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I N T R O D U C T I O N

Autrefois les sçavans n’avoient pour but dans leurs études que

les recherches des opinions des Anciens, se faisant beaucoup plus

d’honneur d’avoir trouvé le vray sens du texte d’Aristote que

d’avoir découvert la vérité de la chose dont il s’agit dans le texte.

Claude Perrault, Ordonnance des cinq espèces de colonnes1

In the mid 20s B.C., an aging military architect about whom

little is known presented Augustus Caesar, new ruler of the

Roman world, with ten books on architecture.2 The only major

work on architecture to survive from classical antiquity, and the

first self-consciously comprehensive account of the subject,

Vitruvius’s De architectura in time became the text on architec-

ture to which, at least until the eighteenth century, all other texts

referred.3

The best known of such texts appeared in the Renais-

sance, after the legendary discovery of the ninth-century Vitru-

vius manuscript now known as the Harleianus by the humanist

Poggio Bracciolini at St. Gall in 1414 and, more importantly, after
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the invention of printing.4 Not only were there editions of De ar-

chitectura itself, in Latin or in translation, many with commen-

taries and sumptuous illustrations.5 Beginning with Alberti’s De

re aedificatoria libri decem of the mid fifteenth century, Vitruvius

was also the principal, if not always explicit, referent for archi-

tectural treatises that took him as their point of departure.6 For

Renaissance theorists, Vitruvius’s authoritative voice from the

past both raised for the first time and defined for all time what

the important issues in architecture were, laying down essential

terms of reference not only for architects and their patrons but

for all educated people.

The authority of De architectura did not escape the whole-

sale demotion of ancient texts that accompanied the scientific

revolution in the seventeenth century, however, and by the end of

the eighteenth the work had become less a source of architec-

tural truth than a text to be investigated for information about

the architecture of antiquity—and, more often than not, to be cen-

sured for misinformation about it. The historiographical ground

rules underlying the recent resurgence of Vitruvian studies

among classicists and classical archaeologists in continental

Europe continue to fall within such essentially positivist guide-

lines, initially laid out before a hostile audience by Claude Per-

rault near the end of the seventeenth century.7 Legitimate study

of ancient texts like that of Vitruvius, Perrault claimed, should

entail less an attempt to discover the “true sense” of the text

than to verify “the truth of that with which the text deals.”8

Bracketed by this fundamentally modern premise, the

scholarly investigations of classicists during the past three and

a half decades have indeed resulted in a much more detailed as-

sessment than ever before of the truth of that with which De ar-



chitectura deals.9 Although it is still little, we know more about

the author himself.10 The nature, operability, and Hellenistic ori-

gins of his proportional schemata are better understood, thanks

largely to the work of German scholars, especially Burkhardt

Wesenberg.11 Elisa Romano has explored his literary influences

and cultural milieu in her La capanna e il tempio.12 His language

has been examined by Louis Callebat;13 his mechanics, the sub-

ject of book 10, by Philippe Fleury in a recent monograph.14 Each

of the volumes of the new French translation being published in

the Budé edition has appeared with a newly established Latin text,

full critical apparatus, lengthy introduction, extensive commen-

tary, and up-to-date bibliography.15 Also recent among modern

translations is the handsome two-volume Italian one by Antonio

Corso and Elisa Romano, extensively commented and annotated

like the Budé volumes, and conducted under the direction of

Pierre Gros, acknowledged leader in current Vitruvius studies.16

Gros’s work on Vitruvius has ranged widely, but his chief

preoccupation as a classical archaeologist has been to read De ar-

chitectura in terms of the specifics of Roman building practice in

the late republic and early empire.17 Contrasting the variety and

inventiveness of the built work of the period with the generally

unitary prescriptions set out in the treatise, he concluded early

on that Vitruvius’s project was a normative one, motivated by the

desire for rational systematization;18 not with a view to establish-

ing a systematic handbook for practitioners, nor entirely with the

aim of dignifying the architectural profession by making ar-

chitecture a proper liberal art like rhetoric, as Frank E. Brown

argued over thirty-five years ago.19 Neither a Fachbuch for prac-

titioners nor a Sachbuch for educated laymen, De architectura

and its evidently normative parti, Gros has maintained, must be
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understood in terms of values specific to the time and place of its

writing.20 What Romans valued above all were the honores that

were the reward for public service.

Although less methodically circumscribed than the Vitru-

vius scholarship of classical scholars in continental Europe,

there has been a corresponding renewal of interest in Vitru-

vius among English-speaking scholars, though not among

classicists, who tend to ignore him or at best to diminish his

importance.21 Significantly, Ingrid Rowland, author of the just-

published new English translation of De architectura, is not pri-

marily a classicist, and her collaborator, Thomas Noble Howe,

is an architect.22 The only monograph on Vitruvius in English

is a very brief study, first published twenty years ago.23 English-

speaking scholars, moreover, almost never participate in Euro-

pean colloquia on Vitruvius.24

Today, anglophone Vitruvians are to be found less among

classicists than among architects and architectural historians

working under the rubric of what is taught in professional

schools as “history and theory.” Whereas European classicists

have concentrated primarily on reconstructing “the truth of that

with which the text deals,” in terms that aim to be rigorously

scientifiques, architectural Vitruvians, among whom Joseph

Rykwert has figured as a chief and very influential exponent,

are less concerned with De architectura as a repository of facts

that are either true or false than in reading the work as the entry

point into the (pressing, it is claimed) question of architectural

meaning.25 If these scholars read the text historically, which many

do not, they tend to treat it either as the beginning of the archi-

tectural tradition that ended with the scientific revolution or as

the end of the one that began with the Greeks, to whose under-
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standing of architecture Vitruvius, who worked almost entirely

from Greek sources, serves primarily as a kind of window. Either

way, the Roman Vitruvius of ca. 25 B.C. slips through cracks, as

it were, and with him the historicity of his work. The ahistori-

cal remnant tends to be read as part of a continuum, a source of

metaphors and insights that are, or should be—for architects—

perennially informative. Of these, the metaphor of architecture

as a reflection of the human body is fundamental.26

But what is “body” and what is “architecture”? And why,

leaving aside for the moment important distinctions between

architecture and building, as well as those between human and

nonhuman bodies, is architecture a metaphorical body? Ques-

tions like these are indeed beyond history. My aim is to broach

them, if at all, indirectly by targeting as closely as possible the

historical specificity of the work. It seems just possible that the

transhistorical voice many English-speaking historians continue

to hear in Vitruvius may sound universal precisely because it is

Roman. Which, as I shall argue, is precisely what apologists for

the imperial Roman order, Vitruvius among them, intended.

Literary evidence for the reception of Vitruvius in antiq-

uity is rare. He is not mentioned at all in the surviving work of

any of his Augustan contemporaries. Pliny, in the mid first cen-

tury A.D., refers to him as a source three times in his lists of auc-

tores.27 Frontinus mentions him in his late first-century A.D.

work on aqueducts.28 The abridgement of De architectura written

by Cetius Faventius in the early third century was the first of

many works to reduce the treatise to a Fachbuch.29 Servius

evokes him as a writer “de architectonica” in his commentary on

the Aeneid written in the fourth century A.D.30 Sidonius Apolli-

naris writing in Gaul in the mid fifth century elevates him to
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something like mythical stature, anticipating in this his virtual

apotheosis in the Renaissance. For Sidonius, Vitruvius is to the

plumb line as Orpheus is to the plectrum.31

Although a number of inscriptions name a Vitruvius who

may or may not be the author of De architectura, they are not

especially informative.32 Archaeological evidence is, to say the

least, equivocal, with the thrust of much scholarship since

the Renaissance being that Vitruvius’s rules were rarely, if ever,

followed.

Insofar as the “real” or historically specific Vitruvius is the

focus of this study, I might be said to be allying myself with the

continental European classicists. My interest, however, is primar-

ily architectural, and unlike theirs my aim is less to establish the

“truth of that with which the text deals” than, so to speak, to take

a great leap backward and adopt the very methodological prin-

ciple Claude Perrault dismissed over three hundred years ago: to

try to discover le vray sens du texte, the “true sense of the text.”

What, to put it simply, was Vitruvius trying to say? And why?

As a tactic, this means respecting the text’s opacity—

allowing what in contemporary critical discourse would be

termed its “otherness.” An opaque text is, obviously, not a win-

dow: neither to the transhistorical truth of architecture (what-

ever that may be) nor to objects, facts, or events that are in

principle verifiable. Such a text has its own identity, is itself an

object, fact, or event. Vitruvius thought of his text as a body. This

is the focus of my study.

Vitruvius claims, repeatedly, that he was “writing the body

of architecture”—the perfect body of architecture (emendatum,

without a flaw), he insists at one point.33 This is how he begins

the preface to book 4.
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When I noticed, Imperator, that many who have provided rules

and scrolls of commentaries on architecture have not left orderly

works but only incomplete drafts, scattered like fragments, I

decided it would be a worthy and most useful thing to bring the

whole body of this great discipline to complete order and, in sepa-

rate scrolls, develop a register of conditions for each of its different

subjects.34

Pierre Gros has singled out this preface as crucial for under-

standing Vitruvius’s intentions, stressing that the project of

bringing together a written corpus of architectural knowledge

from scattered sources is the very hallmark of his originality.35

That Vitruvius should have done so, or thought he had, is also

what underwrites his hope for renown.

“Little celebrity has come my way,” laments Vitruvius, who

does not appear to have enjoyed much success as an architect.36

Moreover, avenues to fame were open chiefly to aristocrats who

participated in Roman public life—to generals who led victori-

ous armies in battle, above all.37 The inscriptions that petrified

the short-lived apotheosis of the triumph awarded to such impe-

ratores recorded their names on the monumenta they paid for

from the spoils of war, not the names of the architects charged

with their construction.38

Not particularly successful professionally, nor as a scriba

armamentarius in the service of prominent men himself a

prominent figure, nor even, by his own diffident avowal, a writer

of great talent, Vitruvius nevertheless hopes, in the preface to

book 6, “that once these scrolls have been published [he] will be
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known even to posterity,” adding a little later that he “decided to

write the whole body of architecture and its principles with the

greatest of care, thinking it would be a not unwelcome service to

all peoples.”39

Written compilations as such did not constitute a claim

to fame, however. Nor did originality for that matter, at a time

when in Rome truly original undertakings—revolutionary ones,

such as Augustus’s seizure of command for instance—tended

to be presented (and accepted) as a return to the mos maiorum,

the customs of the ancestors that Cicero said were the founda-

tion of the Roman commonwealth.40 Pierre Gros sees the no-

tion of service as central to Vitruvius’s undertaking, and in this,

he claims, De architectura as corpus plays a key role. Public ser-

vice, he says, meant providing Augustus, who would famously

leave Rome a city of marble, with a kind of brief or complete

catalogue on what was to be done.41 The theme of utility or ser-

vice has also been the focus of Antoinette Novara’s work on

Vitruvius.42 She claims that Vitruvius views his project not only

as a service to builders like Augustus who, thanks to De archi-

tectura, will be able to judge and appreciate what they have un-

dertaken to build, but beyond as a humanistic service omnibus

gentibus, to all peoples, and even to posterity.43 The most bene-

ficial thing of all in this regard, she points out, concurring with

Pierre Gros, is his having assembled all architectural knowl-

edge into a single well-ordered corpus.44 Why this corpus is to be

of such great benefit is one of the questions I hope to answer in

this book.

Does corpus simply mean a compilation? None of the

modern translators who render Vitruvius’s written corpus vari-

ously as Gesamtwerk in German, système accompli or ouvrage
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d’ensemble in French, sistema organico in Italian, and “compre-

hensive treatise” in English seem to have recognized what I have

called the opacity of the metaphor.45 Nor, for that matter, its nov-

elty. It is common enough to speak of a “body” of written work

today, but in Latin the use of corpus to refer to written work does

not predate Cicero, who uses it only twice in family letters, and

then with no suggestion of encyclopedic totality.46 And although

the age of Cicero, which was the age of Vitruvius’s cultural for-

mation, was full of compilers, none of Vitruvius’s older contem-

poraries such as Varro or indeed Cicero himself, both named by

Vitruvius as mentors, appear to have used the term corpus to re-

fer to their Gesamtwerke.47 This is very curious. For if, as Claudia

Moatti has argued, rassembler la matière dispersée—exactly what

Vitruvius says he is doing for architecture in the preface to book

4 just cited—was indeed the mot d’ordre among writers of the

late Roman republic, one would expect the literature of the pe-

riod to be rife with references to written corpora, and this is

simply not the case.48 The first writer to use the term corpus in

the Gesamtwerk sense that scholars assume to be conventional

and transparent is Vitruvius himself, who indeed uses it more

often and more insistently, even, than any later writer.49

This suggests three things. First of all, that the usage was

in fact not conventional among Latin writers. Second, that corpus

for Vitruvius, to whom the locution corpus architecturae (“the

body of architecture”) is unique, bears a special relation to his

topic—to the matter (taking him at his word) that he is writing,

not to what he is writing about. And last, that his calling his work

a corpus also bears a special relation to the time of its appearance,

which was not in the late republic, when the encyclopedists just
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mentioned were writing, but at the beginning of the reign of

Octavian-Augustus, Julius Caesar’s adoptive son and heir.50

In the service first of Julius Caesar and later of Augustus

himself, Vitruvius was active during the tumultuous years of al-

most uninterrupted civil strife that marked the transition from

republic to empire—the transition from an oligarchy, where

power passed yearly from one set of magistrates to another, to

the de facto monarchy of a single all-powerful man.51 De architec-

tura appeared in the triumphal period that followed the return of

peace, zealously (and not without justification) credited in both

the art and literature of the period, not least by Vitruvius himself,

to the new ruler.

“When your divine mind and power, Imperator Caesar,

were seizing command of the world and all your enemies had

been crushed by your invincible strength” is how he begins the

preface to book 1, addressing Augustus in terms one Roman his-

torian has called “the most complete statement of the concept

of empire outside the Res gestae [Augustus’s autobiography].”52 In

January of 27 B.C., the Roman senate rewarded Octavian with

unprecedented honores that included the bestowal of the name

Augustus, a name never before given to any human, and whose

multiple evocations covered a range of meanings all pointing to

a special relation with the gods and the god-given power to set

the world to rights.53

De architectura appeared at the beginning of the Augustan

building boom that would not only transform Rome from brick

to marble, but would also leave its indelible mark on Roman ter-

ritories stretching from Cappadocia in the east to the farthest

reaches of western Spain, fashioning the scattered lands ruled

by Rome into what Ovid, writing near the end of Augustus’s long
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reign of over forty years, would call corpus imperii, the body of

empire.54 But when Vitruvius wrote his corpus at the beginning

of Augustus’s reign, the phrase corpus imperii was not yet cur-

rent, and another thing I hope to show is how the specifically

architectural corpus he wrote provides a framework for un-

derstanding the corpus the Roman world would become during

the reign of the autocrat for whom it was written.55 Grasping the

“true sense” of this written corpus depends on grasping what the

corpus of imperium entailed, and vice versa.

Arguing the plausibility of such an intricate web of con-

nections defies a linear approach. My intention is to unravel it

piecemeal, in four separate chapters, each dealing with a single

aspect of the Vitruvian corpus. In the first chapter, “The Angelic

Body,” I discuss how Vitruvius appears to have understood the

task he describes so strangely as “writing the body of architec-

ture.” This chapter deals with the book as a book, with the corpo-

real identity of Vitruvius’s written messenger, the angelos he

constitutes as a unified body of ten volumina or scrolls, whose

signification I explore in terms of contemporary events and cur-

rents of thought, Stoicism and Stoic theories of language in

particular.56p

In the second chapter, “The Herculean Body,” I address

the book’s and its author’s relation to Augustus, Vitruvius’s dedi-

catee, taking into specific account the notion of service that

scholars have recently viewed as key in understanding the intent

of De architectura. The benefits to be conferred by this Herculean

body are nothing less than those of civilization itself whose dis-

semination was Rome’s self-appointed “Herculean” task, which

Vitruvius presents as unrealizable without his own corpus. The

argument is developed from an exegesis of the preface to book 2
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where the architect Dinocrates impersonates Hercules in order

to attract the attention of Alexander the Great.

A close reading of book 3, chapter 1, where Vitruvius ar-

ticulates the celebrated links between architecture—temples

specifically—and the human body, is the point of departure for

my third chapter, “The Body Beautiful.” This chapter discusses

the role of proportion, the role of the circle-and-square geometry

bodied forth in Vitruvian Man, so called, and the connection of

both to the architectural beauty Vitruvius invariably, and with

pointedly deliberate intent, calls venustas. Beauty was to play a

decisive role in forging the new world order.

Chapter 4, “The Body of the King,” explores the nature

and unprecedented extent of the Augustan building programs

that consolidated Roman rule in the palpable extent of an archi-

tectural world-body made congruent with the king’s. Included is

a close examination of the latter’s representation in the famous

statue of Augustus from Prima Porta, sculpted not long after the

appearance of Vitruvius’s treatise. The argument of this final

chapter is that in De architectura the world-body the Prima Porta

Augustus presents as an image becomes a real possibility.

Angelic, Herculean, beautiful, and kingly bodies together

constitute Vitruvius’s complete body of architecture. That there

was no “body” of architecture before Vitruvius wrote it, and that

its appearance in the early Augustan principate is rooted in

the imperial circumstances that brought it to light, leads to the

unsettling conclusion that the body of architecture is the body

of empire. The birth of architectura as a clearly defined discipline

appears to be codependent with the Roman project of world do-

minion. Vindicating its part in that project was Vitruvius’s prin-

cipal aim. Is architecture, now, a discipline unrelated to the
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imperial body in which Vitruvius rooted it? Has it ever been? In

provoking such questions, the historically specific Vitruvius of

ca. 25 B.C. acquires more than antiquarian interest.
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Writing alone can assemble scattered fragments of written

knowledge into what Vitruvius calls a “perfectly ordered corpus.”1

There is no imaginable alternative. And, with its own field of

operations, its own material and spatial presence, writing in-

evitably shapes the “what” it is ostensibly about. The bearing of

this truism on the quiddity of De architectura is worth exploring.

In the hierarchy of the known—at least for Vitruvius and

his contemporaries—what was written took precedence over

what was not. A person was not known until his name was

recorded on a census roll, or better still (and better known) chis-

eled on a public inscription, preferably in large letters at the top.2

In 45 B.C., after the appearance of Varro’s 41-volume com-

pendium of Roman custom, Antiquitates rerum humanarum et

divinarum, Cicero paid tribute to its author. “In our own city we

were like foreigners wandering and drifting, but your books

brought us home so that we might know who and where we

were.”3 For intellectuals like Cicero, true knowledge of who and

where you were lay in a written record of mores, many far from

current, not in changeable collective memory and customary

behavior.

The information (market days, feast days, anniversaries,

foundation dates of temples, etc.) compiled and publicly posted

on calendars in the late republic and early empire similarly sup-

planted the lived and mutable with the written and ostensibly

fixed.4 Indeed if, as Jack Goody has argued, it is through writing

that hierarchies of knowledge become established in the first

place, it should not be surprising to find writing itself at the top

of a list that does not (cannot, as a list) exist prior to its writing.5

For that is where Vitruvius puts it on his list of what he says an
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architect should know. An architect, he writes, should be edu-

cated in nine disciplinae. Writing comes first.

He [the architect] should know writing, be skilled in drawing and

trained in geometry. He should be able to recall many histories, lis-

ten carefully to the philosophers, not be ignorant of medicine, know

music, remember the responses of jurisconsults, and be well ac-

quainted with astrology and the order of the heavens.6

“An architect should know writing [litteras],” he continues,

“so that he can produce a stronger memory in commentaries.”7

Vitruvius does not specify who or what is to achieve a “stronger

memory” through such writings (the architect or his work?) or

whose memory is at issue (the architect’s? public memory? the

memory of posterity?).8 But the essential point is clear. Writing

nails memory down, makes it firmior, more steadfast, longer last-

ing, more powerful.9

Echoing precisely this view and confirming that, in this

context, litterae does indeed refer to writing, Vitruvius’s contem-

porary Livy called litterae “the only faithful guardian of the mem-

ory of achievements.” The events of early Roman history set forth

in his first five books, writes Livy at the beginning of his sixth,

are dim because they are far off, and also because “in those days

there was very little use of writing, the only faithful guardian of

the memory of achievements, and even what existed in the com-

mentaries [commentariis] of pontiffs and other private and public

documents, nearly all perished in the conflagration of the city.”10

Although, unlike Vitruvius, Livy does specify what the memory

guarded by writing is of—memory of achievements (res gestae,
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things done)—Livy does not seem to feel compelled to specify in

whose memory they are guarded, any more than Vitruvius does.

Both writers appear to understand memory as something “out

there,” a shared topos or common ground, which for Livy was the

topography of Rome itself.

C O M M E N T A R I E S

Both Livy and Vitruvius name commentaries in connection with

the role of writing in producing stronger memory. Livy says their

disappearance contributes to the obscurity of the events he re-

lated in his first pentad. What was a commentarius?

Vitruvius seems to understand commentarii as the kind of

writing architects normally engage in. In his remarks on the

purpose of writing at the beginning of book 1, and elsewhere too,

he refers both to his own writings and to his architectural

sources as commentarii.11 Commentaries also include other writ-

ings besides architectural ones. Through commentaries, he

writes in the preface to book 7, the wisdom of the ancestors is

handed down from generation to generation, building up step

by step to reach the highest degree of subtlety.12 Without such

writings nothing would be known of the exploits at Troy, for in-

stance, or of the thoughts of philosophers, or of the achieve-

ments of kings like Croesus, Alexander, and Darius. Writings on

architecture, philosophical works, and annals of great deeds, all

apparently for Vitruvius commentarii like his own, guard the

memory of all men.13

A common view among modern scholars is that commen-

tarii—literally “reminders” or “aide-mémoire” and the Latin

equivalent, more or less, of what were called hypomnêmata in
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Greek—were succinct records in which public officials set down

their experiences in order to provide guides for people engaged

in practical occupations.14 Whatever their more exalted role, and

certainly not excluding it, the missing commentarii of pontiffs re-

gretted by Livy in the opening lines of his sixth book may have

fallen into such a category, although they could have been just

lists, with no advice-giving component. A bronze tablet from

Banasa in Morocco discovered some thirty years ago refers to a

commentarius that was in fact a list, one in which Augustus Cae-

sar recorded the names and details of every person to whom he

granted Roman citizenship.15

When Pompey was elected consul for the first time in 70

B.C., he asked his friend Varro to write him a commentarius on

the officium, or office, of Senate performance, because “due to

his extended time in the military he was not privy to matters of

Senate conduct nor to city affairs in general.”16 Varro obliged

with a work he called an eisagôgikon or “introductory guide” from

which Pompey “might learn what he ought to do and say when

he consulted the Senate.”17 The little book recorded not especially

Varro’s own experiences but what practices had been established

by the mos maiorum, the custom of the ancestors.18 That archi-

tecture also had an officium (according to Vitruvius) suggests a

possible parallel between the “introductory guide” Varro wrote

for Pompey and the kind of commentary De architectura was

meant to be.19

Frontinus, the late first-century A.D. author of a work on

aqueducts and one of the few ancient authors to mention Vitru-

vius, calls his own work a commentarius in which, like Vitruvius,

he claims to have gathered hitherto scattered facts “into a body

so to speak”—a work meant, he says, to serve as a formula ad-
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ministrationis to guide him as newly appointed curator of Rome’s

water supply.20 It would not be unreasonable to infer that the os-

tensibly practical subject matter of Vitruvius’s treatise, which

might even have provided a model for Frontinus’s De aquis,

made De architectura a similar kind of work.21

The general Marcus Agrippa, Augustus’s principal minis-

ter and son-in-law, was closer in time to Vitruvius and almost

certainly known to him.22 Agrippa also wrote a commentary on

aqueducts.23 Another commentary he wrote was meant to ac-

company, or provide statistics for drawing, the world map com-

pleted by Augustus after Agrippa’s death in 11 B.C. and displayed

in the Porticus Vipsania in the Campus Martius, in order, Pliny

writes, “to set the world before the eyes of the City.”24

Like many Augustan projects, the map project originated

with Julius Caesar, who appears to have initiated it shortly before

his assassination in 44 B.C. Two late antique sources tell of four

Greek geometers Caesar sent out east, west, north, and south to

measure the world, in an undertaking that had linked geography

to conquest since the time of Alexander the Great, tabulating its

extent in lengths of rivers traversed and lists of mountain ranges

overrun.25 Augustus, who extended the limits of the Roman

world beyond those established by his adoptive father, continued

Caesar’s cartographic enterprise under the direction of Agrippa,

who compiled the four geometers’ statistics in his commen-

tarius—a work of geography, certainly, but also a record of the

achievements of Caesar, of Augustus, and of Rome.26

One of the sources on the map project may even bear

traces of Agrippa’s original preface to that commentary.27 “I have

discovered by careful and vigilant reading,” wrote the anonymous

author known as Aethicus in the late fourth or early fifth century,
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