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1.

Illustris magnificentia tua legis tenorem ad omnium  
notitiam faciet pervenire: 

Government and Communication

Communication is said to be a fundamental instrument for any organization to 
function, as it allows the exchange of data and knowledge on the basis of which 
its members are able to execute planning, organizing, and controlling tasks. The 
Roman Empire was no exception in this regard at any point of its existence. In-
deed, one example or the salience of communication in the context of govern-
ance is cited in the title of this chapter – a constitution of the Emperor Honorius 
from 408, commanding his PPo Italiae Theodorus to make everything contained 
therein known to all officials and provincials within his remit.1 Beyond this sin-
gle instance, there is ample evidence that emperors from Augustus to Justinian 
always had a vested interest in communicating relevant information – here un-
derstood as any sort of data or knowledge (thought) relevant for the function-
ing of the empire, and transmitted orally, in writing, or through a combination 
of both – to their officials and subjects. At the same time, they, in turn, as well as 
all officials with decision-making powers, required information in order to gov-
ern. During the Early and High Empire, information was exchanged primarily 
through a system of provincial governors acting as intermediaries between em-
perors and the empire at large. This system underwent important changes in 
the 3rd century CE in reaction to a variety of external and internal pressures,2 
culminating in the establishment of a far more complex administrative system 
in a process lasting from the late 3rd to the late 4th century. This development 
went hand in hand with a certain degree of decentralization, with certain offi-
cials being placed in charge of tasks that were formerly the domain of the central 
administration, resulting in a system that “was carefully constructed to serve as 
an instrument of the emperors’ rule, not to achieve ‘formalistic impersonality’.”3 
Nevertheless, emperors came to rely on an increasing number of intermediaries 
to obtain and relay the information enabling them – ultimately – to govern such 
a vast geographical area.4

1 Sirm. 16 = CTh 5.7.2.
2 Eich, Metamorphose.
3 Eich, Administrative Communication, 106.
4 Kolb, Transport. See also Chastagnol, Problèmes fiscaux, 331, who describes the ‘new’ ad-
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From this angle, it seems highly unlikely that the transmission of official com-
munication, especially if it occurred on a regular basis – e. g. in the form of im-
perial enactments and commands, missives announcing the nomination of con-
suls or the ascension or decease of an emperor, or regularly occurring reports 
from administrators – was facilitated on an arbitrary or ad hoc basis. Rather, one 
should expect that regular communication channels  – a normal way of com-
municating such things  – developed concurrent to the increasing complexity 
of the administrative system. Therefore, one would be justified in expecting the 
prevalence of some degree of institutionalization of these processes during the 
Later Empire, notwithstanding the omnipresent possibility of the ruling emperor 
deviating from well-trodden paths – occasionally or permanently – and thereby 
creating new normals.

Both the need and the extant indicators for the sheer quantity of information 
exchange in the Later Roman Empire have been remarked upon frequently in 
scholarship (chapter 1.1.1). Paradoxically, the number of studies discussing how 
this communication was facilitated is relatively limited. Most frequently, the 
studies focus on the infrastructure (e. g., cursus publicus, messengers, roads, etc.) 
in place to allow information exchange or non-official and personal correspon-
dence.5 Much rarer, however, are works considering the question of how the flow 
of information among the officials constituting the Later Roman administration 
was organized (chapter 1.1.3). Those that do, provide superficial and eclectic ac-
counts that lack chronological and procedural differentiation. Indeed, in con-
trast to the Early and High Empire, there is no study that approaches this prob-
lem systematically on the basis of a comprehensive examination of pertinent 
sources for the later period, especially from the reign of Constantine onwards.

Not least in a reaction to this lack of pertinent scholarship, this study chrono-
logically focuses on the period ranging from Constantine’s victory at the Milvian 
Bridge and his assumption of sole rule in the west in 312 to the end of Justin-
ian’s reign in 565. In addition, this choice is determined by the increasing com-
plexity of the administrative system, especially during the first third of this peri-
od (chapter 1.1.2). This development in itself adds relevance to the question of 
how the information exchange part and parcel of the administration’s daily op-
erations was organized, all the more because of the concurrent increase of com-

ministrative system of Diocletian and Constantine as “un appareil bureaucratique au centre 
comme aux différents échelons régionaux et locaux, dont l’un des buts était précisément de 
mieux faire assurer la transmission des ordres de haut en bas.”

5 Among recent scholarship (after 2000), see the following – non-exhaustive – selection: 
on the cursus publicus: Kolb, Transport; Lemcke, Cursus publicus. On messengers: Delmaire, 
Porteurs de lettres; Gillett, Envoys. On roads and maps/itineraries: Talbert/Brodersen, Space; Al-
cock/Bodel/Talbert, Highways; Talbert, Peutinger Map; On the circulation of information and 
correspondence more generally: Capdetrey/Nelis-Clément, Circulation; Delmaire/Desmulliez/
Gatier, Correspondences; Ellis/Kidner, Communication; Virlouvet/Andreau, Information.
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municative activity of the central and regional administration compared to the 
preceding period (see chapter 1.1.1).

What is more, scholarship has so far predominantly approached the Later 
Roman administration through its individual institutions and their devel-
opment, focusing on identifying functions, ranks, and careers of office-holders, 
spatial organization, and so forth. With the exception of points of detail, these 
aspects can be considered to have reached a state where the currently available 
evidence does not allow much further advancement. Unfortunately, we are still 
left with only a vague understanding of some facets of the Later Roman Empire. 
As the literature review will show, the vicariate is a particularly relevant case 
in point here. A structural approach that focuses on how the various parts of 
the administrative system were intended to interact would thus provide an im-
portant additional perspective to complement the predominant approach to the 
Later Roman administration.

With this in mind, this study asks specifically: What form did (potentially in-
stitutionalized) communication channels within the Later Roman regional ad-
ministration take and how did they develop from the early 4th century to the 
death of Justinian in 565?

To answer this question, the focus rests on “formal communication,” a con-
cept fundamental to the field of organizational communication. It is understood 
as communication whose flow is determined by an organization’s structure and 
officially imposed communication channels.6 Combined, these two components 
constitute formal communication patterns, which in turn allow identification of 
an organization’s functional structure – that is, the administrative hierarchy ac-
cording to which the various components constituting an organization are in-
tended to interact to form a functional whole. An important caveat at this point 
is that the results of such an approach (only) reflect the reality of the texts, not 
(necessarily) those of the practices. This is an unfortunate deficiency for which 
no remedy exists given the limitations of the available source material but of 
which one must be aware. Through this approach, this study aims to:
1. Uncover the formal communication patterns of the Later Roman regional 

administration and their development during the period under discussion.
2. Nuance and advance our understanding of the relationship between the or-

ganizational units constituting the Late Roman regional administration and 
thus its organizational structure.

3. Provide further insights into the function and development of the vicariate.

6 E. g., Gomez/Deiley, in IEOC, s. v. Formal Communication, 1–15.
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1.1. State of research

This study is rooted in current conceptions of the Roman government’s com-
municative activity in general, the overall administrative framework, and exist-
ing work on communication channels used in the regional administration.

1.1.1. State communication

Scholarship has amply demonstrated that the central government communicat-
ed with both officials and subjects. The motivation for communicating, on the 
other hand, has been and remains subject to considerable debate. The models 
proposed to this end can be located on a spectrum with an entirely reactive gov-
ernment at one end and a proactive one at the other. Most important for the 
former is the work of Millar, in particular his seminal book The Emperor in the 
Roman World.7 It established the format of ‘petition-and-response’ as the pri-
mary modus operandi of Roman emperors. In this system, the latter are styled in 
an essentially reactive role, moved to action only by inputs from the periphery, 
whether through consultations from governors or petitions of provincials. Cor-
coran’s comprehensive study of state communication during the tetrarchy as well 
as Millar’s more recent work have demonstrated that this model can be applied 
to the Later Empire as well.8

At the opposite end of the spectrum lies the work of Ando.9 His approach is 
two-pronged: on the one hand, he points out that flaws inherent in the source 
record naturally skew evidence toward Millar’s thesis;10 on the other, he argues 
on a theoretical level that the legitimacy of the Roman state ultimately rested on 
a societal consensus which in turn could only be built and maintained through 
discursive processes between government and subjects. According to Ando, this 
legitimacy could not be achieved through responding to specific queries of sub-
jects or officials’ communication alone but required a proactive approach. Not-
withstanding the sweeping nature of Ando’s arguments and a relative lack of 
chronological differentiation,11 the evidence for the period under discussion in 
this study supports his model.12 Thus, Corcoran’s above-cited study has revealed 

7 A well-rounded discussion of Millar’s operative theses and their reception can be found in 
Eich, Administrative communication.

8 Corcoran, Empire; Millar, Greek Roman Empire. For a comparison between petitions pre-
served in the ACO and among the papyrological evidence, see Fournet, Pétitions. See generally 
the collection of essays in Feissel/Gascou, Pétition for the lasting relevance of the petition in 
Late Antiquity.

9 Ando, Ideology. The points are reiterated in later articles, cf.  idem, Administration and 
more balanced and succinctly in idem, Petition and Response.

10 Thus already Eck, Durchsetzung, esp. 57–58.
11 See the criticisms by Sidebottom (Ideology).
12 See already Bleicken, Periodisierung.
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a significant increase in the communication directed by the emperor to gov-
ernors and beyond, and much greater efforts at disseminating materials than be-
fore.13 It is of course difficult to interpret this increase given the lack of sufficient 
data from the previous period, but with the division of provinces and the concur-
rent increase in the number of administrators, this conclusion is surely correct. 
Recent scholarship has generally confirmed this assessment.14 In addition, there 
was a notable tendency for more comprehensive solutions and large-scale im-
plementation efforts, as Schmidt-Hofner has convincingly demonstrated in his 
exemplary study of the governing style of Valentinian I and his brother Valens.15 
Other studies have remarked that a particular characteristic of the Later Roman 
Empire especially from the first third of the 5th century onwards was an unprece-
dented intensity with which comprehensive dissemination of legislation was at-
tempted.16

1.1.2. Organizational framework: the Late Roman regional administration

The praetorian prefecture, and especially its development from the 3rd to the 4th 
century, has received extensive attention in recent scholarship. There is general 
agreement on its character and its role in matters of civil administration, which 
became more pronounced over the course of the 3rd century.17 This functional 
change notwithstanding, the old system of two concurrent prefects was main-
tained until the early 4th century. However, while the traditional setup saw one 
of the two prefects remaining in Rome while the other accompanied the em-
peror during travels and campaigns, both prefects were now disassociated from 
the city and operated permanently at the court of an Augustus: one at Diocle-
tian’s, the other at Maximian’s following his promotion to Augustus in 285. As 
the number of Augusti increased beyond two toward the end of the second tet-
rarchy, the new rulers likewise nominated single praetorian prefects for them-
selves. Such was the situation until the disassociation of prefects from the courts 
of the Augusti and the incipience of regional prefectures in a process lasting from 
317 to 337.18 The watershed character of the years from 305 and 317 is empha-
sized even further because within this period there were several measures which 

13 Corcoran, Empire; idem, Imperial pronouncements.
14 Sotinel, Information, esp. 128–130; Dillon, Justice; Kolb, Transport, 264–268. Eich/Eich, 

Verlautbarungsstil.
15 Schmidt-Hofner, Regierungsstil.
16 E. g., Sargenti, Diffusione.
17 Fundamental, Eich, Metamorphose, esp. 211–249; Porena, Prefettura, argues that the rela-

tionship between prefecture and emperor – which had heretofore been characterized primarily 
by personal familiarity – changed and led directly to a loss of the prefects’ exceptional author-
ity and influence.

18 Barnes, Empire, 123–138; Kuhoff, Diokletian, 371–378; most recently: Porena, Prefettura. 
For a French summary of the extensive Italian monograph, see idem, Préfecture.
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fundamentally altered the function of the praetorian prefects. In the context of 
what is commonly termed the Constantinian court reform, the prefects’ military 
roots were severed by the discharge of the Praetorian Guard in 312, followed by 
the creation of a dedicated military administration under the magistri militum 
between 333 and 337; and the prefects’ influence at court was curtailed sometime 
before 320 by reassigning the oversight over the imperial bureaus to the magister 
officiorum. Simultaneously, the prefecture became the head of the developing re-
gional administration, acting as intermediary between emperors and governors 
and as supreme judge next to the emperor.19 The final stage in the development 
of the prefecture occurred in the period from 317 to 337. While older scholar-
ship had tentatively suggested the beginning of the multiplication of prefectures 
occurred at the beginning of this period,20 Porena shows that Constantine and 
Licinius each worked with a single prefect from 317 to 324. Following the victory 
over Licinius, Constantine nominated a prefect at court, with four more presid-
ing over areas equivalent to those controlled by the Augusti and Caesares of the 
second tetrarchy: Gaul, Spain, and Britain; Africa; Italy; Illyricum.21 The eastern 
dioceses were assigned to the prefect who had initially been placed at court be-
tween 327 and 329.22 According to Porena, this concluded the major changes in 
the regional administration – although adjustments were made until the ossifica-
tion of the structure in the 340s and 350s.23 Migl, who argued that the beginning 
of the multiplication of prefectures occurred from 325 onwards in reaction to 
their immense workload qua increasing competencies,24 places the finalization 
of the regional structure in the 360s. In so doing, he emphasizes especially the 
drawn-out character of this development – and, indeed, the detailed prosopo-
graphical study of praetorian prefects in office between 337 and 363 conducted 
by Coşkun suggests some flexibility in the system, especially where the Illyrian 

19 Porena, Prefettura, 302–306 adds that the prefecture was also endowed with the right to 
issue usage permits for the cursus publicus at that time. However, it is uncertain when exactly 
this happened. What is clear, in any case, is that the document cited by Porena – Opt., App. 8 
(CSEL 26, 212) – cannot be considered as convincing evidence for a general right of prefects to 
create and grant permits on their own authority, cf. the criticism in Kolb, Porena, esp. 100 fn. 9. 
On issuing rights, see eadem, Transport, 99–108 and Lemcke, Cursus Publicus, 92–97. For the 
creation of the magistri militum, see Demandt, in RE Suppl. XII, s. v. Magister militum, 553–790, 
here 556–562.

20 317/318: Seeck, Regesten, 141–149 followed by Ensslin, in RE XXII, s. v. Praefectus prae-
torio, 2392–2502, here 2428.

21 Palanque, Préfecture had argued for 324/326, Jones, Empire, 101–103 for 337. Since Chas-
tagnol, Préfets de prétoire, the communis opinio is that there was a transitional period toward the 
regional prefecture lasting from 318–332.

22 Different Gutsfeld, Prätorianerpräfekt, who argued for the creation of the praefectura Ori-
entis already in 325.

23 Similarly Barnes, Praetorian Prefects and Errington, Imperial Policy, 80–87.
24 Migl, Ordnung.
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prefecture is concerned.25 This system of prefectures remained in place largely 
unchanged until the end of the period under discussion.26

The literature on vicars is much more limited.27 Indeed, two standard works 
on the Later Roman Empire describe them as “a rather unnecessary wheel in the 
administrative machine” or a “somewhat unclear middle instance.”28 Their func-
tional roots are commonly placed in the early 3rd century, when emperors began 
to appoint vice agentes as deputies of various officials in juridical contexts.29 In 
the case of prefects, they were called vice agentes praefectorum praetorio  – or 
vicarii praefectorum praetorio.30 The creation of the geographical units that vi-
cars came to preside over as well as the firm association of the two is another 
matter.31 Traditionally, ‘form and function,’ as it were, were considered as two 
sides of the same coin introduced simultaneous as one of Diocletian’s reforms.32 
The compelling works of Noethlichs and Migl have led to a revision of this view. 

25 Coşkun, Praefecti.
26 In 539, Justinian reassigned a number of provinces from the PPo Orientis to the newly 

created quaestor exercitus (Nov. Iust. 41). He also re-established the African and Italian prefec-
tures following the conquest of the relevant areas from the Vandals and Ostrogoths, respectively, 
although the dates of these two acts are not entirely clear: The constitution Tanta [16 December 
533] already indicates the existence of a PPo Lybiae (= PPo Africae) in the context of the con-
stitution’s dissemination. Yet the official establishment of the prefecture is attested by a constitu-
tion dating to 13 April 534 (CI 1.27.1–2). Prostko-Prostyński (Einrichtung) argued that the first 
PPo Africae, Archelaus, had already accompanied Belisarius as prefect during the campaign and 
probably began preparations for the establishment of the prefecture at the latest after the deci-
sive victory of Belisarius at the battle of Ad Decimum (13 September 533) and the subsequent 
capture of Carthage. Whether or not all aspects of his argument are accepted, the basic con-
clusion that a future prefect – or at least a potential candidate for the position – was dispatched 
with the invading army to take stock of the situation on the ground and to make preparations 
for a more permanent establishment after most of the hostilities had ceased appears to be a rea-
sonable way to make sense of the evidence.

Nothing exact is known about the re-establishment of the Italian prefecture. Considering 
the predominant expectation in Constantinople that the war in Italy would be short one, it 
would be feasible that an official in such a capacity had accompanied Belisarius to Italy similarly 
to the process described for Africa above – or would be established by Belisarius drawing on 
local aristocrats. Stein, Bas-Empire, 319–328 suggested 537, and scholarship follows this dating 
(e. g., Jones, Empire, 283; Haldon, Economy and Administration, 49).

27 See the excellent introduction by Ensslin in RE  VIII/A, s. v.  Vicarius, 2015–2044, 
esp. 2030–2042 and the more recent discussions in Kuhoff, Diokletian, 378–381, Porena, Prefet-
tura, 168–186, Eich, Metamorphose, 249–257 and Wiewiorowski, Diocesan vicars.

28 Jones, Empire, 374 and Demandt, Spätantike, 292 (transl. by the author), respectively.
29 Peachin, Iudex vice Caesaris and Porena, in Enciclopedia costantiniana I, 329–349, here 

335–338.
30 Noethlichs, Vicarii, 74–76 against the interpretations of Arnheim, Vicars. Porena, Prefet-

tura, 175–178, observes a subtle change in the titulature of early vicarii and interprets it as ev-
idence for the commonplace use of vicarii as heads of specific geographical units and as ‘supe-
riors’ of governors by the end of the first tetrarchy.

31 The geographical origins have recently received renewed attention, cf. Slootjes, Dioceses; 
eadem, Anchoring of provinces (forthcoming); eadem, Provincial reforms (forthcoming); and 
Maas/Ruths, Connectivity.

32 Barnes, Empire, 225: 293; Seston, Dioclétien: 297/298.
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Without denying that Diocletian probably, in one form or another, should be 
seen as the conceptional creator of the dioceses, the establishment of vicars in 
charge of these geographical units more likely dates from Constantine’s reign 
(with the later addition of the praefectus Aegypti in 380/382).33 Building on this 
research, Zuckerman was able to show that Constantine and Licinius introduced 
dioceses in a joint move in 314 following their victory over Maximinus Daia in 
April of that year.34 Evidence pertaining to vicars is extremely scarce during the 
following period, and a steady decline of the function is commonly thought to 
have set in from the early 5th century onwards, a decline which came to an end 
in 535/536, when Justinian abolished the remaining vicariates.35 Some were re-
introduced in the 540s and 550s, although these new vicars were restricted to 
judicial functions and to maintaining public peace.36 Both Noethlichs and Migl 
have argued that vicars were initially a “gleichberechtigte Stellvertretung” of pre-
fects and that it took most of the 4th century to integrate them into the regional 
administration (and to subordinate them under the prefects).37 Yet while some 
sources on the duties of vicars do exist, their exact function in the context of the 
administrative system – in particular the relationship between vicariate and pre-
fecture – is insufficiently understood. The sources most frequently present vi-
cars as judges, particularly in appeals against judgments of provincial governors. 
They also appear in the context of tax imposition and collection and seem to 

33 Noethlichs, Diözese, 73 passim started with the premise that smaller units – i. e., prov-
inces and dioceses – must have been the building blocks for the regional prefectures (whose 
geographical expanse conformed to diocesan/provincial borders) and must therefore have pre-
ceded them. Migl, Ordnung, in particular took issue with this sequence and argued the other 
way around, namely that the establishment of regional prefectures was operative for the devel-
opment of permanent vicariates with specific geographic purviews.

For the creation date of the praefectus Augustalis: Palme, in EAH, s. v. Administration, Late 
Antique Egypt, 82–85.

34 Zuckerman, Diocèses.
35 Nov.  Iust. 8 [535]. Some vicariates may have disappeared earlier: Italiae annonariae in 

the early 5th century when the PPo Italiae took up permanent residence probably in Ravenna 
(cf. Porena, in Enciclopedia costantiniana I, 329–349, here 341); Thraciarum under Anastasius 
(cf. ch. 1.1.2, fn. 36).

36 See Nov. Iust. 157 [542], re-establishing the comes Orientis and Ed. Iust. 8 [548], re-in-
troducing the vicarius Ponticae. See Jones, Empire, 294, for a general account of these devel-
opments, and the detailed study by Feissel (Vicaires et proconsuls) for the scarce epigraphic ev-
idence for 5th and 6th century vicars. In addition, see Jones, Empire, 280–281, 294 and 374 and 
Wiewiorowski, Vicarius Thraciarum, on the vicariate of Thrace, which was abolished when 
Anastasius established the two vicarii longi muri in the early 6th century and perhaps re-estab-
lished under Justinian (see ch. 6). For a brief discussion on the re-establishment of some vicar-
iates see also Haldon, Economy and Administration, 51.

37 Thus Noethlichs, Diözese, 74: “Der Titel drückt von Anfang an den engen Bezug zu den 
Prätorianerpräfekturen aus, und zwar nicht als Unterordnung, sondern als gleichberechtigte 
Stellvertretung. Die Funktion des Präfekten sollte also vervielfacht werden.” Similarly Chastag-
nol, Évolution, 245–248, and Migl, Ordnung, 153–154, who attributes an initial “konkurrierende 
nicht subordinierte Kompetenz” to vicars. A less precise characterization of vicars and deputies 
of prefects can already be found in Jones, Empire, 373.
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have played a role in securing public peace, in supervising governors, and – for a 
time – issuing permits for the cursus publicus.

Little controversy exists about the general development of provinces and gov-
ernorships from the 3rd to the 6th century.38 Under Diocletian, the previous for-
mal division of provinces into senatorial – headed by proconsuls – and imperi-
al  – under the charge of senatorial legati Augusti pro praetore and equestrian 
praesidial procurators (procuratores Augusti, praesides) – was discarded.39 The 
existing provinces were subdivided into smaller ones; Italy lost its special stat-
us and its territory was divided into so-called regiones (of provincial character) 
under the control of governors called correctores;40 the proconsulates of Asia 
and Africa were retained, and a third one (Achaea) was added by Constantine 
in 314.41 The responsibilities of governors changed in important respects, chiefly 
because they were placed in charge of the taxation process and deprived of their 
military function. At the same time, the completion of their duties became sig-
nificantly more difficult as they lost their social pre-eminence in their remits and 
were placed under increasing supervision of higher instances (vicars, prefects).42 
Nevertheless, they remained the primary hub between the central/regional ad-
ministration and the provincials. By and large, this state persisted until the reign 
of Justinian, when some provinces were once more increased in size and the au-
thority of governors bolstered, not least by ending the separation of military and 
civil competencies that had been in place since Diocletian.43

1.1.3. Communication by and through the regional administration

Eck was the first to approach this question systematically in an essay published 
in 1992,44 in which he focused on the entire transmission process from court/
senate to the provincials. As regards information exchange with and through 
the administration, he concluded that governors – proconsuls, legati Augusti pro 
praetore, and praesides45 – were regularly informed by the emperor and the sen-

38 See di Paola, Governatore, 286 fn. 8 for an overview over scholarship up to 2010. Among 
the more recent contributions not included in her list: Slootjes, Criticism and Praise; eadem, 
Bishop; eadem, Benefactor; Carrié, Gouverneur; Roueché, Functions; eadem, Titulature. Palme, 
Officia; Jones, Empire, 374 (briefly); Kuhoff, Diokletian, 307–410.

39 A recent reassessment of this process – to be placed more generally into what has often 
been called disparagingly the ‘inflation of titles’ – can be found in Dillon, Inflation.

40 Ausbüttel, Italien and more recently Porena, in Enciclopedia costantiniana  I, 329–349, 
esp. 332–341.

41 Generally Kelly, Government and Bureaucracy, 166 fn. 148; Achaea: Jones, Empire, 106–
107 and 375; Africa: Febronia, Proconsoli; Barnes, Proconsuls; Asia: Feissel, Vicaires et Procon-
sules.

42 Lendon, Honour, 223: “[U]nder-honourable governors and over-honourable subjects.”
43 Generally: Haase, Verwaltung. See also, Bonini, Ricerche and Marcone, Riforma giusti-

nianea.
44 Eck, Durchsetzung and again, idem, Staatliche Administration, 6–12.
45 The functional distinction between those two types of governors was of little practical 
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ate and were contacted to this end without intermediaries. Indeed, there were no 
other officials in the regional administration of the Early and High Empire who 
could have acted as such. This simple organizational structure also means that as 
far as the flow of information from periphery to center is concerned, the chan-
nels used were straightforward: provincial governors communicated directly 
with the emperor and the senate.46 This applied in particular to queries directly 
related to the execution of their duties, as the correspondence between Pliny the 
Younger and Trajan suggests. Indeed, to my knowledge, there is no evidence for 
regular reports from provincial governors to the emperor, leading Millar to con-
clude in an important essay that “[t]he character of the bulk of the short-term in-
formation reaching the Emperor must have depended on […] the presumptions 
of governors or military commanders on the frontiers.”47

Approaches to this topic for the later period are both more varied and less sys-
tematic. One approach is to ask whether there was any place in the Later Roman 
Empire to allow for the formalization of communication channels or whether 
communication was bound to happen ‘at will.’ Older scholarship uncritically 
accepted that the Later Roman administration operated according to quintes-
sentially modern bureaucratic principles – including the regular use of specific 
channels of communication by administrators along hierarchical power axes.48 
This began to be challenged in the second half of the 20th century.49 The most ex-
tensive treatment of this topic is to be found in Migl’s study of the Later Roman 
regional administration. On the basis of the sociopolitical structure of the Later 
Roman Empire, he strongly denied – surely correctly – that the Roman admin-
istration was anything like a Weberian bureaucratic system operating on the 
principles of regularity and predictability. He asserted it was quite the opposite. 
While conceding the existence of fundamental structures that would allow for a 
“‘transpersonale,’ auf Dauer- und Regelhaftigkeit ausgerichtete Ordnung”50 and 
tendencies for increasing organizational coherence in specific subdomains,51 
Migl strongly opposed any sort of structural organization principles on the basis 
that anything was only valid until an emperor decided to change it:

import in communication with/from senate and emperor, cf. Millar, Emperor, Senate, Provinces, 
165.

46 See, e. g., Millar, Emperor, Senate, Provinces; more recently Eck, Staatliche Administra-
tion; idem, Kaiser und Ratgeber; Wesch-Klein, Provincia, 163–170.

47 Millar, Emperors, Foreign Relations, 23.
48 Summary in Eich, Bürokratie, 46–49. Exemplary: Karlowa, Rechtsgeschichte; Nesselhauf, 

Verwaltung.
49 See not least the study by Carney, Bureaucracy II, 185.
50 Migl, Ordnung, 227–228 and 237–238; quotes from 238.
51 Ibid., 238. Among these subdomains, Migl defines competencies, setting of procedural 

deadlines, operational areas, hierarchical elements, formalized juridical processes, functional 
specialization, and the division of court (= central) and regional administration.
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– delay of implementation of law by  59, 
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