
 viii 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 ix 

ACTA CLASSICA LV (2012) ix-xviii               ISSN 0065-1141 

 
 

IN MEMORIAM 
 

Denis Bain Saddington 
(1931-2011) 

Praefectus de auxiliis historicorum 
 

An Appreciation 
 
An appreciation of Professor Saddington as a military historian, which I 
have been asked to offer, may denote (for some) a limited field. ‘Military 
history’, however, if narrowly perceived, hardly reflects his broad scholarly 
interests, encompassing besides Roman army and frontier studies, Roman 
social history, issues of education and literacy, early Christianity and 
patristic studies, and late republican and early imperial Latin epigraphy. He 
delighted in the epigraphical congresses almost as much as in the Roman 
army gatherings. For Professor Saddington the study of the Roman army’s 
auxilia units was more a matter of social and administrative history than 
tactical and strategic issues. Only one – and that among his last papers – 
addressed tactical matters.1 Concerns for romanization and reconciliation 
or blending of different cultures generally underlay many of his publica-
tions, perhaps reflective of the cultural environment of his domicile. He 
could reflect on the meaning of ‘frontier’ (in a sense) from personal 
experience in a way totally foreign to western European or even some 
North American colleagues, whose notions of ‘frontier’, in comparison, 
could seem rather academic or theoretical. His commentary on Josephus’ 
Bellum Iudaicum, in progress at his passing, deprives us of a work that 
would have brought many aspects of his extensive expertise in numerous 
fields into sharper focus. A collection of his papers in the MAVORS series 
of Roman army papers was also contemplated. 

For this writer, an origo for Professor Saddington’s interest in Roman 
auxilia remains obscure. Perhaps it came, or at least was strengthened, as a 
Rhodes Scholar at Corpus Christi College, Oxford, where he studied with 
Frank Lepper. Oxonian influence may be reflected in largely limiting his 
work to the period before Hadrian, since Ancient History at Oxford tradi-

                                                 
1 ‘The deployment of auxilia and their use in battle in the Roman army of the 
early Principate’, in B. Cabouret et al. (edd.), Visions de l’Occident romain. Hom-
mages à Yann Le Bohec (Paris 2012) 595-601. 
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tionally ended with the death of Trajan (11 August 117). In any case, he 
will always be remembered as his generation’s leading authority in this 
field. Although regional studies of auxilia had appeared,2 no compre-
hensive assessment had been attempted since G.L. Cheesman’s improve-
ment on the RE articles of Theodor Mommsen’s student, Conrad Cicho-
rius.3 In 1975 a preliminary study of auxilia from Augustus to Trajan 
preceded his more detailed monograph of 1982 covering Caesar to 
Vespasian. Unfortunately, this work, published by the University of 
Zimbabwe, remained difficult to acquire or even to consult.4 A re-
publication of this work by a North American press (long negotiated) 
remains unclear at this writing. 

If Professor Saddington occasionally devoted papers to individual units 
and the study of military diplomata – the latter now a ‘cottage industry’ 
with the proliferation of new discoveries of diplomata (often of unclear 
provenience), found through metal detectors and disseminated via the 
antiquities market – his unique approach was never to lose sight of the 
auxilia as a general phenomenon and to view the ‘big picture’. He 
remained an historian, as opposed to a ‘documents-ologist’.5 A series of 
papers continued his stress on auxilia as a collective with attention to 
issues of integration and distinction.6 Besides terrestrial forces, Professor 

                                                 
2 E.g. W.F. Wagner, Die Dislokation der römischen Auxiliarformation in den 
Provinzen Noricum, Pannonien, Moesien und Dakien von Augustus bis Gallienus 
(Berlin 1938); K. Kraft, Zur Rekrutierung der Alen und Kohorten an Rhein und 
Donau (Bern 1951); G. Alföldy, ‘Die Auxiliartruppen der Provinz Dalmatien’, 
AArchHung 14 (1962) 259-96 and Die Hilfstruppen in der römischen Provinz 
Germania Inferior (Düsseldorf 1968); M. Roxan, The Auxilia of the Roman Army 
Raised in the Iberian Peninsula (D.Phil., University of London, 1973) and ‘The 
auxilia of Mauretenia Tignitana’, Latomus 32 (1973) 835-55. 
3 G.L. Cheesman, The Auxilia of the Roman Imperial Army (Oxford 1914); C. 
Cichorius, ‘Ala’, RE 1 (1893) 1224-70 and ‘Cohors’, RE 4 (1900) 231-356; cf. A. 
von Domaszewski, ‘Auxilia’, RE 2 (1896) 2618-22. The late J.F. Gilliam (1915-
1990) at the Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton also had a comprehensive 
study of the auxilia in progress at his departure. 
4 D.B. Saddington, ‘The development of Roman auxiliary forces from Augustus to 
Trajan’, ANRW 2.3 (1975) 176-201; The Development of Roman Auxiliary Forces 
from Caesar to Vespasian (69 BC-AD 79) (Harare 1982). Simultaneously, Paul A. 
Holder at the University of Manchester was also completing a D.Phil. thesis 
(1978), later published as The Auxilia from Augustus to Trajan (Oxford 1980), 
which likewise sought to update Cheesman. 
5 Holder has succeeded Margaret Roxan as the primary collector and cataloger of 
diplomata: see most recently, Roman Military Diplomas, 5 (London 2006). 
6 ‘The “politics” of the auxilia and the forging of auxiliary regimental identity’, in 
W. Groenman-van Waateringe et al. (edd.), Roman Frontier Studies 1995 (Oxford 
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Saddington also turned his attention to the relatively neglected topic of 
Roman fleets as an expansion of his interest in auxilia.7 Further, the 
auxilia like the Roman army as a whole remained a ‘work in progress’. 
Augustus’ establishment of a professional standing army was only a first 
and incomplete step. Army organization and practices as historical pheno-
mena are not static. The evolution of ranks and titles demanded investi-
gation, which Professor Saddington’s admirable expertise in the relevant 
epigraphical and literary sources facilitated.8 A paper of 1980 remains one 
of the few attempts to study the command structure within auxilia units.9  

Although the theme of a particular author as a ‘military historian’ can 
produce a wide variety of papers, often without attention to stringent 
criteria for what a ‘military historian’ is or what one should do, to his credit 
Professor Saddington produced a series of such papers on Tacitus, Velleius 
Paterculus and Suetonius and based his analyses not on technical aspects of 
tactics, strategy and command decisions, but rather on his own philological 
and epigraphical strengths. The results were fruitful studies of each 
author’s use or avoidance of technical terms, problems of proper readings 

                                                                                                               
1997) 493-96; ‘Roman auxilia in the east – different from the west?’, in P. 
Freeman et al. (edd.), Limes 18: Proceedings of the XVIIIth International Congress 
of Roman Frontiers Studies held in Amman, Jordan (September 2000) (Oxford 
2002) 879-82; ‘Recruitment patterns and ethnic identities in Roman auxiliary 
regiments’, in W. Hanson (ed.), The Army and the Frontiers of Rome. Papers offered 
to D.J. Breeze (Portsmouth, R.I. 2009) 83-89; ‘How Roman did auxiliaries 
become?’, in Limes 20: International Congress of Roman Frontier Studies, Leon 2006 
(Madrid 2010) 1017-24. ‘Culture shock: what did auxiliaries face on entering the 
Roman army?’ in C. Deroux (ed.), Corolla epigraphica: hommages à professeur Yves 
Burnand (Brussels 2011) 638-46. 
7 See Wheeler in this volume at n. 1. 
8 ‘Praefecti fabrum of the Julio-Claudian period’, in E. Weber & G. Dobesch (edd.), 
Römische Geschichte, Altertumskunde und Epigraphik. Festschrift für Artur Betz zur 
Vollendung seines 80. Lebensjahres (Vienna 1985) 529-46; ‘Praefecti classis, orae 
maritimae and ripae’, JRGZ 35 (1988): 299-313; ‘The relationship between hold-
ing office in a municipium or colonia and the militia equestris in the early Princi-
pate’, Athenaeum 84 (1996) 157-81; ‘Early imperial “praefecti castrorum”’, Historia 
45 (1996) 244-52; ‘Military tribunes in the Roman military and administrative 
system in the pre-Flavian period’, in Atti, XI Congresso internazionale di epigrafia 
greca et latina, Roma, 18-24 settembre 1997 (Rome 1999) 297-314; ‘Problems in the 
nomenclature of the personnel and the question of marines in the Roman fleets’, 
BICS 52 (2009) 123-32. 
9 ‘Prefects and lesser officers in the auxilia’, PACA 15 (1980) 20-58; cf. J.F. 
Gilliam, ‘The appointment of auxiliary centurions’, TAPhA 88 (1958) 155-68; 
Holder (supra note 4) 86-108; G. Webster, ‘Standards and standard-bearers in the 
alae’, BJ 186 (1986) 105-15. 
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of the texts, and again the evolution of ranks.10 As with his studies on the 
gradual development of military titles, he appended tables for individual 
ranks and prosopographical lists, thus rendering each paper a valuable 
reference tool for future work. 

Finally, in an age when the ‘face-of-battle’ approach to military history 
has produced many studies of widely differing quality on the psychology of 
the individual soldier and its effects on the overall performance of armies, 
Professor Saddington, an avid reader of Tacitus, did not ignore Tacitus’ 
emphasis on the psychology of armies. He approached this ‘mine-field’ of 
scholarship with a proper emphasis on the psychology of the mass rather 
than the individual – battle is after all a group activity and armies are 
socially collective actors – and with a sophisticated understanding of the 
multiplicity of psychological aspects involved.11 Future Roman ‘face-of-
battlers’ might do well to ponder his paper. 

To conclude with some personal notes, this writer, the recipient of 
perhaps one of his last ‘snail mail’ letters in a packet of his always valuable 
offprints and reviews, had first encountered Professor Saddington at the 
1989 Limes Congress in Canterbury. Thus began a friendship, which 
subsequently blossomed at subsequent Limes Congresses and the Lyon 
Congresses on the Roman army, but also through correspondence both 
electronic (a medium with which he felt uncomfortable) and traditional, 
which he preferred in his often almost illegible scrawl. His affable nature, 
combined with a charming ‘old school’ set of manners and his unques-
tioned scholarly auctoritas, rendered him a magnet for consultation by 
both scholarly peers and young students. His ‘old school’ style found 
reflection in the extreme restraint and generosity of his innumerable 
reviews, which a familiar could read with amusement, in the knowledge 
that the reviewer was probably gritting his teeth as he wrote. The esteem, 
with which Roman army scholars held him, was in evidence at the 2009 
Limes Congress in Newcastle, where he was selected for that congress’s 

                                                 
10 ‘Tacitus and the Roman army’, ANRW 2.35.5 (1991) 3484-555; ‘An Augustan 
officer on the Roman army: militaria in Velleius Paterculus and some inscriptions’, 
in J. Wilkes (ed.), Documenting the Roman Army: Essays in Honour of Margaret 
Roxan (London 2003) 19-29; ‘Suetonius on military matters: The Julio-Claudian 
period’, REMA 1 (2004) 23-43; ‘Suetonius on military matters: A.D. 68/9 and the 
Flavian period’, REMA 2 (2005) 89-104. 
11 ‘Mens exercituum: the pathology of Roman soldiers in conflict’, in P. Bosman 
(ed.), Mania: Madness in the Greco-Roman World (Pretoria 2009) 54-68; for a 
critique of the ‘face-of-battle’ approach see E.L. Wheeler, ‘Greece: Mad Hatters 
and March Hares’, in L. Brice & J. Roberts (edd.), Recent Directions in the Military 
History of the Ancient World (Claremont 2011) 64-75. 
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Committee of Honour, a tradition of that congress, whereby at each 
convention notables of Roman army studies are singled out for their 
significant life-time achievements. 

At his passing he was preparing for his annual pilgrimage north. He had 
become essentially a regular summer fixture at the Institute of Classical 
Studies in London and other major western European libraries, such as that 
at the Römisch-Germanische Kommission in Frankfurt. He often traveled 
light. The memory of his gigantic rucksack remains, as does the sound of 
his accent, so distinct to a North American ear. Others may chronicle his 
official appointments, extensive service to editorial boards, and member-
ships in scholarly organizations. But, when asked in 2010 to write in 
support of renewal of his travel funds, this writer could only be amazed at 
the prolific productivity of conference papers and reviews. Denis was still 
going at full pace, when others of his age might have been slowing down. 

At the preliminary festivities to the closing banquet of the Limes 
Congress in Newcastle (2009), Professor Saddington was seated with 
myself and the late Colin Wells. A young German scholar with a strong 
interest in provincial fleets approached. Soon he and Denis sequestered 
themselves for an intense discussion. With amusement and fondness, I 
turned to Professor Wells and commented something to the effect that 
here we were at that congress’s banquet, a time for frivolity and merry-
making, but Denis was holding ‘office hours’. Professor Wells smiled in 
agreement. But that was Denis Saddington – ever the devoted and friendly 
teacher. 
 
Everett L. Wheeler 
 
 
CurriculumVitae 
 
Denis matriculated at Parktown Boys’ High School in Johannesburg before 
taking a BA with majors in English, Latin and Greek, and then an Honours 
degree in Classics (First Class). He thought about a career in teaching and 
completed a Higher Diploma in Education at the Johannesburg College of 
Education. However, the award of a Rhodes Scholarship took him to 
Corpus Christi College, Oxford, where he chose to work with Frank 
Lepper. While he did not complete his degree at Oxford, Denis retained 
strong links with the university and his subsequent academic development 
bears the imprint of another scholar of colonial origins, Sir Ronald Syme: 
Denis and Ursula Vogel were the greatest exponents of prosopography in 
South Africa.  






