum extorsit, su<i>s pluvia impetrata, cum siti laborarent (24.4). The word machinamen-
tum can only be interpreted as a siege-tower. The lightning miracle occurred when the enemy besieged
a Roman fort and their siege-tower was destroyed by a thunderbolt (Fig. 1). In the course of the rain
miracle, the Roman soldiers suffering from thirst were saved by a storm, while thunderbolts struck and
destroyed the Barbarians (Fig. 2). The miracles became extremely famous following the heated disputes
over who had invoked the help of the gods and which god had actually intervened. Several versions of
the miracles existed and earlier research focused mainly on this topic. According to the earliest, official
version, it was naturally the emperor himself who beseeched the gods for help and the deity can most
probably identified with Jupiter as shown by a passage of Tertullian (Ad Scapulam 4: Tunc et populus ac-
clamans Deo deorum in lovis nomine Deo nostro testimonium reddidit; cp. also Orac. Sib. 12,194-200 from the
3 century and Claudian VI. cons. Hon. 349-350: omne Tonantis Obsequium Marci mores potuere mereri).
Another pagan version has been preserved in Cassius Dio’s account (LXXI. 8-10). According to his epito-
ma, there was an Egyptian magician called Arnuphis in Marcus Aurelius’ court, whose magical practice

1 The article is revised version of report which was presented on 24" international conference Grundprobleme der friihge-

schichtlichen Entwicklung im mittleren Donauraum, Smolenice 2012.

2 Barta 1968; Domaszewski 1894; Fowden 1987; Geffcken 1899; Guey 1948; 1949; Harnack 1894; Israelowich 2008; Klein 1991; Kovdcs
2009; Maffei 1990; Mommsen 1895; Perea Yébenes 2002; Petersen 1894; 1895; Sage 1987, Weber 1910. The manuscript was written
still in 2012.

3 Beckmann 2011; Caprino et al. 1955; Coarelli 2008; Ferris 2009; Petersen/Domaszewski/Calderini 1896; Scheid-Huet 2000; Wegner
1931; Wolff 1990; 1994; Zwikker 1941.
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Fig. 2. Scene XI of Marcus Aurelius’ Column depicting the lightning miracle. Photo P. Kovacs.
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prompted Hermes Aerius’ support. That Arnuphis was a genuine person and that he had actually been
present in the region is epigraphically proven by an altar dedicated to Isis from Aquileia (AEp 1934, 245 =
Inscr. Aq. 234). According to the latest pagan version (attested only in the Suda I 334), Julian, a Chaldean
magician was responsible for the miracle. In Eusebius’ (222.1) and Hieronymus’ Chronicon (206i), the fu-
ture emperor, Helvius Pertinax commanded the troops at the time of the miracle, a version not attested
elsewhere. Simultaneously with the earliest pagan versions at the close of the 2" century, the Christians
also came up with their own variants (cp. Apollinaris in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History V.5 and Tertul-
lian Ap. V.25, Ad Scap. 4). According to them, divine intervention was effectuated by the prayers of the
Christian soldiers of the legio XII fulminata from Melitene. Unfortunately, the figure of the rain god in
the column cannot be identified with any one deity. In the light of the above, the question of which deity
performed the miracle cannot be answered, as several versions existed at the same time.

From the perspective of Roman provincial archaeology, a perhaps more important, but similarly
problematic issue is the identification of the exact place and date of the miracles. This section addresses
these questions.

WHERE?

This question seems to be the simpler of the two. Most of the sources only mention so much that the
miracles occurred during the emperor’s German wars (e. g. Tert. App. V.25: Germanica sitis, Ad Scap. 4 in
Germanica expeditione, Or. Sib. 12,195-196: ydpnv 8¢ piv é€arandéel naoov Teppavav, Eus. V.5.1 Mapxov
Abpniov Kaioapo Adyog Exet Teppavolc kol Zappotoig aviimoapotottopevoy pyn). Gregory of Nyssa
knew virtually nothing about the location and he therefore mentions the neighbouring town (katér v
vettova moAy) of Melitene where the soldiers of the legio XII fulminata served in the miracle’s Christian
version (Encomium in XL mart. I. PG 46, 757C). Claudian’s poem mentions only that Marcus was sur-
rounded cum gentibus (V1. cons. Hon. 340). The compilator of the vita Marci (24.4), who excerpted the pas-
sage from his source (most probably from Marius Maximus’ biography), did not specify a place. Cassius
Dio adds that the enemy were the Quadi (LXXL8.2 kvkAwcdvtov yop adtodg TdV Kovddwv &v tomotlg
é¢nitndetorg). The Quadi are mentioned in Eusebius’ Chronicon and its different translations too (and,
subsequently, in the entire Chronicle tradition: Eusebius’ Chronicon 222.1 (Karst) = Hier. Chron. 206i: in
Quadorum regione). A fairly precise location can be found in Marcus Aurelius’ forged letter* that appears
to have been fabricated at the end of Antiquity, most likely after Galerius’ edict of tolerance in 311, in
order to prove the authenticity of the Christian version [a much later date does not seem feasible for the
same reason, and the debate over the different versions ceased after the 5" century (Harnack 1894), 878
omoto &v T Teppovig €k TePLOoTACEMG 310 TEPLPOATG ETokoAOVONpOTO EToinca €V TT LeBopla Koddwv
kol Toppatdv, év Kotivoigl. A letter attributed to the emperor purportedly confirming the Christian
version appears already in Tertullian’s account (Ap. V. 25 litterae M. Aurelii gravissimi imperatoris). In addi-
tion to the Christian sources, a letter of Marcus Aurelius addressed to the senate, practically a report on
the events, is mentioned by Cassius Dio: kot 1§ yepovoio énéoteirev (LXXL10.5). The authenticity of the
letter can be challenged, but the composer of the text includes several interesting details, including the
place of the event. According to the letter, the miracle took place in the land of the Cotini, neighbouring
on the land of the Quadi and the Sarmatians. We are told which legions took part in the expedition (the
legio I adiutrix, the legio X gemina and the legio X Fretensis), and the text also mention Vitrasius Pollio who,
in contrast to the letter’s assertion, was not a praetorian prefect, but held the office of the praefectus urbi.
These details imply that the letter’s author did not use Xiphilinus’ version and vice versa (owing to the
omission of the legio XII fulminata). Merkelbach was the first to examine the manuscript tradition of the
letter; he concluded that the present form of the letter, preserved in a 14™ century manuscript, is a blend
of two earlier versions, and hence parallel variants of certain sentences or phrases could have survived in
the same manuscript. While there can be no doubt that the emperor had sent several letters and reports
to the senate during the wars as Cassius Dio and the vita Marci attest several times (Dio LXXI.10.5, 17, 27,
30.1, v. Marci 14.8, cp. also Fronto I1.3. Haines II. p. 194), the use of these official documents by Christian
authors cannot be proven. On the other hand, Tertullian (Ap. V.25) and the vita Marci (24.4) both use a very
similar expression, an ablative absolute, that could originate from a common source, a letter written by
the emperor himself: prec(ation)ibus ... (of Marcus or the soldiers) pluvia (imbri) impetrata. Cassius Dio also

4 Berwig 1970, 135-140; Freudenberger 1968; Harnack 1894, 863—871, 878—882; Kovdcs 2009, 113-121; Merkelbach 1968.
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mentions that the miracle happened napa 8e0? (8.1, 10.5), 00k &Beel (8.3), 10 Belov (8.1). An “abstract”
god would fit in perfectly with Marcus Aurelius’ attitude as shown, for instance, by the philosopher-em-
peror’s exclaamtion following the victory won in 171: mepl y&p ol Thig adtopyiog 6 8e0g povog kpivetv
dbvartor, 24.1. yoremoively pev yop ti det mpog 10 datpdviov, @ navio EEeotiy (Dio LXX1.3.4). A similar
god appears several times in his Meditationes (cp. 7.9, 8.34, 9.10; 28, 12.2). As Th. Mommsen has already
pointed out, a 6g0g of this kind could have been mentioned in the emperor’s letter too® and may have in-
spired some of the different pagan and Christian versions. It is not known what other sources the letter’s
composer used beside the Christian versions, although the most obvious possibility is that he drew from
Cassius Dio’s work (before Xiphilinus’ epitomatorial work).® If we accept the authenticity of the letter’s
source, we can locate the event to the border between the Quadi and Cotini, which is why it is important
to examine Cassius Dio” account (LXXI.8-10) as well as the role of the Cotini.

The story can be found in Xiphilinus’s Epitoma written in the 11" century (around 1070).” The epi-
tomist divided the original story into two (Chapter 8 and 10) and he added his own Christian version,
adopted from Eusebius (Chapter 9.1). In Chapter 8, Cassius Dio’s story goes as follows: after defeating the
Marcomanni and the Sarmatians, Marcus launched a war against the Quadi. During the course of war,
they found themselves in great danger, but escaped due to divine aid (8.1). The Quadi, outnumbering
their enemy, surrounded the Roman troops, which were in a terrible plight owing to a lack of water and
the scorching heat (8.2). The Roman army was saved by the rain that, according to another tradition, was
invoked by Arnuphis, the Egyptian mage, who conjured up Hermes Aerius and other gods (8.3—4). At
this point, Xiphilinus interrupts the narrative of the events in order to refute the pagan tradition and pre-
sent the Christian version. The epitomator presents Eusebius’ Christian version of the rain miracle (no
doubt adopted from the Ecclesiastical History). Xiphilinus then continues with the narrative of the events
described by Dio (10): zpoctibnot 8” 0 Alwv. The Roman soldiers and their animals received much-nee-
ded water (10.1), and they now drank and fought at the same time; simultaneously, a hailstorm and light-
ning struck the enemy (10.2). The thunderbolts hit only the enemy, not the Romans (10.3), which is why
the enemy rushed over to the side of the Romans (i. e. they surrendered), and even Marcus felt some pity
for them (meaning that he was present or at least not too far away; 10.4). His troops acclaimed Marcus as
imperator for the seventh time and he accepted this title before the senate voted on it. He did, however,
inform the senate of the event in a letter; moreover, Faustina received the title mater castrorum (10.5).

A. von Domaszewski and other scholars have argued that Chapter 10 is not a continuation of Dio’s
work, but Xiphilinus’ fabrication in which he confused the earlier lightning miracle with the rain mi-
racle and assigned wrong dates to the events.® In order to resolve this question, we should first analyze
whether the style of Chapter 10 differs from Dio’s style. The answer, in all probability, is “no”. It is hardly
mere chance that Mommsen and others argued for the authenticity of the chapter based on the writer’s
style.’ The rhetorical picture in Chapter 10 is, in ]. Geffcken’s words, the “writing up of a historical theme
with free fantasy”, which was not unusual for Dio or his age."” The image of the soldiers fighting and
drinking at the same time, the picture of the fire destroying the enemy and of the hail that even helps
the fire appears to have originated from a rhetoric exercise of a rhetorical school in which there are no
Christian elements, merely the employment of antonym pairs used in rhetorical images such as bloody
fire/water and Roman/enemy. Finally, suffice it here to quote the opinion of U. P. Boissevain, Dio’s cri-
tical editor: “hoc solum addo colorem Dioneum in hoc capite tam manifestum esse ut si unquam hic certe in usu
venit notum illud” 16 npdypo eavepdv €01t avto YGp Pod.!! The most decisive argument is that Chapter
10 was used by authors living before Xiphilinus. In his poem written on the occasion of Honorius’ six™
consulship in 404, Claudian described the rain miracle of Marcus Aurelius too (VI. cons. Hon. 339-350).
He used the expression flammeus imber, “fiery shower”, which is the Latin translation of &Aoo Tvpddng
in the fabricated letter of Marcus and he described the enemy hit by the lightning bolts.”? Dio also used

5 Mommsen 1895, 100, 101.

6 Mommsen 1895, 91, note 2.

7 Krumbacher 1897, 369, 370; PWRE IXA (1967) 2132-2134.

8 Domaszewski 1894.

o Berwig 1970, 120, note 1; Geffcken 1899, 258, note 3, 263; Mommsen 1895, 100; Petersen 1895, 460.

10" Millar 1964, 40-46.

U. P. Boissevain, Cassii Dionis Cocceiani historiarum Romanarum quae supersunt III. Berlin 1901 (repr. 1955), 260.

Claudianus, VI. cons. Hon. 342-3546 Laus ibi nulla ducum; nam flammeus imber in hostem/Decidit; hunc dorso trepidum fumante
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the word yéAalo in Chapter 10.2. It seems quite certain that Claudian, the pagan poet, drew from Dio’s
version. The most obvious argument is provided by the entries “Arnuphis” and “Julian” in the Suda Le-
xicon, written in the 10" century (A 3987, I 334), where Dio’s version is quoted: “When the Romans were
suffering from thirst, (the story goes that Arnouphis) suddenly created and summoned up dark-coloured
clouds and let loose heavy rain along with thunder and lightning bolts one after another.””* This would
imply that the lightning and rain miracles had already been mixed up in Dio’s original account (or, per-
haps, lightning bolts helped the Romans during the rain miracle too, even though they are not depicted
in Scene XVI of the column).

Another question is why it seems obvious that the details in the forged letter originate from Dio’s
work. The answer lies in the mention of the Cotini. The name of the tribe seemed so curious to the Sca-
liger, the letter’s first editor, that he emended the word to Carnuntum. In the antique sources, the Celtic
Cotini are mentioned only in Tacitus’s Germania (43) as the neighbours of the Sarmatians (indicating
that their localization in the letter is precise), where M. Vinicius attacked them during Augustus’ reign
(ILS 8965)." Tacitus also mentioned their iron mining. A part of the Cotini was described as a tribe living
in north-eastern Pannonia by Ptolemy (I1.14.2 KUtnoi). All other information on the Cotini comes from
Cassius Dio’s historical work and reflects conditions at the time of the Marcomannic wars. According to
Dio, following a dedition, the Cotini became allies of the Romans together with Vandals in 171. Under
the commandership of Tarruttienus Paternus, the ab epistulis Latinis, Roman troops were stationed in the
land of the Cotini in order to launch an attack, together with them, against the Marcomanni living to the
west (Dio LXX1.12.3). The Cotini broke the peace treaty and even treated the Roman commander “sha-
mefully”, and therefore the Roman troops later led a punitive campaign against them (kai petax tavta
¢TAovto). It seems highly likely that the barbarian warriors wearing Celtic torcs who were deported as
captives in Scene LXIX of the Marcus Column can be identified with them. The problem is that the acco-
unt of this later campaign is not part of Xiphilinus’ epitoma. It would seem, then, that Dio, who mentioned
the Cotini at least twice, was the source of the composer who fabricated Marcus Aurelius’ letter. After
the Marcomannic wars, the Cotini were settled in south-eastern Pannonia in the territories of Mursa and
Cibalae, the hometowns of several praetoriani in Rome under Severus Alexander and Decius who styled
themselves as cives Cotini (CIL VI 2833 + 2389 + 2835 = 32542, 2800 + 2832 + 3419 = 32544, 2831 + 2852 =
32557). Another interesting point is that the legio X Fretensis from Jerusalem is mentioned together with
Pannonian legions in the letter. There is epigraphic evidence that a vexillation of this legion participated
in the Marcomannic wars (CIL XI 6055 = ILS 2743)."5 In this case, the first campaign depicted on the co-
lumn was directed against the Quadi and the Cotini, and thus the first scenes depict the Roman fort of
Brigetio and not of Carnuntum.

WHEN?

The dates of the events are similarly much debated; ancient sources have indicated every year betwe-
en A.D. 171 and 174. Based on Cassius Dio’s account, it is quite certain that the miracle happened during
a summer heat wave (he mentions the heat and the heavy rain/hail-storm with numerous thunderbolts
several times: LXXI.8.2-3, 10.2). The communis opinio is that the miracle can be dated to 172, even though
the sources are unsuitable for confirming this date. At the end of his narrative, Cassius Dio mentions
the seventh imperial acclamation of the emperor, dated to the summer of 174 (LXXI.10.5). In his Latin
translation of Eusebius’ Chronicon, Hieronymus dated the miracle to the year 173, but in the Armenian
and Syriac version of Pseudo-Dionysius, it is dated to 172, while the Chronicon Paschale is assigns it to 171.
The last two dates must be a mistake as Hartmut Wolff has already pointed out." According to Hierony-
mus, the miracle occurred during 238™ Olympiad (between 173 and 176) in the thirteenth year of Marcus
Aurelius’ reign. The Armenian version dated the event to the 2188™ year from the birth of Abraham, to
the twelfth year of Marcus’ reign, but the first year of the 238" Olympiad. The reason for the one-year

ferebat/Ambustus sonipes; hic tabescente solutus/Subsedit galea liquefactaque fulgure cuspis/Canduit et subitis fluxere vaporibus enses.
13 Siyel ot kapvovioy 1@V Popainv EEaievng Totficot véen te dyepdivor Lophmdn kai SuBpov dpeivot AéBpov Epo Bpov-
Tolg 1€ kol oéhacty Etaiinlolc. kol To0To coeig Tvi épyboacOotl "Arnoufin.
14 Pieta 1982; see also Szabé 2005.
15 Dabrowa 1993.

16 Wolff 1990, 11, 12.
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difference is that this version dated the first Olympiad a year earlier (the 1240* year) and the first regnal
year of Marcus to 162 (2177 year after Abraham). Based on the same date in the Syriac version, this year
was given in the original Greek text too. There are several similarly erroneous dates in the Chronicon
Paschale owing to the erroneous redaction (e. g. Marcus Aurelius’ death was also dated two years earlier).

Only the epitoma of Cassius Dio’s Book LXXI survived in Xiphilinus” work. The epitomator had signi-
ficantly shortened the original text. His method can be seen at the end of Chapter 10, which, after the ac-
clamation, ends with Faustina’s title of mater castrorum. This event has nothing to do with the rain miracle
and, moreover, Faustina was not even mentioned earlier. It is also striking that the emperor suddenly
appears after the miracle: fAénce yodv adtovg kai 6 Mapkog [LXXL10.4: “in any case Marcus took pity
on them” (translation by E. Cary)]. Where did he come from? This part of Cassius Dio’s original work
had to be much longer and we cannot exclude the possibility, earlier proposed by Zwikker and Guey,
that the date of the miracle and of the acclamation was not necessarily the same. On the other hand, Dio
also reports that during the acclamation, the emperor regarded the victory as having been heaven-sent
(LXX1.10.5: mopor 80D AatpBavav).

Various attempts have been made to date the miracle based on the study of the scenes of the Column
of Marcus Aurelius. It must generally be accepted that the scenes only depict the events during the cam-
paigns of the first war (between 169 and 175) and that solely the Roman campaigns in the Barbaricum
between 171 and 175 are shown, given that Lucius Verus and Commodus are not portrayed; in this sense,
the column is a triumphal and funerary monument at the same time, therefore the battles on Roman
territory and the Romans’ heavy losses are not depicted. In my opinion, the events shown on the column
followed each other in chronological order as on Trajan’s Column and other Roman historical reliefs. The
lightning and rain miracles are evoked in Scenes XI and XVI, i. e. at the beginning of the scenes, imply-
ing that they occurred during the first Roman campaign against the Quadi. At this point, we are faced
with the same problems that had already bedevilled Mommsen and Domaszewski: how should we date
the events? Should the miracle be dated after the scenes of the column as Domaszewski proposed or vice
versa?'” On the testimony of the written sources, it seems highly likely that the first Roman campaign in
the Barbaricum can be dated to the year 172. The problem remains the same: according to the written
sources, the miracle can be dated to 173 or 174, but the column suggests an earlier date: 172. How can
this contradiction be resolved? The first solution seems quite obvious: the column’s first scenes portray
the campaign of 173 and Dio’s account gave the date of the imperial acclamation. The epitomist omitted
the events between the miracle and the acclamation, and thus the miracle can be dated to any summer
between 172 and 174. The problem with this scenario is that as far as we know, the first campaign aga-
inst the Quadi and the Cotini cannot be dated to 173, but only to 172. The same year, another campaign
was launched against the Marcomanni and Marcus received the title Germanicus at the end of the year.
These campaigns are shown in the first half the column (Scenes I-LV) that ended with the deditio of the
Marcomanni. The chronology of the column does not support this possibility because in this case, the
first half of the column would portray the events of one year only, with the other half (Scenes LVI-CXVI)
depicting the campaigns of three years. W. Zwikker contended that the problem could be resolved by
dating the victory over the Marcomanni to 173."® However, Marcus Aurelius received the title Germanicus
already in 172. Another hypothesis was proposed by J. Morris who dated the first scenes of the column
to 173.” According to H. Wolff, the column begins with the campaign of 174.%° In both cases, the victory
over the Marcomanni, one the most important events and successes of the first war, would have been
omitted, which in my opinion can be ruled out.

There are two other possibilities:

1. The date of 172, when the emperor assumed the title Germanicus, is erroneous. It should be dated to
173 and the first half of the column (Scenes I-LV) records the campaign of 172 and 173.

2. The first half of the scenes shows only the events of 172: we know that in this year, the Romans were
engaged in two different campaigns, one against the Quadi and another one against the Marcomanni.
Thus, Scenes LVI-CXVI show the events of the three years from 173 to 175, as originally suggested by
Domaszewski. The events of 174 begin with Scene LXXVII, while those of 175 with Scene CIL

17 Domaszewski 1896; Mommsen 1896.
18 Zwikker 1941, 187-196.

19 Morris 1952.

20 Wolff 1990.
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In my opinion, a third possibility that was first proposed by Domaszewski in an early paper cannot
be neglected either. He suggested that the column begins with the campaign of 171.2' Is it possible to date
the campaign against the Quadi to this year? According to this hypothesis, Xiphilinus, Dio’s Christian
epitomist, made a mistake regarding the number of Marcus” imperial acclamation: in Dio’s original text,
it was the sixth one that can be dated to 171. Xiphilinus misread the stigma (¢ = 6) in the Greek ma-
nuscript and interpreted it as { = 7. The similarity between the letter ¢ and { is obvious. In this case, the
miracles would have to be dated to 171 and the victory can be identified with first major Roman victory
in the Barbaricum recorded by Dio (LXXI.3.4). The epitomator’s mistake seems feasible because accor-
ding to the Greek historian, the emperor refused the request of soldiers for a donative with the following
words: mepl yap tot Thig avTopylag O Bedg povog kpivety dvvator (“as for the fate of sovereignty, the
Sole God could alone determine that”; translation by E. Cary), implying that divine intervention played
an important role this time too. The expression 6 6g0g pé6vog may also have inspired the birth of the
Christian version.

In this case, the following dates are the correct ones:

1. The rain miracle can be dated to the summer of 171 and it was followed by Marcus’ sixth imperial
acclamation. The date given by the Christian version is erroneous.

2. The first campaign in the Barbaricum against the Quadi and Cotini was conducted a year earlier and
Scenes I-XXIX of the column depict that year. The Marcomanni and the Quadi were expelled from
Italy and the Danubian provinces already in 170.

3. Scenes LVI-CXVI show the years of 173-175 as follows: 173: LVI-LXXVII (capture of Ariogaesus, the
German king), 174: LXXVIII-CI, 175: CII-CXVL

In sum, the column shows only the events of the first campaign and the first year could equally well
be 171 or 172. In the latter case, Xiphilinus’ mistake must be emended (171 instead of 174). In my opinion,
the evidence is still insufficient for resolving this issue. The scenes of the column can hardly begin with
the campaigns of 173 and 174, and thus the date specified in the Chronicon seems to be erroneous. My
answer to the questions raised by Mommsen and Domaszewski is that both sources must be used for
dating at the same time.

ADDENDUM
The sources

The rain miracle

a) The official version: Marcus Aurelius and Iuppiter: Tertullianus, Ad Scap. 4; Dio LXXI 10; Themist.
Or. XV 191b, XXIV 21; Or. Sib. XII 194-200; HA v. Marci XXIV 4; Claudian, VI. cons. Hon. 339-350;
Psellus, Hist. Synt. 32; Georg. Acrop. Epitaphius in Ioannem Ducam 15 (with Emperor Titus); scene
XVI of the Column of Marcus Aurelius.

b) Hermes Aerius and Arnuphis: Cassius Dio LXXI 8—10; Claudian, VI. cons. Hon. 339-350; Suda A 3987.

¢) other gods: Dio LXXI 8. 4.

d) Julian Theurgistes: Suda I 334.

e) Christian version: Tertullianus, Apolog. V 25, Ad Scap. 4; Euseb. Hist. Eccl. V 5. 1-7, Chron. 222.
1 Karst; the forged letter of Marcus Aurelius (Harnack 1894, 878, 879); Greg. Nyss. Enc. in XL mart.
II. PG 46, 757C-759B; Rufinus, Hist. Eccl. V 5; Hier. Chron. 206i Helm; Oros. VII 15. 8, 9; ProsperTiro,
Epit. Chron. ad ann. 173; Chronica Gallica Chron. Min. I 641, 372; Alexander Mon. Inventio crucis
p- 4045-4048; Fredagrius Scholasticus Chron. II 37; Chron. Pasch. I p. 486 Dindorf; Pseudo-Dionys.
CSCO 104. SS 43 (1927) p. 127, 8-18; Georg. Mon. Chron. breve I 138, Sym. Log. (Leon Gramm. 70. 1);
Landolf. VIII 144p. 314; Xiphilinus 251. 22-24 und 260. 6 — 262. 5; Georg. Cedrenus 439. 1; Marianus
Scotus, Chronica clara III 181-183; Hugo Flavianicensis, Chronicon PL 154 (1853) 39; Excerptiones al-
legoricae VII 4; Zonaras XII 2; Synopsis Sathas (Theod. Scut.) p. 32, 9ff; Acta Polyeucti Acta SS. Febr. II
p- 650—; Niceph. Call. Hist. Eccl. IV 12; Ephraim, Chronicon 129-139.

21 Domaszewski 1895, 123, note 1, 125.
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The lightning miracle
HA v. Marci XXIV 4, Scene XI of the Column of Marcus Aurelius.

Tertullianus Ap. V.25

At nos e contrario edimus protectorem, si litterae M. Aurelii gravissimi imperatoris requirantur, quibus illam
Germanicam sitim Christianorum forte militum precationibus impetrato imbri discussam contestatur. Qui sicut
non palam ab ejusmodi hominibus poenam dimovit, ita alio modo palam dispersit accusatoribus damnatione, et
quidem tetriore.

Ad Scapulam 4

Marcus quoque Aurelius in Germanica expeditione Christianorum militum orationibus ad Deum factis, imbres
in siti illa impetravit. Quando non geniculationibus et jejunationibus nostris etiam siccitates sunt depulsae? Tunc
et populus acclamans Deo deorum in Jovis nomine Deo nostro testimonium reddidit.

Cassius Dio LXXI.8-10

8.1. Mapkopdvovg pev odv kol “Idlvyog moAlolg kol peydroig Aydot kol kivdOvolg MaApkog
nétagevp €ml 8¢ TOLG KOoAOLHEVOLS Kovddovg kol TOAEHOG ODTAD CLVESTN HEYNG KOl ViKM
Topadogog evTVYNON, LAALOV dE Tapd Be0D £8wpPNOM. KIvdvveboovTog YOP €V T LoxN ToVG Popol
ovg mapododtota TO Oetov EEECMOE. 2. KUKAWGAVTOV Yap adToGg TV Kovddmv év témolg émitndet
01g cvvaonicovteg ol Popolor mpoddpumg Rywvilovto, kol ol Bapfopor TNy HEV LAYV ETECYOV,
TPOGIOKNCAVTES GG PadLMG VIO T€ TOV KADPOTOG KOl VO TOV d1yovg olpNoeLy, TAvVTa 8¢ To TEPLE
draropovieg aneppotov, dTmg pndopdoev Vdmp AAPwop TOAL YOp Kol TG TANOEL TEPLicAy. 3. TAV
0bv Popoimv €v movtl kokod kol €k 10D KapdTtov kol €k TOV Tpavpudtmy tod te MAlov kol tod 3t
Youg Yevopévmy, kol pnte poyeocOot dia tadto phte xophoal nn dvvapévav, GAL” €v 1e Tf théet
Kol 101G TOTOLG E0TNKOTOV KOL KATOUKOLOLEVOV, VEQN TOAAL EEQLOVNG CLVEIPOUE KOl DETOG TOAVG
00K aBeel xateppdyn 4. kol Yép Tor Adyog Exel "Apvodeiv Tiva payov Alydmtiov cvuvovto T MAEpke
GAAOVG T Tvog datpovog Kol Tov Eppfjv tov déplov 6Tt pdAloTo Loy yovelog Tiolv EmKoAEcooO ot
kol 81 adTdV TOV OpPpov émondcacoor.

9.1. tadta pev meplt To0TOV O Alwv enotv, €oike 8¢ yebdeobot, eite Ekav eite dxwv. oipot 8¢
T0 TAEOV EKOVP Kol TAOG YOop 0V, OGTIG 0VK MYVOEL TO TAYHO TAV CTPATIOTAOV TO KEPALVOPBOLOV 151
@G KOAODHEVOV (8V Yop T® TAOV Aom®V kotaAdym kol adTtod pvnupovedel), 2. dmep an” obdepidg
£Tépag altiog (008e yap GAAN Tig Afyetol) 1| MO TOV KOTO TOVEE GUUPAVTOC TOV TOAEROV 0VT®
mpoonyopeON. O kal aitiov 10te 101G 1€ Popoaiolg thg cwtnpioag £yéveto kol toig BapPdpolg thg
amorelag, AL oy 6 "Apvodeig O péyogp 00dE Yap pbywy cvvovsiaig kol yonteioig 6 Méprog yoi
pewv iotdépntat. 3. £0TL 8¢ O Aéym ToLoVTOV. TAYHLO AV TO MApk® (Kododot 8¢ 10 Téypna ol Popaiot
Aeyedvo) TOV ATO MeMtnviic oTpatiotdvp eicl 88 10v Xprotov npecPebovieg &ravieg. &v odv R
Héxn €KELVN TPOOLOVTO T MAPK® TOV ETOPYOV, AUNYXOLVODVTL TPOG TNV TEPLOTAOLY Kol €d1OTL TEPL
COUTAVTL TA OTPUT®, 4. elmelv AEyeTal ®G 0l KOAOOPEVOL XplLoTLovol oVK €0TLV § TL 0V dVVOLVTOL
Toilg ebyolg, kol &1L mopd oeict Téypo Shov Tvyxdvel 6V T00TOV TOV YEVOULG. TOV 0DV Mépkov
AKOVOAVTO TAPUKANGEL XPNOAGOOL TPOG ADTOVG MG OV EVEMVTAL TA CPETEPW OeD, 5. eVEAUEVDVY b€
aVTAV TopaXPPe EXAKODOOVTO TOV OEOV TOVG PLEV TOAENLOVG KEPALVAD PBorelv, ToLG 8¢ Pwpoiovg
SuBpw mopapvBNcacBolp £¢° olg KoTanAayévia TOV Mapkov ioyvp®dc 100G T XPLoTLOVOVG KOTO
doypo TIUfoaL Kol TV AEYEDVO KEPALVOPBOLOV TPOCAYOPEDGAL. 6. AEYETAL O KO EMLGTOANY TLVQL
nepl T00T®Y eivorl Tod Mépxov. &AL ol "EAANveg, 8T pev 10 Ty kepavvoBoiov Aéyetol, ioaot kol
aDTOL HOLPTVPOVOL, TNV d€ aiTiay THg TPooNyoplog NKLOTH AEYOVOL.

10.1. TpoctiONGL 8¢ O Al®V 6Tt TOD OUBPOV KOTOPPAYEVTOG TPDTOV HEV GV® TAVTES AVEKVLTTOV KOl
£€G TO OTOHATA ADTOV €3£X0VTO, EMELTOL O1 PLEV TG BOTLdOG ol d¢ Kol Ta Kpd&vn DTOPAALOVTEG atDTOL TE
XOVOOV ECTTMV KO TOTG IMTOLg TIvely €d1do0ay, Kol T@V BapBApov ceLoLy EMIPALOVI®MV ETLVOV TE OLLOD
Kol EpdovTo, 2. kKol §dn 7€ TIveg TITPOOKOPEVOL TO T oo TePLXeOHevoy £¢ TO Kpavn kol 1O Vdwp
Qo AveppodPoLY. KAV ETOOOV TL BELVOV VIO TAOV TOAERIOV EMIKELPLEVOV ODTOTG, TEPL TO TLIVELY Ol TAEL
0vg NOYXOANKEVOL, €l PN &Aoo ioxvpd Kol KEPOVVOL OVK OALYOL TOTG TOAEHNLOLG EVETEGOV.
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3. v 0Dy 6pav €V T adT® yopio VdwpP Te Gpa Kal TP £k 10D 0VpavoD EepdIeVOp Kol ol LEV DYpal
VOVTO T€ kol €mvov, ol 8¢ EmVPodVTO Kol E€Bvnokov. kol oVTe TV Popoiov t0 T0p frnteto, AAAE &l
oV kol TPoGEULEE c@loLy, eVOLG EGBEVVLTOP 0VTE TOVG BapPBlipovg O VETOC DPELEL, GALY Kol €Tl
LEALOV TNV @AOYO DTAV BoTEP ELOLLOV TYELPEV, VOWP TE VOPEVOL ECATOLY. 4. KO Ol HEV EOVTOVG €T
TPOOKOV G KOl TR aipott 10 TOp KOTAGRECOVTEG, Ol 8¢ Kol TPOG TOVG PWUOLOVG TPOGETPEYOV MG
Kol HOVOVG cmTNpLov VdmpP Exoviogp NAENCE YOOV aDTOVG kol 6 MAPKOG. Tapd € TAOV GTPATIOTAOV TO
EBSOHOV ODTOKPATMP TPOSTYOoPELON. 5. KalTep 8¢ 0VK ELWOMCS, TPV TNV BOVANY YyNneicachat, T010VTOV
TL TpociecOat, Opwg £5EEaTO T 0LDTO MG kKol TP BE0D Ao pBavmv, Kol T YEPOLOLQ ETECTELAEV. LEVTOL
dovoTIve LATNP TOV GTPATOTESMV ETEKANON. ELTn.

Eusebius H. E. 5.5.1

T00TOoL d1 Aderleov Mdapkov Avphiov Kailocapo Adyog €xer Teppoavolc kol ZopHOATOLS
AVTITOPATOUTTOLEVOY Py, dlyel mielopévng adTod ThHg 6TPpATLaG, £V aunyovia yevésBalp Tovg &
Eml TG MeMTnVAG 0VT® KOUAOVUEVNG AEYEDVOG OTPATIAOTOG Ol TioTe®g €€ €xelvov kal €ig deVpo
CVVEGTOONG €V Tf) TPOG TOVG TOAEULOVE ToPATAEEL YOVL BEVTOG ETTL VIV KOTO TO OLKETOV MUV TAV
VXMV £00¢ €TL TOG TPOG TOV BeOV 1keqlog TpanécOL, 2. TopadoEoV d€ TO1g TOAENLOLG TOD TOLOVTOV
M 0edLaTog PaVEVTOG, GALO TL AOY0G £€xel TopodoEdTepoV EMKATOAUPETY ADTIKO, CKNTTOV HEV €1G
VYNV Kol ATOAELOLY GVVELQDVOVTO TOVG TOAELLOVG, G pov 8€ ML TNV TAV TO BETOV TAPAKEKANKOTOV
oTpatidy, Tooav adTNY £k 100 dlyovg péAlovoav dcov odnm dtaedeipesBatl dvokTduevoy. 3. 1 &
iotopla eépeTal UEv kol mopd T01g TOPPp® 10D kB MUAG AOYoV cvYYpa@edoLy oig néhov yéyovev
THG KOUTA TOVG ONAOVUEVOVG YPUPTG, dEdNAMTAL 3€ Kol TPOG TOV NUETEP®V. AAAL TOTg LEV EEmOEV
16TOPLKOTG, GTE THG TLOTEWG AVOLKELOLG, TEBELTUL PLEV TO Tapddo&ov, 00 PNV Kol Tolg TOV NUETEPWOV
£0yaig T0008” dporoyndn yeyovévarp toig 8¢ ye nuetépolg, &te dAnBeiag eilolg, ATA® Kol dkakonBet
Tpén® 1O TpayBev mapadidotal. 4. TovT@V &7 &v ein xai "Amolvéplog, €€ ékeivov ehoog TNy S
e0XNG TO0 Tapadofov MeEMOINKVLINY AEYEDVO OlKELOY TA YEYOVOTL TPOg ToV Poclémg eidneévor
npoonyopiay, kepavvoBorov T Popoiov EnikAndeicov @ovil. 5. udptvg 8¢ tobt@v Yévorr™ av
a&Loypemwg 6 TepTLAALOVOG, TV POLOLKNV TH CVYKANTO TPOCPMVACAG DTEP THG TLOTEWG ATOAOYLAY,
¢ kol TpdoBev éuvnuovedoapey, THv e icToplay Befotdv cby drodeifer peilovi kol EVapyEsTEPQP
6. 7pbeel 8 0DV kol adTOG, AEYOV MApKov 10D 6VVETOTATOV BaciAémc EX16TOANG eig £T1 VOV pépecBat
£v ol adtog poptupet v Feppoavia Hdatog dmopio HEALOVTO aDTOD TOV 6TPaTOV dla@Beipechal Talg
TOV XploTiov@dv 0y 0lg cec®oOaL, TOVTOV 3¢ PNOLY Kol BAVOTOV ATEIARCAL TOTG KOUTNYOPELY NULAV
EmiyelpoVoLvp oig 6 dnAwBeig dvnp kol TadTa TpocemiAéyelp drotanol odv ol vopotl o01ot, ol kKo~
NUOV povov Erovial doefelc, ddikot, dpoi; odg obte Odeomaciavog Epdratey, kaitor e “Tovdal
ovg Viknoog, oVg Tpalavog €k pépovg €€ovBeévnoey, kmAbwv éxlntetobol XpioTtiavoig, ovg olte
‘AdpLarvOg, KOLTOL YE TAVTO TO TEPLEPYO TOAVLTPAYHLOVAVY, 0VTe O EDoEPNG EMkANOELC EMeKDPpWOEVT.
AL TaDTO PLEV Ot TIG £€0€A01, TIBECO .

Eusebius — Hieronymus Chronicon 206i

Imperator Antoninus multis adversum se nascentibus bellis saepe ipse intererat, saepe duces nobilis-
simos destinabat, in quibus semel Pertinaci et exercitui, qui cum eo in Quadorum regione pugnabat, siti
oppresso, pluvia divinitus missa est; cum e contrario Germanos et Sarmatas fulmina persequerentur, et
plurimos eorum interficerent.

Exstant litterae Marci Aurelii gravissimi imperatoris, quibus illam Germanicam sitim, Christianorum
forte militum precationibus, impetrato imbre, discussam contestatur.

HA vita Marci 24.4

fulmen de caelo precibus suis contra hostium machinamentum extorsit su<i>s pluvia impetrata, cum siti labo-
rarent.

Marcus Aurelius’ forged letter: (Harnack 1894, 878)

1 omota év T Teppavign €K TEPLOTACEWS d10 TEPLPOATG EmakolovONpoTo Emoinco €v T peboplq
Koddwv xal Zappatdv, £€v Kotivolg 1
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»Zazraény dazd” Marca Aurelia: kedy a kde?
Péter Kovacs

Suhrn

V prispevku sa zaoberame dvomi najvaznejsimi problémami ,zazra¢ného dazda” pocas vypravy Marca Aurelia
proti Kvadom: kde a kedy k nemu doslo. Po preskiimani pisomnych pramenov (predovsetkym sprav Cassia Dia,
Vita Marci v Historia Augusta, Tertuliana a Eusebia a sfalSovaného listu Marca Aurelia) a zobrazeni na stipe
Marca Aurelia v Rime (scény XI a XVI) sme prisli k zaveru, ze doslo k dvom zazrakom (bleskov a dazda: k tomu
prvému v pritomnosti panovnika). Mohlo ist o rok 172 (ale nemo6zeme vylacit ani rok 171) a zazrak sa zrejme stal na
hraniciach medzi Kvadmi a Kotinmi.

Obr. 1. Scéna XI na stlrrpe Marka Aurelia, ktora zobrazuje bleskovy zazrak. Foto P. Kovacs.
Obr. 2. Scéna XI na stlpe Marka Aurelia, ktora zobrazuje bleskovy zazrak. Foto P. Kovacs.
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