Suggested schema for entries to CIMRM Supplement I (corrections to Vermaseren).


It is suggested that those who are willing to send in improvements and corrections to the existing volumes of CIMRM should make use, so far as possible and convenient, of the following scheme, which is intended to standarize the information and the appearance of the lemmata for the convenience of users. After my experience of trying to create such entries, I am convinced that it will often be necessary for contributors to deviate from any single standard format, just as the amount of detail and interpretation offered will be different in different cases. Any suggestions or improvements in the light of individual experience will be gladly received.


Vermaseren usually attempted to cover the following information, which it would be sensible in principle to recapitulate. I think it would be helpful to state explicitly the points at which any new information deviates from that given by Vermaseren, since the Supplement may well one day become a new edition of CIMRM. There is little point in repeating information that is correctly given by Vermaseren. 


Entries may be in any of the languages accepted by the ejms, but will be translated into English and the author’s name appended. Some individuals have offered to undertake the revision of entire sections well-known to them, and will be acknowledged fully in these places. This is intended to be a co-operative project. Hardcopies (if considered desirable) and copies of photographs, which will of course be returned, should be sent to R.L. Gordon, Saselberg 2, Ilmried, D-85304 Ilmmünster, Germany. 

Suggested scheme:

CIMRM no. (bold)





Place name, ancient and modern

Brief statement of nature of item, nature of Textträger etc.

Metrical dimensions, letter heights etc.

Place and circumstances of discovery. History of item where known and relevant.

Present whereabouts, including Museum no. and location in museum etc. Sale catalogue entries where item is known only from this source.

Bibliography since CIMRM, particularly entries in museum catalogues, CSIR, new national collections of inscriptions etc. (Vermaseren was unreliable at listing the appearance of inscriptions in collections already accessible to him, such as ILS or AE.)  In the case of well-known items, Vermaseren often used to give lengthy bibliographies, but I think it is not the task of a catalogue such as this to list discussions of the possible significance of items. 

Photo (colour if possible)

Description of item, concentrating on errors, slips or mis-statements by Vermaseren. In the case of inscriptions, I am happy to accept a format as in AE (that is, written out across the page marking line-breaks with a slash and with the usual sigla), with a note of differences from Vermaseren; but some may prefer to present them in the manner of SEG, adhering to the line-breaks on the stone. I think it is useful to add interpuncts, hederae etc.

Some limited interpretation is admissible, I think, but not more than a sentence or two.

Date, where it can be inferred

Damage, repairs, alterations.

Where Vermaseren omitted items listed in  a publication, or lumped together small finds under a single lemma, it will be necessary to create new entry-numbers, following his example in the Supplement to CIMRM vol. 1 in vol. 2, pp.11-44. Thus the pottery from Carnuntum III will appear under new lemmata derived from CIMRM 1696, say 1696C, D, E, F.....  In general, I am of the view that items published (not found) before 1960 but omitted by Vermaseren, for example the material from Aquileia collected by G. Brusin, Führer durch das KK Staatsmuseum in Aquileia (Vienna 1910), the Apt altar published as ILGN 161, the inscription from Poetovio III entered as ILJug. 1145, or the altar from Riegel in the Schwarzwald (AE 1933: 116= 1986: 525) should appear in this volume.

Where muddles have occurred, as in the case of the Kert’ch terracottas  (CIMRM nos. 10-13) or the reliefs from Si’a in the Hauran ( nos. 88, 89 and Supplement p. 15), more extensive treatments may be called for. I am in favour too of longer entries when it is a matter of showing that Cumont or Vermaseren was mistaken in following a particular authority.

It also seems worthwhile to include a simple system of sigla to denote a judgement concerning individual items. I suggest:

* beside the number to denote an item which is most probably to be assigned to the Aurelianic cult of Sol Invictus or its antecedents, rather than to the mysteries of Mithras.

† beside a number to denote an item which probably has no place in the Corpus (even though it may have been found within a mithraeum), for reasons stated in an accompanying commentary.

‡  beside a number to denote an item whose status is for whatever reason doubtful or undecidable, for example inscriptions whose Mithraic character has been suspected but which do not offer sufficient evidence to enable a reasonably definite decision.

The grounds for assigning these sigla will generally need to be stated.

Comments please to Richard Gordon at < michra@gmx.de>

