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PREFACE TO A NE\V PRINTING 

The occasion of a new reprinting has allowed me to correct 
some typographical errors. I have also made a minor change at 
the foot of p. 38 and the tOp of p. 39, since 1 no longer think of 
Scipio Aemilianus as being the last known 'champion' in 
Roman republican warfare. 

ln general, however, l am content to leave the book as it 
stands. Of course if I were to write a book on the same subject 
now, it would be rather different, not least because scholarly 
opmnion on a number of important issues has shifted. On the 
other hand I see no reason to retract any of the principal 
arguments put forward here (and on some matters I am 
retrospectively astonished at my own moderation) . 

'For the sake of inattentive readers, I should reiterate that 
this book does not mainta:in that the Romans planned the 
r.onstrur.tion of the.i r e.mpire. lo ng in acivanc.e. (se.e. p. 107) , or 
that they were the 'aggressors' in every war they undertook 
during the middle Republic ( l admit, however, that I find 
nothing absurd in the notion that in this period Rome was an 
exceptionally aggressive state). I do not even deny that the 
Romans sometimes fought defensive wars; indeed. it seems 
quite natural that a state with a d etermined grip on power over 
many peoples other than its own should sometimes have had to 
defend that power. T hese are matters which can scarcely be 
misunderstood except by scholars with simple binary minds 
(Rome was guihy v. Rome was innocent). 

Much having been written about. Roman republican imper­
ialism since this book originally went to press in 1977, llist here 
a selection of the works published since that time which , in my 
opinion at least, are particularly useful, immodestly including 
some papers of my own. 
Columbia Universi!Y W. V. HARRIS 

December 1991 

ADAM, A.-M. & RouvERET, A. (eds.), Guerre et sociitis m ltalie aux V' et 
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BARONOwSKr, D., 'The Provincial Status of Mainland G reece after 
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1984)· 
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PREFACE TO THE PAPERBACK EDITION 

Many typographical corrections have been made for this new 
printing. The Press has also been kind enough to offer me some 
Sp>ace for substantive comments, but I shall make these very brief. A 
more extensive statement of my opinion about recent work on t.he 
imperialism of the middle Republic will appea r as an article entitled 
'Current Directions in the Study of Roman Imperialism' , in Th" 
Imperialism of Mid-Republican Rome, a collection of papers edited by 
me which is due to be published in Rome later this year. The same 
volume will contain papers by Domenico Musti, Erich S. Gruen., 
Emilio Gabba,Jer.ty Linderski and Guido Clemente, and comments 
by several other scholars. 

I am still in the contented or complacent position of thinking that 
the approach and the arguments employed in this book are valid 
ones. I would not say the same, however, for all the theories 
auributed t.o it by reviewers and commentators, some of whom, 
particularly in English-speaking lands, have seen strange mirages. 
So 1 ought perhaps to reiterate that I do not maintain that the 
Romans planned the construction of their empire long in advance 
(see p. 107), or that they were the 'aggressos·s' in every war they 
undertook during the middle Republic (l admit, however, that I find 
nothing absurd in the notion that in this period Rome was an 
exceptionally aggressive state). l do not even deny that t.he Romans 
sometimes fought defensive wars; indeed it. seems quite natural that 
a state with a determioed grip on power over many peoples othe·r 
than its own should sometimes have to defend that power. These are 
matters which can scarcely be misunderst<>od except by scholars 
with simple binary minds (Rome was·guilty v. Rome was innocent). 

It may be worth mentioning a few of the works published since 
1977 (the year when this book was completed ) which would 
condition any book I might write on the same subject now, togethe r 
with two of the more pe rceptive reactions to the original volume. An 
important new paper was published by F. Hampl in his Geschichu als 
Kritische Wissenschafl (Darmstadt, 1979), iii. 48-1 19; 'Das Problem 
des Aufstiegs Roms zur Weltmacht. Neue Bilanz unter methodisch­
kritischen Aspekten'. A very stimulating book for an ancient 
historian is Philippe Contamine's Laguerre dans /e M~pen Age (Paris, 
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1980). The responses of John North ('The Development of Roman 
Impcrialism',JRS 71 (1981), 1-9) and W. Eder (Gnomtm 54 (1982), 
549-554) were particularly valuable ones, though I found much to 
disagree with in the former; and some of the contributions to the 
forthcoming volume The Imperialism of Mid-Repubtic(ln Rome will, I 
think, be seen as notable steps forward. Other contributions are in 
the press: I will simply mention the excellent paper by Stephen 
Oakley on the Roman tradition of combat-by-champions (adding 
other evidence to that !is ted in p. 39 n.1 ). 

I hope before very long to say something in pr.int about both 
earlier and later Roman imperialism, about the nascent phase before 
327 (this date is of course an arbitrary dividing line) and about the 
later phases after 70 B.C. Both periods are in serious need of further 
study with regard to what North has called the 'expansion-bearing 
structures' and also with regard to the beliefs and ideologies of the 
Romans concerned. Is it r·eally true, as is now so often maintained or 
assumed, that the major •discontinuity' in the social and economic 
history of the Roman Republic occurred about 200 B.c.? Renewed 
investigation of the economic structure and of the role of war during 
the preceding centuries is essentiaL It is apparent that there were 
important changes during the fifth and fourth centuries, but the 
nature of these changes remains to be defined. As for the later 
period, after 70 B.c., some of the important structural questions have 
scarcely been asked. The imperialism of the 50s and of the 30s needs 
further discussion, and though light has dawned on the external 
policies of Augustus, largely thanks to P.A. Brunt and C. M. Wells, 
a great deal needs to be said about the subsequent period of the 
principate. Fergus Millar raised some important questions in his 
article 'Emperors, Frontiers and Foreign Relations, 3 1 B.c. to A.D. 

378' in Britannia 13 (1982), 1-23, but there is much to clarify and 
much to disagree with there. Intensified debate is needed in the light 
of what has been learned in recent years about the imperialism of the 
Republic. 

C:oluntbia llniversi(Y 
May r.¢4 

WILLIAM V. HARRIS 



PREFACE 

To those scholars who helped me in the writing of this book I 
offer my warmest thanks. J. F. Gilliam, by arranging an 
invitation to the Institute for Advanced Study, was largely 
instrumental in providing an invaluable period of free time; he 
then tolerated my turning partially away from the intended 
subject of my research and towards the subject of the present 
work. Jerzy Linderski has been extraordinarily gene rous in 
applying his formidable learning to drafts of the manuscript. 
M . W. Frederiksen and, in a later phase, M. H. Crawford, Erich S. 
Gruen. and M. I. Finley were also kind enough to read sections of 
the text and offer me their critical comments. They helped me to 

strengthen the argument at various points and saved me from 
SOIJle errors of fact; it is not of course to be presumed that they 
assent to mv th\'ories. 

I also wish to acknowledge assistant·e from the research fund 
created by the late William A. Dunning for the bt-nefit of 
members of the Columbia His:sory Department. 

The subject of this book is important. and I feel no inclination 
to apologize for writing abou t it. There have been moments , 
however, when I wished that fewer people had written about 
certain topics. T o keep the lbotnotes within reasonable bounds, I 
have usually avoided mere bibliography and I have expressed 
many disagreements tacitly or tersely. J hope- probably in 
vain- that I have not missed anything of importance in the 
modern work published up to late t 976. 

CoLUMBtA UNrVERSITY 

MAY •977 
WILLIAM V. HARRIS 
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INTRODUCTION 

Historical analysis, not narrative, is the purpose of this book. 
Roman expansion in the period of the middle Republic has been 
narrated innumerable times- beot of all , in my view, by Gaetano 
de Sanctis (down to 133) . There is scqpe for further reasoned and 
scholarly histories of that kind. But all existing narrative accounts 
are founded on more or less explicit assumptions about Rome's 
customary behaviour in international affairs, and certain of these 
assumptions deserve to be questioned. Above all , It is my 
intention to analyse Roman attitudes and intentions concerning 
imperial expansion and its essential instrument, war. 

Roman behaviour requires explanation. 'No sane man', wrote 
Polybius, 'goes to war with his neighbours simply for the sake of 
defeating his opponent, just as no sane man goes to sea merely to 
get to the other side, or even takes up a technical skill simply for 
the sake ofknowledge. All actions are undertaken for the sake of 
the consequent pleasure, good, or advantage.' 1 He was thinking 
of the Romans' expansion. I·n the surviving part of his work, 
unfortunately, we have no discussion of their real purposes. They 
felt the ambition to expand, he believed ; but the text does not 
explain why they felt it , or why so strongly, or why for .so long a 
period. For various reasons the historian might have fai led to 
answer these questions in ways which would satisfy us, but at least 
he saw the need for investigation. 

T he Athenians at Me los in 4 r 6 are made by Thucydides to say 
that 'of the gods we believe, and of men we know for certain, that 
by a necessary law of nature they a lways rule where they can.' 2 

From this it seems to follow that every major state is unvaryingly 
imperialistic in its behaviour, and hence that there is no need for 
an jnvestigation of the mentality of particular imperialists. 
l'olybius did not, I think, regard that as a satisfactOry premiss for 
writing political history (nor, for that matter, did T hucydides}.3 

T he theory was taken up by Hobbes and it sometimes reappears 
in modern works; according to A.J P . Taylor 's phrase, 'Powers 
will be Powers.' But the appeal of the 'Thucydidean' general­
ization is deceptive. In real in ternational politics it is seld om that 
a state simply chooses to extend its power by effort.less f1at. I t must 

I •· • 111. 4 . 1()--r 1 . 3. Cf. b<"low. p. f I l . 



2 Introduction 

exert itself to establish its claim to power, it must pay costs and 
make sacrifices. States vary widely in their willingness to exert 
themselves lor the extension and maintenance of power. This can 
easily be seen both in the ancient and in the modern world. To 
take examples from ancient history, there is an obvious contrast 
between Rome of the second century B.C. and Rome after 
Augustus. We could also compare, for example, the attitudes of 
(on the one side) Athens between 479 and 41 r, Macedon for most 
of the period from Philip II to Philip V, or Mithridates VI of 
Pontus, and those of (on the other side) the Athens of 
Demosthenes, the Etruscan republics of the fourth century, or 
Carthage for most, but perhaps not all, of the last 200 years of its 
independent history. It would, however, be hard to find other 
ancient states as willing a.~ Rome apparently was during the 
middle Republic to tolerate the casua lties and hardships of 
imperial expansion for such a prolonged period. 

During this period Rome went to war almost every year, and 
for most of the period the extent of the citizens' involvement in 
war was extremely wide. Yet historians have seldom asked, and 
never systematically answered, what should be the first major 
question: what were the attitudes of the Romans towards the 
phenomenon of war? In answering this question, we shall 
naturally give a large share of our attention to the aristocrats who 
in the main determined the policy of the Roman state. The 
attitudes of ordinary citizens were not insignificant, however, 
and they will also be examined. At neither social level is the 
answer immediately revealed by direct evidence. The Romans' 
regular warfare grew out of and was supporred by the social 
ethos, above all by the ideology of glory and good repute. But this 
social ethos was no accidental growth, and in order to compre­
hend it we shall have to investigate the full range of functions 
which war served with.in the Roman state. 

The advantages which the Romans, the aristocrats above all, 
derived from war, and from the expansion of power which 
resulted from successful war, deserve to be explored in their 
complex detail. It is an extraordinary fact that no scholar has 
seriously tried to gauge the significance of glory for the history of 
Roman imperialism. Even in the case of the economic benefits of 
war and expansion, many brief and dogmatic views have been 
uttered, but organized scholarly investigations of the general 
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question are very few. And in discussions of the economic motives 
lor Roman imperialism it has been almost standard practice to 
dress up one's political feelings as history and to pass over the 
counter-arguments of other scholars. The entire matter will be 
treated in chapter II. 

Presented with the evidence for the multifarious benefits of war 
and expansion, some historians will respond by claiming that, 
whatever the effects of Roman policies, the Romans had in 
general no desire to expand their power, certainly not on any 
conscious plane. In truth the occasions for articulating such a 
general desire were probably not numerous, a common attitude 
being assumed among Romans. And the limitations of our source 
material are in this respect severe. None the less the desire was 
there: Polybius reported it correctly (contrary to some recent. 
opinion), and other evidence, virtually ignored by modem 
narrators of Roman expansion, is to be found in appropriate 
s.ources. The entire problem will be examined in chapter II I. 

The view just outlined appears to conflict with the virtually 
unanimous opinion of scholars that the Roman Senate attempted 
to avoid the actual annexation of territory. This is held to have 
been a principle of the Senate's foreign policy through much or 
all of the middle Republic. In fact the supposed principle would 
not have conflicted at all directly with the Romans' desire to 
expand their empire, since they saw the empire as consisting not 
of the annexed provinces but of all the territory over which Rome 
exercised power. In any case the 'principle' of non-annexation 
turns out on a renewed examination (which is undertaken in 
chapter IV) to be largely imaginary. Many of the occasions when 
i.t is supposed to have operated were not in (act ready opportu­
nities for the annexation of new provinces. Even on the very few 
occasions when the Senate did voluntarily decline to annex, the 
reasons can easily be found in straightforward calculations of 
Roman interest. Existing theories designed to explain non­
annexation are largely misguided. The one period in which 
Rome's failure to annex teiTitory more quickly requires a 
somewhat complex explanation is one in which, according to 
many historians, the 'principle of non-annexation' had been 
discarded for decade·s-namely the years from the gos onwards 
when the opportunities to annex Cyrene, and later Egypt, were 
long neglected. 
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No over-all theory about the Roman imperialism of the middle 
Republic has received as much support from historians as the 
theory of 'defensive imperiahsm'. Briefly described, this is the 
theory that the Romans generally fought their wars because of 
what they perceived-correctly or incorrectly-as threats to 
their own security. The validity of this interpretation will be 
examined in the last chapter of this book, which will con­
sequently contain a survey, mainly in chronological order, of the 
origins of the wars which Rome fought in the middle-republican 
period. It will also have to include, by way of prelude, 
discussions of the fetial law and its significance and of the 
changing meaning of the 'just war'. In this chapter I shall reduce 
the importance of'defensive imperialism' to its proper level, thus 
making room for the other factors in Rome's drive to expand 
which I shall have described in chapters I and II. 

Three important preliminaries remain. As to the word 
' imperialism', its use in this context should need no defence. It is 
curre·nt usage, and its meaning is reasonably clear. We can define 
it as the behaviour by which a state or people takes and retains 
supreme power over other states or peoples or lands. 1 Attempts to 
define it more narrowly, lor example as a phenomenon which 
occurs exclusively as a result of capitalism, are now entirely futile, 
at least in the English-speaking world. This is in the first place a 
matter of language, not of politics. Usage is meaning. Writers 
who artificially redefine imperialism as such-and-such, prove to 
their own satisfaction that Rome's expansion was not a case of 
such-and-such, and therefore was not imperialism,2 have proved 
only what all Roman historians have long known, that Roman 
imperialism was not identical with any imperialism of the 
nineteenth or twentieth centuries. In fact the term is, despite its 
vagueness, indispensable. 

The phase of Roman imperialism which I have chosen to 
1 A definition was recently offered by R. Zcvin (Journal of&onomic His/Qry xx.xii (1972), 

319): 1imperiet.lism is activity on the pan ofao)' state which establishes or subsequently 
e:x.ercises and maintains qualified or unqualified rights of sovereignty beyond the previou.s 
boundaries within whkli such rights were c.xercised.' But the reference to sovereignty i.s 
obviously tendentious, and makes the definition inadequate both with regard co some 
rnodem imperialisms-and also with regard 1.0 Roman imperiali.sm. Substiuue the word 
'power'. 

• See, e.g., D. Flach, H,( ccxxii ( 1976). 37-42; R. Werner (ANRW i. 1.501~3). whom 
Flach criticizes, was himself unwiUing to ste any Roman imperialism in 'the East· before 
148. 
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discuss in this work extends from the beginning of the decisive 
wars against the lralian peoples beyond Latium. i.e. from 327 
B.c., down to the year 70 a.c. The opening date is determined 
partly by events. but chiefly by the qualities of the source 
material. Meagre though the material is for the period from 327 
to 264. some results can be obtained ; as we look further away, the 
distances become gradually murkier. The closing date needs 
rather more explanation. Again the character of the source 
material carried weight, and I chose to exclude the very la.st 
d ecades of the Republic partly to avoid adding certain lengthy 
discussions which would have been necessary, notably concern­
ing Caesar's commentaries. But the date was determined above 
all by changes in Roman imperial ism itself, changes which for the 
most part took place in the last years of the second century and 
the early years of the first. These developments will emerge in the 
pages that follow. In essence, foreign wars and expansion 
g radually ceased to be the preoccupations of the Roma n 
aristocracy and the citizen body, and became instead the 
specialized policy of certain 'great men' and their followers. [ n 
the interim there was a period, from the gos down to 73, when the 
military energies of Rome were taken up with protecting the 
existing empire against internal and external enemies. Most of 
my discussion will concern the period before the Social War of 91 , 
t hough certain themes will carry us down to the years im­
mediately after the death of L. Sulla. Thus the subject is Roman 
war and imperialism during the period of Italian and 
Mediterranean expansion. 

Finally, some brief comments are required about one parti­
cular source problem. This concerns not Polybius or Livy or 
Ennius or Plautus-what I have to say about them and about 
other individual writers will appear later. What requires some 
preliminary comment is the actual acces.sibility or otherwise of 
discussions about foreign policy in middle-republican Rome. 
Much of this book is concerned not with particular crises or 
decisions, but with more general questi.ons of Roman habits, 
anitudes, and aims. None the less the validity of the extant 
evidence about specific situations is a problem which will 
constantly recur. I t is easy 1.0 grow over-optimistic in this matter. 
"Ve know, at least in a general way, what allowances to make for 
the prejudices ofPolybius, Livy, and our other main sources. We 
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know, at least in theory, that all but a few of the speeches 
inserted into their histories by Livy, Appian, and Cassius Dio are 
free compositions which are not to be taken as accounts of what 
was actually said. A difficulty which we underestimate, in my 
view, is the one which ancient writers themselves encountered in 
acquiring authentic information about the foreign-policy de­
cisions of the middle Republic. Polybius was quite well placed to 
reveal the reasoning and the feelings that lay behind Roman 
foreign policy, at least for the period for which he had living 
informants. Unfortunately Roman historical writers of the 
second century (including Fabius Pictor) by and large failed, so it 
seems, to write adequately on this aspect of Roman history. Most 
of them were of senatorial rank, hence presumably well informed 
about the political mechanisms of the Roman state. But they 
were hindered by patriotism and (in some instances) by incom­
!Petence; in any case they were little inclined, as far as we can tell, 
to try to explain the real roots of Roman policy. Tihe neglect of 
policy analysis on the part of the annalists evoked a complaint 
from the historian Sempronius Asellio, writing probably as late as 
the gos or 8os.1 That his complaint was justified seems to be 
confirmed by the extraordinary absence of convincing arcane 
information from the preserved fragments of his predecessors. 
However the obscurity surrounding many foreign-policy de­
cisions was made worse, and made permanent, by the aristocracy 
itself. It ruled in a quite secretive fashion. I ts members had no 
need to reveal their private opinions to citizens at large. Many 
matters must always have "been virtually settled in private among 
tthe leading men of the state. It is worth emphasizing, too, that the 
past proceedings of the Senate were mostly inaccessible even to 
historians who lived in the second century and certainly to Livy 
and his successors. These proceedings were generally not even 
recorded, let alone published, before Caesar's innovation in 59· 2 

• ~II . .NA v. t8.g (given in a textually unsatisfactory form as fr. • in HRR i') : 
' .. . scriberc autem, bellum initum quo r.onsule et quo confectum sit et qui$triumphans 
introierit, et eo libro, quae in bello gesta sint, non praedicare autem int.erea quid sellatus 
decrcveri1 au1 quae lex rogaliove lau sit, neque quibus consiliis ea gesca sint, iterare: id 
fabulas pueris tSl narrare, non hisw:rias scribere.' This is P. K. Marshall 's teJCt ; for other 
n-econ.structions see M. Mazza, Sicu:lorum Gymnasium xviii (1965) , 144--6. 

1 Suet. D] 20.1: 'primus omnium instituit ut tam s.enatus quam populi diurna acta 
confiertnt et publicarenrur' (an implicitly anti-optimate measure) . Cic. Sull. 4o-9 and 
Plu. Cat. M,:, . 23 confirm that recording rhe proceedings of the Senate was unusual in the 
preceding period. 
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On occasion a magistrate might give instructions for a record to 
be kept on so-called tabulae publicae-but even these were kept in 
private.1 Some scholars have supposed that summaries of the 
opinions which senators expressed in the pre-Caesarian Senate 
were to be found in accessible records.2 That is purely wishful 
thinking. Of speeches made in the second-century Senate and 
aftenvards published, very few seem to have survived into the 
late Republic, apart from those ofCato (who preserved them by 
inserting them in the Origines) . From the third century scarcely 
an authentic word survived. There was even a degree of con­
fidentiality about the Senate's proceedings, at least on some 
important occasions. Its decrees must have been recorded 
from a very early da te, and many of them, perhaps a ll , were 
made publicly known. :I In Cicero's time one could consult in 
libri at least those dating from as early as 146.' But as to wha t 
was said in the Senate. this information was often screened from 
the outside world.5 lt ,is perhaps for this reason that P-olybius, 
in due extant sections of his work, preserves not. one speech 
delivered by a senator in the Senate. The thi rd - and second­
century Senate was extremely hard for later writers to pe netrate. 

Polybius d id in fact succeed in discovering the substance of 
some senatorial debates.• Paradoxically t.he Achaean exile was 
probably the only writ<T actua lly rl'ad by Livy or la ter historians 
who had any good knowledge of what had transpired in the 
Senate in the pan of our period prior to 146. Caw's speeches 
apart , there was very little lor annalists such as Claudius 
Qua.drigarius or Valerius Amias to read which would {ell them 
about a senatorial debate in, sa y, 200 or 192. T he significance of 
this darkness that envelops the Senate's deliberations will emerge 
in the following chapters. 

1 Cic. Sui/ . 4'l l'mor(' maiorum' 1. 
• J. E. A. Crnkt . Ard1ivrd J1nleritll itl l, iiJ'. :!IIJ- tfi] IU:. tdiss. J olu\s l'lopkins .. l ~l:~9) . 190. 

U. Bredehorn, S<natsaktm in dn '<publikanilllun AnMiiJtik (d iss. Marburg, ;gOO), 34 n. 8. 
H. H M S.rull:'lrd. RomQn Politio . ·J:-. 1. supp~ lhal n·cords of 1 he St·nat<.'S pl'()("('('()ings in 
the p<. .. riod -l:Jo- t:V' may ha\·r ht~nllra nsmittC'd into th(,_' histOriral tl'aditi()n. 

' R. K. Sherk. RDCE 4- 10 . 

• Cic. All. xiii. 3:i<3· 
$ Se<" :·\dditiona) :'\Ott> L 

• cr. P. PCdcch. J.n .\1/tirodt hi.,:oriqur cf, Pof),bt. 'lJ'l. 



BlANK PAGE 



I 

ROMA N ATTITUDES TOWARDS WAR 

S
INCE the Romans acquired their empire largely by :fighting, 
we should investigate the history of their attitudes towards 
war.1 When they went to war, did they for example have to 

overcome strong feelings of reluctance or hesitation in some or all 
sections of their society? Did they dislike war and mnd it a 
burdensome interruption of their ordinary lives? Or, again for 
example, did they, all or many of them, regard it as a normal and 
regular auivity? Did they perhaps regard it as not only n ecessary 
but desirable, an opportunity to gain individual and collective 
advantages and to fulfil the most important moral imperatives? 
And further, how did their attitudes change, as they can hardly 
have failed to, during this 250-year period in which the medium­
sized, quite vulnerable state acquired its enormous empire, its 
incontestable power, and its layer of Greek sophistication? Some 
parts of the answers to these questions will be reserved to later 
chapters. In this one I shall describe what I believe can be 
learned from the evidence that bears directly on the question of 
Roman attitudes towards war in general. 

The Roman state made war every year , except in the most 
abnormal circumstances. At the beginning of our period the 
Romans mobilized their army every spring and went to war with 
one or more of the neighbouring states. There was an almost 
biological necessity about the event, as Nicolet has written.2 An 
annual event of such importance was naturally reflected in the 
religious calendar of the state-hence the rites of the Equirria, 
Qui.nquatrus, and Tubilustrium at dates from 27 February to 23 
Ma.rch, and on 15 and 19 October those of the Equus October 
and the Armilustrium.3 Annual rites of this kind are rare 

l On the imponance of a predisposition cowards war cf. G. Douthoul~ Traiti lk Jodo/qgie. 
Les g:utms: llfmtniJ dt p.limofogit {Paris, 1951 ), 442-;3. 

2 C . Nicolet in J .-P. BriSSOI\ (ed.), Problimts dt {(l gut11t a Rome, I l ] · 

3 Tht facts are summarized by K. Laue; ROmiJdu ReHgionJgtschichte, 1 14-~ J . On the 
Equus October cf. also H. S. Versnel, TriumphuJ (Leiden, 1970), 373· T he odgins of these 
rites :are in djs-pu1e (cf. U. \V. Scholz) Studitn .t.um aJtitaliJchtn und al triimischen A1ars/cu{t und 
Mortmythos {Heidelberg, 1970)). 
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elsewhere.1 During the first eighty-six years from 327 onwards 
there were, as far as can be seen from defective sources, at most 
four or five years without war. 2 It was probably in 241 that the 
doors of the temple of Janus were closed for the first time after a 
very long interval, 3 to be opened again almost at once because of 
the rebellion of the Falisci; then, as far as we know, 240 and 239 
passed without campaigns, understandably after the exhausting 
effom of the war against Carthage.~ 227 and ~226 may possibly 
have been years of peace.~ However, while the seasonal character 
of Roman warfare declined in the third century, particularly 
after 218, war continued to be an utterly normal feat.ure of 
Roman public life. J tis unlikely that. Rome was again at peace for 
a whole year in all theatres until 15 7, in which year, Polybius 
says, the Senate decided! to make war against the Dalmatians, 
one of its reasons being that it did not want the people to be 
enervated by a lengthy peace-it was the twelfth year since the 
battle of Pydna.6 Another generation elapsed before there were 
further years of peace, 128, 127, and 116. Of course these wars 
varied greatly in their importance to the Romans in the sense that 
far greater issues were on trial on some occasions than on others, 
but we should not assume that campaigns against Spanish and 
Ligurian peoples lacked. seriousness for the Romans who were 
involved in them. ln the first century foreign wars were almost as 
regular, but their direct importance to Roman citizens was 
usually less, and Cicero was describing a true characteristic of the 
middle Republic when he referred to the time of the maiores as one 
in which 'semper ... fere bella gerebantur' .7 

I . THE ARISTOCRACY AND WAR' 

Warfare bulked large among the formative adolescent and adult 
experiences of the Roman aristocrat until very late in the second 
century, and he expected leadership in war to be the most 

'For the spring lustra lion of l.he Maccdonian army, still in use in 162, cf. F. W. 
Walbank, Pflilip V rif Maw/on (Cambridge, 1940), 246 n. 5· 

• S<:<: Additional Note n. ' On the date, se<o p. 1 !)0. 

• Cf. Polyb. i. 62. 7, A. Lippold, Coruuln, 122 . 

s Cf. p. r\)8. On the year • ·•o: p. •99· 
• x.xxii. 13.6-8. 'De".{[. ii. 45· 
8 By ·aristocracy'l intend to rcff:r not tO the MhililaJ but to the wide-r group of those who 

were members of the Senatc-. or were closely related to senators. Th1s is not to deny the 
disproponionare power of certain. members of the aristocracy or the significance of the 

• 
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important. activir:y of his consulship, should he succeed in rising to 
the highest office in the state. Success in war was by far the most 
glorious kind of achievement by which he could demonstrate his 
prowess, and there were strong imperatives that urged him to 
pursue this success. Among oth·er imperatives, it was often in his 
economic interest to favour a war-policy, and the importance of 
this factor-<:onsiderable, but not I think predominant- will be 
assess-ed in chapter I I. The first task is to investigate the social 
ethos in its relationship to war. 

No one can hold a political office at Rome, Polybius reports, 
before he has completed ten annual military campaigns. 1 

Mommsen doubted whether this regulation was in effect even as 
far back as 214,2 but his argument was faulty, 3 and even if he was 
right many seasons of military service were clearly required of 
virtually a ll candidates for political office throughout the middle 
Republic. 4 Mommsen and some others have als-o argued that the 
future poli tician merely had tQ complete the ten-year liability 
period of the eques,s which can seldom have resulted in ten years' 
distincrlon be l ween the ordo tqutJttr ( tO which all aristocrats belonged until the plebiseitum 
rtddmtforum 'qutJrum of the G racchan period) and the resl of the dtizen body. 

l vi. Jg.4: 1fOA,nK~I.' 8( ~a/3tiv dpx~" otiK (~f<1TU1 otilJ(v,'npOTtpov, ~Q,v J.'~ 8(Ka 
GT{JQTEio.s ;.,,ava{oos ?} T'ETtAf'~<Ws. 

'T. :Mommsen, R. Stoolsrttht , ia. JOJ (he though t t hat it was part oft he [.Lr Villiaof 180, 
d . i3. s-65, ~67) . P. Fraccaro (in P. Ciapessoni ( cd. ) . Ptr il XIV Ctnt~nario dtlla .ctuiifitaiiolk 
giustin:illnttl (Pavia, 1934) . t 86 r .... Bibl. )), suggested that jt was introduced slnortly after 
the HannibaliC' \Vat . The rule was nor yet 1in fo rce in z14, ~ccording to B. KUbler, REs.v. 
magis tratus ( t928), col. 4q. A. E. A<tin, Th, La AnnaliJ be/orr Sulla (Brusse ls, t958) , 
45 n . I . 

•IL resu on liv. xxv. 2 .6-7~ where Scipio Africa nus' candidacy for the aedileshipof213 
is said tO have been opposed by the: tribunes 'quod nondum ad petendum legitime~ aetaiS 
essec' ( the tribun('51acer desisted~ and he wa.s elected), opposiclon unmentioned in Polyb. 
x. 4- .5. If Polybius' rule had cx.~stc:d, lt is argued, it would have be(n invoked against 
African us and mentioned by Livy. Howe v·er Liv. xL 44· 1 states explicitly that there wen:: 
no lr.gil imot 1utaus before 180~ and it is probable that the words quoted from xxv. ·2 arc an 
anachronism, rt'Sulting perhaps from the fac t that legitirruu tUlat~.s. bur not t<:n military 
campaigns, were a familiar requirement in the firs t century. The actual objection may 
have been that Scipio's military servict. was still insuffic.ient (cf. D. C . f.a:rt, Ti~riu.s 
Gra<chra, a Stud.J in Politics (Brussels, t 963), 57 n. 1 ) . fort he possibility that Liv. xxv. ~.6-7 
was influenced by the more famous c.ase in "'hich Scipio .'\tmilianus broke the law in the 
consular e lection for 14 7 cf. Astin, l.c.Jn any case since thCre were so ma ny ir:regularitics 
in the magistracies during the. Hannibalic: \Var, the African us incident hardly shows that 
the rule had not yet been devi"'d (cf. G .. Rogltr, Klio xl ( 196~), 78). 

• A radical innovation in this respect in the early second century would be inexplicable. 
• Mommsen , o.c. i'. 506 (followed by M. Gelzer, Roman .Nobili!), 7 (-KS i . 22 

f- Bibl.)), G. DeSanctis, SR iv. t. ~ · o; cf. A . Afzdius, C & M vui { t946), o 76; againSt 
Mommsen'.s view: 8. KUbler, l.c., and others- but refutation came only from Fraccaro~ 
o.c. 487) . Mommsen's argum~.nt was that it would have been absurd tO give a consul the 
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real service; but more probably he did in truth have to serve in 
ten campaigns.1 This admittedly is not established by the fact 
that some future office-holders did serve in ten campaigns, but we 
have no reason to give Polybius' words any meaning other than 
r.heir obvious one; and it is significant that in the only statutory 
statemem known to us of an obligation to military service as a 
qualification for office, in the Tabula Heracleensis, it is specified 
that the candidate (for local office) can only fulfil the require­
ment of service in any given year if he spends at least half the year 
in camp or in a province.2 The season's experience was not 
always a severe one even in the second century, for one might 
spend one's time in what was in effect a garrison army. But with 
the exception of Scipio Africanus in 2 14, no one is certainly 
known to have run lor office (the military tribunate aside) 
without ten years' military service behind him until Cicero ran 
for the ~uaestorship in 76.3 T he rule had lapsed a generation or so 
earlier, but among Cicero's contemporaries most candidates for 
office had probably still done some military service. Under the 
tradi tional system exemptions were few, even if they were 
wanted.~ Thus the normality of warfare in the experience of the 
candidate for office is well established: most of these young men 
had taken part in active warfare annually during a long sequence 
of years, beginning in, or somewhat before, the eighteenth year.' 

opportunity to impede a citizcn.'s political career by r~fusing to eo!list him; but such an 
auempt is only likely to have. been made in a case of extreme inimicitia. 

J The statement of C. Gracchu&, cited by Plutarch (CG 2), thar he had served fOr twche 
years, 'TWv ciAAwv afKa U'TpO.'T~Uop.ivwv J v dv&yKO.tS', can be im.erpreted in different 
ways and does not help hue (cl. Astin, o.c. 42 n. 1) . 

1 FIR A (ed. Riccobono), i , no. 13, lines 89-92 , g8-1 02 (threc year'S of cavalry service or 
>ix years of infantry service). Mommscn (o .c. i'. ;o6 n. 1) noted thi.s point but failed to 
explain it. cr. fraccaro, o.c. 487. 

'On supposed earlier cases see Additional Note m. 
• If •he rule had oot well and truly lafl"<d, an ambitious '""'"' homo like Cicero could 

hardly have atforded to evade it {though even he did some service: M. Gelzer, Ciu.ro, ein 
bwgrophis<h<r Vmuch (Wiesbaden , 1969). 5- 6). Afzclius (o.c. 277- 8) suggested that Sulla 
abolished the req uirement, but a less formal change (as well as an. earlier one) is more 
likely (cf. R. E. Smith, Phomix xiv (1g6o), 11 n. 65). C. Nioole1 (i« J.-P. Brisson (ed.) . 
Probltm.s de I• gume J Rom•, 126-"""9) points out the case ofPomJ"'y, who was asked by the 
censors of 70> as he gave up the equu.s pu.blicu1, whether he had performed the required 
military service (Plu. Pomp. ·2'2, Zonar. x. 2) . 

• cr. below, p. 37· 
' The exact age is of significance, not least because we can assume llhat the lower the. age 

at which the young aristocrat began military service, the greater its importance in forming 
his personality. For the ,..vcnteenth birthday as the b<:ginning of the period of obligation 
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During this mifitary service the man with a political future 
before him would usually rise either by election or by selection to 
the office of military tribune. Since there were only six in each 
legion and they often found themselves commanding separate 
detachments, the post was a highly responsible one. 1 It was 
almost closed to soldiers who were not already members of the 
equestrian order, as far as we can see, 2 and it was thus among 
other things a mark of rank. For most of our period it was 
probably a normal part of the successful young aristocrat's 
career. The clearest evidence of this is provided by the career 
inscriptions (epitaphs and elogia) that refer to this period.3 The 
military tribunate was perhaps losing some of its appeal by 151, • 

but most aristocrats probably continued to seek it as long as they 
undertook prolonged military service. For complex reasons, of 
which I shall say more later, this service became less attractive to 
them during the second half of the second century, and the 
tribunate must have become a less regular feature of the career. 
The Latter trend was probably hastened by changes in military 
organization carried out by Marius and P. Rutilius Rufus in 107-

105 . .; However, having held the tribunate, most senators of the 

sceGellius .. NA x. 28, Liv. xxv. 5.8. xxvii. J e. 1;). P. A. Brunt. Italian .Honpou·n. 16 n. ;. 399 
n. 3· makes an odd mis1akc: over thjs, S<'rvice lxforc the sevc::nu;tnth b irthday was 
perform('d in criSC$ (cf. Liv. XX\'. ~, .8). and sinct wC' happen co know that it was p<>rfOrmed 
by both Ti. and C. Gracchu.s {Fraccaro, o.c. 481-3). h "''as probably rornmon forth(" sons 
of ari.st<'>cralic families in their tim<' (Fraccaro. ibid.'). \\'hctht-r such snvic t tount~·d 
towards the decan stipendia need not be scnled ht>rt•. 

1 Thi.s is emphasized by the require mem that of the; twenty-four ekct<"d cribuncs of 
Polybi\IS1 time, founeen had to have perfOrmed five r ears' sc:rvicc. thC'Other ten ten years· 
service (Polyb. ,.;. 19.1 ). E. Badian ( ]RS lx i (1971 ). 108) aPJ>"r<ntly holds that this 
regulation was established afccr the Hann~balic War, but il is much more likdy to date­
from thof time when these twenty-four tribunes were the.· fun compkmrnt of a normal year~ 
i.e. before. the Hannibalic \\;ar, and it may wen be.- as o ld as the ele-ctive tribunate irself. 
On the duties of the military tribuncs:J . Suolahd. Tht Junior O.ffi(trS oJ tht Roman Army in 
lht Repu6/icnn Pttiod (Helsinki, 195')). 43- 5 1. 

2 Gelzcr. Romo" . .Nobility. 4-5 ( ""' KS i. 2o-1 ), R. Symt. J RS xxvii i 1937) . 1 :~8. but there 
were cxccpdons-cf. Nicolet, o.c. t47-8. 

3 ILI.RP313, 3t6. liS 48. 49, 54· ;,6, ~7. 6o {cf. ~9). Thr only insoriptions that give full 
careers~ but omit to me.ntiou the military tribunate> are ILLRP 309J 310 (Scipionic 
epitaphs) . and JLS 45: but the Scipioni<' cp~taphs only mention suh·a('dilidan offices if the 
subject~ failed to reach the consulship. llS 45 lists thr. offices of' C . Claudius Pulcher \ COJ. 

92 : on tlis idrntit}' see CJL i''. 1. p. 200) . apparently be~inning ·q . iii vir a .3 .a.f.f~ ' . The date 
rorhis military tribunau:. which he pl'obablyd ispen~d with, would have- b('CO t;. I lo- IOJ . 

and by this date the custom may well ha\'e dis.app~arcd . ~See be low. p . 36. 
ll Cic. Plane. 52 seems to treat il as ha\'il\g bec.·n an ordinary ~trp in tht· cartc1" in the las1 

d<"cadc ·orth~ second century. whhout showing 1hat it was a rc;quirement. T . P. \Viscman, 
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middle Republic had had experience of military command in the 
field. 

Until late in our period the most serious schooling the young 
aristocrat experienced from the age of seventeen was in warfare 
and military command.1 Naturally he acquired some knowledge 
of oratory and law, but it is unlikely that these were fields of 
study that took much of the time of such men until the second half 
of the second century. The opportunities for the serious study of 
oratory were still limited, and the Senate's attitude is shown by its 
decision to exclude rhetores, as well as philosophers, from Rome in 
161 L-though this also shows that there were some to expel. A fair 
knowledge of Greek was apparently a common accomplishment 
among aristocra'ts of Scipio Aemilianus' generation,3 but educ­
ated skill in oratory was quite slow in appearing, in spite of the 
subject's usefulness. Even according to the kindly judgement of 
Cicero, Ser. Sulpicius Galba (cos. 144) was the first real orator at 
Rome, M. Aemilius Lepidus Porcina (cos. 1 37) the first to show 
strong Greek inAuence.• As late as gz the censors dosed a school 
which had been opened by rhetores Latini in the previous year.s 
Aristocratic specialists in law existed even at the beginning of our 
period,6 and legally competent urban praetors seem to ha,·e been 
common in the second century,' but there is no definite sign of 
intensive legal study as a normal activity. As for philosophy, it 
could have great appeal, as the general reception of Cameades 

. \i-w .Htw. J.l.;) . ar.~uc.s. that tht' d <·din<' in th(' mi litary tribunatf <'an b(' St'en in th<' 
Jugurt.hine war, when the tribunes were partiaUy replaced by legates. For 1hc parts 
playrd by Marius and Rutilius in <'hanging che .'Hatus of the trihunate ~(><' \\o'iS<'man. 
ibid. 

1 Thl~re is no rc.'<'O,KOiltion ••fthis fan in the standard ""·o rk.s on Rom:m cduC'a tion.11uch as 
H. I. Marrou, Hi.floiu dr t/duurtirm dan.1 f1mtiquirfl>- 1 Paris. 1 96~i~ · M. l. Chnk<". H(t!,htr 
E.dutotion ;, tltr Ancirul JJ'arlrl ~ London, 1971 }, 

2 Ct'llius. ,YA "'". t 1 . 1. 
, Ct: \\'. Kroll. Dir ltidtur drr c;ttrfmiJdtm ~dt ( l.t·ipl ig. •9:t~} . ii. 118. Ph.J . ..lt'm,. 6 

<'mpha..((.iZt'S [h(' Htllt•l)iz.ation of kornan cduratio:n that tonk plan· in PattllliS' family 
h('"twecn his .~t·ncration ( h4.~ was born in the..· :z:2os ) and that of his $1)nS: ; on thf' limits of 
Acmilianus' lidh·niza•ion ct: :\. E. Asti11. S(l'pio . .ffmilitwus. Jj-16. 

4 Gir. Brul. 8'.l (but 1\01(' §".l9M· 95-6. La tr r rriti('s did nOt think nliJCh ofpr<'-Ci('Nonian 
ora tory {<"f. A. E. Dou~las on Hrut. R~. J ). 

~ Otw of th(• C<'nsors bdn_g th<' grt•at orator I.. l .icin iw;; Crassus. Thr sourc:~s lOr this 
r,·cnt : .\IRR ii. 1 f. Th<· hostility trJ or;uori<·al naining 'hat sul'viv('d imo tth<· 9os is 
dc.·tc.•rt;tble in C:ic. Dr omt. ii. 1. 

' A. \\'atson. Roman Pril'lllt l.atl·nrotwd :/fKJ tu:. t Ed :inhurgh . 1 ~H 1 l. ]-8. Ti. Corurh:auius 
(ro.''· ~8o} 'ptimus profitc.·ri roc:pit { Dig. 1.~.".! . :~B. cf. :{tl). \'l:hat('"\'t>f that invo]w·d. 

'J. M. K<lly. Romn• LiliKnlinn tOxford. og66), 8;1-g. 
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and his fellow-ambassadors in 155 shows, 1 but hardly any young 
aristocrats spent months, let alone years, in swdying the subject. 
Poly bius' poor view of Roman education, formed in the 16os and 
150s, is entirely unsurprising. 2 It was not until the generation of 
Cicero and Caesar that. young men went to sojourn in the 
intellectual centres of th·e Greek world expressly to improve their 
education.3 The gradual and complex change in the upbringing 
of adolescent aristocrats which is summarized here presumably 
bot'h reflected and contributed to a decline in their interest in 
warfare. In the traditional system, however, the aristocrat's 
training was above all military. 

The rising politician often had further experience of war in his 
quaestorship,4 sometimes in the praetorship (much more often so 
after the number of praetorships was increased in 227 and 197), 
and sometimes also as a legatus. Thus it must have been vi rtually 
unheard of for a man to approach the consulship without 
substantial experience of military command until the last years of 
the second century. 

T he consulship entailed not only political power and re· 
sponsibility, but also warfare, and it was there that almost all 
consuls met their heaviest responsibilities and brightest opportu­
nities. The military command was, in Mommsen's words, the 
rea.! kernel of the offioe/ ' and the command was exercised in 
active campaigns. The importance of the consuls' wars varied 
greatly, but warfare there was during virtually every year, 
usually for both consuls. The occasional suggestion in the early 
books ofLivy that it was normal for one of the consuls to spend his 
year in the ci ty is merely an interesting anachronism on his part.6 

I n the historical period Rome's almost continual wars usually 
involved both consuls, and even in the second century, as long as 
we have Livy's narrative, we can see that well over three-quarters 
of all consuls commanded in active warfare- and of those who 
did not, some were restrained against their will.' After 167, 

1 Plu. Cat. ~\ltai. 22 .3-pc rhaps e.xaggcradng to point the contrast with Cat01S hostilit)'· 
1 His opinion is cited in Cic. De rep. iv. 3· 
1 .Ct: L. W. Daly, A]Ph lxxi ( 1950). 4o-!>4· 
• 'This was normal for the two consular quaestors as long as it was for the consuls (see 

belo w) , and common for the 'pr·ovincial' quacstors. 5 R. Staatsrecht, i3 . 1l6. 
• See especially Liv. iv. 10.8. C . Nicolet has shown (REL """viii ( og6o), 252-63) tha1 

these pa.ss.ages are based on firs•tacentury. and in fact Cice.ronian~ ideas. 
, See Additional Note IV. 
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when the source-material becomes much less satisfactory, there 
seems to have been a certain change taking place: though from 
about 1 sS the assignment of 'ltalia' as one's province gave one 
little opportunity of going to war, none the less the province 
seems to have been assigned often. The road-building which 
such consuls sometimes presided over was usually of military 
importance, but the consuls of this period were perhaif>S less 
enthusiastic about going to war than many of their forefathers. 
(Certain other factors are relevant to this decrease in military 
activity, and they will be discussed in due course.) However it 
continued to be standard for at least one consul to go to war each 
year, ' and it is not until 100, politically a most abnormal year, 
that we can say with confidence that neither consul attempted to 
go to war with Rome's enemies.2 

It is conceivable that this experience of war was largely 
involuntary. To test that hypothesis, the politics of particular 
wars must be discussed, and this will be done in chapter V. But it 
is also necessary to test it by examining the direct evidence for the 
attitudes of Roman aristocrats to war in general. This has not 
often been attempted. In a famous lectureR. Heinze once argued 
that the Romans felt no joy in a.rmed struggle, they were never 
'kriegslustig', they did not value war .as man's finest and highest 
achievement.3 These statements were not absolutely mistaken, 
but as a summary ofRoman attitudes they a!'e highly misleading. 
Polybius was miUCh nearer to the truth when he offered the 

1 144 is a known exception, when both consuls wamcd a Spanish command.., buc Were 
effectively prevented by Scipio Aem.ilianus on behalf of his brother Fabius, who was 
proconsul in Ulterior ( Val. Max. vi. 4.2). 

1 These facts have often been ignored: hence, e.g., H. &nguon states (Cruntlriss1 , 127) 
that in 171 Rome's leaders knew war only from heanay,J. Balsdon (Hist<>ri• xxi ( 1972) , 
22.~) that M'. Acilius Glabrio {<W. 191) ' had little or no military cxp<:ricnoc' before hi• 
ooosuJship. 

' v .. tkn Umuhm tkr Griisu Rtms (Leipzig, 1921 ), 27 ~ Vom Gtisl drs Rii-wms' 
(Stuttgart, t!j&) , 1 ~ [- Bibl.'J; he wassp<:aking oflhe period before ooo. Two arguments 
were used : (i) there is absolutely no trace among ·the Romans of delight in the re<:kless 
staking of one's life, man against man-but see be]ow, p. 38; and {ii) the Romans were 
not fond ofhunting. the peacetimecountc:rpartofwar. The latter argument is not t.ntireJy 
trivial (cf. Ari•t. Pol. i. ••~6• for 8'1}pfVT<OC'f/ ao a p;art of woA<I'<K~), but the facts about 
early Roman hunting are obscure (the evidence is in J. Aymard, Essai sur Ju dwses 
romai•es (Pari., 19~1), 3o-41, ~4-7) , and their significance even more 10. Hcinu'sobeme 
was taken up in a tron&parently propagandistic article by E. Burck, DU Anlite xvi ( 1940), 
2o6-26. Aceo<di.ng to H. E. Stier, Roms AujstiLg O<' Wellm4dtJ untl die gri«hisclt. Well 
(Colognc-Opladen, •9!'>7), 6•-3, the Romans did not glorify war as man's most glorious 
task; it was merely reality. 
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generalization tha t the Romans relied for every purpose on {3{a, 
violent force. 1 

Military success was not only highly advantageous to the 
Roman state, it was of vital importance to the personal aims 
and interests of many, probably most, Roman aristocrats. It 
fulfilled definite functions lor them within Roman society.2 Since 
aristocrats exercised control indirectly, through elections and 
assemblies, prestige was indispensable to them. Military success 
allowed them to Jay claim to, and to a considerable extent to win, 
the high esteem of their fellow-citizens-<ln one levellaus, on a 
higher level gloria.3 To explain Roman imperialism in terms of 
these attr ibutes is of course to agree in par t with Sallust, for his 
account of the growth of the empire makes cupido gloriae of central 
importance. 

But it is incredible how much the state grew within a brief period, once freedom 
had been gained: so great was the desire for glory that had affected men. As soon 
as the young were old enough for war, they learned the business of soldiering by 
toiling in armed camp, and they took their pleasure more in fine arms and 
cavalry horses than in whores and partying. So to m.en of this kind no toil was 
unusual, no ground seemed rough or steep, no enemy under arms seemed 
frightening: courage (virtus) had gained complete control. But there wa.s intense 
competition among them for glory: each one of them !hastened to strike down an 
en.emy, to climb the rampart, and to be seen doing such a deed . . : • 

1 • 
!. 37·7· 

• J. A. Sc.humpecer's theory that the fundametltal cause of Rome's imperialistic wars i:n 
this period Ia): in the 'class inu::rescs' of the aristocracy, which needed a way of creating 
distractions from imernal social problems, is discussed in AdditionaJ Note v. 

3 This is the norma] distinction berween the rwo temts. According to Cic. De inv. ii. 166~ 
'gloria est frequens de aliquo fa:ma cum laude', Note also Phil. i. '2g: 'est autc:m gloria I allis 
recte. factorum magnorumque in rem publie:am fama m eriLOJ'ul'n, quae cum optimi 
cuiusque, tum etiam muhitudi nis testimonio comprobatur' ; Pltmc. 6o; De ojf. ii . 31. Bt:at 
us:age is not uniform: cf. Cal. iv. 2 J . 

• BC 7· ~- He continues: 'eas divitias, earn bonam famam m.agnan1que nobilitatem 
pu£abant. laudis avidi, pecuniae liberales eram; gJoria.rn ingentem, divicias honest as 
\'()lebam! But Rome lacked historians to celebfate its a-chievements, iu brst citizens 
preferred 'sua ab aliis bene facta laudari quam ipse aliorum narrare (8.Jc}. 'lgitur 9on:ti 
militiaequc boni mores colcba:ntur . . . cives cum civibus d-e virtute certabanr .. . ' (g. r-
2) . ·sed ubi Iabore atque iuscilia res publica crevit, reges magni bello domhi, na~:iones 
ferae et populi ingentes vi subacti~ Carthago acmula imp~ri Romani ab stirpc: interiit' 
( to. t ). For all its faults, this is undoubtedly the most thoughtful analysis of the 
imperialism ofthe middle Republic left to us b)' a Roman writer. In BJ 41-2 there is a 
sli.ght change in his view (d. E. Koestermano on BJ 4• - 2}: 'nam ante Carthaginem 
deletam popu.lus et senatus Rom~mus pJacide modes1.eque inter se rem publicam 
tr.tctabant, ueque gloriae neque domioationis certamefl inter civis erat.' Here the 
emphasis is on the new <...-onflict bet\veen plehJ and nobililas; evidently what be. means is that 
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Now when he depicts them as dominated by love of glory, 
Sallust is certainly oversimplifying the Romans of the time before 
146,1 with the result that he underestimates some of the more 
mundane factors in their drive to expand; yet his understanding 
of the dynamics of republican imperialism may have been 
fundamentally correct. He was certainly not alone in thinking 
that cupido gloriae had been a powerful force in the middle 
Republic.2 And his theory at least has the advantage that it fits in 
well with the known facts about the Roman social and political 
system. The practical importance of laus and gloria for the history 
of Roman expansion now needs closer investigat.ion.3 

One fact that is clear about these attributes4 is that in the view 
of the third- and second-century aristocracy the primary means 
of achieving them was by success in war. 

It is true that there were other sources of laus and even of gloria. 
Cato went so far as to say that gloria would come to the man who 
established enough storage space on his farm to enable him to 
profit from price-rises, 5 a remark probably intended to j~lt the 
aristocratic reader.6 Public offices, especially the higher ones, and 
membership of the Senate in themselves naturally conferred laus, 
as is confirmed, if it needs to be, by the best-preserved funeral 
laudatio of the period, that of L. Caecilius Metellus, who died in 
22 t.7 Yet office-holding was perhaps more important as an 

the no6ilts did not previously struggle for glory by fighting the ~pulrJs ( cf. 0. C. Earl. TAL 
Political Thought of Sa/lust (Caml>ridge, tg6t), lj) . 

1 On the idcali .. tion of this period sec the important paper of F. Ham pi, H.(, clxxxviii 
( t9~J), 497-5•5 (-Bib!.). 

• cr. Cic. D• r'f!. v. 7·9· 
• For discus!Sion of desire for glory as a cause of war in primitive societies sec H. H. 

Turney-High, /'rimiJiv< War (Col:umbia, S.C., 1949). 145~· 
'The terms themselves have been analysed by U. Knoche, Philoiogus lxxxix ( 1934), 

102--'24 = Vom Stibsi><Tstiind.Us der Riimrr (Heidelberg, tg6o), 13-30 (- Bib!.); A. 0. 
Leeman, Gwri4, Cicm's WIUJrd•riiJe von tk Romt m hoar A<hlrrgrolld in de io.li<nislisclo. 
Wijsh<g«ruende &meinseSamenkoing(diss. Lciden, •949i ; H. Drexler, H<lilr.onii ( 196,), 3-
36;J. Hcllegouarc' h, u Vocah•lairt latin des rtlations el des portis poliliqtu:s soilS Ia rlpubiique 
(Paris, 1963), 362-88 (inaccurate) . 

'Dt agri cull. iii. 2 . 

• Otherwi"' interpreted by G. Tibiletti, IU/a{irmi tkl X Congmso Inumaz;ionak di Scielll.< 
Sl<lriclo. (Rome, •9~~i. ii. •41--.z . 

'Plin. NHvii. 139-40 gives a su:mmary (n:printcd in ORP, pp. to-tt). The whole text 
wil1 be needed in what foiiQws: 'Q. MetcUus in ea oratione quam habuit supremis 
laudibw patris sui L. MeteUi ponLificis, bis consulis, dictatoris. magi:stri equitum, xvvi:ri 
agris dand.is, qui primus elephanros e·x primo Punico bello duxit in !lriumpho. sc.riplum 
reliquit decem maxim.as resoprum;uque in qui bus quaerendis sapient.C$ aet-.. rc:m exigertnt 
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opportunity for winning Laus and gloria than as a direct source of 
those attributes.1 And rhe other standard sources were clearly less 
important than military achievement. For young men, one such 
source was the practice of speaking in aggressive prosecutions, a 
practice well established in the time of Scipio Aemilianus' youth, 
and possibly very much earlier ;2 this was evidently a means of 
establishing a name, not simply a means of carrying on political 
disputes. Because he did not speak in court, Scipio had the 
reputation at eighteen of being effete and un-Roman_3 Among 
the ten great and excellent things which wise men spent their 
lives in seeking, according to Metellus' laudatio, was skill in 
oratory, but we should be careful not to attribute more than the 
correct amount of importance to oratory itself, as distinct from 
prosecutions and from the opinions the orator uttered, in the 
ear~y part of our period. Indeed how much fame did Galba or 
Lepidus Porcina acquire among their contemporaries purely by 
their oratorical skills? Cicero certainly attests to the laus acquired 
by the orators he so much admires, M. Antonius and L . Licinius 
Crassus, through their youthful prosecutions,• but it may only 
have been in their generation that a man could first make, and 
not merely confirm, a great public name very largely by his own 
ski![ as an orator. Finally, gloru1 was certainly passed on in part 
from father to son-an important point which will recur l~Her. 

<:onsummasse eum: voluissc enim pri:marium hellatorem esse, optimum oratorem, 
fortis.simum jmperatorem, auspicio suo maximas res geri) maximo honore uti, summa 
sapientia esse, summum senatortm haberi, pecuniarn magnam bono modo invenirt , 
mult•os liberos relinquere et clarissimum in civitate esse: hae<: contigisse ei nee ulli alii post 
Romam Conditam.' On the capital impo:rtanceofthis text for understanding the M6iltssee 
A. Uppold, ConsultJ, 76-7. Other louda·tio-like t<.'Xts mentioning P.Ublic offices are cited 
below, p. 20 n. 4· 

1 1t is noticeable that the first-c.cntury texts cited by Hellegouarc'h, o.c. 366 n. Lh to 
show .that laus camt from office-holding do not amount to very much. Gloria had been 
achieved by scarcely a tenth of the Soo men who had held the consulship1 according to 
Cic. Plane. 6o. 

1 On Scipio's time, Poly b. xxxi. 2g.8-t l2 . Other evidence on this practice in.dudcs Cic. 
De ojj: ii . 47, 49 ('muhique in noma republica adulesceotes et qpud iudices tt apud 
populum et apud senatum dic.endo laudem assecuti sint, maxima est admirat:io in 
iudiciis', etc.), Apul. Apol. 66.4 (rcfrrrimg to a case. oft 12 a.c. a.s an cxampl<). The best 
evidence fOr the time before Aemilianus ls Plaut. Trin. 65t; cf. also (though there are 
anachronisms) Liv. xxii. 26. t -o (C. Te·renrius Varro), Plu. Cat. Mai. 3·3• Aem. •··1 (?) . 
The <eombadve aspect of this practice is significant for an understanding of roung Roman 
aristocrats. 

1 Polyb. xxxi. •3·". 
'De off. ii. 47"1l• BTIII. 159· 
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Through most of our period, however, military :achievements 
were the pre-eminent source of laus and gloria. i This is how one 
could reach the greatest distinction, and for most young 
aristocrats warfare provided the accessible path to high re­
putation. dvOpf:{a, courage, is important in every state, but 
especially at Rome, says Polybius,2 and no doubt he was aware of 
the emphasis which the Romans placed on virtus. Virtus, as early 
as we can trace its meaning, is quite a general term, but it very 
commonly means 'courage' in middle-republican Latin.3 Hence 
it was of course in war that a man had many of the readiest 
oppoTtunities to demonstrate virtus. The primacy of military 
achievements is reasonably clear in Metellus' w.uda.tio, 4 and most 
of the monumental inscriptions to be seen in middle-republican 
Rome either exclusively concerned feats of war or heavily 
emphasized them. They commemorated dedications of temples 
and altars, which usually resulted from victories, or they 
commemorated triumphs or dedications out of booty; or they 
were afiixed to prominent monuments such as the column of C. 
Maenius (the victorious consul of 338) or the columTUJe rostratae of 
C. DuiUius (cos. 260) and M. Aemilius Paullus (cos. 255) , or the 
triumphal arches which began to appear in the second century, 
or the statues of famous Romans in the forum. The paintings 
prominently displayed in public buildings in the city in this 
period celebrated military victories or were at least the plunder of 
war.~ Almost wherever one looked in public areas one could see 

1 Thi• fac! i.! regularly neglect~d ·even by those who explicitly rtcogni•e the impor~ance 
of fame to Roman aristocra!S (e.g. D. C. Earl, Tht Moral and Polili<al Tradition of RD~m 
(London, t967), 35). 

'xxxi. 29.1. It is of interest that :according to Polybius (og .. g) Scipio Aemilianus won a 
$urpassing reputation by his exploits in the hunting field, probably an exaggeration in 
favour of his hero (A. E. Astin, S<ipio Aemili•nus, ~7) and his own favourite pastime. M. 
Gcl2er (Roman .NohiliiJ, 83 = KS i. 87 [ - Bibl.]) significantly blur.; the role of avilp<lo. in 
Aemilianus' reputation. 

'The. collection of material io A. N. Van Ommr., ' Virlus' , ttn sonantitse StudU (diss. 
Utrecht, n.d. [ •947?]), 37- 49, has been superseded by !hat ofW. f.ioenhul, Virws Romana 
(Munich,. 1973), 23-43, 20~1 1. Howeverthe.lauerseriously underestimates the 'courage' 
component in tht meaning of1.1irtu.s in this period; in 'Plaut. Capt, of.IO·, Ca.r. 88, Gist. 198, 
P.seud. ,;81 , e.g., 'courage' or 'valour' i5 the appropriate meaning (o'therwisc Eisenhut, 
~6-8). 

• See also the lmui.JW-Uke text J:n L.iv. xxx. t .4-<; (on which cf. F .. Miinzer, Riimis<ht 
Alklspartti<•, 190 n. 1). There is oo mention of such achlevemen!S in the laudatio-like praise 
ofP. Lidnius Crassus Dives Mucianus (<"'- t3t ) given by Sempronius Ase!Uo in Gdlius, 
NA i. t3.10 (~HRR' fr. 8) , understandably in view of the manner of his death . 

' For a surve)' of this evidence see Additional Note v1. 
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claims to glory put lorward by aristocrats, and most of the claims 
were based on success in war. For example, from the comitium, the 
physical hub of political life, one could by the mid-third century 
see, among the monuments dose by, the rostra with the beaks of 
the Antiate ships captured in 338, the columns of Duillius and 
Maenius, and the Curia Hostilia decorated with a battle­
painting showing M'. Valerius Maximus Messala (cos. 263) 
defeating the Carthaginians and King Hiero. By the late second 
century the area running !rom the Circus Flaminius to the Forum 
Boarium was crowded with the monuments of victorious 
generals. 

There is plenty of other evidence that the greatest fame 
stemmed from deeds of war. T he significance of the old practice 
of taking an extra name from the site of one's victory ('Calenus', 
'Messala', 'Africanus', and so on) is blurred by the fact ehat it did 
not happen very often. The triumph, however, was palpably the 
supreme moment of the individual Roman's glory. On a more 
intellectual plane, it is also relevant that in the second century 
Latin historiography was preoccupied with warfare to a degree 
which later seemed excessive even to Romans. 1 And to return for 
a moment to physical objects meant to impress the public, the 
primacy of mili tary achievements is emphasized by the fact that 
when, about 137, the monewles began the custom of commemorat­
ing the deeds of their own ancestors on denarius and other types, 
the majority of the commemorations were military, though this 
was in a period when the preoccupation of aristocrats with war 
was beginning to decline. 2 

The central importance of war in the winning of taus and gloria 

1 Sempronius Asellio in Cellius, .NA v. 18.9 (see above, p. 6 n. 1) . 
' Cf. A. Alfoldi, Essays in Roman Coinage Prtunted Iii Ha•old Mattingly (Oxfor-d, 1956), 72-

4-, ~·(.H . Crawford, RRC 728-g (commenting on the prevalence of victOry themes in the 
coin-types of 136-124L and on r.he funcrjon of rhe coin-typ~s, Wiseman, o.c. 4· EarJier 
rypes commonly of course had militar)" motifs, but wirholll teference 10 the rnoneyet's 
fan1i.ly {and s-uch types cominued co be issued). Cer£ain or probable military com­
memorations: Crawford nos. 239/ 1, 24 7/-2-3, 262/ r (the figure on 1he reverse is not Pax: i see 
below, p. 35), 263, 264/ •, 267/•, 26g, 273/ •, •8•/ • (this trpe is to be. understood as a 
refer'ence w P. Furius Philus .. cos. 223, who triumphed over the Gauls and Ligurians) . 282 
(?), 286, 2CJO/ • (?), '>9•1• (civilian a lso), 293/ 1, >95/ 1, 297/ • (presumably referring to a 
victor's building), go;J 1, 314/ •, 3 19/ 1. Civilian commemorations: 242/ 1, 243/1,245/ 1 (but 
with Victor)'), •66/ 1, >j0/ 1 (whh Vict<>Ty), •9•/ •, 301 / 1. (I omit some mi><ed types.) An 
added reason for caution in interpreting this evidence is that one oftht purposes of minting 
coins was (0 pay soldiers. 
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is still evident from the first-century sources. Greater intellectual 
sophistication brought wider concepts of fame, as Sallust's 
prefaces demonstrate. l However even in his philosophical writ­
ings Cicero sometimes reveals the traditional Roman attitude. 
The three great things that a man can do are 'to make a practice 
of defending lawsuits, to guide the people at the political 
meetings, and to wage war', 2 but though he himself resists the 
idea, very many (plerique) hold that 'the affairs of war are more 
important than those of the city'. He sets out to disprove this, but 
his Roman counter-examples strikingly fail to show that civilian 
successes could bestow more fame than military ones, even in his 
time! In other philosophical and rhetorical works he admits that 
military achievements are the pre-eminent source of fame at 
Rome, the most glorious of the three standard aristocratic 
occupations (the others being jurisprudence and oratory). 'For 
who would not put the imperator before the orator in any ranking of 
the skills of illustrious men as judged by the usefulness or 
greatness of their achievements?'• In his political rhetoric the 
normal standards of Roman citizens are naturally clearer. The 

'BC 3, 1-2, B] 1.1-4,8. For funher evidence see Knoche, o,c . 11g-2o ( .. Vom 
Stlbstt~rsliindnis dtr Rii!Mr, 2j) . 

1 De ~{f. i. 121. 
1 De ojf. i . 74, 76-8. Among the Greeks Solon can be set against Themistocles, Lycurgus 

againsc Pausanias and Lysander. 'l\ofihi quidcm nequc pueris nobis M. Scaurus C. Mario 
neque, cum versaremur in republica, Q. Catu1us Cn. Pompeio cedere videbatur; parvi 
enim sunt foris arma1 nisi e5t coBsilium domi, nee plus Africanus, singularis ct vir et 
imperator in exscindeoda Numantia rei publicae profuit quam codem cernporc P. Na5ica 
privatu$, cum Ti. Gracchum imc.ren:Ur.~ The lisr culminates in the glori6cation oft.he 
domr.slit<~eforluudi11tt of63. With the .. final partisan item.< cf. Mil. 34, 7'2. Obviously there 
were those who thought that· in rhese disputes fame belonged to the other tide; but in any 
coue violent acu in domestic politics were not a reguJar source of laus or g/qria in rbe pre­
Sullan period. 

' De orat. i. 7 (the traditional hierarchy of values, C. Nicolet, REL xx.xviii ( 1960), 248 n. 
2 ) . Cf. Dt d[. U. 45: 'prima est igitur adulescenti commendatio ad gloriam1 si qua ex 
bellicis comparari potest .. .' (consciously parading the traditional view; cf. H. Roloff, 
Maitms bti Ciuro (diss. GOttingen, 1938), 97, G. B. Philipp, Da.rGymna.rium lxii ( t955), 68). 
Cf. Dt ojf. ii. o6: in the pre..Sullan Republic 'nostri ... magistratus imperatoresque ex hac 
w1a re maximam laudero capere- scudebant, si provincias, si socios ac:quitate er fide 
defendissent.' Twc. Disp. i. tog--110: 'Sed profecto mon tum aequissimoan.imooppeticur, 
cum suis se laudibus vita occidens consolari potest ... ' etc.~ 'etsi enim nihil habet in se 
gloria cur expetatur, tamen vinutem tamquam umbra sequitur. verum ... ' etc.; then 
follows the listofthcmostglorious Romans: Curius, Fabricius, Caiatin.us, the two Scipios, 
the two Africani, Fabius Maximus, Marcellus, PauJJus, Cato, Laelius. All except Cato 
qualified primarily by military success. Numerous other passages in the philosophical 
works that se1 gloria in its mililary context arc listed by Drexler, o.c. 12. 
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truly famous men of the past, whose names are invoked on 
sui table occasions, are almost all victorious dictators and consuls, 
Camillus, M'. Curius, C. Fabricius, C. Duillius, Caiatinus, the 
Scipi-os, Fabius Maxim us, Marcellus, Paull us, and Mariusl-just 
as the gloria ofthe Roman people was said to be the greatest in res 
militaris.2 When he argues in favour of the primacy of military 
achievements in the Pro l'vfurena,3 Cicero is of course making a 
case for his client, but the claiirn could carry conviction, and it 
would have been impossible to argue that jurisconsults or even 
orators had such a claim to gloria. Most peoples admittedly have 
their military heroes, but there is a definite uniformity about the 
great men of Rome: most of them scored spectacular victories in 
war. 

The vital importance m Roman aristocrats of the pursuit of 
laus and gloria must be brought out in full. The Roman state, says 
Polybius, takes pains to turn out men capable of enduring 
everything for the sake of getting, in their own country, -rijs £1r' 
ap€Tfi </Y~Jp.T)s , the good repute that goes with valour.4 The point 
is illustrated with a detailed description of the aristocrat's 
elaborate and impressive funeral-rites. He clearly believed that 
his generalization had long been true in the past, and it should be 
noted that while he saw the period after the battle ofPydna as one 
in wh;ch young Romans, Aemilianus excepted, discarded self­
restraint., aw,PpoavvTJ, he does not say that the Romans in general 
were ceasing to value courage, dvopda. 6 Perhaps also Polybian 
in origin is the comment ofDiodorus in the context of167: among 
the Romans the most distinguished men can be seen competing 
with each other for fame; in other states men are jealous of one 

1 Such lists are common { cf. pre"ious n. and H. Schoenberge-r. BtiJpielt aus d~r Gtschichtt, 
ein rht·toris.thts Kunstm£tttf in Ciuros Rede.11 (diss. Erlangen) 1910), 15- 18) : not~ especially 
Cat. iv. 21 (a Jls-t of those who have achieved the g~atcsr/aus-Afrlcanus, Aemilianus, 
Paullus, Marius-and Pompey). Pla11t. 6o (the COI'lSuls who have achieved great gloria-­
Curios, Fabricius, DuiiHus, Caiatinus> Cn. and P. Scipio. Africanus, Marcellus, Fabius), 
Pis . .:;6 (bu1 this is specifically a lis! of great lriwnphal<lw), Ba/b. 40. Cic. Sesl. 143 adds some 
'domesric' notables ro the lise Brutus, Ahala, 'Lenculus' (i.e. P. Lemulus, (;()S. suff. 162, 
who achieved fame and exi le as an oppone1lt of C. Gracchus), and 'AemiJius' (i.e . M. 
Aemilius Scau.C'us, ctns. Jog)-the last th1·ee represenring a spcciaJized taste in heroes. 

'Leg. M•n. 6. 
•JIIJr. 19-30. Cf. Nicolet, o.c. 248-.)ll . 
• Polyb. vi. 52.11: . . . Ti]S' TOV ·1fo.Ac.T(61-'aToS anov;);;s, '9v 1f04ftTO.l Trtpi TO 

'TOIOthous UnoTe'At:t'v civ3pas WaTE TTciV t'mo~V(LV xlipav TOii -ruxtrv fv -r'fi "ZTO.Tpitu T.fjS' 
.... iip<7fl filp.~~· . . 

X-XXI. 25, 29. 
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another, at Rome they praise one another-hence Roman 
success.1 From these two passages it seems likely that Polybius 
exp·lained the success ofRoman expansion in part (he knew other 
factors of course) just as Sallust did. 

In the earliest Roman literature laus, gloria, and related 
concepts are referred to with striking frequency.2 Our of their 
Roman context such Ennian lines as 

and 

nunc est ille dies quom gloria maxima sese 
nobis ostendat., si vivimus sive morimur, 

omnes mortales sese laudarier optant, 

and the three lines about Fabius Cunctator ending 

ergo postque magisque viri nun.c gloria claret 

might seem banaJ.3 So might a squabble over gloria between a 
dictator and his magister equitum set in the year 325 by Fabius 
Pictor.• So might the allusions to fame in the fragments ofCato's 
writings.5 But the accumulation of evidence is decisive: good 
repute and glory were among the things most valued by middle­
republican aristocrats. 6 

A single indication of the Roman attitude would be enough, 
Polybius wrote. This C17Jf'Etov was the aristocratic funeral, at 
which the deceased was carried into the forum and a relative 
described his virtues and achievements before the 'whole people'. 

1 Diod. lOO<i. 6. Cf. Kroll, o.c. i. t5 and n. 3· 
'Cf. Knoche, o.c. •09-•0 ( = Vom Stlbstomtiinanis d" Rimn, 19). 
1 Ann. 391-2V, 56o (the lauerquoted in isolation by Augustine, EpiJt. 231. 3 (J>Lxxxiii. 

1023) and Detrin. xiii. 3.6 (J>L xlii. 1018), but treated by him as an old Roman sentiment), 
37o-2 (on the nuances of which c[ A. Lippold, Con~ules, 36g). Enniu.s evidently based his 
own claim to fame on his glorification of his patrons' ancesto,.. (Cic. TUJc. DiJp. i. 34). 

'FC.H &g F 1; (- I.i''· vui. 30.9): 
• 01/F' frr. 141 and •5• are the most significant. Note also Origims fr. 83P, the story of 

the tribu1111.1 milittnn Q, Caedicius (Cato, however, complained that this man had rcc.dved. 
less la"' than King Leonidas) . 

• The words given to Alcmena in Plaut. Amph. 641-5 also deserve to be quot<d here: 
'sed hoc me beat/ •altem, quom perduellis vicit et domum laudis revenit :/ id solacio e.t./ 
apsit, dum modo laude parta domum recipiat se .. .'-.urely the attitude approved by 
Roman men for a Roman wife (cf. R. Perna, L'origintJli/4 di Plau/D (Bari, 1955) 2oy·6). 
There is probably Greek influence here, but that does not make the passage irrelevant. In 
view of aU the othe-r evidence, Livius Andronicus' Jines from his Aiax MasticqpltDrus, 
'praestatur laus virtuti, sed multOocius/ vemogelu tabe$Cit' (Tra1. 1~17W): were clearly 
unorthodox to a Roman audience. 
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The historian goes on to describe t:he imagir~es or wax masks 
which preserved the appearance of these dead aristoc~:ats , and 
the ways in which the imagines were displayed, including the 
remarkable custom of using them to parade the apparently living 
ancestOrs at later family funerals. The ancestors on parade were 
all men who had held senior magistracies, many with more or less 
authentic claims to mjlitary fame. There is no need to repeat the 
details from this well-known Polybian text. It is enough to say 
that while he leaves unanswered some important questions about 
wha.t was taking place at these rites (he was no anthropologist), 
he makes it quite credible that ' the young men are inspired [by 
them] to endure everything in the public interest, for the sake of 
achieving the glory that attends good men.' 1 

At one time it was probably also the custom to sing the laudes of 
famous Romans at formal dinners. However the practice cannot 
be s.afely invoked in the present context since, to judge from a 
puzzling statement of Cicero's, Cato apparently reported in the 
Origines that the practice had long since ceased by his time. 'If 
only there existed the songs praising the deeds of famous :men that 
used to be sung, according to Cato's Origines, many centuries 
before his time by individual guests at banquets.' Yet the 
rradition that such songs were sung seems strong (part of it was 
independent of Cato), and it is hard to see how anyo.ne could 
have known of them if they had really ceased to be sung 'many 
cemuries' belore Cato lived.2 

The most impressive manifestation of the individual's glory 

1 Po ly b . vi. 53· t - 54·3· On rhepompafun.tbris see A . Mau, REs.v. Besranung ( 1899), cob. 
&5<>-5 (with F . BOmer, s.v. pompa (1952 ), cols. '98<>-4) · Known lnudatitJfu .. hris l t Xl$ 

were collected by F. Vollmer, Jahr&iichtr f. class. Philoiogie, Supp. xviii (1892), 449- 528; 
see further M. Durry, Eiogefunibrt d'uM malrooe romoint (Paris, rgso}, XIV- XXI (the 
recently discovered laudatio of Agrippa has not added much to our knowledge of the 
tradiciooal institution). Polybius mighc have added to his deocription of the funeral a 
mention of the protfitot> women who w·ere hired to mouro and sing tbe laudt.s of the 
deceased (Varro, lL vii. 70. Non. Marc. 92L; in spite ofNoo. f\tarc. 212. 25-6L, it is most 
unlikely that they were hjred only for those wbo had no relatives}.lt is interescing that the 
hiring of pr4~fir.ae. io practice in Plautus' time, had ('.videlltly died out by the S.ullan period 
(E. F raenkel, EimJtTui (!Jautini, oo) . 

t Cic. BruJ. 75· The other sources arc Tusc.. DiJp. i.3. iv. 3. Varro) Dt vita populi rom.tmi~ ii 
in Non . Marc. 107L (a different account from Cata's) , Val. Max. ii. 1.10 and perhaps 
Hor. Od. iv. 15.>6-3•, Quintil. /nst . i. 10.20 (ef. A. Momigliano, JRS xlvii ( 1957), 109-
IO wStcondo umln.butc alia storia dtgli studi c.lassici (Rome, 196o), 7g-8o) . In my view H. 
Dahlrnann, .(ur Uthtrlit[trung ubtr du 'al"omischtn Tajtlluder' (Ahh. Mnin.t no . I 7 ( 1950) ), 
fails to diS<:fedit the evidence for the existence of the songs. 



ROTTUln Attitudes towards War 

was of course the triumph. Modern writers on Roman imper­
ialism sometimes treat this phenomenon lightly, which leads to 
misunderstanding.' If he had fought suis auspiciis and with 
sufficient success, 2 and on certain other conditions, the triumph­
ing general, adorned with the attributes of jupiter and perhaps 
those of a king, entered the city and moved in procession with his 
spoils and his army to the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus. · In 
Polybius' words, he brought the actual sight of his achievements 
before the eyes ofhis fellow-citizens. 3 Afterwards the exact date of 
the triumph was recorded in the pontifical annals. 4 Through 
most of the middle Republic about one consul in three celebrated 
a triumph, either in his consulship or in his prornag:istracy. It was 
not an inaccessible honour like the spolia apima, but while it was 
often awarded for victories of less than world-histOrical impor­
tance, it was not merely commonplace. • It was an honour jealously 
competed for, and one which must have given great psychological 
rewards as well as political ones. 

The first-century sources reflect some changes in attitudes 
towards fame, but the traditional attitude of aristocrats is still 
readily discernible. In his philosophical writings Cicero could 
sometimes deny the value of gloria, and there were philosophers 
(Epicureans above all) who seriously belittled it; but Cicero and 

1 E.g. T. f'rankt CAH viii. 330, with supporting miuepr-cseotations. 
1 The date of the law requiring s ,ooo enemy dead is not known; Val. Max. ii. 8. t 

attributes it tO the maiDrts, but it seems not to have been in force in 18o (Liv. xl. 38.8-g; 
however 'nullo bello gesto' is probably wrong, cf. Additional Note IV) ; Or06. v. 4·7 says 
that it was in force in 143. but his evidence cannot be trusted (cf. R. CombCs, lmpera/Qr 
(Paris, t966), 81 n. •sJ.J. S. Rich.ardson (]RS lxv ( t975), 6t- 2) argues that thelaw was 
passed soon after 18o. The fact that the reality of some victories was disputed (cf. Cato, 
OR? frr. 58, 94, 97) supports the view that senaton took <riumphs seriously. Tbe 
d.iffi.cu.lties of deciding whether a victory had been adequate increased when armies could 
not be brought home at the end of each season (cf. Liv. xxxi. 49-!rtt) . 

• vi. '5·8. 
•The calendar dates in the Augustan lists are as authentic as the names; cf. K. J. 

B<loch, 1/ffmisdtt Gtsthichu (B<rlin-Leipzig, 1926), 86. 
4 When the slave Chrysalus says in Plaut. Boalt. 1072-3 'sed, spc:ccatores, vos nunc ne 

miremini/ quod non triumpho: pervolgatum est, nil moror', the joke probably refers to a 
recent group of triumphs (F. Ritsc.hl, Parerga ~· Plautus und T tren~. i {Leipzig, 1845), 423-
7, and othen; the alternative explanalion offered by E. fraenkcl, Ekmtmi pl<wtini, 227, 
seems less likely); but a joke it is. U. Schlag, Rtgnum in StnaU. (Stuttgart, t(l68), <;>-<!), 
interpreu 'pervolgatum est' as a serious verdict on the triumphs of the whole period c. 204-
184 but her attemptto show lhat many of the triumphs of •oo-•9• were undeserved by 
previOUJ standards rests on mere assertion, as she virtually admitS (68). 

• Philipp, o.c. 66-9, Hellegou•uc'h, o.c. s&. In Cic. 1: .. ,,. 25 it is held somewhat 
inconsistent for a sapims to be glniae auidissimus. 
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Sallust very frequently mention laus and gloria as ends obviously 
desirable to Romans, and the theme was thought suitable not 
only for rousing speeches to juries and to the people, but also in 
philos-ophical and historical monographs and in private letters.1 

This attitude they present in various sophisticated forms, but its 
essence they inherited from the aristocrats of the second century 
and earlier. 

We must return to the time of the Italian wars of the years 
between 327 and 264. Were Roman aristocrats already as 
obsessed with fame as they seem to have been in the second 
century? Some scholars have claimed that individual achieve­
ment was not held to be of much importance at Rome until the 
second half of the second century, and that before that time there 
was an age in some sense or other without individualism.2 Vague 
though these claims are, they deserve some attention. The 
element of truth which they contain-the only one--is that 
aristocrats in the middle Republic generally did observe some 
moderation in the pursuit of power and recognized that. there 
must be limits to the individual's glory. (One man above all in the 
middle Republic showed himself reluctant to accept. these limits, 
Scipio Africanus, and he ended his career, par tly as a result, in 
the shadows. Marius was the first to build up the position of the 
im~rator in untraditional ways without suffering for it. )8 But there 
is nothing else to be said in favour of the view that the struggle for 
individual fame began only in t:he second century. An attempt to 
show that individual fame had no importance in the previous 
century by means of an analysis of the etymology of gloria led 
nowhere.4 Even if the etymology were known, it would be 

1 Speeches: Font. 35. Leg. Man. 1 • • ~rch. 26 (cf. '4• 29), Pis. 57• Mil. 97. Phil. i. 38, etc. 
Other genre$: De riff. ii. ·~5· Tusc. Disp. i. IO!j-10 (both quoted in pan in P· 22 n. 4). Sail. 
BC 7·3 {above, p. 17), Bj 1.3, 4.5-6, Cic. l'•m. v. 12, x. 26.3, Qf i. "43- ·h etc. See in 
general Knoche, o.c. 112- 14 { = Vom Selbrt«rstandnis du RO.W, 21-2) . Gre<k inAuences 
are of course detectabi< in both writers (o.n Sallust cf. P . Perrochat, Les Mod'ilts grecs tk 
Sal/us« {Paris, 1949), 53-4). bur it was nor from Greeks that they learned the importance 
of fame. 

2 J . H. Thiel, Dt RtJ der Pmaortlijkluid in tk·G<J<hitdmis der romeins<lu Rtpul>lilk {Groningen­
The Hague, 1930), 3-24, with emphasis on the Dt'f'hondtnhtidsbewust~ijn of the: aristocracy; 
Thiel was even ltd to write ( 14) that lraly was conquered not only by unknown soldiers 
and unknown centurions, buc b)• unknown com.manderS. Hi$ theory was accepted by H. 
Wagenvoort, &man Dynamism {Oxford, 1947), 62, Leeman, o.c. 128, 133; cf. V. PO.chl, 
Das G_,.nasium lxiii ( 1956}, 197; to11tra, for tihe period back to 264, A. Lippold, Consults, 84. 

3 On Scipio's persona see {e.g.) Lippold, 278-So, 3;8-6;. On Marius cf.j.-C. Richard, 
MEFR lxxvii ( o!)G;), 6!j-86. • Leeman, o.c. 124- 7· 
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irrelevant, for when the word first appears in Latin its meaning is 
independent and well developed. 

Of course political and social conditions did change between 
327 and the mid-second century. At the beginning of the period, 
when the leading plebeian families were stiln struggling to 
establish their claim to a share of political power, the patricians 
may have emphasized their family trees, even more than later 
nobiles, as the justification for their pretensions to office. However 
the efforts of the plebeian families to assert themselves, and the 
need for patrician families to reassert themselves in more 
competitive times, probably increased Rome's belligerence in 
the second half of the fourth century. War gave officers 
opportunities both to win personal distinction and to provide 
largesse for the soldiers. Intense struggle was still going on 
between patricians and plebeians in the last years of the Second 
Samnite War and the early years of the Third: it was only from 
306 that the Senate regularly began to vote triumphs for 
plebeians, and in M'. Curius Dentatus' tribunate (298?) the 
attempt of an interrex to refuse the consular candidacies of 
plebeians was only overcome with difficulty. Thus in the period 
of the Italian wars competition between the leading families in 
the state was already vigorous. Contemporary t•exts are almost 
non-existent, but there is scarcely any reason to suppose that the 
ideology of gloria was peculiarly plebeian, and no historian has 
succeeded in finding any difference between plebeian and 
patrician aristocrats concerning their attitudes towards war. No 
one would guess from the earliest Sdpionic elo,gium, that of Scipio 
Barbatus, the consul of 298,1 that individualism had yet to be 
invented. And Sallust (or a pseudo-Sallust, it makes no differ­
ence} claimed to quote the view of another patrician of the same 
period, Ap. Claudius Caecus (ems. 312) : 'fabrum esse suae 
quemque fortunae' .2 It could be authentic. 

That Laus and gloria were already attributes of great impor­
tance in the time of the I tali an wars is shown by the existence of 
the characteristic institutions previously discussed. Most ele­
ments of the aristocratic funeral described by Polybius are 

1 /LLRP 309. However most s.holars hold that this text was composed several decades 
at least aft<r Barbatus' death (F. Coarelli, DA vi (1972), 82"'97). 

1 Ep. ad C4e.s. i .1.2 ( ~ W. Morel, FPL, p. 6). For bibliography on this fragment cf. L. 
Herrmann, Hommages a Jean B4ytl {Brussels, 1964), 256-7. 
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certainly as old as that, notably the imagines and the public 
laudation.• The triumph may perhaps have grown more elab­
orate under Hellenistic influences, but it would be hard to name 
an element in the republican rite that is likely to have come from 
the Greek world in the early part of our period. 2 In the late fourth 
century the political system was already based on competition 
among aristocrats, in which personal and family reputation, as 
well as c/ientela, inevitably weighed heavily. There is no real 
evidence that aristocra ts of this period preferred anonymity to 
cover their successes in war, a.s some have suggested. 3 On the 
contrary: families preserved the memory of their earlie:r mem­
bers' deeds (with embellishments naturally) ; which implies that 
the leaders of Roman armies claimed credit for themselves, and 
were given it. In the mid-second century there probably was a 
certaiin sharpening of the rival:ry for office, with the result. that 
Polybius prophesied that this :rivalry would become excessive, 
and that 7) </>tAapxia Ka•' To Tijs ciBo~tas ovetOos, love of office 
and the shame of obscurity, would lead to a change tor the worse 
in the Roman state.5 But the certamen glariae was already an old 
tradi t ion. 

1 F. W. Walbank on Polyb. vi . 53·'· 53·4· 53· 7...S. Note especiall y the comrnentofDion. 
Hai. v. 17.3 Lhat 1he laudation was 'PwJ,Lo.(wv dpxui'ov ! Upt:IAa. 

t .-\ scholar who sougln for such i1\fiuen<:es deh!Cted one in the models of conquered 
cities which were c;:aJ'tied in Lriurtaphs (Liv. xxxvii. S9·:~): A. Br-uhl , tWEFR xlvi (1929), 
87-8. The toga pitf(j may have been a third-century innovational Rome (Feslus 228L; cf. 
L. B. Warren, JRS lx ( tg)o), 64), but the: appearance of something very like it in the 
Fra1\~oi..s Tomb makes this uncertain. 

3 The fact that in Cato'sOrigines, books IV- VI 1 (running from !.(64 to his own time), the 
author "'horum bcUorum duces non nominavit, sed sine nominibus res notavilt' (Nepos, 
Cato 3·:t-"4• cf. Plio. NHviii. 11 ) has sometimes been interpreted {e.g. by Thiel, o.c. 3) to 
mean that he adhered tO an and-individualist tradition. His intentions have been 
djscussed repeatedJy. The important points are rha' ( J) Cato was very fa.r (rom reticent in 
the Ori.gints about his own acti,oities (lf.RR2 frr. 92 :I$ Liv. xxxh•. J5.g : '"baud sane 
detractator laudum suarum .. . ' , 95, 106, l<>8} ; (2) he was unique among Roman writers 
in omitting generals' names. as far as is known (in spite ofF. BOmer~ SO xxix { 195'2), 39~ 
who after B. Niese and H. Peter (HRR i'. XL) argued that Cato'somission of na mes was a 
charaneristic o( early annalists ; but Naevi us, Pun. 34 Strzelecki = 34 \\!armington, shows 
no>hing of the k.ind, and Liv. x. 37· ' 4 ( = FGrH Bog Fr6) cannot be genera lived '"show 
that this was Fabius Pictor's practice, which it certainly was not (cf. F. 'vV. \<Valbank, CQ. 
xxxviii ( 1 94~). 2-3, A. Klocz, H"m" lxxx ( 195~), 331 , 334, V. La Bua. Filin()-Polihio, 
Siltn()-Diodorl> ( Palerl'nO, Jg66), J fl- 14 etc. )); (3) he remained acutely aware of his own 
lack of ancestors (Plu: Cat. Mai. r .2, D. Kienast, Cato der :(msor {Heidelberg, 1954), 
31-2). 

'H. Peter, HRR i'. XLIII-LIX. 
,) vi . 5 i ·5- 6· 
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The ideology of taus and gloria served some definite purposes. It 
was, obviously enough,. in the interests of the state that vigorous 
deeds of war should have great moral worth attached to them. 
But these attributes also had vital functions within Roman 
society, most clearly the function of distinguishing aristocrats 
from the rest of the citizens. The rank-and-file soldier could gain 
otficial recognition for prowess in battle, but taus and gloria, as far 
as we can see, were mainly the prerogatives of aristocrats. The 
mechanisms for spreading fame, the theatre and poetry as well as 
those already mentioned, were largely at their service.i Gloria 
helped to justifY the position of those in power, who were mainly 
nobiles, and truly fame is in a sense the basis of nobilitas. Again 
etymology as such is irrelevant,2 but the term nobilis had several 
interlocking meanings in republican Latin and meant not only 
men of a specific social rank-as is well known, the nobiles were in 
the Ciceronian period the descendants of consuls- but also 'the 
celebrated'.8 The political and social system was supported by 
the almost inevitable notions that glory was in!herited by sons 
from their fathers and was accumulated by distinguished 
families ;4 and it was supported in a more subtle way by the notion 
that inherited glory imposed a heavy obligation on the de­
scendants to perform great deeds of their own. 5 Hence the right 
balance, .from the point of view of the aristocracy, between 
inheritance and merit. 

For the individual aristocrat the harvest of reputation gath-
ered from war could have practical political advantages, helping 

' Cf. f. Coardli, DA iv-v ( 19;o-r ), o6o-o. 
tIn spite ofHeUegouarc'h, o .. c. 376, and others who have connected gloria and Mbilis. 
• Its pre-Ciceronian meaning is dispu1ed. but in the Lhjrd and second centuries MbililaJ 

was closely connce(ro with the possession of~ and the right to bequeath, imagine$. 
'Inheritance: Hellegouarc'h, o.c. 366, 377 (though not all his citations are relevant). 

For accumulation see JLLRP 3 r6 (next n.) . 
• IURP 3' 1 (rhe t/qgium of :a P. Cornelius Scipio, prob~bly the wn of Africanus) : 

' .. . bonos1 fama virtu~ue gloria atque ingenium, quibus sci in longa Jicuistt tibe utier 
vita faeile facteis supera.o;es glotiam rna.iorum .. . '; ILLRP 316 {the t/qgium of On. 
Cornelius Scipio HispanuS1 who died 5()0n afc.tr r39): 'virtutes generis mleis moribus 
accumulavi, progeniem genui, facta patris pctici~ maiorum optenui laudem ur sibei me 
esse creatum laereruur; !ltirpem nobilitavit honor~. Piau I. T n'n. 642 f. {the virtuous 
adultJccru Lysitc:les admonishes Lesbonicus): 'iran tandem hanc rnaiiores farnam tradi­
dcruot tibi rui,/ ut virtute eorum anreperta per flagicium perdc:res ?/ . .. LESB.: omnia 
ego istaec quae tu dixti sr-io, vel exsignavero,/ ut rem pauiam et gloriam maiorum 
foedarim meum', and so on for the res.t of the scene . The idea that inactivity and lack of 
achievements actually diminish a family's gloria namrally appealed to non·nobiks (cf. Cic. 
Mo<. rs-r;, Sail . 8] 8;.••- 3 (Marius speaking)). 
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him to win office. Closely connected with fame was the money 
which helped to spread and preserve it, by means, for example, of 
public buildingli constructed from booty.1 These financial bene­
fits gained from war, and thejr political uses, wiiJ be discussed in 
the following chapter. 

Nobiles can seldom have experienced great difficulty in 
winning the lower offices, the military tribunate and the 
quaesrorship (though competition for the latter must sometimes 
have been warm when there were still only four positions) ; and 
for a man whose ancestors had not held curule office or entered 
the Senate, powerful connections, well cultivated, mu.st usually 
have been the key.2 Though some of the great military heroes are 
known to have won military reputations early, 8 they usually 
possessed other sources of pol.itical strength. Yet it is implausible 
to suppose that either the elective or the non-elective m.ilitary 
tribunes were chosen without regard for their reputations as 
soldiers. The best-known election for this office is that of Marius, 
whose reputation as a soldier got him elected 'per omnis tribus' ;• 

· of course his talents were exceptional. However the case does 
show that the assembly was capable of taking account of a 
military reputation. He was surely not the first novus homfJ who 
achieved office by his known prowess in war; indeed the 
rewarding of such prowess with office accorded well with 
traditional Roman ideas, • and it was ex·pected of politically 
ambitious young men that: they would show ardor mentis ad 
l . 6 g on.a.m. 

For higher advancement our evidence is really no better until 
we come to the consulship. Pro Murena has already been quoted 
on the role of rei militaris gloria in winning this office, but a closer 
anaJysis is needed. The most sustained attempt to explain the 
consular elections of the best-documented part of our period, 

1 On the political advantages ofmanubial building cf. M.G. Morgan, Kliolv ( •973) , 
003. 

1 J\ rela tively well-known case is Cato, if Plu1arch is to be believed (C(ll. Mai. g. g) . 
, i\brcciJus~ five time-s c.onsuJ, seems to be such a case (PJu. J\1ou. 2 . J-2 has some 

circumstantial detail). 
• Sail. B) 63-3-4; Diod. xxxiv/xxxv. 38.1 does not outweigh this. 
'Nicolet, inJ.·P. Brisson (ed.), Problimes delaguem a Rome, 144~; but th·ee-<idence for 

this before the first ccnhary is thin-mo:st instructive is Liv: xxiii. ~3.5-6 (mC'rnbenhip of 
the :Senate for those "'ho had won awards for bravery) . 

'Again Cic. Dt off. ii. 45 and other passages cited by Knoche, o.c. 114 n. 68 ( = Vom 
SelbJiumlandnis der Romer, 22 n. 68) . 
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H . H. Scullard's Roman Politics, allows this factor very little 
weight.l However, not only do some famous careers show the 
effects of military repute very clearly, for example Africanus' 
election for 205, many other elections confirm its importance. 
The careers of praetors who celebrated triumphs offer a test-if 
military repute was important, hardly any triumphator should 
have lost a subsequent consular election.2 Receiving the vote of a 
triumph from the Senate was admittedly in itself a sign of 
political strength, but triumphs do not seem to have been refused 
for purely political reasons as often as one might suppose.3 In the 
years between 22 7 and 79 fifteen out of nineteen securely attested 
praetorian triumphatores reached the consulship-a very high 
ratio--and one or perhaps more of the four exceptions may have 
died before their turns came. 4 The praetorian triumph was a 
relatively rare event, but it reveals the practical value of the 
repute enjoyed by successful commanders. The celebration of an 
ovatiiJ also increased the likelihood that a man would succeed in 
winning the consulship. 

A new investigation of consular elections in the middle 
Republic, which would be well worth while, ought also to 
consider the effects of military reputation in elections in which viri 
triumphales were not involved. For example: when L. Cornelius 
Lentulus who had been a highly successful general in Spain from 
206 to 201,5 but had not held the praetorship, was elected to the 
consulship of 199, it is likely that he owed his victory over the 
other patrician candidates in good part to his performance as an 
army commander.• Similarly C. Cornelius Cethegus may well 

1 I tis stated that 'distinction in oratory or law ranked ·with nobility of birth and military 
service [sii) as one of three claims to the consulship' ( t6), the evidence cited being 
Ciceronian. But in the- body of the book military distinction is mentioned only 
exceptionally (283). 

• C r. Clc:. ll4ur. r5 : 'pat~r (l.. Licinius Murt:na. REno. 122), .-:um ampli~imr. atquC": 
hones.tissime ex praetura triumphasset, hoc faciliort.m hu.ic gradum coruuJatu:; adipis­
cendi reliquit quod is iarn jJdtri fkbiJus a filio pc:tebatur'. 

'T.he refusal suffered by C. Ciccreius (pr. t73) (Liv. xiii. 2 t.ll-7) may be attributable to 
his origins, which were exceptionally lowly by consular standards-the record of his 
triumph in mont. Alba~» in the acta triU171fJhalia (ln.scr. Jt. xiii. t. pp. 8o-1) includes the 
notation 'qui scriba fucrat' (on this status cf. \Viseman, New ~wen, 73)· 

• See Additional Note "'· 
'Liv. xxxi. 20 etc. 
'Exhaustive analysis of chis and othe.r cases would take too much space. On the 

patrician candidates for t99 see H. H. Scullard, &man PolitiCJ, 282-3, but of those he lists 
only L. Aemilius Papus (pr. 205), M. Fabius Buteo ( /". 20 t), P. Cornelius L<:ntulus 
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have been helped to the consul.ship of 197 by his victory in Spain 
in 200. Of the candidates for 19·2 two, L. Flamininus and P. Scipio 
Nasica, were the centre of attention, the reason being that they 
were both patricians, 'and fresh military glory strengthened the 
candidacy of each' ('utrumque commendabat') .1 The campaign 
was inflamed by the contest between T. Flamininus on one side 
and Scipio Africanus on the other- 'Scipio's glory was greater, 
and so much the more liable to envy; Flamininus' was more 
recent, since he had triumphed that year' . 2 L. Flamininus was 
elected for 192, Nasica for 191. It goes without saying that many 
other factors were important in consular elections, but in 
determining both which members of the nobilitas obtained the 
consulship, and which few outsiders did, a good reputation 
gained in war could be of decisive value. It would be reasonable 
to suppose that this factor declined somewhat in importance 
during the second century; to the legal expert M'. Manitius (cos. 
1 49) may belong the distinction of being the first consul elected in 
spite of demonstrable military incompetence. 3 

Given the desirability of fame acquired in war, it would not be 
surprising to find Roman aristocrats bellicose in their behaviour 
towards foreign states. In reality the certamen gloriae had complex 
effects. It did make aristocrats more bellicose, and many 
particular cases are known when one or both of the consuls 
Caud:inus (pr. 203), and P. Quinctilius Varus (pr. 203) are at all likely to have been 
candidaLes. Scullard (9~--6) attributes L. L·enrulus' elecLionto rhe powet of his 'Claudian­
Serviiian group' and the support of the candidate's brother Cn., cos. 20 t ) while noting that 
L. 'had several years of efficient service in Spain to his c•·edit' (283). U. Briscoe, A 
Comm.mtary• on Li'!)l, Books XXXI- XXXI/J (Oxford, 1973), 32, makes these rwo Lenmli 
members of his 'Fulvian) group.) Cn. Lemulus' influence must have been felt> but the 
powelr of these 'groups' ln the eJection is. purely hypothetical. African us may have bt.en 
antagonistic coL. LentuJus' candidacy {for this there is some cvidenc<, though Lcntulus 
presided over Africanus) election 10 the censorship, Liv. xxxii. J.J -'2). but any further 
spccu.lations arc idle. On the-other hand L. Lemu)us' military reputation surpassed that of 
any of che othel' patrician candidates. AU this is by way of example. 

1 Liv. x.xxv. 10.4. 
1 Liv. xxxv. 10 .5 (but it is possible rhu this and the following description in Livy may 

merely be the pl'oducL of annalisrs' imaginations). Discussing the inf1uences at work in 
consular elections, A. E. As[in (Scipio Aemilianus, 28-g) rightly mentions dUs as an instance 
in which :military abiliry' counted for something; but L.ivy's emphasi$ on 'rei militaris 
gloria~ is probably more accurate. 

, cr. Astin) o.c. 5 )· It would be intel'eSiing tO know more abouL the successful eJection 
campaign ofL. Hostilius Mancinus (cos. 145)> who explained his own roJe in the e-apcure 
of Canhage ro audiences in the forum~ \'\'ith vi sua) aids, and by this com-ita-s~ so ir is said, 
won election {Plin. NH xxxv. 23). Military achievemenrs could still be electorally 
imp<;>rrant in the very late Republic : cr: T . P. Wiseman, JRS lvi ( r¢6), :r 14. 
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showed themselves to be powerful influences in favour of war 
during their years of office-for example, in 264, :200, 194, 17:2, 
and 1 1 o. 1 These and similar cases make it clear that the chief 
magistrates of the state frequently allowed their pe~:sonal interests 
to influence their own views on state policy. However the 
aristocracy's collective idea of the interests of the res publica did 
much to keep the struggle for glory within bounds, so that 
simultaneous campaigning on too many fronts was avoided and 
Rome's expansion was usually carried out cautiously. And since 
commands in certain wars were jealously competed for, the 
certamen gloriae could actually favour the ending of a war-for a 
commander liked to gain the credit for successfully completing a 
war (in part because this meant a better chance of a triumph). 
This encouraged M. Atilius Regulus to try to make terms with 
Carthage in 2.').'), Flamin:inus to make peace with Philip V in 197, 
M. Claudius Marcellus to seek peace in Spain in 152, and Sp. 
Postumius Albin us to do so in Numidia in 110.2 None the less the 
central point should be clear: the ideology of taus and gloria was 
such that it required the opportunities offered by war to be more 
or less continually available. It would be paradoxical in the 
extreme if Rome, thus constituted, did not often pursue ag­
gressive policies towards other states. 

Roman aristocrats felt other powerful imperatives besides 
those of laus and gloria (though none perhaps that was as 
obviously and regularly relevant to decisions about war). The 
important economic imperatives will be discussed in the next 
chapter. Some comments have already been made about uirtus, a 
concept which retained strong military connections during our 
period. Fides, by contrast, has sometimes been portrayed as an 
influence somehow or other contrary to Rome's d:rive to expand 
its power.3 It is true that.fides may have helped to restrain Rome 
from attacking a state with which it had a formal or informal 
agreement (though it did not always succeed in so doing) ; but 

.fides was most often invoked in foreign affairs for a quite different 
purpose, to justify armed intervention on behalf of a state to 

1 These c-ases are discussed in chaprer V. 
' 255: Polyb. i. 31 ·4 (probably to be preferred to the versions of tl•e other sources, in 

spiteofWalbank ad loc.). tg; :seebelow, p. 141. On t52: App. lbtr. 49· On no: Sail. B] 
36.1 , 3 7·3· See also Polyb. xxxviii . 8.2-4, and on Scipio Africanus in 20 2 below, p. 138. 

• J. Heurgon in J.-P. Brisson (ed.), Pr•bltmts dt Ia gume a R•me, 31-2. 
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which Rome was bound. 1 It could be used in utterly specious 
ways, for example to justify helping the Mamertines in 264.2 lt 
certainly was not an ideal which tended generally to restrain 
Rome from going to war. 

Absent from the quite long list of 'abstract' terms to which the 
Romans of the third and second centuries are known to have paid 
communal attention---concordia, salus, victoria, spes, fides, honos, 
mens, virtus, pietas, and others-are pa.x al!ld related ideas. s The 
Romans seem in any •Case to have conceived of pax as a condition 
·that could only result from successful war; and no one would infer 
from the fact that res placida seems to have been one of the claims 
traditionally made by the returning general' that the Romans 
were reluctant warriors. In the Roman literature of this period, 
in spite of negative comment about war in the Annates of 
Enniuss- a work devoted to celebrating Rome's victories-the re 
is scarcely a trace of that craving for peace which can be 
encountered (in company with a glorification of successful war) 
in the Hellenistic world.• To transfer Cicero's most idealistic 

1 This fact is neglected by M. Merten in her study, Fidu R•m•na bti LioiuJ idiss. 
Frankfur<-a.-M .. 1<)65). 

2 On 264 note Hiero>s cornplainL, Diod. xx.ii_i. r.4 : ' Pwp..aCol S€ fJpvAoUII'rtS -rO ~'?s 
-nta'Ttws Ovol-'a ... 

'The figure sometimes identified as Pax on thed(nan·lls-type of c. 128~ M. H. Crawford. 
RRC no. 262/ 1. is someone el..se. ptesumably.Juno Regin<ll. No one could have recognized 
her as .Pax from her supposed olive-branch; and on che later republican coins sho~A~ing 
olive-branches, they arc offered by fOrc.ignen as tokens of submission. 

• Cf. Plaut. PerJ. 753- 4 {'hostibu~ victis. civil)u' salvis, re placida, pacibu· perfeclis,/ 
ibello exstincto, re lxne gt$ta . , .' ), Por.n. 5'24• TfU,. 75 ('re placida atquc otiosa. vtcris 
!lostibus') . · 

• Ann. o66-7V : ' postquam d iscordia taelta/ belli ferratos postes portasque refregit' (on 
<he difficul<ies of interpretal1on cf. E. Fraenkel, ]RS xn v ( 1945), 12- 13). With disto-rdia 
Jatlra bdli cf. Hom. II. xiv. 38-g .. The fragments do not mak.e Ennius' attitude entirely d ear. 
H . D. Jocelyn (ANRW i. 2.1015) writes of his 'less I han to tal acceptance of the military 
'Virtues'. but scarcely justifies this view. In any case Arm. 268-73 V (' . .. pellitur e rnedio 
:sapientia, vi geritur res,/ spcmitur orator bonw, horridus miles amatur . . .') (cf. Ann. 
181 V for the comrast berween bellum and sapimtia) is not to be recklessly generalized~ with 
H. E. S1ier, WaC vii ( 1941 ), 13 n. 17, as the Roman ani tude. Obviously ' pellitur e medio 
:sapientia• i$ not a Roman ariscocrat's conception of what happened in the Senate when 
war was decided1 and G. Pa.scuccl persuasively argues that these )jnes refer to the 
Carthaginians and thd r attack on Saguntum (i.n P~sia latina in frammenti, Univ. di 
Genova, Fac. di Leu ere, 1974. 11 1- 5). It wa.. characteristic ofEnnius 1ha1 he added book 
XVI 10 the .4nnak s out of admiration for the courag-e of a certain pair of brothers 
(according to Plin. N H vii. tOt ) . 

'On this cf. M. Rostovtzeff, SEHH111192-3, 1356-9, D . Loenen, PoletrU!s (Mtd. Nultrl. 
AW. xvi no. 3 (1953)), 74-7, P. Leveque in J.-P. Vernan1 (ed.), Problm.u dtlagtNTTttn 
Crtu onciln11t (Paris- The Hague, 1968), o8o. 
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sentiments about war ('wars arc to be undertaken for the purpose 
ofliving in peace without injustice ... ')to the Romans in general 
and back to 264 B.c.1 is a cardinal error of method. Negative 
theoretical statements about war probably became more and 
more audible to the most highly educated Roman aristocrats of 
the latter half of the second century, with Panaetius probably 
(though it cannot be proved) making a contribution. But no 
,effects can be detected. 2 The bloody-handed Sulla, it has recently 
been argued, was the first Roman to propagandize among 
Roman citizens •about pax, pax between Roman citizens.3 At 
aboutthe same period the doctrines ofEpicurus first began to win 
wide acceptance in Italy. In Cicero's generation peace, and not 
only peace between citizens, begins to be an ideal accepted in 
varying degrees by a significant number of upper-class Romans.4 

Until late in our period! reluctance to go to war on the part of 
individual aristocrats seems to be almost unknown. A change 
could be seen in 151. Polybius describes the response to the 
prospect of a difficult campaign against the Celtiberians: an 
'Unexpected terror attacked the young men, so that not enough 
volunteers came forward to be military tribunes, though pre­
viously, he says, many times too many suitable candidates for the 
available places had customarily come forward ; the legates also 
refused to serve; the reasons for all this being the unpleasant 
:reports of the previous campaign and the fact that M. Marcellus 
(cos. 152) himself was frig.htened by the war. Scipio Aemilianus 
saved the situation.s Polybius' account of this incident must in the 
main be accepted,6 and so must his assertion that it was utterly 
unlike the usual Roman response to forthcoming campaigns. 

1 Asdid M. Gdzcr,Hmnes lxviii (1933), 137 {-Bibl.]. 
't$r.'Aa.v8p(J)1f{o, and ·7tpq.&r'r]s are irrelevant here: since {in the Roman view) they could 

·only be applied in internatiooal affairs to the defeated. On the question of humtJnita.s in the 
stcood century cf. A. £. Astin, S<ipio Aemilianus, 302~. G. Perl, J'hi/ologus ex vii ( 1973), 
esp. ;g~• . 64-5. 

• S. W~in>to~k, Div•s J•lius (O>cl'or<l, 1971 ), ~67. 
4 Leaving aside philosophical texts one notes, e.g., bow Ciccn.l finds it reprehensible 

that Metellus Cele:r (to.t. 6o) does not greatly rejoice that olium is aonounced from Ga.ul­
'cupit, credo .. triumphare' (Att. i. 20 .5}. For pax as a praiseworthy aim in an official tex.t see 
C/L i'. 208o, line 19 (;8 B.c.) . Lucretius eloquently beg> Venus for peace in i. 29- 40. 

6 Polyb. xxx.v. 4; also Liv. P". 48, Val. Max. iii. 2.6! Oros. iv. ~t .. l. 
• Though hi! account of Aemilianus' role is obviously t.endenliou:; ; and his c;ommenL on 

Marcellus also lacks credibility (A. E. Astin, Scipio A<milianus, 4o-4o), and must derive 
from Scipionic propaganda. 
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Reluctance to go to Spain may have been increased by the 
expectation that there would soon be opportunities for military 
tribunes to serve in a much more attractive campaign against 
Carthage. It is to be noted that uacatio militiae was not a privilege 
mu·ch sought by aristocrats, as far as we can tell. Exemption from 
military duty was a righ t of the pontifices and augurs (and perhaps 
their children), 1 probably more because of taboo than because of 
their duties, but ifthe right was used we do not hear of it. Young 
members of these colleges seem to have normal careers.2 

It is equally difficult to find much reluctance to go to war on 
the part of imperium-holding magistrates. Some of the second­
century consuls who achieved nothing memorabile, in Livy's 
opinion, during a year's campaign in Liguria may have lacked 
enthusiasm for warfare. T hn;c of the ptactors of 176, the oue 
assigned to Sardinia and the two assigned to the Spanish 
provinces, asked to be excused from their commands, an 
unparalleled incident which. Livy leaves somewhat olbscure.3 It 
may have been peace rather than war which they found 
unattractive.4 However, from the 150s it became commoner for 
one of the consuls to pass his year of office without going to war ; 
the most important reason was probably the difficulty of 
recruiting legionaries, but a decline in enthusiasm on (he part of 

1 Cf. Mommscn. R. Suzacsrecht, iii. 24:.l- 3. 
t F'or certain individuals of equcsttrian standiog exemption fTom m·ilitary service 

appea~ as a privilege in 2 15 (Liv. xxiii. 49.1 -3) and 186 (xxxix. '9 ·4) . C .. Nico!e1 has 
argued~ however, that the ordo eqll.tsler as a whole maintained its interest in rmWtary service. 
in the second c.entury (in J.· P. Brisson (ed.}, Pr<Jbltme.s a'e la gUlrre d Rome, 124-33) . 

3 Liv. xli. 15.6-10, ef. 27.2, xlii. 32. 1-3, OR.!"' p. 83. H. H. Sculla rd (Roman Politics, 189) 
lamclr sugge-sts rhat the incidem occurred because of 'the growing indcp~ndcnce of some 
of the younger men against the Senate'. The Sardinian praetor argued in the Senate. that 
it would be inefficient to replace the present governor (Ti. Scmprooius Graax:hus}~ but the 
details at least of this argument were probably invented by an annalist {cf. above, 
pp. 6-7) . T he Spanish praetors claimed to be prevented frorn going by sacrificial 
obligations., which only occurred to the second after the first had won h:is point in the 
Senate. l t may not be irrelevant that the consuJs had obtained exceptionally ba.d omens 
(Liv. xli. ' •l·'7- IJ.4}) but Lhe sacriftces were probably pretexts (cf. F. Miinzerl Rilnu:sthc 
AdtlJpart~iui, 221 , and next n.) . 

4 M. PopiUius Laena.s, IJH: Sardinian praetor, CQ.$. 173 and lr. mil. in the Third 
Macedoni<~n \Vart could not be accu!ied of having a pacific nature. P. Licinius Cra~us 
suceessfuUy sought the cornmand against Perseus in his consulship in 17 J . }\>f. Cornelius 
Scipio is liule known- but twoyearslacer he was expeUcd from the-Senate (liv. xJjj . 27.2). 
Though the exact chronology cannot be known, most of the fighting may have been over 
b y the spring of 176 (cf. Liv. xli. 17.1 -!;). Spain bad bc.en relatively pea.ceful since. the 
treaty Gracchus had made "'ith the CeJtibetians in 1 78. 
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the consuls themselves may have been partly responsible. The 
Jugurthine War illustrates several of the various attitudes that 
were to be found in the Senate by that time. Some senators 
wanted to go to war on behalf of Adherbal in 1 12, but the 
supporters of Jugurtha-for whatever motive-prevented it 
until the king had defied the embassy of Aemilius Scaurus. The 
consul Calpurnius Bestia made peace in 11 1 after a brief 
campaign, either because he was bribed by Jugurtha (so Sallust) 
or out of policy (so some modern scholars). The war was 
reopened in 11 o, the crucial factor being that one of the consuls 
(Sp. Posrumius Albinus) was, according to Sallus.t, 'greedy to 
wage war' ; but he was one of those commanders already 
mentioned who tried to complete the war on terms for the benefit 
of his own prestige. Having failed in this, he left his brother Aulus 
.in command of the army in Numidia. When Aulus was defeated 
by Jugurtha and forced to surrender, Spurius, in fear of the 
resulting inuidia, 'fervently desired to pursue Jugurtha' . His 
successor Caecilius Metellus, vir acer, pursued the war in vigorous 
fashion. Finally the war gave the great opportunity to a novus lwmo 
who was, according to Sallust's somewhat flattering description, 
'a spirit heroic in war but moderate at home, who spurned lust 
and riches and was greedy only for glory' .I 

Finally, how did Roman aristocrats view the grimmest 
realities of the battlefield and the captured city, realities which 
until the last years of the second century they almost all knew at 
first hand? Heinze, in order to show that the Romans were not 
'kriegslustig', argued that they did not love hand-to-hand 
combat itself. 2 This is in interesting contrast with what Polybius 
and Sallust have to say. 'Many Romans', says the former, 'have 
willingly fought in single combat ( ip.ovop.ax"'aav) to decide a 
whole battle, many have chosen certain death . . .' 3 'Each man 
hastened to strike an enemy, to climb a rampart, to be seen in the 
doing of such a deed . .. ', says Sallust, generalizing about the 
period before 146.4 Combat-by-champions was an important 
tradition at Rome which was fullv alive in the mid-second cen-, 

1 The pas.ages q"oted are Salt. B) 35·3· 39·5· 6p. 
1 Above, p. 16. 
1 vi. 54·4 ; cf. fr. 1gB-W. 
'BC 7.6 (cf. 9-4). 
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lllry, and still retained some strength in the first. 1 The difficul­
ties of interpretation are considerable, but the tradition clearly 
testified to the admiration that was accorded to the personal 
heroism and pe.rsonal fighting ability of the aristocrat. This is of 
course in tune with the renown which belonged to the winner of 
the rarest of all honours, the spolia opima. Similarly the first man to 
climb a rampart, singled out by Sallust, is an aggressively heroic 
figure . 

To turn to more normal fighting, the impossibility of gener­
alizing about aristocratic comportment in battle is almost 
complete. None of the sources on our period can be trusted in a 
battle-narrative except Polybius, and even hls details are often 
open to question. And even when we find a consul engaged in 
hand-to-hand fighting, it may be much against his will. But the 
suggestion that officers tended to keep out of actual combat' is 
not , for most of our period, convincing. The commander, it 
seems, was generally protected by a surrounding swarm of 
Roman soldiers, except in severe defea ts.3 But the tribunes, not to 
speak of the young aristocrats who had yet to reach this rank, 
cannot have had such an advantage. Indeed in ancient con­
ditions it was scarcely possible for the tribunes to maintain any 
influence over the course of battle, once it had begun, without 

' L<sendaryc.uo : th< Honui and Curiotii. 1... Siccim O.:ncat.n I" · pl. ~54) (che ca~ of 
Horatius Cocl~ which P~ybius rcrouno in vi. 55· is $0111ewhat different). ~mi· 
legendary: T. Manlius Torquattu in r. 361, his homonymotn son in 340. :.1. Va!(rius 
Con-us in 349 (forche sourceuee MRR i. • cg, 13&-7. 129). Historic .• dcases (nodoubc -..·ith 
fictional additions in mo.s1 sourtes.on m<:J61 cases): ~1. Claudius .Mar<:t'lfus (Piu . • Ware. 2'. 1. 

a pa..ing allusion). C laudius Ao~llus (presumably identical with Ti. Claudius Ascllus.p.. 
2o6) (l.iv. xxiii. 46.t:>-4].18). T . Quincuus Cri.spinus who killed the C..mparuan Badius 
(l.iv. xxv. 18.3-1 5}, M. Scrvilius Pulex Cerninus (w. 202) (he dairned 10 ha,·r foughc no 
fewn- 1hiln tw<ncy·three single comb<lu, Liv. xlv. 39-1&-19. Plu. A,.._ 3 t.2; he io 
commemora1«1 on tk•mr of c. 127 (:.!: . H . Cra,.-ford, RRC no. 26.tl t ) and c. tOO 
(Cnowford 327{1)), Scipio Amtilianus (Polyb. >Otn". ~~and C>tMr JOurccs list«< by A. E. 
Astin.Snpi• Alailintu, 46 n . i ; Polyb. fr. 68-W reporu the ruooncd opposition of sorn.cof 
Scipio's colleagucs). T he fictional accounc of comb<lc b<t,.·cen H annibal and Scipio 
Africanus ac Zama given in App. Lib. 4:> may be a $lory dating from the second century 
B.c tcf- De Sanctis. SR iii. 2.6o3). Manus and puhapo P. l.icinius Crassus (cos. 97) 
prudently refused such invicauon• (From. Stmt. iv. 7-5• Diod. xxxvii. 23)- J . Harmand, 
L'Armk tt/tJq/d/Jui Romt (Paris. 1967), 397. is somewhac mislead eng on I he first ccncury. 
The ,..hoie topic d«<rv<S a scholarly article; cf. F. Munzrr. R.,iJcht Atklsparlti••, 227, 
J. J. Chick, :ltld CltUJita vii ( t964), 25-31. [Postseript: SeeS. P. Oaklcy,CQ xxxv 
( 1!)85), 392- 410. who adds some good second-<:<ntury iwtanca] . 

' C. \'<ith inj.K romayer-C. Veith, Htnw<Sm -a4 Kritff"~ tin Griutu. rm.tl RO.n 
(~1unich. 1928). 439"""40 (but he is quite guard<d) . 

'="Ole especially Pol)·b. vi. 3'-3 and u an example cf iii. ~~~ end. 
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being very near to the fighting itself (but they will of course have 
benefited from having at their disposal the best horses and the 
best armeur) . The much-scarred bodies of certain veteran 
officers are some indication of the part this class of person often 
played in combat. More indicative still , if we could only discover 
it, would be the casualty rate. What were the chances oflosing 
one's life during the ten s.tipendia? Consular war-deaths were rare, 
except during the hardest period of the Hannibalic War when 
twelve men of consular rank lost their lives in the space of ten 
years, but certain indjcations (not clear ones, it must be 
admitted) suggest that two or three tribunes out of the twelve 
who served in a pair of legions may quite commonly have lost 
their lives in the most severe battle of a campaign.1 

In the next section something will be said about the relative 
brutality of Roman war-methods {which is not to be exag­
gerated, but not to be ignored either). This was to some extent 
the result of policy, aristocratic policy. Particular acts of 
frightfulness do not perhaps reveal very much about the Roman 
ethos which we are investigating. Yet it was one of the most 
enlightened leaders of second-century Rome, Scipio Aemilianus, 
who-among other brutalities-<:ut ofl' the hands of 400 

rebelliously-inclined young men ofLutia in Spain.2 It cannot be 
denied that very many Roman aristocrats seem to have been able 
to order or permit such acts of horror. The continuous train of 
wars in our period created no known distaste or revulsion among 
them. s Not for them any feelings of melancholy at the battle won. 

What bearing do these facts have on Rome's attitudes towards 
particular wars? A more complete answer will be given later. It is 
in theory conceivable that the ideology of laus and gloria was 
merely a useful response to a prolonged series of external 
situations which forced Rome to go to war. The reason why I 
have not so far said much about the important place occupied by 
victoria in Roman thought is that anyone who goes to war wishes 

1 In such rare notices as Liv. xxx. 18.14- 1 !), x.xxiii. ~2.8) 36·!"h xxx:v. 5.14 I tak~ it that 
the named casualties are an a uthentic element, but probably the only one. Usually Livy 
does not specify tribunician casualties, whcLhcr few or many. lo thoe above case.t three, 
two. two and three tribunes respectively were killed, these probably being the casualties 
from among the 1welve tribunes. of 1wo legions. 'App. /Do-. 94· 

1 On AcmiJianus' famous tears at the destruction of Carthage cf. A. £. Ascin, Scipio 
Atmilianus, 282. 
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to win. In other words, the ideas and practices concerning victoria 
which we know existed in third- and second-century Rome could 
conceivably have existed in a state which fought wars only with 
great reluctance. The question is whether the social ethos I have 
been describing was created by circumstances external to the 
Roman state, or whether Rome's distinctive behaviour towards 
foreign states resulted from the social ethos. Of course the 
dilemma is not as sharp as this, for social ethos and external 
circumstances worked on each other. The regular train of wars, 
continuing even in times when the Roman state was not seriously 
threatened from without, shows the importance of the social 
etho-s; and even the Romans themselves, as will appear in 
chapter V, did not feel themselves driven into war by external 
circumstances as often as is commonly supposed by historians. 
Furthermore, much of the social ethos concerning war is, as we 
have seen, explicable in purely internal Roman terms. 

It does not follow from all this that Rome eagerly sought to 
make war on every possible occasion-<>n the contrary, the 
Senate usually showed great caution in avoiding too many 
simultaneous commitments. But we do know that Roman 
aristocrats had strong reasons to allow disputes and conflicts of 
interest between Rome and other states to gTOw into war. 

2. THE CITIZENS AND WAR 

Aristocratic though the Roman state was, the political system 
allowed the ordinary citizens some influence over foreign policy. 
The most important of the powers reserved to the Roman people, 
says Polybius, is ' to deliberate about peace and war. Further it is 
the people who ratify or disapprove alliances, peace-agreements, 
and treaties.' 1 In reality, as Polybius knew, the effective decisions 
were almost always made in the Senate. No case is known in 
which a senatorial decision to make war was successfully resisted 
by the people, and even formal war-votes may have ceased not 
long after Polybius wrote.2 The people probably did have a 
recognized claim, at least through most of our period, to ratify or 
reject formal treaties, but they very seldom succeeded in altering 

1 vi. 14. 1o-1 J. h is not neces.sary to repeat here the weiJ-known facts about un· 
democratic. voting procedures of chc Roman assemblies. 

2 On wa.r·votes in the comitia r.enfuriata sec AdditionaJ Note vm. 
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the terms. 1 They had no power over the conduct of negotiations 
with foreign states, and no formal control over the continuation 
of a war once it had been started. However the Senate did not 
make its decisions about peace and war in entire disregard of the 
rest of the citizen body and then simply obtain automatic 
approval. In 264, in 241, in 222, and in 200, and probably on 
some less important occasions as well , there were disagreements 
abour such issues, disputes (broadly speaking) between Senate 
and people.2 Though the people's direct power declined some­
what after the Hannibalic War, ordinary citizens in the category 
of assidui came to exercise an important influence over external 
policy in the second century by means of their willingness or 
unwillingness to serve in person in particular wars. From the r6os 
at least, recruiting considerations must have entered into 
senatorial thinking. Later, in the Jugunhine War, we can see 
how citizens outside the aristocracy could in certain circum­
stances have a strong influence on external policy. 

How bellicose then were ordinary Roman citizens? Was it 
against their will that they were conscripted for campaigns whose 
purpose may have been hard to perceive? Was it obedience to the 
stern demands of patriotism that drove them to serve? Or did 
they, like many aristocrats, find warfare in some ways an 
attractive alternative to their civilian existence? Historians have 
sometimes suggested that ordinary citizens were opposed to the 
more aggressive kind of Roman imperialism, a but in the sources 
this is far from clear. On the few known occasions when Senate 
and people (or predominant secrions of them) differed over 
foreign policy, it was not generally the Senate which was more 
aggressive' (the initial refusal of the assembly to vote war against 
Philip V in 200 being an exception not difficult to explain}. When 
the aggressive praetor M'. luventius Thalna wished to start a war 
against Rhodes in 167 he appealed in the first place not to the 
Senate or consuls, but to the assembly.5 No popular leader is 

~The .eomitia lributa normally vottd on pe.ace treaties (Mommsen, R. StaatrrtchJ, iii. 34o-
1l· The assembly rejected the f><aCC made by C. Lutatius with Canhage in 241 (Poly b. i. 
63.1- 3), presumably •• not being severe or profitable enough. 

1 On 222 see Plu. Marc. 6.2. 
1 A.J. 1"oynbet!, Hanniba[>s L(gacy, ii. 9!)-6 (the reluctance ofsecond...c_enrury peasants 

tO enlist ' for the mai ntenance and extension of an empire') . 
' Cf. H. H. Scullard, Roman Politics, 29-30. 
• Polyb. xxx . +·4~. Diod. xxxi. !>·3· Liv. xlv. 21.1 - 4. 
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known to have raised his voice against war untjl Licinius Macer's 
tribunate in 73.1 

The surviving literature provides little direct information 
about popular attitudes towards war. The political exploitation 
of fame earned in warfare supports the view that successful war 
was strongly approved, which is scarcely surprising. More impor­
tant is the value evidently attached by ordinary citizens to acts of 
valour by ordinary soldiers. The system of battle honours stimu­
lates not only those who see them awarded, sa.ys Polybius, but also 
those who remain at home. Those who win them become famous, 
take the places of honour in processions when they return home, 
and put up their spoils i.n conspicuous places in their houses.2 

For further information, Plautus is the most interesting author, 
since in spite of aristocratic patronage he comes nearest to 
reflecting popular feeling. He does not celebrate military glory­
far from it-but he does seem to speak to an audience quite 
preoccupied with war. When in the A.mphitruo the slave Sosia 
describes the hero's victory over the Teloboae, one is led to 
suspect that the very lengthy battle-narrative, all put in Roman 
language, had a strong and direct appeal to the audience. 3 

Plautus' writing, as many have noticed, is shot through with 
military metaphors, often of a specifically Roman kind.4 It is 
significant that at the end of the Plautine prologue, the speaker 
commonly wishes the audience well in one particular respect­
that they should be successful in war.5 More will be said later of 
Plautus' frequent allusions to the most regular benefit ordinary 
soldiers gained from war, namely booty. 

1 Sail. Hist. iii. 48. l'j-18. However such sentimenu had probably been heard in the 
period since '5' (sec below) . 

'.A summary of vi. 39.8-r r. N:otc also vi. 37· r 3: one oflhe reason• for the stubbnrnne,. 
of Roman soldiers in battle. is that a man who has lost his shield or sword desperately tries 
to rttover it rather than suffer TJ1~o~trp6S,.,Aov alaxaJVTJII . . . KB·~ T'J}v .,.w., olKE{wv UPpnr. 

'Amph. 188-o62. E. Fraenkel fell an overwhelming violence in these lines (Piautinischls 
im PlaulliS, 350 e E/nnrnti plauti11i, 333). . 

' Cf. Fraenkcl, Elmun1i plauti'ni, 223-<;, R. Perna, L'origi,.lita di Plauto (Bari, 1955), 
179-203, P. P. Spranger, HiJ~rittht U"ttrsuthungtn ~u dm Sklaotnftgurtn d1J Plilutus u"d 
Ttrenl (Wiesbaden, rg6r ), 41. The presence of military characters would nol by itsdfbe 
significant, since they are common in New Comedy. 

'A.sin. 15, Capt. 6r8, Cas. 87--1!, Rud. 82, Cin. 197--•o• (but this was certainly produced 
during the Hannibalic War). However in Amph. 3• Mercury claims to bring the audience 
the gift of pax (a 1opical reference according to H . .Janne, RJJPhH xii (1933), 516}. 
According to Amph. 4,1-5, tragic prologues had been pronounced on the Roman stage in 
which Neptunus, Vinus, Victoria, Mars, and Bellona had recounted their benefactions to 
the Roman people. ob\'iously military successes in every case. 
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The crucial evidence, however, for ordinary citizens' attitudes 
towards war concerns the legionary levy. War-decisions often 
committed a large proportion of d1e assidui to take up arms. 
Writing before the '9'4 war, De Sanctis argued that the 
proportion who took the field even to provide the two legions of 
the fourth century was extraordinarily high, higher than the 
proportion ever mobilized in any modem state.1 In fact all 
Roman census totals down to 265/4 are in the highest degree 
suspect,2 but when we begin to have trustworthy figures they 
seem to reveal (in spite of the problems of interpretation) a 
remarkably high level of participation in the legions. If we accept 
the totals for the period 252 to 223, the earliest ones which have a 
good chance of being correct, and if we accept Brunt's argument 
that at the beginning of the Hannibalic War the · assidui 
comprised about 42 to 44 per cent of the iuniores, the Roman state 
habitually mobilized, to form the four consular legions, between 
18 and 24 per cent of the eligible iuniores.s This implies six or seven 
campaigns as the average life-term service of the assiduus. The 
number was much higher for those who liv:ed during the 
Hannibalic War and survived in a physical condition to serve 
longer. During the second century the number of Roman citizens 
in the legions was generally much larger than it had been before 
2 1 8. The median total oflegions for the period from 200 to 1 33 is 
seven.c Unfortunately, now that the economic conditions of free 
peasants were becoming more difficult and the qualification of 
the assiduus had been lowered, we do not know how many men 
were eligible to serve in these legions.~ Some evidence suggests 

t SR u. ooo- 3-
, P. A. Brunt, Italian iWanpou:~.r, 26-33. 
t The cens.us totals for 252-233 (there are no more until 209-8) v.ary bee-ween 241 , ? l 2 

(Liv. Per. •9) and 297,797 (P". 1 8). (am accepting a series ofhypoth<:sc.: that these totals 
included the s.nioreJ (cf. F. W. Walbank on Polyb. ii . 24.14, Brunt, o .c. 21-2; ), that the 
scrtiorcs amounted tO abouc 25 p-er ceJH of 1he totals {A. Afteliu.s, Dit riimisdle ErtJI>erung 
/141i<ru (34Jr264 v. Chr.) (Cope01hagen, 1942), 100), and that the totals included the 
proltlarii {Brunt, 22-5j. The pr()ponion of the auidui is argued from the fact that after 
about ro8,ooomen had served ir. the legions in 218-215 {Brum~ 417-20; JOj,oooon p. 64 
is a mjs-print). only somewhat more than 2, 000 qualified iuniore.s had failed to serve {Liv. 
xxiv. 18. 7-8) ~henc-e it is reasona.ble to suppose that go,oe><rgj,OOO men were qualified in 
ot8. The total offrec adult males. was probably about285,000 (Brunt, 64--6). These are of 
course only rough calculations, but they are necessary ones. In normal ye-ars r8,ooo a .. uidu; 
served ( r6.8oo infantry ar~d J ,20 0 cavalry). 

c The known faclS are tabulated by Brum, o.c. 424-5; 432-3. 
'Brunt, o.c. 77, suppose-s 'by way olillustration' that by Ti. Graochus' time chete: may 
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that qualified citi1.ens commonly had to serve· in many more than 
six or seven years. Not only was the maximum obligation of the 
infantryman sixteen years in Polybius' time, but it was also, most 
significantly, thought necessary to specify that he had to serve 
twenty years if emergencies required it.1 Lucilius, who had served 
in Spain and knew what he was talking about, mentions a 
soldier's serving almost eighteen years there, clearly a reference 
to the longest period of service that could plausibly be imagined .'2 

The view that legionary service still amounted to six or seven 
years is based on flimsy arguments, and a figure twice as high 
would be more credible.3 The increase resulted in part from a 
trend towards 'professionalizat:ion' of the legions! more specifi­
cally from the probable fact that with the assiduus qualification 
lowered, many men who owned little land spent much longer 
periods in the army than assidui had normally done before the 
Hannibalic War. All th·e same it is important that citizens were 
still willing to serve in such large numbers. And this service often 
consisted not of seasonal campaigns, as in the period before 218, 
butt of year-long duty. The contrast with Carthage, with most 
Hellenistic states, and with Rome under the Empire is obvious.6 

have been onJy 75,000 assidui ~ this would imply fifteen years of legionary service as the 
a verage burden for the qualifi~d citizen. 

1 The figure irJ Polyb. vi. 19.2 (,.oVs- Ot 1Tf(oVs E'€ t oV t S.:·i oTpaT(/as TE"AEi'v l(a-r' 
&.vOy_KT]V . . • ) muS( be sixteen. Twenty in enaergendes: vi. '9·4· Such regulatious would 
have rnade no sense un.les$ it was common for men to serve at least te n or 1welve years. [n 
my "'iew Brum (o .c . 399"""40r} does not establish that Polybius' sixteen was anachronistic . 

2 49cr-1 M: 'dum miJt.s H ibera./ tcrrast atq uc meret tcr sex acta tis quasi an nos•. Brunt, 
o .c. 40 t , fails to explain this. 

3 A . J. Toynbee, Hanni bars Ugac;'. ii. 75- 80, and even Bru nt, o .c. 399-40 J , rest far too 
much weight on the lengt h of time for which particular legiotl!S remained in service. \\'hat 
matters most is not the length of conJ£mJout setv ice, but the total q uanthy of service that 
individuals performed. There is one, and onl y OJ\e , piece of evidenr.e in favour of six or 
seven years as the norm: in 1401 according to App. lhe·r, 78.334, the soldiers in His-pania 
Citerior were replaced- Et yO.p ;,..,, s,£A7]A68t, (]'TPO.'TEIIOp.ivocs. This is somewhaL 
my>terious, since a large anny had b<en sent to Citerior as re>eently as 143 (App. ;>6.3Q2). 
If ~"-e accept Appian's statement,. it signifies no more than thu by now the Senate thought 
it undesirable to keep soldie.rs in Spain for more than six years at once. (The passage is 
misi.ruerprered by To}'nbee, o.c . ii . 79.} There is reason to suppose that 1hese soldiers 
pel'f.ormed no other military service during cheir live.'! (seeR. E. Smith, Serr;ice in tht Post­
/t.1arian Roman Army (Mancheste l', 1958)) 7 n. 4)) a nd Spain wa..~ in any case feh to be the 
mou arduous 1heatte. 

• ·On which see E. Gabba, Atlunatum x:xvii {1949), l ;5-97 = Esncitq t sodr.ttl nr.Ua tarda 
repu.bblico romoM (Florence, 1973), 3-30. 

6 For Carthaginian reliance on mercenaries cf. PoJyb. vi, 52.4, G . T. Griffith .• Tlu 
Mtrctnoriu of the Hellmistic Worfd (Cambridge, 1935), 007- 33; however the question of 
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The norms of Polybius' day seem eventually to have been 
changed. In response to the dislike which was now felt for 
extended military service, there were passed 'several laws by 
which the years of military service were reduced' . The text of 
Asconius, our only source for this fact, is defective at the relevant 
point, but he apparently dates the legislation 'per cos annos', that 
is in the years shortly before it was abrogated at the instance of 
M. Junius Silanus during his consulship in 109.1 These laws do 
not, be it noted, show that the levy was generally hated 
throughout the second century; in fact they may well result from 
an important decline in the ordinary citizens' attraction to 
warfare. 

Were these exertions largely involuntary?2 The distinction 
uetweeu a conscl'ipt and a volunteer is not a straightforward one. 
The dilectus was backed by compulsion, to be applied when 
necessary. Volunteers do not appear very often in the sources­
but when they do, it is apparently for some special reason, and 
ordinary volunteers were too commonplace to mention.3 It is 
hard to see how a widespread and deeply felt reluctance to serve 
could have been overcome, given the lack of elaborate govern­
mental machinery. Historians should resist the presupposition 
that the citizens were generally reluctant to. serve. Nor is the 
apparent willingness of recruits to be dismissed as simply a result 
of an ,oppressive social and economic system directed by the 

Carthaginjan population remains obscure, as docs the ex ten' ofrhe ·Citizens' service in [he 
navy. For some HcJlenistic comparisons cf. A. Af~elius, Dif: riimiscke Kriegsmacht 
(Copenhagen, t944), 99""108 ; for a survey of the population figure> cf. M. Rostovt>elf, 
SEHHWii. tt35-43. For some medieval comparisonscf.J. Beeler, WOifareinFtuda/ Europe 
Jj0-1!100 (lthaca, N.Y.-London, t97t ), 249""5t, and for some modern ones Brunt, 
o.c. 67. 

I Ascon. 68 c. cr. Brun• .• o.~. 40t , 407. 
1 According to T oynbet, o.c . ii. 76, 'perennial distant overseas service bad naturally 

soon become intensely unpopular'. Brunt~ o.c. 391 -415, discusses the problem 
thoroughJy, but his conclusion that 1the government normally had to rely on sheer 
compulsion' (396) does not convince me as far as the ftrst half of the second century is 
concerned. He admits (392) th.al 'consc.ripts were not necc:.ssarily unwilling soldiers'. 

' In 200 Scipio's African veterans were exempted from s-ervice in the Macedonian war 
unless they volunteered (Liv. xxxi. 8.6), an undrrtaking wh.ich m"y not have been kepi 
(xxxii. 3); their claim to have served many years (""xii. 3·5) may weU be true (cf.J. 
Briscoe on 3.3- 4) · Abom 5,000 volunteers (including allies) wont to the £ast wit.h L. 
Scipio in tgo, in spite of !he fac1 that they had fulfilled their obl;gations under Scipio 
Africa nus (Liv. xx.xvii. +3) . ln 1 71 volunt~ers for 'he Macedonian war were numerous, 
'quia locupletes videbant, qui priorc Macedonico bello aut adversus Antioch urn in Asia 
Slipendia feceran1' (liv. xlii. 3~.6). 
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aristocracy. T here is obvjously much truth in this,1 and at Rome, 
as elsewhere, the comfortably off and the old were largely 
responsible for sending the poor and the young into battle. But 
such an explanation hardly seems to account for the smooth 
running of the levy.2 Could legal compulsion and the force of 
clientela have made this system work against the will of the mass of 
citizens?3 The Senate's foreign policy would have been futile 
without a measure of popular support, and by the years JOg--108 
its policy was in considerable danger partly as. a result of a decline 
in the willingness of the assidui to serve. 

The presumption that people in general naturally dislike war 
seems to be widespread among Roman historians. In the preface 
to Hannibal's Legacy, Toynbee wrote of the human devastation 
caused by the First World War, and that event produced in 
England and elsewhere a marked change in attitudes towards 
war.4 Revulsion agains t war was intensified in many of us by 
Vietnam. But these twentieth-century attitudes can make it more 
difficult to grasp the mentality of the Romans of the middle 
Republic. In many societit>.s men have from time to time 
regarded war as exciting, glorious, a good way of escaping from 
the grinding miseries of civilian existence, and as a possible 
means of getting rich. In the Italian wars many Romans must 
have fought in the hope of gaining land and booty, and the 
expectation of booty continued to affect citizens' attitudes 
throughout our period. Such narrow opportunities of social 
promotion as there were at Rome were provided by military 
service. • Other factors helped to make men overlook the personal 

' As Malthus said {An Essay on: tl!t Priru;ipl< if Population ( Lo ndon, 18o3 edn.), 500), ' a 
recruiting serje.ant always prays for a bad harvest, and a want <>f employment. or, in other 
words. a redundant population.' Buc before the Hannibalic \Var the legions were not 
normaJly open to the indigent, and in my view were hardly so in the. first half oft he second 
century (however cf. Brunt, o .c . 405-6). 1 On whi.ch note Polyb. vi. 26.4. 

3The role of tlicntda in rlormal reCnJitment is uncleai (it had been very important in an 
eatli.er period~ cf. Dion. Hal. ix.. 15.2 etc. , and undoubtedly s..-Hl could be on occasion! as 
when Scipio Aemilianus took 4 ,000 volunteers to Spain in 134) . Polyb: \'i. 31.2-3 
probably refers to tlienttJ of the ,c_onsuls as a norma~ and sizable comingem ( n vES TWv 
i8£~ov'T11v O"Tpa;lvop..lvwiJ Tfi TWv ..m&.,.w" xcipt1'(.- tbe last four words seem to imply 
clientts rather than ordinary evocati, contrary to F. \\;. \\'albank1s imerprctation). 

'1 O f 1 he sources fOr earlier at ti1udes. S. R. Steinmetz , So;.iologit des KritgtJ (Leipzig. 
1929 ), 5-9, is worth citing on intellectuals. More. generally -cf. Bouthoul , o .e. 352-6. A 
vivid and artic.uJate. iJJustration of a nineteenth~cclltury British attitude can be found in T. 
Seaton, From Cadet to Colonel (London, 1866). 

'C. Nicolet in J .-P. Brisson (ed .), Problmus de Ia f"''" 4 Ronu, 147- 52. 
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risks inherent in. war. Patriotism was one, and quite apart from 
those occasions when Rome was directly threatened in a most 
obvious way, as in 225 and 218, many Romans, during the 
periods of conflict with the Samnites, the Etruscans, the north­
Italian Gauls, the Carthaginians, the Macedonians, and others, 
must have hated these enemies more or less bitterly. In short, we 
ought not to assume in advance that military service was 
generally repugnant in the period before 151. In my view, very 
many Romans outside the aristocracy were content to exchange 
their civilian liv·es for legionary service, until in the mid-second 
century their attitude began to change progressively, a change 
which culminated in the Jaws referred to by Asconius and in 
Marius' 'proletarianization' of the legions in 107. 

In any state one can expect to find some enthusiastic 
volunteers for the army and some defaulters and deserters, but 
these groups are irrelevant to the present question unless they are 
large. Apart from the period of the Hannibalic War, which made 
unparalleled demands on Roman manpower, including, as we 
have seen, the virtually complete mobilization of the assidui, we 
have very little evidence of unwillingness to serve in the legions 
until the middle of the second century. In the last stage of the 
Struggle of the Orders, for which the sources are admittedly very 
thin, the levy seems not to have been a political issue. In fact the 
most important 'exception to the citiz:ens' usual acquiescence was 
the occasion in 200 when the centuriate assembly at first refused 
to sanction the Senate's decision to make war on Philip V. The 
sources are silent about other recruiting difficulties among 
citizens (other than colonists) before 169; and the silence is not 
without force, since although annalistic writers might have 
preferred to concentrate on such figures as Sp. Ligustinus (who, 
after rising through the ranks in twenty-two years of service 
spread over thirty years, offered his service again in the year 
171 ) , 1 they were not too squeamish to describe mutinies or 
attempts to evade the levy. In the first decades of the second 
century, complaints about legionary service seem to have 
resulted mainly from well-founded grievances felt by particular 
groups.• 

1 Liv. xlii. 34· 
• 193: soldiers in ltgiones urbarw.e who had served their stipen.dia or ~·ho were sio:k asked to 

be exempted from active duty against the Ligurians (Liv. xxxiv. 56.9). 191: cititens of 
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In I6g, now that the initial enthusiasm for the Macedonian 
war had been dissipated by unexpected reverses, insufficient 
recruits could be found without compulsion, and legionaries 
assigned to the war were slow in returning from leave.1 I shall be 
suggesting later that one reason why Rome did not annex 
Macedon two years Iacer was the likely unpopularity of garrison 
service there. Much more serious difficulties became visible in 
I 51 : because of unattractive reports oft.he fighting in Spain, says 
Polybius, ' a sort of extraordinary terror overtook the young men, 
such as the older men said had never occurred before', and they sought to 
evade the levy. 2 The conflict grew so intense that tribunes threw 
the consuls into jail. 3 It was probably soon after this crisis that the 
qualification of an assiduus was lowered from 4 ,000 to I ,500 as.res,4 

which would help to explain how in I49-I46 the government 
could build up the number of legions to twelve (a total not seen 
since t88). However the recruitment problem had returned in 
an intense form by 1 40, and led to among other things the 
imprisonment of the consuls in I 38 and the major political crisis 
of 133.~ This renewed tension was doubtless caused in part by a 
continuing decline in the number of assidui, but it also indicates 
maritime colonies tried to claim the exemptions to wh.ich they 'vere normally entitled 
(xxxvi. 3.5) . 184 : a dispute arose about the replacement of troops in Spain! so1ne of whom 
bad and some of whom had not served their sh'pr.ndia- bul. the facts are obscured by the 
evident desire. of their cornroandcrs to dtpor[fue (.urcitus) something apparendy nill reh by a 
majority of senators to be netc.ss.ary for a triumph (cf. Liv. xxxi:<. 29 . .), Mommsen, R. 
Stdatsrer.ht, i3 • 129-30) (L.iv. xxxix. 38.8--'2) . Llv. xxxix. 29.10 is relevam but cryptic . 

1 Liv. xJiii. lf-~-15. 1. 
• Polyb. xxxv. 4·~-6. 
3 L.iv. Per. 48: allegedly because they could notobt.ain exemption for theirfrien.ds. As f~r 

as we can tell, tbis was the begi uning of(be period of seriOu$ difficulties in recruitment (cC 
A. E. A.<tin, Scipi• Aemi!ianus, 167- 8). 

• For determining the date the main evidence is Polyb. v·i. '9·3 (provides a Urmiml$ pr;st 
qrum oft. 153- 1 _so), Cic. DtttpN ii. 40 (may provide a ltrmim.u anU q1.1emof 129), a.nd what is 
koown abou 1 [he retariffing of the denarius (gives a termiJtvs ante quon of 1 33-123 
{Sydenham) or<. 141 (Crawford, much more credibly)). :Recen1 discussion: Bruut, o . .c. 
402-5 (but i1 seems very improbable !hat 1he change was as early as 171 ) , M. H. 
Crawford, RRC 6os. 

• '45' the consul Q fabius Maximus Aemilianus exempted from 1he levy 1ho~ who 
had fought in rhe Punic, Macedonian , and Achaean wars and took. onl)' those with no 
experience of war (App. /ber. 6s). 140: C. Laelius' agrarian• p ropooal was clearly i.mended 
to alleviate the manpower problem; the tribune TL Claudjus Ascii us attempted to 
prevent the consul Q. Scrvilius Caepio from le.aving for Spalu, quite probably because of a 
dispu1e over the di/ectuJ (Liv. O.ry. Per. 54, Aslin, o.c. 168 n. I ) ; Ap. Claudius Pulcher seems 
to have J)ftvented a second dil~ttus from being hetd in the s..'lmc year (pe.rhaps to deal wi~h 
the beginnings of the Sicilian slave· rebellion, ra1her than 10 reinforce Caepio in Spain (as 
Astin suggests, 126)) (0.'). P<". 54). 138: MR.R i . 483. •3•1' Scipio Aemilianus was 
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that the citizens' willingness to serve in war\vas becoming much 
more selective. Whereas many volunteered for the potentially 
profitable war against Carthage, and a number for Scipio 
Aemilianus' Spanish campaign, 1 Spain generally had few anrac­
tions now and the slave war in Sicily even fewer. It is interesting 
to observe that after I 33 dilectus difficu !ties disa ppear from the 
sources, even though as many as nine legions were once in service 
( I 24) and seven often were; this probably results from the greatly 
increased efficiency of the censors in registering citizens that is 
evident from the census totals of 124 and I I4

2- that is to say, the 
burden was spread more widely. None the less the increasing 
unpopularity of military service among ordinary citizens is 
dearly attested by the laws 'quibus mi!iciae stipendia minueban­
tur' of the years before I og. The Senate's: expectation that Marius 
would lose popularity as a result of the dilectus in r 07 was 
disappointed, since the expectation of booty had a strong effect; 
but all the same it is probable that a general decline in Roman 
belligerence, parallded by tin: change in a ristocratic attitudes, 
lay behind Marius' decision to recruit from among the capite 
censi.a 

The time of changing attitudes which began in I 5 I has had to 
be discussed, but it is worth reaffirming that for most of the period 
with which this book is concerned, ordinary citizens generally co­
ope-rated with a system which required them to serve in the 
legi·ons year alier year in remarkably high numbers. 

Another, even more indirect, means of investigating Roman 
citizens' attitudes towards war is to consider the level of ferocity 
and brutality which they showed in warfare itself.4 It may be 
objected that this method cannot provide a reliable index of 
eagerness to go to war. Actions of extreme ferocity were often 
officially ordered or approved, and it is a psychological possibility 
that the Romans who acted ferociously under the pressures of 

apparently prevented by 1he Senate from takjng any non·voJuntecrs to Spain (Piu . . Jvlor. 
20 1a, Astin~ 135-6) . For further discussion cf. Astin. 16']-72, Brunt, o.c. 397-8. 

1 App. Li6. 75, /6er. 84. 
' cr. Brunt, o.c. 78-81. 
'Cf. Sal!. 8] 84-6, Val. Max. ii. 3· ' • Gabba. o.c. •g~oo=E.rmito' societii. 32-3. 

Brunt, o.c. •106-7. 
'M. M. We$tington, .~trorilitS in Roman Warfart to 133 B.C. (diss. Chicago, 1938) , is a 

useful (though partial) collection of material. but my conclusions often differ from his. cr. 
also W. Kroll, Die Kultur drr duron;sc/rQI z,;,, i. 2 . ..,-s . 
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combat felt no ferocity of any kind as they decided on war or 
agreed to go to war. 1 In my view it is more likely that the regular 
harshness of Roman war-methods sprang from an unusuaHy 
pronounced willingness to use violence against alien peoples, 2 

and this willingness contributed to Roman bellicosity. But before 
a defence of this view, a brief summary of Roman practices is 
required. 

Later Roman sources naturally tended to soften the historical 
record (Livy can be shown to have done so on several occasions, 
and presumably did so on many others).3 But when all due 
allowances have been made for the inadequacies of the evidence 
a.nd the difficulties of generalizing about two and a half centuries 
of warfare, the Romans do seem to have behaved somewhat more 
ferociously than most of the other politically advanced peoples of 
the Mediterranean world.• In the case of captured cities, for 
example, Roman armies normally behaved more violently than 
Hellenistic armies. Polybius remarked on this. When Scipio 
:'\fricanus' forces had stormed New Carthage in 209, ' he directed 
most of them, according to the Roman custom, against the 
people in the city, tel.ling them to kill everyone they met and to 
spare no one, and not to start looting until they received tlhe 
order. The purpose of this custom, I s~ppose'-so continues the 
rationalist historian-'is to strike terror. Accordingly one can 
often see in cities captured by the Romans not only human beings 
who have been slaughtered, but even dogs sliced in two and the 
limbs of other animals cut off. On this occasion the amount of 

1 Cf. Boutboul, o .c. 420. 
• It should be remembered thatftro• and cognare words do not necessarily have !>ad 

oonnotatiom in republican Latin; cf. Ca~ull. 64. 73. Cic. De rtp. ii. 4· Liv. iii. 70.1 o, etc. V. 
POse hi, Grundwerte r~Uckr.r Sf.aat,tguinnung in dtr Cnch1'clttsu.ttrlwr titS Sal/u.s/ {Berlin, 1940). 
70 n. 1, has it qui(e wtOng; see K. Eckert, Dtr altsprackliche Unte"iclu xiii ( 19iO), 
9Q-I06. . • 

'For a good ~oaJysis of three passages ir:a which Livy distorts Polybius to minimize 
Romao cruelty or 'exaggerate Roman clem~tia see E. Pi.anez:zola. TraduQo~ e idtok1gia 
( Bologna, tg6g) , ~8-73. He might have a(jded lhe case of the Macedonians who tried to 
s·urrcnder on the-field of Cynoscephalae, most of whom were slaughtered by the Romans 
( Polyb. xviii. 26.g-t,_..,ven this account may betoolavourable to the Roman side) ; L:ivy 
auernpts lO diminish Flamininus' responsibility and the number of the vic.tims (xxxiii. 
10-3-5)-

• It has been claimed that a society in which a rdativc:ly large proportion of the 
population participates in the armed forces te-nds to show ltself highly ferocious in warfare: 
S. Andreski { =Andrzcje.wski), Military Organi,ation and Sotit~' {London, 1968) , 117-18. 
Rome of the middle Republic appears to oflCr some s.upport for this generalization. 
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such slaughter was very great .. . ' 1 Elsewhere in Polybius a 
Rhodian speaker refers to the same Roman habit, and indeed 
plenty of instances are known (quite apart from the suppression 
of rebels, which was always draconian} in which Roman armies 
as a matter of course killed indiscriminately in captured cities. 2 It 
was the normal Roman practice. Even the city that surrendered 
was not necessarily safe from a massacre.3 Captured cities were 
very often thoroughly destroyed.• The legionaries' actions in 
battle struck fear into even the best Hellenistic army: when the 
Macedonians saw the dismembered bodies of their companions 
who had died fighting in the campaign of 199, they were 
frightened at the prospect of fighting against such weapons (the 
Spanish sword) and such men. sIt was of course commonplace in 
Roman as in much other ancient warfare for prisoners to be 
enslaved (women and children included), for women prisoners to 

1 x. 15.4-6 (insplteofthe fact that there were known to be few soldiers in thecity~x. 8.4-
5). Notice, however, that nearly JO!Iooo prisoners were taken (x. 17.6). In such cases some 
were usuaJJy spared for the :s.lave-market. 

'The Rhodian : x.i. S·S- 7· He w.as <><peering even the AetOlians to be opposed to the 
violation (v{Ip{,uv) of the frte•born in captured cities, and to th~ burning of citi~. Such 
things certainly did happen sometimes in the Hellenistic world (e.g. when t\ntio<:hus J I I 
wok Sardis in 214-, Polyb. vii. 18.g), but killing even the male inhabitants was ooc standard 
(cf. P. Ducrey, Le TraiUnuntO.s prisonniers tk gu<rre daru Ia Grice anliqu< ( Pari>, 1968), •09-
4?-this, however, is a very incomplete survey). f"or other Roman instances see 
Additional Note IX. 

• Note the cases ofMynistratum in Sicily in '258 (Zonar. viii. 11; but Zonaras is capable 
of e·xaggeration in such mauers, cf. \Vestington, o .c. 75 n. 1 )~ Orongis in Spain in 207 (Liv. 
uviii. 3), Locha in Africa in zo3 (App. Lib. t 0-<~gainst the orders of Scipio Afric.anus, 
who deprived the army of its booty .and executed three officers) , Phocaea in 190 (Liv. (P.) 
x.xxvii. 32.12- ~3), Cauca in Spain io 151 (App. lbtr. 52-all of military age killed), the 
Lusitanians in 150 {App. /!Hr. 6o--thcy had previously been guilty of drr,frr:o., it is said; 
Scr. Sulpicius Calba was charged for his action and narrowly acquitted (Liv. Pt7. 49), but 
subsequently he was elected to tbe c:onsulshipof144; cf. A.J. Toynbee, HaNIIibafs LegiU:J, 
u. 642- 4), Capsa in the.Jugurthine War (Sail. BJ 9' .5-7- pubemwere killed ; Salhm says 
that the action was teontra jus belli~ , but justified by military considera.tion.,; cf. below, p. 
Hn. 5). 

4 A list is scarcely necessary. Hellenistic king' cerr.ainl}' did this on occasion { cf. Polyb. 
iv. 64- .;) . but Greeks regarded i1 as e"treme behaviour (xi. 5.6) . The Roman attitude, u 
suggesrcd by one of L. Mummius' inscriptions (ILLRP 122: 'Corin.m deleto' ), seems 
rather 10 be one of frank satisfacti,on. 

~ I .. iv. (P .) x:xxi. 34.4: \qui hasris sagittisque et rara lanceis facta volnera vidi.ssent, cum 
Graecis lllyrlisque pugnare adsueti, f>O$lquam gladio Hispaniensi detruncata corpora, 
brac:hiis cum humero abscisis aut tota c.ervice desecta divisa a corpore capita patentiaque 
viscera et foeditatcm aiiam volnerum viderum, adversus quae tela quosqut "iro,· 
pugnandum foret pavidi volgo ce:rnebant: (The original may have conlained a .sLill 
harsherdescriptionofRoman methods.) Toynbte (Hannibal's Legaq, ii. 438) was wrong tO 
imply that thjs was mainly a question of weapons- note the italicized words. 
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be raped, 1 and for booty to be gathered in the most ruthless 
fashion. 

It is sometimes stated or implied that Roman methods of 
warfare grew more brutal in the second century.2 There is no 
solid evidence for such a view, and the apparent mildness of the 
Italian wars is due to the patriotism of the Roman sources and the 
inefficiency of siege warfare in that period. And much of our 
knowledge of the ruthless acts of the Hannibalic War and later 
years is owed to the relative objectivity of Polybius and his 
influence on other historical accounts. 

The significance of Roman feroci ty is hard to gauge. In many 
respects their beha,~our resembles that -of many other non­
primitive ancient peoples, yet few others are known to have 
diisplayed such an extreme degree of ferocity in war while 
reaching a high level of political culture. Roman imperialism was 
in large part the result of quite rational behaviour on the part of 
the Romans, but it also had dark and irrational roots. One of the 
most striking features of Roman warfare is iits regularity- almost 
every year the legions went out and did. massive violence to 
someone-and this regularity gives the phenomenon a patho­
logical character. As far as the symptoms are concerned, Polybius 
gave an accurate description: writing about the First Punic War, 
but using the present tense, he says that it is a Roman character­
istic to use violent for·ce, {Jta, for all purposes. 

1 That this was normal prac tice: is evident from such passages as Polyb. x. •8, rg.3-5 .. 
xxi. 38.2. 

• Cf. DeSanctis, SR ii. :,g6-?, for the view that methods were still relatively mild in tlte 
period of the Italian war>. 



II 

ECONOMIC MOTIVES FOR WAR AND 
EXPANSION 

I. THE PROBLEM 

H
UGE tracts of land came into Roman hands, as did 

enormous quantities of gold and silver and plunder of 
every kind; millions of people were enslaved; tribute in 

different forms flooded in; the ingenuity of Roman officials and 
businessmen exacted i ts profits in large areas of the 
Mediterranean world. There is therefore something paradoxical 
in denying that economic motives were importll'nt in Roman 
imperialism. However the paradox has often been propounded,l 
and the whole question requires detailed consideration. 

A full history of the dis:cussion would require disproportionate 
space. In past generations some well-known historians adopted 
theories attributing more or less central importance to economic 
motives,2 and even the masterly narrative history of DeSanctis 
offered economic interpretations of certain phases of Roman 
imperialism.3 On the other hand such theories were not easy to 
combine convincingly either with Mommsen 's or with 
H olleaux's interpretations of the Roman imperialism of the 
period before the mid-second century- not that Mommsen was 
dogmatically opposed to all economic interpretations.• Frank 
and Hatzfeld directed vigorous attacks against 'mercantilist' 
explanations ofRoman imperialism,~ explanations that owed too 

J The ex creme paradox of an idealist is that a people with 'Habsucbe t.annot acquire an 
empire: R. Heinze, Von lkn Ur.<aclwt der Grosse Roms (Lcipzjg, 1921 ), 22 { ~ Vom Geist dts 
Romertums•, 10 [ -Bibl.}). 

1 G. Colin, Rome ella Greet de zoo a t.fj av. ].-C. (Paris, 1905), Ed. Mcyer, KSii (Halle, 
1924) , 376-401. 

• G. DeSanctis, SR iii. 1.1 13, iv. 1.26 n. 38, Prohlemi di swria antita {Bari, 1932), 197"9· 
Cf. also M. Rostov12eff, TluSocial and Economic HiswrytiflileRoman Empire' (Oxford, 1957), 
6--23, who, however, avoided in this, as in his othc::rworks, any explicit attempt to explajn 
Roman expansion by economie ttlO(ives. 

• He explained the dtstruction ofCorintb as1he work of an alleged K<UJjrommspartei (RG 
u••. so}. 

•T. frank, AHRxviii (1912-13.), 233- 52, Rtnnan lmpni41iS111, 277-97;]. Hatzfeld, Les 
Trtifiquanls 114/inu, esp. 369--]6 (he cited the war against Milhridatts begun by Nicomcdes 
IV of Bithynia in 8g as the first occasion when financiers exercised serious influence on 
Roman policy (375, cl: 49"50)). 
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much- as is clear in retrospect-to certain attempts to explain 
nineteenth-cemury imperialism. Since the 1 g2os, despite the 
distinction of some dissentients, the majori ty view among Roman 
historians has been that economic motives were not important­
so much so that it has generally been thought sufficient to discuss 
the topic in a cursory fashion. I.t receives an extended treatment 
in hardly any history of Rome written in the last decades. 

In recent work two trends are especially noteworthy. Some 
Italian scholars have been defending in varying degrees what can 
be roughly classified as 'mercantilist' theories, 1 the merits of 
which will be discussed later in this chapter. On the other hand 
the published views of scholars in the English-speaking world are 
better represented by Badian, who writes, in reaction against 
'mercantilist' theories : 'no such motives can be seen, on the 
whole, in Roman policy' ; 'strange as it may seem to a generation 
nourished on Marx, Rome sought no major economic benefits' ; 
'the whole myth of economic motives in Rome's foreign policy at 
this time {the second century J is a figment of modern anacluonism, 
based on ancient anachronism. •z Economic motives were absent, 
allegedly, until a gradual change began in the very last years of 
the second century. 3 

The difficulties of the problem come from several sources. It 
might still be hard to solve even if the source-material were 
incomparably more extensive, as the continuing historical 
disputes about nineteenth-century imperialism show. S<:holars' 
opinions about this problem of Roman history are in most cases 
more or Jess closely linked with their feelings about the politics of 
modern imperialism. We are deplorably slow to admit that this 
is so, with the result that historians of various political 
persuasions- in the English-speaking world, it must be said, 
mainly those of the right- have succeeded in distorting the 
Roman past in conformity with their views about the modern 
world. 

Furthermore there are difficulties of formulation and de­
finition . What counts as an economic motive? If a Roman 

1 f. Cassola, I gruppi po/ilici iomani, csp. :;o-83, 393-404, D. Musti, RFIC xcviii ( 1970), 
24<>-1, G. Clemente, I romani nr/la Gallia meridionale (Il- l S« .a.C.) (Bologna, 1974), 
esp. 73-85; cf. F. Coardli, DA iv-v (197<>-1 ), 263·4. 

t RJLJ(J 17> 18, 20. The supposed ancient anachronism is in Cicero~ De refJ'. iii. r6 ; see 
below, p. 85. 

·' O.c. 44"59· 



s6 Economic Motives for War and Expansion 

aristocrat sought to accumulate wealth for its own sake, or for 
consumption, his motives were obviously 'economic'. But what if 
he sought to enrich himselfforthe sake of prestige, to be gained by 
judicious distribution of the profits of war?1 Or if he did so in 
order to strengthen hiis political position? In practice such 
distinctions are seldom possible, and I shall in what follows treat 
motives as 'economic ' whenever material benefit is sought, unless 
some dear case of altruistic motivation arises. 

Yet another great difficulty is that the source-material does not 
reveal the answer to the problem at all directly. The reasons for 
this must be stated, since Roman historians sometimes assume 
that economic motives should only be diagnosed if they are visible 
on the surface of the historical record. 

Economic gain was to the Romans (and generally in the ancient 
world) an integral part of successful warfare and of the expansion 
of power.2 Land, plunder, slaves, revenues were regular and 
natural results of success; they were the assumed results of victory 
and power. This is not to say that these were the only things that 
impelled Rome to war and expansion-there were other, less 
material, advantages as well. Nor is it to deny tihat there were 
limits to the energy and ruthlessness with which the Romans 
extracted economic gains from victory and power. The point is 
that it was scarcely possible for a Roman to dissociate the 
expectation of gain from the expectation of successful warfare and 
expansion. No Roman senator had to convince other senators 
that victory was, in general, wealth-producing. Those who wish 
to argue that economic motives were unimportant might support 
their paradox by showing that the Romans did not perceive 
victory and power as sources of wealth (and indeed many wars 
were fought which cannot have been immediately profitable to 
the state). Or they can argue that Rome and Romans refrained in 
some significant ways from accepting the economic gains which 
war and conquest offered; this contention can be supported by 
the claim that the Roman aristocracy was traditionally in­
different to gain. We shall see, however, that as far as our period is 
concerned these arguments against the presence of economic 
motives are without validity. 

1 On plundering apparemly for this pu.rposc in primitive socielic::s s~ H. H. Turl\t:y­
High, Primilivt War (Columbia, S.C., 1949) , 175- 7· 

1 Cf. Y. Garlan, LA Gumt dllRS /'anliqoiti (Paris, 1972), 200. 
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Such discussions as took place among aristocrats about the 
economic gains to be expected are of necessity hidden from us. 
Even when such discussions took place in formal meetings of the 
Senate, the proceedings were iargely unrecorded and were often 
meant to be confidential.1 We have no reason to think that any 
private commentarii or documents ever provided later historians 
with any important information concerning the motive forces 
behind Roman policies. In any case it was not by consulting 
original documents that Livy formed his view of the outlook ofthe 
senators of the middle Republic. Fabius Pictor and the second­
century senators who wrote annals in Greek naturally did not 
dwell on greed as a motive for Roman expansion; indeed, we 
know that as early as the period 197- 194 T. Flamininus found it 
advisable (in his letter to the Thessalian Chyretienses) to disclaim 
such a motive on behalf of the Romans in strong language. 2 What 
Cato and the earliest Latin annalists may have had to offer on this 
subject we do not knbw; the comment of Sempronius Asellio on 
his predecessors, that they restricted themselves to simple military 
history, and neglected political analysis, is suggestive .. 3 In any 
case, extant writers did not use these sources much. 

When extant writers of the first century B.C. and later expressed 
opinions about Roman motives for expansion or wrote historical 
works about the period, they were in general inhibited from 
attributing economic motives to the Romans, in spite of the fact 
that greed as a motive for fighting wars was a respectable 
commonplace in some kinds of literature.• Many believed that 
before a certain date, usually set in the period 187-146, the 
Roman state had been more or less free of luxuria and avaritia, and 
this doctrine was schematically imposed on to the history of 
Roman expansion. It is true that in Sallust's view the maiores did 
desire 'divitias honestas', 6 but for him as for Cicero, Livy and 
others it would have been impossible in most contexts to ascribe 
exp.Jicit importance to economic motives in the early peri<>.d of 
expansion. Cicero and Sallust were aware that avaritia was a 

1 See above, p. 7, a.nd Additional Note 1. 

'RDGE no. 33 ( =SIG' ~93), line 12: nMws iv oUIJ<v; +•>.ap')'Vp>ja[aJ• 
f3•f3ou).~l'•8a. 

'Gell. }{A v. 18.g ~ HRR• fr. 2 (seep. 6 n .l) . 
• Among Augustan potts: D. R. Shackleton Bailey, Profi<rlill•a (Cambridge, •g;6), oo2, 

J.-P. Boucher, Elvdes '"' Properu (Pari•, 1¢5), 20. 

•BC 7.6. 
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charge that could be levelled against Rome, but naturally they 
did not accept it as a basi·c explanation of this expansion. Cicero 
could allege it as a straightforward historical fact-though he 
knew that some disagreed with him-that ambitious nobiles had 
always despised money, preferring popularity and glory. 1 When 
avaritia did appear in the Roman state, it was. more easily 
recognized by Romans in its domestic manifestations than in 
foreign policy. · 

Even Polybius is somewhat disappointing. We have probably 
lost some important comments of his that would be relevant, 2 but 
in the surviving sections he offers no analysis of the desire for 
dominion which he sees in. the Romans. As individuals, he thinks 
the Romans admired money-making as long as the means were 
appropriate. 3 Collectively, they behaved as one would expect 
people to behave who were aiming at a world empire (as he 
believes that the Romans began to do in the late third century), 
that is to say they seized the gold and silver of their enemies.• 
There is some criticism, notably of the comprehensive Roman 
plundering of Syracuse in 211.6 There is some defensiveness too,• 
which suggests, but does not prove, that charges of Roman greed 
had some substance for the Greeks of his rime. But the sustained 
Polybian analysis is missing, or perhaps was never written. Even 
ifit was written, it might have been unhelpful, for the pro-Roman 
historian probably tried to avoid giving credibility to Greek 
charges of 1/JIAa.pyvp[a.; this was a practical political matter, not 
just an abstract question of historical judgement. 

2. ITALY AND BEYOND, 327-220 B.C . 7 

Plundering was a normal :part of Roman warfare, and this was so 
'Phil. i. 29 (the argument ru.d :a special purpose in this context). 
1 In iii. 4 h~ promisn an eventual analysisofRoman rule. including the ambitions of the 

Ro~ru~ns .. individuals and as a state (§6). No ITJan of sense wars with IUs neighboun 
lnKEV o.VTotl ToV r<o.To.ywv&oao9o, Tol)s 011T&TaTTOI.l(~vS' ... (§ 1 o) . 

• Seep. 88. 
• ix. 10.1 1 : .,.o p.iv oJv .,.Q., xpwO·v I( a.,~ .,.Q., G.pyvpo11 d8poiCfw w,Os ·aUTotis laws ;X'' 

.,.wa AOyo~· oV · yO.p o10v TE Tclil' ~<a86Aov ff'pG)',ulTwll 0.1'T'nronJaaJ8a, I'~ oV Toi's 

,...i11 IDo,s ciBVlfQIL{a., Evcpyaaai£Evovs. af,{o, Sf n)v To«aUn)v 8Ul!U,.uv 
• I ' • § E'TOtJ,£QOQVTQS". lX. 10, esp. 3· 

• Cf. vi. 56.1 - 5 on the financial probity of the RomaR3 (with the appare-ntly 
exaggerated implication that one could really be put to death for d«tOI'al bribery). 

'I ch005e this periodization bec::auoe of the hbtoriognphical facts. 200/19 being the 
starting·point ofPolybius' thorough investigation (i. 13. 7~ etc.) and approximatdy the 
ea.liest time of which any of his living informants can ru.ve had memory, as weU as 
coinciding approxirnatdy with the beginning of Livy's trurd decade. 
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in the period of the Italian wars. The known cultu:ral and 
economic levels of the Romans make it entirely likely that some of 
Rome's I tali an wars had to a great extent the character of 
plundering expeditions.1 It is important to remember that we 
are still in a period when neither the state nor individuals are 
likely tO have despised profits of the size that could be obtained on 
campaigns. When the Romans agreed, in the treaty with 
Carthage which Polybius counts as the second (348 or 306?}, that 
they would not plunder beyond certain geographical points, the 
inference is reasonable that active plundering was a regu.lar form 
of Roman behaviour and under official control. 2 If the figures 
recorded by Livy for the praeda gained in many of the campaigns 
ohhe 2gos are authentic, as most of them may well be,3 they show 
a degree of interest in measuring and recording that was not 
typical of that time. Plunder was indeed important, not an 
incidental. Its total extent cannot be measured, but a vivid 
impression can be gained from the fact that though the largest 
cities were seldom captured by siege, enslavements of some 
6o,ooo persons in captured cities are recorded for the years 297-
293 alone, the climactic years of the Samnite wars.• The number 
of adult male citizens at this time was probably below 2oo,ooo, so 
the economic impact of the new slaves must obviously have been 
very great. In a static agricultural economy many of them may 
not have been put to productive use (and some no doubt were sold 

1 Of. the sensible remarks ofF. Ham pi, 1/Z clxxxiv ( 1957) , ~64-7 [ -Bibl.), and also A. 
Alfoldi, £ariJ• Rorru and th< I.Atms (Ann Arbor, 1965), 377· For Roman piracy in the fourth 
century see .Diod. xvi. 8'2.3, Strabo '' · 232. 

• Polyb. iii. •4+ 
• The evidence was collc:cted by T. Frank, ESAR i. 43 n.3 (and for a useful collection of 

all the Livian evidence on plundering seeP. Fabia, MilangtS Ch. Appl<ton (Lyons- Paris, 
1903), 300-68) . On rc:cords of booty in <he. lace Republic cf. I. Shatunan, HistMia xxi 
(1972), 183 n. 26. 

• Cf. F r"d.nk, l.c., H . Volkmann, Die .Masserwersklatlungtn dtr EinW()/tner n-obtttu Stiidte in tier 
helleniJtiS<h·riimisch<n .(tit (A6h. Mai~~<.) ( t961 ), 40, t 13. Neither lists all the enslavements 
for which Livy gives figures. They are •• follows: 
x.15.6 Cimetra ~.900 • ·34-·3 Milion.ia 

•7·-1 Murgamia 2,100 37·3 Ru:;ellae 
17.8 Romulea 6.ooo 39·3 Amitcrnum 
18.8 Samnites ' · 1,500 (3\H Duron.ia 
19.22 Etruscatu 2,120 42.5 Aquilonia 
20.15 Samnites 2,!)00 4·3.8 Corninium 
~9. 17 Samnit~s, Gauls 8,000 45.11 Samnites 
3'-7 Samnices 0,700 45.14 Samnite5 

4.700 
more than 2 ,000 

4-270 
fewer tha.1 4,270) 

3.870 
ll ,40Q 

t:. s.ooo 
fewer than s,ooo 

(>ay at least >,500] 
The total is at least 61,06<>. The. validity ofthC$0 6gures caooot be proved ordi•proved, but 
they are not ac all implausible. 
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to non-Romans), but well-to-do Romans must in the main have 
been pleased to have this labour a vail able. And the benefits of 
plunder are also attested for the period 302-29 r by the new 
temples-no fewer than nine of them-which were thus 
financed. 1 

Even more important as a fundamental cause of the Italian 
wars was the drive to acquire land. At the end ofrhe fifth century 
the area of Roman territory was, in Beloch's cal.culation, some 
948 square kilometres (having of course already expanded from a 
much smaller nucleus).2 The subsequent growth of the territory 
in Italy that was farmed to the direct benefit of Rome and Roman 
citizens was enormous. Land expropriated and settled by Roman 
citizens, either through colonies or through individual settle­
ment, must have amounted in the period prior to the Second 
Punic War to at least g,ooo square kilometres. 3 Other land 
confiscated as ager publicus and sold off (ager quaestorius) or rented 
out by one means or another must, in spite of some uninfc>rmed 
assertions to the contrary, have amounted to a very large extra 
areaL-it could hardly be less than 1o,ooo squa.re kilometres.5 

Indeed it is plain that desire lor more farmland helped to drive 
the Romans, and other I tal ian peoples, into wars in the fifth and 
fourth centuries.6 In the later stages of the conqu.est of Italy the 
desire seems to have persisted among the Romans. Since con­
quered land, even when distributed, gravitated into the hands 
of the rich, there remained in the time of C. Flaminius plenty 
of poor citizens eager for the distribution of the ager Gallicus.' 

1 Listed by K. Lane~ ROmi;che Rttigion.rgucltidtlt, 4r 5· Much. of 1 he construction was 
presumably done by slave labour. But some at least oft he temples were vowed in moments 
ofnationaJ danger. 

1 K . J. Beloch, Riimischt Ceschichu, 6oo. • See Additional Note x. 
'In addition ro App. BCi. J.'l6-7 the most important evidence is that which shows that 

there was ager publt(u.s iu places not known to have 'rebeUed' against Rome (cf. \V. V. 
Harris, Rome inEtruria and Umbria, to&-7- an unduly diffident account). 'f. Frank, Roman 
lmpen'tJJism, So-t , was at least pei"Spicacious enough to see that he had to dispfove this if he 
was to show that the conquesl of Italy did not have. an economic character. 

• Allied territory totalled ro .. ghly too,ooo sq. km. (cf. Belcxh., Du Bn>Oik"•ng dtr 
gn'tthr'sth·rii'misdun ~Ytll (Lelp~ig, 1886), 391 , Rilmi.tch£ Geschir.lltt, 100, P. A. Brunt, Italian 
Man/)<JuJ<r, ~4. t 72). 

• Nat'n.raUy there is no dir~l evidence of Ibis (Casso! a, o.c. 157, wa$ not justified in 
invok:ing Liv. ix. 36.1 1 ) . Nor would it be contrary evidence if coJomi.sts were somedme:s 
reluc1an1 10 serve in mili1ary outpO§"LS, which is what colonies often were, as is claimed for 
Luceria, Mintu.mae, and Sinuessa by Liv. ix. 26.4-, x. '2 J .t(.)----<not that these statements 
have much claim to authenticily (cf. Brunt, o.c. 192) . 

1 On the rncroachments of the nr.h: M. Gelter, Th, Roman No6ili!7, 19"'2 1 ( = KSi. 32-
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After the heavy casual ties of the SecoTiJd Punic War, the 
situation was more complex. Certain colonies failed, and that has 
been taken as evidence that there was no longer a strong demand 
for land among citizens. 1 But the colonization in the 1 8os and 
170s is unintelligible unless there were many citizens eager to 
obtain farms, or larger farms, in new territories. 2 Settlement on 
such a scale presupposes: some considerable will on the part of the 
set tlers. This whole history of individual settlement and col­
onization must be set in its political context. Even though the 
landless poor were politically powerless before 133, the aristo­
cracy was presumably perceptive enough to see the advantages of 
settling ihe discontented and potentially discontented on new 
lands far away from the city, especially since this seemed likely to 
make more men available for legionary se:rvice. Colonies also 
accepted Latins and allies, and hence they conveyed the further 
political advantage of permitting Rome to reward selected men 
in these categories-at the expense ofltalians and Gauls who had 
opposed Rome. 

Any economic explanation of the Roman conquest of Italy 
may seem to conAic1. to some extent with the common view that 
the Roman system of control was, fiscally at least, a mild one. 3 No 
direct tribute was exacted, in money or in kind. It is a truism that 
the Roman political system in Italy, as it was established between 
338 and 266, was a well-judged combination of severity and 
moderation. However the economic opportunities of power were 
in fact exploited. Much of Italy was not yet in any full sense 
a money economy, and so the exploitation was based directly on 
land. Colonial and viritane settlements speak clearly enough. 

·t !-+ Bibl. ]). Brunt, o.c. 28, 37 1. For the popuiar support for Flaroinius' measure of232 see 
Polyb. ii . 21. r-8 etc. 

'1'he evidence is that in 190 some colonisrs had left Placentia and Cremona ' taedio 
accoJarum GaUorum• (Li\', xxn.vii. 4.6.9-'tO) and that Sipontum and Buxentum wert. 
dtS"Iat in 186 (Liv. xxxix. ~3.3-4}. These are scarcely abnormal evenrs in che histOfy of 
col~nizing movements (cf.,c.g .. E. S. Morgan on.Jameslown, AHRixxvi (1971 ), 595-61 1 ), 
The tribune who proposed five coto~ics in 197)6, C. Atinius Labeo1 was so popular that he 
was elected to a praetorship for ' 95· 

'M. W. Frederiksen, D.1 iv- v ( •970- r ~, 348-9. Fol' a summary of the facts: A. J . 
Toynbce, Hannibal's Legog, ii. 65~-6 ; cf. ibid . 635 n. 1 on the popular attitude to the 
expulsion of the Statellates. The: inadequacy of purely military expJanalions of the 
cole>nization in Italy at this time should be apparent from£. T . Salmon, ]RSxxvi ( 1936), 
53- .. 1-. On Sa1urnia cf. Hanis, o.c. 155-8. 

S s ·~• L - • ( ' • ') ee, e.g., oynU'f:e, o.c. 1. 2)2 generosJty . 
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The confiscation ofland to be sold or let out as ag.er publicus was a 
common, perhaps standard, concomitant of the unequalfoedus, 
the most widespread instrument of Roman organization. Other 
sums were exacted too, probably including portoria. 1 Most 
important of all, the allied states had to finance large contingents 
to fight for the Roman state, but had no prospect, as states, of 
obtaining plunder and indemnities. Nothing impedes the sup­
position that Rome took as much from the I talians as it was 
able to without the blessings of a standing army and a bureau­
cracy. 

Mercantile interests, on the other hand, seem unlikely to have 
played any important part in driving Rome onwards to the 
conquest of Italy, in spite of Cassola's arguments. It is conceiv­
able that the Roman aristocracy had quite far-reaching financial 
interests, and conceivable too that after the colonization of Ostia 
in the mid-fourth century these interests spread rapidly. To 
suppose that in that period they saw anything reprehensible in 
large-scale commerce cannot be much more than a hypothesis. 
But it remains more likely that the economic ambitions of most 
Romans, aristocrats as well as ordinary citizens, were limited to 
land and plunder. There is no good evidence that Rome's first 
treaty with Naples, or the coins minted there for Rome, reflected 
any mercantile ambitions at Rome.2 The Via Appia was an 
investment in political and military control, but it was hardly 
likely to bring direct profits to Roman aristocrats. 3 Nor should 
Zonaras' interesting statement that P. Cornelius Rufinus, the 
wealthy consul of 277, had friends (£TTLT~OHoL) in Croton, be 

1 The first evidence refen to 199: Liv. xxxij. 7·3· ~ferring to fXJrUmd and vtruJiitJ~u.m (the 
na:ndard texts of this passage arc:: unacceptable, but I do not know what should be read) . 
Capua, Puteoli, and an unidentified 'Casuum~ are in question. It is possible that Rome 
had not exacted the3e taxes before 199 (cf. S.J. De Laet, Portllriom ( Bruga, 1949), $5- 7}, 
but the ahernative is more likely. 

The senatorial decree forbidding the working of w/41/a in Italy (Plin. NH iii. 138, 
xxxiii. 78) was probably a sboon-lived provision immediately following the conquest, 
similar in motive to the decision not to e:x;ploit certain Macedonian mines after 
167. 

1 In spite ofCasoola,o.c. •~3"4· On the treaty cf. Harris, o.c. 103"'-4· The Greek legends 
of the fint Roman coins are nailura1 enough on coins which were minted by Greeks in 
o~ek cities. 

1 As Cassola impUes1 o.c. 129. Ap. Claudius Caecus• intervention as censor in the cull of 
HtTCulea Ad Arom Mu~ Amply does not 'prove his inte1"et t '" comm.n-cial activitjes' 
(d'. R. M. Og;lvie on Liv. i. 7.1~ lOr an alt<mativ<: explanation), much less that his views 
about external policy were determined by this interest. 
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made into the foundation for an elaborate theory concerning 
aristocratic motives.' 

Turning to Roman expansion outside Italy in the period from 
264 ro 219, we are $till dependent on very fragmentary evidence. 
Polybius testifies that the First Punic War was advertised to the 
people as a source of profits, 2 as well a war against Carthage in 
Sicily might be. The actual profits in slaves and inanimate 
plunder cannot be measured , but the scale of some enslavement:s 
is known to have surpassed that of the Italian wars-25,000 at 
Agrigentum in 262, 2o,ooo in Africa in 25&, 13,000 at Panormu.s 
in 254 (in addition to 14,000 persons who purchased their 
fr-eedom at 2 minae each), nearly 10,000 at the Aegates .Islands in 
241 , to mention only the extreme cases. 3 Once again, some 
Roman campaigns look like plundering expeditions, notably the 
expedition which the consuls led to the wealthy region of Meninx 
(Djerba) in 2534 For one season we even have credible evidence 
that the navy's ships were taken to Hippo for a private plundering 
raid.~ 

What matters here is how the Romans perceived the economic 
effects of war, and how they reacted to these perceptions. The 
influx of booty and slaves could not be missed, and especially for 
those Romans with sizable landholdings or the means to acquire 
land the ready availability of slaves was of obvious significance. 
The attractiveness of Sicily as a tribute-paying possession may 
only have appeared gradually, but the island's fertility was 
probably already known to senators before the war. The 
Carthaginian empire in general is likely to have had a reputation 
for being rich, which was eventually confirmed by its ability to 
produce annual indemnity payments of 3.20 talents. 

If in fact the Romans did not exact more from Sicily than tl\e 
Sicilians had previously paid in tax-as claimed by the scarcely 
impartial testimony of Cicero-this shows only that the Romans 

1 Zonar. viii. 6. Cassola's oommencs: o .c. 170. 

'Polyb. i. l! ,g, cf. ~o.1 . 49.5; bdow, p. 181,i, 
3 Ag rigcntum: Oiod. xxiii.!). >. ·~6: Poly b. i . •9· 7· Panor mus: Diod. xxiii . >8.5. Aeg-~tes 

Islands : Polyb. i. 6 1.8 (cf. Walbank ad toe.). See further Frank, ESAR i . 67 (though, .as 
Volkmann points ou1 (o.c. 55 r1.4) , Frank's comment that the Greek citizen~ of 
Agrig~ntum 'could hardly have been sold' is mis1aken) . 

•On this region: PoJyb. iji. 23.2. On plundering as an aitn: Zonar. viii. 18 (agairut 
Gauls in 237). 

& Zonar. viii. '6 (24 7 B.c.)~ with plenty of circumstan1ial. derail (note also the end of ch. 
16) . 
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knew how to keep a subject territory under controJ.lln Cicero's 
view, the great merit of the so-called Lex Hieronica was that it 
made it possible to exact every last grain that. was owed. 2 As far as 
we know, Rome imposed taxes whenever and wherever it could: 
Syracuse apparently had to pay an annual tax as well as an 
indemnity for some time after 263, and tribute was levied from 
the Illyrians as soon as the First lllyrian War was over. 3 

The aspects of Roman behaviour in the First Punic War which 
the conventional view explains least adequately-the Senate's 
decision to extend the war after the fall of Agrigentum, and the 
sheer determination of the state as a whole (supported by a large 
investment from some of its leading citizens) to continue the war 
until all Sicily was conquered4-these become much easier to 
understand if we pay proper attention to Roman acquisitive­
ness. 

Roman citizens evidently continued to want land. Not only 
was there popular demand, unsuccessfully resisted by most of the 
Senate, for the distribution of the ager Gallims, 5 but plenty of 
colonists seem to have been ready to move to Cremona and 
Placentia in 218. These cities were founded with 6,ooo colonists 
each on land taken from the Gauls.6 The difficulties and dangers 
which the settlers experienced in the first twenty years of the 
colonies' life were greater than had been expected, but there is no 

1 Cicero describes the moderation of Rome's taxes in Sicily in II Verr. iii. 12- 15 . On t.he 
taxation of Sicily cf. DeSanctis, SR iii. 1. 1g6-7, V. M. Scramuzza io ESAR iii. >37- 40. 
The $UpJXI'irion of A. HeuS$, H,Z clxix ( 191-9), 5o&-11 =Der nsl< panischt Kri<g und das 
Probltm desromischen fmpmali.snrus' (Darmstadt, 1970), 78-81 , that Ronne did not tax Sicily 
in the first years afr.er 241 i.'i quite without evidence (and one might have ex per. ted Cicero 
to mention the fact in the VerrilfiJ') .. On che taxation of Sardinia: De Sanctis1 o.c. iii . t .284. 

t II Verr. iii. 20. 
3 The explicit evidence for the annual payments made by Hjerois Zonar. viii. 16 . How 

much was required we do not know-there is no real evidence for 2j talenu (De SanctisJ 
SR iii. 1.11 7) or 100 {M. H. Crawford, RRC634) . Thelaw:r figure is frorYI Poly b. i. 16.9, 
'vhich seems to refer to an indemnity. C.f. further H. H. Schmiu, Die SltlaLrtJtrtriigt tits 
Altntums, iii. 137-40. There is, howe\'er, a good deal to be said for a reconstruction such as 
that ofH. Berve (Konig Himn ll. , Abh. B".J'. Ak. Wi.tt. N .F. xlvii (1959), 36), according to 
whic.h Hicro simply paid 100 talents of indemnity, in one instalment of.25 talents and 
fifteen of; . On lllyria: Poly b . ii. 12.3, aD ambiguous paS$age which is often taken to refer 
to an indemnity; but Liv. xxii 33·5 slightly favours che notion that tribute was imposed> 
and it is hard to s.:e bow the lllyrians could have paid much of an indemnity after the 
campaign of oo!)-8. 

• Pp. 186-go. For special con<ributioM by the rich s.:e Polyb. i. 59.6-7, with the 
comments of J. H . Thiel, A His/Qry of Roman Seo.power before tlu Second P••i• War 
(Amsterdam, 1954), 302-+. 

' How many settled there we do not know i presumably thousands. 
' Polyb. iii. ¥>·4 specifies the numbers. 



2. Italy and Beyond, 327-220 B.C. 

sign that the original colonists had been unwilling to migrate 
there. There may have been some compulsion, and if the 
ordinary colonists were people who were previously sunk in 
poverty, their freedom of choice was limited; none the less the 
colonies could not have worked unless they met a popular need. 

Several events in the period between the first two Punic Wars 
raise again the question of a mercantile element in Roman 
imperialism.' The Senate was not indifferent to those who 
engaged in foreign trade, as is shown by the embassy sent on 
behalf of some 500 traders who had 'sailed from Italy' and had 
been imprisoned by Carthage for supplying rebels in the 
Mercenary War,2 and by the famous embassy sent to Queen 
Teuta in 230 as a result of the maltreatment ofl tal ian merchants. 
In the latter case other factors were involved besides the wish to 
protect merchants, but their complaints against the Illyrians 
were without much doubt what attracted the Senate's hostile 
attention to Queen Teuta and her subjects at this date. 3 These 
events should be allowed their plain meaning, no more and no 
less: from time to time the Senate was prepared to use the power 
of the state in favour oflarge groups of merchants. But it might of 
course have been willing to act similarly on behalf of any group of 
Italians, whether merchants or not. 

\Vhat do we really know about Roman reactions to the 
economic gains made in the wars of this period) According to a 
stereotype current by the last years of the Republic and 
reproduced in some modem historical writings, the Roman 
aristocrat of the third century wa.~ a man of few possessions 
and he did not regret it.4 Not only did such men actually refuse 
bribes proffered by foreigners. to betray the stat.e,6 they ate from 

1 Some possibly relevant background events are hard to interpret, e.g. the :Latin colony 
at the island of Pontiac in 3'3 and ~he amicable relations with Rhodes probably 
established c. 30&-5. for the evidence co-ncerning Roman trade with the Ea.st before 230 
sec Cassola, o.c. 31. 

t Polyb. i. 83.7-8. T he treatment of these men was cited as an excuse for ~he. seizure of 
Sardinia and the accompanying extortion practised on Cari.hage (iii. 28.3). If the 
Carthagiruans released by Rome after the freeing of the ~oo numbered as many as >,743 
(so Val M<tA. v. l.ta) Euuvp. ii . '2' '/ ), ll1e iwpurlitUCt: aHacln:d {u lh~ 50v i:> "'J.'J-larc::nt. 

• For further discussion see pp. •gs-7·· 
• According to Machiavelli~ lJi.scorn:, iii. 25, ifM.. Atilius Regulus had cx.pcctcd to enrich 

him&elf on his African campaign, he. would not have asked to be allowed to return to Italy 
to anend to his farm (Val. Max. iv. 4.6) . 

~ ~1' . Curius Dentatus is a favourite subject, as is also C. Fabric.ius; wh.atsulbstance these 
legends had. if any. cannot be known. In C.."utius' case the swry is apparently e.arly {Enn. 
Ann. 373V). 
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vessels of wood or earthenware, not of gold and silver. They did 
their own farmwork, on minuscule farms, with . hardly any 
slaves.1 

By the standards of the wealthiest men of the late Republic, 
third-century aristocrats cannot have been rich, certainly not in 
cash or precious metals. They were not surrounded with 
sophisticated luxuries. None the less the stereotype is vastly 
misleading. It cannot be reconciled with the likely facts about 
census qualifications at Rome, or indeed with the known facts 
about Rome's expansion in Italy, or with such indicators of 
private wealth as the large numbers of slaves and freedmen to be 
found at Rome. 2 No more authentic is the view that aristocrats in 
general were uninterested in self-enrichment.s Though wealth 
acquired by certain means was almost certainly disapproved, and 
on a few occasions army commanders may have refrained from 
taking the usual share of booty for themselves,' there is no 
credible evidence at all for the view that the aristocratic ethos was 
opposed to self-enrichment as such. The alleged 'old principle'6 

that 'omnis quaestus pa.tribus indecorus visus' ('all profit was 
thought unsuitable for senators') comes from Livy's description of 
the passing of the Lex Claudia in 218, • which forbade senators and 
their sons to possess sea-going ships of more than 300-amphorae 
capacity, and not from the third century. As an expnanation of the 
law it is totally inadequate,' since senators were not thereby 
deprived of all financial gain, but only of one kind. The Senate as 
a whole resisted the law, which was far from reflecting senators' 
own views~though not more than a few of them are likely to 

1 See Additional Note xt. 
'The value of the required censuses of the r.quesrrian order and the :first class in terrns of 

land {or ofwheat-equjvalem} cannot be calculated, bu1 the equivalem of 400,000 a,ssu 
(the qualification of a third-centl.lry tq•ts according toM. H. Crawford, RRC 623; for a 
figure of I million asst.s see C. Nic-olet, L,Ordrt lquu/re, i. 47-66) was clearly hundreds of 
i11gtra. On freedmen: by 209 the aerarium .sqnctius had accumulated 4,000 lb. of gold. much 
(rather than aU) of it from the 5 per cent manumission tax (Liv. xxvii. C'O. Il-l 'l} . Cf. in 
gcneeal Br11nt, /1<1/ian Manpower, 28 n. S· 

'The sources attribute such Jack ofincerescto M, . Curius (Cic. Calo Maiqr 55. VaJ. Max. 
iv. 3·S' the apophthegm may be authentic) and to C. Fabricius (iv. 3.6). 

• On third-century inuances cf. A. Lippold, Co1tlults, 90· On army commanders and 
booty see below, p. 75· 

'P. A. Brunt, Saond lntmaationa·/ Confm•.u of £coMmie Hi1l0ry (Aix-en-Provence, tg6o; 
publ. Paris-The Hague, tg65), i. t26 [- Bibi.J. 

• Liv. xxi. 63+ The phrase was also misused by Mommsen, R. SU>atmeht, iii. 898, T . 
Frank, &oMmic History of Rome' ( Baltimore, t927), 1 t S· 

• cr. Lippold, o.c. 93-s. 
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have been deeply involved in large-scale maritime trade. 1 The 
'old principle', if it ever existed, is an anachronism for 218. Some 
much better evidence about the attitude of the aristocracy 
towards the acquisition of wealth is provided by a text often 
quoted but seldom brought into relationship with imperialism, 
the funeral eulogy of L. Caecilius Metellus delivered in 22 I. a In 
this speech 'pecuniam magnam bono modo invenire' ('acquiring 
great wealth by good means') is referred to as a conventional 
ambition-and this did not mean inheriting money, since the 
word for that would not be invenire. 3 Finally, we find no suggestion 
in the sources that acquiring wealth by means of war was 
anything other than normal and approved. 

When Fabius Pic tor looked back over the period we have been 
examining, it seems clear that though he did not point to greed as 
the motive force of Roman expansion, he did perceive the 
connections between military expansion and wealth, and some­
times drew attention to them. So one would judge from sundry 
remarks in Polybius that are probably owed to Fabius, and from 
the fragment in which he asserts that the Romans first 'perceived 
wealth ' when they gained power over the Sabines.• Apparently 
the aristocrat whose views are best known to us in this period (but 
poorly known, of course) did at least recognize that economic 
.ambitions of a certain kind had been p•art of Roman motiva­
tion. 

1 The oppooition or all sena1orsexcep1 C. Flaminius: Liv. xxi. 63.3 (lhe truth may nol be 
litcr4lj. That few senator. w·cre deeply involved seems a $Ure inference from the fa" that 
the law was passed; that some were is a probable infe rence from the fact that it was 
proJ>O$ed. I fit had been chis law that forbade senators to participate in public contrilcts, 
1he fac1 would probably have been mentioned by Livy (cf. l>elow, p. So). Scholars' 
opinions on the purpose of 1hc L<x Claudia: CiUSOla, I gruppi p.litici rom411i, 216-17. 

• Plio. }IH vii . 140. 

'Taken as an allusion to ; nherirance by D. C. Earl, Hiswria ix ( og6o), 238, Tlu Moral 
anJ Political Traditum of RorM (London, 1967) , 32 (referri"'.g also to inves1mcn1 in land). t' or 
;,....;,. and money cf. Plau1. Pstud. 732, Ter. Plwrm. 534, Oato, ORP fr. 208 (p. 8;,) 
(apparently in a military context). For wcahh in laudatio-Uikc 1exusce F. Munzer, R;;..isdrl 
A<kl.rpmt<itn, 163 n.t . An obituary notice i.n Tatiluscomairu an interesting echo of the 
tradjtional praise (Ann. iv. 44: 'magna.eopes innocenter partac'- probably an allusion to 
booty, E. Croag, PIR' C13.79· See aloo Ann. xiii. 30 en.d ). 

'Sec p. r86 n. 3· Small touches can be revealing: a1 the baule or Telamon the 
appearance of 1he Gauls frightened the Roman<, bu1 at '1he sight or their gold 
accoutremenlS the Romans were aroused by hope of gain and were twice as keen for the 
fight-Polyb. ii. og.g, diagnosed as a Fabian passage by M. Celzer, Hmrus lxviii (t933), 
135 [- Bibl.J ; Fabius, it wiEI be remembered, look pari in this campaign. Cf. alw ii. 31.3-
6. The remark aboul I he Sa hines is in Strabo v. 228 ~ FGrH 8og F27 ~ fr. ooP. 
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3· DURING THE RISE TO WORLD POWER , 219- 70 B.C. 

A more detailed analysis is possible for the period which begins in 
the year 219. First I shall deal with the finances of the Roman 
state, then with the finances of Romans of different kinds, 
considering in each case the known effects of imperialism but also 
the pOSsibility that the effects were incidental or accidental. 

a. THE STATE 

No useful balance sheet can be constructed for the finances of the 
Roman state in this period, in spite of Frank's effo.rts in that 
direction. 1 On a reasonable calculation, the ordinary annual 
income from direct taxatj.on of the property of Roman citizens 
(the tributum simplex) did not in the period of the Second Punic 
War exceed the equivalem of3·6 million HS, and may have been 
lower,! but the revenue from ager publicus, from the provinces, 
from booty, and from other sources cannot be calculated. 
Similarly, while the theoretical cost of paying one legion for one 
year amounted to some 2'4 million HS, 3 and the number of 
legions under arms can usually be known or inferred, the actual 
cost to the state of maintaining the army and of other normal 
activities is beyond our knowledge. 

But what did senators expect the fiscal consequences of war and 
expansion to be? The majority of them must have had a. clear 
notion of the size and main sources of Rome's revenues and 
liabilities. Most of them had been quaestors. Each year the 
Senate was probably presented with a computation of the 
treasury's contents and with a motion concerning the coming 
year's expenditure.• Of course they could scarcely work out with 
any precision the real net. effect on the treasury of past (not to 
mention future) courses of foreign policy. But expansion before 
the Second Punic War had greatly increased public revenues 
without a comparable increase in regular liabilities. Once the 
war was over, the impression must have returned to senatorial 
minds that in general both war and expansion were profitable to 

1 T . Frank, ES.~II i . 126-46, 222-31; cf. M. H. Crawford, RRC 633-707 . 
a Cf. De Sancris-, SRiii. 2. 623- 31. [ refC'r tosestcrccs throughoutthissec rion for thesakeof 

wnifonnity. 
'Cf. Frank, £SAil i. 76, Brun1, lt•li•n M•npowrr. 411, Crawford, RRC 696-7. 
• Crawford, o.c. 6 17. 



3· During the Rise w World Power, 219-70 B.C. 69 

the state. Modern writers sometimes claim that Sicily was the 
only province that 'paid its way' before the acquisition of the 
province Asia,1 but this is an unsupported assertion. Its main 
relevance is to Sardinia and to the Spanish provinces. Without 
entering into a full and unnecessary discussion of the revenues 
drawn from the latter, we must admit that at a time when the 
mines near New Carthage produced 25,000 drachmae a day (i.e. 
some 36·5 million HS a year) for the Roman state2.-this being 
only one of the sources of public revenue in the peninsrila3- the 
occupation of Spain was profitable. Some of the sums that flowed 
into the aerarium in the early second century as a result of the 
expansion of Roman power must have been very impressive, 
especially to those who had experienced the financial difficulties 
of the Hannibalic War. One thinks not only of such items as the 
income from the Spanish mines, but also of the large indemnity 
payments (a misleading expression, at least in some cases where 
the 'indemnity' far exceeded the cost of the preceding war) 
exacted from some of the defeated. In the fifty years after the 
Punic treaty of 20 r, known payments of this kind carne to 
approximately 27,000 talents (the equivalent of 648 million 
HS) ;4 and in the period immediately after the treaty of Apamea 
the equivalent of 30 million HS a year was being obtained by this 
means. 

The growth of the revenues which the Roman state derived 
from the provinces cannot be traced in satisfactory detail 
throughout the rest of our period. Frank gathered most of the 
evidence that deserves consideration. Growth was spectacular in 

J Badian, 1?/LR' 8. Cic. Ltg . . \~tan . 14- ('nam ceterarutn ptovine:iarurn vectigalia, 
Ql)irices. tanta sunt ut eis ad lps.tl:i provincias tuendas vix comerui esse postimus, Asia vero 
tam <>pin1a e-.st ac fertilis .. .' etc.} is an exaggeration in the interest of Cicero's argument 
before the people (cf. R. Thomst:n, Third lnlzrnalioMl Cunferen&e q.f Econ()m.h: Hittor;'. iji 
(Paris-The Hague, tgfi9}, 106) and tell• us nothing useful about the period before 133, 
least of all what the Romans of that time expected the fiscal rC$ults of expanding the 
empire to be. 

t Strabo iii. q8• Polyb. xxxiv. 9·9· Polybius was presumably reporting from his O\\fll 

visit w Spain (on which cf. P. Pedech, LA Mithode historique de Pol;•be, :.55--9). Badian's 
assertion (Pu6lr'tans tl11d Sinners. 34) thu the figure muSl refer co o ulput ra.ther than, as 
Strabosays, income to the state is entirely arbitrary (cf.J S. Richardson, JRSixvi ( 1976}, 
142) . 

3 For references [0 other rnines see Frank: ESAR i. 262 . 
• Cf. Frank, ES,4R i. 127- 38. The 6oo talentS of ,PopM exacted by M. Claudius 

Mar<:ellus f.om the Cdtiberians in •s•f• (Strabo iii . •6• , citing Poscidon.ius, FGrH 87 
F;t} are to be included here (cf. H. Simon, Roms Krieg• i11 Spanie11, IJ<f""IJJ o. Chr. 
( Frankfurt-a.-M., 1962), 45). 
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the period from 146 to about 120 because of the territories newly 
subjected to tribute. In conjunction with Sicily and Spain, they 
produced most of the annual 200 million HS which appears to 
have been the annual income of the state just before Pompey's 
settlement in the East in the years 66-63-1 

Little information survives about the total content of the 
treasury at any particular date within our period. The manu­
scripts of the elder Pliny inadequately preserve figures which he 
gave for the years 157 and 91, and something about the sum 
'withdrawn' from the treasury by Caesar when he first entered 
Rome in 49· 2 As far as one can judge from Pliny's vague language, 
these were peaks in the size of the treasury's balance-probably 
progressively higher peaks.3 However we learn little from this 
source, for the only total which is clear is that for 15 7, the 
equivalent of 100'3 million HS,4 which was a substantial sum by 
earlier standards, but by no means spectacular. In fact the most 
important conclusion to be drawn from this statistic is that the 
state had no difficulty in devising ways to dispose of its revenues; 
this weakens the claim that they were regarded as in some way 
incidental. 

The Romans in fact made use of the contents of the public 
treasury. From 215 to 187 it was in debt to great numbers of 
citizens primarily because of the expenses of the Second Punic 
War. The debt was a large one, equivalent to twenty-five and a 
half years of the tributum simplex, and it was repaid out of the booty 
Cn. Manlius Vulso' brought from Asia. Shortly afterwards Rome 
began to find itself able to afford public expenditures unimagin­
able in the third century. Some of these must have impressed 
(:ontemporary minds strongly. After Aemilius Paullus brought 

' Plu. PomfJ. 45· 
1 PiirL .}IH xxxiii. 55-6 ; 'Auri iin aerario populi R. fUcre Sex. lulio L. ~o cos., 

septem annill ante bellum Punicum tertium, pond0 XVII CCCCX, argenti XXII LXX, 
e t in nummto I LXI 1 XXXV ecce. Scxto Julio L. Marcio cos., h·oc est belli socialis 
initio, a uri [htre thtrf must be a laeuna in the text] lXVII XX DCCCXXXI. C. Cae~r 
primo introit..!L2!!:bis civili bello suo ex at'rario proruJit laterum aurcorum XV, 
argtntrorum XXX) et in numeraro lcccl . nee fuit aliis tC"mporibu.s res p.locupletior.' 
The problems raised by this passage cannot be fully investigated hero. 
'~the last sentence quoted in th( previous note. Two of the chosen dates preceded 

expensive wan, which makes this more likely. That the total should have been very high io 
49 is clear, giveo "''income equival<nt to ~40 million HS (Plu . l.c.) (Crawford'sanal)'Sisof 
this situation, RRC Sjj;, is questionable]. 

• Crawford, RRC635; not exactly •5'5 million tftnarii as said by Frank (ESAR i. 127) or 
104 million HS as said by me (AHR lxxvi (197t), 1374). 
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home from Macedon an immense quantity of booty, to the value 
of 120 million HS or perhaps much more, 1 and Macedonian 
revenue began to Aow into the treasury at a rate of some 100 

talents (2 ·4 million HS) a year, direct taxation of Roman citizens 
ceased.2 The citizen's tributum had perhaps not seemed as light a 
burden as it would seem to us. 

The vast new expendi tures on public works, especially from the 
censorship of 184/3 onwards, 3 were financed from imperial 
revenues. The censors who took office in 199, 194, and 189 were 
restrained in their building activities,• but their successors in 184, 
Cato and Valerius Flacc us, probably spent 24 million HS simply 
on improving the drainage system,:; in addition to other projectS. 
T he censors of 1 79 were assigned the uectigai of a whole year for 
public works,6 a far from normal level of expenditure. Their 
immediate successors likewise carried out a highly elaborate 
bu:ilding programme.7 The most expensive single project known 
to us in the second century is the Aqua Marcia, constructed in 
144- 140 at a cost of 1 So million HS. 8 The censors of 142 
completed the Pons Aemilius, the first stone bridge across the 
Tiber. 9This was also a great period of road-bui lding in Italy, and 
though some important dates are open to discussion, it was in the 
second century, in my view, that most of the major trunk roads 
of Italy were constl'Uc ted.10 A great array of other buildings 

1 For che- amount see \Valbrur1k on Polyb. xviii. 35·4· 
'Cic. De elf. ii . )6, Plin. N H xxxiii. 56, Plu. Aem. 38. 
'These works are listed by Frank, ESAR i. 183- 7, ~58-6 1 , •86-7 . Fuller references to 

panicular bu ildings can be found inS. B. Platner-T . A.shby, TD.'IR. for the period after 
167 see F. C<>arelli in P. Zankcr ( ed.), Hellenismus in Mittelililii<n (Gouingcn, 1976) . 21 - 31. 

• Liv. xxxii . i ·3 (199), xxxiv. H-8 (194), xxx,iii. 28.3 ( >!J9). 
'Tho; sewerage work~ roforred to in liv. xxxix . 4-J-5 are presutnably those said by C. 

AciHus, fr. 6 Peter ( • Dion. Hal. iii. 67.5) . to have cost 1>000 talents) probably an 
approx.irnatima, or perhaps in fact the cost of the censors' wh.of<' building programme. 

• l.iv. xl. 4,6.16. 
' Liv. xU. •7-5- 13. On the 1e~t of1his passoge cf. W, Richter, RhM civ ( 1g61 ), ~5~9; 

0{1 :its content. E. Gabba in Zanker, o.c. 316 n. 3 {but pro-blems remain). 
8 frontinus, Dt'aq. i. j. h had been begun earlier (cf. A. t . ASlin, Scipio :1emilionuJ, tog) . 
'Uv . .xJ. .) 1.·1· 

1° Cf. \V. V. Harrjs, Romt in ISt'ruria (lnd Umbria. 163- 8. whe~rt rhe Via Aurelia is dated to 
144- (with 200 as an aJtcrnative possibilityi. the Via Cassia to 171 or 1,54 ar1d the Via 
Clodia ten,ativdy to 183. O ther sccond-ccnturr roads; tha t built by the rounger C. 
Flaminius from Bononia to Arr<"tium in 187 (Liv. xxxix. 2, ll-6}, the Via Aemilia of 187 
from ;\riminum 10 Placen1ia {Liv. xxxix. 2.1(>; cf. T . P. Wiseman, PBSR xxxviii (1970), 
126- 8). the Via Aemilia of '75 firom Bononia to Aquikia (Str.abo v. 217), the road buih by 
T. Quinctius f lamininus (cos. 150 or cos. > ~3) from Pisa to tbe upper Arno ( ILLRP 458), 
the Via Postumia of q8 (ILLRP 45~), the Via Aemilia Sc.aurl of 109. at least one Via 
A1l:nia and one Via Popillia-and possibly others {see in general \r\''iseman. o.c. t'22-j2) . 
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was owed to the generosity and ambition of individuals.' 
Furthennore, building styles were becoming more luxurious: in 
146 the first marble building in Rome was erected-the temple of 
Jupiter Stator in the Campus Martius, vowed by Q Caecilius 
Metellus, the conqueror of Macedon, and paid for from his spoils, 
and in 142/1 in the Capitolium the first gilded ceiling was 
constructed.t This extraordinary growth of spending on public 
works is reflected in the well-known passage in which Polybius 
comments on the large number of contracts let by the censors 
throughout Italy, so many that 'one could hardly count them', 
with the result that almost everyone was involved in the sale of 
these contracts and the business that arose from them.3 Even in 
I tali an cities outside Rome much new public construction can be 
detected.4 

Public expenditures on subsidizing the grain-supply for citi­
zens also deserve mention in this context. There were instances 
in 203, 201, 200, and 196,$ but the systematic programme begins 
with C. Gracchus' law in 123, and continues with the law of 
Saturninus, the less generous one ofM. Octavius {probably to be 
dated to the gos),6 the Lex Aemiliaof78, and the Ltx Terentia Cassia 
of 73· Add the cost of the state granaries initiated by C. 
Gracchus.7 So little is known about these laws, about the price of 
grain, and about the number of beneficiaries, that the cost to the 
state is hard to estimate. The disapproval directed against Gaius' 
law by later conservatives may have been not only partisan but ill 
informed (on other occasions also they were too quick to 
announce that the treasury was being exhausted), 'but it probably 

l See below, p. 76. 
1 Melellus' marble temple: Veil. i. 11.5, cf. Varro ap. ~tacrob. Sat. iH. 6.2, Plin . .NH 

xxxvi. 40, CIL i'. p. 252, Festus 496L (for an up-to-date plan see F. Coarelli, DA i,-v 
( 197<>-1 ), 243, drawing on the work of G. Gatti). The temple of..Juno Regina in the 
'Porticus Octavia', which i• suppooed by Platner-Ashby (TDAR 304), Frank (ESAR i. 
286) and others to have been of marble and abo built by Metellu~. wa• probably the 
earlier temple of Juno Rt.gina referred to by Liv. xi. 52.1- 3 (in .~piJt. of the poosible 
implication of the coin-rype RRC no. 262} t) and not of marble (cf. B. Olinder, PotlituJ 
Otlaoia in Cirto Flaminio (Stockholm, 1974), 123) .. l..aqlltaria inaurata: Plin. }IH xxxiii. )7· 
After 18g wooden and te:rracott~ c:uh Slatues began to give: way to metal ones: Plin . .NH 
xx.xiv. 34· ' vi. 17.3- 4· 

• On the second century: G . Lugli, /,..a Utnita dilr'z:ia romana (Rome. 1957) , i. 413-14, 
~· On Campania cf. M. W. Frederiksen, PBSR xxvii ( 1959), 123-4· The dependence 
of such construction on imptriaHsm is of course more renuous. 

• Liv. xxx. :26.6, xxxi . 4.6, xx,O. 50.1 , xxxiii 42.8. 
• On its date cf. J. G. Schovanek, Histotia xxi (1972), 235-43. 
'Plu. CG 6, Festu• 392L. 
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was and was meant to be a magnti largitio. The cost of grain 
distribution in the year 70 can hardly have been much more than 
6·25 million HS, 1 and this was not a great sum by the standards of 
the contemporary Roman treasury, but by the standards of the 
early second century, or of most other ancient states, it was a 
heavy expense. It could only be sustained by the treasury of an 
emp1re. 

To set in the other scale, what arguments can be offered by 
those who deny that additional public revenue was a motive of 
any significance in leatling Rome into war and expansion? 
Allegedly Rome did not put much effort into increasing its 
revenues. 2 Only two specific instances of th1s neglect can be cited 
before the crisis period of the late Republic, both concerning 
Macedon in the years after the battle ofPydna- and both these 
instances are illusory. Rome apparently exacted from the four 
newly created Macedonian 'districts' an annual sum about half 
the size of the revenue that had been exacted by the Macedonian 
kings. This, however, proves nothing. With no direct Roman 
control and no Roman garrison, with local resources depleted by 
war and by loss of terri tory, and with the governments of the new 
republics also requiring revenue (three of them had to maintain 
military forces), it is easy to believe that Roman taxation was set 
at the maximum level possible.3 For a decade, admittedly, the 
Senate preferred to have the Macedonian gold and silver mines 
(though not those for iron or copper) closed rather than enriching 
Rome, but nothing can be built on this, since the year 167 i:s 
known to have been a time of bad relations between Senate and 

1Cf. Cic. ll Vm. iii. 72.1'he laws of the younger Cato (62) and Clodius (58) coot much 
more. 

• M. Holleaux claimed (Etudu, v. 430 ; cf. CAH viii. 238) that since the Romans 
imposed no tribute on any of the peoples they conquered in the East in the J>Criod before 
188, therefore they were ''ery little concerned "·ith profit; but as we. shall see {pp. t 4o-3) 
their 'conque~ts' in the Greek states were not such as co e-nsure more than the so·c.aJied 
indemnities, of limited term, which were imposed. 

3 The level of taxation: Liv. xlv. 29.4, Diod. xxxi. 8.3, !). According to Plutarch (A em. 
28.3) they were to pay 100 talents ( "'2'4 million HS) a yur, lmlhanluJ/fofwhat they usoo 
to pay to the kings. Livy most have made the Roman terms at least as mild as Polybius 
made them, hence the 1 oo talents are to be· regarded as half, rather than less than half, of 
the royal taxation. There is no reason to sup,>Ose that the Macedonians' taxation had been 
(by ancient standards) mild ( as De Sanctis claimed, SR iv. 1.338; Polyb. xxxvi. 17. '3 
rather suggests the contrary); and Philip V had increased it in 185 (Liv. xxxix. 24.2 ). 
Aenus,ll-laronea, and Abdera were excluded from the new republics (Liv. xlv. 29.6) ; on 
oeher territory lost cf. P. Melo<ti, Perseoelofine tkl/a mrnwn hia maudone (Rome, t953), 41g-
20. A garrison of rwo legions would have cost at lease 4·8 million HS a year. 
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publicani, 1 and any local control over the mine revenues contained 
palpable political dangers. In 158 the mines were in any case 
reopened.2 

During the second century the political and economic inter.ests 
of the state coincided fairly well, but at least from the time when 
Cyrene was bequeathed to Rome in g6 the issues became more 
complex. The arguments and interests opposed to the annexation 
of Cyrene and Egypt for many years outweighed those that 
favoured it, including the additional revenues to be expected. 3 

Evidently the desirability of additional revenue.5-evcn Egyptian 
revenues-declined as the state grew richer, and the attitudes of 
the late 6os, when Egypt could have been annexed, must not be 
transferred back into the period before the annexation of Asia. 
For that period it is at best meaningless to say that Rome continued 
to collect revenues in the provinces 'as much from inertia as from 
conscious choice' .• Tax revenues were indeed a natural result of 
the expansion of Roman power, but that expansion was not 
brought about by inertia. Nor is the state which imposed an 
'indemnity' of 15,000 talents on Antioch us I II and in a single day 
enslaved 150,000 Epirotes to be called inert in enriching itself. 

b. SENATORS 

How important a causative factor were the gains that senators 
made for themselves? We have seen how their psychological and 
political needs were served by warfare, and we shall be 
considering later their perceptions of the political needs of the 
state. Was their drive to serve their own economic interests also an 
important element in Roman imperialism? 

Acquiring booty was, to the Romans, as it was for most ancient 
peoples, a normal part of warfare. Not only was movable private 
property, including slaves, treated as booty, but prisoners, unless 
as an exception they were ransomed, were· genera.lly enslaved.$ 

1 The dosing of the mines: Liv.ltlv. 1 8.3. ~!).II, Diod. l<ltxi. B.?· Tli¢ wurtes e><plain thi! 
as resul£ing from the Senate's reluctance to entrust dle provincials tO r:he publ~ani. and il:S 
fear that Macedonian administration would lead to seditioMs and ttrtamm (Liv. xlv. 18, 
Oiod.) . 

• Oassiodorus, Ckton. p. 616M. 
' See PP· I 54-8. 
• Badian, R /L/(1 18. 
• SeeK. H. Vogel in RE s.v. praeda ( 1953), cols. 1 >oo-13, /\.Lippold, Co,.,ules, 90-•· 

Offering prisoner.; for ransom had not been usual Roman prac tice: Poly b. ix . 42·5-8. For 
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Surrender by the enemy did not necessarily bring the gathering of 
plunder to an end, and it was not only enemies who suffered.' The 
impressively organized Roman method of plundering captured 
cities which is described by Polybius2 incidentally reveals that the 
whole business was taken very seriously by those who com­
manded Roman armies. As for the actual division of booty, the 
soldiers normally received a share, and the state very o(ten did so. 
The problem of the shares received by army commanders, which 
a first inspection of the sources does not clear up, has been 
discussed in detail by Shatzman, a who confirms the conclusion 
that the normal and legitimate practice was for them to take 
substantial shares for themselves--such a share being known 
as manubiae--and that there was no presumption that this 
share would be used for purposes that were even ostensibly 
pu blic.4 

In the second century, it is true, there were some famous. 
instances of self-restraint. When Cato was faced with his army's 

spcdfic political reasons prisonen were sometimes released gratis (e.g. Liv. xxvii. tg.2-1i, 
lOOt. 43.8, uxi . 40.4) . Oo the normality and legality of enslavement ef. Liv. xxxi. 30.2-3. 
When Manus took Capsa during the Jugurth.ine War, burnt it, slew the adult male 
Numidians, and sold the rest or the inhabitants, ioto slavery and divided the booty, this 
seemed 10 Sallust (8) 91. 7) to be ' contra ius belli' (but justifiable). This remark is used by 
E. M. Staerman, Dit 8/iitt{<it dt:r Slcla.-IUJJirtsdwft in dtT riimisch.n R.tpuMik (Wi.,.baden, 
•969 [- Bibl.)) , 4>, as proof that by now the Romans claimed no right to sell those they 
defeated ; but she fails to notice. the tkditio that had been offered, and it is only the d<ditio· 
tha"t could make 'id facinus' (til e whole treatment ofCapsa) 'contra ius belli' (in spite of 
W. Datdheim, Struklur und Entwicklung, 15) . 

1 Plundering after surrender: l'olyb. x. 15.8, xxi. 30.9, Sail. BJ gc.6- 7 (e.g.). Not only­
enemies: cf. De Sa.ncti~t , SR iv. [ . 112, on the booty T. Flam.ininus brought. back from the 
Sec:ond Macedonian War. 

1 x. t6.o-g. These rules did not preclude all acts of undisciplined plundering: below, 
p . too. 

"1. Shatzman, Histori4 xxi ( •972), 177-'205. 
•· Shatzman, o.c. (though some points are open to argument; e.g. Cato fr. 203 (ORF• 

p. 82) should nor have been invoked, o.c. 184. to support the view, itselfprobablyeorrecr. 
tha.t generals were not obliged to spend any of their booty in the publicinterest) . Modern 
works are often misleading abowt chi> matter; in addition to those cited by Sbauman, note 
the incorrect formulation of H. R Scullard (RoiiiJln Politi<s, 14); who while admitting that 
there were some private profit$ for commanders asserts that 'the bulk of war booty went 
into the treasury' and that generab were 'expected to use their ponion for religiou.' 
dedications or public Games'; d. also R. G. M. Nisbet on Cic. Pis. 90 and R. M. Ogilvie 
on Liv. ii. 42 .1. On the level of odler officers, profiu 5~ Shatz:man, o.c. 203. On 
distributions to <quiks see the references gathered by M. Gelzer, Roman Nohili!J, 7 n. 38 
( = KS i. 20 n. 38 [ - Bibi.J) . The comrast berween the gains made by Roman 
commanders and by Greek is pointed out by M. I . Finley, TJu AmienJ &onomy (Berkeley­
Loos Angeles. '973), 55· 
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booty in Spain in 194, he himself took none ofit, Plutarch reports, 
'except what he needed to eat and drink' .1 A characteristic saying 
is attributed to him: 'I do not blame those who seek to profit from 
such things, but I wish rather to strive in bravery with the bravest 
than in wealth with the wealthiest or in greed with the greediest.' 2 

T he story is suspect, however. Better attested are the two cases 
mentioned by Polybius: after the battle of Pydna Aemilius 
Paullus did not desire any of the booty, or even wish to look 
upon it; and after the capture of Carthage Scipio Aemilianus 
took nothing for himself.3 This was exceptional behaviour and 
remarked on for that reason. What was quite common was for the 
victorious general to spend at least part of his own share of the 
booty on temple-building or some other public purpose, with 
obvious benefit to himself-the prestige to be gained from 
manubial building is clear, at least in a general way.• The case of 
L. Mummius, cos. 146, is an interesting one, though perhaps 
extreme. Cicero praises him for his self-restraint with regard to 
the rich booty of the Achaean War, but it can be seen how this 
self-restraint could be shrewdly combined with self-promotion: 
M ummius used his manubiae to 'adorn' Italy and the provinces, as 
is confirmed by inscriptions commemorating his gifts to various 
towns.~ 

In an earlier period, it has been argued, the leaders of the 
Roman state must have regarded plunder as an important 
consideration. As the level of Roman wealth rose by comparison 
with that of other peoples, so some Roman aristocrats must have 
come to regard the proceeds of plunder as negligible. That booty 
retained great importance in second-century Rome is suggested 
by Livy's insistent references to it in his fourth and fifth decades, 

I Plu. Cal. Mai. 10 (cf. the allusion in Sail. BC 54·6). cr. D. Kienast, Cato dn .(tiiSOf 

(Heidelberg, 1954). 31-3. In Sha1zman's view (o.c. 19fl) Ca10 wished to reform existing 
practice concerning Ehe general"s prerogative over booty. 

1 It conforms very tidily with the picture of Cato as a Stoic sage, which eventually 
reached the absurd point of des<:ribing him as 'contemptor divitiarum' (Liv. xxxix. 
40.10) ; cf. Kienas1, o.c. 20. 

• Polyb. xviii. 35·4-5 and xxxi. 22 (Aemilius Paullus) and xviii. 35·9"12 (Aemilianus). 
For instan<:es when all the booty was distributed to the uoops see Shat-z:man, o.c. 202 n. 
"5· 

• Cf. l\1. G. Morgan, Klio lv ( 1973), 223. 
' Cic. Dr off. ii. 76; ILLRP 327- 31. On the alleged moderation of the man who 

obliteraled <'.orinlh: Polyb. xxxi". 6. His subsequent lack of funds w"' celebrated: Cic. II 
Vm. i. 55, Plin. NH xxxiv. 17, Frontin. Stral. iv. 3· 15. The destruction of Corinth was 
official policy, bu1 Mummius perhap, felt some sort of doub1 1hat it was justified. 
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but its precise significance for aristocrats is hard to recover. The 
only second-century commander explicitly said by an ancient 
writer to have made war for the sake of plunder is L. Licinius 
Lucullus (cos. 151 ), who, Appian claims, attacked the Vaccaei in 
Spain 'out of a desire for glory and a need for money' .1 Though he 
says that Lucullus was poor, he apparently mentions these 
motives not because he thought them unusual, but in.order to 
explain why Lucullus made his attack illegally, without the 
authority of the Senate. Cato claimed in his speech on behalf of 
the Rhodians ( 167) that plunder was what made many of the 
summates viri eager to make war against the islanders. 2 This might 
be interpreted simply as the attribution of a disreputable motive, 
but. it should rather be seen as the confirmation of an important 
truth which was uncomfortable in this case because the Rhodians 
had a claim to Roman benevolence. 

The necessity of obtaining extra funds by non-banausic means 
persisted in the second and first centuries, and indeed grew more 
intense as the costs of a political career increased. Some still 
sought to solve this problem by going on campaign--Caesar and 
some of his officers are familiar examples3-but especially after 
146 plunder became less important than the opportunities for 
peaceful enrichment in the provinces. 

The opportunities for self-enrichment open to provincial 
governors and their immediate subordinates were very extensive 
even in peaceful conditions.« A short account of this matter will 
be sufficient here. Verres showed remarkable energy in exploiting 
Sicily for his personal advantage, and though senators gained 
some notion of what was happening (the consuls of 72 even tried 
to restrain him in one judicial matter), & his governorship was 
afterwards renewed. Exaggerated as Cicero's charges may well 

l App. lbtr. 51. Ser. Sulpicius GaJba, praetor in Further Spain. was even greedier than 
LucuUus) in spite of tUs wealth (/b<r. 61) . Other second-century campaigns with an 
importai)L plundering elemem in them: Cn. Manlius Vu1so's war against the GaJatians in 
189, L. Mummius' in Achaea in 146. 

'Cell. NA vi. 3·7 (cf. ORF' p. 63) . 
'Cf. M. W. Frederiksen, JRS lvi ( •966), 130. 
• R. 0 . Jolliffe, Pha.<es of Cmuption in Roman Administration in tht Last HaifC<ntury of the 

R""'an 11Lpu6/ic (diss. Chicago, 1919), 1-76, surveyed the evidence, though no1 critically 
enough. Most of the practices of the late Republic were probably well known tong before 
70-

• Cie. ll Vm. ii. 95· According co Badian (RILR' 10) , chis was an ocr.asion when ' the 
Senate as a whole• showed that it 'lOok its resporuibilitie$ [sc. to the provindaJs) seriously.' 
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be, they show· what was considered possible--extortions to the 
total of 40 million HS in three years.1 However some of the most 
significant Ciceronian passages on the exploitation of the 
provinces concern acts which he treats as perfectly normal. 2 The 
amount of direct evidence for the behaviour of second-century 
governors is unfortunately slight, 3 but an exploitative attitude is 
to be assumed. It is true that a certain willingness to listen to 
provincial complaints developed, and in I 71 envoys from some 
allies in the Spanish provinces complained to the Senate about 
the greed and cruelty of certain Roman magistrates. Senatorial 
recuperawres were appointed to hear charges against three officials, 
and the affair ended in one acquittal and the voEuntary and not 
very arduous exile of two of the defendants in Latium.4 Evidently 
the Spaniards recovered nothing. In the period r 59- I 54, we are 
told, several praetors were accused by provincials of avaritia, and 
condemned.5 L. Cornelius Lentulus Lupus, cos. 156, was con­
victed of a repetundae charge under a tribunician Lex Caecilia about 
I 53, and in 149 a tribun·e made an unsuccessful attempt to set up a 
court to try Ser. Sulpicius Galba, recemly praetor in Hispania 
Ulterior, on the same charge. 6 The effort that had to be exerted to 
save Galba evidently di.sturbed the Senate. There followed in the 
same year the Lex Calpumia, which set up a permanent court, with 
a senatorial jury, to deal with such charges, an action which is to 
be interpreted primarily as an attempt to take such proceedings 
into the gentle hands of fellow-senators, 7 rather than as evidence 

1 Gelzcr, Roman Nobili9, 112 n. 404 ( ~ KS i. 112 n. 404 [-Bib!.)) . The figure is in I 
Ve". 56 (' ... qua.dri.ngenticns SoCStertium ex: Sicilia contra Jeges abstuJisse•) . 

t E.g. II Verr . i. 44 (monty demanded from Sicyon by magistttales on their way to 
Cilicia), kg. Man. 3;>-8 (war funds distributed to fellow-magistrates or privately invested 
at Rome)t A.u. v. 2 t. 7 {large sums extoned from provincial cities in exchange for 
exemption from billeting) , Qfi. 1.8--9. One oft he mos1 startling ea:s<:s is that of Caesar in 
Spain io 61/0, where he must have acquired the 830 talents needed to satisfy his most 
urgem debts (cf. Plu. Cats. 11 ) ., and much of this by ' f>t"cef\11' means. 

' There is scarcely any cvidc:n.ce of value for the third century; but cf. Lippold, Con.suU.s. 
91. 

• Liv. xliii. 2 . Certain reform .resulted (sect. 12) . Cf. P, .. A,c. p. oo3St = Cato, ORF' fr. 
154 (p. ;;g) . 

5 Liv. Pn. 47 ends with the notice 'a)iquot praelOres a provinciis avariliac nomine 
accusaci damnarj sunt. • 

• On Lem .. lus: Val. Ma.><. vi. g. •o, Festus 36oL. On Galba (whose greed has already 
been menrioned) : MRR i. 45 ] , E. S. Gruen, Romdn P<Jlilits and tilt Cn'mi1!DI Courts 
(Cambridge, MaM., tg68), ••- <3· 

'The view ofW. Eder (Dru >JOrsu/lanischt Rtpetundnzvtrjahrtn (diss. Munich, 1!)69), 50) 
that the Seoale must have had some part in the proceedings again11 the praetors 



3· During the Rise to World Power, 219-70 B.C. 79 

of increased concern for the interests of provincials.l The Lex 
Calpurnia probably did have some restraining effect on provincial 
governors, but no one is known to have been convicted on a 
repetundae charge after 149 until C. Gracchus removed senators 
from thejuries.2 There may have been such convictions, but it is 
plain that offenders could only be brought to justice in the most 
exceptional circumstances, and in general the sole controls over a 
governor's behaviour in this respect were his own conscience and 
the disapproval of his peers. It is not to be doubted that many men 
of influence believed that certain restraints should be observed, 
and these controls must have had some effect. 3 C. Gracchus' 
claim that while he himself had gone as quaestor to Sardinia with 
his pockets full and had returned with them empty, othen (other 
magistrates) had taken with them amplunae full of wine and had 
brought these home full ofmoney,4 has a certain value both as an 
indication that extreme avaritia was disapproved and th.at some 
profiteering was commonplace. It remains impossible to gauge 
the normal level of exploitation accurately, but throughout our 
period many must have seen provincial government as a major 
opportunity lor self-enrichment. It was the idealistic maxim of a 
well-to-do and principled man late in his career to say that a good 
man should bring back from abroad only one thing, good 
repute.5 

The private economic interests of Roman aristocrats in this 
period are notoriously hard to characterize. T he asmmption 
must be that most of their regular income came in one way or 
another from their landed estates. Scholarly investigation of 
condemned in the 15os is based on faJlacics (the notice in Liv. Per. 47 d()('s oot have to 
derive from ihe Annalcs Maximi, and evc:n if it did the fact would be irrelevant) ; 
otherwise Eder's account of the Ux Calpr.tmia is a useful one. 

1 F. De Martino~ Storia della costitu.{ioru P'Omana, ii {Naples, t964 edn.), 259-6o, Gruen, 
o.e. •3-'5• C. Venturini, BIDR lxxii ( •969), 8•; cf. W. S. ferguson, JRS xi ( •9•1), 94-6, 
Ed cr. o .e. 86-g. Gelzer, l'hilologuslx:<xvi ( <93' ), 286 n. 4 7 = Vom Romisdv.n Statz/ (Leipzig, 
1943), i. 166 n. 47 [- Bibl.], was unable to find any sub<tantial argument t<> set ag-•inst 
ohis. However !he fae1 thai the proposer of the Jaw gained the name ' Frugi' suggests that 
his motives may have been altruistic (cf. L. R. Taylor, ]RS Iii (196•), ~4 n. 33). 

1 The ca~es are summarized by Gruen, o .<:. 304--Jo. That of a certain Valerius ~·lessala 
probably dates from about 1 19, that of M. Papirius Carbo ('fur magrlUs' and governor of 
Sicily, Cic. Fam. ix . 'l r. J} from abom l 1 ~ {cf. Gruen, o.c. 111 n. 20, 132) . It is not 
completely sure rhat Valerius was convicted. 

3 As is shown by the family judgemem delivered against D. lunius Silanus~ praetor in 
Macedon in ' 4 ' · and his subsequent suicide {cf. Gruen, o.c. 32). 

• Pha. CG ~. Cell . .NA xv. 12.4 ( = ORF• frr. •s. 28) . 
6 Cic. Dt ltg. iii. r8. SomelhingsimHat is attributed to lhe dder Cato in Plu. Mor. 199d. 
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other kinds of aristocratic business interests in the period before 
70 suggests that lesser senators sometimes belonged to families 
with extensive non-agricultural economic interests, but that such 
interests were not characteristic of leading senators/ hence P. 
Rupilius (cos. 132), M. Aemilius Scaurus (cos. 115), and M. 
Crassus (cos. 70) were somewhat exceptional. The exclusion of 
senators from most public contracts was probably, at least until 
late in the period, real.2 Yet there remains a large penumbra of 
uncertainty. The famous case ofCato is still the hardest: he is one 
of the very few personalities of the period about whose finances we 
know anything, and he seems to have evaded the law by making 
maritime loans.3 Many other second-century aristocrats must 
have had cash surpluses from time to time. We happen to know 
that Scipio Aemilianus had fifty talents on deposit with a banker 
in 162.4 How was such money invested? Did Aemilianus concern 
himself with' the manner in which the banker invested it? These 
are unanswerable but important questions. The Lex Claudia was 
evaded, and by 70 was clearly among what Cicero called 
'antiquae istae leges et mortuae'. ~ In so fa.r as senators were 
involved in overseas trade, Rome's ability to protect its citizens 
helped them, yet it would definitely not be plausible to attribute 
much significance to this fact. 

We must pay further attention to the interests that stemmed 
from the ownership and occupation of land. Did Roman 
governments pursue particular foreign policies designed to 
benefit large-scale Roman landowners? Large landowners did 
benefit enormously from war and expansion because of the effect 
these had on the slave supply. Slave labour was the best sort of 
labour for farming, as for many other purposes, and it is assumed 
in Cato's De agri cultura that slaves will form the core of the labour 
force on the properly organized farm. 8 Roman (and other) !buyers 

1 T. P. Wiseman, }few Men, 19]'-202, rabulates the material. Cf. also H. Schneider, 
WirtscluJ.fl•Ni Polilik, Untnsoch•ngnt t ur Gt.fChichlt br .rpiun romisdun Republik (Erlangen, 
1974), 81-7. 

'The. most explicit e'llidencdor thetxdusion is Ascon. 93 C, Dio lv. to (cf. Mommsen, 
R. SltlaiJrttlu .• iii. sa9-1 <>, E. Badian, Publicans and Si111J<TS, 120 n. 16). It is unlikely that this 
was a provision of 1he ux Claudia of 218, as sometimes suggested (L. Lange. Romisclu 
Altntltibntr, ii' (Bc,rlin, 1879), 162). since Livy does not mention it in that context!, but th.is 
seems the righr general period. Z. Y averz (AIIunarom, xl ( r g62) , 341 n. 61 ) less pla~Uibly 
attribut~ it to the second century. 

• Plu. Cat. Mai. 21. ' Polyb. x><Xi. 13. 
• Evasion of the ux Claudia: Plu. Cat. Mai. 21 , Cic./1 Vm. v. 4~· 
• Cf. 2.2, 5·•-s. s6-9. '4•· 
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seern to have devoured them voraciously. No over-all statistics 
can be calculated, needless to say, but the market was clearly able 
to dispose of slaves by the tens of thousands as early as the First 
Pun:ic War. Some massive acts of enslavement are known: most of 
the Agrigentinc captives of2 10, 30,000 prisoners (a very round 
figure) at Tarentum in 209, a good proportion of the 8o,ooo killed 
or captured by Ti. Sempronius Gracchus ' army in Sardinia in 
I 7 7-1 i5, 150,000 Epirotes in I 67 1 (this at a time when there were 
approximately 31 3,000 Roman citizens) . T his las t action was not 
part of the normal procedure of a military operation, nor does it 
seem to have had any polirical rationale, though some scholars 
have striven to find one;2 and even Frank had to admit that the 
action 'might support an inference that the Senate was eager to 
provide cheap labor in Italy. ' 3 Prisoners of war went on being 
en.sl.a ved year after year: more than I 8,ooo prisoners were taken 
on Scipio's African campaign in 204-202, 10,000 were captured 
in three Spanish towns in 141 , and so on.~ The typical scale of the 
enslavements in successful campaigns is probably represented by 
the lstrian War of 1 n, in which one consular army (t.hat of C. 
Claudius Pulcher) is known to have taken 5,632 persons.6 A huge 
slave market flourished, depending in part on Rome's wars, in 
part on piracy, which was tolerated in the more distant seas,6 and 
in part on other sources including ones far beyond the frontiers of 
the provinces. Strabo's testimony that Delos could ha ndle the 

1 Agrigenrum : L-iv. xxvl. 40.13. Tarenruan : :\.'Xvii . 16.7. Sardinia: :<ii. 28.8-g (the figure 
is conrempomry) . Epirus: the figure is given b)' Polyb. xxx. 1.5 ( -= Str;;1b0 \-:ii. 322), l.iv. 
xlv. 34·S· Plu. Atm. 29 (and on the facts seeN. G. L. Ha mmond, Epi1us (Ox lord , t967), 
634- 5) . Known enslavemcms in Spain arc listed b y .J. M. Blazquez, Klio xli (1963), 178 
(where some minor conections are needed ~ and the figure of 30,000 in Suet. Calb. 3 is very 
suspe'Ct, cf. H. Volkmann, o.c. r 1 err 1 ). The ensla\•ernenr of 1,50 1000 Cirnbri and Teutones 
(Liv. Per. 68) was somewhat les:s gratuirot~s and therefore for presenl purposes less 
sig,nificam. A list of other acts of enslavemenL belweel\ 219 and 133 is given 'by Toynbee, 
Hanni!Jafs Ugacy, ii . J]I-'3 · Note aJso Strabo v. 224 on the regular enslavemems by 
Roman generals in Corsica. probably an aJiusion 10 second-century evenrs. 

' H . H. Scullard'scomorted auempt 10 blame Charops (J RS xxxv ( 1945), 58-{)4) is to 
be rejected (cf. 5 .1. Oost, Roman Poliry in Epirus flJJd Acamania in 1/u Agtif the &man Conqu<51 
if Gr<t<t (Dallas, t954), t34 n. 1 12). 'ES.4R i . 188. 

• Africa : App. Lib. 1:;, 2~, 26, ~6. 48 (lh«otal is 18,oooor 18,8oo). Spain: App. lber. 88 
(500 were beheaded). 

6 Liv. xlL 11.8. 
• C f. H. A. Onncrod, Piracy in tl!e Am:;mt World (Liverpool- London, t9>4), oo;. TI•c 

imeresting suggestion of E. Mar6ti , Hdik<>nix- x ( 196!)-;0 ), 36, that !hechange in Rome's 
policy on this matter at the end of the second century ""'as il\fluenced by the influx of 
Cimbrian andTeutonic prisonerscoJlides wich chronology, slnce ~{.Antonius' praetorian 
province: for 10'2 was cenainly delet:"nUned before the battle of Aquae Sextiae. 
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importation, sale, and re-export of 10,000 slaves (a very rough 
figure) in a single day should not be taken to show that this was 
the regular daily traffic, but it probably derives from Poseidon ius 
and it should not be discarded.1 The period in question is that 
when Diodot.us Tryphon was a power in Cilicia ( 142-137) and 
pirating for slaves flourished. What is most interesting is the fact 
that war itself did not satisfy the demand for slaves; so great was 
the demand that it cr·eated a trade with areas outside the 
provinces, and at least in the case of Bithynia in the years before 
104 a trade of demographically significant size. 2 

Since demand was so vigorous it would be implausible to argue 
that slaves were a merely incidental result of war and expansion, 
or one little noticed by a ristocratic landowners. T he large-scale 
acquisition of slaves through war was already commonplace 
before 218, but the Hann ibalic War gave a great impetus to slave­
based latifundism, at least in certain regions of Italy ;3 we know 
that by 173 the tendency of landowners to engross excessive 
quanti ties of ager publicus was clearly perceived,4 and at some date 
probably notlong before 167 a lex de modo agrorum was instituted or 
revived t.o prevent sucih practices.3 The latifundia of second­
century Italy came into being partly because the rich took the 
opportunity offered by the slave supply. Appian's well-known 
description oft he Italian situation deserves to be taken seriously :6 

the rich built up their estates and used slaves on them as farm­
labourers and herdsmen, since free labour would have been 
drawn off from farming into the army. At the same time, he 
claims, the ownership ofslaves brought them great profit because 
of the fertility of the slaves. Thus the powerful vastly enriched 

1 Strabo xiv. 668. He goes ori to say that the cause of this slave marke1 was the fact tha1 
after the destruction of Carthage and Corioth tbe Ro maos used many slaves; hence the 
pirates ' bloosomcd in profusion'. J>oseidoniusas the source: H. Strasburger,JRS iv( tg6;). 
43· W. L. Westermann, TheSiat<System.to/Greek and Romo11 A•tiquilj• (Philadelphia, 1955), 
65, rejects the figure; in its favour c(. Y. A. LentSman, VDI XJO(i Ct950) , sB. 

t Nicomedes I II ofBithynia .. wben asked to contribute u·oop.s to Rome, replied that mos.r 
of his subject$, having been seized b)' the publicatti. were now slaves in Roman provinces­
and the Senate took him seriously (Diod. xxxvi. 3) . 

' Cf. Toynbee, o.c. ii. 228- y2 {not wi tho ut distottions) . 
• Liv. xlii. 1.6 {'senatui placuit L. Postumium consulem ad agrum publicum a privato 

tenninandUm in Campaniam ire, cuiu$ ingentem modurn possidere privatos paulatim 
proferendo fines eonstabat' ), 9·7 (he spent the summer doing this) . Cf. in general C. 
Tibilet ti, RtlaJ;.ioni dtl X C.ngresso lntano<iori(J/e di Scitn<.t Storuhe (Rome, 1955), ii. 046-8. 

~ Cf. Toynbee, o.c. ii. 554-61 . Livy's silence is a very strong objoctjon to a ne w law. 

• BC i . 7·'!r3' · 
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themselves, and the race of slaves multiplied throughout the 
country while the Italians declined. The land was held by the 
rich, who used slaves instead of free men on the farms. 1 The 
general validity of this description remains beyond reasonable 
doubt, in spite of the emphasis which some recent writers have 
placed on the evidence that in the Gracchan period some Italian 
land was still farmed in small units. 1 

A fertile slave supply had other advantages and attractions 
besides providing the preferred form of agricul turai labour. 
Slaves were almost indispensable for certain other important 
economic activities-notably mining, in which tens of thousands 
of slaves were employed, who doubtless had to be replaced at 
frequent intervals. a And during the second century slaves were 
more and more in demand for other non-agricultural labour and 
for personal service. • 

What is the ultimate strength of the claim made by traditional 
Marxists (and by J. A. Hobson) that the need for slaves was the 
true origin of the whole history of Roman war and expansion?! It 
can be no more than a doctrine. Unfortunately no well-informed 
Marxist writer has ever attempted to show in adequate detail 
how the entire phenomenon grew out of the production relations 
withln Roman society. The attempt would be difficult, not least 
because Roman policy was created by an aristocracy which 
throughout its history devoted much of its energy to purposes 
other than self-enrichment, and which often, when it was 
concerned with gain, thought in terms of pillage and seizure 

1 Of. Sail. B) 4i.r-8 (referring to the period between 146and 133) : ' ... populus militia 
atque inopia urgebatur; pracdas bdlicas impcratores cum paucis diripiebant; interc-.a 
part..ntes aut parvi liberi m.iUtum, utique quisqu( potentiori confinis erat, sedibus 
p(U~bantur .. . '. obviously a rough account, but not to be-discarded . 

1 On small units sec M. W. Frederiksen, DA iv-v ( 197G-1 ), 33<r57, with the comments 
of A. La Penna, M. Tordli, f. E. Brown (35g--62). The factthat the word latifundium is not 
attest1ed in this period is. entirely irrdev.ant. 

1 Cf. Badian, Publi<ans and Sinnt>'s, 33-4 (referring to Diod. v. 38.1 and 36.4). 
1 W. L. Westermann, o.c. 67-8, 73-4. 
'for J. A. Hobson's view see lmfi<rialilm, A Stu<(y (London, 1938 edn. ), 247- 8: A 

'tradi:tionaJ' Marxist exposition is otrered by M. Die<:khoff, K n'eg und Fri~dtrr. im gri«ltisth­
r017lis<lun Altntum (Berlin, 1!)62). E. M. Suerman, o.c. (above, p. 74 n. s). •o-•s, reviews 
various Soviet opinions.. Some ofthac recogni:l:c that the desire for slaves was not in fact the 
50le c:ause of Rome's wars (e·R· V. S. Ser~ev, Oclurki /Jo islqrii drron£go Rinu> (Mo5Ww, 
1938), i. 142.) Staerman's own view, as sketched in o.c. •s- •g, 36-70, emphasizes the 
impo·rtance of other economic factors. She was not, howevcr. justi6ed in relying on Cic. 
AU. h•. 16.7 (on the booty to be expected from Britain) as evidcnc.e that slaves were no 
longer valuable acquisitions in the late Republic. 
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rather than production; also because, when Rome's external 
policy underwent a profound change in the last years of 
Augustus' power, the reasons seem r.o have been mainly political. 
But historians opposed to Marxism are in danger of rejecting too 
much: for the slave supply was of very great importance to the 
well-being of the Romans of the middle Republic, to such an 
extent that it must have exercised a fundamental influence. 
Because the slave supply is not known to have been much 
discussed, 1 we tend to assume that it was of trivial significance. 
T he subject was dearly a distasteful one in an aristocratic society, 
and even in Cato's work on agriculture, which gives plentiful 
advice about the purchase of farm-equipment, nothing is said 
about the purchase of the farm-slaves whose presence is assumed. 
Slave-dealing, as generally in the Graeco-Roman world, was a 
poorly regarded occupation. Yet slaves were bought in large 
.numbers by, or at least on behalf of, the aristocratic leaders of the 
state. An adequate supply of slaves at reasonable prices was not 
likely to be forthcoming in peaceful conditions: demand pre­
sumably tended to rise in the second century, and perhaps 
throughout our period, and it cannot be supposed on any 
reasonable assumption about the fertility of slaves that slave­
breeding, together wi th other internal sources such as foundlings, 
came anywhere near meeting thls demand.2 Thus there had to be 
an external supply: some of it could be obtained by purchase, as 
from Bithynia in the time ofNicomed es III, but most of it could 
more easily be obtained by war. Thus for a satisfactory slave 
supply war, or ra ther periodic successful war, was indeed highly 

1 But discussions are tikely to have preceded such conscious decisions as the one that Jed 
to the requirement in the Actofian treaty of 'i 1 1 t!hat those enslaved in joint Roman­
Aetolian operations should belong 1.0 tile Romans. {Staermao, o.c. 36-7. argues that this 
was dictated by the special shortage of slaves attl"Sted by Liv. xxvi, 35·5 and xxviii. t 1.9) , 
and tbe one that led to tbe enslavement of the Epirotes. 

1 The fertility of slaves a.s a group was probably low in the second century. Tae newly 
etlslaved were dis,propQrtionateJy male, al\d som~ probably widespread me thods of 
treating slaves hindered procreation-cr. Ca10. De •gri (u/t. s6. 57 (some ofth,e jamilia 
consists of compiditz). Or·• the other hand another-pethaps less influcmiaJ-writer on 
fanning, Cassius Dionysiu.sofUtica (cf. Varro, RR i. 1. 10 ), advised [hatslavessho·uJd have 
tconiunctas conservas, equibus habeam filios' {RR i. 17.5; l'·oynbee, o.c. ii . 303 n. 8, was 
su.rcly right to sec the whole ~ction as deriving from Cassius}. And Appian does speak of 
the noAuna&8ia of the •laves in the prc·Cracchan period (BC i. 7· 29), though thi• is often 
rejected. {h must be noted that Stacnnan's arguments {o.c. 57-g, 65- 70) in Cavour of 
relatively high fertility among s1aves do not succeed in establishing muc:h abou t tht second 
centu<y.) 
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desirable. This, howcv<~r, wa.1 only one of the ecc:momic bendits 
which were a.<sumcd to grow from successful warfare, and there 
is no rational j ustification for reckoning it the only important one, 
still less for treating th(: demand for slaves as the root of Roman 
imperialism. 

Did the foreign policies created by the aristocracy favour the 
interestsoflargelandowners in mber ways, besides improving the 
supply of slave labour ? The Senate passed a dec:ree at some date 
before 129- perhaps in 1 54- by which it banned the planting of 
olives and vine.' by the t<ansalpinae gentes.' The general period was 
one in which the surplu.ses of l:uge I talian estate$ were assumi ng 
greater importance, and at first sight the ban must have helped, 
and been intended to help, 2 Italian landowners in securing 
western-Mediterranean markets. Attempts have been made to 
avoid this conclusion and to sho\v that the real purpose of the 
decree was simply tO favour Rome's a lly Massilia3 It seems likely 
enough that the Senate intended Massilia to benefit, but there is 
no adequate reason to doubt that landowners in Italy were also 
expected to gain by the measure. Cicero used it as a prime piece of 
evidence tha t the Romans had neglected justice in favour of their 
own interests (a li ne of argument he put into the mouth of the 
consular L. Furius Philus) , and while this may conceivably be 
ineorrcct, it <.~an not sirnply be dism issed as an atlachronism. 4 for 
such regulations were not characteristic of Cicero's own day ; that 

I Cic. n .. up. iii, g ,t6 : 'nos V<:ro iusli~im) homines. qui tram.a:lpinas .gcntill olcam C'l 
vitem sererc: non sinimus, quo p1uris sim nosu·a otivcta nostracque vi neat; <}uod cum 
faciamu<S, prudc:n1cr facer~ dicimur, iu!le non dic:imur, ut inteltegalts di$crep01r~ ab 
aequitate sapiemiam.' E.xt~lingoli\•eiand \•ines which had su~vived the campaign agai•lSI 
the Oxybii and Drte.at<t<: in ' 54 ( (H•ld prt'.itlm~bl>· <:t>ntinut (0 be ..-.ultiwu.ed (<f. A. 
1\ymard, ·".ftltm,fts gfogtof'hiqutl (~flats t lliwmWUI.f( lt M. Danlti Falt(htr (Toulou~:. *948). sa-
9 t- BibL J). Th~datc 1 !)4 (su pported f«tntly by E. Batlian. RIUl1 •9- 'H), G. Clemente:. 
I rc-m•uri ruUc G.tllia "1t.ridifmnlt (Bolog•l.a, '9i4). !9, 132-3) is nor t:n tircl)' S('CUI'I"; it i~ ju.s ~ 
po!105iblc that ac.erowa.i wrong toSoe( it bc-for< 1 ~9 . in which c<tSe a CQr'Ht'lCI after t l24 would 
be more appropria1c {and A)•msrd, ().c. ,36-g. argued 1ha1 it was parr of the /.tx~JfJt:itrdtu; 
ef. abo P. A. Brunt, S«onllnunu;tioMl Crniftnnuof £wPf'fJJ11it /li$tary (Paris-The· H<V!;UC', 
196[>), i. f ? j n. 4 [ - 8ibl.)). 

' It ,,,jU not do eo suggest (a~ Frank.. Roman lmptrin.li.tm. 28o. ap~x:ars toJ 1ha1 th<" Scnat< 
i'ajied 10 ~UHI.C'rStan(( Wh3.1 i t W~lS (l()iug. 
~Frank, Badian. IL<c. The~<' wriu•n migh1 ha,·c: added thr argument thou since· the 

Rornan, tra.n~ftrnd 00'7]"' (.,.s;xc7o <>f the tt rdtory of th\" Ox)'l)ii ;\1ld Oect-a~C' t(J 

Mrusil.ia in ' 5·1- (Polyb, xxxili. 10.12) and Massiliot 1crritory must !nan· bC<Cn <'X<"mp l from 
the ban , the acwal de<'rC'i'!iC' in olive and vine gn ·)wing rn~y h:t\.'ct be-en slight. 

' As br 8adian. l.c. T he policy was a milder \'c:rs:ion of on<" Carnhag<" had foUo.,.;cd in 
Sardinia (Ps.·Aristot. D< mir116, trllSw lt. 100·). as rn:ly h<WC' bt,">(!n kJlOwn :.t Ron1c. 
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is to say, he was mot misled by some contemporary measure into 
interpreting the decree of '54 as he did. And to say that Rome 
had 'no interest whatever in southern Gaul' for another gene­
ration is seriously misleading, whether political or economic 
interest is meant.! The measure may not have been unique, but we 
know of no parallels. That is hardly surprising, since such a ban 
only made sense in an area where control could be exercised (no 
doubt. the Massiliots were vigilant) , but where direct Roman 
exploitation had still to be established. It is scarcely logical to 
argue that the Senate can have had no Roman advantage in mind 
in the case of the transalpinae gentes on the grounds that it did not 
damage the economies of the provinces by imposing similar bans. 2 

It can, however, be agreed that the ban on the transalpinae gentes 
does not establish that the Roman aristocracy regularly sub­
ordinated t.he foreign policy of the state to their own interests as 
landowners. 

Many Romftn aristocrats did apparently succeed in enrlching 
themselves very greatly in the second century, in spite oft he rising 
cost of politics. That ihere was an immense growth of luxury is 
evident from con.temporary evidence and needs no arguing. It 
was in the second century that they began to learn truly elaborate 
extravagances- the villa expolita on the coast, expensive foods, 
favourites of both sexes acquired at exorbitant prices, and so on.3 

The growth of Roman wealth after 167 struck a Greek as very 
swift} Figures are as usual few and hard t:o interpret. When 
Aemilius Paullus died in 160 he apparently left property worth 
about 85 talents (the equivalent of 2·04 million HS}, not an 
enormous sum ; but as Polybius says, Paull us was not at all well 
off- indeed he cannot have been regarded as such in his own 
circle, given that funeral games might cost 30 talents ( 720,000 

' Badian, o.c. ~o. The lack o f evide nce for Roman landowning is immate rial. Clemente 
has collected the evidence for imports from I tal)• in tile pre-conquest period at Entremont 
(o.c. 3<>-'>) and a number of other sites (32- 71 ) ; 5<:<" fun her o.c. 23-<) on the imrortant 
evidence of wrecked ships, of which the most strik.ing is the well~known one from the Grand 
ConglouC, p.ethaps best dated c. 1 i5 (F. Benoit, [.' Epa11r du Grand Congloui 0 1\1/orsdflt. Gallia 
Suppl. xiv ( t!)(i t), etc .). To what extent Roman citizens were involved in thooe 
commercial activities is of course unknown. On the exportation of wine by ccrtajn senators 
ir1 the t '20s ~ee above~ p. 79· "Cf. Radian) o.c. 19. 

3 The t:illa expolila is an a1tested phenomenon from r64:j. H. D•Arms, Romans~n th,. Bay 
of .Naples (Cambridge, Mass.> 1970), 1- 1 i · References 10 ex-pensive foodt; are numerous- ; 
Polyb. xxxi. 25·5-ja, P~irl . ./'v'Hviii. 223, x. 139. Plu. Cal. Mt1i. 8, Macrob. Sat. ili . 13 .. 13, 
etc. f avourites: PoJyb. xxxi. 25.4-ja. • P'olyb. xxx.i. 25-7· 
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HS).l His son Scipio Aemilianus was adopted into the wealthier 
family of Africanus, but even Aemilianus, says Polybius, was a 
man of moderate property,Jor a Roman.2 These words show that 
by the standards of the contemporary Greek world Polybius 
considered the Romans to be rich. Alexander the I sian, whom he 
judged to be the richest man in Greece, possessed something over 
200 talents (the equivalent of 4·8 million HS). 3 The earliest 
Roman fortune we know which compl.etely overshadowed this 
was that of P. Licinius Crassus Dives M ucianus, cos. 131, whose 
wealth was apparently set at 100 million HS, a very round but 
undoubtedly huge sum. 4 Such fortunes were rare even among the 
leading figures of the :first century, and there were probably 
senators in all periods who barely satisfied the property require­
ments for membership. But wealth such as that of Alexander the 
lsian must have been quite commonplace in the Roman 
aristocracy from the mid-second century onwards. 

We return to the problem of the aristocratic ethos. Roman 
aristocrats aspired to do other things besides make money; 
especially they aspired to win high office, to carry out its 
responsibilities successfully in peace and above all in war, and to 
receive the fame that r·esulted from these a·chievements. In the 
invective which he directed against M. Iunius Brutus in 91 , L. 
Crass us suggested that it was not a mark of the nobilitas to increase 
one's patrimony,~ and ( though one might suspect the influence of 
assured prosperity here) this had never been a sufficient achieve­
ment for a nobilis. But the traditional outlook respected wealth·, 

' Aemilius' ena1e: 370,000 drachma, (Plu. Am. 39), over 6o talenu (Polyb. xxxi. 28.3). 
These sums presumably exclude the 25 talents of dowry returned after his death to his 
second wife (Polyb. xviii . 3').6, wilh w'albank's last n.). Polybius' view of Aemilius' 
possessions: xviii. 35·5 ( oV nfp,rrfVwv -rfi XOPTJY{f!) ,.Q 8 ' h-nvr{ov i>J.Ei-rrwv 1-'aA.:\ovL 
cf. xxxi. 22.3- 4· Carnes : Polyb. xxxi. ; 8,6 Uv ns !J.<ya>.op.<pws "o•fi). Scipio· 
Aemilianus pledged dowries of s,o 1alems for tach of his 1wo daugh1ers (xxxi. 27:l) , which 
he probably expec~ed to pay w;thout selling properry (il was apparenlly unusual when 
1hi.s coul~ nol be done, xvii i. 35.6) . 

2 tl~ oiKo" tlnropclrrtpov T0v 'At/Jp,Ko.voii , Plu. Atm. 39; Poly b. xviii. 3S-IO (oVx OAws­
taiTropoUJJ.-E"O~ KaT<i ,.o., fjiov, ~,UQ p.ETp,os Wv KQTci ,..,., ihrnp~'"• c.Us- 'Pwf"(llos-), with 
Wa]bank's n. 

' Poly b. xxi. z6.g, '4· Bu• in •bird-century Greece •here had been larger forrunes (F. M. 
Heichelheim, An Ancu nt &onomi< HiJtcry, iii (Leiden, 1970), 124-;) . 

• Cic. De rtp. iii. 10.1 7 : 'cur aurem, si pecuniae modus statuendus fuit feminis, P. Crassi 
hJia~ posser habere, si unica parri essec aeris miJiens salva lege ... ?' 

'Cic. Brut. ••;-6= ORP fr. 45 (p. 255) : ' .. . quid 1< ag:ere' cui rei, cui gloriac, cui 
virtuti studere? patrimonione augendo? at id non es1 nobilitatis. sed fac esse) nihil 
superest; lubidines totum di,ssupaverunt. an iuri civili? ... ' 
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and, as we have seen, acquiring it by certain means was a 
laudable achievement in an aristocrat. The contemporary 
evidence shows that this attitude continued to prevail in the 
second century.1 'Nos omnia plura habere volumus', said Cato in 
the Senate ;2 it was axiomatic. And Polybius is not likely to have 
over-stated Roman acquisitiveness--quite the reverse. In his 
VIeW 

the customs and rules about money-making activities are better at Rome than at 
Carthage. At Carthage nothing which results in profit is regarded as disgraceful, 
whereas at Rome the most disgraceful things of all are to accept bribes and to 
show greed for gain from disapproved activi.tics; for no less strong than their 
admiration for money~making from IM proper s~urces (Kall' ooov yap ev KaA<!) 
Tlii£VTO.< TOV a?To TOU KpO.TLUTOV XPTJJLO.'Ttap.ov) is their disapproval of greed 
for gain from forbidden sources.> 

(He goes on to exaggerate Roman severiry towards bribe-giving 
political candidates.)• The same author reverts later to the 
exceptional tigh t:fistedness of the Romans, and to their financial 
scrupulousnesss-an attribute common enough in those intent on 
getting rich. Polybius certainly did not regard the Romans as 
other-worldly, and he does not say, as has sometimes been 
thought, that in the period before their overseas wars they were 
indifferent to wealth.6 What he says is that then they would not 
accept bribes of the kind the Aetolians thought Flamininus had 
accepted from Philip V in 197; now (after 146, apparently) he 
would not say this about all of them, only about the majority.lt is 
true that in order to show that they are still unbribable he 
illogically introduces the self-restraint shown by Aemilius Paull us 
and by Aemilianus with regard to booty in 168 and 146-evidence 
which is irrelevant, but which might be meant to show that some 
Romans scorned money. But Polybiu.s does not make this latter 
claim. 

Continuing p~ressures would have made it difficult for the 
aristocracy to set itself in any serious way against the more 

1 Cf. G. Tibilttti, Rela.tioni del X Congwsolnlmld~iana/e di Scitn~t Storiche (Rom.e, 1955), 
ii. ~40. 

'Gel I. .IVA vi. 3·37 - ORF' fr. r67 (p. 66). 
' Polyb. vi. s6.1- 3. 
• In spite of vi. 56.4 we know of no one who was put to death for electoral bribery. 
S XKXi. ~6.g, xx.Xi. 27. 1o-11: • . . . for at Rome, :so fll!r from paying 50 talents chree years in 

advance, noooe will pay a single talent before the day it is due; such is their unparalleled 
carefulness about mon<:)' and awareness of the financial value of time.' 

• The passage in que3tion is xviii. 35, mi.sinterp~lled by among others S. Maz:larino, II 
. ptnsi<Ta slqrica c/4Jsico, ii. 1 (Bari, rg66), 350. 



3· During the Rise to World Power, 21'}-70 a.c. 8g 

respectable forms of self-enrichment. Certain kinds of lavish 
display were expected on a much larger scale than before the 
eastern wars. The sort of lavish gladiatorial games that were 
given to honour the death of Aemilius Paullus would, as we have 
seen, cost as much as 30 talents. Much more crucially, the level of 
expenditure required for the fulfilment of legitimate political 
ambitions tended to rise. This latter phenomenon has been 
adequately analysed by others, and the evidence does no-t need to 
be repeated.1 

In parenthesis it is worth pointing out that we should not 
interpret the sumptuary regulations which were a characteristic 
of second-century Rome as evidence of hostility towards self­
enrichment, though they resulted in part from the growth of 
private wealth. The regulations ofCato's censorship, and the leges 
Ore hi a ( 182), Fannia ( 161), Didia ( 143), Licinia (probably 131), 
and Aemilia (probably 1 15) were not directed against wealth, but 
against certain types of expenditure.2 And while th:.is policy 
derived in part from the fundamental moral beliefs of members of 
the aristocracy and from the psychological structures that 
und-erlay these beliefs, the legal stipulations against luxury seem 
to have had a quite straightforward political purpose, namely to 
reduce illicit influences in elections. 3 

There is no trace of obloquy attaching to the profits of war, 

1 Cf Gelzer, Ramon Nobility, n o-14 ( = KSi. ltC>-14 ( ... Bibl. )) , H. H. Scu.llard, Ramon 
Politics, 23- 5, A. E. Astin, StipioAemilianus, 339· Cato, ORF• fr. 173 (p. 7<>), shows the 
direct connec tion between provincial ex.tortion and political corruption {" "numquam 
ego pecuniam neque meam neque sociorum per ambitionem dilargitus sum." artat, noti, 
noli s:.cribere, inquain, istud: noluot audirc•). 

' T he ux Oppia can be ignored.., having had a quite different character. Tl>e Ltx Ortltio 
attempted tO limit the number of guests at dinners; the Ux Fannia mainly attempted to 
limit tbe spcndjng at dinners {but note the wide .. ranging complainu of an advocate oft be 
law, Macrob. Sat. iii. t6.14-17), as did the apparently leM severe Lu Litinia; the Ltx 
A~milia forbade the serving of certain luxurious foods at dlnnerS. The source material is 
Ji§red in the relevant places by MRR and by I. Sauerwein, Die legts sumpbiariat als ri!mistlu 
Masmaltme gegen tkn Situnverfall (diss. Hamburg, 1970) . 

• It appear> that there was some opposition to luxurious foodsa.uuch (Polyb. lOO<i. •5·5 
etc.); and for t.he h0$tilicy of certain aristocrats towards other forrt1s of luxurious spending 
cf. Liv. Per. 48 (M. Aemilius Lepid us, <os. 187, ' 7S, against expensive funerals). The 
connec1:ion of banquets v.ith elcctionee:ring is strongly suggested by the Lex Coftmiae 
Gtntliva! lulitU, cb. 132 (FIRA ed. Riccobono, i. 197- 8) and supported by the fact that the 
l-ex Orthia was followed in 181 by the first law against ambiJIU, the L.x c. melia Baebi4 (and 
on the Ltx Fannia cf. 1\then. vi. 2740) . For D. Daube's ingenious theory that the 
$Umptuary laws of the second century were intended tO protect the finances of the hosts see. 
Roman Law, Ung•istic, Sa<iol and Philosopl>ital Aspt<.ts (Edinburgh, rg6g), ••·-1-6. 
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though extreme greed could be criticized and generosity could be 
praised in this as in other contexts. Nor is it likely that the gains 
senators drew from more or less peaceful exploitation of the 
provinces were su~jcct to any significant amount of dispraise 
from fellow-senators even in the second century, provided that 
the gains were not excessive! 

In one respect it seems likely that some senators became more 
willing during the second half of the second century to sub­
ordinate other traditional values to the desire for gain. Though 
the topic is inevitably surrounded by secrecy and political 
invective, they seem to have become more susceptible tO bribes. 
In the period before the overseas wars, Polybius thought, 
Romans had generally been unwilling to accept bribes from 
foreign rulers. 2 The first important case we know is that of 
Timarchus ofMiletus in about 161 , who seems to have purchased 
from senators, especially those with weak finances, recognition 
for his position as a king in Media. 3 Polybius apparently believed 
that such things became commoner after 146.4 Later the 
allegation of bribe-taking could be made with considerable 
plausibility against those senators who had shown themselves 
favourable to Jugurtha ;5 and to take a relatively sure example, 
the younger M'. Aquillius and others probably took a large sum 
between them in exchange for restoring Nicomedes IV to the 
throne ofBithynia.6 A generalization on this topic is precarious, 
but some senators had become more willing to extract illicit 
profits from Rome's position of power. . 

It is true, and of great interest, that senators did accept certain 
specific limitations on their opportunities of profiting from the 
imperi·al system. Particularly striking is the rule that senators did 
not participate in the vast majority of the pubHc contracts.' 

1 Cf. above, p. 79· 
a xviii. 35· I. 
• Diod. xxxi. 27a ; cf. Gelzer, &man .Nobility, 114 ( = KS i. 114 [ -+Bibi.J). What were 

thesptUs (yo']'Tt:lcu} by which Timarchus' brother Heracleides won TRO$t $tnatorsover to 
the side of Alexander Balas in 153 (Polyb. xxxiii. I8.11, cf. xxxiii. 15)? 

'Polyb. xviii. 35·'· 
'The sources : Sa! I. 8] '3·5""1. •s- 16, 20.1, >7.2, o8.1, •9· 32, 33· 2, 40. 1- 2, etc. (,.e 

MRR i . 546) . Sallust is cxc..,ively fond of this theme, but modem sceptici•m also goes too 
tar (below, p. •so). 

• App. Mitkr. 1 1.36. On the question whe1her the elder M'. Aquillius (ciU. 129) Iook a 
btil~ (n;, ... -,. Mithfidat.::~ V in ~x.;;ltang(: fot Phrygia d'. App. Mill.,·. 12.39• 57.'23 1, D. 
Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, ii. 1049 n. 41, E. Gabba on App. BC i. 22.92. 

' See above, p. 8o n. ~. 
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Eventually this gave rise to a somewhat strange situation in which 
senators were forbidden to benefit from what had possibly 
become the most profitable form of imperial exploitation; and by 
the last years of the Republic we know that some senators (it is 
very obscure how many) found this intolerable and acquired 
shares in the societaus publicanorum.1 Yet the original prohibition is 
perfectly intelligible and does not show that the aristocracy was 
indifferent to self-enrichment. It probably dates from the general 
period of the Lex Claudia. Public contracting meant selling goods 
and services to the state in what was probably felt to be an 
unaristocratic fashion, and the more properly aristocratic source 
of new wealth, success in war, was still regularly available. 
Furthermore some senators may well have been sensitive to the 
difficulties the state was likely to encounter in letting its contracts 
at reasonable prices if the bidders came from within the Senate 
itself. At the same time, as the Lex Claudia shows, there were well­
to-do people outside the Senate who saw it as advantageous to 
keep senators out of this business and could rally substantial 
political support for their point of view. 

Another limitation on the activities of senators deserves 
mention. While they were in their own provinces governors and 
legates were forbidden to buy slaves, except to replace slaves who 
had come with them and died in the province, because, Cicero 
says, the maiores thought it was robbery, not purchase, if the seller 
did not have a free choice. 2 This regulation, most necessary one 
wo-uld think, probably stems from the somewhat increased 
concern for the well-being of the provincials which can be 
detected from the 170s onwards. 3 It is not likely to have been 
observed with anyrigour, and Cicero seems to admit that in using 
it against Verres, he is harking back excessively to antiqua religio. c 

Plentiful allowance should always be made for individual 
1 Th~ primary evidence is C ic. Val. 29 ("eripuerisne partis iUo tempore carisoimas 

partim a Caesare, partim a publicanis?'); cf. E. Badian, Prtblican.raru/Si•1ttTs, 102. But 
when Cicero is directing unsubstantiated charg~ aod innuendoes against his 
enemies} caution is required . 

1 II Vm. iv. !riO. 
1 The regulation is not n..:essarily presupposed by the story told in Plu. Cat. Mai. 10.5, 

but ~ems 10 be presupposed by the one told of Scipio Aemilianus in Polyb. fr. '}611-W, 
Val. Max. iv. 3-13, Plu. Mor. 2ota (referring to the period t+0-•39) · 

41 'Dicet aliqui.s: "Noli isto modo ague cum Ven-e, noli eius facta ad antiquac ~ligionis 
rationem exquirere; concede ut impune emerit, modo ut bona ratione emerit, nihil pro 
potcstate, nihil ab invito, nihil per iniuriam". Sic a'gam .. .' (II Vm. iv. 10). 
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divergences from the normal attitudes. If Polybius is to be 
believed on this topic, Aemilius Paullus and Aemilianus could 
both on occasion forgo easy opportunities of self-enrichment.1 It 
may be that in the late Republic aristocratic prosperity, 
accompanied by philos.ophical ideas, changed the attitudes of 
some towards wealth. 2 The three men who, according tO 

Athenaeus, observed the Lex Fannia sumptuaria-the only three­
were the 'Stoics' Aelius Tubero, Mucius Scaevola, and Rutilius 
Rufus,3 and they might be cases in point-not that the Lex Fannia 
opposed the acquisition of wealth. Yet in the last generation of the 
Republic it was the man who refused to enrich himself who was 
remarkable, Cato Uticensis- and investigation shows that even 
he connived at ruthless exploitation of Rome's subjects by his 
relatives.' 

How then should we formulate the importance of economic 
gains in the Senate's policies? These policies were, within certain 
limits of prudence and within the capacities of the state, generally 
aggressive and often interventionist. The causes of this behaviour 
are manifold, and some of the most important had little to do with 
wealth. But to Roman senators economic gain, boOth public and 
private, was a normal concomitant of successful warfare and of 
the expansion of power.. When the elder Ti. Gracchus' successes 
in Sardinia were commemorated by an inscription in 174, the 
text mingled the economic gains with the political ones as a 
matter of course. 6 We have seen how extensive and fundamental 
the economic gains were, and furthermore that according to the 
established ethos-which, however, underwent some modifi­
cations in the second century-private gain was desirable and 
important. Nor was economic exploitation confined to activities 
that were the incidental side-effects of military victory, as is 
shown most clearly by the enslavement of 15o,ooo Epirotes in 167 
and by some other acts of enslavement. The presence of economic 
motives is not excluded by the fact that the stated reasons for war 
were of a quite different kind. Furthermore, if everyone in the 

1 On the latter (roader ofXenophon's C;~opo.edia etc.) sec A. E. Anin, Scipio Aemilianus, 
116-lg. 

1 For the philosophical influence cf. Ck. D,. up. iv. 7.71 Parad. vi . 43· 
3 • 

VI. ll 74c-C. 
'S.L Oost, Cl'h I ( 1955). 105-7. 
' Liv. xli. 28.8-g (boo1y, <evcnucs) ; cf. ScipioAfricanus' praycral Lilybacum in 204, Liv. 

(A.) xxix. •7·3· 
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Senate recognized the economic advantages of Rome's funda­
mental policies, these advantages did not have to be debated at 
length. Meanwhile it can be conceded t.hat some senators may 
have been indifferent to personal enrichment. T he best summary 
formulation that is possible on the surviving evidence is that desire 
for economic gain was a factor of the greatest importance in 
predisposing senators to take aggressive and interventionist 
decisions in foreign policy, and there is no reason to doubt t.hat on 
some occasions this desire played a more immediate part in 
influencing policy. 

c. OTHER CITIZENS 

Two questions arise. To what extent did C1t1zens outside the 
Senate identify their economic interests with war and expansion? 
And how much influence did r.heir views have on the conduct of 
the Roman state? 

Many of the best-connected men outside the Senate, members 
of the equestrian order, depended for their livelihoods on land, 
and :some of these must have benefited considerably from the 
expansion of Roman power, like senatorial landowners. Many 
non-senatorial members of the order still performed long periods 
of military service, 1 and so shared proportionately in the 
economic blessings of victory. Unmistakable advantages flowed 
to Roman publicani on a hug·e scale through t.he collection of 
Italian and provincial revenues, an activity which required the 
participation of increasing numbers of people. Those who 
contracted with the state for ultro tributa depended in large part on 
the money Rome acquired by means of war and empire. The 
furnishing of weapons and clothing to armies was in itself a steady 
source of wealth, 2 for there was a mean total of seven legions in 
service in t.he years between 200 and 91. As for profit margins, 
there is no reason to think that in this (or any other) category of 
the public contracts they were at all modes1 .. 3 With regard to 

1 Above, p. 37 n. 2 . 
2 Liule is known of particular cases~ cf. Liv. xliv. r6.4 .. 
8 As Badian argues, J>ub /i(.ONS and SinneT:$, fl l - 3) 3-.-6, etc., withom any goOO evidence 

(cf. my review, A]Ph xcvi { 1975), 433-5) · On the profi"' made from tax-farming in Sicily 
in Vcnes' time (profils which were probably higher than those to be made from ultro 
tributo) see A. H . M. Jones, Third Jntemafumal Conference of Etanomic HiJtory, iii (Pa ris- The 
H ague, 1969), 85-7 • The Roman &onom..> (Oxford, 19i4) , 11~0. 
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public building, Polybius' well-known testimony as to the large 
number of people involved has already been quoted, and the 
dependence of such building on imperialism has been made clear. 

In the wider category of negotiatores, anyone prepared to invest 
in trade outsideltaly benefited from the growth ofRoman power. 
The formal privileges which the Roman government sometimes 
secured for such people were only a part of the advantage. Not 
that these were negligible: the freedom from port-dues for 
Roman citizens and Latins in Ambracia, established by sena­
torial decree in 187, is likely to have been extended later to some 
other places.1 T he famous free harbour established in 167 at 
Delos proved highly advantageous and attractive to Roman and 
Italian traders, even though it gave them no privileges over 
traders of other nationalities; 2 nor can we suppo:se that Roman 
citizens were an insignificant part of the Italian community that 
grew up on Delos, as used to be claimed~uite the reverse.3 1t is 
also possible that the somewhat anomalous Roman seizure of 
Zacynthos in 191 was intended to help negotiatores, since it gave 
little political advantage to Rome.4 

1 Liv. xxxviii. 44.4: 'Portoria, quae vellent, terra marique ca.perem, durn corum 
immunes Romani ac socii nominis Latini essent.' T. Frank, Rtnnan Imperialism, 294 n. 7, 
wa$ entirely wrong to suppose chat this privilege was diluted by the iuclusion of the Italian 
allies. There: are no parallels (no.t with Abdera, in spite ofToynbc::e,. Hatmibar.r Ltgacy, ii. 
368). but there is little evidence against the existence of such clauses in later agreements and 
decrees. Admiuedly the freedom. of the publicani from portoria S<ipula ted in the Lt.x Anlbnia 
at Tmntssibus (FIRA ed. Ricco bo no, i. t 37) is evidence tha t other Romans did not have 
this privilege in Asia (Frank, o.c . o8o). Cf. further J. Harzfcld, Lt." T •afiquanu ltalitns, 322. 

'Romans and Italians must have become more numerous at Delos than they were 
anywhere else in the Aegean b-efore their penetration of the pro,'ince Asia. The free 
harbour (Polyb. xxx. 31.10 etc.) has to be explained somehow: puni$hing Rhodes was an 
initial motive for establishing it, 'but after Rome agreed 10 an alliance in J6) (31.20) , the 
cause of Rhodes. ss .. pcr cent loss of port .. dues (3 (. 12~Urely the correct interprecalion; 
Toynb<e, Hannibal's Legag. ii. 36;1 n . 2 ) w<>uld have been r• moved if there had no1 been 
some reason fOr it. Note that Romans and Italians had apparenrly failed to establish 
<hemselves i.n coosidcrable numbers at Rhodes (~1. H . Schmin, Rom una Rlwdos (Munich, 
1957), 132 n . 1) . On tbe altractions of Delos cf. L. Casson, TAPhA lxxxv ( 19S4) , 18o. 

'Set A. J. N. Wilson, Emigration from lta{y in the Repuhliron Age 'If llbnu (Manchesler, 
1966), 105-11, f. C:usola, DA iv-v ( 197!T-1), 317. 

• Liv. x.xxvi. 31.1o-32.g. [pjgraphical evidence for Roman per\etration seems to be 
limi<ed to CIL iu. 574; App. Mithr. 45 shows that there were Romans sen led there by 86 
(cf.J. Hatofeld,o.c. 38-9) . Ccphallcnia a lso deserves anen1ion. Sam<:, <he chief town, was 
garrisoned by Rome after its capture in the winter of 18g-8; rumours of expulsion had 
driven the iuhabi1ants 10 resi•t a nd 1hus provoke a siege (Uv. ( P.) xxxviii. 2B.s-so. 1) . 
Rome'soriginal policy in 18g, whatever it was exactly. must have res.ulted from the piracy 
with which the Cephallenian~ had, in t.he previou$ year, closed the su:·ait$ tO c,ommtalus 
ltalici (Liv. (P.) xxxvii. 13. 11 - 12). 
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What mattered more than these special privileges was the 
protection that the Roman state and the Roman name could give 
to citizens, and also to Italians, in places more and more distant 
from Rome-protection not often needed but always present in 
the background. Cicero claims in the Verrines that it is the Roman 
citizenship which protects Roman merchants to the ends of the 
earth,l and beneath the rhetoric there is a solid truth. A full and 
up-to-date account of the business interests of Romans and 
Italians in the provinces and beyond them is regrettably lacking. 
The great growth of these interests in the third and second 
centuries, outstripping anything that the reputedly more 'com­
mercial' empire of Carthage had achieved, was a symptom of the 
dynamic energy shown by the Romans and by some other 
Italians; and to some extent it was supported by Rome's military 
strength. 

In the provinces it was probably the publicani who benefited 
most, since they possessed some cohesive political strength, 
especially after their admission to the repetundae juries. Other 
beneficiaries were of course negotiatores in general, and Romans 
and Italians with large land-holdings in the provinces-though 
these were perhaps not an important phenomenon in many 
pTovinces until the first century. 2 Men in all these categories 
expected favourable treatment from Roman officials,3 and it was 
especially common for publicani and financiers to look for official 

'Cic. II Verr. v, 166-7. 
'However there were already some such holdings in the ~econd century (cf. P. A. 

B:runt~ ltoiio.n Manpow"~ 1 1:}-t.t) . 'fhc following evidence is relevant: Diod. xlOOv/v. 2.2 j, 

3l, 32, 34 (I tali an landown<rs in Sicily in the period of the· first slave rebellion; in§ 31 he 
slates that most oflhc large slave-owners were l1Nrf'~ fVTfAfi~ ;Wv 'Pw1J4lwv, a claim 
which ls somewhat weakened by an anachronism in wha( follOw$; or\ these people cf. C. 
Nicolet, COuirtlqutStrr., i . 292- 4, and for an individual tqut4 in t04, Diod. xx.xvi. 4.t; G. f . 
Verbrugghes auempt to show that Diodoru.s was wron,g to §uppose lhat there wue 
.Roman and Italian landownet'> in Sicily ( TAPhA ciii ( 1972), 535- 59) is not adequately 
argued) ; ux Agro.U. (FIR.~ ed. Riccobono, no. 8), lines 43-96 (salco of agtr (Nblitus in 
Africa, evidently to largc·:Ka1c Roman intcrC3ts-;;f. Brunt, o.c. ~·3· n. 9) ; l,ex ~(r•ri•, 
li:nes 96-105 (ag(r publicuJ at Corinth). Roman landowners of republican date arc known 
in Messenia from IG v. 1. 1433 (cf. also 143•. 1434), but the exact date is controversial (cf. 
A . Wilhelm, ]OAI xvii ( 19•4), >- 120, M. Ros1ovtzcli, SEJfHW 753- 4, Wilson, o.c. 150 
n. 2). Concerning Chios in a:6 see App. Mithr. 47· For Roman landowning in Gallia 
TransaJpina in the very earlr y.:an of the first century sec Cic . QpillCt. t~. 

'Cf. Hal2feld, o.c. 324- 5. Specific evidence is not exten.o;ive for the second century, b-ut 
Cato, ORF' fr. 173 (p . 7 r), lines 9- 11 , probably refers to private activitieo supported by 
governors-. 
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support in obtaining money owed to them.1 These :sums included 
interest exacted at usurious rates on loans which cities had been 
compelled to seek by the financial demands of the Roman 
government itself. Sometimes the capital involved was not very 
large by Roman standards, as in the case of the Cloatii brothers, 
who three times in the 70s lent a few thousand drachmae to 
Gytheum, on one occasion at a rate of 48 per cent compound 
interest.2 But on some occasions the scale was much larger, the 
extreme case being the 12o,ooo talents owed by Asi.a in 74-73 as a 
result of the 20,000 talent indemnity which Sulla had imposed. 3 

Even when, as in the latter case, a Roman official eventually 
imposed a compromise settlement, it must be recognized that the 
existence of Roman power and the partial complaisance of 
Roman officials allowed profits to be made. Cicero was too 
benevolent to permit debt-collectors the actual command of 
troops within hi.s provinc·e- though he allowed M. Brutus' agents 
to take troops to Cappadocia purely to exact interest from King 
Ariobarzanes-but it is dear that governors did sometimes grant 
this privilege.4 In general the advantageous position of Roman 
financiers in the provinces is not to be doubted. It is true that 
relationships between Romans and Italians on the one side and 
provincials on the other sometimes seem to have been amiCable 
and co-operative,~ and :some individual provinciials prospered 
under Roman rule, but Romans and Italians must, at least in 

1 In the first century numerous <:ases are known in which provincial officials assisted in. 
or were at least asked to assist in. the coUection of debts to Romans (c .g. Cic. Mur. 42, FtJm. 
xiii. 56, 61 , Att. ii. L 12, vi. 1 ) , or in unspecified rugotid most of which were probably of this 
kind (Cic. Fom. xiii contains many such cases; note letters 27, 33. 38~ .:p-s , 53, 55, 57, 63, 
74)-

• Sf(;$ 748. Gytheum was not part oft he province ofAchaea, but the fact is immaterial 
here. 

• 40,000 talents had already been paid on the Asian debt. Lu vullus made him.elf 
unpopular with the lenders by imposing relative moderation~ and the debts seena to have 
been cleared by the Lime he ceased to be governor (Piu. Luc. >o) . But e<Jonnous profits had 
been made. 

• No troops to be used against the Salaminians as Scaptius had requested: Att. vi. J.5-6, 
•-~- Troops to Cappadocia followed threatening le[[ets fri>in Cicero, which the latter 
wrote though he .knew that Ariobarzanes could not pay, since he was already paying 33 
talents a month ofinterest to Pompey (vi. t .g-,h 2.7, 3.5-6). Scaptius had had troops from 
Ap. Claudius Pulcher, Cicero's predecessor, to use against Salamis, and this was clearly 
normal (vi. J .6; cf. 2.8). M. Brucu.s was heavil)• involved in barely legal investment in the 
region of Cilicia, where he served as quaestor in 53 under his father-in-law (Ap. 
Claudius), an opponunity he had preferred to serving in Gaul (De vir. ill. 8•.3- 4). Cf. 
8ad.ian, RILR' !4-6. 

1 On the Greek world, ef. HatziCid, o.c. 291-315. 
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certain provinces, have been aware of what might happen co them 
if Roman power faikd. It did so temporarily in the province Asia 
in 88, and many thousands of Roman citizens lost their lives as a 
result.• 

Beyond the provinces Roman and Italian business interests 
were certainly not negligible in the second century' They were 
often more precarious than they would have been within the 
provinces, and it then,J'ore seems likely that the Romans and 
Italians concerned regarded the ability and willingness of the 
Roman st.at.e to afford s.ome protection in emergencies as vitally 
important. \<\:hen a vigorous opponent ofRomt~ ~ppr.-'.rf.'d, 5\oc.h 
as Jugurtha or Mithridates VI , they necessarily preferred a 
Roman policy that was hard and assertive. 

It has been claimed that the influence of provincial and extra­
provincial negotiat~res was not really in fav·our of Roman 
expansion. 'It is nothing short of absurd ... to believe that this 
class (the publicam1 could have been pressing for expansion of the 
Empire', wrote Badian,' commenting on th.e complaint of 
Nicomedes III in 104 that most of his subjects, thanks to the 
pubticani, had been take:n into slavery,• a result which thepublicani 
could hardly have brought about in an annexed pro,•ince. But 
most of the business in which Roman ntgotiatores engaged was 
even less likely than this one to encounter scnato·rial disapproval, 
and- mor<: important- the sense of 'empire' with which we 
should be concerned is the primary Roman sense, namely the 
whole area in which Rome exercised power.• The question of 
annexation is subsidiary.' What we should ask is whether 
negotiatores in general had in the preceding decades, both before 
and after the annexation of Asia, favoured the extension of 
Roman power in Asia 1'<1inor and it~ extension to the point where 
Roman publicani exercised enormous power in the kingdom of 
Bithynia. The natural assumptjon must be that they did. 
Similarly in Numidia, while some negotiatores might have found 
the extension of annex.ed Roman territory afte·r the jugurthine 

1 Ot• the number of casualties (8o,ooo or l50,000 in lti(. SO~Jrces} <f. P. A. Brunt, ltali4" 
."-fanpowtr, 2'24-1· 

2 On Transalpine Oaulsoee abov~. p. 86 1:1. 1. On the (i'rcoek worl.d : Hatzfeld, o.e. ' 7""5'· 
pt.1im. On Numidia: Sail. BJ '2-6.1 "'3• iJ. l. On Cauhage before 146: see below, p. 99 n. '2 . 

• h&~~caru a1111 3UI.IItfl~ 8g. ' Oiod. XJC;~:vi . 3· r. 
!. Belo·w, p. 10~. '(..'f. E. Gabba in A.NRW j. 1. 713· 
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War embarrassing, the supremacy ofRoman power they must in 
general have supported, and indeed there is evidence that they 
worked for a more vigorously anti-Jugurthan policy than the one 
most favoured in the Senate.1 The arguments of Frank and 
Badian to the contrary are without value. 2The slaughter at Cirta 
in 112 must have confirmed for all the Romans and Italians in 
Africa that they depended on the credibility of Rome's power to 
intervene. 3 

But the question remains whether the economic interests of 
these Romans (and Italians) outside the Senate had any 
important effects on Rome's external policies .in the second 
century, or whether, as Hatzfeld argued of the negotiatores in the 
East, they merely took the opportunities provided by expanding 
imperial power. The latter view is in general much closer to the 
truth, at least until the last years of our period. 

Second-century senators, it should be conceded, were far from 
being cut off from the res t of the possessing class of Roman society, 
and indeed recent worlc has shown how closely intermingled 
senators and well-to-do non-senators were. 4 Furthermore senators 
who needed to win elections can never have been immune to the 
opinions of men in the higher census-classes; and the interest 
which the second-century Senate sometimes took in the affairs of 
the negotiatores can clearly be seen in public construction that was 
undertaken mainly for their benefit. 5 Certain actions of the 
Roman state do become significantly easier to understand if we 

I Th<ir support for Marius' consular candidacy: Sail. BJ 6+s-U, ·6s.;rs. cr. Veil. ii. 
1 r.~ ('per publicanos aliosque: in Africa ncgotiantis c,riminatus MeteUi lenritudinem' 
etc.). It is not entirely clear what the alliances of the tribunes C. Memmius ( 111 ) and T. 
Manlius Mandnus ( 107) were, but the quaestio ;\t(amilia,ul was set up whh equestrian 
j urorS (Cic. B ... t. ••8) and may h:ave reflected th<. feelings of the negoliatom (cf. Gabba, 
o.c. 775). Tbe rol< which the lat<er may have played in the popul .. vote by which the 
Numidian war was assigned to Marius is not revealed by the sources (for which see MRR i. 
sso). 

1 f rank, Roman J,.ptrialism, 267-1!, Badian, RILR' o6. Both rely heavily on the fact that 
Numidia was not annexed in 105 (so also P. A. Brunt, Stcond llllm'lalioM/ Co'lfmnu '!/ 
Eco .. mic History (Paris-The Hague, r¢5), i . r 31 {- Bibl.}). In reality annexation would 
have been very difficult at that time: see below, p. 1.51 . What we have to consider is in any 
case the attitude of ntgotiatorts towards Roman power. 

• Cf. further Gabba, o.c. 77&-7 
"For the closeness of senators to non·"SenatoriaJ members of the equestrian order see 

Brunt, o.c. J 17-181 and beuer still C. Nicolet, L'Ordrt lquestrt. i. 249""69. 47o-1. 
'On chc IJa.siliuJ P<lfCiu of 184: Llv. AMix. 44•7• Plu. Cat . M"i . 19 {pn)bat.ly wl'ong, to 

suggest that the Senate in general opposed it), Dt uiT. ill. +7·5· M. Fulviw Nobilior as 
cen.~r io 179 built harbour·work:s, a basilica (later known as the basilica At:milia), and a 
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suppose that negotiatores exercised some political influence-the 
continuance of the free harbour at Delos after 165, for example, 
and perhaps the destruction of Corinth in 146.1 It should be 
conceded too that we know very little about how policy was 
formed at Rome and about who if anyo·ne was listened to by 
members of the Senate. 

Some ill-founded arguments have been used to show that non­
s.enatorial influence was small: for instance, the view that the 
Senate acquiesced in Carthaginian exclusion of Italian busi­
nessmen from Africa in the period prior to the Third Punic War, 
though it has some ancient authority, is incorrect.2 

However there were clearly limits to the privileges which even 
the publicani, the most organized interest group outside the 
Senate, could obtain. Censoria locatio, the system by which the 
censors sold the provincial tax-contracts at Rome, was in­
troduced for the taxes of the province Asia by C. Gracchus, but 
was not applied to many, if any, other provinces during most of 
our period ;3on the whole it would have been advantageous to the 
publicani. The more remunerative of the Macedonian mines we!l'e 
closed for a few years (but only a few) after the battle ofPydna, 
even though some Romans must have been keen to operate 

fish-market 'circumdatis tabc:rni.s quas vcndidit in privatum' , etc. (Liv. xl. !)1.4-6) . The 
basilica Stmp>onia of 16g: Liv·. xliv. 16.1 ~ 11 ; the basi/ita Opimia of 12 1 (a special case 
clearly} : MRR i. 520. For the functions of haJi/ica1 in this period se(. E. \\'din, Studifn V'T 

T•pographit dts Fonnn 1/innaourn (Lund, 1953), III-20. For the tmpotium by the Tiber a;nd 
t!he portitus Atmilia, both vas1 con.~tructions initiated by the. curule acdiles (together with 
another p.rtitus) as early as t93. sec Liv. xxxv. to, f . Coarclli in P. Zanker (ed.), 
Htllenismus in Miltdilalim (GOuingen, 19-,6) , 23. See further Li\•. xxxv. 41.10, xli. 27.8- t~o. 

'For an explicit statement that Delos benefited from this event see Strabo x. 486 
~fKfiot ycip p.lTfxWpYJao.v ol i,.,.tropo,). For the sources and modern views on the 
question of Roman moth·escf. DeSancti.•, SRiv. 3· t58, R. Feger, Htrmts lxxx ( t952), 440-
2, E. Will, Hi<IQirt paiitiqut. ii. 332- 3 (the first and l•st of these writers being stro~>gly 
opposed to a 'commercial' explanation). Badian, RILR' '20, wrongly assumes that because 
the Romans did not settle th-e site, their motive was not economic, and like H. Hit! (Tht 
R.,... Middk Class in tht &pw6/i&an Pttiod (Oxford, t952), gg) he claims that Corinth w.U 
destroyed because it wa.• a centre of opposition to Rpme. 'But many cities had gone much 
fun her in that djrectioo without suffering utter annihilation, and it is easy to suppost.that 
busineS&men established at IOelos were hostile to Corinth. 

1 1n spite ofT . . Frankl Ro"''/Jn 1"'/Jfrialism, 283, G. Giannelli, Tratl.a.W di stttrW roman.tJ. i 
(Rome, t953), 330. Fcnestella does indeed say (HRR fr. 9) that there was no commertium 
between ltalici and Africa before 1..,6, but Plaut. Porn. 79-82, Cato, ORP ft. 185 (p. 7~), 
!Polyb. XXJ<vi.7·5· ILLRP 1177 show that he was wrong {and cf. App. Lib. 92) ; Frank's 
auempt to evade the evidence (t'SAR i. •o2-3) fails. 

• Cic. ll VtrT. iii. 12. It remains uncertain whethCT the system was abo used in certain 
other provinces (Sicily, the Spaim and 'most of the Poeni' are excluded). 
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them.l Ultimately, however, it is not their failure to obtain 
privileges which is crucial, for no one supposes that the publicani 
were all-powerful. What matters more is that the narrative 
sources of Roman hisrory in the pre-Gracchan period show the 
Senate and its leaders in effective control of external policy, and 
the general character of this policy-regular warfare and the 
cautious but relentless expansion of power during many 
generations-and most ·Of its particular manifestations, are 
readily comprehensible without references to financial or busi­
ness interests outside the Senate. 

When financiers, publicani, and other well-to-do ~quites gained 
a more definite place in the political structure in the 12os, their 
influence over external policy was bound to increa:se. The effect 
which equites and sub-equestrian businessmen had on Roman 
treatment ofjugurtha has already been mentioned; there should 
not be any doubt that they exercised a significant influence in the 
years Ilo-105. The Senate had tolerated piracy in the eastern 
Mediterranean for a long time, and it is no wild conjecture that 
when a different policy was put into effect in 102, the increased 
influence of the equites had something to do \vith it. Some of the 
financial interests which pushed Nicomedes IV into war against 
Mithridates VI in 89, and so helped to bring about Rome's war 
with Mithridates, were presumably equestrian. 2 Whether the 
Roman state should exert itself on behalf of financial and 
commercial interests was a question that could be disputed, and it 
evidently was disputed: in 66 we find Cicero arguing that they 
should be defended, claiming exaggeratedly that the maiores had 
'often' gone to war on behalf of merchants and ship-owners. 3 This 
was not true, but in Cicero's stated view it woul.d have been 
proper policy for the Roman state. The new power which the 
equites enjoyed as a result of C. Gracchus' jury law really did have 
some effects on Rome's external policy. The notion that eques­
trian interests made no use of this power until the case of P. 
Rutilius Rufus in 92 is disproved, if disproof is needed, by the 

1 Above, p. n 
a See above, p. go. Brunt, o.c. 132, rightly denies that Aquillius wa:s an instrument of 

equestrian designs; but nollci S'O:.Uanapci. TWl-' f:nop.,vwv Pw}-'a&wv StSavEtap.{vos 
~<o.i oxAovl'-<vos (App. MitlrF. II ) d-oes imply that cqu<strian intere•u played a significani 
role. The presence on·. Manlius Mancinus (T.J. Luce,Historia xix (1970) , I88-g), wboS<: 
apparently pro·equestrian acthrities in 107 have already been mentioned (p. g8 n. 1}, is 
signifka.nt in this respect. 

1 J\lan. 11. The same is asserted in II Verr . v. 149. 
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passion which went into L. Crass us' oration against the Gracchan 
j ury system in 106.1 External policy, however, was not the main 
subject of dispute between senators and equitu. T he provinces 
were the important issue, 2 ever since C . Gracchus had given the 
latter power to punish unco-operative governo·rS. Equites, or at 
least publicani, were far more interested in the fact that Lucullus 
had harmed their interests in Asia than in his vigorous attempts to 
extend Roman power. • 

We should extend our inquiry to consider Roman citizens in 
general. The willingness oflarge numbers of citizens to fight wars, 
and their willlo cxpa.J)d Roman power. arc essential c lements in 
Roman imperialism. In the second century, as the number of 
assidui declined- and perhaps for other reasons as well- it 
became difficult to recruit as many legionaries as the leaders of 
the state wished. This change throws into sharper relief the fact 
that many Roman citizens regarded many of Rome's wars 
primarily as economic ventures. 

The collective economic benefits which citiz~ns derived from 
imperialism have already been mentioned, as has the continuing 
second-century demand for land in Italy and the Po vatley. In 
this same period larg·e numbers of Italians, a mong them an 
unknown proportion of Romans, migrated to the provinces to 
take economic opportunititts of various kinds . Thr. djfli ctt lt 
question remains whether such opportunities had any significant 
effect on the readiness of ordinary citizens to support wars and to 
serve in them. Though evidence is slight, it seems likely that some 
areas which were kno,vn, or believed, to be sources of extraor­
dinar)' wealth-·the mining districts of Spain, for example, and 
the Kingdom ofPergamum-were regarded by o rdinary Romans 
as especially worth fighting for4 But although fi·om the time 

J L. Licinil•s Cr~us, ORf~ fr. ·.2:4 ('eripitc n~ ex miKriis, eripite ex fauc:ibus eorurn, 
quorum crudclitas nos.tro .sanguine r.on potcst exp\eri . .. '). £.. 8adian, P~tblirons ond 
Sinner$, 8(,-7, trief> to :~how t.h<&1. the Gf<\cchan juries in the- extortion OOt•n did not makC' 
any 'political' u.~ Qf their power, e ven though he thinks that in the qw:ntihi'ILI 
().'IMOrtfi, <Jn'a! they did so; but poorly documented though the pcricxl t 1<)-93 i~. apart from 
lhC .Jugunnmc: \o\'ar, u revtaJ.s six or SC'\'~n uptl~.tndrN ~()n\•icrion.!l tior whic:.h c:f, f .. ~. 
Gruen, RI)MG!f Politics and th~ Criminal C!Wrts). 

t Cf: 1he material co.llected b~· Nicolet, l . .'Ord1·t iq-uilm. i. ~H8-.:;s.. 
* Cf. Ptu. luc. 20. 
1 Diod. \1• 36.3 teUs of the 'll'A~·Oor '/Ta)..Wv amacted 10 Spain b)' the i1lvc.r mines. Cf. 

Str:J.bo iii. 146-1 (part of wh,ich = Posc:id. FCd/8; f 47) for some c.vidc::ncc ofthe fabulous 
re-putation of Spanish mineral resourcei. 



102 Econumic Motives for War and Expansion 

of C. Gracchus settling overseas colonies became a definitely 
popularis activity, the popular attraction, such as it was, of 
farming provincial land does not seem to have done anything to 
hasten Roman expansion .1 

More significant in determining the attitudes of potential 
recruits towards war was the prospect of booty. Compulsion and 
patriotic enthusiasm played their parts, but the prospective 
legionary must often have weighed hopes of booty against the 
dangers of campaigning. The sums of money which could be 
obtained were on occasion large enough to influence poor men 
who had to toil hard for their livings.2 Some of the effects of booty 
are plainly visible in the narrative sources: in 171, we learn, many 
volunteered because they saw the veterans of the war against 
Philip and Antioch us were rich. 3 Similar expectations were 
clearly behind the enthusiasm with which citizens and allies 
enlisted to fight Carthage in 149.4 Great care was taken to ensure 
an equitable division of booty on campaign, and the most 
common threat to military discipline was conflict over the booty 
division.$ 

In discussing the recruitment of legionaries in the second 
century, Brunt emphasizes the uncertainty of obtaining booty 
and he infers that it was not a sufficient incentive for enlistment. 6 

There may have been plenty of uncertainty about the amount of 
booty that would be won, but there was not much uncertainty 
thilt survivors would bring home some. People's expectations are 
the important factor, and they may not have been entirely 
rational. It is most striking that Plautus, the only author of our 
period who offers a view of an authentically non-aristocratic 
attitude towards war, repeatedly treats it as a means of making 

1 C. Cracchus' I unonia was settled in an cstabJishtd province, and it would be hard to 
suppos< that tne colony ofNnbo Marti us (popui.aris, Cie. Brut. 16o) was premeditated by 
ordinary citjzens during the war of 125- 121. On the murky quesrton of tbc Marian 
sett)ements io Africa, cf. P. A. Brunt, Italian Manpowtr, 57r&>· 

'Brunt, o.c. 394, collects the evidence on money distributed at triumphs between 201 

and 167. On the first century: ibid. 412. The booty which was cus1omarily divided on 
campaign (cf. F. W. WaJbank on Polyb. x. 16.5) canno1 be measured , nor can plunder 
retained contrary to the oath. 

'Liv. xlii. 32.6. 
' App. Li6. 75· 
• 'fhe soldier took an oath to turn o••er plunder 10 <he tribunes (Polyb. ••i. 33.2) ; on the 

system for plundering cjties: Poly b. x. 16.2-17·5· On confiic1s over the division of boot)' cf. 
Brunt, o.c. 401 n. g, 640. 

• O.c. 412. 
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money. 1 There is an echo here from the world of the Greek 
mercenary, and an element of worldly cynicism, but sometimes 
the Roman concepts and terminology show beyond doubt that 
we aTe not simply faced with a translation from Greek. Thus 
speaks the slave Epidicus when he needs to raise some money 
quickly: 

ego de re a rgentaria 
iam senatum convocabo in corde consiliarium, 
quoi potissumu m indicatur bellum, unde argentum auferam .• 

In a heavily Romanized passage it is said that Amphitruo, by his 
victory over the Teleboae 

praedaquc agroque adoriaque adfecit popularis suos 
regique Thebano Creoni regnum scabilivit suom' 

On many other occasions Piau tine characters treat booty as the 
main result of successful warfare. 4 Sudden riches gained in this 
manner are likely to have been a common fantasy among the 
members of his audiences. 

It would be a mistake to regard plunder as the only inspiration 
of soldiers. The noteworthy discipline the Roman arnny often 
showed before the 140s, epitomized by the ideal centurion who 
under overwhelming attack stays at his post and dies for his 
country,.; could hardly be based on such a foundation. Equally, 
however, it would be a mistake, an anachronism, to suppose that 
in a relatively primitive society the desire for plunder could not be 
a most important influence in driving ordinary citizens to war. 
This was probably the case in Rome in the first half of the second 
century, and there is evidence that it remained true in the Marian 

• 6 
and post-Marian army. 

The complex set of historical facts described in this chapter can 
only be reduced to a simple formula at the cost of some distortion. 
1 have attempted to show that desire for economic gains of 
various kinds was throughout our period an important motive 

• E. Fraenkel. E.!emcnti ploulini in Piauto, 23 t n. '2, nmed the author's fondness for prot®. 
t Epid. r0&-6o. Cf. Fraenkel. o.c. n6. 428, E. J. Bikerman, REG lxvi (1953), 4U•. 
' Amph. •93-4· 
• E.g. 8au h. ro69. Most. 311, Pom. 8o•-3· Pseud. 583-9. True . . ;o8. 
' C f. Polyb. vi. •4·9 · How disciptined rhe pre-Marian army really was is discussed bl'J. 

liarmand. L'.4rmle t.l le sofdat d Rome. 2 i2-4 ; a ded ine from the 14os onwardi seems 
probable. 

6 Of. H.annand, o.c. 283-.'h 41o-2 1. 
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force in sending the Romans to war and causing them to expand 
their power. From a society in which war served all citizens- in 
varying degrees-by providing them with land and booty, there 
evolved a wealthier and more sophisticated one in which 
economic gains were sometimes held to be of secondary impor­
tan(:e, but in which citizens of all classes still strove to exploit their 
economic opportunities. Such evidence as we have suggests that 
the Romans who determined policy were thoroughly aware of the 
economic results, both for the state and for themselves, of 
successful warfare and the expansion of Roman power. To 
suppose that because seizure and direct exploitation, rather than 
investment, were the prevailing modes of behaviour these 
Romans were not moved by greed is an error disastrous to the 
understanding of Roman imperialism. 



III 

EXPANSION AS A ROMAN AIM 

I. INTRODUCTION 

T
HE rulers of the Roman state wished to increase the 

empire, and this was one of the overriding and persistent 
aims of their external policy. The conclusion should not 

be startling, but scholars have often denied that it was so, or more 
commonly they have written accounts of Rome's ·external 
relations which simply ignore the fact. 

An obstacle to understanding which must be removed at once 
derives from the modern view that, during much or all of our 
period, the Senate was reluctant to annex territory. As we shall see 
in the next chapter, this conve ntional view is mistaken, and the 
Senate was perfectly willing to annex when it was possible and 
profitable to do so. But the point here is that even if the 
conventional view were correct and the rulers of Rome were 
reluctant to annex, none the less they may well have desired to 
increase the empire.1 The paradox in this is merely on the 
surface, for the Roman conception of the empire, as early as we 
know anything about it, was a realistic one: they usually thought 
of it not as being the area covered by the formally annexed 
provinces, but rather as consisting of all the places over which 
Rome exercised powcr.2 The earliest developments in termin­
ology cannot be traced, but it is certain that the Romans had a 
clear notion of the power they exercised over their Italian allies, 
and very likely that by the last stage of the Italian wars they 
regarded all of Italy, in Polybius' phrase, as their private 

1 The view that the Senate \\'as reluclaJ\t co annex appears to lead some historians into 
(he vi<-w that expansion in genera) was unwamed or opposed . SeeM. Holleaux, RG.~H 
312 , 3 14. Etodts, v. 429-30 (cf. CAH viii . 23,_-8); also M. Gelzer in Das Reich. Idee und 
Gestalt. Festschrift fiir J ohannes Halltr (Stuugart, 1940), ' •f a Vom Riirni.schen Staat (Leipzig, 
1943) , i. 42 (- Bibl.], H. E. Stier, RomJ Auf<titg ;:ur Wtllrmuhl und di1 gri"hischt Welt 
{Colo-gtt~pladen, 1957), 193 n. ·H.O, and for a rectnt instance K.-E. Perzold, Nistorio. xx 
{ 1971 }, 220. E. Badian's vjew js not dear : thus while Rome 'rejects opportunities for the 
extension of power' {RJLRZ l - a }(mg di:scussio.n follows of reluclance w an:ncx; and cf. 
chapt·er iii, 'The Sel\ate agains1 Expansion' ), R.ome is sorneLime$ des.<:ribed as purs-uing 
powe~. 'hegemoniaP power1 in spite of its reluctance to annex {e.g. RJLRt .4}. 

t Mommsen, R. Staatsrecht iii. 826, is misleading on this maner. 
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property .I For a long time the res Romana grew with relatively 
little use of annexation, and when provinces 'began to be created 
beyond Italy, there were always states outside their boundaries 
which were more or less under Roman power. Polybius attributes 
to Scipio Africanus the public dairrr that he had made the 
Romans lords of Asia, Libya, and Iberia, and though this was 
hyperbole, it was surely easy for Romans to understand.2 In 133 
Ti. Gracchus was apparently able to assert that Rome ruled the 
world.3 These were rhetorical statements, but even such an 
official document as the Treaty of Apamea (r88) reveals the 
concept of the empire as extending far beyond the provinces: 
Antiochus was forbidden to recruit mercenaries or accept 
fugitives 'from territory subject to the Romans' , a description 
which has nothing to do with annexation.4 Numidia, to take one 
example of a vassal state, is explicitly treated by Roman sources 
as being under Roman power in the pre-J ugurthan period; 6 and 
when Roman writers begin to appear who are concerned with 
such matters-in the first century-they regularly write of the 
empire as the area of Roman power, not limited to the 
provinces.6 Thus even if there were some validity in the 
supposition that the Senate opposed annexation, its members 
may still have been eager to extend Rome's dominion as far as 
possible. 

1 Polyb. i. 6.6, quoted below. According 10 Plu. Pyrrh. tg.3, App. Samn. 10.;, Ap. 
Claudius Caecus referred in his famous speech agains( Pyrrhus to Rome•s irf£p.ovta in 
ltalr. This may be authentic (sr> Badian, RfLR' 6), but it is quite uncertain. 

1 Polyb. xxiii. 14.1 o. cf. xxi. 4·5· The sentimem is Scipio's beyond reasonable doubt (see 
below, p. l l6,on Polybius' reliability in such matters) ; Celz.er (o.c. 4 =- 32) gave no reason 
tO thjok otherw~e. Polybius' history would have been unintcUigible l() a reader who found 
any difficulty in understanding his assertion 1hat Rome held '"orld power from the r.irne or 
Pydna onwards. According to Liv. x.xxh•. 13.7 Ca10 said in r 95 that rtt-:e Ebl'o treaty had 
marked chat river a5 the finis im/J(Tii, long before any Roman anr~exa•:ion in Spaint but it 
wouJd be very optimistic to regard this statemeot as truly Cato's. 

' Plu. TG g.6;sce below, p . 1•6 n . 4· Ca1o was already close to 1his notion in 167 (ORF' 
fr. 164, p. 64). 

• Polyb. xxi. ·13.15: (I( .,.~s VrrO 'Pwp.a.tov~ -rarrop.~v71~· Cf. atso Liv. (A.) xxxviii. 
45·3· 

'Sail. BJ 14, Liv. xlv. 13.1)-·16, App. Num. 4· 
• For the empire. as covering rhe orbit l(rrOnlm see R!ztt. od Her. iv. 9·l3, and below, p. 

129. Other evidence: Caes. BG i. 33.Q, Liv. xxi. 2. 7, xxxviii. 48.3-4, Diod . x.l . ·1, Strabo vi. 
288, xvii. 839. Tac. Ann. iv. 4- 5. Cf. A. N. Sherwin. While, Tnt Roman Citizenship' (Oxford, 
1973), 182-9, and in Crute and Rom< N.S. i•• ( 195 7), 37, T. Liebmann-Frank.fort, lA 
Fronti(re oritf4lale dans Ia p.;litiqut txtbia~.re d( lo. Ripu6lit,pu romoint ( Brusseb, 1969}, 1 o 
(though there arc points to disagr<:e with in these accounts). and (on Augustus) auitude) 
C . M . Wells, Tlu Cnman Policy d Augustus (Oxford, •972). •48--9· 
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One other preliminary point is essential. Those who have 
denied that there was any real drive at Rome to increase the size 
of the empire have very often claimed to settle the issue by 
arguing that the Senate did not plan the expansion of the empire 
over long periods, 1 which is true in a sense (though the Senate 
was capable of adopting long-term policies), but irrelevant. 
What is in dispute is not whether there was p lanning of strategy 
over long periods- for which no ancient state was equipped­
but whether there was a strong continuing drive to expand. Little 
long-term planning lay behind even the most vigorous imperial­
isms of the nineteenth century. These non-existent Roman plans 
are an artificial target, an Aunt Sally. We should turn our 
attention instead to the direct evidence concerning Rome's drive 
to expand. 

2. POLYBIUS 

Only one reasonably well-informed ancient historian who wrote 
a narrative history of Roman expansion in this period showed 
any inclination to analyse as well as narrate the process-this is 
true at least of writers who have surviived in substantial 
quantities-namely Polybius. He felt no doubts that the Romans 
of his own and earlier times wanted to expand their empire, and 
the theme is presented intelligibly in his work, though not with 
total consistency. Yet !his interpretation has been attacked by 
some of those most competent to judge, and their arguments need 
to be assessed. 

When the Gauls withdrew from the city of Rome, Polybius 
tells us , the Romans 'got a sort of beginning of their aggrandize­
ment, and subsequently they warred against the people near the 
city.' 2 After the conquest of the Latins, they went on to defeat the 
Etruscans, Gauls, and Samnites, and so when the Tarentines 
invited the intervention ofPyrrhus, 'for the first time the Romans 

'Cf. Mommsen, RG i". 781, Holleaux, RCMN •69"""71, Etudts, v. 430 (cf. C.W ,-iij. 
238) , M. Gelzer, o.c. (pa.ssim ), and in Hermes lxviii (1933), •37 ( - .Bibi.J, H. lkngtson, 
WaG v ( 1939), 1 76, H. E. Stier, WaC vii ( 1941 ), • o (also in Rom.J AtifJtieg, 192) , H. Triepel, 
D1·e Hegmloniet (Stuttgart, 194-3). 465-6, C. Giannelli) Trattalo di storia rt»nano, i (Rome~ 

1953) , •99"""20o ,J . Vog1, RG i' (.Basel etc., 1959), g&-g, K.-E. Petzold, o.c . •99-201 , R . 
Werner in ANRWi. • ·542, 548. Fora good cor.ective '<t F. Ca•sola, I gruppipolitiri romam, 
6g- 70. 

1: i. 6,g; Aa.~6V'T(S olov -ipitJv -r7js auvav~afwS l'ff'oAEp.-ovv (v 'f'ois itiis xp6vot~ 
' ' . ; 1rpos TOVS' a.crrvyt:lTOli<1S'. 
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attacked the remainder ofltaly, their view being that most of 
what they were going to fight for was not foreign territory, but 
already properly belonged to themselves as private property.'1 

The Romans began their first war against Carthage with limited 
aims, but in the course of the war the capture of Agrigentum 
'delighted the Senate, and excited their minds so that they passed 
beyond their original designs, and in the expectation that they 
would be able to turn the Carthaginians out ofSic:iJy completely, 
and that this W<Yiid lead to a great growth in their country's 
strength, they turned their minds to these designs and to the 
necessary preparations.' 2 This is the first occasion when he refers 
clearly not only to Roman actions, but to intentions. And having 
been trained in the First Punic War, he says, 'they aimed boldly 
at universal dominion and power, and furthermore achieved 
their purpose.'3 ln several passages he treats the Hannibalic War 
as having been the first step to the acquisition of universal power.4 

This view is impl'ied in the speech which he puts in the mouth of 
Scipio African us before the battle ofZama: Scipio tells his troops 
that if they win the battle, 'not only will they be securely in 
control of affairs in Africa, they will obtain for themselves and 
their country incontestable dominion and power over the rest of 
the world'&-a view of the battle virtually identical with the one 
expressed just before by Polybius in his own person. 6 Elsewhere, 
however, he states that the idea of conquering the whole world 
was conceived by the Romans in general only after i.hey had won 
the Second Punic War.' In any case it is clear that Polybius 

· · 6 ~ ; .. ' ' '\ .. -·~· _\... ' • •• 
t . ·4-···u : . .. TOT'E wp<u-rov f1Tl -ra AOlTra p.Ep"J 'M]S 'TCLI\tas WP~"'aav, ovx ws UffEP 

08vt&wv, ;.,; Sf ;Q .,.\ti'oll Ws lnrip iS{wv .;;~ I(Qt" KoB,KOv-rwv a~{ a, woAE#'~aov-ru. 
• i. 20.1- 2: 7rtp,Jco.pt;; ynOJ.'E'IIOl· I(Q.; Tai's Stavola's inap8i.,.,.lS otitc ip.tvol' (.,.i TWv 

Jf dpx-i)s ~oy,a~v ... i.A:rr{acuiT£5 a~ KQ86~ou 8ul'<1T0v t'lii(U ToVs KQP)(f18ovlous 
iKj3aAe:iv (K Ti]r ...,aou, ToVTov 8~ ytvo,.,.ivou 1-'~yci.\.l')v J..rr{&au' aVTWv Aijt{lta8a., .,.Q 
trpO.y,.w.Ta., rrpOs ToVro•s .qaQ.v;ois Aoy•aJ.Lois Ka.-i TQ;S 1r1p; ToV-ro- ;0 ~J.ipos in,vo{o.,s. 
for the e'ttcmion of Roman ambitions to Sardinia sec i. 24. 7· 

3 i. 63-9: f.v TowVro,s KQ.I. T7)Au<OtfrotS' wpclyJ.LO.Oi-V ;.,a.aK'?jaa.VTtS oV 1-'0vov 
brE{JO.A.ovro Tfl .,.u, ... OAwv ,.;yE,..,.ov4t Ka.l 8uvO.-O'TE~ TOAJ.'"]f>Ws • .. cr. K .-E. Petzold, 
Studirnz~r Methode des Polybios urul z• ihm hist..-isdu:n AusweTI!mg (Munich, t¢9) , 175 n. 4-· 

• i . 3·6'"pOST~VTWVoAwvbnflO,\'Iv. Cf. v. I04-3 (Agelaus'speochat Naupactus, on the 
authenticity of which sec: below, p. 116 o. 4), ix. 10.11 . . 

' • _; ,.. 1 ..4 Q _; , • ; R Q.., • .! \ \ ' ' . XV. 10.2: OU p.OVOII 'TWV lfV f UI-'Vfl wpayJ4a:rwv EOOVTQ.t KVplOt jJt',.,...lWS', WV\a KO.l 
Ti;S' CAA']s oiKov~IV'fiS T~v .qy~p.Ov{a.v Ko:.C 8uvaCJTtlav d.8~ptTo:v athol'S' 'rE K<ll Tfi 
fl'a.Tp&'S& 1rfp&n-o&Tjoova•v. 

I XV. 9.'l. 
'iii. 2.6. Thjs p3$ia.gc: is somewhat inconsistent with those cited above, n. 4; cf. F. W. 

Walbank, ]RS tiii ( 1963), 5,..6. 
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thought that desire for world conquest was the supreme aim of 
Rome's external policy in the period after 202.1 

Attempts have been made by various means to show that 
Polybius was mistaken. This was Gelzer's view. 2 One of his 
arguments took the extraordinary form of asserting that since 
Fabius Pictor offered an interpretation of Roman external policy 
as defensive, self-defence and honour (consisting mainly of 
respect for fides) were in reality the sole concerns of the third­
century Senate when it considered matters of external policy.8 

This is supported by selective references to some of Cicero's 
more idealistic theories about imcrnational politics,• and to the 
iusjetiale,~ which, however, exercised at most a minor influence 
on the course of Roman policy. Some of these matters can only be 
dealt with in chapter V.' Here the essential point is that even if 
we knew that Fabius claimed that the Romans had never 
entertained thoughts offoreign conquest-and in reality we have 
very little precise information about what Fabius did say 
concerning Rome's external policy7-it would not be logical to 
accept h.is claim, for h.is work was propagandistic not only in 
effect,8 but also (whatever other motives he may have had} in 
intent.• Fabius would have been primitive indeed if in explaining 

'cr. l<XXi. 10.7. It may be thai there is a Polybian elemcm in the speech before rhe 
battle of Thermopylac delivered by M". Acilius Cia brio in Liv. xxxvi. 17 ( ' .. . Asiam 
deinde Syrian1que et omnia usque. ad ortum solis diti.s&ima rcgna Roma;no imperio 
aperturos. quid deinde aberit. quin ab Gadibus ad ma.re rubrum O(;eano finis 
terminemw, qui orbem tcrrarum amplexu finit . . . ?> ). H. Nissen { Krit.isdl~ 

U.urs~chungen, t8o-t) and Gelur (Das Reich, o.c. 4 ~ i. 3•) took the •peecb to be entirely 
un·Polybian, but the narrative context at least is his, and some of the speech may be.. 

t Gelzer. in Das Reich, o.c., J-2o == i. 2g-48; developed in part from Hermt.~, o.c. 137, 
163~· 

'Henc<: the misleading and hardly defocnded claim that in Hannibal's time 'ihre (i.e. 
senators'] Gedanken krcisten jedoch urn. die Begriffe Sicherheit uod Ehre des Staal!' 
(Hermes, o.c. t63). However even Gelz<r refers to Rome's 'defensive Erob<ruogspoliti*' (o.c. 
137l· 

• O.c. 137- 8. 'O.c. t65. 
•On Cicero)s views and on the iu.rftli:alt, see below, pp. 166-75· 
'cr. A. Momigtiano, Relld. Ace. Line. ser. 8, XV (196o), 31 ?-19= Terzocontributo aUa 

storia ti(gli studi <lassi<i < tkl mon® anJico (Rome, 1966), 64- 7. 
1 De5pitc Momigliano~s caution, the comments on Fabius' chauvinism made by 

Polybius (i. 14. 1- 3, 1 5· t o)-a reader ofF abius e...:ntially friendly to Rome--make this 
entireUy clear. 

• As: the choice oft he Greek language is suffic,ienr to show (on this cf. Gclzcr~ KS iii. jt, 
A. Lippold, ConsultS, 19-01, R. Werner, Der &ginn der riimuclren Republik (Munich­
Viennoa, t¢3), t 19 n. 4, E. Badian in T. A. Dorey (ed.), lAtin His(()rians (Lon.don, 1¢6), 
3~. D. Muni, EFHxx ( t974), to<>-1 ) . 
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the outbreak of the First Punic War he had emphasized to his 
Greek-speaking readers Rome's greed and ambition, 1 rather 
than the alleged danger from Carthage. Gelzer did not examine 
the full array of other evidence concerning the attitudes towards 
war and empire of third-century senators, and indeed his 
argument would hardly have been taken so seriously had it not 
lent support to the widespread view of Roman imperialism as 
fundamentally a result of Rome's defensive measures.2 

Subsequently Heuss argued that Polybius was being ex­
cessively schematic in asserting that the Romans were already 
strug$ling for world power in the third century. 3 The point has 
been taken up in the most searching critique that has been offered 
of the Polybian view, that of F. W. Walbank.4 In his view, 
Polybius' interpretation is factually incorrect, and can be shown 
to be incorrect from his own text~-an assertion to which I return 
shortly. He further claims that the allegedly over-schematic 
character of the whole interpretation reveals its falsehood: 
Polybius believed it not because of evidence but because he 
assumed that it was in the nature of a sovereign s~ate to expand. 

There are certainly some passages in which Polybius seems to 
write over-schematically about Roman expansion. An outstand­
ing example occurs when he claims that Rome 's war against 
Antioch us in 191 'took :its origins from the Second Macedonian 
War, that the latter took its origins from the Hannibalic War, 
and this in turn from the war about Sicily, the events between all 
tending towards the same purpogt '6 But there is no historio­
graphical crime here: the context requires a brief illustration of 
the notion that causes are what matter in historical writing, and 
Polybius provides it. The illustration he offers is a reasonable 

1 But note that he may have been the source for Polybius, statement (i. 1 1.2 ) that the 
commanders persuaded the Roman assembly to go <o war pa rdy by deS<ribing the booty 
to be gained; and it seems very possible that his description of the Senates reaction to the 
vic<ory at Agrigtntum (i. 2o.t-<~) is also Fabian. 

t For the insignificance of the withdrawal oft be garrisons from Gr~c in 194, which be 
cites, soc below, p. 142. 

'A. Ht.U$$, H.( clxix ( 1949-50), 487-8 = Der ersu punistlu Krie~ und das Probl"" dt.l 
romisclunlmp.rialism..,. (Darm•tadt, '970) , 47- 8. 

• F. W. WaJbank, JRSiiii ( 1!)63), 1- <3, and Po(7bius (Berkele~~J.n.s Angeles-London, 
'972), J(;(H;. 

• Cf. W. Siegfried, Studien <•T geschichtlidun An.r<haurmg des Poly6ios (Leipzig-Berlin, 
1908) , 100, H. E. Stier, Rfm'lt A ufitUg, e$p. :)8- 51 , C . A. Lehman n, Urt.lersuehun$cn .tur 

his/Qrisdtm Glaubwiirdigknt des Po()'bios (Miinsrer, 1967), 300. 
e ... 

IJ). 32·7· 
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summary of his complex and indeed- -as far as we can se~uite 
subtle views about the causes of the three wars in question . 
Another valid criticism ofPolybius' view of Roman imperialism is 
that like some other Hellenistic writers he turned tOO readily to the 
phraseology of'universal rule' .1 But again the difficulty is a minor 
one. If we substitute for Polybius' words the slightly modified 
statement that, afi.er the Second Punic War, the Romans 
conceived the idea of unlimited conquests throughout the known 
world, the criticism is defused. 

Polybius cannot, in my view, be convicted of imposing on the 
Roman history of the )'CD.r3 262 171 an artificial patte.rn of 
Roman ambition. 1 tis supposed to be damaging to his credibility 
that, having said (in a pas.~age already cited) that the Senate 
extended its ambitions and plans after the capture of Agrigentum 
to include the total expulsion of the Carthaginians from Sicily, he 
also says that becausc ofthedefeat of the Gauls at Tclamon in 225 

tlle Romans formed the hope of expelling the Gauls completely 
from the Po valley and set to work to do so.' Yet he can hardly be 
far wrong in either case, and Heuss'sattempt to argue that he was 
wrong about the years 262- 261 lacks any solid! foundarionL­
though no doubt Roman views about Sicily alter-ed less abruptly 
than Polybius here implies.• More seriously, the allegation that 
Polyhi us' intcrpr(~tation was founded on the simple hypothesis 
that all states rule wherever they can demonstrably under­
estimates his intelligence. The theory was of course well known 
among Greeks,' though there is no evidence that it was generally 

1 For other in.stancesc£. Po.&eid . fr. ~.t!)3, Jine 86 (Edcls.tein-KKld)-Athcn. ~13 b-e, Plu. 
Flttm. g.6 (with the eommt:nu belowj . cr. lunhcr Walbank on P:olyb. XV. l !). t. 

• ii. 31.8. C...'f. Hews~ o.e. 488 - 4&-g. 
• Accotding to Htu$1. \l.c.) there <;an ha\'C': beel\ no rej<licil\g at R.omc, as Poi)•bius ~Yil 

(i. 10.1), sit\CI.' the R(lmam had not dt:fea1ed the Carthaginian~ in battle-at Agrigc:ntum 
(this no doubt really wa!s the reason wh)' the c.onsuh celebrated no triumph}. Bot what 
had hi\pperced ? The C'...arthaginia.m havinggarri:soocd Agrigentum~ the second largat cit)' 
in Sici\y and now the focal point or I heir Slr:uegy , the Romans (l(lllCCI'lll'31ed all I heir 
dfons on the siege (Polyb. i. IJ.8 l. and aflcr considerable difficulties {i. 17.1o-1:;, i. 
18. to-tg,,si :md probably the longest siege in lh•in.,g rncmory. 1bey compelled the 
Can haginians to withdraw, and took poss<:!tSlon of 1hc: city with many prUonc:n and Large 
qu~ntilics or i:)(\Oty or every kind ( i . '9·'!t); thus rejoicing wu in order . OtOOoruf 
statement_, probabl)' deriving from Philinu.s (so G. De Sanccis_.SRiii. 1. 1'2<2 n. 56), that the 
RQcnans LoH 30,00() ic\f:nHJ')' in I he. !liege is rne:rdy absurd (:txiii. g .1, ('f. 8.1 ) . t'OT Qlhet 
dcfc:ccs in Heuss' version sc:e bc.low p. !87 t\ . 'l , 

' cr. i. • 7·3· 
~ Walbank, JRS tg6g, {""8 and l J, refers 10 Hdt. vii. 8-11 (the P<"rsiansonly) , T huc. \' . 

r(ls.~ (the Ath<-:niam lil t Mdos)~ vi. 18.3 {Aicibiadcs ~pdking). 
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believed in a rigorous form. Polybius reasonably enough at­
tributes large-scale amhitions to some other states: at least he says 
that the young Philip V in 217 had fantasies of a world-wide 
empire, an ambition that rather ran in the family .1 It is claimed 
that l)olybius was the source of Plutarch's statement that when 
Hannibal came to the court of Antioch us III in 195 the latter was 
contemplating universal dominion=-but in reality Plutarch 
probably g()t this notion somewhere else.3 Among those to whom 
Polybius did not attribute such ambitions were the Carthaginians 
and the older Philip V (otherwise we should probably have heard 
of it from Livy). As for ruling where one can, Polybius makes it 
d ear that in his opinion some states are TJYE!J-OVtKoL, domineer­
ing, as the Peloponnesians were and the Athenians apparently 
were not (in 217) .• Th.e Romans, Polybius obviously thought, 
were in his time surpassingly i]yE!J-oVtKoU He may have been 
wrong, but if so it was not because of a simple-minded general 
principle. Indeed such an interpretation of Polybius is funda­
mentally implausible, for Rome and Roman expansion were 
central and vital in theformation ofhis mature historical thinking, 
and while he may have forced a schematic interpretation on the 
history of other states and other periods, he really dlid know, unless 
he was far less competent than any scholar has supposed, how the 
Roman senators of his own time regarded the expansion of the 
empue. 

It is similarly implausible to maintain that Polybius took his 
view from those numerous contemporary Greeks who saw Rome 
as an expanding power with sinister intentions, 6 "';thout examin­
ing the evidence for himseU: He was of course well aware of the 
various currents of Greek opinioo about Rome, but with ample 
justification he claimed to be in a position by the time he wrote to 
be able to explain Rome to his fellow-countrymen. 

' v. 1o2 .J. There is nothing incredible in Polybius' natement (cf. \Val bank, Philip V Q[ 
Mautfon (Cambridge, t940), 65 ; Poly b. xv. 24.6). 

'Plu. Flam. g.6. On the U!lffality of this cf. H. H. &luniu, UnllrsrJtAungm '"' GtJchi<htt 
Anti<><lros' tfts Crosstn untf sri>U!r Zeit (Wiesbaden, 1964), 93 n. 4· 

11 Tentatively in favour ofPolytbius as the source: \Va!banlc, ]RS 1963, 7; but in facr it is 
probably Liv. xxxili. 49· 7 that gives Polybius' (very different) accoum of Antioch us' state 
of mind on Hannibal's arrival (seej. Briscoe, A Commentary on Lioy. Books XXXI- XXXIII 
(Oxford, t9i3), 335, 341, following H. NW..n and others). 

• Polyb. v. to6.s ; cf. vi. 48.6-8 [it would have ~en possible for Sparta not to~ an 
expansionist state) . 

'Cf. ,.;. jO.g- 6. • Walbank, Porybius. t6.}-
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But the facts allegedly show that l'olybius was mistaken in his 
description of Roman intentions. In part, these are the ' facts' 
provided by Holleaux's interpretation of Rome's first expansion 
to the East, and I shall be arguing in chapter V that neither 
Holleaux nor any ofhi.s followers has established any facts about 
this expansion that are seriously in conflict with Polybius' 
interpretation. Thus though there is an element of truth in the 
exaggerated statement that Roman governments were indif­
ferent to the Greek world for most of the third century, that. is no 
reason to doubt that in the late third century or early second 
century they conceived the aim of establishing Roman sup­
remacy there.1 Here it will be enough to deal with t.he internal 
contradiction that alle·gedly exists in Polybi us' work between his 
description of Roman aims and his description of how Rome's 
most important wars began. l'olybius does not of course a ttribute 
the responsibility for the major wars in this period simply to 
Roman aggressiveness- he is too good a historian to make such a 
crude judgement-nor is it in the least necessary to his in­
terpretation that he should do so. On the other hand it is an 
extraordinary reading ofPolybius to say that in his narrative 'the 
responsibility for the war seems invariably to rest with the otheT 
(i.e. non-Roman] side.' 2 He provides a balanced and coherem 
account of the Roman decision t.o answer the Mamertine appeal, 
and so go to war with Carthage, in 264 (whether his account 
contains mistakes is a separate question) : he pays attention to 
Roman nervousness about the power of Carthage, but he 
attributes more importance in the actual d ecision (made by the 
people, he says) to the collective and individual benefits that the 
Romans could expect from helping the M amertines ; and in his 
explanation of the war as a whole (as distinct from the first three 

'Ao M. Holleaux claimed , RGMH m. When he arg ued against those who ba<l 
regarded the Roman Senate as 'presque dCs l'origine. des "impCriaHstes" nourrissam 
d':immenscs ambitions' ( 171 j , he js oppoo.ing a position es.~f'.ntiaHy ditfc.re.nt fi·om that of 
Polybius. One of the re-asons wh~· Holleaux' view seems uncon\•incing is that 'imperialism' 
has broadened its meaning si.nce his day. But in anr case his character sketch of the 
R<Oman senator ( 168- 72} is far remov~d from reality. his undeniable that the Senate 
showed caution and (not surprisingly, given the structure o f the government} failed to 
forward its ends with a continuously sustained programme of diplomacy, but the assertion 
thai i1 showed liule desire for expansion ( 171) is onl)• in1elligible againSI the background 
of the colonial expansion that took place in che historian's own lifetime, expansion which 
w;as of almost unparalleled rapidity in world history. aoct which was made possible by 
conditions very different from those of the late ~hird-century Mediterranean \¥Orld. 

'Walbank, Polybius, 163. 
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campaigning seasons} his previously quoted description of the 
psychological effect of the capture of Agrigentum has a leading 
part.1 

Similarly when he comes to the period of his main narrative, 
beginning in 220, and is more concerned to provide full-scale 
explanations of the wars he describes, Roman aims are given an 
appropriate amount of weight. It is not correct to say that 'the 
Second Punic War emerges clearly (from Polybius) as the 
handiwork of the Barca family, who left Rome no alternative to 
avenging the attack on her ally Saguntum.' 2 'The second [in 
order of appearance] and the most important cause' of the war, 
Polybius says, was the settlement that the Romans imposed on 
Carthage by blackmail in the aftermath of the Mercenary War, 
increasing the ' indemnity' and turning the Carthaginians out of 
Sardinia.3 Once again, Polybius may be in error , but there is 
nothing here which contradicts his theory of Roman expansion. 
After 216 many of the crucial sections of the text are missing, but 
we can assume for example that in his full text he gave some 
details about the state of Roman ambitions as the Carthaginian 
war effort gradually failed and the Romans extended their power 
in Spain and invaded Africa. 4 It is not at all surprising that 
Polybius has been criticized with the arguments Walbank uses, for 
in the extant sections he does fail to explain what the significance of 
Rome's aim of achieving world-power was in the vital war­
decisions of 192 and 171. In the former case, however, he certainly 
did not exempt the Romans from all responsibility. 5 And the case 
of the war against Perseus. was one which he evidently found 

t i. 10.3- tt .4, 20.1- 2 . Walbank (ibid.) docs not cite any evidence to show that Polybius 
put the responsibi~ty for the war on Carthage, umt court. Nor do .. Polybius state that the 
First IUyrian War was •rorced on' Rome: he does not explain the war in tenns of its 
background, and if he had done so he would no doubt have had more to say than he doeo 
in ii. 8.2-3 about the-initial Roman decision to p-ay more attention to compla~nts against 
the IIJyrians. This is riot to deny that Polybius accepted the Roman (and possibly up to a 
point correct) version of the causes ofth.is war, namely that it was provoked by the actions 
of Queen Teuta. 

• Walbank, Po!JbiUJ, 163-4. 
'Polyb. iii. JO.J- .j.. cf. '3· ' · 30+ 
• On l'olybius' view of the causes of the Second Macedonian War, cf. below, p. 216. 

• To be put in the balance against Polybius' stacemenc thar the caus;e of the war against 
Antiochus was the anger of the Aetolians against Rome (iii. 7.1) is xxi. 4.5: Scipio 
Africanus clearly recognized 8uJ•n, TO Tf),o5 iaTi ToV noA(p.ou Kat rrj5 JA")s (rufloAijs · • .. , e · • A' -- ' .. ·o _.,,.. - · · (lUte Ev ·rep XE~pwoa.o a.-• Tv 'I"(JJY ' 'fWAt:u .. t' vos, UJ\1\ t:v ·r~ vtte't]OC:urr a.$ To -v 

'AV"rloxov 1Cpo:rijua' Tijs 'Aulas. Some account must have been taken of this view in 
book XIX. 
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awkward and embarrassing.1 How could the pro-Roman politi­
cal agent in the tragic Greece of the late 140s admit that it was the 
Romans who had upset the tolerable equilibrium of the years 
before the Third M.acedonian War? h would scarcely be 
surprising if Polybius' science of causes broke down in this 
instance. And if he really contented himself with saying that the 
war of 171 resulted from the plans of the long-dead Philip V,2 it 
had indeed broken down. But his full account of the causes of the 
war is, as we all too easily forget, missing; and it is perfectl.y 
possible to see how he might in book XXVII have combined his 
theory about Philip wi th his views about Rome's drive to power .s 
Not even in this case can it be shown that Polybius' detailed 
analysis contradicts his general notion of Roman expansion. 

By the best modern standards- which are honoured more in 
theory than in pract'ice-Polybius did not succeed, in his extant 
work, in building up an entirely satisfactory explanation of 
Rome's foreign wars.4 A link is missing between his generaliz­
ations about the Roman attitude and his complex explanations 
of particular wars, a link which could have been supplied by a 
more detailed analysis of Roman, especiaiJy senatorial, attitudes 
during the crucial periods. But possessing only one full-scale 
Polybian war-explanation, the one concerning the Hannibalic 
War, we are hardly in a position to complain. What may he have 
had to say, for exam pEe, about Roman attitudes towards Philip V 
and Macedon before the war of 200? And as far as surviving 
evidence is concerned, his theory of Roman expansionism was 
expounded in a manner reasonably consistent with his version ·Of 
the facts. The consistency may have broken down in some 
particularly sensitive cases-the Third Macedonian War above 

1 Sec below, pp. oo;>-8. 
1 xxii. t8.1o-1 l. 
3 Notice that Polybius does not in fact say that the plan Philip made before his death in 

t 79 was the sole a1-rCa ofthe war {in spite. of P. P&iec.h, La ~'vlithode hi.storiqiAt de Po{ybe, 125, 
and manyothen). No doubt he considered it one ofthe o.],.,.(a,. But the growth of Roman 
power in the Greek world is likely to ha1•e been mentioned as a reason for Philip's attitude 
(see Liv. (P.) xxxix. •3·5~'9·3). the case appearing to Polybius in some respects parallel to 
the. Second Punic War. of which Hamilcar's hatred 'A' as one cause, whHesomc ofRome~s 

acts of expansion were d1e most importa.rlC cause. It is noteworth)• that the rrpot/JO.aE'r for 
the Third Macedonian War mentioned by Polybiu$ were '"po~O.uus for Roman action~ 
see Walbanlr., Po!Jbws, t6o. 

'Cf. the remarks of A. Momigliano, Acta Co11grwus Madlligiani (Copenhagen, 1958), i. 
2os-7 ~Se<oruio rontribu/1> alta sll>ria lkgli studi classici {Rome, tg6o) 2<r-2 ~ Studies in 
Histqriograp~, (New York, 1966), 118-21. 
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aU-but in general it seems to have survived. In several specific 
instances we have indications that Polybius described particular 
acts of policy as manifestations of the Romans' continuing will to 
expand their power.1 In short, the :grounds for · rejecting the 
historian's description of the dominant Roman attitude are 
lacking. 

A subsidiary Polybian question remains. Was the historian 
correct to represent Scipio African us as saying, in his exhortation 
before the battle of Zama, that the Romans would there be 
striving for universal empire? 2 It has often been doubted. But 
Polybius' theory about the sort of speeches that should appear in 
historical writing is strict-he repeatedly emphasizes that they 
must contain only what was actually said, Ta KO.T' aA~·OEta.v 
AEXOEvTa. (that is, the opinions expressed, but not necessarily the 
very words used).3 It is not to be believed that he always 
maintained this standard, and the battle of Zama virtually 
required him to write a speech for Scipio, however poor the 
available information. On the other hand Polybius' speeches are 
certainly not easy to fault in those cas•es where we know that he 
could without difficulty have found a good authority.• Nor is it 
true that Afncanus ' speech at Zama was entirely colourless in 
diction and thought," for the very phrase under discussion is a 
striking one on the lips of a Roman general in such 
circumstances-indeed it may be the only authentic element in 
the speech. Nor is it a good argument against the authenticity of 
Scipio's remark that it is almost identical with the view that 
Polybius himself has just expressed about the importance of the 
battle6-that implies too blatant a contravention of his own 
principles of historical speech-writing. Further, although Scipio's 
speeches were not preserved as su·ch, and least of a II his 

I cr. xxx:i. 10. 7. and soe.cbapter von the lllyrian \'Varof t:;6and the Third Punic \'\far. 
2 Polyb. X\1. ro.2. The -other sources (Liv. x:xx. 31.1 o-J2.3J attributing a similar ,oudook 

to Hannibal as well; App. Lib. 42) do not help us to decide this question. 
" li. 56.10, xii. 25b.1 , 25i.8, xxxvi. 1. 7. cf. x:xix. t 2. ro. See Walbank. Commentary, i. 13-

14. Mis<e/l""'a di studi a/e.sandrini in memoria di Augus/Q Ro.t4gni (Turin, 1963), 2II- I3, JRS 
Jiii ( 1963), 9- • 01 Commtn.tar;~, ii, on xij . ~5 i. 4~· The v.·ords oiKttwr Sf ·T~S V1ToK«lp..ivTJs 
1Tfpun0.u€WS (xv. ro.a) seem to emphasize the dajm to auchcndcity in this case. 

• Cf. P. Ptdech, o.c. 2!)9'"'76. 0 . M~rkholm's auack (C & M xxviii ( tg67), 24-(r53 : cf. 
also Chiron iv ( t974), 127-32) on the authenticityofAgelaus'speech at Naupacrus (v. 104) 
is to be rejected (see Walbank, Po!ybiu.r, 6g n. 11 ). 

'A.< was claimed by P. La-Roche, CltmakltTistiJ: .US Po!i'hiM (Leip2ig, 1857), 67, 
followed by Walbank (Com,..ntary, on i. 2. 7-8 and >tv. 10.2, .]RS 1963, 10) and other$. 

' xv. g.2 ; thi.< argu.ment was used by Walba.ok, :JRS 1963, 10. 
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exhortations to armies, Polybius had a good chance of finding out 
what he said on this occasion and may have done so through the 
elder Laelius,1 who was presem at the battle . It can be assumed 
that Polybius wanted to make book XV acceptable to Scipio 
Aemilianus and his friends and that these people believed that 
they knew what Africanus' policies had been. Yet an inspection 
ofPolybius' other exhortation speeches2 strongly suggests that he 
was at best too trusting towards the available sources. And since 
he wanted to portray Alricanus as a leading, perhaps the leading, 
exponent of Roman ambitions,3 he may have sought to 'clarify' 
what was only implicit in his real speech. None the less Polybius' 
report is valuable as an indication of African us' attitude in 202; • 

and although Africanus was both exceptionally vigorous and 
exceptionally determined, it is a mistake to think that his ideas 
were out of harmony with those of the aristocracy in general. • 

3· ROMAN SOURCES 

Roman aims can best be inferred from Roman actions. There is, 
however, a background of general statements about the expan­
sion of the empire that requires consideration. Naturally enough 
the Romans did not proclaim in their diplomacy that they 
aspired to increase their power. In the Senate and in informal 
discussions among leading aristocrats it is probable that a 
common view was for long assumed and very seldom debated;6 in 

1 On Laelius as a source for Pol)·bius' speeches cf. PCdech, o.c. 274-,5-, aJ'ad as a source in 
genera!, Ptdec.h, 364-5.• \'Valbank, Commenlar)', on x. 3.2. For LaeHus as a source fOr book 
XV cf. R. Laqueur, Henne.< !vi ( 1901), 016 n. 1, M. Gelzer inj. Vogt (e<l.), ilrAn und 
Karthago (Leipzig, 1943), 195-6 = Vom Riin!Utlwt Staat (Leipzig, 1943), i. 6cr7o, Musti, o.c. 
I ~4· On the quality of Polybiu•' infot·mation about African us cf. Walbank, Commuilary, i. 
3o-1 , P(dcch= o.c. 364- 8, 38o-2. T. Frankls comment, Ruman imperialism., 134 n. 15, is a 
characteriSlic cfutOnion: ' Polybius .. . oould hardly have: had a report of the speedh. 
Scipio·~ whole career proves him as anti-imperialist. The first treaty he signed wi•h 
Ca.rthagc in 203 recognized th.atstate as independent' (on tbe insignificance of this fact cf. 
below, p. t 38). 

'Listed by K. Ziegler, RE s.v. Polybios (1952), col. 1526 . 
• cr. x. 40. 7-!), xxi. 4-s, xxiii. '4· 
• Cf. F. Cassola, I t,Tuf>Pi politid romani, 393-
; As suggeSJed by (e.g.) J. Vogt, Orbi.t Romanus (Tiibingen, 1929), lOti V<>m 

Reichsgedank<n der Ro'mlr (Leipzig, '9·}•), 176. 
• .1\. E. Astin. Sdpi(l Aemilian:us, 155-6. was surely right tO· make this point about Rome's 

Spanish wars in the mid -second century~ but he was not justified in concluding from ttile 
fact that the crucial decision in Spain had been made long befOre that lhe policy was ll()t 
'aggressive imperialism' ; part ofRome's aggre11siveneS$ was her extraordinary persistence 
in fighting such wars. 
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any case debates in the Senate are almost as inaccessible to us as 
private discussions, and nhis was to a very large extent already 
true for Roman annalists.1 Furthermore, by the time that many 
of the late-republican annalists and Cicero came to write about 
Roman imperialism, the empire had grown so large that the 
appetite for growth diminished, and in the same period height­
ened moral and pseudo-moral scruples required that the more 
justifiable aspects of Rome's past behaviour should be em­
phasized. In the De republica Cicero could imaginatively attribute 
to a Roman consular the view that expanding the empire, while 
in accord with sapientia, was at least in part contrary to justice. 2 

As views about the morality and expediency of imperialism 
changed, so did history; but the changes were incomplete (and it 
was not until late in Augustus' reign that the first se-rious attempt 
was made by the government to bring the traditional policy of 
expansion to a halt), with the curious result that while in the 
primary analyses of Roman imperialism offered by Cicero, Livy, 
and others--which it would not be unkind to call pseudo­
historical-the drive to expand scarcely appears, there are 
certain vestiges of the aristocracy's real outlook scattered in the 
late-republican and early-imperial evidence. From these ves­
tiges, the significance of which has never been properly con­
sidered, 3 this outlook can be reconstructed. 

The censor who, at the end of each censorship, performed the 
lustratio and the SU()Vetaurilia sacrifice uttered a prayer 'quo di 
immortales ut populi Romani res meliores amplioresque facerent 
rogabantur'-'by which the immortal gods were asked to make 
the possessions of the Roman people better and more extensive.' 
'Res ampliores' may originally have included fertility, but in our 
period the phrase undoubtedly referred to enlargement of the 
power of the Roman state. The eJcistence of this customary prayer 
is known to us only because Valerius Maximus recounts the story 
that Scipio Aemilianus, when he was censor in 142/1 and the 
moment came for him to say these words, said instead 'Saris 
bonae et magnae sunt: ita precor ut cas perpetuo incolurnis 
servent'-'they are good and great enough: so I pray that the 

'See Additional Note 1. 

• De rep. iii. 15.24 (quoted bclow, p. 115 n. 1) . Cicero evidently felt the awkwardness of 
this (ui. 5.8). 

•.J. Vogt, Ciuros Glau6e an Rom (Stuttgart, 1935), 74, gathered some of the evidc.nce, but 
it has made no .impact on any narrative history1 not even his own. 
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gods may keep them for ever unharmed. ' He ordered the prayer 
to be emended in this way in the publicae tabulae, and this was the 
wording used by subsequent censors.1 The appt·opriateness of 
making this change in 142/r, the first censorship since Scipio 
Aemilianus himself had finally destroyed Carthage, is obvious 
enough. However, since the authenticity of the story was 
attacked by F. Marx, 2 it has been rejected by most of the scholars 
who have considered the question in detail. 3 The weightiest 
argument is that Cicero seems to have believed that not 
Aemilianus, but L. Mummius, the other censor, was the one 
selected by lot to carry out the final ceremony of the lustrum,• and 
so was the person who uttered the prayer, whatever it was.~ 

But how much of the story was invented, .and who invented it? 
That the prayer was changed at some date is very likely,•and the 
significance of the change is plainly that its author attached less 
importance to the growth of the empire than earlier Roman 
opinion had. Against the authentidty of the earlier version of the 
prayer, it has recently been argued that 'it would have stood in 
conflict, at least in spirit, with fetial law', according to whiclll 
desire for territorial expansion was not acceptable as an official or 
formal rea~on for war .. 7 But this is to see the fetial law with the 
eyes of a first-century moralizer such as Ciir,ero. Even when the 
fetials retained a significant role in the declaration of war, in the 

1 Va1. Max. iv. 1.10 : 'Qt1i {Acmilianus) censor c:u.m lus1rum condere( itaque 
solitaorilium sacrificioscriba ex publitis tabulis sollemne e~ precationis carmen praeiret:, 
quo di . . . rogabautur. "Satisn, inquit, ''bonae . . . servent", ac procinus in publicis tabuli·s 
ad hunc modum carmen emcn-dari iussit. Quo votorum verecundia deinceps censorcs im 
condendis lustris usi sunt.' 

• RhM xxxix ( 1884), 6;- 8. 
• E.g. F. M ilM~r. REs. v. Co:rnelius ( 1901). no. 335, ools. 1451-'l, A. Aymard. Mlla•gi!J 

de Ia SociJti U>ulowairud'ltuikstlassiqutS. ij ( 1946), 101- 20 [ - Bibl.], F. W. Walbank, GRBS 
v ( 1964), 253, A. E. Astin, o.c. 3 25-31. M. Gelzer continued to accep1 the authenticity of 
the stOf)', wirhouc discussion, Pltilologus lxxxvi {1931) , 293 • Vom RO'miJchnt Staat., i. 1 116 

[-+ Bibl.]. K. Bilz, Die Politik d•s P. Cornelius Scipio A""ilianus (Stuugart, t935), 42-4, and 
H. H. Scullard, ]RS I ( 196o), 68-g., argued for the authenticity of the story; their views 
a re criticized in turo by Astin, I.e. R. Werner (A.NRW i. 1 ·537 n. 1 19) wrongly implies 
that Cicero knew of the supposed change. 

4 De Mat. ii. 268. 
5 lt is abo questionable whether a censor, e .. •en A.emilianus, cou.ld either have gor away 

with altering the text of an officia' prayer (or\ the importance ofve1·bal precision. cf. G . 
Appel, De Romt.~norum pru•tiomihus (Giessen, 1909), oos-7, Astin, o.c. 327-8), or ha,•·e 
altered it for fucure censors, in the manner described. 

• Cf. E. Badian, RlLR' 94 n . 7· 
1 Astin, o.c. 329. Note that an echo of the prayer can be heard in Dion. Hal. iv. 8o .. 4 

(£.U8o.~~J-OVfOTfpa11 Tf Ka.i ~t&,w). 
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earliest part of our period, the fetiallaw required no more than 
formal correctness in making the declaration, and the onus of 
proof is on any scholar who asserts what the nar.rative sources 
never suggest, that the fetial law made a certain general course of 
external policy morally unacceptable to the Senate. 1 This is not 
to strip the minds ofRoman senators of aU moral sensibilities, but 
simply to reject the anachronistic view that they regarded 
increasing the empire as morally reprehensible in any way. 

The prayer was probably used in the older form in the second 
century, at least until r4r and probably later. T he evidence 
suggests that for most, and indeed probably all, of his life 
Aemilianus was completely in sympathy with it. His opinions as 
well as his career were pr·obably reflected accurately by what the 
younger Laelius said on t.his matter in his laudatio for Aemilianus' 
funeral (according to Cicero) : 'he thanked the immortal gods 
that the man had been born in this country rather than any 
other' for of necessi ty where he was, there was an empire' 
('necesse enim fuisse ibi esse terrarum imperium ubi ille esset.')2 

As for Valerius Maximus' story, there is much to be said for 
Aymard's suggestion that it was an attempt to support an 
innovation in policy made by Augustus, namely the abandon­
ment of territorial expansion, by attributing something like it to 
one of the great empire-builders of the Republic.3 This will only 
make sense if the prayer was indeed changed from Valerius ' older 
to his newer form at some date or other. 

In harmony with this prayer was another, which though very 
rarely used, gains importance from the solemnity of its occasion. 
This was the prayer for the increase of the empire offered at the 
ludi saeculares. When Augustus revived the rite in 1 7, he prayed to 
the Moerae 'uti imperium maiestatemque p.R. Quiritium duelli 
domique auxitis, utique semper Latinus obtemperassit .. .'-'to 
increase the empire and m:Yesty of the Roman people, the 
Quirites, in war and at home, and that the Latin may always 
obey .. .' Augustus and Agrippa repeated the prayer to Jupiter 
Optimus Maximus, Augustus then repeated it to Ilithyia and to 
Juno Regina, 110 matrons again repeated it to Juno Regina, 

1 See below, pp. 166-jL 

• Cic. Mur. 7.5 = ORP, no. oo, fr. 23. Aslin (o.c. 33<>-1) very cautiously concludes lha1 
'the balar1ce of probability indiocs against an anti-expansionist imerpreLation of Scipio's 
policy'. 

• AymardJ o.c. ll9- 20. 
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Augustus once agam to Ten·a Mater, finally Augustus and 
Agrippa to Apollo and to Diana.1 The restorations in the 
epigraphical text are beyond !l'easonable doubt.2 ·what matters 
here is whether the same prayer was used at the ludi saeculares of 
249,3 commonly held by scholars to have been the first ,• at those 
which may have taken place in 236,• and at those of 149 or 146. 
No answer can be certain, for Augustus unquestionably made 
major changes in the rite. 6 However there is no reason why such a 
prayer should not have been oi!ered to Dis Pater and Proserpina 
in 249, and the phraseology of the whole prayer may well have 
been put into its existing form at that date.' Indeed the words 
'utique semper Latinus obtcmperassit' are a strong argument in 
favour of the view that the games were celebrated in an early 
form in 348 with a similar prayer. 8 The prayer would then have 
been preserved as a matter of course by the decem~~:iri, later 
quindecimviri, sacris faciundis. tf this view is correct, the repre­
sentatives of the Roman state prayed on this extremely solemn 

1 C/L vi . 32323 = !LS ,50501 fines 92- l46. A more accur-<ite restoration was made 
possible by the. discovery of new fragmeuts of the Severan acta in 19301 and the I txt should 
be read in G. B. Pig hi , De /udiJ JaetuiMibuJ' (Am•terdam, 1965), 107- 19. The prayer goco 
on 'in.columitatem sempitcrnam victorirum valetudjnem p.R. Quiritibus du.i1is1 faveatisp 
que p. R. Quiritibus legionibusque p.R. Qyiritium remque p. populi R. Quiritium salvam 
servetis ( maioremque ?) fa.x.itis . .. 1 

•The crucial word imperium was supplied by Mommsen (£ £viii ( 18g9), 264-6 
( - llibl.)) from the parallel wording of , he Severan acta, CIL •i. 3'' 3"9' line 11 (cf. ' '· 
32328. line 72, a.nd the line given by l''ighi as Va. _so). On the histOt)' of the phrase 
~imperium maiestasque p.R.', cf. Additjonal No1e xu. 

~ Sources : Varro ap. Cen.sorin. De die 11t1loli1 xvii. 8, Censorin. xvii. ro, Verrius Flaceus 
ap. Ps.-Acro ad Hor. Conn. Satt . 8 (ed. 0 . Keller, i. 47 I) (on "'h.ich cf. L. R. Taylor, A}Ph 
lv (193·4). 104 n. 14) , Liv. Per. 49• Oxy . Ptr. 49, Zosimus, ii. 4· 

• E.g. by M. P. Nilsson, R£ s.v. saeculares ludi ( 1920), col. 1704, Pig hi, o.c. 6, K. Latte, 
Riimis,lr.e Rtligionsgeschir.htt , 246. 

• On 1his celebration cf. MRR i . "3· 
• On which cf. Taylor, o.c. 103- 7. A.. Momigliano. JRS xxxi (1941), 165=St.rondo 

CIJntribu4J, 4<)01 tentatively suggested that 'utique tu imperium . .. obtempera:ssi(' was a.n 
'ant:iquarian forgery' of the Augustan p-eriod. Increasing the imptrium was for long an 
e>fficial Augustan policy (ef. RG pr., o6. '• P. A. Brunt, JRS I iii ( 1963), 1 7o--6), bu1 it is of 
interesc that fuLure e.xpansion is referred to somewhat vaguely in such a ctucial te"L as 
Horace's Carmen sau ulort {47, 67}~ wh.ich ernpha.sjzes ra1 htr that Scyth, I\l{ede, and Indian 
are abea.dy subjects (53-6, wit.h E. Fraenkel's sugge-sted imerpretaLiOil, Horace {Oxfotd, 
1957) , 376 n. 4). The republican parallels set ou1 in this section make the suggestion of 
forgery quite unneccosary. {The attempt ofP. Weiss, MDM-R lxxx ( 1973}, 205- 17, 10 
show that the repubJlcan iudi sacculnres were an annaH~tic fiction is farpfetched.) 

' See Addi1ional Note xu. 
' Cf. Taylor, o.c. 112-5, A. Piganiol, REA xxxviii (1936), 22o-2, R. E. A. Palmer, 

Roman Rdigion and Rtnnan Empire: Fivt Essays (Philadelphia, t974), t02-5, and Additional 
Note xu. 
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occasion not only for the safety of the state, but explicitly for an 
increase in the empire. And there may well have been other 
official prayers for the same purpose. 

Just as in the official religious rites of the state the Romans 
asked for increase of the empire, so the officially approved 
prophets from time to time predicted such increases. In 200, as 
the decision to declare war against Philip V approached, the 
Senate instructed the consuls to obtain predictions about the 
war's outcome. The haruspices announced favourable exta ' et 
prolationem finium victoriamque et triumphuni portendi'.1 

Similar instructions on the eve of the war against Antiochus 
elicited from the lulruspices the reply that 'eo bello terrninos populi 
Romani propagari, victoriam ac triumphum ostendi' .2 Once 
again in 172, just before the Third Macedonian War, the 
haruspices interpreted a prodigium as favourable, 'prolationemque 
finium et interitum perduellium portendi', a prediction they 
repeated in the following year.3 This evidence is of great 
importance, all the greater because it is out of harmony with 
Livy's views as to why these wars were fought. A recent critic's 
attempt to explain it away by saying that it 'may reflect 
Augustus' interest in the extension of the boundaries of the 
empire'• ignores most of the other evidence, and invites us to 
assume that Livy himself inserted these notices into the record, 
which is not plausible. And while the haruspices remained 
somewhat alien at Rome, there can be no doubt that in general 
they took care to prophesy what their patrons wanted to hear.6 

One more religious text can contribute. In his account of the 
Social War, Diodorus records the oath of loyalty said to have 
been sworn to Livius Drusus by his Italian supporters.6 They 
swore by, among others, 'the demigods who founded Rome and 
the heroes who increased the empire'. 7 The whole text raises 

1 {.iv. xx:xi. S·7· 
'Liv. xxxvi. 1.3. 
'Liv. xlii. 20.4, 30·9 {'propagationem (imperii) or (6nium)') . Compare the victory 

prophecy of a lum.,/J<x in og6 (Zonar. ,.;;i. 1, cf. Dio fr. 36.28). 
• .J. Briocoe, A Cmm.nlary •• Li'!)', Boo/c.r XXXI- XXXIII, on xxxi. 5·7· In a •upcrficial 

djscussion, P. Frei (MH xxxii (1975), 7&-8) claim• that the.e notice. were invented b)' 
annalists-though they run counter to the annalislS' view of Roman foreigo policy. 

'On their position at Rome in 'this period cf. W. V. Harris, Rome il!t Etruria and Umbria 1 

194-5· 
• Diod. x:xxvii. 11. 
7 -roVr lff{oTar ytylVT}IJ-lvou; rij~ 'PWII-'1S 1J1.u8ious 1\"a; ToV~ OlvvavfrjaaJrraS' -"111 

-r]yfp.olliav aV-riS' .qpwa$. 
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many interesting problems which deserve a fuller study than they 
have ever received. For a time scepticism about its authenticity 
seemed to prevail, but wi1:hout any overwhelming reason.1 What 
we probably possess is a very clumsy rendering from a Latin text 
(this: would be no surprise in Diodorus) , a Latin text which 
probably does go back to the year 91 .2 The Latin form of the 
pertinent phrases might, for example, have been 'Quirinum et 
Castorem Pollucemque ceterosque qui imperium maiestatemque 
p.R . amplificaverunt'. The text may go back to Drusus' enemies 
rather than his friends, but for our purpose that would not 
matter. In any case the phrase which mosts interests us receives 
some support from the texts previously cited; and it adds to the 
evidence that increasing the empire was an accepted public 
objective. 

These facts fit comfortably into the background of Roman 
religious beliefs and practices. 3 Believing that their empire had 
been bestOwed by the gods,' they naturally turned to the gods 
when they wished to express their desire for still greater 
dominion. In this context one should recall the attention which 
they paid, in various ways, to Victoria- as well as to Mars, 
Bellona, and Neptunus, and to Jupiter and Hercules with 
military attributes. Of all the 'abstract' concepts which received 
attention in the middle Republic, Victoria probably received the 
most. In 294 a temple which had been begun several years before 
was dedicated to Victoria herself, band by 296, it seems, there was 

1 HI..J. Rose, HTR xxx { 1937), 16~-8 1 {claiming that Diodor ·us himsdfinvemed ir; bur 
his d ;scussion was defeccive); A. von Premerstein, Vqm Werden unJ Weun Ju Prin,ifxrt.r 
(Abh. B~y. Ak. Wi.<s. no. 15 ( 1937)), 27-9 (claiming (29) tha• the second half of this phrase 
had no place in Roman cult; but he ignored the evidence}. R. Syme, Tht Roman Reoolution 
{Oxford, <939). •8s n. 6, agreed that the phraseology of the oath w~s not authentic. H. 
\Vagenvoort, Roman D;'namism (Oxford, 194i), 9Q--96, while using the text to explore the 
early Roman psyche, professeti Rose's view of its origin; also somewhat negative is P. 
Herrmann , Der rOmischr. Kai'.sert id' {COttingen, rg68L 55- 8. 

s Accepted as at least authentically Roman by G. Wissowa,. Religion und KultuJ2, 171 0. 
Hi..,chfeld, KS (Berlin, 1913), 288-jjo, C. Koch, Gestirnvtrthru"'ii im a/ttn /ta/ien {Frankfurt· 
a .-M .. 1 933), 8!r<)3, L. R . Taylor, Par!J Politics in the Age ofCa•.sar (&rkeley- Loo Angeles, 
1949), 45-S, S. Weinstock, Divus Julius (Oxford, 1971) , «>4 ; cf. also E. Cabba, Atl..naeum 
xxxii { 1954)~ r 1 1 n. 'l .. Esercito ~ J«ietO. 280 n. 14. 

"Note, however, that VaJcrius !M.aximus' opinion that a criumph could only be g:ranred 
'pro aucto imperio• (ii. 8.4) is dc:finitely mistaken (cf. W. Ehlers in RE s.v. triumphus 
(1939), cols. 498-jj) . 

• Among contemporary expressions of this: RJJGEno. 34 ( =SIC' 001 }, lines 14-15; cf. 
RDGEno. 38 (=SIC' 611 ), lines o4-5· 

• I r had been begun by the consul L. Postumius Mcgellus during his aedileship (Liv. x. 
33.9) , which is lx:sr dated before his first consulship in 305. MRR sets it t<ntativcly in 307. 
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already a statue of her in the forum ;1 in 295 a temple of Jupiter 
Victor was promised; and in 193 Cato dedicated another small 
temple to Victoria Virgo. The didrachm type of the First Punic 
War period shows Victoria on the reverse.' From 225 until about 
140 almost all the reverse types of silver coins depict either 
Victoria or the Dioscuri or both, and Victoria sometimes 
appears in the bronze coinage as well. She continues to make 
frequent appearances on coins after 140. In Plautus' time 
Victoria had recounted her acts of benevolence in a prologue on 
the tragic stage.3 Additional evidence could be cited.4 And at 
the end of our period, Victoria was extensively exploited by 
Marius and by Sulla.5 

The origins of Victoria 's prominence are scarcely known.' 
However certain important developments did take place in the 
period of the Italian wars. The Romans may possibly have had 
statues of Victoria before that time, but there was no cult. The 
old cult of Vica Pota may, for all we know, have been quite 
important, but even if she was in some sense the equivalent of 
Victoria,' she was not herself a personification of victory. The 
ruthless and ambitious patrician L. Postumius MegeUus was 
apparently responsible for the major innovation, the temple;8 

but he obviously did not act in isolation. As has been suggested 
before, the new concern with Victoria does not necessarily mean 
that the Romans, or even Roman leaders, were eager to expand 
the empire. But though Victoria had Greek antecedents, her 
Roman manifestation is markedly different.' There was probably 
no cult of Nike in the classical Greek world. The Romans­
perhaps, more accurately, some Romans--of the early third 
century were truly devoted to Victory, and aspired to win 

'Zonar. viii. 1, cf. D io fr. 36.28. The circums<annal dtlaillends credibility. Liv. xxvi. 
23.4 may possibly reftt to a fourth-<:(:ntury statu< . 
'~1. H. Crawford. RRC no. 22/ 1 (which he dates to 265-142). 
• PlauL .~mph. 41 -5. 
• For the other e"idenoc concerning the middle Republic S<c S. Weinstock, HTR I 

(1957). 21s- •3· and in RE, s.v. Victoria ( •958}, cols. 251 1- 13. 
& \\'einstock, HTR. 22.1-6. and in RE, co)s. 2.513- 141 T . HOlscher, Victoria RqmantJ 

(Mainz, tg67), 138- 4 7. 
• It is clear that Creek ideas were affecting Roman practices in this mauer during 1he 

290$ (\Vcinstock, HTR, ~u6). The evidence on non·Rornan Victoriae in ltaJy was 
gathered by Weinstock, R£, cols. 2502-4. 

'Cf. Weinswck in R£ ' ·' '· Vica P01a (1958). cob. 2014- 15. 
'On Postumius cf. F. Ca...,Ja, I groppi politiri •omiJJ!i, 19~-8. 
• Weinstock, 1/TR, 218-g. Hobcher, o.c. 136-7· 
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Vicwria's favour regularly year by year. T he attention they paid 
to he.- expressed their imperial ambition. 

The theme of territorial expansion often recurs in the 'secular' 
texts. Inscriptions erected in Rome by the great commanders 
boasted 'finis imperii propagav:it'-'he advanced the frontiers of 
the empire', and it was expected that the public would be 
impressed. That there were such inscriptions we know from 
Cicero, who puts the information in the mouth of one of the 
speakers in the De republica, the dramatic date being 1291 No 
such inscriptions survive,2 but the total number of surviving 
honor ific inscriptions from Rome of the relevant period is so 
small that this is no evidence against Cicero's accuracy.3 The 
views of Scipio .'\.fricanus and Scipio Aemilianus about expand­
ing the empire have already been discussed.• We know that 
African us boasted about his conquests of new territory/' and we 
must suppose that other third- and second-century commanders 
did so too, though probably in less extreme terms. 6 

The literature of the middle Republic confirms, as much as we 
have any right to expect, that extending the boundaries of the 
empire was a lauda ble aim in the eyes of the Roman arismcracy. 
The speaker in Ennius' Annals who was given the solemn lines 

1 iii. 24: 'sapicntia iubct augere o~s) ampHficare divitias1 profcrre fincs- unde enim 
esset iU.a Ia us in summorum impcratorum incisa monumemis: "finis imperii pr,opagavit", 
nisi aliquid de alieno accessisset?-imper.are quam plurimis, frui vofuptatibus, pollere 
regnare dom.inari; iusritia autem praecipit ... '(Ziegler's text}. The speaker is L. furl us 
Philus, cos. q6, the theme that of Carneades (iii. 8) . 

'The fim known text of this kind was the in:;crip1ion set up by Pompe)- Diod. xl. 4: 
. .. Kat~ ni Opta -rij~ rj;tEfU>vtos -rols Opot~ T"~5 )11js- npoafJ,PO.aas, KCt~ T<is- ':17poa68ous­
'Pwp.o.fwv </>vA&.,o.s , lis 8( -rrpooo.veiJoas . .. (cf. Plin. Nli vii . 97). 

3 ln .$pite ofj. Briscoe's im.plkation (I.e.}. For Cicero's interest in inscriptions see es-p . 
.... a . vi .. 1. 17; for cbe care ta.ken over hisliofical accum.cy in the De rtp. c.f. E. Badian~ 
Publi&a.nJ and Sinmrs, 56. 

• As to Cato, obviou$ly a vigorous expansioni:st, authentic statement5 of an ex.plicit 
nature arc lacking. ln the speech which Liv)' attributes to him in opposjtion to the Jaw of 
195 th at repealed the Lu Opf>ia (xxxiv. 2- 4) , he approves of expanding t he empire, 
an.xious though he is aboulsome of the side-etfects (4.3). But the authenticily oft he speech 
is at best very limited (E. Malcovati, OR.P p . 14, H. Triinltle, C..aw in dn- viertm undfo'!ften 
De!cadedn l.i11ius (Abh. Mainz, 19 71, no. 4) ,9-t 1 ) . On hisviewubottt Macedon in 167 see. 
below, p. 144. 

'P. 106. 
11 However the supposed tradition that a magistrate who had extended the frontier of 

the empire was entitled to <-'<tend the p.moerium (T ac. Ann. xii. :13, cf. C e ll. NA xiii . 14.3) 
apparently refen:ed only to those who bad extend<(\ the frontier.; of Italy (see Seneca, De 
brtv. t:3.8) . In any case one suspe.cts that tbc (tradition• was DO older than Sulla . 
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audire est operae pretium procedere n:cu: 
qui rem Romanam Latiumque augescerc vultis 

must have been addressing the Roman Senate or people, and 
assuming that his hearers would share this aim. 1 

A certain change seems to be detectable in Roman attitudes in 
the Gracchan period, but the outlook remains essentially the 
same. Accius' Jabula praeUxta entitled Brutus, which was probably 
produced at some date in or soon after 136,11 contained an 
account of a prophetic dream seen by Tarquinius Superbus. A 
detailed interpretation is given, ending with the words 

pulcherrume 
auguratum est rem Romanam publicam summa.m fore.' 

Accius must have felt that this was Rome's national aim. 
Presumably he thought that by his time it had been largely 
achieved. By 133--if Plutarch's report is accurate-some 
Romans had accepted the idea that they were 'masters of the 
whole world', Kvptot -rfi> oiKOVfJ-E-"TJ>· Whether Tiberius 
Gracchus really said this or not,4 we should accept Appian's 
statement that when he dilated on the Italian manpower 
problem in a speech on behalf of the proposed lex agraria, he 
referred not only to the Romans' past conquests, but also 
specifically to their hopes that they would conquer and possess 

1 All•. 465-6V (the book is not known). H. E. Stier (WaG vii ( 1941), 14 n. •8) alleged 
that the second line refle<Ied E"nius' contact with Greece, but the· falsity of this should 
now be clear. For the solemnity of f'rtX.tdne in such a contex.t cf. Lh·. xxiii. 11.2. 

1 See F. Loo., Geschidllt der riimistllen Literatur, i (Berlin, 1913), 398, B. Bilinski, Accio td i 
Grauhi I Ac:<:ademia Polacca di Scienzc c Le11ere, Bibliotcca di Roma. Confercnze. fasc. g. 
Rome, 1958) , 45· 

• Quoted by Cicero, D• div. i . 4~ ( = Accius, Prut.xt. :n-8 Ribbeck'). f"or important 
background concerning dreams in early Latin literature cf. A. La :Penna, Studi UrltiMJi 
xlix (1975). 4g-6o. Cf. also Pratlext. 14: 'quibus rem sum.mam et patriam nootram 
quondam adauctavit pater' (the speaker is probably Decius Musat the batlleofScntinum 
in 295). It i• possible, however, tthat Accius merely meant to say that the dream foretold 
tbe power of the p.fildus in plac·c of the king. 

• For earlier Greek statements concerning world-wide Roman power cf. Polyb. xxi. 
16.8 (Antiochw' enVO)'> in L. Scipio's consilium in 190; cf. Liv. xx:xvii. 45.8}, xx:i. •3·4 
(Rhodian envo)'>); cf. WaJbanl on Polyb. xv. 15.1. For Ti. Gracchus: Plu. TG 9.6 
( = 0/IP no. 34, fr. 13) ; and in fltvourofthe basicsoundnessofPluta.ch'squotations from 
Tibcrius' speeches seeP. Fraccaro, Studi swrici per l'antichitac/4Sma v ( 1912), 4•+~· I can 
see no reason whaaoever to date thestatemem of one AemiliusSura,. interpolated in Vell. 
i. 6.6, that Rome now doan.inated (be wodd, to a c.h•te in the pt=riud t&}-171 (soJ. W. 
Swain, CPhxxv (1940), 1-21, F. W. Walbank,JRS liii (•963) , 8; see instead F. CO$SOia, 1 
grv#i politici r07111Jni, 65-6). 
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the rest of of the world.l There is no sign, or I think likelihood, 
that any Romans disagreed with him about this-what was 
controversial was the means he suggested of obtaining the 
necessary supply of soldiers. Far from being merely a demagogic 
phrase,2 the reference tto hoped-for fresh conquests was, like some 
other elements in his thlnking, thoroughly traditionaL 

It is true--this may be noted in parenthesis-that certain 
Roman writers describe a theory whlch mi.ght conceivably have 
led some aristocrats to doubt the wisdom of extending Roman 
power. This was the idea that decisive victory over foreign states 
had a corrupting effect on the victorious. It was a quite well­
known idea among Greeks,3 and it is no surprise to find 
sc>mething like it appearing in second-century Rome, parti­
cularly in the mind of a man like the elder Cato, who was in any 
case morbidly preoccupied with moral corruption. The question 
here is whether anyone of importance at Rome took the further 
mental step of advocating that hostile powers should be allowed 
to retain some strength for the sake of maintaining the soundness 
of the Roman state, and if so whether this view had any real effect 
on policy. The first and indeed the only political leader who is 
widely attested as having taken the argument to its logical 
conclusion in this manner is Scipio Nasica Corculum, in the 
famous dispute about policy towards Carthage in the years before 
the Third Punic War.' In reality even he may not have used the 

1 App. BC i. "-45' <"17« Tdf ·nir "'!'Tpl'&r ().,t&Jr I(QI' ~{Jovr s .. eu:w, ;;.., 
1TAt&fTT7'}r ,.,.r;s ~K TroAip.ov Pl<Q. KaTixov-rES' ~ea; -n}v .\o,mi~ T1js olKovp.ivt}s x.Wpo.v ~ ... 
'" ~~ 01 ~ I I J "8 \ ~ I J! I _Lli ' \ \ > ~ J 
fi\7UOt fXOVT($' KtvOVVEVOVOW 0' Tlf f: TT(pL Q1J'(l}I'TWV, 'I K'17'JO'O.at10' KO' TQ 1\0l"'JTCl Ql 

tUav8p{o .. ~ I(Q.' T&St a,' clafJf'.,f,Qtl I(Q; ~Olo'oll .m. ixiBpWll O.t;acptB-q .. a.,. This ha. 
been accepted as Tiberian by Malcovati (on ORF' no. 34, fr. 15) and E . Cabba (on App. 
44). The authenticity of the r·cferena: to future conqunt bas been doubted (e.g. by E. 
Schwartz, GGA clviii ( 18\jli), &3; sufficiently answe~d by P. Fraccaro, Studi "'//' et4 i.ri 
GrtJCdti (Citt.O di Castello, 1914), 90-3), but not by any oc:holar who has considered the 
oth~r rcJevant evidence on th-e scrond century. 

1 As all~ed by T . Frank, Rt>mo•lmperia/ism, 25o-1, with assorted speculation aboutthe 
attitudes of aristocrats towards expansion at this time. T. S. Brown a.aerted (CJ xlii 
( 1946-7), 471 ) that Tiberi us' ronception of future conques-ts wuGreek, not Roman; tllis 
tllrn.a out to be falst. 

• Note especially Aristot. P~l. vii. 1334', Polyb. vi. 18 an<ls7-5-11· xl<Xi. 25.5- 7 (cf. aho 
Pd. L4wJ iii. 6g8 IH:). 

• Sources: Diod. xxxiv/xxxv. 33-~ (with gross en-on), Plu. Cal. Mai. 27 (w~ io<~t•·v, 
Ibis was the basis of his pollcy), Flor. i. 31.5, App. Lib. 6g.314-5> Augustine, CD i . 3<>, 
Oros. iv. •3·9• Zonar. ix. 30 (a:lsoseriously in error). For some analysisoftheirdilferences 
cf. A. E. Astin, Scipio Amili4nas, 276 n. 4· On othen supposed to have used thU argummt 
see Additional Note xn1. 
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argument at all.1 The important argument Nasi<:a and others 
used for a time against declaring the Third Punic War was the 
lack of a iusta causa. 2 Even if Nasica used the 'counterweight' 
argument, this need not have dictated the whole character of his 
foreign policy. 3 The Senate in any case declared war and ordered 
Carthage destroyed. Later, at least from the rime of Sallust, the 
year r 46 became the most favoured of the alleged rurning-points 
at which foreign conquest began ro corrupt Rome, and certain 
historians elaborated on the 'foresight' .. vith which some of the 
leading figures of the time before 146 had attempted to prevent 
the corruption.• Even early in the second century, it is true, some 
senators felt anxiety about the harmful effects of imperial 
expansion on the Romans themselves, 5 and in consequence some 
of them may well have become, perhaps subconsciously, less 
eager lor expansion. But belief in the beneficial effects of metus 
hostilis never during our period had more than the most marginal 
influence on Roman external policy.6 

The belief that the Roman empire already included the whole 
world, first known to have been expressed by a Roman in 133, 
must have contributed to the decline in Roman ambitions for 
further conquests. Many practical considerations led in the same 
direction. The acquisition of 'Asia' in 133-129 must have been 
particularly satisfying. In the last two decades of the century 
military service was losing its appeal, as we have seen. From 105 

for many years the main military preoccupations had to be with 
defence and with Italy itself. And still other impediments to 
expansion appeared, as we shall see when we consider Rome's 
failure to take the opportunity to annex Cyrene in g6. 

1 The ca."' is arguod by W. Hoffmann, Hiswia ix ( 1960), 34<>-4 [- Bibi.J. But he 
overstatod it: Polybius may possibly have attributod the argument to N..,ica in a passage 
falling berween our xxxvi. 1 and x:x.x:vi. 2 , in ~pite of HolTmann, 341. 

• Liv. Per. 4-B-9. This was norma) in dealings with majot enemies (and concerning this 
occasion cf. Polyb. xxxvi. 2 , Diod. xxxii. 5) . It is not very likely that !llasica feh any 
obligation to look after Carthaginian interests bec-ause of family connections (as suggested 
by E. Badian, Fortign Clitnklae, l 3'2) ; he was not of coursC" a descendant of Africa bus. 

• Diod. xxxiv{xxxv. 33·5 thought that the ultimate aims of Nasica's policy were the 
maintenance and incrtaseofthc empire; but H. Strasburger, ]RS lv (·1965), 49, and others 
who attribute this passage to P05cidonius are too sanguine. 

' Cf. Additional Note xllt. 
'The be<t sources are C'..ato, ORP fr. t6g ( = Orig. fr. 95• (Peter) = Gell . .NA vi. 3·•4; 

<he Greek background forthis (H. Fuchs, HSCPh lxiii ( 1958), 378 n. 47) does not decrea.<e 
ilsimportan<e for Roman thought) ; fr. 122; Plu. Cat. Mai. •9·3· l'olyb. xxxi. 25-9, and 
other related passages in rhe san•e autltor, may reftect some Ronlan feelings. 

'Cf. Hofl)nann, o.c. 342·-4, Bad ian, RILR• 4· 
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Direct evidence on the immediate problem is unfortunately 
lacking for the period between Tiberius Gracchus and the 
Rhttorica ad Herennium. The latter, usually regarded as a pro­
duction of the years between 86 and 82, speaks of the imperium 
orbis terrae as an established fac t. 1 Then in the 70s certain Roman 
coin-types which depict globes in association with other symbols 
of Roman power suggest that Rome's world power was by now a 
widely accepted idea.2 Precisely tO the last years of this decade 
belongs the opinion that Sallust reported, probably about 
Lucullus: 'he was thought outstanding in every respect., except 
for his extreme desire for extending the empire. ' 3 One could now 
be criticized for excess in this direction (there is no r·eason to 
doubt that this was contemporary opinion)-a significant 
novelty, even though Lucullus was a highly adventurous general 
by any standards. Pompey in a grandiose inscription set up in 
61 boasted that he had extended the frontiers of the empire to 
the end of the earth,4 a claim already surpassed on his behalf 
by Cicero's rhetoric-'finis vestri imperi non terrae sed caeli 
regionibus terminaret.'; Thus it was quite easy for Cicero to 
argue in the same year, apropos of Egypt- though there were 
really other more direct reasons for not annexing the kingdom­
that 'the Roman people ought not to seem eager to acquire every 

1 Rlut. ad Her. iv. g. t3: 'nedum iJli imperium orbis tettae .. cui imperio otmncs gentes, 
l:'tgc:s ~ natioocs panlm vi partim volunute conscmserunt ... ad se lransf~rrc tantulis 
virib"s conarentur.' A. E. Douglas (CQN.s. x { 1g6o), 65-78) auempted to date 1he work 
sorne"-·hat later, bu1 for the tradiLional date seeS. Mazzarino, IJ pensiero storito dossico. ii. r 
(Bari, 196Q), q 8, G. Kennedy, The Art -of Rhetori< in the Romon World (Princelon, 1972), 
112- :t 3. The empire comprises the orbir ttrrarum in Cic. Rost. Am. 131 and frequeruly in 
Cicero's late writlngs (cf. R. \Verner in A.,VRl-V i. 1.531-2) who, however~ ignores the 
evidence concerning Ti. Gracchus). 

' M. H. Crawford, RRC nos. 393 (76-75 B.c.), 397 (74) . The former shows on 1he 
reverse a globe be1ween (left) a rudder and (right) a sceptre with wreath and fillet . The 
lattet' shows on the reverse a figure representing the gmiu.1 of the. Roman people, being 
crowned by Victory and holding a co.n1uoopia and a $C.Cptre, with a foot resting on a 
globe. Note also 1he reverse. type. of RRCno. 403 (70). Cf. H. A. Grueber, Coins of the Rom"" 
RepuD/ic in the British Moseum, ii (London, 19 10), 359 n. 1, A. Schlachter, De< G/o6u.s, Stine 
Ent.tt.lrungund Verwendunginder Anlikt(Le;pzig-Berlin, 1927). 7&-7.J. Vogt, Orbis Romcnus 
(Tiibin.gen, 1929), 14 = Vom Rtichsgtdank.e.n der Riimtr {leipzig, 1942), 184-, H . Fuhrmann) 
MDAI ii { 1949), 38, S. WeinSiock .• Diuus ]ulius, 4.2-3. 

3 'imperii prolatandi percupidus habeba1ur1 cetera egregiu$': Salt. Hist. iv. 70 (referred 
to Luc:uUus by Maurenbrecher and others; but note the reserve of A. La Peona> SIFC N .s. 
uxv (1963), ;;o). Cf. Plu. U.c. •4·3· 

• Diod. xl. 4 (quo1ed above, p. 125 n. 2) . 
6 Cat. iii. 26. Cf. the more general statement in Mur. 22: 'haec {rei militaris virtus) 

orbem terrarum parere huic imperio coegit.' 
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kingdom',1 advice not about diplomatic tactics, but about the 
desirability of acquiring new territory. 

However even in the late Republic the traditional outlook 
underwent not fundamental change but only modifications. Both 
Pompey and Cicero gloried in the expansion of the empire.2 In 
the Lex Gabinia Calpurnia of s8 an official Roman text did 
likewise. 3 In the same year began one of the most aggressive of 
Rome's wars of expansion, Caesar's war in Gaul, which would 
eventually have been followed , if Caesar had lived, by the most 
grandiose attempt that had ever been made to expand the 
empire, the war against Parthia. 

What is the significance of all this evidence? Is it perhaps all to 
be dismissed as mere verbiage, or the ravings of extremists, or 
grandiloquent sentiments intended to impress the masses? By no 
means. Those who prayed on behalf of the state for increase in the 
empire must have echoed the real wishes of the aristocracy. 
Ennius and Accius could assume that the expansion of power was 
a Roman a.im. Coupled with Polybius, this material makes up a 
large proportion of the evidence we pos.~ess concerning Rome's 
over-all purposes in foreign affairs. It would be far-fetched to 
suppose that senators regularly articulated this aim when they 
discussed practical matters of foreign policy. Rather, it was a 
question of a shared attitude~hared over a long period (though 
we cannot trace it back much beyond the mid-third century)­
and of a common determination within the aristocracy to add to 
Rome's power. 

1 Cic. D~ leg. agr. ii. 42 : 'non oporterc populum Romanum omnium regnorum 
appetentt..m videri.' 

2 The full text of Pompey's inscription desenres auenrion. Cf. Cic. RDst. Am. 50 ('suo~ 
enim agros studiose colebarH ( majotes nostri], non aJienos cupide appetebant [ dtis has 
both public and private reference), quibus rtbus ct agris et urbibus ct narionibus rem 
publicam atque boc imperium el populi Romani non1cn auxenmt'), /....tg . . Man. 49, A1ttr. 
'Z2 ('in propagandis fi.nibus . . . ' )) Pror;. Cons. 2g,, De rtp. vi. 13 (Scipio~"s dream: 'omnibus 
qui patriam conservaverim, adiuverint, auxcrint , certum esse in caelo definitum locum, 
ubi bcati aevo sempitcrno fruamur'), Phil. xiii 14 . 

'GIL i'. 2500, line 19: 'imperio am(pli]ficato [p ]ace per orb<m [terra rum parta]' ; cf. 
lines s-6. 
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ANNEXATION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

F
ROM the year 202 onwards, Rome chose not to annex 

territory on a number of occasions when it had sufficient 
military power to do so--so many scholars have believed. 

Mommsen propounded the theory that this behaviour repre­
sented an important principl.e of Roman policy, and virtually no 
one has questioned hisjudgement.1 1t has been accepted even by 
some who have attributed to Rome a relatively aggressive 
imperialism.2 The theory has taken various forms: Mommsen 
believed that the policy w:as at an end by 148, but Frank, 
foUowed by Badian and others, argued that it lasted longer.3 

According to Badian, the whole of the second century was 
characterized by a policy of avoiding annexation wherever 
possible, and down to the 7os at least this policy was still in 
evjdence. Advocates point out that the defeat of Carthage in 202 

and the defeat of Macedon in 197 were not immediately followed 
by annexation, that after the war against Anriochus, and again 
after the Third Macedonian War, it was still avoided. In 148-

, For Mommsen's view of policy in and after 202 see especially RG i". 683- 4. 699, i47, 
780 ('Die Schlacht bei Pydna bezcichnet aber aucb zuglcicb den ktzten Moment, wo der 
Senat noch fes-dtiih an dcr StaaLu·naxime wo irgcnd mOglich jens.dt dcr ita:lischen Meere 
keime Besi(zungen und keine Besatzungen zu Ubernehmen, sondcm jcne. zahUosen 
Klientelstaaren durch die blosse politische Suprematie in Ordnung zu hahen'), 781-2, 
iP'~ 20. There was in fact a long delay before Mommsen~s view became widespread. 
Among later scholars it is enough to mention P. C. Sands, Til£ C/unt Priru:u of tile Roman 
Empire undtr til£ Republic (Cambridge, 1 go8), 143~ ; T. Frank, Roman Imperialism, 185-6, 
1!)6, ''37. 265-6, 274; M. Hollcaux, RCMH esp. 314 ( 'tan! reS!< forte son [the Senate's] 
avenion pour Ia politiejue d'anncxion' (referring to 167) ) , £lurks, v. 42s-30 {cf CAH viii. 
237-8) (on the period down toApamea) ; C. DeSanctis, SR iv. 1. go, g8, 11 1-12,235, and 
iv. 3.2<r21; F. Miinzer, Di< politisclu Verniduung dtJ Grnchentums (Leipzig, 1 925). 65; f'. B. 
Marsh, Tlu Founding '![the R""'an Empire' (Oxford, 1927), 3-2o; C . H. Stevenson, Ronum 
Provin<illl Administratil>n till the Agt 'If tile Antonines (Oxford, 1939), 17- 1&, 2 t-8 ; H . H . 
Scullard, HRW' 315-21 ; J. Carcopino in G. Blocb-J. Caroopino, Hiswirt romaiM, ii' 
(Paris, 1952), 132; G. Wesenberg in RE s.v. provincia {t957), col. 10 11 ; G. Giannelli, 
TratU>to di st<Jrill romaiUI (Rome, 1953), i. 28~3; U. von Liibtow, Da.s riimische Volk 
(Frankfurt-a.·M., 1955), 662- 3; F. Ca.$$0la, I gruppi politici romani, 64-6; see also below, 
p. 148 n. 3, p. 151 n. 2. 

'E.g. M. Rosrovtzeff, SEHHW 7<>-1. 
' Frank, Stevenson, ll.cc., t . Badian, RlLR' esp. 1- 15 (cf. his Ftrttign Cl~nttlu, csp. g6-

7• 139-40, 28Hl· 
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146, though some annexation was 'for·ced' on to the Romans in 
Macedon, Greece, and Africa, the Senate still preferred to 
support client states. The Senate accepted the bequest of Attalus 
III only with reluctance. Even in the West annexation of large 
areas of territory was avoided as much as possible: even the war 
of 125-121 in Transalpine Gaul did not, in Badian's view, lead to 
any annexation there until after the Cimbric War, and similarly 
in Numidia after the capture ofjugurtha annexation 'was never 
even contemplated'. Whatever happened in Cyrene after it was 
bequeathed to Rome in g6, it was not organized into a province 
until 75 or 74, or even later. Egypt was bequeathed to Rome by 
Ptolemy X Alexander I in 88 or 87, but there was no serious 
pressure to claim this rich bequest untiE the 6os. There were some 
acts of annexation during the period in question, but they took 
place only when Rome was ' forced' into them. 

This supposed policy of avoiding annexation has been ex­
plained in various ways. For Mommsen (as for many of his 
followers) there was little need for explanation, since he regarded 
Roman foreign policy as fundamentally defensive. Scholars 
believing that a more specific explanation was necessary have 
pointed to four fa.ctors as the sources of the alleged policy. The 
Senate (it is argued) held that large increases of territory could 
not easily be administered within the existing city-state con­
stitution, and it was in particular unwilling to create ·extra 
magistracies to provide ofllcials for new provinces.' Aristocratic 
politicians feared the overwhelming prestige and power in­
dividuals might obtain by carrying through acts of annexation; 
the Scipios had threatened the aristocratic system and in 
consequence great commands were as far as possible avoided. 2 

Further, the Senate disapproved of the corrupt behaviour in 
which provincial governors sometimes indulged, and con­
sequently it sought to minimize the number of provinces. 3 

Finally, a certain restraint was placed on Roman policy towards 
Greek states by respect for the disapproval of their cultural 
superiors. • 

1 ~ esp. Manb. o.c. 5-20, S<:ullard, HRW' 317, Badian, RILR' 7-8. 
• S<everuon, o.c. 59, H. Hill, Tlu RomJJ• Middk CltJJJ i• tlu RtJ>ubli<on Ptriod {Oxford, 

1952), 57, Wesenberg, o.c. cob. aoa o-a 1, Von Lubtow, I.e., Badian, RILR' 8. 
'S<:ullard, I.e., Carco;pino, I.e., Badian, RILR' 8-to. 
• So Giannelli, I.e., Badian, RILR' Jo-ao (therefort the non-annexation principle had 

more effect in relations -with Greek stat~ than in relations with barbarians {11 ) ). 
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Since unwillingness to annex is often spoken of as a maxim or 
principle, it is evidently thought to be an established policy with 
a certain force of regularity behind it in addition to the specific 
arguments that might be used on a particular occasion. 

It is important to assess the validity of the modern theory that 
Rome was reluctam to annex territory. It has been heavily 
emphasized in, and is apparently central to, much recent writing 
on Roman imperialism, and, as we have already seen, it ha~ 
suggested to many that the Romans were reluctant to expand the 
empire not merely in this fashion but. in any way at all. 
Furthermore, we might hope that in considering the Senate 's 
attitude towards annexation we shall find out more about what 
the Romans hoped to gain from imperiall power. 

In reality there was, I believe, no non-annexation principle, 
and in this chapter I propose to show that a different in­
terpretation of the events in question is to be preferred. On the 
one hand, the occasions when annexation was possible but was 
r·ejected were very few; on the other, when annexation was 
rejected , it was not because of any general principle, but because 
of particular down-to-earth considerations: of Roman advantage. 

2. TRADITION'AL POLICIES , DOWN TO 101 B.C. 

\.Yhat is meant by annexation in this context? We are not 
concerned here with the annexations of territory which the 
Romans carried out in Italy as part of their complex system of 
control and exploi tation. The power acquired in Sicily and the 
other overseas territories presented problems of a new kind. No 
one wanted co settle colonies there, so a dEfierem form of control 
was needed. To some extent the other instruments of control 
already in use in Italy-treaty obligations and ties with the local 
elites-would serve the purpose. But the maintenance of power 
and the extraction of revenue required permanent and direct 
government. The features of an annexed province are, besid·es 
taxation, subordination of a defined area t·o a continuing series ·of 
designated magistrates (of consular or praetorian rank) and the 
presence when necessary of Roman garrison troops. 1 

The procedures by which provinces were annexed at various 
1 For the regular magistra.te a.s a defining feature of a province cf. App. Sic. 2.2, /b<r. 

sS.•s•. Lib. •35.641. 
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periods are obscure but do not require lengthy investigation here. 
Most commonly the Senate sent out a commission of ten legati to 
investigate and organize, having presumably instructed them in 
advance whether the territory was to be annexed. The earliest 
known instance is that of Achaea in 146,l but since the procedure 
was undoubtedly modelled on the old practice of sending ten 
legati to arrange matters at the end of a major war, it had 
probably been used earlier. The number ten was not invariable: 
we know that the commission sent to 'Asia' in 133 consisted of five 
legati. 2 By contrast the provi.nce Africa appears to have been 
annexed by a law, under which decemviri were appointed ;3 and 
Cilicia too, it now seems probable, was annexed by a law. The 
arrangements which the legati made under the standard pro­
cedure were held to be valid without any further vote at Rome; 
but the Roman magistrate in command issued a decree 'de 
decem legatorum sententia', which was sometimes known as the 
lex provinciae. • 

The interesting point, however, is this; since commissions of 
ten legati were commonly appointed at the ends of wars and 
sometimes to deal with other problems abroad, even when no 
annexation was intended,6 there was in a sense no special 
procedure for annexation. In other words, the same sort of 
commission was thought appropriate for annexation and for 
making a settlement that stopped short of annexation. And the 
abruptness of annexation must not be exaggerated: dominant 
power could be exercised without it, as happened in northern 
Italy for a long period before a province was established there; 
regular revenue could be exacted without it, as from Hiero of 

1 The activities of this wmmission arc to some extent known from Polyb. xxxix. 4-5~ 
Pausan. vii. t6.g; for the one that went to Asia in l2g see Strabo xiv. 646 end1 and also 
RDGEno. ~; ( = /Gxii suppl. to) , line '5· Cf. f. De Martino,Storia ullacoJtitw_ion<1<1m4JIQ, 
ii (Naples, •964 edn.), ~84. 

t Strabo xiv. (46. A oommi5Sion of five ltgati had been sent to se11le the affain of 
IUyricum in 167 (Liv. xlv. 17.1). 

• It is usually believed (L. Lange, RiimiJdlt Al«rthiimlr, ii' (Berlin, 1879), 674, 
Mommsen, R. SlaillJTuht, ii•. 64311.2, MRRi. 466) thai the Ltx LWW. mentioned in the text 
ofthe Ltx Agraria (FIRA ed . Riccobono, i no. 8), lines 77 and 8t , under which deurnPiri 
had, among other actions, assigned land to the U licenses, was a law of 146 and that these 
dtcml1iri were the commi<Sionen who carried out the annexation (cf. App. Lib. •35.640 for 
the land they awarded to Utica). In spite of some difficuhico, this appean to be correct. 

'This seems the moot probable reconstruction. See further B. D. Ho)'O$, A•tidtthon vii 
(1973), 47-53, esp. ; on. 32. 

' E.g. Liv. xxx. 43+ h was evidently a traditional practice by this period (Liv. xxxiii. 
24. 7}. Other instan«s: Mommsen, o.c. ii1 . 6g2-3. 
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Syracuse after 263, from the Illyrians after 228, and most clearly 
of all from Macedon after r 67. Annexation was merely one of the 
sr.eps, neither the first M r usually the last-since rebellions were 
common in annexed provinces-by which Rome took control. 
An annexed territory was only one of the for:ms taken by Roman 
power, and (as we have already seen) the empire was not, to 
Roman minds, by any means coextensive with the arlexed 
pr-ovinces. 1 

In order to see how little emphasis the Romans placed on 
annexation we have ·only to look a t the sources. Alliances. 
national 'friendships', conquests--these matter and receive 
ample attention ; acts of annexation receive very litcle. The 
terminology of Roman control points in the same direction. This 
terminology has been endlessly discussed, but the most important 
fact of all has been somewhat neglected. There are in fact nQ 

special words io describe ihose who were ouiside ihe annexed! 
provinces but none the less to some degree or other under Roman 
power. They were certainly not known as 'cliemes' of the Roman 
state, though this has (thanks largely to Mommsen) become the 
standard label. S-ome elaborate houses-of~cards have been built 
on the supposition that they were perceived as clients, but this is 
not contemporary usage.2 The rulers and the cities in question 
were commonly referred to as 'amici' or 'socii' of the Roman 
people (or both at once) . These terms were also used to refer, 
respectively, to some or all of the provincials. 3 Thus the 

1 Above, p. 105. 

2 The 'client' metaphor is of course pervasive as a description of such people. On che 
me'laphorieal character of lhe term cf. A. N. Sherwin-White, The Romar~ Citizymship• 
(Oxford, t973), 188 (not refuted by F.. Badian, Foreign Cii<ntelae, 42 n. 4). II was first used 
to provide an analogy for Rome-'s relatiomhip with some of; t> subjects by Proculus in the 
fi.rst cemury A.D. (see Dig. xlix. '5· 7.1), whence it passed, via early modern legal writers 
such as Grotius and louche, tc> Mommsen. The history and the validity of the idea rhat 
republican Romans assimilated their state's relations with other states to the bond of 
ditnllla deserve further examination, but not here. On the limits of its validity see esp . .J. 
Blcicken, G110mon ><x.xvi ( 1964) , 18o-2. There is no secure evidence that Romans u..ed 
terminology specifically belonging to clienttla for tbdr intt.£'nationaJ relati.onsh.ips in the 
middle Republic (Sherwit1-Wh:ire, G. c. 18,..S, somewhat misrepresents the con[entofLiv. 
xlv. 18.2); the neareot thing >o such evidence is probably l.iv. ( P.) xxxvii. .)4·' i· D. 
Timpe, Hermrs xc. (1962), 35i n. t, mistakenly cit<d Cic. D< r<fJ. i. 43 ( 'Massi~c:nses nostr.i 
clic:ntes'), which is a reference to Scipio AemiJiaous' own p.ntroc;inium {as M. Gelzer saw, 
&man Nobility, 88= KS i. go ( - Bib!.)) . 
° For certain provincials asamiric[ Cic. ll flerr. v. 83, Ux Ag<aria (FIRA no. 8), lines 7~, 

19· For th~ provincials as socii cf. M. \\1egner, Unltrsucltungtn -!U dtn lateini.rtltm Btgriffin 
s«iw und socie/4s (Giittingcn, 196g), go--3. 
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distinction between provincials and non-provincials was, to the 
Romans, of secondary importance. 

The first annexations outside Italy seem to have been under­
taken without any detectable reluctance. The sources, ad­
mittedly, are extremely sparse,1 and what arrang·ements Rome 
made lor controlling Sicily in the years before 227 we do not 
kno~That there was no intention of leaving that part of the 
island that lay outside Hiero's kingdom to enjoy its independence 
is plain enough. Sardinia and Corsica, similarly, were meant to 
remain under Roman control. As for direct rule, the imperium­
holding magistrates (recently increased from three to four) may 
have been thought sufficient to handle the situation, with the 
help of the promagistra£y and the junior offices.2 For the year 
227, apparently, two additional praetorships were created to pro­
vide governors for the two provinces. The delay (thirteen years in 
the case of Sicily) need have no significance for the history of 
annexation. The Senate naturally tried to rule the territories 
without increasing the magistracies, but agreed to such a step 
when it became necessary.3 In Spain, similarly, there is no real 
sign of any Roman reluctance to retain direct power, even when 
the treaty of 201 finally eliminated any possible Carthaginian 
influence there. We do not in fact know when Rome resolved to 
retain permanent power in Spain or annexed territory there. At 
first it was ruled by private citizens cum imperio, and there was 
some natural delay before the constitution was altered to provide 
governors for the new territory. In 198 six praetors :instead of four 
were elected so that praetors could govern the provinces of 
Hispania Citerior and Ulterior.' 

1 l'olybius (i. 63.4, ii. 1.2; cf. App. Sic. 2.6 Vicrock- Roos) confirms what should be 
obvious, that there was no hiatus in Roman control. Solinus 5·' (pp. 47- 8 Mommsen) 
says that Sicily and Sardinia were- both made province5 in a year which can only bt 227 
(see MRR i. •'l9l· 

1 During the Hannibalic War tl~e promagistra~)' (first devised in 327) was often used 
as the means of providing enough men to govern these provinces when the praetors were 
all needed elsewhere. It is posoibJe, but quite uncertain, that a quaestor was regularly 
stationed at Lilybaeum even bef<><< ••7 (cf. W. V. Harris. CQN.s. xx·vi (1976), 94, 104). 

' Precioely what brought about the change of policy cannot be determined. Local 
re.stjveness is one possibility. The increased in\•olvemem ofRome in other regions (Gaul, 
lllyria) is another. C. Flaminius was the first praetor in Sicily (Solin. 5-' ) and he naturally 
benefited from the opportunity (cf. Liv. xxxiu. 42.8). It seems likely that he was chosen for 
the position not by the Senate but by the roneilium pltbiJ, but that is no <cason to think that 
senators opposed direct rule in the three islands. 

• The six praetonhips: Liv. xxxii. '27 .6. Neither their creation nor the instructions they 
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But what of the cases in this same period in which annexation 
was avoided? Let us first cor.sider the Illyrian situation of 228-­
though no one has tried to attach great significance to Rome's 
failure to annex in this instance. How did Illyria differ, in Roman 
eyes, from the recently acquired islands o:ff the Italian coast? 
Brief consideration of the campaign of 229/8 will supply the 
answer. It was a successful campaign in that it swiftly broke up 
the dominion of Queen Teuta and established the beginning of 
Roman power and influence to the east of tthe Adriatic. But the 
conquests were not extensive. The Ardiaei- probably those of 
that name who lived in the hinterland ofLissus-were defeated, 
as were certain cities, not named by our sources, further north 
along the coast.1 I t was a small area and not one rich in resources. 
The final stage of the 229 campaign showed that Rome could not 
establish control even over the whole coast up to the level of 
Pharos without making sacrifices: at the unidentified city of 
'Noutria' the enemy killed many Roman soldiers, some military 
tribunes and a quaestor.2 It was an excellent area to give to a 
deserving ally- Demetrius of Pharos, who had earned con­
sideration by his prompt treachery at Corcyra. A further effort 
might have been made to capture Teuta's r·efuge at Rhizon, but 
there would not have been much point, since her nuisance· 
making capacities had 'been destroyed and she was willing to pay 
tribute. As to the much more attractive territory further south, 
the area ofRome's so-called protectorate, it was made up of states 
that had sought Rome's friendship in the first stage of the 
campaign. These were Corcyra, Apollonia, Epidamnus, the 
Parthini, and the Atintani. 8 Again, the area was not huge. But 
more to the point, it would have been the height of political folly, 
and also an offence aga.inst.fides, to attempt to exploit these states. 

The Roman commander L. Postumius Albinus sent repre- . 
sematives to the Aetolian and Achaean Leagues to capitalize on 
Rome's good behaviour,4 an action which shows that the Senate 
received to fix. the boundary between the provir\ces {28.11) shows that 198-7 was the date 
of the first annexation in Spain . App. /ber. 38. 15~ appa.rently s.:ts the even< in oo6 
(a-:rpaT'lyoU~ Sf 'lP7Jptar f:T"I)otovr Es .,.;., f6v71 Ttl fl>.."''I-!P.fv(l i'"ffl.Trov dwO ToVSE 
apeawvo& . . . ). 

' Polyb. ii. 11 . 10, 13. On the Ardiaei seeN. C. L. Hammond, ]RS I viii ( 1968), 6, with 
his map (p. 3). 

• Polyb. ii. t 1.13. Dio fr. 49 ·7 presumably alludes to the same event. 
3 For the topography see Hammond, o.c. 7-8 (convinci.ngly revising earlier views) . 

• Polyb. ii. "·+· 
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(which must have authorized it) was very much alive to the 
propaganda value of timely restraint. Shortly afterwards further 
Roman embassies were sent to Athens and Corinth.1 The target 
of this policy, it must have been clear, was Macedon.2 The 
Macedonians, naturally, were not deceived about the real 
character of Rome's achievement in Illyria, and neither was 
Polybius.3 Roman powe·r was established there, and annexation 
would have been decidedly harmful to Rome's long-term 
interests. Furthermore it might well have required garrison 
troops; and whatever was happening in other regions in the 
winter of 229/8 (events in Sicily, Sardinia, and Gaul are obscure), 
the Senate was probably beginning to see that increased efforts 
were about to become necessary in much more vital places. 

The next decision which needs examining is the Senate's 
choice of policy after the defeat of Hannibal in 202. The battle of 
Zama itself did not create an immediate opportunity to annex 
territory in north Africa, as is often assumed by modern writers. 
Further effort'S would have been needed. Livy, probably basing 
his account on Polybius, explains that Scipio Africanus did not 
persevere with the war once the battle was over both because the 
task of besieging such a well-defended city as Carthage was so 
great, and because he was unwilling to lose the fruits of victory to 
a successor in the command. 4 Even the peace terms that were 
offered met some real opposition in Carthage,• and no doubt an 
attack on the city would have met a strong spirit of resistance as 

1 Polyb. u. 12.8: the Corinthians resJ>onded by giving Romans the right to J>OrUclJ>Ot< 
in the Isthmian games (cf. Zonar. viii. 19). The date was eitherspringoo8 or lm probably 
spring 226. According to F. W. Walbank (ad loc.) the embassy had ' no political 
background~, and tht embassies to the L~agues were 13 purely rotmal exchange of 
courtesies, without anypoljtical sequel'. On the contrary, no Roman convention required 
such behaviour, and the Senate was obviously making a bid to tbc Creelf. Slates for tbdr 
etN-ntual C(H)peration. 

• Cf. Hammond. o.c. g-r o. 
1 Polyh. vii. 9· t 3 (PhWp V's treaty with Haonibal <reats the Romans by implication as 

the 'masters1 of [he area), iii. 16.3. 
• Liv. xx:x. g6.ro-11: 'In consilio quamquam iusta ira omnes ad dclendam stimulabat 

Carthagioem, taroen cum et quanta res c.sset et quam longi temporis obsidio tam munitae 
et lam validae urbis reputarent, et ipsum Scipionem exspeaatio su:ccessoris venturi ad 
J>aratum victoriac fructum [?], aJtcrius Iabore ct periculo finiti b<lli farnam, sollicitartt , 
ad pacem omnium animi versi sunt! Cf. App. Lib. 56, Zonar. ix. q ... That Polybius was 
Livy'a >Uuttt heft: i:J doubted by F . W. Walbank (vu Polyb. xv. a ?·3"·-•9·9). whv n;gatd~ 
Livy's account as suspect (but see the text) . Livy did usc other sources as well as Polybius 
for the African war in Book XXX; but A. Kautz, LiuWs und Stint C.'otf)ingn (Stungart, 
194~1) , esp. "7• 199, argued convincing!)· that Polybius was his main source . 

• Poly b. XV. '9·•· Liv. XXX. 37· 7. App. Lih. ss-6. 
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well as strong fortifications. Scipio is indeed supposed ( ' ferunt') 
to have said on many later occasions that he was hindered from 
destroying Carthage by the greed ofTi. Claudius Nero and Cn. 
Cornelius Lentulus, 1 but if he really said any such thing2 it was an 
optimistic boast; far more than the victory at Zama would have 
been necessary. 

Nor should we doubt Livy's account of the effects on African us 
of his personal ambition. Mommsen reacted strongly to 
the statement that Scipio was influenced by fear of being re­
placed,3 and, taking little notice of the sources, asserted that 
Scipio's position at Rome was so strong that he cannot have 
feared recall, and that it was his noble and magnanimous 
impulses that prevented him from pressing :his military advan­
tage. Yet there were strong feelings against Scipio in the Senate in 
20<J.- 202, and after his prolonged period of command it is 
perfectly credible that some wanted to see him superseded. If 
Livy is to be believed, his command had been prorogued in 203 

'donee de bella tum in Africa foret' , and early in 202 a popular 
vote confirmed his posilion ;4 but that is no reason to deny that the 
consuls of 203 wanted to obtain an African command, or that Ti. 
Claudius Nero succeeded in obtaining an anomalous command 
in Africa from the Senate, or that Cn. Cornelius Lentulus also 
wanted Africa.• Livy's account is thus to be accepted. 8 

The decision of 202 is scarce! y difficuh to understand. The 
whole expedition to Africa had met opposition at Rome, and 
after the sufferings of the previous fifteen years some respite was 

1 Coss. in 202 and 201 respectively. 'The statement is repo:rtcd in Liv. xxx. 44·3· 
' Dismissed .. unhistorieal by W . Hoffmann, Hisl<>ria ix { 1 !)6o), 315 n. 13 ( _, llibl.] (ef. 

F. Munz~r in RE s.v. Cornelius no. 176 (1900), col. 1358) . 
• RG i 11• 66o. 
• Liv. xxx. 1.10, 2 7.3•4. 
' For lhesc points sec rcspeccively Liv. xxx. 2p; 27.5-{5; 40. )"" 16, 43· 1 (also Dio fr. 59) . 

For similar cases sec above, p. 34-
• Halfmann's objection (I.e.) thai Scipio had already shown himself .eady for 

negotiation before the meeting of bis 'onsilitan, by receiving a Carthaginian dd~gation) is 
not relevant. He obviously did nor have to walt for a fOrmati meeting of the ~on.sNium to 
know his own mind or the general fCeling among his councillors. H. H. ScuUard, whose 
acco·unt is the moo1 d etailed one, argued (Scipio Africanus in 1M Second Purtit War 
(Cambridge, 1930), 251- 2; cf. Scipio .-4fricanus: S.lditt and Po/ilitian (London, 1970), 155) 
I hat Scipio made peace because ( 1) Carthage would have been difficult to besiege {!.ivy); 
(2) iu destruction would have aliena led the o1her African nations (not in the sources); (3) 
he thought that Rome, lhough oo doubt willing to carry out a siege, needed a !"'riod of 
!"'ace. Scullard once dismissed Scipio's alleged fear of being superseded as a 'ridiculous 
charge' (>5Jl) ; bu1 sec hi> Roman Polirics, Bo, •n-8. 
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needed, as in 240. 1 Appian, however, makes no contribution to 
understanding when he describes a senatorial debate that 
allegedly took place after the battle of Zama, a debate in which 
an anonymous friend of Scipio advocates a continuation of the 
war. 2 Many arguments are used, including (in favour of peace) 
the expensiveness of a garrison army, the danger of having the 
Numidians as neighbours, and finally the fear and jealousy that 
successful colonists would arouse in Rome. This last point is 
founded on a bizarre anachronism, and the speeches are merely 
rhetorical exercises, without value as evidence for what was 
actually said in the Senate on this subject. 3 

In regard to Macedon after the battle of Cynoscephalae a 
similar but more complex situation prevailed. The defeat 
certainly did put Philip V in a very weak position, though the 
battle did not take place in Macedon itself or immediately 
deprive Philip of the strategically important cities of Demetrias, 
Chalcis, and Corinth.' Quite apart from its political effects, the 
battle cost the Macedonians and their allies about 8,ooo dead 
and at least 5,ooo prisoners out of a total force of 25,500.6 

Superficially it may seem to have been a fairly straightforward 
task thereafter to annex Philip's kingdom.6 As to why Flamininus 
did not in the event follow up the victory with an attack on 
Macedon itself, Polybius provides two sets of explanations. The 
first he puts into Flamininus' own mouth, 7 when the Roman 
broke the news to his Greek allies, at the meeting at Tempe, that 
Rome did not intend to pursue the war further. The Romans, he 

J The distaste ofSdpio's veteran$ for more fighting wou importanl in 200/ 199 ( Liv. xxx . 
8.6, 14.2, xxxu. 3·3) · ' ·App. Lib. 57"'65; cf. Oiod. ><Xvii. 13-18. 

1 Similarly Hoffmann, o.c . 3 15- 16. Some: scholars have tried. to defend Appian's 
account, but in vain. K. 8i!z (Die Politik iUs P. Corru/ius Scipio Aemilianus (Stuttgart, 1935) , 
16 n. 30) and Scullard (Roma• l'olilics, 277"'8) suggeSJed that i t might derive from 
Polybius~ but this is most unconvincing1 particularly as it stem5 that neither Appian nor 
Oiodorus made much use of Polybius for tbe latter part of the Socond Punic War (De 
Sanctis,SR iii. 2.66o-7 (Appian), 667- 70 (Diodorus)) , and the debate is not described by 
Livy. The arguments of H. Volkmann, H"""s lxxxii i 1954), 466-7 f- Bibl.] , io favour of 
some authenticity in Diodorus' account arc not to the point. F. Cassola, I gruppi politid 
romll1li, 417- 19, apparently intends to defend the authenticily of these speeches on the 
grounds thai rcjocting them implies 1ha1 andent writers knew no1hing of the Senate'• 
activities in 201; but the impl_ication is not rhere1 and if it were it would uOl be relevant. 
On sources concerning sCnatorial proceedings see above, pp. ~7·. 

• On the question whe1her he Slill controlled Oreusand Eretriasee Walbank on Polyb. 
xviii . ~5· 5· 

'Casualties: Poly b. xviii. 27.6 .. Liv. xxxiii. 10. 7-10 ; initial force: Li,•. (P.) xxx:iii. 4---4- 5. 
• And this is often assumed, ·e.g. by P. Veyne, MEFRA lxxxvii (19i5), 815. 
' Polyb. xviii. 37.2--9; adapted by Li''· xxxiH. 12. 7- 11> App. Mac. g.2. 
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said, were accustomed when victorious not to destroy their 
opponents utterly or to carry on inexpiable war ; nor was it in the 
interest of the Greeks that Macedon should be destroyed, for if it 
were to be destroyed, they would soon experience once more the 
lawlessness of the Thracians and Gauls. The diplomatic and 
partially deceptive character of these remarks is clear and 
recognized. In fact the principal cause ofFlamininus' eagerness 
to make peace with Philip was, Polybius says, 1 the ne:Ws that 
Philip's most powerful ally, Antiochus III, had set out from Syria 
with an army to come to Europe. Flamininus consequently 
feared that Philip might prolong the war, and that he might lose 
his glory to a successor .1 That such a consideration as this last one 
should have weighed heavily with Flarnininus seems to be 
entirely consistent with what we know of his character,3 and 
Polybius' interpretation should be accepted. M. Claudius 
Marcellus, cos. 196, was eager for a command in Greece,t but was 
evidently not able to arouse enough support for a continuation of 
the war .~ 

A war involving Antioch us would have been a most imprudent 
undertaking at this point, and iit was much better to conserve the 
advantages that had been achieved. Flamininus had won his 
victory with a force that contained only two legions,·• .which 
indicates that Rome was not exerting itself to the uttermost in this 
theatre; and further exertions and dangers of some magnitude 
would have been necessary to provide a real opportunity for 
annexation. Flarnininus' discomfort with the Aetolian allies also 
discouraged any attempt at further campaigning, and from the 
Roman point of view Philip's dethronement would have made 
the Aetolians inconveniently powerful in Greece.' While it would 

1 xviii. 39·3-4· 1 Cf. Liv. xxxiii . 13.15. For Appian's explanation d ', MllC. 9- 1. 
1 Cf. Plu. Flam. 1.2. Already at the time of the Locris conference (November tg8) 

Flamininuswasanxiou.sabout beingsupeneded (Liv. xxxii. 32.5-4!; cf. Plu. Fllmt. 7.1); cf. 
M . Holleaux, REG xxxvi (1923), 155~3 (' ... Bibl.], Walbank on Polyb. xviu. 9·5· On the 
charac ter of Flamininus see also E. Badian, Titas Qjliroctivs Flami•imu, PhiJIJellmism •114 
Rtolpolitit (Cincinnati, 1970), esp. 23-7 ; and on the Locris conference, ibid . 4o-4l. 

• Polyb. xviii. 42.3; cf. Liv. xxxiii. •5·4~· 
• Note esp . . Liv. xuiii. 25. 7· 
'~ Walbank on Polyb. "'-iii. 27.6. 
'As Flamininus knew : Poly b. xviii. 34· ' (cf. Liv. (P.) xxxiii. 11.9) . On the meaning of 

Jl<{~a)..;,. J" '"is <ipx'is here cf. M. Holleaux, RPh lvii (1931), 203 n. 4 ( ... Bib!.], and 
Walba.nk ad loc. But this was hardly a major reason for Flamininus' decision tO end the 
war, asJ. Briscoe states (n . on Liv. xxxiii. 22.1o-11 ), not taking proper ac<:ount of Polyb. 
xviii. 39·3· 
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have been possible for the Roman people to reject the peace 
terms agreed to by Flamininus and to insist on a settlement much 
more unfavourable to Philip, that would clearly have been 
regarded as an extreme expedient. In any case several months 
elapsed before the plebs came to pass judgement on the agree­
ment, and in the meanwhile news had reached Rome of a major 
rebellion in Spain. The power over policy that was allowed to a 
field commander such as Flamininus, power that had not been 
significant in much earlier times, may in a sense have showed 
Rome's expansion, but it did not reflect any policy of rejecting 
annexation. 

Since annexation is the topic, a full analysis of the policies of 
Roman senators towards Macedon and Greece in the three years 
after Cynoscephalae is not called for. However certain other facts 
need to be put in their places. The decision to end the war does 
not mean that Rome wished to avoid further involvement in 
Greek affairs, for an 'equilibrium' in Greece, with various powers 
in rivalry, was bound to produce appeals to Rome for assistance. 
Rome's determination not only to retain influence but to extend 
its power further and further into the region is made abundantly 
clear by the senatus consultum of 196 which proclaimed the freedom 
of 'all the other Greeks, both those in Asia and those in 
Europe' .I Then in 194 Rome withdrew all its forces from their 
bases in Greece, Demetrias, Chalcis, Corinth, and Leucas, an 
action which is always cited as evidence for Rome's Lack of 
interest in exercising direct control in Greece. From Philip's 
point of view the first three of these places were ' the fetters of 
Greece',2 but for the Romans possessing them was positively 
harmful, as Flamininus realized and as the ten senatorial 
commissioners eventually came to believe. Other factors perhaps 
entered in, such as the presumable hostility of soldiers to garrison 
duty; but Rome served the cause of its own expansion very well 
by exchanging useless bases-useless because Rome's military 
resources were so great that a Iightnin~ return to Greek soil was 
always possible-for the great fame, EVKAna, to be obtained by 
withdrawing.3 

1 Poly b. xviii. 44.2 ('other' means oth<r than those under Phitipls authoricy) ; cf. Liv. 
x:x.x:iii. 30.~. 

I The phrase was of course Philip's, and taken up by Greeks (Polyb. xviii. 11 .5) . 
'On which cf. Polyb. xviu. 45.!Ho. 
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Why did Rome refrain from annexing territory in Asia Minor 
in the settlements of t8g and 1 88? The opportunity appeared to 
be available. Polybi us reports that in addr=ing the Senate in 
189, Eumenes ofPergamum mentioned the possibility that Rome 
might continue to occupy certain areas of A.•ia !hat had formerly 
been subject to Antiochus; he would be very pleased, he 
claimed. 1 The Rhodian ambassadors followed, asserting that it 
was open to the Romans to give .to anyone they wished Lycaonia, 
Hellespontic Phrygia, Pisidia, the Chersonese, 'and the parts of 
F.urof'H": nt:ar to it'.1 Rut for Rom~. as fbr any other state, an 
attempt to rule the Galatian tribes directly at this time would 
probably have. been unrewarding, and the Galatians lost no 
territory to anyone• Even the more accessible parts of Asia 
Minor which had to be redistributed were inconveniently remote 
and exposed lor direct Roman control.' Instead of attempuing any 
annexation in As.ia Minor, the Senate chose to use the territories 
more or less at its disposal to strengthen those states, Pergamum 
and Rhodes, that Rome had been using a.• counterweights 
against Philip and Antioch us. Whether other arguments against 
annexation, such as the difficulties of providing garrison armies, 
had a significant etfect we do not know. On the other hand 
annexa tion would have brought only slight advantages. To 
Scipio Africanus, rhe war had made the Romans 'masters of 
Asia' ;' and the wealth of Asia soon arrived in Rome tO prove it. 

The Roman settlement in Macedon after the Third 
Macedonian War plays a very important part in all in­
terpretations of Roman foreign P<>licy as non-annexationisr. T he 
kingdom was thoroughly reorganized in accordance with 
Roman wishes, and tribute was exacted. It is not surpris:ing that 
the Periochist of Livy erroneously stated that Macedon actually 
did become a Roman province in 167.• How are we to explain 
that it did not? Livy's ver..-ion of the Senate's policy is that the 
Macedonians and the lllyrians were to be 'free' as an advertise-

1 t'olyb . xxi. 2L';"".S, cf. Liv. xxxvij. 53.2~-6. 
1 Pol)'b-. xxi. 2:1.14; sloppily paraphra~ed by Li\•. xxxvii. 54· r 1. The authenticity of 

these speeches hOt$ wmc:.tirne3 been dcniedi {E. Bikcn'l'lan, RJ:.'C I (1937), e'I-J) . 23-4, D. 
Magie, &maR Rule in Asia Mifi(Jf, i. 1u8). 

• Uv. Q.Xviii .J-0 .2. 

• Cf. E. Badian, Fcuig11 CJl(nk14t, glt 
" Above, p. 106. 
• Ptr. +5· 
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ment to the outside world of the Roman people's devotion to 
freedom.1 Similarly Diodorus, who also says that jt was 'contrary 
to the expectation of all' that the captured cities were set free.2 

Such explanations of the failure to annex Macedon oblige us to 
search more deeply. 

When Hadrian abandoned Roman territorial claims beyond 
the Euphrates and the Tigris he asserted that he was following the 
exemplum ofCato, 'qui Macedones liberos pronuntiavit, quia tueri 
non poterant'- who pr'Onounced in favour of the freedom of the 
Macedonians, because they could not be guarded.3 The emperor 
evidently took Cato's meaning to have been that Macedon could 
not be held \vithout disproportionate military effort. Most 
historians have believed that Rome's power was quite sufficient 
to impose annexation, and consequently they have been re­
luctant to admit that Cato, who must have had some solid reasons 
for his statement, can have been referring to the military 
difficulties of the task.• But let us ask what the military 
consequences of annexation would have been. The amount of 

1 Liv. xlv. tS.t-2: • .. . ut omnibusgentibus appareret arma popu.li Romani non liberis 
serv11u1em, sed con1ra strvientibus liberla«ern adferTe, ut e1, in Cibertate gemes quae 
essent, tutam c-am sibi perpetuamqucsub tutela populi Romani esse, et~ quae sub regibus 
viverent, et in praesens tempus mitiorts CO$ iustioresque respe<:nJ populi Romani habere 
se crederent et, si quando bellurn cum populo Romano regibus fi.Jis:ser suit, eX.itum eius 
victoriam Romanis adlaturum, sibi Jibertatern.) 

t xxxi. 8. The text ofPolyb. xxxvi. 17.12-15 does not in its presem Slate offer any 
explanation of why Rome bestowed many greao so-called if>•Aa.v9pw,.{a, on the 
Macedonians. 

3 SHA, Hadr. 5·3 ~ ORP fr. o6o (p. 61 ). H.Jordan, followed by B. Janzer (Hi;tonstlu 
Unkrsuthungm ~· dtn Rtdtnfragm.tnkn des M. P•rciuJ Car. (di.•s. Wur2burg, 1936), 67-8), 
unnecessarily changed 'tueri' tO 'teneri' ; 'cueri' is read by Hohl, M!.alcovati (see her n.) , 
and others. 

• Scholan who refer to ohis passage often pay no effective attention to it (e.g. T. Frank, 
Roman lmpenalism, 2t4, D. Kienast, Caw der {puor (Heidelberg, 1954), t •7- 18). G. Colin 
(Romt tl Ia Cr;u dt :KJ() a ~~au. ] .·C. (Paris, 1905), 445-6) did not believe in ohe 
fundamentally defensive character of Rome's policy, and so tried to use. chis piece of 
evidence to discover Roman motives; he thought that Cato's opposition to annexation of 
Macedon in 167 arose (fom his fear that governors would eorich themselves, and that 
publi<ani would also (cf. Liv. xlv. r8.4) , and thus Roman morals would b< corrupted ; but 
thig goes far beyond 'quia «ueri non po«erant' . According to Scul.lard, Romtl11 Politics, 212 
n. 3) Cato cannot have argued that Rome was unable to hold Macedon, and he was 
probably arguing that io 'could not be guarded adequately withouo Roman commiunenl$ 
oo the Balkans which be regarded as undesirable.' The meaning ofrbis is unclear. There is 
no reason to think that Cato regarded such commitments as undesirable for other than 
military rea.son.c;.-rhe word is PJttrant. P. Meloni's interpretation, PmtO e Ill fine della 
nu:mtArchia maudont (Rome, 1953) , 413. is that CalO cannot have been referring to military 
difficultie§., but to the political, economic, and social con§equences of annexing and 
garrisoning Macedon; he does not specify what these could be expected to b<. 
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resistance to Rome that might still be expected in Macedon we 
can partially gauge by the successes of Andriscus and other 
putative sons of Perseus down to 143.1 The warlike neighbours of 
Macedon, the Bastarnae, Dardanians, Odrysae, and other 
Thracians, could be expected to attempt invasions of Macedon, 
and it was necessary to allow the three Macedonian r·epublics 
with external frontiers armed forces with which to protect 
them, 2 even though the authority of Rome was in the back­
ground. How much unpleasantness these peoples caused to the 
Macedonian republics between 167 and 148 it is impossible to tell 
in the absence of proper sources, but after the annexation an 
army of two legions was often, perhaps continuously, considered 
necessary for the security of the province, until the frontier was 
pushed northwards under Augustus.3 Without annexation Rome 
exacted tribute from Macedon at half the rate of Perseus' 
taxa.tion, and it can easily be believed that to exact more would 
have required the presence of a garrison. The necessary garrison 
would have cost something not much less than 4 ·8 million 
sesterces a year if two legions were stationed there, while the 
additional revenue to be gained was probably not more than 1 oo 
talents4-the equivalent of half of this sum. As we have seen, 
there is not the least reason to doubt that such calculations were 
important at Rome, and they may well have been central. 

Furthermore garrison servi·ce in a recently annexed province 
of Macedon would not have been at all attractive, and the Senate 
was probably alive to the fact, since the war against Perseus had 
revealed the first serious recruiting difficulties that Rome had 
experienced in normal times .. ~ 

Thus it is perfecdy credible that Cat.o calculated that annex­
ation would require disproportionate military effort. It may of 

1 O n which cf. DeSanctis, SR iv. g.1:27. 
' L.iv. xlv. 29.14, Diod. xxxi. 8.8. 
3 F<>r a list of the recorded military a•cthity ln the province se-e F. Geyer in RE s.v. 

Makcdonia ( 1 9~8), cols. 765- 6; cf. R . E . Smith, Service in the Post-Marian Roman Arm)' 
{Maroche$1er, t958) , 22 . . 

• F<>r the strange view that Rome did not \\'ant tocxacl the maximum possible amount 
of uibute see above:., p. 73· On the amoont exacted : Plu . . 4em. 18 selS the figure at l OO 

talents a year, stating that that was somewhat less than Perseus' rale; livy (xlv. r 8. 7 and 
29.4) says that the rate was half of Perse·us', and this should probably be accepted . The 
revenues from the Macedonian mines did not come into the matter, since they could be 
obtained without an•lexation, as they w·ere from l 58. 

• See above, p. 49· 
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course have been other arguments that convinced the rest of the 
Senate of the same conclusion, but there is certainly no sign in the 
sources of the reasons for avoiding annexation usi!Jally given by 
modern scholars. 

Many of those who have argued that the Senate shunned 
annexation as much as possible have admitted that this policy 
came to an end after the Macedonian settlement of 167, and that 
in 148-146 the Senate showed that its views had changed. For 
some, however, the annexation of Macedon, of parts of Greece, 
and ofMrica in those years are aberrations from a fundamentally 
unchanged policy. These aberrations were supposedly forced on 
to the Senate by the disorders that arose as consequences of the 
earlier settlements. As far as Macedon is concerned, Rome was 
clearly compelled to act. But with regard to the Achaeans and to 
Carthage, senatorial policy in the years immediately before 146 
seems to have been aimed quite voluntarily at e~tablishing direct 
control, and this almost inevitably meant annexation. Fuller 
justification of this view will be presented in the following 
chapter; here the annexation settlements themselves will be the 
only objects of attention. 

In the case of the Achaean League, there is no sign that the 
Senate hesitated to annex the territory of the defeated after the 
campaign of 146.1 It has been implied that because some of the 
arrangements were left to Polybius, after a ten-legate commission 
had spent six months org·anizing the affairs of Greece , the Senate 
lacked interest in the annexation. 2 The fact tells us Htr more 
about Polybius than about the Senate. Even less plausible is the 
attempt to play down the amount of annexation in Greece itself. 3 

Half-empty bottles are also half full, and the territory of the 
Achaean League, the Peloponnese (except Laconia), Megara, 
Boeotia, Chalcis, Phocis, and eastern Locris ·Constituted a 
considerable area, comparable to that of Macedon itself. 

As for the settlement of Carthaginian territory which Rome 
1 The annexation was of a peeuliar kind1 the new rerritory being subjected to the 

governor of Macedonia. The extent o f tbe annexed territory was esrabJished by S. 
AccameJ // dtmtiniQ r'omano in Grttio Jolla gutrra acaita ad Augusto (Rome, 1946). csp. 7-15 
(generally accepted) . The concl u•ion of T . Schwertfeger, Der achaiisdu Bund wn t-t6 his 27 
v. CAr. (Mun.ich. 1974), ~p. 72, tl>at Achaea did not become a province until 27, is based 
merely on his artiftciaJ insistence that a province had tO have a ttpcarau governor. 

• E. Badian. RJLK' 21 . The commission: Polyb. xxxix. 4· 1, cf. Paus. vii. 1 6 .9. Its stay in 
Greece: PoJyb. x:xxix. 5.1 . Po1)1bius' own role : xxxix. 5· 

'Badian, RJLR' • 1. 
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carried out in 146, it too has been forced to give a strange 
meaning. Allegedly the annexation came from 'political nec­
essity, and not from any desire for gain or expansio:n'. 1 The 
frontier established for the new province <lid not require the sons 
of Massinissa to forgo any of the territorial gains they had made 
before 150. 'Liberty' and immunity were given to towns that had 
been on the Roman side during the war with Carthage, and allies 
of Rome, notably Utica, gained territory. 2 But these were 
prudent investments by the Senate in local good will, and there is 
no justification for reading any other motives into the settlement. 
If the Romans had not desired gain and expansion-and we have 
reviewed at length the evidence that they did- they could, after 
the destruction of Carthage, have left the territory to the 
Numidians. Of course it never occurred to them to do so. 

Once again, it was only with reluctance, allegedly, that the 
Senate accepted the bequest when At talus I II left the kingdom of 
Pergamum to Rome in 134 or 133. There is no evidence for this 
very paradoxical supposition. It is misleading to claim that 
Tiberius Gracchus 'passed a law in the Assembly accepting the 
inheritance',3 and so forced the Senate's hand. What the sources 
say is that Tiberi us got a law passed, or proposed one, or-this is 
most likely-declared his intention of promulgating one, to 
distribute Attalus' money to those citizens who received land by 
the agrarian law.4 Such a proposal obviously had no chance in 

• Badian, Fomgn ClitnU/m, 139. 
'On these arrangements seeR. M. Haywood in ESAR iv. 3-5, P. Romanelli, Storia dtUt 

f!rouin.a rom<W dell' Africa (Rome, 1959), 4&-50. 
' Badian, RILR' • 1 ; similarly T. Frank, Romanlmptria/iJm, 243. and man)· others, most 

recently T. Liebmann-Frankfort, RIDA ,. •. 3, xiii (1966), 83 and n. 33., F. Carrata 
Thom<S, La rioolta di Amwnico tIt origini !/.ella f!rouincia romana tf Asia (Turin, t968), 35, and 
[by impUcation) H. C. Boren, Tlu Graahi (New York, 1g68), jl. Nor incidentally do the 
sourc-es say (though it may be true) that the Pergamenc envoy Eudemus lodged with 
Tiberrius Gracchu.s when he came to Rome (so Badian, Foreign Clienulae, 174-, followed by 
D. C. Earl, Tibnius Gr=h.u, A Stud} in PoJiJics {Brus,.,ls, 1963), 93, and other>) ; all we are 
told is that Q, Pompeius alleged that he had se<:n Eudemus offer a crown to Tiberi us, who 
was his (Pompeius') next-door neighbour (Piu. TG 1 4) , a story which Badiam rightly finds 
hard to belic\'e. The point is not trivial, for exagguating the importance ofTiberius in 
Roman- Pergamene relations can lead to exaggerating his influence in gettin;g the bequC$C 
accepted. 

• De toir. ill. 64.5: 'dein tulit, ut de ea pecunia quae ex Attali hereditate era:t! agererur ct 
popUlo divide~tur'; Oros. v. 8.4; 'Jcgern tulit, uti pecunia, quae fuissct .A..u.aJi! populo 
distri'butretur'; Plu. TC 14: i1rf~ 8( "Toii tf>,Aop.~Topos 'A.,.,.<Uov ,.fAnrn]aovros 
Eva-,,..,s 0 n.pya,..~vos <laniv<yK< hul9!jK~V <v !} KA~povop.os i.y[ypo.1fTO TOU 
a ' ' "P ' IJ- '8' ' T a' • • ' ' ' • J-140'-""t'WS' 0 WJ£0.L(A)" T}J.'OS, €V VS 0 '-Jo'fP'OS OTJIJ.<l'YW)IWV EtO'J)W)'H'f ·vop.ov, !J'1f'WS 
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the Senate, and if Tiberius chose to take his proposal to the 
assembly rather than to the Senate, that shows nothing at all 
about the Senate's attitude towards annexing the kingdom of 
Attalus. Plutarch adds that as far as the cities in Attalus' kingdom 
were concerned, Tiberi us said that the Senate should not discuss 
them, but that he himself would propose a bill to the people} 
This strongly suggests that Tiberi.us disagreed with the weight of 
senatorial opinion as to whether the cities of the kingdom should 
be immune from taxation-but not that there was a disagree­
ment about annexation, an entirely different matter.2 Nor do the 
eventual territorial arrangements that were made for the 
province Asia, in which considerable areas were given to neigh­
bouring kings who had helped to defeat Aristonicu:s, provide any 
evidence that the Senate was reluctant tb annex the kingdom. As 
in Africa in 146, the Senate was making a prudent investment in 
the future security of the province, and M'. Aquillius (cos. 129} 
may in addition have favotJTed Mithridates V of Pontus in 
exchange for a substantial bribe.3 

The actions taken to annex the kingdom and to resist 
Aristonicus reflect a quite vigorous determination to take 
possession. Unfortunately the dates of some crucial events are 
unclear. However the commission of five legati must have been 
sent to organize the territory welJ before the end of 133.' It is 

.,.;, ~aa&Au<O. XP~,...O.TQ KOJLI.08iv-ra Tots 'T~V xWpav 8taAayx4vovcn ..,w .. 170AtrWv 
Vmipxot-, 1rpOs I(O.TaoKtvT,v I(Q..~ y1.wpy&as d</>opft~Y. KTA. Liv. Ptr. 58: 'legem sc 
promulgarurum ostendit ut ·his, q,ui Sempronia lege agrum accipere deberent, pecunia, 
quae regis Anali fuisset, dividcretur.' This confusion as to whether the law was pas5ed, 
promulgated, or suggested, is most likely to have arisen if the law was only suggested; cf. 
P. Fraccaro, Studi sull" <Ia dei G•=hi (Citta di Castello, 1914), •3:J-.J, E.arl, o.c. 94 n. 2. 

1 TC '4· 
t Au.alui' will had apparently speci.fied that the city ofPergarnum should remain 'free' 

(OGJS 338, lines 1- 7), and probably that other citie.should also. This seems to have b<-.:n 
accepted by the Senate (see RDGEno. tt = OC!S 435; cf. also H. B. Mattingly, .4]Ph xciu 
( 1972 ), 412- 23, C. P.Jones, Chiron iv ( 1974), tg6). The law of C. Grae<:hus d< p,-ovintia Asia 
probably ended this prhilege: App. BC v. 4··' 7 (with the interpretation of E. Gabba ad 
loc.). 

*On these arrangements see D. Magie, Ro1Mn Rul~ in Asia l\{inQrl i. 155- 7· R. K. Sherk, 
RDCE 7!), draws the unjustified conclusion that they were part oftbe Senate's policy <>f 
annexing as little territory as possible. On the bribing of Aquillius se~ App. Mithr. 12, 57 
(disbelieved by Magie, ii. 1048 n . 41 ) . 

• Since Scipio Nasica Serapio w.as sent on the mission tO save him frorn the unpopulariry 
hecarned forth< kilijngorfi. Gracchus (Val. Max. v. 3.2 e, Plu. TG21.2, Duir. ill. 64.9). 
Cic. De ami<. 37 (cf. Val. Max. iv. 7.1) shows that Plu . TG 20 was wrong to hold that 
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evjdent that the Senate knew nothing at this point of any serious 
local insurrection.1 But things began tO go wrong. The head of the 
Roman commission, Scipio Nasica Serapio, died at Pergamurn in 
late 133 or in 132, which impeded action . Aristonicus was an 
unpleasant surprise, and in 132 the forces of Rome's allies in Asia 
Minor proved insufficient. The required Roman army was duly 
sent ( 1 31 }. The original bequest also speaks against the alleged 
rductance on the part of the Senate, for it would be hard to 
understand unless there was always a good prospect that it would 
be accepted. Attalus bad sufficient connections at Rome w be 
able to ascertain what the Senate's attitude would be.2 Just 
conceivably he knew that the Senate would be reluctant to 
accept it, but still considered that the will would be a deterrent to 
potential assassins who might be less knowledgeable about 
senatorial policy (this was perhaps the only intention of Ptolemy 
Physcon when he announced in 155 that if he continued to lack 
an heir his kingdom ofCyrene would be bequeathed to Rome) . 
Much more probably, while Attalus hoped that the will would 
act as a deterrent, he also expected tO gain credit in Rome and 
perhaps a relatively untroubled future for his k.ingdom after his 
death. In any case there is no serious evidence that the Senate was 
reluctant to accept the bequest. 

Scrapio was still in Rome in 132 . The senatorlal decree recorded in RDGE no. 11 =- OCIS 
435 presupposes the decision t<>anncx ; <he decree probably belongs tO 133 (Magie argued 
for a later date1 1033 n. 1, but see A1RR i. 496 n. 11 Sherk.o..c. 61 ), and to a date betwee:rl 
14 August and 1 • December (li nes 4-s). The political preoccupa<ionsof 133 which might 
have slowed senatorial action are obvious; and there wue military preoccupacions ill 
Sicily and at Numantia (cf. J. Vogt, Alii de/Ill C.ngresso inlerna?_ionalt d,. tpigrafi" gr«a t 

latina (pub!. Rome, 1959), 49 ~ Sklavmi und Humanitiil (Wicsbad<n, •965), 6.~) . 
1 The seriousness of his rebel1ion was perhaps not appreciated at Rome undl eatly 132. 

App. BC i. J8.73 provides onJy a general synchronism between Tiberius' uibunate and 
Arisconicus~ rebellion (in fact Aristonicus was hardly 'warring against the Romans' befo~ 
Ti berius' death) . lf the rebellion lasted four yea" before its leader's death (App. Milkr. 
6z), it began in '34 or '33· More siS'nificant~ however, is that theregna, years given on the 
cistophori which Aristonicus minted under the title ofEumenes III run from two to four, 
wi<h no sign of the first (E. S. G. Robinson, NC:rer. 6, xiv ( t954), 1-1! ; cf. L. Robert, Villrs 
d' Asit Minture' (Paris, 1962), • ;;•-3), which probably means that the rebellion was no t 
causing wlde effec-rs umil late r 33 at the earliest. 

t For Attalus' Roman conne.clions see Polyb. xxxiii. r8.3 {in general). For the 
connection with Aemilianus s-ee Cic. Rtg. Dtiat. 1 ~ (witll E Ambros. p. 272St} and c[ 
LUJdan, -~acrdbioi, 12. The connection with the Sempronii Gracchi is emphasized by 
Badian, Foreign Clientewt, '73- 4; the evid~nce (besides Plu. TC 14) is that the e lder Ti . 
G:racr.hus reported favourably tO the Senate on Eumenes when he led an emba.~sy to the 
eastern Slates c. •65 (for the sour<.es see MRR i. 438). 
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We possess no explicit evidence about the exact date of the 
annexation of Transalpine GauL It has been almost universally 
assumed that it took place at the conclusion of the successful wars 
of 125-c. !21 , and this view is a reasonable one unless solid 
arguments can be found to the contrary. No large·scaJe local 
resistance which might explain annexation occurred at any later 
date. None the less an old theory that the annexation was carried 
out by Marius after the Cimbric Wars has recently been revived 
and developed.1 Summa,rily stated, the arguments are that the 
sources make no mention of the ten legati who would normally 
have helped On. Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 122) to establish 
the province, or of the lex provinciae; and that no .governors are 
known until L. Licinius Crassus, cos. 95, who governed 'Gallia' in 
94 and perhaps already in 95· 

But while the very ·fragmentary sources on the wars of 
Domitius Ahenobarbus and Fabius Maxim us Allobrogicus make 
no mention of an annexation commission, neither do the sources 
concerning the aftermath of the Cimbric War make any men­
tion of one; the fact that nothing is known of a lex provinciae is 
equally useless as evidence for the establishment of the province 
after the Cimbric War rather than c. 120. As for governors, no 
source tells us the precise title or nature of the provincia allotted to 
M. Iunius Silanus (cos, Iog}, L. Cassius Longinus (cos. 107) , Q 
Servilius Caepio (cos. 106), or Cn. Mallius Maximus (cos. 105). 
They may merely have been given the war against the Cimbri 
and their allies, but they may have been given 'Gallia'. If the 
later charge against Silanus, which is reported by Asconius, 2 that 
he fought against the Cimbri 'iniussu populi', was to be other 
than ridiculous, he was surely in Gaul as a regular governor 
(Silanus was, admittedly, acquitted by a large majority). So 
sparse are the sources for the period 1 2o-106 that our not 
knowing of any specific assignment of Transalpine Gaul is 
insignificant; the Jasti are at least as fragmentary for most other 
provinces. The wars of 125-c. 121 can probably be said without 
exaggeration to have broken the resistance of the tribes of 
Provence, and there is some additional evidence (unfortunately 

1 A. W. Zumpt, Studi4Romtul4 (lkctin, t659), esp. 23; E. &dian, Mllallf,ud'art/Uologiut 
d'hisfiJiu offt>'ts a Andrl l'iganiol (Paris, tg66), 90 t- t 6, following up Fortign Clinrulat, t 40, 
264 n. 3, PACA i ( •9~8), 11 = Stu~s in Grttk and Roman HisfiJry, 89; cf. RILR' 23-4- This is 
accepted by E. Gabba, EstrtifiJ < ,on.tiz, 550 n. 52. 

'In Co,.lian. 8o C. 
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not conclusive) that Domitius' stay in the region was extended 
after the war .I The balance of probability is heavily in favour of a 
formal annexation at the earliest possible date, about 120. 

In the caseofNurnidia in 105 there is no reason to think that an 
opportunity for annexation of territory was voluntari'ly given 
up.1 It is possible, but unproven, that the existing province of 
Africa was extended westwards.3 More important, it remains 
unclear, in spite of Sallust's lengthy narrative, to what extent 
Numidia had come under Roman control by 105. The war was 
brought to an end by the capture rather than the defeat of 
Jugurtha, and if the Senate had wanted to annex a large area of 
Numidia the Romans would still have had to contend with 
Nurnidian tribesmen (and if they had taken too much, also with 
Bocchus and the Mauretania.ns). In addition Numidia was an 
exceptionally unattractive prospect as a province. But in any case 
the question of a large annexation can hardly have been 
discussed at any length, because by the time the startling news of 
Jugurtha's capture arrived at Rome, the news of the overwhelm­
ing disaster suffered at Arausio on 6 October 105 had already 
arrived there, or was very soon to arrive.• According to Sallust, 

I This evidence is tbe Pont-de-TFeillesmilestone, ILLRP 400a, the text of which is 'Cn. 
Domirius Cn. f. Ahenobarbus imperator :XX'. The oo miles are numbered from Narbo, 
and so it was suggested that the inscription was later than the foundatjon of the Roman 
colony ofNarbo (P.-M. Duval, Gallia vii (1949), 018, MRR ii . 644), which. Vellcius (i. 
lj.j, ii. 7.8) and Eu<rapiu• (iv. 23) set in 118 with a consular date. Thus Domitius may 
have remained in the region untiJ 118. Radian, however, pointed out (Fortign Clitnklat, 
313) and A. Dogram argued in detail ( H"""""gu a A. Grenur (Brusstls, t962) , i. 513 
[- Bibl.); accepted by E. Gabba .• RF/C xtii (1964), 100) that the milestone and its road 
may in fact be earlier than the colony, •ince Narbo was already an established centre (cf. 
Duval, o.c. 218 n. 39, G. Clemente, I mmani rulla Galli4 mmdi4Mit (Bologna, 1974), 12). 
None the le• one may think that the road prooeded the colony only by a few months, if at 
all. Whether 118 is the true dare of Narbo has been discussed at length, but the 
conrroversy will Dot be revived here. In my view 118 is preferable (cf. A. E. Douglas on 
Cic. Brwt. 16o, Gabba, I.e., B. M. Levick, CQ.N.s. xxi {1971 ), 17o-g, M. H. Crawford, RRC 
71-3, who between them have dealt with all the noteworthy arguments advanced by H. 
B. Mattingly in Htllflmagts Grtrtin, iii. 1159-71, 1/row arcbl.logiqu 41 NarhofiiUJiH v ( 1972), 
1-19); hence then: is10me reason to think that Domitius stayed in the Transa:lpine region 
long after the fighting w .. over. 

1 Otherwise R. Syme (S•Uast (Cambridge, 1!j64), 176, referring to the failure to annex 
.. 'the traditional policy of the Roman Senate' ), as wdlas frank, Badian, etc. 

1 SoT. Frank,AJPhxlvii ( 1926), 55-73 (esp. 64), T. R. S. Broughton, Tlrd/mMoilali4n 
•f Afm• Pro.o~m~laris (Baltimore, 1929). 31-5, E. Gabba, A~Amatvm xxix (1951), 16; 
contra P. Romanelli·, Stariadlluptotlitfl:t rom1111edllr Ajriu (Rome, 1959), 82-3, P. A. Brunt, 
/tali4• M•.,.wn, 578. 

• The Cimbri may have been ngvded as a oerious problem even before AratJJio ( ef. M. 
Holroyd, ]RS xviil ( 1928), 3), but 'tens of thousands of Roman 10ldien feU there (on the 
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'per idem tempus [as the capture of Jugurtha]' the battle of 
Arausio took place. 'At this the whole of Italy shuddered with 
fear . .. but after it was reported that the war in Numidia had 
been completed and that J ugurtha was being brought to Rome in 
chains, Marius was made consul in his absence. '1 This chron­
ology receives some slight confirmation from Eutropius.a 
Plutarch, on the other hand, says that the news of the capture of 
Jugurtha had recently ar.rived when rumours abou·t the 'feu tones 
and Cimbri began to reach Rome. 3 These are the only indi­
cations which we possess of the date of the capture ofjugurtha,• 
but they are sufficient to exclude Numidia from the non­
annexationist case. 

In short, it turns out that in the period from 148 to 105 there is 
not the slightest trace of any Roman reluctance to annex territory 
or of any basic principle of refraining from annexation. 

Finally, we return to Asia Minor. After the suppression of 
Aristonicus, Rome made territorial dispositions in favour of the 
various rulers who had performed service. Mithridates V of 
Pontus received Phrygia. In 121 or 120, however, he was 
assassinated, and Rome thereupon added Phrygia to the pro­
vince of Asia.5 The fact is well known, and until recently it was 
thought by some scholars to be the last of Rome's annexations in 
Asia Minor until the campaigns of Lucullus and Pompey fifty 
years later. Some on the other hand maintained that a province 
named 'Cilicia' was annexed in 102 or shortly afterwards. The 

casualty figures cf. P. A. 11.-unt, o.c. 82, 685), and the battle deuly transformed the 
Roman \iew of the situation in the north. S. Gsell, His(()ire ancitnnt dt f Afrif{W du .Nord, vii 
(Paris, 1928), 262, also argun th:at anxiety about c:vents in the north preveoted Rome 
from considering the annexation of Numidia in 105. 

'B] "4-· 
1 v. 1.1: 'dum bellum in Numidia contra lugunh.am geritur, R.,omani consulc:s M. 

Manlius ct Q Cae~io a Cimbris, etc., victi sunt iuxta Rumen Rhodanum ingcnti 
internicione . . .' The chronology of Sallust'! BJ has often b«n studied (most exhaust· 
ively by H. Chantraine, Unl.rsueiulogtn ~·r riimi.ul!m Gtsthidtlt""' Eruk ilts 2. Ja!trlh!.rulnts v. 
Chr. (Kallmun•. I9~9), •~); the only result relevant here is that Sallust wa• not 
interested in chrooolQgY. 

' Plu. Mar. II: aPT• y.ip U1nJyy•).,_ • .,.,~ c>V.oi~ nj~ 7oii)'OVp9c> C7t1.U~~·w~. c>I'TT<pi 
TwrOvwv Kal Ki~pwv t/>;ll4' 11poairrt7M'OII . . . ' . 

• The text ofVeJI. ii. 12.l is too corrupt to be of any hc.lp. 
'The assassination : Strabo x. 4 n .Jwtln xxxvi.i. 1.6 (and for the date Plin. }{H XXV. 6, 

App. MilAr. 1 T .,) . Tht ann~ation is inf~rred from RDCEno. 13 = OC1S 436 (on wbieh cf. 
T. Drew-Bear, Hist.ria xxi (I972), 79"87) ; App. Milhr. 11, I2, I~, ~6, 57 (ctV.&..,,.ov 
,u6;i~e<v in ~7-•3• is probably a rhetorical equivocation), Justin xxxviii. 5·3· 
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evidence on this problem was simply insufficient. 1 Now a newly 
published inscription from Cnidos, apparemly part of a text of 
the ' Piracy Law',2 shows that this picture requires radical 
alteration. The inscription not only adds further evidence that 
Cilicia was already a territorial province in 101 or 100,3 but it 
also shows- to the surprise of scholars- r.hat Lycaonia too was 
alrea.dy a province,4 and that a section ofThracian territory had 
recently been annexed to the province ofMacedonia.s Lycaonia, 
like Phrygia, had presumably been annexed on the death (c. 1 16) 
of the vassal who had received it after the revolt of Aristonicus, 
namely Ariarathes VI of Cappadocia. 6 

The annexation of Phrygia in about 120 was by no means 
force~ on to the Senate. It might have been quite difficult tO find 
a suitable ruler for the territory, but there was as yet no danger in 
Asia Minor of the kind which Mithridates VI was soon to create. 
Mithridates himself was eleven years of age. Neither did the 
murder of Ariarathes VI, though it was probably instigated by 
this precocious youth, in any way require annexation for the 
protection of Roman interests. ( It may of course have been a few 
years later that Lycaonia was annexed.) The annexation of 

I ForM. Amonius' command againS( th .. e pirates see .MRR i. s68, 5 72! 5J6. The earliest 
evidence for a territorial province of C~licia concerned Sulla's command there: App. 
i\1ilJ~r . 57, De ii£r. t'll. 75 (lObe dau:d in 96/5 rathc:r than 92: E. Badian) ,4thr.rzaeum xxxv:ii 
( •9&9), 279-303 =StuditS in Grut and Ri•mar~ HisbJ1)'· 151-78). However J.he,e might 
merely be teferellCts to a nou-t.crritorial 'pro...incia' (cf. i\tlagie, o.c. r (62-3> who lists 
previous vjews on lht subject, Badian, o.c. 285 = 161 ). Sec further£. \\fill, Hiswire 
pclitique, ii. 391 , T. Liebmann-frankfor~ Hommnges aM. &nard (Bn1ssels, •g6g}, ii. 447-
57}, accordiog to whom there is no frace of annexation in this period. 

'M. HassaU, M. Crawford, and J. Re)•nolds, JRS lx.iv (•9H), 195-220. 
a Cot. I tl, lines 28-:n: the senior consul is to write that the Roman pe<>ple T7]'-· -r( 

Kt.Auc(a.-v Sui TOVTo TO npO.yiJ.a KaTci Toin-ov T011 vOJLoV f.napxffo.v G'TpO.T1JY'"'~" 
n"€1TOC1JK(va&. The editors suggeost (o .c. 2 1 r) that this mar not necessarily mean tcrri toriaJ 
anncx..a1ion, apparendybecause they 1hin.k tha i the praetorian 'provincia' may have been 
merely the (unannexed} one held by ~·l. Antonius himself. But that 'provincia' had 
already been Cl'eated lufort the date of the law {on which see o.c. 216}. Sine<: there is, in 
addition~ reason to chink that the law defined the territory ofCilicia in a lost section (o.c .. 
z L J) , the weight of the evidence hea,-ily favours thr creation of the territorial province by 
means of the Cnidos law. 

' Col. I II , lines 22-7: the praetor or proconsul who governs- the province of Asja 
governs Lycao1lia, and the province {£7Tapxtto.) of Lycaonia is under his government) 
just as betore the passage of this la-,• . . .. The editors also suggest reading llv!K<tovi<l] 
in Piracy Law (FIRA ed. Riccobono, i oo. g), A6-7 (o.c. oog). 

• Cot 1 V, lines 5- 31 : the conquest$ o.f T. Didius in the Caeneic Chersc:mese are the 
subject. 

• Hassall etc., o.c. 2 11 . Sec also on Pamphylia o.c. oog. 
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Cilicia was another matter, but since the annexation was carried 
out by a law- the earliest clear case of this--one may doubt 
whether the Senate thought that the menace of pirates required 
any such action. Phrygia and Lycaonia, at least, and perhaps 
Cilicia too, show that Rome was perfeccly willing to annex 
territory when the opportunity arose. 

The principle of non-annexation is a delusion, as far as the 
period down to 101 is concerned. When it was possible and 
profitable to annex a territory, annexation was carried out. The 
accrued political wisdom of the middle-republican Senate 
naturally prevented a headlong rush to paint the map red; but 
neither were there any delays except for the most practical 
reasons. 

3· THE NON-ANNEXATION OF CYRENE AND EGYPT 

We come now to a new period and to two cases in which the 
Senate undoubtedly did show reluctance to annex. 

In g6 the kingdom of Cyrene was bequeathed to Rome by 
Ptolemy Apion, but it was not formed into a province unci! 75, or 
conceivably even later.1 It would have been a fairly simple task to 
annex Cyrene at any time between g6 and 92, and again under 
Sulla. The sources provide no explanation of the delay. 
Historians who believe in a continuing non-annexation policy 
can of course treat it merely as a part of that policy.~ Other 
explanations have been offered, for example the hypothesis that 
the 'royal land' actually bequeathed to Rome may have been so 
limited in extent that it was not worth making a province out of 
it.3 Alternatively, the Senate may have wanted to avoid giving 
another opportunity to publicani,• or it may have found the 
prospect of defending Cyrene against the desert tribes un­
attractive.6 Unfortunately we do not know lor certain whether 

1 Th~ bequest: lorlist• ofsourc<ssee S.!. Oost, CPh I viii ( t963) , 22 n. 3. G. Perl, Ktio Iii 
( t970), gtgn. 1. On the annexation ste Additional Note XIV. 

1 E.g. T. Frank, Roman lmperit~lism, 273, Badian, RILR• 22, 29-30. 
' W. Ouo, .(wG<tchU:htedtr {.tz~ des6. Pwkmiieu (Abh. Btl.J. Ak. Wiss. r< .>. xi ( •93·4)), t09 

n . t. But ~f. R. S. Bagnall, Tlu Administration of liiL Ptolmtai< l'osmsions outsid• Er;i/JI 
(Leideo, 1976) , 324. 

• OoSI, o.c. t 5· Thisabo,.,emstobave bern theviewofG. I . Luzzauo, SDHI vii (194t ) , 
286. 

• Oo$t, I.e. On rome fighting againsc the Libyans in this generati period see the new 
inscription discus"'d by L. Moreui, RFIC civ ( rg76), 385-gS. 
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Rome drew any tribute from the region before 75; 1 but if it was 
able to do so, the incentive to establish a province was evidently 
weaker. 

This problem is not going to be cleared up in definitive fashion 
by means of the existing evidence. However, another factor in the 
simation requires close attention, a factor that was, as we shaU 
see, important in the case of Egypt, namely the unwillingness of 
leading senators to let any one of their number gain the wealth 
and power that was likely to accrue to the man who was first sent 
out to take command in Cyrcne. Least of all will they have been 
willing to let Marius undertake the task. 2 Such an interpretation 
will not explain why Sulla did not annex Cyrene, but it is only by 
a sort of accident that we know why he did not annex the far more 
important territory of Egypt. It is, however, confirmed by the 
fact that when the annexation ofCyrene was eventually carried 
out it was done through a magistrate of the lowest possible rank, 
the quaestor P. Cornelius Lentulus Marcellinus; the only 
possible explanation of this odd fact is that a quaestor could not 
be a threat to any of the leading men.3 

Egypt was bequeathed to Rome by Ptolemy X Alexander I in 
88 or 87. The arguments in favour of thinking that it was 
Alexander I, not Alexander II, who was responsible for this 
bequest, now seem decisive.• The Senate at least seems to have 
acted as if a genuine and valid bequest had been made, though in 
63 there were some significant people at Rome who maintained 
that there had been no such wilLs In any case Alexander I had 
lost his throne to the former king Ptolemy IX Soter II some time 
bdore he died,6 and so the situation that faced the Senate after 
Alexander l's death was somewhat awkward. The discussion in 
the Senate resulted, according to Cicero, in a senatus auctoritas, a 
decree vetoed by a tribune and therefore invalid, to accept the 

1 Oosfs thoro\1gb discussion {o.c. 1 Q- 14) leaves lhe mauer open. Cf. also L. Gasperini) 
Quaikmi di archrologia della Libia v ( 1967), 56 (publishing a r-elevant new inscription, A£ 
1967 no. 53·2), Ped, o.c. 3~0, lhgnall, o.c. 33 n. Q6. 

2 See below, p. •58. 
• £. Batuan, ]RS h• (•965). 120. 
' £. Badian, RILM ex ( 1967) , t7&-92; cf. W. Drumann- P. Groebe, GtSchichte Roms, iv2 

(Lejpzig, tgo8-•o), 97, A. Afzelius, C & M iij ( l!)10), 230. 
' Cic. De leg. agr. ii. 42 (quoted lattr in the. text) ; cf. ii. 4' ' video qui t.,.tamentum 

factum C.S$C confirmt:t! 
• Justin, xxxix. 5-'; Porphyr. Tyr., FCrH 200 f2.8; Euscb. Hieron. Chron. p. 150, •s-•8 

Helm. Cf. Badian, o.c. t83-4· 
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bequest.1 We do not know what arguments were used for and 
against acceptance, or for and against the immediate establish­
ment of a province. There may have been doubts of various kinds 
about the validity of the will. The political reality was that Soter 
II was in power and the war with Mithridates needed all of 
Rome's attention in the East. In the perjod 86-82 the govern­
ment at Rome was hardly in a position to mount an expedition to 
Egypt) and it 'Nas obvic=usly ir. Sulla's inter~s( durir•g tha£ period 
to allow Soter II to remain in power. Soter died in the year So 
and was succeeded by his daughter Berenice. Sulla now attemp­
ted to stabilize the situation, and make a large profit for rumself, 
by installing Ptolemy XI Alexander II. as her husband and co­
ruler.9 This arrangement lasted only for some eighteen days 
before Alexander, who had murdered Berenice, was himself 
murdered by the Alexandrians. It was evidently more difficult to 
impose a government in Egypt than had been thought. Ptolemy 
Auletes seized power quickly, it seems, after the death of 
Alexander II, and though it was denied later by those who 
wanted to establish the legitimacy of Auletes' tenure of power, 
some said that he had actually been responsible for rus 
predecessor's death. s 

In failing to take further action in Egypt after Alexander II 's 
death, Sulla, it has been argued, 'stood in the line of Senate 
tradition, opposed to the expansion of administrative responsi­
bilities. '4 But the chronology of these events needs further atten­
tion. According to the most probable chronology of 81/o, 
Alexander II was killed not earlier than August So; Auletes, who 
was regarded a few months later as having become king by r 
Thoth, i.e. by (Julian) 12 September, thus came to power only 
shortly before that date. 5 Therefore the news of Alexander's 

1 Cic. De leg. agr. ii . . p-2. On this cf. Badian, o.c. 18o-1. 

'App. BCi. 102.47&-7 (t)\1Tioas XP"'I"""•iufJa• "olla t« fin"a>.das ,.o)(vxpvuov). 
a Tl1~ charge is refe-rTed to and naturally denied by Cicero1 De Regt Altx. p. 93St, who 

appears to say that Auletes was in Syria at the time of Alexander- Irs death. 
• Badian, o.c. 18g--go. In addjtion he points out the danger that a proconsul in Egypt 

would have been lO the regime at Rome. 
'For the chronology of the dynauic history in the crucial period between December 81 

and September So we are mainly dependent on the self·conrradictory evidence of 
Eusebius1 excerpr:s from Porphyry, preserved in an Armenian translation (given in 
German in FGrH 26o Fo:rii ). 'For 1he solution preferred in the text see T . C. Skeat, The 
Rrigns of the Pte/emits (Munich, 1954) •• 3&-7, A. E. Samuel, Pw/ema~ Chrorwwgy (Munich, 
tg62), •s•-5), and in Chronirptt d'Egypte xl ( <¢5), 37&-400. Less likely seems the 
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death, accompanied or soon followed by the news of Auletes' 
accession, is most unlikely to have reached Rome much before 
the end of Uulian) October1 Sulla may then have spent some 
time considering whether there was still sorne way in which the 
situation could be used for his private advantage. The question of 
annexation must also have been discussed. It is obvious that the 
leading men in the state, steadily gaining power in the last 
months of So, 2 will have felt strong rivalry about the possible 
Egyptian command. There thus seems to be nothing remarkable 
about Sulla's failure to convert Egypt into a province, and ihere 
is no need to summon the aid of a supposed senatorial tradition 
opposed to such actions. 

It is worth tracing this topic somewhat further, to see why 
Egypt was not annexed in the thirty years after Sulla 's dictator­
ship. While Pompey was in Spain he must have done his best to 
make sure that no one else succeeded in obtaining a.n Egyptian 
command. Meanwhile Auletes will have been trying to get his 
claim to the throne recognized in Rome. By 65, when Crassus as 
censor attempted to obtain the privilege of turning Egypt into a 
province, the opposition to such a move was strong; Catulus, the 
other censor, and no do ubt all his immediate allies, were against 
it, a and it was probably at this time that Cicero, in his speech De 
rege Alexandrino, sought to establish that Auletes should be left in 
power .'1 Two years later in De lege agraria II he voiced objection!' 
that were felt at Rome Ito annexing Egypt: ' I t is said on the other 
side that there is no will , that the Roman people ought not to 
seem eager to acquire every kingdom, that our population will 
settle over there because oft he quality of the land and the general 

reconstruct.ion of E. Bloedow, Beitr(igt <;llr G(srhidrte dt.S Ptolemaios X/I. {diss, WUn;burg) 
19&3), tt - >O {which has the eftect of setting <he death of Alexander 11 , and the accession 
of .'lulctes, about the end of June in So). 

1 On the slowness of the Alcxandria- Puteoli route see L. Casson, T,IPM lx.xxi.i { 195 t), 
esp. '45· It is also likely that the dale by the actual Roman calendar was even later .. 

'The date when Sulla laid do wn <hc diclatorship is much d ebated; seecspedally G. V. 
Sumner, JRS liv (1964), 45 n. 44 (sugges1ing <hat he may have done so immedia<ely after 
the elections for 79) ; ef also E. Badian, .4/henatum xlvlii { t970), 8-14. B. L. T wyman, 
Alfwuuum liv ( 1976), 77--97, 27 ' --95· There is apparem ly no evidence about the date of 
the consular elections in So, but: if is probable that in such a ,,.·ell·ordered year they were 
ove·r by late: October. 

• Plu. Crass. t3.2; cf. Cic. D< leg. agr. i i . 44· 
• For the: fragments see Stang l, Ciuro,•is Orationum Schotia.siAe~ pp. 9 1- 3, as well as the 

nandard collections of Cicero's fragmencs. On the. date.: Mom.msen~ RG iii1t. r 77 u., H~ 
Strasbur-ger, Caesars Eintritl in die Gesthithlt (Munich, 1938), 11 2. 
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abundance there.' 1 We can hardly doubt that what really 
mattered were arguments that Cicero could not parade in 
public: while there was a certain balance of power between the 
principes viri none of them could be allowed by the others to steal a 
march by annexing Egypt. When individuals seized power, as 
Pompey and Caesar effectively did in 6o/sg, there was an immense 
private profit to be made, some 6,ooo talents according to 
Suetonius,2 not by annexation but by securing the recognition of 
the reigning king. 

4· THE DETERMINING FACTORS 

The Senate's policy concerning annexation turns out to be less 
mysterious than in the conventional interpretation. In the 
instance which most requires explaining, Rome's failure to annex 
Macedon in 167, it is impossible to know the precise weight 
which senators attached to the various disadvantages; but major 
disadvantages there certainly were. 

The mutual rivalry of leading senators did not inhibit Roman 
annexation as such untiil the last years of our period (though the 
rivalry had sometimes slowed down the extension of Roman 
power). Marius was the first to reach a position in the Roman 
state that seriously threatened to destroy the oligarchical equilib­
rium. His military successes and fame, his veterans loyal to his 
own person, his imperfe.ct respect for the constitution, and finally 
his alliance with Saturni.nus, alarmed and antagonized the 
nobilitas. He chose not to subvert the system, but he had had the 
choice. Four years after the crisis of 1 oo the Senate elected not to 
annex Cyrene, when it could have done so. Manus' career may 
have been one of the inhibiting factors. He had travelled to 
Cappadocia and Galatia (in 99 or g8) in the hope of stirring up a 
war with Mithridates and being chosen for the resulting 
command, so Plutarch says;3 even if this is not the true 
explanation of his journey, it is likely that the story is a 
contemporary one. His election to the augurate during his 

l jj. 41 - 2 . 
1 Suet. D] 54·3 (tbe figure might be suspected) ; cf. Oio xxxix. 12. t , Plu . Cau. 48.8. On 

d1e recognition of Auletc:-.s cf. abo Caes. BC i.ii. 107, Cic. J.tt. ii. 116.2. 
'Plu. Mar. 31. H .. sall etc., o.-c. (p. t 53 n . o), 218 n. 29, are too sceptical about Marius' 

in<ention. See T . J. Luce, Hi.< I<! ria J<ix ( 1970), 161-8. 
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absence shows that he still had plenty of popular suppon,t and 
there was a possibility that. a tribune would, in the event of a 
decision to annex Cyrene, propose and get passed a law in 
Marius' favour like the Sulpician law of 88. Sulla afterwards 
showed what a successful and ruthless commander might do on 
his return from the East, and Egypt was a much richer prize than 
Cyrene. It is natural therefore that in So-78 the Senate was 
unwilling to try to resolve the Egyptian situation by annexation, 
and remained so after 66 when it again became a relatively easy 
military task. 

The first-century Senate tended to oppose commands of 
unusual extent or duration. It even showed itself more cautious 
than formerly in aHowing individuals advantageous civilian 
opportunities of performing public services. Thus from the 
last decade of the second century there was an otherwise un­
explained halt in major road-construction, a and similarly no 
more major aqueducts were built at Rome between the Aqua 
Tepula (125) and Agrippa's Aqua lulia (33) .3 These activities 
had previously permitted leading senators to bestow numerous 
useful beneficia, and in the generally stable atmosphere of pre­
Marian politics that was acceptable. After the crisis of the year 
100 the leaders of the state intensified their mutual precautions; 
one of the results was that the Senate became more reluctant to 
aUow individuals the privilege of carrying out annexations. 

The argumenr that annexation was inhibited by senatorial 
disapproval of the corrupt behaviour of provincial governors• is 
most unconvincing. It is certainly important for the understand·­
ing of the aristocracy's attitude towards the empire that as early 
as 171 the Senate was prepared t.o listen to, and to some extent 
even to act on, the complaints of mistreated provincials. In that 
year an embassy from socii in Spain pleaded before the Senate 
that they had been exploited by Roman officials, and the praetor 
appointed senatorial recuperatores to hear the case. • What hap­
pened more often before 149 was that the grievances of 
prov:indals (and foreigners) were taken up at Rome by tribunes 

1 Cic. Ad Brut. i. 5·3· On the election cf. [. S. Gruen, .Roman Politics and tlu Crimin4l 
Courts, 14fr78 B.C. (Cambridge, Mass., t!j68), 190, Luce, o.c. 164-6. 

•Cr. T. P. Wiseman, PBSR xxxviii {1970), 150. 
• Cf. fromin. De aq. ~· 
'See above, p. 132. 

• See abo,•e, p. 78. 
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and brought before the people. This is what happened in the case 
of C. Lucretius Gallus and the Chalcidians in 170, which resulted 
in Lucretius being fined I million asses. 1 L. Cornelius Lentulus 
Lupus, cos. I56, was apparently convicted c. I53 under a 
tribunician Lex Caecilia, and in I 49 Ser. Sulpicius Galba narrowly 
overcame the effort of a trib..:ne, L. Scribonius, who proposed to 
set up a special court to try him. 2 Some provincial governors were 
actually convicted of 'avariti2.' during the I 5os,"' and this was 
probably also through tribunician activity. As has already been 
argued, the Lex Calpurnia of I49 stemmed not from an increased 
sensitivity on the part of the Senate concerning the grievances of 
the provincials, but from a desire to take the whole matter into 
sympathetic senatorial hands. The notion that the leaders of the 
Senate were so dismayed by extreme cases of official greed that 
they not only had the offenders punished, but even deprived the 
state (or tried to deprive it) of new provinces deserves no further 
consideration. 

It is commonly claimed that annexation was inhibited by the 
Senate's unwillingness to add to the state's administrative 
capacity, and to adapt the city-state constitution to imperial 
government, any more than was absolutely necessary. This is a 
reasonable argument. However the precise senatorial view of the 
matter is more difficult to discover than one might gather from 
modern assertions. Obviously enough, aristocrats were not 
willing to make governmental changes that might endanger their 
own political and social position, and the addition of excessive 
magistracies would for this reason have been unwelcome. The 
long interval between 197 and 8I during which neither the 
praetorships nor probably the quaestorships were multiplied-in 
spite of the creation of seven new provinces---supports this 
interpretation. So perhaps does the Lex Baebia of I8I , which 
reduced the number of praetors from six to four in alternate 
years, • though this provision did not last beyond I 77. Yet these 

1 Liv. xliii. 7.s- 8.1 o. The case did not concern provincials! a~ Cr.uen say$> o.c. ' 1. 
2 On these cases see above> p. 78. 
'Liv. Ptr. 47 <nd. 
• Liv. xJ. 44-2. Livy offers no explanation of the law. but since it should probably be 

associated closely with the Lex Comtlia Batbi4 of 181 , and may indeed ltave beeo part of the 
same law (cf.li. A. Scullard, Rom<m Po/itus, 1 7o-3) , it was probably intcnd<d to de<:r<:a.se 
the fierceness of competition for the consulship by decrea$ing the number of those who 
were eligible to run for the office (cf. Mommsen, R. Staatsrechl, ii3. ·•g3-g). A. Mzelius 
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fa·cts are only part of the truth, and one should also remember 
that the crucial innovation, the prornagistracy, was available 
throughout the period of overseas conquest and was readily used 
at least from the Hannibalic War onwards. It did in fact enable 
R ome to annex new provinces in the period from 148 without 
adding to the curule offices. Rome did not in any case wish to 
impose on the provinces any extensive bureaucracy of officials. If 
the Senate had been willing to multiply magistracies in the 
period after 197, there is scarcely any act of expansion, and there 
is no specific act of annexation, which would have been made 
significantly easier. 

Were the Senate's decisions not to annex territory affected by 
fear oflhe disapproval of, and unfavourable publicity among, the 
cui rurally superior Greeks? This is not the place for an in­
vestigation of the large and imponant subject of Roman attitudes 
towards Greek culture during the middle Republic. It is plain 
that from 228 onwards Roman conduct was often influenced by 
the wish to make a favourable impression on a Greek audience. 
But whether the substance of Roman policy was affected, and 
whether the expansion of Roman power was seriously delayed, 
are largely matters for speculation. It certainly seems likely that 
Roman policy towards the old Greek states would have been 
even more ruthless between 197 and 147, had it not been for 
dawning Roman respect for Greek civilization. 1 The only 
annexation issue that may have been affected was the one that 
arose after t.he battle ofPydna- whether to annex Macedon. But 

objected (C & M vii ( 1945), 198) that 'je weniger Aemttr, dwo grosserer ambi1us', and 
he sugg.st~d that th~ purpose of th~ law was to diminisl• l.he numbtr of new fatuities 
en,cring the nobilita.s (for which, in his \'iew, election to the ptat'torship was at this time 
sufficient) ; this may be right. The Ltx B•thw on the number of the praetorships would, 
however. have tended to reduce ombil11J at ttJtuulat election'- and that may have bcc:n 
regardtd as much the most objectionable form of ambit«J. Some ..-ere probably eager to 
re:.train ambitus~ not that there is much t"idenc.e for legislation btfore Sulla (there was a 
law in 159, Liv. Per. 47, and much ofthe sumptuary legisla•ion was probably intcndtd to 
reduce this practice): still less for prosecutions {lvfariu.s is the first known defendant in 
11 6). Others have argued tha.t the purpose of reducing the number of praetors was to 
prolong the period of provincial commands (Morumscn, l. c., Scullard, o.c. 1 73). On the 
brief duracion of this sysrcm see Scullard , tc. 

1 Butt he practical effects of this can be .. aggeratcd. In Badian's view (RlLJit 11 ) "a 
hegemonial policy was punucd )in the Greek world] in a cautious and, on the whole, 
fairly civili"'d way, at least without violence and open 1rcachery and certainly (as long as 
it prov<d possible) without di""ct control and major wan.' On the contnry : violence and 
the threat of it were the foundlltion of Ron12n policy. 
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the Senate did not decline to annex this territory s:o that it could 
boast to the Greeks of Rome's services to freedom. (Having 
decided not to annex, the Romans naturally did boast about it. ) 
If respect for the Greeks and their freedom could not prevent 
Rome from subjecting Greek cities to Eumenes after the war 
against Antioch us, and could not prevent the exile of 1 ,ooo 
leading Achaeans, it was not a very powerful political force. 
Practical cons.ideration:s determined the decision to leave 
Macedon unannexed. 

The theory of the non-annexation principle iis closely .con­
nected with some •mdo·ubted truths-the lack of Roman ma­
chinery for direct government of new territories and the Senate's 
willingnes.~ to use indirect methods of control. None the less it is 
unsound. It would probably never have gained such wide 
acceptance if scholars had not striven so hard to find justifications 
for Roman expansion. Merely 'hegemonial' imperialism did not 
seem so deplorable. We shall meet a similar case of scholarly 
distortion in the next chapter. 
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IMPERIALISM AND SELF -DEFENCE 

I . THE PROBLEM 

T
HE interpretation which more than any other has coloured 
modern writing on Roman imperialism can con­
veniently be -called 'defensive imperialism'. This is the 

view that, for much of our period at least, contemporary Romans 
generally saw the wars they decided on and fought as acts of self­
defence. When they made their war-<lecisions, so it is often 
assumed and sometimes argued, they felt themselves to be more 
the subjects of pressure from others than the source of an 
expansionist drive.1 These decisions resulted primarily from the 
belief that Rome or Rome's vital interests were in danger. All 
that the Romans wanted, it has often been said, was to rid 
themselves of 'frightening neighbours'. 2 

The Roman aristocracy had ample reasons to favour ag· 
gressive foreign policies, and the mass of citizens had reasons to 
support such policies. Having set forth th·ese reasons in the first 
three chapters of this book, I shall now assess the real significance 
of defensive thinking in Roman foreign policy. Almost in­
explicably, no such analysis has been offered before, the 'de­
fensive imperialism' notion having grown up without plan or 
architecture at the hands of narrative historians. 

1 Refr.rences to ~lommsen., T. Frank, Holle.aux, and other tnore recent writers w·ho 
have adopted such views are given in later notes. The views Mommsen expressed in RG 
i". 781 -'l are fundamental. On rhe chird century seeM. G elzer, Hm•v:s lxviii ( 1933), c 37 
l - Bibl.) (the Romans 'fUhllieo ,.jch gewiss tatsachlich mebr als Getriebene denn ab 
Treibende'), 165, G. Giannel li, Trallolodi slorilz romJJna, i (!Rome, 1953), 276. Research on 
the <ecood century, according to H. Volkmann (Hermes lxXJ<ii (1954), 465 [-<> Bibl.], 'hat 
.. . das Sicherhcitsbcdiirfnis als ein cntscheidcndes Motiv crkannt, das die ROmer jeweiJs 
oach deo U mstanden zum Ei ngreifeo odrr zum Abwartco verdnlasste.' Cf. C. Meier, Rts 
Pvblila .tmirsa (Wiesbaden, 1•966), 47'"'8· The essayofP. Veyne, MEFRA lxxxvii ( <975), 
793-BJ!h belongs to thisschool. A. Heuss (Rcmird" Gmhie~tt• (Braunschweig, 1971 ), 55•) 
usefully emphasi..,d the compatibility of a defensive psychological outlook with an 
accuaUy (dynamic' policy ito what extent the Roman oudook really was defensive in this 
sense. is the question discussai in this c.haptcr. In practice the Roman state of mind may on 
any given occasion have been exttemdy complex. 

' Cf. P<>lyb. i. 10.6: Atav fJap<lr ""' <f,ofJ•po~ y<i<ov<;. The phrase <f,ofJ•po•' y<i<o~•r 
was made into a general principle by Mom rosen, RGi". 6gg, 781, Gelzer in Das Reith. ltut 
""" Ge.stalt. Festsehriftftir ]oiwws Haller fStungart, 1940). 19 ( - Bibl.}, E.J. Dickerman, 
CPh xl ( 1945), 148. 



Imperialism and Self-Defence 

Excluded from direct discussion in this chapter will be the 
question whether Rome's wars in the middle Republic were in 
some objective sense defensive. This question amounts to asking 
what the real interests of the Romans were. It is often said that 
the Second Macedonian War and the Third Punic War, for 
example, resulted from unwarranted anxiety on the part of the 
Senate: it insisted on a defence against dangers which were not 
:really there. On the other hand it could be argued that Rome's 
dynamic expansion was truly defensive in that it tended to make 
the empire, though not its frontier areas, su·onger and stronger ; 
and this improvement in security continued at least until 
Augustus, in the last years of his power, brought expansion to a 
halt. One of the results of this expansion was that Italy and 
several other regions of the empire were untroubled by major 
invasions for some 500 or 6oo years. Whether the Romans paid 
too heavily- in political, moral, or any other terms- for the 
security their empire gave them, and whether their ultimate 
security would have beern better served by the conquest of the 
'Parthians and the Germans- these are questions .worth discus­
sing, but they will not be answered here. What is to be 
investigated is the mentali ty and behaviour-patterns of the 
Romans who constructed the empire in the middle Republic. 

In their diplomacy and historiography the Romans of this and 
later times often claimed that they had undertaken particular 
wars in self-defence, and the theory is found in a generalized form 
in Cicero's philosophical writings. The exact content of his claims 
deserves attention. In De republica the younger C. Laelius is made 
to claim that Rome had acquired its empire (before the dramatic 
date, 129) by defending its allies. According to the famous 
phrase, 'noster autem populus sociis defendendis terrarum iam 
omnium potitus est'-'our people has now gained power over the 
whole world by defending its allies.' 1 In the same context Laelius 
was apparently made to claim that Rome had always fought its 
wars either pro fide or pro salute. 2 However the context prevents us 

1 De rtf>. iii. 35, from Non. Marc. 8ooL. Cf. ug. Man. 14 beginning. As we shall ""'• the 
:allies defended were often of suspiciously recent vintage, 30 that the alliances look like 
.excuses for intervention (ct. J. H. Thitl, Het Problmn t•an de tUJtuurliik• Vijalllisthaf> in htt 
..,einseht Oor/Qgs.etht (Amsterdam, t946), 13). 

• Augwtine, CD xxii. 6; 'scio in libro Ciceronis tertio, nisi fallor, de rc publica 
dis.putari: nullwn bclJum suscipi a civitate optima nisi protide aut proWure: = Dt rep. iii . 
. 34· C£ Isfd. E!Jmol. xviii. 1.2-3, ' ... in Republica Cicero dicit: ilia iniusta bella sunt 



1. The Problem 165 

from simply transferring these opinions to the author, since 
Laelius is arguing the case, in response to L. Furius Philus, that 
Rome has indeed acted according to iustitia. 

In the De ojjiciis, by contrast, Cicero admits that Roman 
motives had been less pure. The exact import of the following is 
unclear: 'ex quo (the fetiallaw] intellegi :potest nullum bellum 
esse iustum, nisi quod aut rebus repetitis geratur aut de­
n.untiatum ante sit ct indictum. ' 1 It seems, however, to mean that 
declaration of war is enough, even without a rerum repetitio or any 
other conditions.2 Elsewhere in the work it is said that many 
Roman wars had been fought not as matters of life and death but 
'de imperio' , for the sake of empire, and for the sake of honos and 
dignilas.3 Though his examples are oddly chosen, Cicero seems to 
recognize that the defence of Rome and its allies was not an 
adequate explanation of many of the wars of the middle 
Republic. Similarly he speaks of the time, well before that of 
Sulla, when 'bella aut pro sociis aut de imperio gerebantur', and 
though he goes on to say that magistrates then 'ex hac una re 
maximam laudem capere studebant, si provincias, si socios 
aequitate et fide defendissent' ,4 he does not in fact claim that 
Rome had always fought its wars in order to defend itself, its 

q,uae s.unt sine causa suscepta. oam extra (quatn) uld$Cendi aut propulsa.ndorum 
hostium causa beHutn geri iustum nuUum potest. et hoc idem Tullius parvis imeriec:tis 
subdidit: nuUum beUum iustum habetur niii denundatum, nisi (in)dicmm, nisi <I.e 
repeticis rebus'= Dt rtp. iii . 35· The addition of revenge as an admitted motive is an 
important exception , L.hough revenge was morally quire acceptable to most Romans . 

' •De off i . 36 . 
• The 'aut . .. aut .. .' can be paraphrased as 'either.- . or at least .. .'. cr. OLD S.V. 

z.b. It does not mean 'c:t . , . ct., . •. Cicero knew that Rome had in fact often fought with .. 
out a rerum rtpttitio. Whether he admits the same point in Dt up. ii. 3J is not dear (Tullus 
Hostilius 'sanxit fetiali religione .. ut omne bellum quod· denuntiatum indictumquc non 
c::sset. id injustum esse arque impium iudicaretur') . As to the De o}fo1:i.s passage. F. Hamp1 
(H.{. cJxxxiv {t957), 250 n. o ( -Bib!.]) asoerts that Cict.ro cannot have meant what he 
said, without offering any other explanation. Others h.ave insisted on distorting the 
meaning of the text (G. Gandolfi, Archivio Giorid"ico, scr. 6, xvi (t9:;4) , f+1 

H. Hausmaning<r, Ost<rreidoisdu ZtitJchriflflir OffentJicMs Recht, N.S. xi (19{)1), 3+3 n. 
43, F. H. Russell, TMjwt War in tJu Middle Ages (Cambridge, 1975), 5) . 

3 De off. i. 38: 'sed ea bella,. quibus imperii proposita gloria est, mini me acerbc gercnda 
s-um. ut enim cum cive aliter contendimus, si est inimicu.s, aliter sl competitot-ei:Jm 
a hero ctrtamen honoris et dignitatis est, cum a hero capitis ct famae-sic cum Celtibcris, 
cum Cimbris bellum ut cum inimids gcrebatur. uter essct1 non uret imperaret, cum 
Latinis, Sabini.s. Samni(ibu1.! Poeni$, Pyrrho de imperio dimicabatur.' 

• Dt off. ii. o6 (" . . . wan were· fought either for •the allies or for the sake of 
empire ... [the magistrates) sought to gain outstanding fame from this one thing, the just 
and hone<t defence of the provinces and the allies') . 
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provinces or its allies. Even the patriotic idealist refused to go 
quite so far. 'Maiores quidem nostri non modo ut liberi essent sed 
eriam u t imperarent, arma capiebant ... ' 1 

2. THE FETIAL LAW AND THE JUST WAR 

What was the meaning, for the Romans of our period, of the ius 
fetiale, in so far as it concerned the procedures for declaring war? 
The question is an essential preliminary. Few scholars perhaps 
would now claim that the fetiallaw represented, even in the late 
fourth c,entury, a Roman resolve to fight only defensive wars. 
However the view has been widely held that the fetiallaw did to 
some extent inhibit Roman aggressiveness, or at least that the 
fetial law shows that the Romans were unv.illing to fight wars 
unless they perceived them as defensive.t Either f.act would be 
most remarkable and important, if fact it were. 

The fetiales11 carried out a form of their war-declaring pro­
cedure on a number of occasions during the Italian wars of the 
late fourth and early third centuries, visiting the potential enemy 
ad res repetendas before a formal war-decision was made at Rome. 
Particular notices in Livy may be suspect, since the annalists 
obviously regarded the fetiallaw as characteristic of old Rome, 
but extreme scepticism would be out of place, and indeed the 
procedure was probably used more often than Livy tells us.4 At 
some point-281/o seems to be the most likely time-war­
declarations were simplified and transferred to senatorial legati. 
The reason was presumably the increasing remoteness of Rome's 
enemies, which made the three journeys prescribed for the fetials 

1 Phil. viii. 12. {'Our aoceswrs took up arms not only for their freedom, but also to have 
an empir<: .. .') .See H. Roloff, Maums b<i Cietro (di,.. GQuingen , 1938), 120. 

1 Cf. Frank, R~m~an lmpmalism, 9 (the fetiallaw shows that 'the Roman nu>smaionnn did 
not recogniu the right of aggre~()n or a desire for more territory as just causes for war. 
That tJu i"'titution uoas ohsm~<d in g..,djaitkfor centurits tkr• can b<litll• c/Quht' [my italic.•}), 
Gelzer, HmmJ lxviii (1933), •6.),]. Vogt, Vom RridlJg<danl<•n drr ROm.tr (Leipzig, •942), 
t3<>-l, H. H. Sc.ullard, HRW• 43· Twenty years ago viewsofthu kind t-ould be said to be 
dominant (Hampl, o.c. •6•). 

• On thejttiaks in general see most recently W. Dahlheim, Strul<tvr und Entwicklung, 
t7t-&. For parallel$ in primitive societies cf. M. R. Davie, Tlu Evo.lution ~War (New 
Haven, 1929), 292-3. 

'Known cases: Liv. viii. 22.8 ( Palae<>polis in 327), ix. 45·5-8 (the Aequi in 304), x. 
12.1-3 (the Samnitcs in og8), x. 45.6-8 (the t' aliscans in 293); on all these occasi<>ns, but 
as far as we know never again, the fttitJk.S were 5tnt ad res rtptknda.s before the formal war­
decision. Cf. aha Dic)ll. Hal. xv. 7-10, Liv. viii. •3·3-tO. 
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too burdensome, but the change also decreased the control over 
war-decisions available to the Senate and people (since it was no 
longer in their power to decide whether the rerum repetitio had been 
satisfied or not). Later war-declarations followed the fetial 
proc.edure only in the limited sense that they were, nominally at 
least, conditional: the relevant legatus 'res repetivit' , and if 
satisfaction was not given, a state of war came into existence. 
Such a procedure is only known to have been used on a few highly 
important occasions, to declare war against Carthage (probably 
in 264 and 238, certainly in 2 18), against Philip V and against 
Perseus; otherwise it was probably used little, if at all.' It was not 
used against Antioch us I II in rgr, and no war-declaration of any 
kind was carried out against the Aetolians.2 After 171 the fetial 
procedure for declaring war seems to have disappeared emircly,3 
unti l Octavian revived it for his personal advantage. 

Even in the third century it was probably permissible to fight 
wars without the benefit of the feria! procedure if the enemy was 
not especially daunting. When Cicero was looking back ideal­
istically into the past, he could not claim that the feria! law had 
really required more than the declaration of war, for he well 
knew that in the middle Republic the rerum repetitio, not to speak 
of the older fetial procedure, had often been omitted.~ 

If Rome was actually attacked in serious fashion by an enemy, 
there was no opportunity to bring the fetial procedure into play. 
It was therefore essentially a mechanism for setting an attack in 
motion. The question is only whether the procedure, in its older 
form or its later one, somehow prevented Roman attacks that 
were not felt to be defensive in purpose. 

Though the rerum repetitio had formal similarities to legal 
procedures, it was closely akin to blackmail. This is the case at 
least when reliable details are known. The rerum repetitiones were 
in a precise sense non-negotiable demands, and they wer·e usually 
set at an unacceptable level. In fact it must normally have been 

l On war-d~claration procedures between ~81 and 1 71 sc:e Additional Note xv. 
'l..fv. xxxvi. 3·7 .... 12. 
• 5.1. Ooot (AJPhlxxv ( 19!)4), 141-9) failed, in spite of some good observations, to show 

that fetial proc<dur<: was used against Jugurtha. 
• Dt off. i. 36: 'ac belli quidem acquilas sanctissime fc tiali populi Romani iur< 

per><:ripta est. <x quo inteU<gi potest' etc. (quot<d above), Dutp. ii. 31 (quott'd above). It 
is uncertain whether lsid. Etymol. xviiL 1.3 was repeating the structure of Cicero's 
seruen.ce precisely when he quoted him as writing 'nullum bellum iustum habetur, nisi 
denuntiatum, nisi (in)dictum, .Usi de rebus rcpetitis' { = D• rtp. iii. 3$)· 
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expected that the demands would be refused.1 We know of only 
one historical occasion when the res repetitae were handed over­
in 238, when Carthage's severe internal difficulties compelled it 
to surrender Sardinia and promise Rome r, 200 extra talents. It is 
relevant to note that the old term clarigatio, which lasted long 
enough as the name of the rerum repetitio for the elder Pliny to be 
able to discover it2 (therefore probably at least into the third 
century), may have lacked the implication, present in the words 
rerum repetitio, that redress was being sought for an injury. Mter 
the fetial procedure was revised in the early third century, the 
possibility that in any particular case Rome would consider that 
its demands had been met probably decreased still further. The 
fetiales themselves confessed the utter irrelevance of the procedure 
to international affairs by telling a consul in 200 that there was no 
need to deliver the declaration to Philip V in person, a ruling 
which was repeated in 191 with regard to Antiochus IIJ.3 

The fetial procedure for declaring war apparently did have 
something to do with ius.+ Some scholars have treated Livy's 
detailed account of tl1e early procedure, in which ius is repeatedly 
invoked, as solidly historical. Since there was no practical reason 
to preserve the old formulae after 281 , the date at which they 
probably went out of use, this is perilous; and the Livian version 

1 Accor-ding to Liv. x. 12. 1- 3 , the Samnitcs were toJd to leave Lucania, Rome having 
.iuSl made an aJliancc with the Lu<:ania.ns in order to provoke war; but tht $0UTC::t cannoc 
be relied oo to have reported the •=m repetitio correctly or in full . The demands made to 
Tarentum in 281 are given in App. Samn. 7.2 (cf. 7·3)-hardly .\6yo·u0 ;,t<n,l><iou>, as 
Zonar. viii . 2 claims, for they included the-surrender of political leaders. This laner kind of 
demand may have been common (cf. Plaut. Amph. 207). The demand of 218 (Polyb. iii. 
~o.6-to, which is to be preferrtd to Liv. xxi. J8.2) was to surrender Hannibal and his 
uuv(8po<. In 200 Rome demanded that Philip V should not make war on any Greek state 
or intervene in the Pmlernaic possessions, and that he shouJd submit to arbitration with 
respect to his ciSu<~f£<1.,." against At talus and Rhodes (Poly b. xvi. 34·3) ; lor some analysis 
of tbe imp~cations see below, p. 2 • 7· Rome had decided c>n war and bad not the slightest 
ex.pecracion that these demands would be met. 

'Plin. N H xxii. 5 ; cf. G . Wi!$Vwa, Religil>n un4 Kultus der ROmer', 553 o . 4 · 
1 Liv. xxxi. 8 .;r4, xxxvi. 3· .,..-g. 
f, Liv. i . 32.4- 14. 'Audi luppher.' says the 11egatus' on his first visir, 'audire 

fines ... audiatfa.s . .. £ustt piequ~ leg:atus ''enio . .. s.i ego iniu.su impie<.tue iUo.s homines 
illasquc res dedic:r mihi c:xposco ... ' On his second vj$it, 'Audi 1 uppiter. et tu lane Qujrine, 
dique omnes caelcstes., vosquc te:rresues vosque inferni, audite; ego '\ 'OS testor populum 
ilium . . . iniustum esse neque illS' ptrJo/t'(re; .. . consulemus, quo pacto iuJ nostrum 
adipiscamur.' Cf. Uion. Hal. ii. 72.6-8 (where, however, nothing is said about justice on 
the second visit). I doubt whether the differences between these two accounrs art! 
significant. The version in Cell . . NA .xvi. 4 .1 needs no attention here (it is a forgery of 
Augustan date or later). 
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is betrayed by certain anachronisms. 1 However the tradition did 
preserve some convincing details of 1he actions performed by the 
f etiales, and Livy and Dionysius are likely to have been right in 
believing !.hat thefetiales used the words ius and iuste in the.ir rerum 
repetitio. To some extent this is confirmed by Cicero's and V arro's 
comments on the fetiallaw, 2 though, as we shall see, the justice of 
the fetial law had very little similarity to abstract iustiti1.1 or to 
Ciceronian aequitas. It is clear from the remains of Fabius Pic tor 
that the third-century Romans believed that their war­
declarations established the j ustice of Roman wars. 3 This is 
further confirmed by a somewhat unexpected source, Sosia's 
war-narrative in the Amphitruo of Plautus. Here is the decisive 
intervention of the cavalry in the batt le against the T eloboae: 

ab dextera maxumo 
cum clamore involam impe!U alaai 
foedant e1 pro1erun1 hostium copias 
iure iniustas." 

The surprising addi tion of the last two words recalls Sosia's 
detai led description of the rerum repetitio and probably reflects the 
contemporary Roman belief that such a procedure made the 
enemy into iure iniusti. 

Insincerity is not the main question. No doubt many Romans 
believed that their foreign enemies were iniusti. But the justice at 
issue was of a technical kind, as the known rerum repetitiones 
demonstrate. It had nothing to do with any philosophically 

1 The problem of transnUssion is often evaded (e.g. by P. Catalano, Li~e 1M siJitma 
sourannador111fe romano, i (T urin, 196s), 37 n. 76). 'Modernization' oflanguag·e might not 
mauer, and 1here ha> been mistaken cri1icism (K. Laue argued (<SS lx-ii (1950), 56 
[ - Bi bl. ], Riimi.tcht Rtligionsge.schichl<, s n. t , 37-8, 121 n. o) that 'audiat fa.s' is an impossible 
phrase for the early period, since fa.s is always a predicate until Livy, and E. Fraenke~ 
accepded this argument (/Jorou {Oxford, 1957), 28g n. 1; cf. £/emenfi plauti,i , 4.26, for a 
•e,•ere judgemen1 on 1he au1henticity of 1he fe tial formulae) , as did R. M. Ogilvie; but it 
rests in large part on the arbitrary exclusion of Ac.cius> trag. 58sR ('ibi fas, ibi cunctam 
ainiquarn castitudinem') . However the phrase 'puro pioquc dueJJo quaerendas censco, 
itaque coriSeotio cons<:iscoque' (i. :)2.12) i• highly suspect (see Ogilvie's n.) . The question 
of the auchenticity ofthejOtdt~.s-making formula in Liv. i. 24 is separate, as is the question 
of the secular pr-dyer (above p. t2o).sinc.e in [hose cases there were reasons w preserve the 
old wording. There was every reason to refurbish the war .. deda.ring procedure in Livy's 
tirne {Dio t.4.4- 5). Ogi1vie, however, argues ( 1'28) that it was put into its pre$ent form in 
the sc,oond century. 

'Cic. Dt •Jf. i. 36 {quoted p. 165) ; ef. Dt ltg. iii. g, Varro, LL v. 86. 
3 Below. p. 1 71 . 

' ilmph. • 44- 7· 
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conceived system of impartial equity.1 In its earliest phase the 
war-declaring procedure was devised to gain the support of the 
gods. Since Rome's enemies were generally familiar neighbours 
whose gods either were identical with Rome's or were at least felt 
to be powerful, elaborate arrangements had to be undertaken to 
make sure that Rome, and not the enemy, received divine favour. 
Rome had to compete before a sort of divine tribunal,2 and the 
form which the preliminaries of the war assumed was, not 
surprisingly, similar to those of the legis acti<mes, the contemporary 
form of civil procedure. As has been noticed, the fetial war­
declaration resembles in particular the legis actio per condictionem. 3 

According to the legis actiones, the defendant had to react to the 
plaintiff's claim by an unambiguous admission or denial,• just as 
the enemy of Rome was supposed to answer the rerum repetitio. But 
in international disputes there was no iudex to resort to---;mly the 
divine iudices who decided who was to be victorio·us in war. For 
the Romans therefore a war was finally proved just in the event 
itself, by a Roman victory; this is why Sosia chooses precisely the 
turning-point of the battle to say that the enemy were iure 
iniusti-their defeat showed that they were. Prior to the war itself, 
all that the Romans thought was required was the proper 
procedure, the formally correct actions and words. This religious 
obligation was treated in the apparently pedantic and formalistic 
manner in which the Romans (among others) commonly treated 
such obligations5-an outlook which also a:llowed them to 
substitute a patch of ground in the city of Rome for the enemy 
territory into which thefitialis had to throw the magical spear. 
NaturaiJy they had to decide on something to ask for if they were 
going to ' res repetere', but that is no evidence that they always or 
usually felt they were being forced to defend themselves. 

> Cf. Dahlhcim, o .c. 17•- 3. Gdzcr (llemu.s lxviii (1933), 165) was quite wrong tO 
suppooc that a war d•clarcd by fctial procedure could only be a Veruidiigungskrug, .venin a 
subjective scnst. 

• On the first visit tb. spokesman of the fctials nominally admitted 1ha1 the justice of 
Rome's cause was not yet settled, according to Liv. L 32.7: lsi c:go iniuste 
impieque . .. exposco, tum patriae compotem me numquam siris esse.' 

' M. Voigt, Das iru Mlurale, tUquum <I oonwn IUid ill$ genliU1ft ""'Romer, ii (Leipzig, t8!)8), 
t81Hl, A.·E. GiJfard, RHDFEscr. 4, xv ( t936), 771 n. ~. Ogil,-ie, C<>mm<nJary, 12.7; further 
bibtiography in Hausmaninger, o.c. 340 n. 27. 

• Cf. A. Wauon, R<>man PriMt< Law"""'"" 200 B.C. (Edinburgh, t971), t6•- 3· 
'Cf. H. Drexler, RhM cii (1959), 103--5. Dahlhcim, o .c. t 73, and morcg•nerally P. 0. 

Francioci, RPAA xxvii ( 195•-4), •oo-1, K. Latte, Riimisclu Rtligw~gtuhi<Jru, Otl. Liv. x. 
40 offers an exccll•nt exampl•. 
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Th.e significance of the fetial procedure for declaring war was 
solely psychological.• The magical elements in the procedure 
have been duly noticed,2 and they are quite at home in a society 
in which certain other obviously magical practices long con­
tinued to appeal even to some aristocrats. The procedure was one 
of a set of religious precautions which were thought necessary 
when a major war wa.s initiated. 'The Romans' , as Polybius 
observed, 'are very effective in moments of crisis at propitiating 
both gods and men, and in such. situations they regard no rite that 
has this purpose as unbecoming or undignified.' 3 The fetiaJ 
procedure wa.s one such mean.s of self-re·assurance. 

Emerging into a more complicated world in which public 
opinion in other states not only mattered but could be influenced, 
certain leading Romans attempted to present a positive in­
terpretation of Rome's policies and particularly of Roman wars. 
The process began in the second quarter of the third century, at 
the latest.' The first explicitly attested propaganda about justice 
is the speech attributed by Polybius to one of the Roman 
ambassadors who visited Queen Teuta the lllyrian in 23o-'The 
Romans have the fine custom of joining together to punish the 
injustices done to individuals and of helping the victims of 
injustice. '5 These words may be a fiction invented or transmitted 
by Fabius Pictor, but Polybius' report of the Roman embassies 
sent to Greece after the First lllyrian War should be accepted; 
they were sent to defend Rome's reasons for fighting. 6 The 
ruthlessness of the proconsuls who commanded Roman forces in 
Greece during the Hannibalic War shows that a section of the 
aristocracy was still insensitive to the value of Greek opinion, but 
Fabius Pic tor in the historiographical sphere and T. Flam.ininus in 
the diplomatic sphere strove, above all others, to improve Rome's 
reputation. In Fabius' history there wa.s to be found the 
argument that Rome's wars were just in a sense much wider than 
that of the fetial law. Justification, according to Fabius, wa.s 

1 Cf. A. Nussbaum, Mi<higan Law R"'iw xlii (1943-4), 454· 
1 On th• wooU<n he;odg<ar of the spok<sman j<tialis cf. Ogilvie on i. 32.6, and 

concerning the iron~rippcd or corneJ. .. wood spear his n. on 32.12. The Jattcr is discussed ar 
lengttt by J. Bayct, MEFR Iii (1935), 2g.-]6. 

• iiL 112.9. 
• On early claims to be respec1m offohs..., Gdzer, o.c. 1~ (supplement«d in}($ ill. 

70). 
• Polyb. ii. 8.10 . 
• ii. 1~ .• -a. cr. Gelzer, o.c. 132 (supplemented in/{$ iii. 54-5)· 
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provided by the fact that Rome had fought its wars to defend 
itself and its allies.1 The theory had Roman roots, but it was also 
well calculated to appeal to the Greeks. 2 It became a part of the 
Roman technique of handling international relations,3 together 
with advertisements of Rome's benevolence and fides.• 

In the judgement ofPolybius- by far our best informant about 
the second,centurv Senate-the Romans were alwavs careful to . ' 
offer a pretext for going to war; they took care not to appear to be 
the aggressors, but always to seem to be defending themselves 
and entering war unde:r compulsion.5 In fact they propitiated 
mankind as well as the gods. Polybius cannot be dismissed as 
unduly sceptical about Roman motives; indeed he was partially 
willing to accept Roman claims of goodwill towards foreigners. 8 

He ought to have been more sceptical about Fabius Pictor's 
account of the defensive preoccupations of the Senate at the 
beginning of the First Punic War.7 The Third Punic War is a 
specifically attested case in which the Senate sougiht for a pretext 
with which to disguise the real reasons for its policy, and other 
cases in which this may have happened are plentiful. This is not 
to deny a priori that the Senate sometimes decided to begin a war 
for what it perceived as defensive reasons. And the Senate did 
take heed of certain ethical standards in international aflairs.8 

However these standards demanded no more than adherence to 
Roman constitutional procedures and to some very rudimentary 

tOn the First Punic War~ Polyb. i. 10.3-1 1.1; on the First IUy.rian \Vcu:-, ii. 8.3- 112; 
on the Gallic wars of the 22os, ii. 21.3 and 6, ii. 22 .; on the Hanniibalic \\'ar, iii. 8.1-7 
( = FGrH f3o9 f21 ) . For analysis of fabius' views see Gelzer's article, o.c. 109-166, KSiii . 
sr -g:z. 

'Oo the Greek ~.lief in thejus:dce of wan fought in defence of oneself or one'$ aWes see 
V. Martin, La Vie intematio114it do!U Ia Grice des cites (Paris, 1940), 394-5, D. Loencn, 
Polmzos (Med. Nedtrl. Akad. 16 .. o. 3 (1953)), j2. 

3 For such claims see Additional Note XVI. 

• These qualities are involved in the claim that Rome 6ghts only defensive wars. On the 
theme ofb<nevolence in second-century propaganda see Gelzer, o.c. 14·5""7, KS iii. 68-70, 
H. Volkmann, Htrmes lxxxii (1·954) , 474- 5 [- Bibl.). For se<:ond century claims to 
respect forfidusee Gelzer, KS iu .. 70 n . 72 end (Piu. Flam. 16 is particularly striking) and 
Liv. (P.) x.lv. 8.4. 

'Fr. ggS-W, cf. xxxii . 13.8, JOCXvi. o. For Polybius' belief in the deoirability ofpretexiS 
c[ xv. oo.g. 

e xxi\'. 10.11-12; cf. §§ 4-5 (to· be weighed against xxxi. 10. 7~ 11. t2) . However we lack 
evidence that Polybiuscndorsed the Roman claim to have foughtju$1 wars (S. Weinatoek, 
Diws JuliuJ, •4., notwithstanding). 

'Below, p. 186. 
'As is said by Gel<c:r, o.c. 138 (somewhat vaguely), Volkmann, o .c. 475 (not denying 

that the Senate made many decisions for reasons of power politics) . 
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rules of international behaviour, such as the inviolability of 
ambassadors.1 When a pretext was found, the second-century 
Senate no doubt believed that. the ensuing war was a bellum 
ius tum , but that does not mean that such wars-not tO speak of the 
cases where pretexts were neglected-were felt to be primarily 
defensive. And the fact that some second-century Romans 
prodaimed to the outside world that the Romans fought only 
defensive wars establishes nothing about the confidential pro­
ceedings in the Senate or the private thoughts ofleading senators. 
We know that Roman diplomats could lie patriotically as well as 
any others: witness, for example, the history of Roman foreign 
policy offered by L. Furius Purpurio to the meeting of the 
Aetolian League in 199.2 We cannot assume that in any given 
case the Senate's real concern was wi1:h defence. 

Tnere was apparently a change of emphasis in senatorial 
thinking about war-policy between the period of the Italian wars 
and the first half of the second century. It was a change from 
formal correctness in an elaborate procedure of declaring war 
(though in Polybius' time Rome continued to make some kind of 
formal declaration of war)3 to a concern for the appearance of 
virtuous behaviour towards other states. However neither policy 
dictated that Rome should fight only defensive wars. 

A further slow and very partial change began in the mid­
second century, in the same pe!riod, paradoxically, as some of t.he 
most brutal acts of Roman imperialism. Panaetius was probably 
the first philosopher whose arguments in favour of restraint in 
war-making became known to any significant number of 
Romans.4 The short-term effect, as far as we know, was nil. 

1 Volkmann glves asexamplesofsenators' high·mindedness Scipio Africanu.s' refusal (0 
retatialle against Carthaginian envoys after the Carthaginian attack on Roman ltgali in 
Lhe wimerof203/2 (Polyb. xv. 4·5-12; cf. Liv. xxx. •;;.1 o, Diod . xxvii. 12, App . Lib. 35)­
but Lhe alleged provocation;, quite suspect (G. De Sanctis,SR iii. • ·S48 n. •6·•, M. Treu, 
Ae!IJ•pluJ xxxiii ( t953), so-• )~•nd the disapproval felt by some senators of the deceit 
practi"'d by Q, Marcius Pltilippus against Perseus in 172. The weakne" of the evidence 
disproves the case. 

'Liv. xxxi. 3 t. Seej. Briscoe's com men cary. I follow P. Pcdech (LA Mltltode hislhriqut de 
Polyh<, o66) and others in referring !he main lines of the speech to Polybius' account. 

'Polyb. xiu. 3·7· This pa!Sage contiJiutS to be misjmerpreted by some (e.g.J. Heurgon 
inJ.-P . Brisson (ed.), Problimu d< Ia guerrei'i R"""·' •g) . lt does not say that fJpaxv n <x•o> 
of tht jetial (>f'O<edurt lasted into Polybius' lime (see Walbanl<, CPh xijv (1949), 17). 

'On Panaetius at Rome cf. G. Garbarino, Rmna ' lnfilosofia grua (Turin, 1973), 38<>-
412. Though it canuot be formally proved, it seems very likely thac the arg\lment in Cic. 
Dt off. i. 35 ( 'quare suscipienda quidcm bella runt ob eam causam, u1 sine iniuria in pace 
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Poseidonius presumably propounded similar arguments, and in 
his generation a handful of senators probably felt a serious 
philosophical aversion to wars that were not genuinely defensive. 
Rome's overwhelming power, as well as intellectual sophisti­
cation, made it easier and easier to take a det.ached view of 
foreign policies. 

In Cicero's generation we come to the fui[ confusion of 
traditional and modern ·viewpoints. On the one hand, as we have 
seen, the drive to expansion retained a good deal of its old force. 
Indeed its chief exponents, Pompey and Caesar, showed­
among other qualities-far greater greed and ambition than 
most of the old magistrates had done. Much of the time they 
could carry with them, at least in public, some of those, 
conspicuously Cicero, who were most deeply attracted by Greek 
philosophy.1 The philosopher himself attacked the Cilician town 
ofPindenissum on behalf of the existimatio of the empire and in a 
slightly hesitant spirit of personal ambition.2 Yet Cicero meant it 
seriously when he wrote at the end of his life that the justification 
for wa.r is that one may live in peace 'sine iniuria', a phrase, this, 
which he would perhaps have interpreted in a quite philosophi­
cal and liberal way. It is wrong to discount the Stoic contribution 
to Cicero's thinking on this subject by referring to the Roman 
tradition,s since it was he and his contemporaries who first gave 
some real philosophical meaning to the term 'bellum iustum'. In 
a Ciceronian speech it almost became possible for barbarians to 
wage a just war against R ome.4 And a few people took the bellum 
iustum even more seriously. In a traditional sense Caesar's Gallic 
War was sufficiently iustum-he explained in some detail the 
hostile behaviour and disobedience which 'justified' it. But to the 
serious Stoic, Cato Uticensis, the plea was (or wouad have been­
we do not know whether any of De BeLLo Gallico had yet been 
published) quite insufficiem. He declared in the Senate in 55 that 
vivatur .. :; cf. i. 8o, Sail. Ep. ad .Cats. i. 6.2) is Panaetian (cf. M. Ro<tovtzelf,SEHHW iii . 
1458 n. 6, Ham pi, It( cboouv (1937), 249-50 [ ... BibJ. )), for the pr~·Stoic philosophical 
background see H. fuchs., Augustin uNI der antike Fritden.rgedanke (Berlin, 1906), 136-·7. 
There is no surviving Roman ·precedent for this view of Cicero's (cf. A. Otto, Dit 
Spricltwirllr und sprichwiirtJi&lun Rednrsarun der Riimer (Leipzig, t89o), 54), ce rtainly not in 
the rtmains of Ennius, in spite of fuchs, MH x.ii ( 1955), '204-

1 Cicero expresses his admiration for an aggressjve war in Proo. Cons. 32- 5. 
1 Fam. xv . .j.. tO (to Cato), ii. J0-3, Att. v. • o·5· 
1 So Gelzer, Ht:rm41xviii (1933), 138 [- Bibi.J. 
• Prov. Ctuu·. 4· 
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the war was iniustum, apparently because it was not defensive. 
Caesar should be handed over to the Germans to prevent divine 
punishment from falling on Rome.\ 

Neither the fetiallaw nor the concept of the just war signifies, 
during our period, any resolve to fight only those wars which 
were felt necessary for the defence ofRome or its allies. Particular 

' 
grievances had to be sought out, however, and this may 
sometimes have been a limitation. To what e..xtent the grievances 
convinced the Senate that the wars in question were just is 
sometimes an obscure question, especially because of the secrecy 
surmunding the Senate's decisions. A detailed investigation is 
necessary. 

Modern historians have often concluded in many cases that 
the grievances alleged were not the reasons why Rome went to 
war (for example, against Philip V in 200 and against the 
Achaean League in 146), and they have devised for Rome 
another kind of 'defensive' war which is to be found relatively 
seldom in the sources. This kind of war is defensive in a wider and 
more strategic sense. It is a war intended, for example, to prevent 
the power ofPhllip V from growing more dangerous to Rome, or 
to re-establish in the minds of the Greeks the conviction that 
Rome's wishes must be obeyed. Here again the validity of the 
interpretation must be investigated case by case. 

3· THE WARS OF 327- 220 B.C.' 

THE ITALIAN WARS 

Contemporary Roman perceptions of the Italian wars fought in 
the years 327--264 cannot be recovered. Some of the most 
fundamental facts about the wars of this peri-od, even the identity 
of Rome's opponents in certain years, are uncertain. In most 
cases the conflicts began in circumstances that are virtually 
unknown to us. As for the reasons or motives which actuated 
leaders or citizens in any particular case, we cannot go beyond 
speculative inferences. The second-century Senate is hard to 
penetrate, but at least we have some tex.ts deriving from its 
members and from people who were acquainted with senators. 

1 Suet. D] •4·3· Plu. Cat~. 22.4, Cat. Min. 5'• Crau. 37·3· App. G"t/1. 18. Cf. S . 
\'\le·instock. o.c. 245 n. 3· 2 On this periodization see above~ p. 58 n. 7· 
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The period of the ~ talian wars on the other hand is an almost 
complete blank, which writers from Livy to the present have 
filled with their own more or less i111formed imaginings. L 

Much of this warfare may perhaps have been undertaken 
by Rome in a defensive spirit. It was a period of extraordinarily 
vigorous action against other states, of almost annual warfare, 
but conceivably Roman senators saw this as a result of external 
pressure.2 Some of the Italian peoples were, potentially at least, 
very dangerous to Rome during the Second and Third Samnite 
Wars, until the battle ofSentinum in 295· Even by themselves the 
Samnites were sufficiently numerous and warlike to deserve 
attentive precautions; and their mutual hostility with Rome was 
already deeply rooted. Had the Etruscan cities been able, by a 
political miracle, to mobilize their joint resources against Rome 
at an opportune moment, catastrophe for the Romans might 
have resulted. International combinations could obviously be 
sources of great danger, as when the :Samnites and Etruscans co­
operated in fighting against Rome in 2g6/53 and certain 
Etruscans co-operated successively w:ith the Senones and Boii in 
284- 282.4 

Some of the halian peoples did act vigorously and perhaps 
aggressively against Rome. There is no single campaign in this 
period which ca1f confidently be attributed simply to the 
aggression of one of Rome's Italian enemies, but the Samnites at 
least invaded the territory ofRome or its allies on some occasions. 

1 Livy of,en refers to the. amcicty. fear, and terror engendered in the Senare or in the 
Romans generally by external events (e.g. viii. •9· I ·3· sS. I , ix. • 9·•· 38-9, 4 I. I I ). These 
statements arc valueless. since his ultirrnne. sources are most unlikely to have recorded 
such facts. Livy proba'bly did no1 add much of this pseudo-psycho logizing h.im,elf, since 
he was somewhat puzzled by the fears which the early Romans are supposed to have fell 
(cf. vi. ~l2.1 , vii. ~ 1. 19, :x. 4· 1) ; some of it a1Je-ast was: probably the invention of writers who 
believed that m.tlus ltostilir was an important factor in keepiog the old Romans united (cf. 
Harris, Rome in Etmria and Umbria, 94 n. 6). 

'Thus, e.g., De Sancti.s (SR ii. 409) concluded that the Romans were compelled by the 
struggle for existence ~o undertake a series of wars, but they did not have imperialistic 
aspirations to power. General histories often describe the Samnite wars as largely the 
result of Samnite preosurc on Rome (cf. F. E. Adcock, CAH vii. 594-9, 6o4, H. H. 
Scullard, HRW' 108) . According to A. Afzclius (D'u riimisclu Erobmmg 114/itns f.sf<>-261 v. 
Chr. ) (Copenhagen, 1942), 194), R ome's whole policy in Etruria from the 38oo to the end 
of the '290S was defensive--otherwise they would have annexed more lerritory. 

3 But jt is very doubtfuJ whether Etruscans and S,amnite-s, ooc the most natura:J of allies> 
joined forces on any previous oc:cas.ion. 

• I gave my view of tbe latter events in o.c. 79-83. . . 
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Whatever the ultimate origins of the Roman-Samnite conflict 
were, such behaviour had to be resisted. The Samnites auempted 
to u se the opportunity of their victory at the Caudine Forks to 
establish peace. However, not only were they probably willing to 
seize by force the Latin colony of F regellae (theoretically 
conceded by Rome in the Caudine treaty),1 but when the peace 
irrevocably broke down they a ttacked various Roman-controlled 
areas (316-313). After they had defeated Rome at the battle of 
Lau tulae, near Tarracina, in 315, they even seem to have 
penetrated the southern part of Latium as far as Ardea. 2 In 306 
and 305 they again attacked Roman possessions. 

Such campaigns were only a small part of the Samnite wars. 
Not even Livy claimed that the Samnites attacked R oman or 
allied territory in the first seven years of the Second Samnite \o\lar 
(32 7-32 1), though he did try to put some responsibility on to 
their shoulders.3 To a surprising extent (in view of the aggressive­
ness which ancient and modern writers attribute t.o them) the 
Samnites restricted their military activities to their own tenitory. 
Concerning the actual beginning of the Second Sam11ite War, 
one can only say th;H while R ome must already have regarded 
the Samnites with hostility, the sources p reserve no record of any 
event which can have impelled the Romans to undertake a 
prolonged war for their own defence. 

O ther Italian states and peoples are occasionally said to have 
attacked the Romans or their allies (I omit cases in which new 
colonies or garrisons were attacked by locals). Livy makes a 
vague charge of this kind against Palaeopolis (Naples) in 327,4 

1 IL.iv. ix. t2 .6-8. The fact that Rome had agreed to withdraw colonies from Samnite 
terri tory (ix. •1-4, App. Somn. 4·5), meaning presumably f.egellae and Cales (even though 
neither was on Satnn.ice tetl"ilory), does not sho\v that Rome actually did wichdra\\-' ; 
1hePefon~ Ole Samnile attack of 320 .may be historical; but it is q\aice unctrLain . 

1 Lautulae : Liv. ix. 23.4:-6, Diod. x.i.x . 7'2. i· The sice must be somewhere just r•onh-east 
ofT:arracina (cf. H. Nissen, /tafi.Jche Lant:kskundt\ ii {BerHn, 1902), 6.l2; not a t ltri, in spite 
<>fE. T . Salmon, Somnium 1111d the Samnites (Cambridge, 1()67), 234 n. 3). Ardea: Strabo v. 
232, 249 (can hardly refer to any other occ.asion ; ct: A. Bo<:t.h.ius, .4tti del V Congresso 
}lf..,_;onafe di Studi Romani, ii {Rome, •9·40), 231- 8) . 

3 !However App. Samn. 4 · ' ~ a passage replete wj(h suspect statements, says that the 
Sarnnites invaded the territory ofF regeUae a1 some da1.e befol'e 1 he bat Lie of the Caudine 
Forks. Attempts to b lame them : li v. viii. oo.g- 10, •3.1- to. According t<> Salrno n (o.c. 
'22 r), tbe Sam.nhcs carried out 'border ra.lds' in 324; a gratuitous assumption. 

• [ .. iv. viii. '2'.2 .7 {'rnu1ta hostilia adversus Rornanos agrum Campanum Falernumque 
incolemes recit '), Dion. Hat xv. ~. I . De Sanccis (SR ii . 297} was probably rigllt to reject 
thes-e claims.. 
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and claims that Etruscans besieged Sutrium, though without 
success, in 311 and 31 o. If the latter claim is true, the Etruscan 
war of 311- 308 may indeed have been regarded by Rome as a 
necessary defensive operation.1 But the whole story of the siege of 
Sutrium may have been a propag'andistic invention or distortion. 

Defensive campaigns need not have been restri·cted to repel­
ling outright attacks on Rome and allied territory. It has been 
asserted that the Romans' purpose in attacking Naples was to 
resist the spread of Samnite power. 2 This is possible, though 
entirely unproved. On a larger scale, Rome is said to have 
conquered centraJ Italy ir1 order t.o protect itselffrom military co­
operation by the Etruscans and Samnites.3 It may have been one 
of their intentions, but the danger of Etruscan-Samnite co­
operation was probably not at all clear when the first central 
Italian campaigns were fought, and Rome continued to expand 
in this region even after the danger had passed.4 

One reason to doubt that defensive thinking was the dominant 
reason for Rome's Italian wars is simply that most of the 
campaigns were fought outside the territory of Rome and its 
allies. The sources cannott be relied on to have transmitted purely 
reliable details about the topography of these wars, and they 

1 Romt in Etrun·a ani Umbn·a, 48-91 58. However the brief dur,.,.cion of the Etruscan war 
(<hree campaigns) migh<suggest <hat lhe Romans did not freely choose tO begin the war in 

3" · 
2 DeSanctis, SR ii. 297. Naples was a lready allied with the Samnitcs (Dion. Hal. xv. 5· 1 

end, with <he notes of K.-H. Schwartc, Hi.rlbria xx ( 1971), 375 ; cf. Liv. viii. 22.7), and 
perhaps had been fOr several years. The Roman tradition apparently tried to obscure this 
fact (hence perhaps the claim that the war was fought against Palacopolis) (cf. Sc hwane, 
l.c.). Salmon~ however, is probably wrong to cJairn (o.c. ~n8} fhat it was che 
occupation of Naples by Samnitc troops that caused the Roman attack~ sinc.e the 
occupation is said to have occurred rifler lhc Roman declaration of war (Liv. viii. 2~.8, 
~3·' ). 

• A. J. To)'!\ bee, Hlmnibal's Leg<>.cy, i. 144, 151. 
t Apprehension of this danger is not likely to have beeo felt at Rorne before 31 1, since 

Etruria had been quiet for so long. Thc alleged Samnitc plan of an expedition to Etruria in 
310 (Liv. ix. 38.7) is entirely fictional. Until2!}6 the way for the Romans tO defeat the 
Samniu:s was 10 fight them in Samnium. Campaigns against the central I tali an people:"..s 
app;~remly began with the Vestini in 325, the latter having supposedly allied themselves 
with the Samniu:s (Liv. viii. 29. 1, 6- j , 1 1- 14) (there is absolutely no $()und r~.ason to treat 
D. [unius Bnuus Scaeva•s campaign as a doublet of C. lunius Bubulcuf campaign in 
Apulia in 3171 as do K. J. Bdocb1 ROmischt Ceschichtt, 404-, Salmon, o.c. 220; distinct 
individual$ are involved, spcci6c topography is given) and no military incongrui1y is 
raised by the 325 campaign). Th< Marrucini were. attacked by Rome in 312 (according to 
Diod. xix. 105.5}, the Umbrians fir>t in 310 or 308 (Liv. ix. 3i·1- 2, 39·4• 41.8), the 
Paeligni and Marsi perhaps in 308 (ix. 4' ·41, more probably in 305 and 302 respec<ively 
(305: Diod. xx. go.3; 302: Liv. x. 3.2- 5; a treaty had been made with the Marsi in 303). 
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undoubtedly exaggerated Roman success from time to time. Yet 
the outline of Livy's narrative of the Etruscan wars is, as I have 
argued elsewhere, 1 to be accepted, and the same applies to the 
Italian wars after 32 7 in general. 2 Early historians such as Fabius 
Pictor can be expected to have preserved information about any 
serious enemy attacks against Roman territory because of thei.r 
justificatory value. M any, though certainly not all , of the obscure 
place-names in Livy and the other sources a re authentic traces of 
campaigns fought in enemy territory.3 If these judgements are 
correct, the following facts seem secure . Having colonized 
Fregellae in 328, Rome campaigned annually in Samnite 
territory, with no major counter-invasion until after the Caudine 
Forks. Having decisively strengthened thei r position with four 
new anti-Samni te Latin colonies in the years 314-312, the 
Romans for the rest of the war (umil 304) did most of their 
fighting against the Samnites on enemy so]l. T he Third Sarnnite 
War (298-290) was fought at first in Sarnnium, later in Etruria 
and Umbria, from 294 (apart from a Samni te raid on lnteramna 
Lirenas in that year) entirely in Samnium again. The Etruscan 
wars of 31 1- 308, 302- 292, and 284- 280 were fought, after the 
supposed siege of Sutrium, entirely in Etruscan territory. No 
credible source even claims that any Umbrian, Sabine, 
Praetuttian, or any of the Marsi, Paeligni, V estini, Marrucini, or 
J:<~rentani , or for that matter any Apulian, Sallencine, Lucanian, 
or Bruttian, a t any time attacked the lands of Rome or its allies.4 

All the fighting against these peoples took place ou tside Roman 
and allied territory. 

A very revealing phase ofthe Italian wars is that of the earliest 
interventions against the Vestini and Marrucini on the east coast, 
sii nce it is implausible to suppose that in 32S or 312 the Romans 

J Rbmt in Etruria and Umhdtl, 49-78. 
'On rhe Samnite wars see M. W. Frederiksen, JRS hiii ( tg68), 226-7. 
• Rufrium (Liv. viii. '5·4l.'Cucina, Cingilia (29 .1 3), lmbrinium (30.4), Materina {ix . 

4 .1.15), Milionia, Plesrina, Frcsilia (x. 3.5) . 
• However :;ome Umbrians participated in the rather suspec.t siege ofSutrit~m in 3 tO 

according to Liv. ix. 37 · •- • · Of the Sabines Front. Strat . i. 8.4 does say that they had 
i11vaded 'our' territory in 2go, but the passage is vague and exaggerated , and the act would 
h.ave been one of desperation. In the cases of the Sabines and Praemttians it is interestirng 
ro see how historians concoct ~justifications· fOr the Roman conquest {e.g. De San<:t.is., SR 
ii . 349, Salmon, o.c. 265. 27~neirher makes use of the Frootinus passage) . The notice 
a !bout the Marsi and the colony of Carseoli in Liv. x. 3.2 is muddled, since <he colony was 
not in their cerrit.ory but that of the Aequicoli and was probably not set up until four yc.ars 
la ter (x. 13.1 , Veil. i. '4-Sl · 
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were led in that direction by a wish to resist their own major 
enemies. Also very revea.ling is the campaign of 290, when wi th 
the Samnites and Etruscans at last unmistakably beaten, a 
Roman army attacked the Sabines and Praetuttii. The oppo· 
sition was so slight that pan of one season's campa igning by one 
consular army was enoug:h to establish Roman power. It is no use 
supposing that M'. Curius Dentatus' invasion oft.hose territories 
was opposed by the Senate. t There is no evidence whatsoever in 
favour of this hypothesis," and since the Senate specifically voted 
him a Sabine triumph, in addition to his Samnite one, it is highly 
improbable. M'. Curius' behaviour that year was unusual in only 
one respect-he was even more vigorous and efficient in warfare 
than most other consuls. As generally happens, the attempt to 
a ttach a distinctive foreign policy to one of the individual 
politicians of the early period leads almost nowher·e.3 Some such 
divisions may n.<ve existed from time to time, but modern 
attempts to reconstruct them are usually fanta~ies. 

Rome's conquest of Italy resulted from an almost unin­
terrupted succession of annual campaigns. It is the regularity of 
the Romans ' warfare which distinguishes them from other 
Italians, even from the Samni tes and much more so from the 
Etruscans. This belligerence was, as we have seen in detail, far 
from being aimless. I t was normal, and it was thought to be 
advantageous, for a sizable section of the community to spend 
part of the year at war. The aristocracy, patrician and plebeian, 
seems to have been virtually united behind this policy.' More or 
less rational considerations determined which d irection each 
expedition should take. Sometimes the choice was fixed by 

'Toynbee, o.c. i . 144- 5 (and others). 
' h r'ests on the assumption that the Senate was hol5tilc to the s-ubsequent land grants in 

Sabine rerrirory. Of course it is ve.ry likel)' that many senator'S resented the influence 
Curius gained by these activiti«.".s a.nd that the distribution ofland caused bitter disputd. 
The hootility between him and (some) senators alluded to by App. Samn. 5 should 
probab ly be referred to his tribunate (cf. Beloeh, o.c. 464; G. For ni, A tflnwerun XJ<J<i 
( 1953), 200, fails to show that it belongs to his fi.rst consulship), wh<:n he succeeded in 
preventing a patrician intrrrv. (rom barring plebeian5 from che consulship (cf. Forni, a8']-
191 ), an important constitutional victory which he evidently won by some unu$ual 
pressure (ef. Cic. Brut. ss: 'coegerit'-this coincides with the squad of 8oo supporters 
mentioned by Appian). 

' Now even a historian who claims 1.0 reconstruct the aristocralit political groupings of 
the late fourth century detecu tlO foreign-policy di$agreemenrs among th.em: [. J. 
Phillips, Athe~VJeum I (19 72), 337- 56. 

• On the competition between patricians and plebeians as a cause of this policy, sr-.e 
above, p. 28. 
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external dangers, but very often the c hoice was between 
opportunities, though risky opportunities. 

As to the motives which settled the matt·er in any given year, 
they can only be imagjned. In 327 Q Publilius Philo set out to 
seize Naples :1 the ac tion would weaken and displease the 
Samnites ; it would bring a wealthy trading city within Roman 
power; it would be a glorious and profitable success for Publilius 
and his associates. 2 The motives for beginning and continuing 
th.e Second Samnite War were no d!)ubt complex, but it was not 
simply a forced response to Samnite pressure. After the Caudine 
Forks the Samnites necessarily continued tO be the main enemy, 
but by 31 2 Rome evidently felt strong enough to move forward 
simultaneously on other fronts.3 Neither r.he a lleged external 
pressure of the years fi·om 327 nor the serious defeats of 321 and 
3 n 5 had caused the regular number of legions to rise above two, 
but from 311 the total was doubled. 4 An aggressive spirit brought 
about the change. Part of the enlarged army fought the 
Etruscan- Umbrian war of311 -308, penetrating far to the north , 
enriching itself considerably, and earning triumphs over the 
Etruscans for Q. Aemilius Barbula and Fabius Rullianus. In 308 
the Etruscans bought tthemselves a year of peace (in the shape of 
irwlutiae); and in the following campaigning season one of the 
consuls, L. Volumnius Flamma Violens, led an expedition to the 
far south-east, against the Sallentines. ln 306 the Senate had li ttle 
choice about where to send the armies, since there was a rebellion 
among the Hernici and a Samnite force entered Campania·. 

T he temporary peace with the Samnites established two years 
lat:er permitted a further advance in central Italy and the 
resumption of the Etruscan and Umbrian wars. The central 

' .For specularion abou1 the motives for ~his decision cf. f . Cassola, 1 gruppi pclititi f{}man.i, 
1!1' 1- 4 · 

a And bring corresponding chagrin to his enemies. By 3 14 he was 'invisus nobilitat:i' 
according 1.0 Liv. i•. o6.~ 1 (probably a crude inference from hi• reforms of 339) . bu1 •n• 
no-hUitas cannot in ge.neral have been opposed to the fOreign policy he carried out in 327-6. 

:a The notion that in and afte:r 3!4 certain leaders succcr.ded in discredi~ing the predous 
fol¥\•ard policr agains1 the SauuJ.ites (elaborated by Salmon: Samniunr and theSartmirts, 2tiC!I) 
is a fiction·. It also ma.kes the colonization of 314- 312 and the Roman campaigns agains1 
th·e Samnite~ between 3'3 and 304 unintelligible. 

• Liv. ix. 30.3 (31 1 e.c.) strictly speaking onJy give-s the latest possible date for thi~ 
change (and the new legions cannor ha"c been instituted by the tribunician law which is 
th·e subjec1 ofl.ivy's notice}; Salmon, o.c. 232, may be right to date it back to the years 
32o-316, bu1 it is also possible that the- censorship of3J2{11 made it clear rhar more me·n 
were available. 
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Italian peoples were all under Roman control by 302, and the 
desirable and commanding site of Nequinum (Narnia) in 
southern Umbria was settled with a Larin colony in 299. In the 
following year Rome took the initiative in starting a new Samnite 
war. Perhaps to Roman surprise, this became for two or three 
years (from 296) an essential defensive operation, as a result of the 
Samnite alliances in the north. The wave of temple vows by the 
consuls of these years may be a symptom of unusual anxiety 
among the leaders of the state.1 In any case, with the Etruscans 
and Samnites apparently near to final defeat in 290, the oppor­
tunity was taken to reduce the Sabines and Praetuttians. By this 
time, if not earlier, Rome had clearly resolved to control the entire 
peninsula from the Etruscans, U mbrians, and Picentes southwards. 

From 289 until 264 Roman armies were almost annually taken 
up with achieving this purpose. The process was of course very 
much slowed by the political crisis of 287 at Rome and the 
invasions by the Gauls and by Pyrrhus.In so far as there were any 
extensions of Rome's enmities within Italy itself, they concerned 
only the peoples in the far south, the Bruttians (also Locri and 
Croton) and the Messapians. However the Senate must have 
regarded most of the fighting carried out in this period as 
unavoidable work to SiUppress the disobedient and to repel 
invaders. Not only were there Gauls and Pyrrhus to deal with; 
even after the latter's final Italian defeat in 275, there were still 
rebels among the Samnires, Lucanians, Bruttians, and even 
among the Etruscans and Picentines. None the Jess, in the late 
2 70s, the Senate's thoughts were, as we shall soon see, turning to 
possible wars beyond the peninsula. 

THE FIRST PUNIC WAR 

All historical periodization raises difficulties, butt the common 
and natural decision to begin a narrative of Roman expansion (a 
book or a chapter) in 264 creates special risks. The Roman 

1 1'he following vows made during the Italian wars can be daced ' in 3• t. chao of C. 
I unius Bubulcus (unless it belongs. to 31 7 or 313) in the Samnite War (Li,·. ix. 3'-1<>-11, 
43·• 5• x.. 1.9) ; in 296. that of Ap. Claudius Caecus {Liv. x. tg.t], etc .. ) ; in 295, that of 
fabius Rullianus (Liv. x. "9·'4 ecc.) ; in 294, chat ofM. Atilius Regulus (Lh•. x. 36. 11 etc.). 
We are notspecifically told of the vowofSp. Carvilius Maxim us (cos. 2:93), buc one can be 
assumed (cf. Liv. x. 46.•4) . Those made by P. Sempronius Sophus (CIIs. 268) during che 
Picentine rebellion {flor. i. '4·•-• etc.) , and by M. A.tilius Regulus (cos. 267) during the 
war against the Sallentines (flor. i. 15) do not fie !.his theory well. 
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decision to accept the appeal of the Mamertini, and so to 
undertake war with Carthage and Syracuse, was clearly of the 
utmost importance; but !0 understand this decision it is essential 
to keep in mind previous Roman actions. There was much 
continuity. Rome was not suddenly presented with the problems 
of the world outside I taly. T he straits of Messina were less of a 
psychological barrier tihan they have usually been in subsequent 
times, since the concept of the whole mainland as Italy was 
re[atively new and cities on both sides of the straits were peopled 
by Greeks. In fact the Senate had had plenty of time to think 
about extra-Italian politics. Pyrrhus' invasion of Italy had 
compelled them to do so. One of Rome's reactions was to make a 
new and up-to-date treaty with Carthage. 1 Among the con­
tingencies envisaged by t.he treaty-makers was Roman help to 
Carthage against Pyrrhus, help which might be needed in Sicily. 2 

O nce Pyrrhus had been defeated in Italy (275), the possibility of 
conflict with Carthage probably became dear. In all likelihood 
the Latin colonies of Paestum and Cosa ( 273) were founded in 
part to strengthen Rome's position in such a conflict. 3 

In the same year Rome exchanged ambassadors and estab­
lished friendship with Ptolemy II Philadelphus, which shows at 
least that the Senate was actively interested in obtaining the 
king's goodwill. 4 Historians are sometimes naive enough to 
suppose that this exchange had no political content, 5 but blum 
practical Roman senators are unlikely to have omitted Carthage 
from their conversation with the Ptolemaic representatives. 
Carthage was in effecr their mutual neighbour. 6 This Roman­
Ptolemaic relationship was, Badian vaguely asserts , 'not taken 
very seriously by anyone', but inconvenient facts cannot be 

1 See H. H. Schmiu, Di.tSta:atst~rtrdgrdrs Alttrtums. iii. 101 -6. The date is (in my view} 
la•t Q]9 or c.•arly 'i78. 

' Poly b. ui. ·l5. 3-4 (lranspon ships to be provided by Carthage). However t.he only helJ) 
given went no further than Rhcgium (Diod. x~ii. 7·5)· 

3 On Cosa cf. Harris, Romr ir~ EtruYid tmd Umbria, tS5· 
4 Sources in .~fllR i. 197; add Eutrop. ii. l j and cC App. Sic. 1. Tht> initia1ive was take n 

b~· Ptolemr (Dio fr. ~~ . Zonar. vui. 6). but thr Roma11 ambassadon> wrr~ not s~m 10 
Alexandria me-rely becaust of diplomatic convention; nc::ither Hellenistic nor Roman 
praetice requir<d such a thing {E. Bad ian. Fordgn Clienltlae. 33 n . 1, is misleading). On tl>e 
re,sulting omiNtin cf. \\' . Oahlbtim, StruktuT und Enlu.·ir.J;lung, 1.1_.2-5. 

• E.g. E. Will. fliswirt politiqw. i . t74· '-:ont the less he believes 1hat •here was a 
m onetary agr<emenl- lor which there is no real evidence ( cf. M. H . Crawford. RRC 39-
4<>). 

• w~ do not kno .. ~; ho\•,. Carthage had bcha,·cd during Philadelphus1 croubh:s with 
Magas of Cyrcne c. 275· 
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disposed of so easily; and if it is true, as it probably is, that 
Philadelphus in consequence refused to lend Carthage 2,ooo 
talents at a crucial moment in the war with Rome, it was serious 
enough.' The year after the friendship was established a 
Carthaginian flotilla appeared at Tarentum while the Romans 
were still besieging it. The Carthaginians seem, despite later 
Roman libels, to have behaved correctly,2 but the incident 
necessa•·ily lUrned Roman anemion once more to the possibility 
of a Carthaginian war. Soon afterwards R ome apparently 
expropriated from the defeated Bruttians half of the Sila forest; 
Dionysius comments at l·ength on its outstanding value for ship­
construction. 3 In 267 we find a Roman fleet being manned under 
duumuiri navales for the pu:rpose of the war against the Sallentines;4 

and in a state whose naval expeditions had been small and 
infrequent, the development may have been connected with 
senatorial thoughts about Carthage. I t is in any case clear that the 
Senate had not excludecl Carthage from its thoughts before 264. 

What is even more essential to the understanding of the Roman 
war-decision of264. is the role of war in Roman society. The fixed 
pattern of annual warfar-e fulfilled such essential functions that it 
was not likely 1.0 be given up. In default of good contemporary 
sources, it would be wrong to dogmatize about senatorial 
attitudes. But in the years after 272, and much more so from 266 
onwards, the imminent completion of the Italian empire must 
have made many Romans think about what would happen next. 
Some perhaps looked forward to peace, but it would be peace 
without glory or plunder or the discipline and distraction of 
milil.ary service. Consuls mulci be expected to he particularly 
belligerent. In 264, because of the Senate's indecision, the consuls 
played an even more critical role than usual. Ap. Claudius 
Caudex, and apparently his colleague too,5 wanted war with 

1 Fortign CliLnttlae. 44· See App. Si<. 1. Curiously Holleaux ends his long diS<:ussion (one 
oflhe weaker parts of his book) by suggesting that the Senate's Egyptian interest was in 
possible emergency suppties of grain (R(;MH 81 - 2), 

' Zonar. "iii. 6 is by far the most credible source; theo1hersa~ Liv. Per. 14, Oros. iv. 3·• · 
Dio fr. 43.1. 

) Dion. HaJ. xx. 15. Toynbcc {.HtJrmibllfJ Uga9'> ii. 120 n. 7} gratuitously redates this 
C":vem to the end of tht Hanniba!lic War. 

• Sources in MRRi. 200, except that the most important isomiued-Ioannes Lydus, Dt 
mag. i . 27 (on which $CC W. V. Harris, CQ.xxvi ( 1976), 9•- •oo). 

! Poly b. i. 11.'2: Ko.( K<LT ' i8ta. .. fKci.aTo's ~t>..Eio.s 1rpo&,jt\ous Ka.t f'-()'ciACls 
V"o&tu(vuOYTwv TWv <N'pO;T'Y/yW ... 
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Carthage and persuaded the assembly to support their policy. We 
can assume that t.he arguments heard on t.he subject in a.ny contio 
were predominantly those in favour of the war and that the 
consuls, influenced presumably by personal ambition, thus 
guided Rome into the decision. 

War in northern Italy was another possibility which must have 
entered senatorial minds in tne years before the Punic War. A 
Roman army had defeated the Gauls at Sentinum, beyond the 
Appennine watershed, in 295; another had taken land from the 
Senones in 284 and founded the citizen colony of Sen a Gallica ; 
Ariminum was colonized in 268, the last year of Picentine 
rebellion ; and in 266 the Sarsinates on the north-eastern slopes of 
the Appennines were subjugated. Rome was ready to advance in 
this direction. The alternative was Carthage. 

\Vas it then with defensive purposes that Rome accepted the 
appeal of the Mamertini at Messene in 264, thereby involving 
themselves, as they expected, in war against Syracuse and 
Carthage? Was it, on the Roman side, a 'preventive' war? 
Polybius says that two motives were important. One was anxiety 
about the growing power of Carthage, anxiety which influenced 
the Senate but did not prevent it from leaving the question 
unseuled.1 When the consuls came to persuade the assembly to 
vote for war, they used, in addition to this argument, the prospect 
of booty t.o be won.2 What had hindered the Senate from deciding 
in favour of war was, he says, the illogicality of helping the 
Mamertines, who had behaved as badly at Messene as t.he 
Campanian troops had at Rhegium a few years earlier.3 However 
desire for plunder and anxiety about Carthaginian power were 
not, in Polybius' view, the only forces at work on the Roman side. 
T here was also the will to expand Roman power.4 And this, in his 
version, became an even more imponant part of the Roman 
purpose as the war progressed. After the original aim of 
preventing Carthage from obtaining (or retaining) control over 
Messene had been achieved, Roman aims expanded. Self-

1 i . 10.5-g : 8twpoVI-'-rts 8( ... oUs Ko.pxTJSovfous oV 1-40)Iov Tci Ka,.a ~~~~A tfJifr]v, dUci 
Ko.t rJjs- ' lp"}pfo.s c}7T~Koa 11o.:UO. IJ-ip'f) nE'TrO~"rJfA,(vovs, fn 0( TWv Yl]<Twll d1ro.oWv 
iyKpo-rt: i'S' Uncipxo VTas- ;Wv KetnJ ,.o Eo..pOOvuw Ka~ TuppTJVlKO" 1riA<lyos 'l'jywvfu.w. El 
XtKf.Atas ;,, Kvp,EVcrattv, I"~ Ato.v {3o.pEls Kat <PofJEpo'i yEf-rovEs aV;ot's tnrdpxotEv 
•m\. 

1 See p. 63 n. 2 . 

.l i. 10 .4: ' I. I. 
• C f. i. 6.3, 12.7, with K. f. Eis.:n, Po!ybiosinlerpretationtn (Heidelberg, 1966). •s3-~· 
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confidence was generated in the Senate by the capture of 
Agrigentum in 262 and by the naval victory at Mylae in 26o ; 
from 262 onwards they aimed to expel the Carthaginians entirely 
from Sicily.1 Because of their ifJt>.onp.{a the Romans persevered.2 

Of the two special factors Polybius mentions as active in 264, 
modern historians have generally brushed aside the more 
credible one, while inflating the other into the dominant force in 
Roman policy. That the consuls dangled the possibility of 
plunder before the citiz-ens is entirely credible.3 On the other 
hand the claim that Roman anxiety about Carthaginian power 
was one of the determining factors presumably derives from 
Fabius Pictor, Polybius' main source, perhaps in effect his only 
source, concerning the contemporary Roman outlook4 Since, as 
we have already seen, Fabius Pictor made propaganda for a 
'defensive' interpretation of Rome's past wars,~ it is very likely 
that he exaggerated the defensive element in the 264 decision. 
And he somewhat deceived Polybius, partly because the latter 
did not look into the question as thoroughly as he would have 
done for part of his main subject,6 partly because of the lack of 
other sources of information. 

The 'defensive' explanation is not quite as cogent as it is 
normally held to be.' Of course it seems eritirely reasonable that 
Romans should have been apprehensive about Punic power: 

lj. 20.1 - 2, 2 4.J. 

'i. 39·7• 52.4 (cf. 57·•• 59.6). 
• DeSanctis (SR iii. • ·99) auempr<d to show that it could not be so by the somewhat 

inconsistent arguments, {a) that not much booty was to be-expected in Sicily (this is plainly 
incorrect) , and (b) that Fabius Pictor invented the explanation ex eve.nJu, because oft.he 
large quantity of booty the war ae.uaUy produced. Cf. also:f. H. Thiel, A HiJtor;r qf Roman 
SuJ-Powtr bejorr. tlu Secoru/ Punic War (Amsterdam, 1954), •39· W. Hoffmann's objection 
that Fabius Picror cannot have reoeorded such a fact (His/Qria xviii ( r9iig), •7 1 n. 4t ) was 
not altOgether without force, but Hoffmann failed co realize the role of booty in Roman 
society. It is likel_y that many of the references to booty in Polybius' nanative of the war go 
back to Fabius .{cf. i. •.9.11., 19.15~ 2o. t, '29.&-7, ~9. 10, 30.4, etc .. for eJC.plicic re(trcoccs). 

1 See F. W. Walbank on Polyb. i. t4.1 and F. Hampl, A.!vRW i. 1.413, for the most 
significant items in the bloated bibliography of this topic. I do not suppose that Polybius' 
account slavishly reproduced tha.t of Fabius. 

6 This will have been especiaUy desirable in the case of the Firs:t Punic War, sinc.e 
Pbilinus' anci~Roman accoum was already in circulation {cf. G. DeSanctis, Ricttche .sull.a 
sWriografio. siceliota (Palermo, 1958), 71-2, Hoffmann, o.c. 161-2). 

1 See Polyb. i. 5·3· 
1 For views of this kind cf. Frank, Roman Imperialism, go-t, M. Gelzcr inJ. Vogt (ed.), 

Rom Will Kortlra~ (Leipzig, t943), r86, H. Bengtson, Grundtiss•, 75, R. M . Errington, Tk' 
Dawn if Empire (London, 197>), 16. For some valuable remarks about the underlying 
presuppositions see Hampl, A.NRW i. 1.4"5-6. 
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Carthage may recently have been increasing its power in Sicily, 
and in any case it constituted a far more formidable enemy than 
Rome had encountered for several generations. The 
Carthaginians' presence in Sardinia, as well as in Sicily, put them 
within easy striking distance of Roman possessions. The coast of 
southern Italy was raided on s:everal occasions during the war, 1 

and indeed was obviously vulnerable while Carthage retained 
nava.l superiority. However Carthage took no overt action 
against Rome before the Roman war-decision, and, more 
significantly, appears not to have raided the I talian coast until 
the Romans had already laid siege to the main Carthaginian base 
in Sicily, Agrigentum .2 If Rome's interest had been mainly 
defensive in264, the sensible policy was to make an alliance with, 
not against, the strongest independent state in Sicily, the 
Syracuse of Hiero IJ.3 Such an alliance could have stabilized 
eastern Sicily for very many years to come. T he extension of 
Roman rums after the capture of Agrigentum and Rome's 
subsequent conduct of the war might, in theory, be put down to 
over-reaction against a supposed Carthaginian danger. 
Unquestionably the Senate wanted to make it impossible for 
Carthaginians to raid the coast of Italy, but the Romans also 
wanted, and this was probably the greater part of their desires, to 
gain the prizes that could be won from an enemy as rich as 
Carthage. Rome's refusals to make peace even on terms which 
would have looked very advantageous in 264 are significant. 4 A 
new theatre of war was certain to be created in or soon after 264: 
the dangerous strength of Rome's Carthaginian neighbours was 

lln chronological order: Zonar. viii. :ro (an unsucccssfuJ expedition in 26JJ a more 
successlul one in o6o), Polyb. i. 20. 7 (wo.UaK•s--but probably just referring to the same 
events)~ Oros. iv. 7·7· Zonar. viii. JS, viii . t6, Polyb. i. 56. to. 

'A. Heu"' (see above, p. 110 n. 3) """fully pointed out the Carthaginian raids but 
overesthnated rheir importance. in determining Rome's over--all p:>Ucy after262. Polybiu$ 
(i. 20. 1-8) is much better balanced: the Senate did not merely decide to build ship<. but to 
conduct a forward policy aimed (hesa~·s) at expelling the Carthagiuians from Sicily; they 
needed ships to dominate the Sicilian coast1 and at so ( fn, § 7) to turn the balance so that 
Libya , not I r.aly, would be raided. Heuss neglects most of this, and 10 support his case 
gratuitously postpones the siege of Agrigcntum by a year (beginning it in june o6 t instead 
of june 262 ; the theory was thought up by K.J. Beloch and demolished by De Sanctis ; cr. 
Walbank on Polyb. i. 17.9), with the intention of destroying Polybius' explamation of the 
policy change of 261. 

'Heuss, o.c. 473 ~ 27-28. 
• Polyb. i. 31.4- 8, Diod. xxiii. 12, Dio fr. 43.22- 3, Eunop. ii. 21.3- ·h O ros. iv. 9.1 , 

Zonar. viii. •3 (os6/s o.c.), Dio fr. 43.26, Zonar. viii. t5 (during Regulus' captivity- but 
this peace-offer maybe fictitiou.-.ee Walbank on Polyb. i. 35) ; cf. abo Zonar. viii. 1 5·'4· 
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one of the reasons why they, and not the Boii or the Ligurians, 
were the new enemy. 

Certain elements in Polybius' account of the origins of the war 
have sometimes been rejected. Apparently Livy contradicted his 
report that the Senate failed to accept the Mamer(ine appeal.1 Jf 
Polybius was in error on this point, the 'defensive' interpretation 
might be stronger, since we would have better reason to think that 
the Senate really felt a Carthaginian threat; but in fact Polybius 
was almost certainly correct to say that the Senate left the issue 
open.2 Other anri-Polybian theories, such as that he was wrong to 
deny the existence of the famous treaty which the pro­
Carthaginian Philinus said bound Rome to keep out of.Sicily, 
make little difference to the present argument. It is possible (the 
problem is unanswerable) that Phi linus was right; even if he was, 
we are left with the problem of reconstructing the Roman 
motives of 264.3 

It is importanr to ask what caused the Senate to hesitate. 
Polybius' explanation is that 'the illogicality of the help [asked by 
the MarnertinesJ seemed so obvious',4 since Rome had punished 
its own citizens for the treachery at Rhegium and would now be 
helping men who had committed the same crime at Messene and 
also at Rhegium; this would be a 'crime hard to excuse' .s But past 
events in Messene are nor likely to have affected the Senate's 

1 Liv. Pu. J6: •au:"ilium Marne:rtinisferendum senatu$censuit! Polybius' statement has 
bten doubted by sorne scholars {most recently, but with weak arguments, by Hoffmann) 
o.c. 171- 4)· 

'His version cannot simply have been invented by fabius to exculpate theSenare in 1he 
eyesoffoteig·ners tas implied by De Sane tis, SR iii 1.9911. 14, Gelzer, Hmn~· txviii ( 1933), 
137 [- Bibl.)), since fabius had a Roman audience as wdl , and si.nce he undoubtedly 
thought that he could justify th('. war as a 'defensive' operation. Add to this the fact char 
some late republican annaHsrs will have wamcd to 'rectify' a story in wbich the peop]e had 
made a war·decision without sen.awrial approval- hence the different version in Lhry­
and the question is virtually settled. 

:a The 'Philinu$ rreaty' is known from Polyb. iii. 26. ln support of Polybius' negative 
judgement cf. P. Pedccb, La Milhodt historiqU< de Polj·be, 188~1 etc. In Philinus' favour: 
R. E. Mitchell, Hislorio """ ( 1971 ), 633-~;,. Ham pl. A}fRW i. 1.4J'2-3 etc. It may well be 
that Pofybius made a mistake io implying that the Canhaginia.ns had nor aJready 
occupied Mcsscne befOre rJ64 (i. t O. I, 6-g); they may have done so shordy after the battle 
ofLonganus (cf. 9· 7-10.1 ), which is perhaps best da1ed c. •69 (cf. Hoffmann, o.c. 158- 6• . 
K.-£. Petzold, Studim zur .Mdltt~tl.e dt.S Pt>lyhiw und ~u ihr~r historischtn Auswertung (~·lunich. 

1969), 129-74-). In thai case 1he Roman decision of •64 did not r·esuh from a sudden 
alarm. 

• i . 10.3: 8ui TO OoK<iv t~of>Oo).p,ov <Tva• T~v 0..\oy{av T~5 f3o"18<1c.s. 
$ i. 10.4: OvoanoAOyf]TOfl . .. .,.,q., dp.ap-r{av. 
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decision greatly,l and Polybius' explanation is deeply tinged with 
Roman propaganda.2 The enemies of Rome presumably made 
much of the gratuitous nature of Roman intervention in Sicily 
and of the undeserving character of the Mamertines, and the 
Romans in turn emphasized the .fides which supposedly brought 
them to the help of the Campanian invaders3 and the moral 
punctiliousness with which the Senate h.ad behaved. What 
probably caused many senators to baulk was not a desire for years 
of peace,• or a preference (which some may really have felt) for 
no.-thward expansion, but the fact that sufficient preparations 
had not been made for a Punic war, above all with regard to naval 
forces. In fact it was foolhardy to go to war against Carthage 
without a sizable navy, and the more cautious senators must 
have realized this. But arguments about naval preparedness are 
not likely to have been publicized at the time or preserved 
afterwards. In any c.ase a propagandistic explanation was 
eventually provided. 

The events of 264. provide one of the earliest clear instances of 
what became a standard Roman technique. Rome accepted the 
Mamertines into alliance quite freely,6 and in full knowledge that 
war with new enemies would result. It was an intentional step 
into a new area. In a quite similar way Rome had made an 
alliance with the Lucanians and gone to war· with the Sarnnites in 
298 (though in that case the enmity of the Sarnnites was a given. 
fac t.). Later the techni.que becomes such a normal part of the 
armoury that the burden lies on any historian who wishes to 
suggest that Saguntum, for example, was accepted into alliance 
before the Second Punic War without the Senate's full awareness 
of the probable consequences. The technique could provide an 

I cr. Frank, Roman lmptrialism:. 8g, Badian, Foreign Clienttla~, 35, Hotfrnann; o.c. I 68-; I. 
Yet [he Mamertinesrnay have had a reputation a.~offenders~gainstjidtsand afoused some 
reaa hostility in consequence. 

2 Perhaps contemporary propaganda, since the passages quoted above emphasize the 
bad •PP<aran£t of helping rhe Mamerrines. 

,. See che evidence referred t ·O above, p. 35 n. Q. 

• Frank argued (Roman lmprialism, gr, 107 n. 6) that Ap. Claudius O•udex's failure 
to win a triumph showed that the Senate stiU disapproved of the campaign. A more 
probable ex plana lion is that his<:onduct of the wal' v.•as not very successful, as isstJfficiently 
sho·wn by the fact that M'. V"lerius Maximus (cot . . 263) won che cogoom<n Messala by 
rescuing Messene (that is to say, Polyb. i . 1 1.14- 12.4 is based on excessive faith in Fabius 
Pivtor, and Polybius should ha ve accepted more of the Ph.ilinus narrative which he 
criticizes in i. •51· Cf. H. H. Seullard, HRW• 146 n. 2, F. W. Walbank on i. 15. 1- 11. 

• A dtditiosucb as rhe ll-!amertines made ( Polyb. i . 10 .2 ) could of courS<: be rejected, as 
in rthe case of Utica c. '2 40 . 
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excuse for an advance in almost any direction under the 
sanctifying banner of fides. 1 

It was not simply to defend existing Roman possessions that 
R ome decided on war in 264. Still less was that the limit of the 
new aims that were formed after the fall of Agrigentum. The 
traditional incentives to war had their usual effects. How·soon the 
leaders of the Senate formed the idea of seizing the whole ofSicily 
cannot be known. As I have already argued, we should probably 
accept Polybius' account of the growth of Roman ambitions after 
the fall of Agrigentum. In 259 they began to contest Sardinia and 
seized Aleria, the most important city in Corsica. 2 Naturally we 
have no evidence of grandiose plans concernrng these three 
islands, but normal Roman behaviour was to follow up such new 
ventures until some permanent form of power was established. 
Not that any dear strategy evolved for obtaining this result. Some 
campaigns were probably intended as little more than booty­
gathering expeditions, most notably the one led by the consuls of 
253 to the island of Meninx.3 

The final phase of the war is also instructive here. Catastrophic 
losses in !150 and !149 must have reduced Roman enthusiasm. Yet 
they held on to their position in Sicily. Their resolution, and the 
final efiorts of 242/ I , can best be explained by their desire to take 
the whole island into their possession. 

SARDINIA , CORS I CA, NORTHER N I TALY : THE FIRST STAGES 

Once we discard the notion that the First Punic War resulted 
merely from a Roman wish to be rid of 'frightenirug neighbours', 
their subsequent seizure ofSardinia, which many historians have 
been compelled to treat as an aberration, becomes easy to 
understand. Through two years, it is true, the Romans remained 
passive, exhausted by their great efforts.4 It was probably in 24I 
(and not in 235) that they ceremonially closed the doors of the 

'Cf. abo"e, pp. 34- 5· 
• Polybiu•' statement that Corsica was possessed by Carthage in 264 (i. 10.5) is open to 

some doubt (cf. F. W . Walbank ad lo~;.) ; in support ofPolybius cf.J. and L.Jehasse, lA 
NlcropOI< prlnnnain< ti'Ailria (1¢0-8), Ga/lia, Suppl. xxv (1973), 111-12. 

'Sources in MRR i. 211. Walbank (on Poly b. i. 39. 1) . following Thiel (o.c. (p. 186 n . 3) 
248--g}, assumes that the aim was not to plunder but 'to stimulate native revolts and to 
hinder the Punic naval programme·. an unlike ly talc. 

• See above, p. 10. 
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temple of j anus, thereby indicating that no war was being 
contemplated.i When the mercenaries in Sardinia, in rebellion 
against their Carthaginian employers, invited the Romans to 
seize the island (at some poim in 240 or 239), they refused. 
Similarly they refused an offer of submission by the city of Utica, 
af1.er that city had joined the mercenaries. This would certainly 
have been contrary to the treaty of 241. Acceptance of either 
arrangement would have made a war with Carthage quite 
probable. And there should be no difficulty in accepting 
Polybius' explanation that Rome was all the more inclined to 
observe the treaty because ofthe obliging behaviour of Carthage 
with regard to the Italian traders captured during the Mercenary 
W'ar.2 But inevitably normal ambitions began to return. Sardinia 
presented an obvious opportunity: not only had the mercenaries 
there rebelled, they had subsequently been driven out by the 
indigenous people of the island.3 One of the consuls of 238, Ti. 
Sempronius Gracchus, led an expedition there, probably in 
violation of the treaty with Carthage.4 Carthage protested. But 
th.is was no exploratory probe on the Roman side, it was a. 
determined act of policy. A conditional declaration of war was 
sent: to Carthage: cede Sardinia and pay 1,200 talents, in 
addition to the 2 ,000 already agreed, or we are at war. There was 
a strong possibility that war with Carthage would result from this 
sel of demands; war with the Sardinians was in any case an 
absolute certainty. 

" 2~ 1 is a far morr likely GOoleXIthan 235. and t,he Iauer date (S<JurctA in MRR i. 223} 
probably arose from a confusion between the consuls A . Manlius T orquatu.s (24t ) and T . 
M.anlius Torquatus (235) (cf. K. Latte, Riimr1cht Religionsgcu hichk, 132 n. 3, Df:f' 1/istoriker 
L. Catpurnius Fmgi (SB Berlin no. 7 ( tg6o)), 14- 16 (-Bib!.]). (However Oros. iv. 12.7 
provides no help for this view, in spite of A. Lippold, C•nrults, 126 n. 202.) De Sanctis' 
claim (SR iv. 2.1.206) that the doors were often clMed under the Republic is 
unconvincing; evidently no other closing in hiS[oricaJ times was known to the second· 
century annalist L. Piso (Varro, LL v. 165). Sorne have suspected, following G. Wissow" 
(Religion und Kultus'. 104-5), that the closing only became a symbol of peace under 
Augustus; but Piso's testimony is against this, and it is poim:less to argue that there would 
otlterwise have been other closingli (Laue, JL cc.)- how many yc.ars were there when 
Rome firmly intended to avoid v.•ar? 24r was a truly exceptional time. 

'On all this se;, Polyb. i. 83.5-t t. Other sources (listed by Walbank ad loc.) add 
nothing of value, except the number of Punic prisoners exchangC'd tOr these Italians 
(above, p. 65 n. 2) . 3 Polyb. i. 79·4-S· 

4 cr. l'olyb. iii. 27·3-4· The role of the rebellious mercer~aries in 'l38 is uncltar from m. 
88.8. It looks as if a pro-Rom.an source of his (a.lmost certainly fabius Pictor) tried to 
justify the Roman expedition as a response to the expelled mercenaries' appeal for help. 
On the chronology of the first Sardinian expedition cf. Walbank on i. 88.8. 
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There was no defeMive theory behind this apparently ag­
gressive behaviour, as far as we can see. The Romans claimed in 
justification of their Sardinian expedition that the preparations 
Carthage was making against Sardinia were really directed 
against themselves} This was obviously nothing more than 
camouflage, the only matter of doubt being whether the excuse 
was contemporary. Later Roman writers devised for the Romans 
such pretexts as they could. 2 De Sanctis argued that the Roman 
case had some appearance of justice in that Rome was seeking 
satisfaction for Carthaginian attacks on Italian merchants during 
the Mercenary War; but they had already been set free well 
before Rome invaded Sardinia.3 No doubt the Senate saw the 
advantage of any action that weakened Carthage, but the 
unmistakable advantages of extending Roman power are likely 
to have weighed more heavily than the distant possibility of 
improved defence (the possession of Sardinia had done very little 
for Carthage during the First Punic War). Thus historians have 
been faced with the virtu.al impossibility of explaining the seizure 
of Sardinia as a subjectively defensive act on the part of the 
Romans; their response has been to fall back on the argument 
that the act was exceptional4-what was exceptional, however, 
was the preceding two-year period of peace.6 

The campaign ofTi. Gracchus, and the five successive years 
(235- 231) in which one at least of the consuls campaigned in 
Sardinia-three consuls earning triumphs over the inhabitants­
ellectively established Roman control over part of the island. 
Corsica too was invaded in 238, and another new series of colonial 

1 Polyb. i. 81). 1 o. 
2 See \Valbank, I.e. An important index of Livy's unreliability on the Punk wars is 

pro,-ided by the facr that he appa•enrly said rhar Carthage had ceded! Sardinia in 241 (cf. 
De Sanctis, SR iii. 1.28o n. 34) . 

3 DeSanctis, SR iii. '-399-4'" . H e tried to evade Polybius' explicit evidence that rhe 
prisoners had been restored (L 83.8, iii 28.3) by saying that in any case renewed 
diftcrenct~J were inevitable! 

4 1'hus1 c:.g. , Badian, F()reign ClUntdar., ·~3· H. Bengtson, Crundn'u:2, 84. The claim of 
R. M. Errington ( Th, Dawn 'I[ Empire, 32- 3) that Rome's policy was merely 'strategic' 
nicely illustrates the difficulties wtrUch the proponents of defensjve imperialism get into ; he 
has tO suppose that the Senate suddeu'y realized the-strategic importance of Sardinia 
when the expelled mercenaries l'tachcd Italy. This is plainly abOurd. 

$ Attempts to ex.plain this as a result of the ascendancy of a particular group or party (cf. 
Frank, Roman Imperialism, 113, Lippold, CoTISUUs, 1 19 n. 176 .• etc.) are unneccsS<~ry (see the 
te><r) and unsupported by evidemce. 
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campaigns began. 1 Such actions are wholly unintelligible as a 
defensive strategy; 2 they were simply aimed at increasing Roman 
power and possessions. 

That external pressure was not the reason for these Sardinian 
and Corsican wars is a!so demonstrated by other events of238 and 
237. Far from concentrating on Sardinia and Corsica, Rom e 
entered into entirely separate and equally unprovoked cam­
paigns in Liguria and Gau l. In the Ligurian case the sources 
consist of a few phrases only.3 The initiative was an obvious one 
fo r Rome to take, particularly after the invasion ofCorsica.lt had 
rtot.hing detectable to do with defence,4 yet the Ligurian wars 
went on spasmodically until the lat.e 220s, yielding three 
triumphs and an uncounted quantity of p lunder. 

The Gallic wars are a somewhat more complicated question. 
Polybius and the annalistic sources give different. versions of the 
first phase, Polybius describing asingle campaign, which he dates 
to 23i, Zonaras three campaigns (238- 236), the last of which 
seems to correspond with that of Polybius. The significance of thjs 
disagreement is that Polybius describes the war as a Gallic 
invasion (which collapsed when it got 'as far as Ariminum') , thus 
providing by implication a respectable motive for Roman 
behaviour.5 The non-Polybia11 sources leave the impression of an 
unprovoked Roman invasion of Gallic territory. 

Can it be that Zonaras is for once to be preferred to Polybius? 
On general principles, it is not very likely. Yet. Polybius' account 
is somewhat suspect : he offers some imaginary psychologizing 

tOn 238: Fesrus 430L, citing the August:~n Sinnius WlpitO; on 236: Zonar. viii. r8. 
Almost nothing of significance is known about these or later raids ; they produced one 
u·iumph (in 231} and brought the island to armexadon by '227 at the latest. 

2 Acco1·ding lO Mommsen (RC iiU. 5~4} the aim ,.;as the security of Italy. bul he does 
not explain why rhis, rather than the ocher advant age-s he enumerates~ should ibe 
oonside!red- lhe essentjaJ teason for seizing Sardinia and Corsica. 

'On the first three years : Eutrop. iii. 2 (237), Zonar. ,.;;;. 18 (238, 236), Art• Tr. (o n 
236), Liv. p,. 20, flor. i . tg..>. 

"De Sa.ncr.is (SR iii. 1.289} suggested that Ligurian piracy '''as one reason for rhe 
Roman attack, and in F. Ca..ola, I gruppi polititi romoni, 2~1 , this leads to the hypothesis 
IIJaL in 236 the Senate was 'under the influcnc>e of groups rnorc int <..~ l:'ested in maritime than 
in territorial problems', A'l thal is la<-king is e,•idence. How('ver Rome did already count 
ti:te Massiliots as friends (W. DahJheim. Struktur und Entwicklll!fg, 13&-g), and that m.ay 
have e•lcouraged Rorne LO opera1e against ·Massitia's natural e1:•emies. 

r. Polyb. ii. 2 1.1-6, Zonat. "iii. 18 (dacir'•g the Arirninurn indden1 co 236); cf. Oros. h·. 
12.1 (stariS 1he war in 236). Flor. i. 19.2, l.iv. Pn. ?.0. 
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about the Gallic state of mind, and in a curious phrase, which 
seems designed to disguise Roman aggression, he says that the 
Gauls became 'exasperated with t.he Romans over any chance 
event'. 1 Ariminum, on the other hand--Rome's outpost in Gallic 
territory since 268-remains apparently untouched by any 
serious attack. There are of course other factors in the 
background-past Gallic invasions and their continuing ability 
to penetrate deeply into Roman territory. But perhaps the most 
likely reconstruction of the events of 238/7 is that P. Valerius 
Falto, the consul of 238, intruded into Gallic territory, which 
provoked a feeble Gallic move against Ariminum in 237.2 Fabius 
Pictor would have passed lightly over the first event and perhaps 
misled Polybius, who saw no reason to investigate the matter; 
Polybius in any case regarded the Gauls as virulent enemies 
whom it would be natural to attack on any occasion. For the 
present argument any conclusion must be tentative, but we 
hardly have sufficient reason to think that the new Roman war 
with the Gauls was perceived by the Senate as. primarily a 
defensive operation. Indeed, since the first conflict with the Gauls 
for some forty-five years took place at a singularly convenient 
moment for the Romans, it was probably they who took the 
initiative. 

The Sardinians, Corsicans, and Ligurians, however, were the 
chosen enemies for several years after 237. Since both the consuls 
of 230 served in Liguria, the Senate was presumably satisfied with 
the pacification of the islands. The Ligurian war was probably 
neither very pressing nor very attractive. Q Fabius Maxim us, as 
consul in 233, seems to have inflicted a severe defeat.3 In these 
circumstances the Senate decided on Rome's first military 
expedition across the Adriatic. 

1 ii. 21.3 : Tp<lXVv~o8a..r. ~(-., fK 7Wv ;vx6vrwll npOs 'Pwp.o.ious . .. 
'Tht campaign of 23{i dcscrilx:il by Zonaras may have resulted from a confusion 

between the consuls of 237 and 236. L. and P. Corne~us Lentulus Caudinus (cf. Walbank 
on Poly b. ii. 2 t .5). Valerius Antias is more likely to have exaggerated P. Valerius Falto's 
achievements in ~38 than to have invented his whole campaign (cf. DeSanctis, SR iii. 
!.287). 

• No1 only did he celebrate a lriumph, PIUiarcb claims (Fab. 2.1) •hal the Ligurians 
ret rea fed 'into tbc Alps' and gave up plundering a he nearby parts of ha1y ; 1frasl 
ampoll0$e' admittedly (De. Sanctis, SR iii. t.29o), but il is pos.ible that th•re is an 
authentic tradition here. 
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THE FIRST ILLYRIAN WAR 

In the spring of 229 both consuls of the year set out to make war 
aga:inst Queen Teuta and the Illyrians, one in command of 200 

wa.ships, the other of some 2o,ooc infantry and 2,000 cavalry I 
What gave rise to this expedition, overwhelming in relation to the 
object of the attack? The war-decisioP was apparently made after 
the failure of a Roman embassy sent to Teuta in the previous year 
(the embassy of the Coruncanii) and the murder of one of the 
Roman representatives. 2 This murder seems to be a fact, and 
even the leaders of the Senate may have believed the wmewhat 
implausible claim, afterwards put about by Romans, that Teuta 
he.self was responsible. 3 In any case historians have naturally 
looked for some further explanation of a Roman expedition of 
such size; and the embassy of 230 itself needs explaining- for 
even without the murder its rejection was likely to lead to war. 
Polybius briefly tells us why it was sent: in previous times the 
Illyrians had been in the habit of attacking trading vessels that 
sailed from Italy, but the Romans ignored the resulting com­
plaints ; in 230, however, lllyrian pirates robbed or killed Italian 
traders and also took a considerable number of them prisoner. 
The Senate sent an embassy to investigate. Tlus is an entirely 
cre<lible account, as far as it goes.4 

1 Polyb. ii. t l.l 1 i· 
'Sources : MRR i. 027. Holleau>'s view (RCMH 99-roo) LhaL the emba!Sy had 

delivered a rerum. repetitio has some auractions .. but in this period tha[ would have meant a 
conditional declaration of war. 'Polybiu$ {ii. 6) cle.arly hetd that the war-decision was 
made aHer tlle mission of the Coruncani i~ aod no sourc·c oootradicts this. E. Badian•s view 
isoO.Cure (PBSR ~x ( 1 952), i5 = St•diu ;" Gr«k ond Romon Hiswry, 3-4: the Coruncanii 'in 
effect' declared war, having thtmseh .. es dedded that it was nC'C-essary}. 

a .for the de.ath itself Plin . JVtl xxxiv. 24 is important confirmation. Tcuta•s 
re.sporuibility is another matter: it was h.ighly convenient for Rome to btame her, yet there 
can hardlr have been much evidencej arJd 10 make (he charge p1ausible. after her 
reasonable reply to the Roman mission. Polybius has to rely on the sexist comment that she 
reacted yvvo.,Ko6V~-tws K«' cL\oy{CJ-rws {ii . 8. t 2) and gave way w rage (on this aspect of 
Pol>•bius' acooum, cf. K.-E. Petzold, Hiswria xx (•9i• ), 204). for what lnis eviden<:e is 
worth , Dio fr. 49·5 (cf. Zanar. viii. 19) said that she claimed ionocence. 

• ji. 8.1 - 3. Certain recent writers ha ve attempted to revive Appian•s $tOry that lh~ 
occasion of Roman involvement was an a.pfl<'al by the island city oflssa (Vis) (111. 7; cf: 
Dio fr. 49, Zonar. viii. 19) : Lippold, Coruules, 131 n. 220, Petzold , o .c . ·;18-'23. This, 
however, in"olves rejection of most of Polybius' account without rc-Mon (Petzold's 
arguments on Lhis poim (222-3) are too feeble to require fresh refutation). Appian's 
aberration, on the or her . hand, is easy to explain as an annalistic tale designed to 
strengthen Rome's rettospective case for imervention (see Holleaux, RGA1H 23 n. 6 ; 
Walbank on Polyb. ii. 8.3) . P. S. Derow (P,.,nix xxvii (1973), 1 18-34) intei'Cstinglysbows 
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One explanation of the Illyrian war which must be rejected is 
that the Senate of 230 or 229 saw the Jllyrian state as a serious 
threat to Roman power. The theory is not needed unless we 
burden ourselves with the· presuppositions that the Senate cannot. 
really have been much interested in protecting Italian mer­
chants1 or at all eager for a new theatre ofwarllue. In what sense 
can t.he Coruncanii, or any of their fellow-citizens, have become 
convinced that the Illyrians were 'a danger to Rome'? 2 Teuta's 
military power was by Roman standards slight, and no one would 
suppose that she was fatuous enough to plan an attack on Iraly. 
We must return to piracy and the Senate's desire to protect 
[talian merchants. T he growth of Illyrian power had evidently 
made life more dangerous for them,3 and the Senate's war­
decision was indeed subjectively defensive in the sense that it was 
designed to protect this interest. 

More needs to be said. The Senate could probably have 
avoided responding strongly to the merchants ' appeals, and it 
could perhaps have absolved T eu ta from the suspicion of murder. 
The massive expedition of 229 was not inevitable, and the way in 
which the expedition was conducted suggests that the aim was to 
establish Roman power in lllyria, not just to humiliate or weaken 
Queen T euta.« We must put the war against the background of 

cha< Appian gave thr. authentic n31me (Kleemporos) of an lssia" ambassador, bu< his 
couclus.ion 1hat Appian:s over-all acoounc is 10 be preterred does no[ follow. He 
understa«s the difficultie. in Appi.an's s10ry, and (crucially) he fails to explain what 
reason fabius Pictor can have had· for conooctjng the supposedly misleading version he 
passed on to Polybius. Appian's ven.ion is a clumsy abbreviation . pr()bably a1 second 
hand~ of a reasonably good source that was probably more detailed, but r.nore pro-Roman, 
t han Polybius. 

1 Badian, o.c. 75 = 3 ; yet Polybius gives a clear account of the intensifiication oflllyrian 
piracy. There is no reason whatsoe-ver to suppose that t.he rnerchanu in question were 
~blockade runners' j even if they w·e:rt., the Senate may have ~ho·up;h! 1hcm wonhy of 
protection. Cf. in gene-ra~ above~ p. 65. Even Holleaux, n.orm~Uy opposC'd to 'economic' 
ime:rpret.ations., admined that the artacks on merchants were rhe reason for Roman 
intervention (RGMH 99-100) 

1 Badian,o.c. 76"' 4· Per2old, o.c. 220, is equally vague. Holleaux'sview(RGMH 102 n. 
3) thai the size of the Roman expedition tesulted from fear ofMacedonian intervention is 
unconvincing, since thtre was no reason to expect .Macedon to join T(UJta against Rome 
( her la<e husband Agron had perhaps not been an ally of King Demetrius 11-thc latter 
had simply bought Agron's services agains< the Actolians, Polyb. ii. 2.5; H.J. Dell, CPA 
lxii ( 1967), 95, o<herwise Holleaux:, 22 n. 2) . Demetrius died early in 229 apparemly, 
but we do not know when this fac t was appreciated at Rome (on lbt chronological 
problem cf. E. Will, Hir/Qire politigut, i. 301 ) . 'Cf. e.p. Polyb. ii. <a.4, 4.8, 5.2, 6.8. 

·~ <he useful article ofN. G. L. Hammond (JRSiviii ( tg68), 1- 01) . He overs tales hi.s 
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Rome's recent policies. The Lat.in colony founded at Brundisium 
in 244 accords badly with the view that the Senate was 
uninterested in Italy's south-eastern coastal waters. More impor­
tant still is the habit of annual warfare. In 230 both consuls 
campaigned in Liguria, in 229 in Illyria . The auracti(>ns of the 
recent scenes of war had diminished, as we have seen, and in 230 
the Ill!yrians attrlU:ted unfavourable attention to themselves. In 
the absence of pressing enmities elsewhere, the result was almost 
inevitably war.' Far from showing 'astonishing patience'• in the 
Adria-tic, Rome took almost the first opportunity to intervene 
ohr.re onct the acquisitions of the First Punic War had been put in 
order-

NO!< 'rHERN ITA~V, 225- 221 

It seems unquestionable that l!he Gallic wars that began in 225 

were felt at Rome to be a necessary response to the Gallic attack. 
An enemy force invaded allied territory. The essentiaU!y passive 
part played by the Romans is emphasized by Polybius, a ccording 
to whom they were constantly, in the years before the war, 'falling 
imo .alarms and disturbances' at the prospect of a Gallic 
invasion.' Yet the war resulted at least as much from Roman a.s 
from GaUic pressure. Behind it lay the colony of Arirninum and 
the campaign of 237· Then in 232 the tribune C. Flaminius 
carried a law to distribute the ager Gallicu.! among Roman 
citizens• Polybius claims that this popular policy was t.he cause of 

C<U~~ however_, in impl}<ing (20) that a pun:itivc:c!Cpcdition would nothav'! begun with the 
mo\•e againsL Oem<;triusofPhatOS a. l Corcyra., bu1lhr1her north; no .suc:h expedition could 
afford to leave-IXmctriu3' force in its rear. 

1 Sertaton/ possible thoughts about !i nure poli<:y east of the Adriatic ha\•C: some 
rekv.ancc here. The iMuc-i.s not whether tbt. Sena'tc-was makin.g plans (3cc: above, p. co;) 
for expansion in lhe Eut (thooe art the terms(){' 1he pmbkm as it is !ttl by f'. Cassola. I 
t'-P/'3. ~·lUi 101'714111i~ :i30, Petzold, o.c. 201)> but whether, when the-e;~pcdition Md been 
put into effc:<:t, the Senate showed interest :in expar\ding Rome'1 power and in8ucnce. The 
cOJTc<:.t :answer to thC'-latter question U a.:ffirmati\•e, aincc Rome bdd on to a degree of 
power in Illyria aflet the war 11.nd exploited che expedition's 5UC(.(~ tl) g;ain infltu:nee 

· among the: Grecb (Pol)'b. ii. 12.4}. The assertion that •for :a gen~ration aJu;r the IUyrian 
Wu nod\ing w~ fu• ·thc•· (ra-o·n the •\liJld ~ OOthc./'dlfu thlu) ~c;htnl(".f for £a..ucsn c.xpan:.-ion' 
(Badia~. o.c. 75 ~ 3) is fabt or rxaggcrated (cxaggc:ratc:d if 'expansion' is meant in the 
speci.alii2td !le:J'IS( of 'provincial anneKation') . 

1 H~Jeaux, RGMH 100; cf. 27-8. 
1 ii. ~2. 7 (the date it 50rnewhat \•ague), c;l. Plu. MtJtt . 3, Oio (r. ~o. 
'Sourcet: MRR i. 225. The: date: and the region affected are likcl)' to br: those giv~ by 

Polybia$, in spite of Cicero's variants (.sec Walbank on ii. '21.7) · 
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the war of225-222, since many Gauls, especially the Boii, went to 
war in the belief that Rome was no longer satisfied with seeking to 
control them but wanted to annihilate them.1 This obviously 
echoes the hostility ofFiaminius' contemporary Roman enemies, 
but it may none thle less be largely true that Flaminius' legisEation 
was the cause of the invasion.2 Further Roman pressure on the 
Boii seems to be attested by Zonaras' somewhat obscure narrative 
of the events of230.3 The burial alive at Rome in 228 of Gauls and 
Greeks, a man and a woman of each nation, was understandably 
interpreted by Plutarch as a result of public alarm about the 
Gauls; but the involvement of Greeks obstructs this interpre­
tation, and a better alternative was found by Cichorius.4 

Even Polybius' claim that the Gallic invasion in 225 had been 
greatly feared for several years might be thought slightly 
exaggerated, both because of his loathing for the Gauls and 
because his Roman source (or sources) probably overstated the 
northern peril as a justification for the ruthless policy in the Gallic 
lands. By 225 Roman power had been extended by means of 
alliances with two of the four strongest peoples in the plain of the 
Po, the Cenomani and the Veneti.5 It would be interesting to 
know what Roman armies were doing in the year before the 
invasion.6 In any case the consular expedition to Sardinia early in 
225 argues strongly against a severe state of alarm at Rome? The 

I .. ll...A 
U , 2I.u-!f• 

'Cf. Walbank on ii. 21.8. 
• viii. t9. The virtual <rade embargo on the Gauls {Rome forbade anyone to bey from 

thrm with gold or silver) is so unusual that it is probably historical. The meaning of the 
consuls' contacts with the Gauls (who cimil'nluav o.tiTois ws .f>IA•o•) can only be guessed. 

• Plu. Marc. 3. Dio fr. 47, Oros. iv. 13.3. Zonar. viii. Jg, C. Cichorius, Riimisclrt Studim 
(Berlin- Leipzig; t922), t7- 20 (see further K. Latte, Romis&M &ligwnsgtsehithu, 256-7, 
Lippold, Co.,-.U.S, 255-6) . Cichorius associa ted each of the known Gallic-Greek sacrifices 
with preceding condemnations of errant Vestal Virgins, and suggested that 1 he two 
nationalities of the victiiiJl! meant that the sacrifices were advised by Etruscans_ 

• Polyb. ii. 23.2, •+7· The date of the alliances is not clear. 
'The Sardinian rebe.Uion occasioned by the tig:htening of Roman control in !2!27 

(Zonar. viii. tg-ci<l should not be pressed) may have begun in 227 or (perhaps better} 
226, though it was going on in early 225 (cf. Polyb. ii. 23.5). Troops may have been needed 
in Sicily in 227/6for the same rea,on (cf. ii. 24. 13). Sinoec Roman armies marched lwf. ToUs 
opous (of the Gauls) in these yean (ii. 22.8), they may also have entered Gallic te:rritory. 

'This expedition has caused great puzzlement, since historians have belie-vt!d that 
Romt was in such extreme terror. For their attempts to evade the difficulty cf. Walbank on 
ii. 23.5-6. His view (ta.lten over li·om De Sanctis, SR iii. 1.307) that the Sardinian 
expedition was intended 'to guard against a possible-Punic attack' is 110t convin,cing (a 
consul would not have been sent forsuc.ha purpose). The answer is simple: :.t major Gallic 
invasion was a surprise (Holleaux, RCMH 123 n. 3) . 
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Gallic invasion of 225, whether its purpose was plundering or 
something more complex, should not be treated as the beginning 
of the war ; it was the culmination of a series of hostile acts, many 
of them Roman. We must not assume that the Senate's view was 
so distorted that. it saw Rome as the mere vi aim of these events. 

When the invasion had been repelled, the Romans not 
surprisingly pursued the war with determination. They formed 
the hope, says Polybius, of completely expelling the Gauls 'from 
the places round the River Po' . 1 They crossed the river for the first 
rime in 223. T hey refused an offer to negotiate peace in 222, 

though some senators wished to do so,2 and they brought the war 
to a definite conclusion by capturing Mediolanum, capital of the 
I nsu bres, and forcing them to surrender. 

In 221 a new theatre was found in !stria. Eutropius' reference 
to the piracy of the Istrians against the Roman grain ships as the 
explanation of the Roman campaign, if it is correct, suggests a 
case similar to that of the First Illyrian War.3 But in this instance 
the violence of the Roman reaction is even more striking, since 
the Roman grain trade in lstdan waters cannot have been very 
grea.t and in any case no Roman emissary had been killed.4 Once 
again, the lstrians may have attracted Roman attention, but 
more than defensive thinking is needed to explain the Roman 
reaction. 

For the whole period from 327 to 220 Roman thinking about 

1 ii. 31.8 (cf. above, p. 1 11 ) . 

' Polyb. ii. 34.1, Plu. flvfar,, 6, Zonar. viii. 20. The: consuls naturally Jrd the opposition to 
granting peace (Polyb.). Tbc contrary senatorial view will have: come pardy from rht 
<:OUSI .. dS' pe('S()nal enemic$ {likt the attempt to hindtr Flaminius and hi.$ coli<:ague in t.he 
campaign of223) ; some. senators may have been moved by jeaJou.sy. some perhaps by a 
wish ro attend ro Carthage. In Flaminius• case. at least~ it sc:~ms eminently plausible 1.0 
detect the intention of conquering new territory for distribution to Roman d.cizens {d' .. F. 
Casso fa. / gruppi polilui romani, 228). The theory that the campaign of 222 was designed to 
provide Rome with a good frontier with which to resist Carthage (F. R. Kramer, A]Pk 
lxix ( t948) . 1-26) has been deal! with b)• Cassola, 220. 

' Eut.rop. iii. 7 ( 'quia lattcxinati navibus Rornanorum ·rueram, quae &umema 
exhibebant' ) ; cf. App. Ill. 8 (blaming Demetrius of Pharos for the I !Irian piracy). On 
early lstrian piracy c f. Liv. x. •+ 

"Cassola, o.c. 22·2-s, expounds the view that piracy really was tbe main Roman 
concern, and he is right to reject the older notion that the aim was to establish a frootjer at 
the Alps (cf. also H.J. Dell, HiJwria xix ( 1970) , 34-6, who, however , invents a whole story 
about Roman grain-shipments in order to explain the pi rae)') .. Fighting continued in 220~ 
1.0 judge from App. Ill. 8.23 (ts viwTa.) , whether under promagistrau:s or under the 
consuJs (who, acc.:ording to Zonar. viii. 20. Jed an expedition to the AJ~ 'without a 
battle' ). 
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foreign affairs is hard to recover. There were, obviously, external 
threats that were seen as such. There may sometimes have been 
irrational fears, about the Gauls above all. Yet Roman behaviour 
towards foreign peoples can be explained convincingly without 
much recourse to defensive thinking. Often the hostile or 
disobedient actions of other states seem to have had the effect of 
attracting Roman attention. The Romans, for their part, would 
have found someone to march against in any case. Contrary to 
Gelzer's view, it was in general Rome that exerted the pressure on 
others. And as Roman power expanded during the Italian wars, 
the First Punic War and the years from 241 to 220, the Senate 
probably tended tO feel less and less anxiety about Roman 
secunty. 

4· THE WARS Of 219-70 B.C. 

THE SECOND PUNIC WAR 

The problem of delineating the defensive element in Roman 
thinking about external policy ought to become easier to answer 
in the period which Polybius attempted to describe in all 
necessary detail. Unfortunately there is only a single case in 
which a full-scale Polybian analysis of the origins of a Roman war 
survives complete, the Second Punic War. It is a case of great 
importance for those who contend that the external policy of the 
Roman aristocracy was fundamentally defensive, since the 
Carthaginian ent:my was more powerful in relation to Rome than 
any that was encountered in the second century, and since some 
Carthaginians did at. times unquestionably give Rome cause for 
anxiety about certain ofits interests; and we have some explicit 
evidence that in the mid-220s the growth of the Carthaginian 
empire in Spain caused worry at Rome.1 Here, if anywhere, is a 
war which Rome undertook in a defensive spirit.2 Yet it turns out 
that even in this case such an interpretation is badly lop-sided. 

1 Polyb. ii. 13.3: ov [Hasdrubal) ~ac 9<wpoii~TES 'l'wp.aio•p.•i{w <al</x>fJ•p=iprw 
7;8'1 avv,aTd~-&tVov .5vvaaTtto:v, Wpp.YJOO.v brl TO 7TO.\u1Tpayp..o~-'Eiv .,-Q. KCITti. T1}v 
'1/lqpoo.v. 

1 t\nd iris so interpreted, with variations. by many hiscorians: s;ce, e.g., Holk~ux, 

RGMf/136-7. and H. Bengtson, Crr.odriss•, 94· 
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In Polybius' view, the war 's most important cause was the 
Roman seizure of Sardinia and the extra indemnity imposed on 
Carthage in 238. The other causes were the anger ofHamilcar at 
the Romans, and the success of the Carthaginians in creating an 
empire in Spain.

11 
This is a coherent account, as far as it goes. 

Polybius strove to write without regard for national pr·ejudice; 
but just as on some other occasions (as we have seen) he accepted 
a version of events too favourable to Rome, so here he 
underestimated the importance of certain Roman initiatives. 

He was probably right to skip over some Roman threats 
against Carthage reported from the 23os; their exact significance 
is unknown, even if they are historicaJ.2 He may have been 
justified in ignoring the start-in 231-ofRome's direct interest 
in Carthaginian activities in Spain.3 This interest is visible only 
intermittently during the 220s, as one would expect. It did, 
however, result in two Roman agreemenrs, one with the Iberian 
city ofSaguntum~probably a formal alliance, but in any case a 
serious commitment- the other the understanding with 
Hasdrubal concerning the Ebro River line• The Saguntum 
alliance clearly represented a forward policy with respect to 
Carthage, and Polybius should have given it greater emphasis. 
The event is never explained credibly by those who believe that 
Rome's policy was in the main defensive. Such an alliance cannot 
have been intended to serve any defensive function , since Rome 
had nothing, or virtually nothing, to defend in Spain, and 
Saguntum could obviously do nothing to defend Roman pos-

l iii. g.&-12.6. On the second of these causes, a poim on which Polybius has sometjrnes 
been over-criticized, cf. G. V . Sumner, ltttormLJ xxxi {1972:), 470'-3· 

'Reported by Zonar. viii. r8 foro36 (cf. Dio fr . 46. >) and 233 (cr. Cell. NA x . >7·3-5)· 
• ·Dio fr . 48 is the source. Neither Holleaux (RGMH 123 n. 4) nor Badian (Foreign 

Clienl&lae, 48} nor R . M . Errington (lAtomus xxix (1970), 32-4) succeeded in producing 
any serious reast>n to rejec1 this notice, which conAicts with their interpreLation; cf. 
Sumner, o.c. 4 74- 5· 

1 Sources and bibliography in De S.anc1is, SR iii. 1.417- S, H . H . Schmitr, Die 
Staatsvertriige du Alttrtum.s, iii . 201 - 7, F. Hampl , ANRW i . 1.42!1-30. Badian, o .c . 51, 293, 
argued that the connection belween Rome and Saguntum , .... as informal, but Polybius' 
faiJure to mention a forma! documem in iii. 30.1-2 does not show this (he had! not 'looked 
up the documenu bearing on Rorne's r·elaliOI'I.S ~Arith Canhage', but only the treaties 
between Rome and Carthage). See now Hampl, o.c. 430; Polyb. iii. 21 ·5 scrong.ly suggesrs 
that Carthage admined that there was a formal treaty. A. E. Astin's ,riew (lAtomus xxvi 
(1967), 594) that Rome made no 'long-ttenn c:omm.ilmel\t' to Sagunturn hardly merits 
discussion. 
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sessions elsewhere.1 Rather the action fell into the tradition of 
establishing connections with friendly lesser states, a tradition 
which had tended to cause or hasten wars, not to prevent them. 
The Senate was more interested in pretexts than in bases. If the 
aUiance was made aflerthe understanding concerning the.Ebro-­
the less likely alternative, in my view, but the one preferred by 
some scholars2-it looks even less like a defensive act. 

In addition, Polybius should probably have given somewhat 
greater importance to the 'injustices' perpetrated by the 
Saguntines against the neighbouring Torboletae (Carthaginian 
subjects) in 221 or 220.3 Rome may in fact have encouraged the 
Saguntines to behave aggressively.4 

The 'defensive' in terpretation of Roman thinking rests in large 
part on certain interpretations of Roman conduct in 219 and 218, 
especially of Rome's failure to take decisive action to help 
Saguntum while the eight-month siege was still going on, and of 
a hypothetical delay which some suppose to have intervened 
between the arrival at Rome of the news of the city's capture by 
Hannibal and the decision to declare war against Carthage. The 
first of these delays does at least seem to be historical, and Livy's 
method of accounting for it-a Roman embassy sent to Hannibal 
during the siege to protest-is adinittedly dubious.•·But since the 
consuls and their armies were engaged in a war in Illyria, it is not 
surprising that during the summer and autumn of219 the Senate 
put off declaring war against Carthage. 6 New wars were not 
nonnally initiated until the consuls of a new year entered ollice.7 

'Cf. De Sancus, SR ltl. 1.419"20. By itself the Saguntine alliance could do nothing 
imp<>rtanr ro resiJ'icr Carthaginian p<>wer south of tbe Ebro, as Mommsen (RG i". 569) 
and Holleaux (RGMH 136) seem to imply. That the :alliance seemed th.reaoening ro ohe 
Car<haginian command in Spain is dear from Polyb. iii . 15.&-• • (cf. '7·5l · 

• The essential on this problem is in F. W. Walbank., A ComrnmiM)Ion Polybius, i. 17o-1; 
the Jaocsr is in Hampl, o.c. +>&-go, Sumner, o.c. 475- 7. 

'Polyb. iii. rs.B, App. lber. ro. 
' Cf. B. L. Hallward, CAH viii o8. 
' Liv. xxi. 6, 9.3-10.3, 1 1.3, r6. 1 [similarly App. /6er. 1 1, Zonar. viii . 21) ; cf. DeSanctis, 

SR i.ii. 1.430. The problem presented by this delay is reviewt-d by Hampl, o .c. -!-3<>-4. 
Acrording 10 HoUeaux (RGMH 144 n. 3) and Bengtson (Grundri.ts', 94- 5), it shows thar 
the Senate was divided about what to do. 

1 L. Aemilius Paullus, and presumably his colleague, re<umed from Illyria .\'lyoVcn!s 
;j&.) .,.qs 8<p<<Qs (Polyb. iii. '9· u). Sumner (PACA ix { r!j66}, !f"IO) arguesthat Aemilius 
is not likely to have triumphed until1ate in the winter. Fot a certain senatorial reluctance 
to take important decisions in the absence of the co•:.sub cf. Liv. xxxi. 2.2. 

' See J. W. Rich, Dularing War in IN RomJJn Rtpu6/ic in IN Period of Trai1Sm4rint Expansion 
(Brussels, •976), e.<p. 39"44· 
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Many senators, perhaps all of them, saw that war with Carthage 
was fast approaching; however a new campaign could only be 
mounted during the same consular year (i.e. before the Ides of 
March 218} if there were a real emergency, for we a re still in a 
world of seasonal campaigns and mili tia armies. The way to fight 
the war was to mount an elaborate double campaign against the 
Cartlhaginians in Africa and in Spain, and that could not be done 
until 218. Senatorial unanimity is of course unlikely, and 
presumably some members would have preferred to concentrate 
on expansion in the Po valley; this may have contribute:d to the 
delay. Moreover tile Senate may well have hesitated for a while in 
the face of such a decision, for the senior men could remember the 
exceptional hardships of the first war, and the new Spanish 
empire had, at least in appearance, strengthened Carthage since 
238. On the other hand, Carthage lacked a major fleet of 
warships and the Senate did not expect Hannibal's astounding 
march to ltaly.1 However, when the time came to settle policy for 
the campaigning season of 21&, the Senate declared war against 
Cartihage. 

The war declaration was sent as soon as the fall ofSaguntum 
became known at Rome, and certainly before Hannibal was 
known to have taken any further aggressive steps. Polybius' clear 
statement about this ( 7TapaxfYTi!La) is not to be rejected in favour 
of any of the fragile chronological hypotheses of modern 
scholars.2 The provoca.tion could hardly have been overlooked, 
and both contemporary Roman diplomacy3 and much of the 
later Roman historiography concentrated on the taking of 
Saguntum as the alleged reason for the war. Fabius Pictor already 
attributed the war to the attack on Sagunturn, as well as to the 

1 Hannibal dispoocd of fifty-seven vessel> in Spain (Polyb. iii. 33·'4• Liv . xxi. 22.4), 
Rome put 220 heavy v~•>els to sea in 218 (Polyb. iii. 41.2, Liv. xx:i. 17.3) ; cf. Holleaux, 
RGMH 154-6. On the unexpectednes. (>[a Carthaginian army's crossing the Alps cf. 
Polyb. iii. '5·'3• 4.0.2, 4·9·• · 61.5-9· 

'P<>Iyb. iii. 20.6-8. There is no agreement as to the month when Saguntum fell ; new>o{ 
Lheevem may have reached Rome quite l"te in thewint.erof219/ 18(cf. Astin, o .c. 59<>-5). 
It is probable that the war declaration ""'sent to Carthage after the Ides of March, but 
even this is not certain (the question rurnjng on whether the Roman ambassadors 
included the c.onsuls of 219; cf. Sumner, o.c. 24 n. 63, Ham pi, o.c. 436) . The view ofW. 
Hoffmann (RbM xciv (1951), 6g-88) and other> that the Romans did not declare war 
until they learned of Hannibal's Ebm-<rossing is adequately dispooed of by Hampl, o.c. 
435-7 (cf. aloo D. Proctor, Hannibal's Marth i• Hisrory (Oxford, 197t ), so). 

• Po lyb. iii. 20.6-8, ·11 .6-8, •9·•· 
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1TAeoveg{a. and </>tAa.px{a. of Hasdrubal, 1 a version which was 
obviously intended to serve propagandistic purposes. What these 
interpretations failed to account for was rhe very action which 
gave meaning to the capture of Saguntum, namely Rome's 
original decision to take the city into alliance. 

Polybius asserts roundly that there was no fua.{JovAtov, debate, 
in the Senate once ihe news had arrived.2 There was probably no 
lengthy exchange of arguments, and in any case the debate 
described by Cassius Dio, who purports to recount arguments 
against the war oll4!red by Fabius Maxim us as well as arguments 
in favour of war, is a palpable fiction. It is betrayed as such both 
by its content and by the fact that it must have been missing from 
the only plausibl·e source of an authentic report of such a debate, 
Fabius Pictor-for otherwise Polybius' statement would have 
been an absurdity.3 

We have no reason therefore to think that the Senate was 
dragged reluctantly into war. By itself the attack on Saguntum 
does not account for the character or scale of Rome's initial plan 
of campaign, as represented by the Senate's decision to assign to 
the consuls the prouinciae of Africa, with Sicily, and Spain.• In 
particular the large force gathered at Lilybaeum in the summer of 
218 for the purpose of invading Africa, 6 while it may have served 
the needs of defence, certainly had a vigorously aggTessive 
appearance. Th.e Senate's intentions were abruptly upset by 
Hannibal's success in reaching Italy, and the subsequent course 
of the war does not give us much help in answering our question. 
Yet some of Rome's later strategy is suggestive, not only Scipio 
Africanus' invasion of Africa (which received only weak support 
from the Senate) , but even more the continuous presence of a 
Roman army in Spain throughout the most difficult period of the 
war. We do not know what the justifications for this strategy were 
in the minds of senators, but it serves as some indication that 
Roman aims were not limited to the mere defence ofltaly and the 
islands. 

I p l b .,. 8 t . .. 0 y . 111. .I. .JU. 20. 1-!). 

'On the inauthcnti<ity of this debate .ee Additional Note xvu. 
'According 10 Livy ( xxi. 1 7· 1) the two provinciat which were to be ..signed by lot to the 

cotUul>of• 18 had already been chosen belorc the news came ofSagumum's fall; Polyb. iii . 
40.2 does not contradi-ct this. 

0 Liv. x.xi. 17.5 (8,ooo legionaries~ 6oo citizen cavalry, 16.ooo allied infantry .. 1,8oo 
allied cavalry, 16o na"'s longat); cf. Polrb. iii. 41.0-3. 
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Modern writers who favour a defensive interpretation of 
Roman policy usually prefer in this case. as in others, to at tribute 
a wide strategic vision to the Roman Senate, arguing that it must 
have been impelled to action not by indignation at the fall of 
Saguntum but by a larm at the growth of the Carthaginian 
empire in Spain. It is true that when Polybius seeks to explain 
what he treats as Rome's first positive involvement in Spain (at 
the time of the understanding with H asdrubal in 226 or 225), he 
claims that the Romans saw that Hasdrubal had a lready 
established !J-EL~W Kat cpo{3€pw-r€pav . . . Svvacn€[av, a grea ter 
a nd more frightening empire. 1 This may accurately describe the 
thinking which then prevailed in the Senate, or it may merely be 
a Polybian inference or the justificatory plea of Fabius Pictor. I n 
any case it is not put forward as a full explana tion of Rome's 
conduct towards Carthage between the wars, but only to explain 
a particular action taken at an unusually dangerous moment in 
Rome's affairs; and this kind of defensive explanation 'fails to 
cover t.he two most important initiatives of the inter-war yea rs, 
the seizure of Sardinia and the alliance with Saguntum . A full 
expla nation must include the usual advantages which were 
expected from successful warfare and the aggressiveness with 
which these from time to time informed Roman conduct. Spain 
in particular was probably regarded by Roman senators as a rich 
prize that could be won in a war against Carthage.2 Hopes of 
glory, power, and wealth, toge ther with the habit of armed 
reaction to foreign opponents., mingled with what were seen as 
the needs of defence. 

THE FIRST MACEDONIAN WAR 

It was the necessity of defending themselves, Mommsen, 
Holl<:aux, and many others have daimed,s which led the Romans 
to fight the First Macedonian War. In this there is much obvious 
truth and also some falsehood. In 2 r6 it was in response to a report 
from the Illyrian Scerdilaidas of Philip V's inrention of sailing 
into lllyrian waters that Rome detached ten ships from the 
Lilybaeum fteet.4 The result was that Philip and his aoo little 

t ii. 13·3· I cr. DeSanctis. SR iii. 1.425· 
'Mornmsen, RC i". 618. HoUeaux. RCMH 173. 
• The background is bn1 d<Kribed by N. G. L. Hammond, ]RS tviii (1g68). 16-17. 
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ships precipitously fted 1- behaviour which can hardly have 
struck terror into Roman hearts. The hostile intentions with 
which Philip made his secret treaty with Hannibal in 2 I 5 rapidly 
became known at Rome, and at this point the Romans may well, 
as Polybius informs us in a chronologically vague statement, 2 

have felt fearofPhilip's boldness. Philip and Hannibal specified it 
as one of their aims that Rome would lose its subjects in Illyria.3 

In 215 the Senate might have been apprehensive about possible 
Macedonian landings in southern Italy; however M. Valerius 
Laevinus, who was instructed that summer 'non tueri modo 
Italiae oram sed explorare de Macedonico bello' ,« soon dis­
covered what a negligible naval power Macedon was. Hearing 
of Philip's aggressions during the summer of2 I4, he crossed over 
from Italy. The Macedonian king, defeated, burnt his I 20 little 
lemboi, and once again fled. 6 Never throughout the rest of the war 
did he possess a considerable fleet,6 and Roman anxiety about his 
invading Italy presumably declined as this weakness became 
familiar.7 

Once Philip had been chased out oflllyrian waters the Senate 
avoided taking energetic measures beyond the Adriatic, and it 
could not have behaved otherwise while the war with Carthage 
rem4ined dangerous. The king turned to a landward strategy. In 
2 I 3 or 2 1 2 he won co ntrol over the town of Dimallum, the 
Parthini, and the Atintani (all within the Roman 'protectorate') 
and regained access to the Adriati.c by capturing Lissus. Even 
under this provocation Laevinus ' forces remained quite passive. 
From 2 IO to 206 Rome no longer kept a legion of citizen troops in 
Greece.8 By the terms of the Peace of Phoenice (205) Philip was 
allowed to retain control of the Atintani,9 for the Senate was of 
course quite willing to surrender territory temporarily when 
occasion demanded. 

1 Polyb. v. rro.8-11. 
• v. to;.8. 
• Polyb. vii. g.r g. 
• Liv. xxiii. 38.9 . 
'On tbc IUyrian campaign of~14: Liv. xxiv. 40, Plu. Arat. 51, Zonar. ix. 4· 
• cr. Holleaux, RGMH I 59 n . • . 
7 l,hilip's attempl to biliJd a siz:able fleet in 207 (Liv. xxviii. 8. 14) doe.<; not seem to have 

had mucl! rc.ult (Holleaux, RGMH 246 n. 2) . 
8 Liv. xxvi. 28.g, ci'. xxvii. 22. ro, 36.1 'l- •3· x.xviU. 1 o. 1o-16. l.iv. xxvii. 7.15 is evidently 

mis:raken. A somewhal different \'lew was taken by DeSanctis, SR iii. 2.4-29. 
• Liv . .x:xix. 12.13. 
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But there is another side to Roman policy. It was the Romans 
who took the initiative in making the famous alliance with the 
Aetolian League in 2t2 or 211. 1 A Roman fleet, apparently of 
fifty ships, was kept in Greece throughout the war.' An 
opportunity to make peace with Philip in 208 was refused. 3 After 
two years of inactivity (20;>-2o6) , the Senate dispatched con· 
sidcrahle reinforcements, undoubtedly intending, until it learned 
that the Aetolians had already made peace with Philip, to resume 
the fighting.' 

The main purpose of Roman policy may have been to keep 
Philip occupied wi th difficulties in Greece, or simply to cause 
harm to an obviously hostile power; another purpose may have 
been to establish the beginning of Roman power in Greece, 
though this was done in an inepl and intermittent fashion. In the 
years 2 11-208, however, at least five Greek cities were sacked by 
Roman forces,• and such political clumsiness suggests that the 
Roman commanders and their armies were strongly interested in 
booty. The provision concerning booty in the treaty with the 
Aetolians shows that this aspect of the war was explicitly brought 
to the attention of the Senate. The conclusion must be that 
defensive thinking fai ls to account for all ofRomc'sc.onduct in the 
war. 

The Peac<: of Phoenice is in o-ne respect hard to reconcile wit"b 
the theory of a defensive Roman foreign policy. The adscripti of 
the treaty on the Roman side may include some apocryphal 
additions,• but if- as seems likely- not only Attalus and the 
lllyrian Pl<:uratus (son of Scerdilaidas), but Nabis, King of 
Sparta, and the peoples of Etis and Messcnia were included and 
thus implicitly recognized by both sides as friends of Rome, we 
have yet anorher case where Rome created conditions which led 

1 Roman initia1ivc: Ho-JJeau.x, RCMH '20 1 n. !). oonli.~med by ceru.in l atinisms in the 
epigr.aphlcaltext (on which S« R. C. Hopi tal, RHDFE ser. 4, xlii {J9fi4). 2g.. ,J. and L. 
Robo·z, REC l;or.,•iii (1g65). • r4-1S)· 

' The aizc of tbis Acet is f'tduced wi th.oul adequate I'C'ason by P. A . Brunt, /l.sli«ft 
Ma"/>'W<', 666. 

ai''+'P· Mm. 3 , ..:f. Diu C'i . :;.; .;8-g. Nu( lnl.i~·y. 
• On theltQUC'I'I Cc(lfe.v~nt$ : Liv. x::c.ix. • ~- r- 4. P. Sempronj\lsTuditanus ~s.ent with a 

force of 10,000 infantry, 1 ,ooo ca,•aJT)', aOO thiny-fi,·e ships. 
'HoUeanx,RGMH ?.3l-l. Cf. Li". uvii. 31 .1: 'P. Sulpi( .ius . .. adpulil int~rSiC)'OTitnl 

et Corinthum agrumque nobii.Usimac ferci litatis effuse- vastavit.' 
• Liv. ;,x.ix. l'l . f>J! I.livm, l\tt3-lus. Pleuratus, Nabis, Elis .. Mt$SC:rtia, Athens. f'o-t 

bibliognphy of the debate on the aUlhentici.ty of thi" list: W. Dahlhdm, SlrwJit~r em/ 
Emwitklw,t. •.m) n. ?S· H. H. & hmiu, 1>1~ S~.aat.n-e,JTOp Ju A.IUrtums, ili. ~sa-+· 
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almost inevitabEy to an appeal for military help. Here, though 
Holleaux denied it, there is the sketch (lbauche) of a forward 
policy in the Greek world. I 

SPAIN: BEGINNINGS 

A larger enterprise than the First Macedonian War was the 
Roman occupation of Spain, which employed two legions 
throughout the Hannibalic War and four in the years 21o-2o6.* 
We have virtually no information about the rationale behind this 
policy ,3 and even the important decision made in 211, after the 
defeat and death of the Scipios, to send major reinforcements to 
Spain,t provokes little useful comment in the sources.$ Whatever 
the motives were which led to the sending of the expeditionary 
force in 218, it could be argued after Hannibal's invasion ofl taly 
that the destruction of the Carthaginian empire in Spain would 
be a good defensive strategy. Yet this empire was a valuable 
possession and rna y well have been regarded as worth fighting for. 
Some Romans at least, above all Scipio Africanus, probably had 
notions about Spain that went beyond defence.• After 201, with 
the naval power of Carthage broken forever and its other military 
potential severely curbed, there was no danger that it would once 
again use Spain as a means to make war against Rome, and the 
Senate cannot have thought otherwise. 7 If the Romans had 

1 Cf. J.P. V . D. Balsdon, JRS xliv ( t9;,4), 33, E. WiU, His/Qiu politiqru, ii. &>. 
• De Sanctis, SR iii. o.633. 
1 Polybius appearS to offer an informative comment in iii. 97.1-3, where the Senate is 

said to regard it as essential to keep up the war in Spain: ... ,.avu yO.p ~')'w.,twv I'~ 
.-pct'l"~llcti'I'E9 KctpxqMvoo< ,.u,. 'Towwv i.-,{v(l)v occti wtpi'ITO<'Iac4>tvoo xoP'J')Ilct9 
d..f,86IIOIIS' Kai x~'ipas- 4VTuronfawVTQC ,..,til rijs- 8BA.01'T1'1S OAoaxtpiaTtpovt OVIIE7r~ 
8WIIT(U BE ToZs KOTO. ,.,.., ·r.,.a>..io.v, aTpo.T0nt8CJ. wi~novus Kal xPT}~J>OTa -roiS' 7Ttpi 
,.Q., 'Avvi/lav. But this analysis seems to be only an anaehronistic reconstruction, since 
Carohage alreAdy had a substantial province in SpAin. II seems that once having 
concei\'ed the intention of contesting Carthaginian power in Spain, the Senate was 
rcluc.tant to chang~ its mind. Yet it may well be true that in 217 the Senate saw the Spanish 
campAign mainly as a way of defending Italy (this naturally is the inlcrpretation offered 
by Frank, Rt1trllm lmpniolirm, 109; cf. Momm.sen, RG i12• 618). 

• Liv. xxvi. q . t, '!PO, App. lber. q ,<8. 
'Appian does say (ll>tr. 1 7-18) that at dus poin< tile Romans feared aluroher invasion 

from Spain into llaly, bu1 obis is probably nothing more than a plausible inference. Scipio 
Africanus' sp«<h in Liv. xxvi. 41.3-25 is m.tinly inauohentic (contrast Polyb. x. 6. 1~). 

'As is recognized by H. H. Scullard (HRW' 2 10), a proponent of 'defei\Sive 
imperialism'. 

1 Mommsen (RG i13• 684) and some oohcn notwidlstanding. 
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wanted noth ing from Spain but security for their pre-ex,isting 
possessions, they cou ld have rcli~-d on their vast milita ry 
superiority over Carthage, oro the treaty o f 20 t and on th(: 
vigilance of their allies. And if security had been the only benefit 
of continued Roman occupation, legionary service would soon 
have become extremely unpopular. What made Spain worth 
holding on to and securing was above all-to the R omans as to 
the Carthaginians--its wealth. 

The Spanish wars that began in 197, though condl!lc ted on the 
Ro man side with varying dcgrc~ of energy, wok the Rurnans 
into one new territory after a nother. In 195, with rein forcements 
made easier by successes in other theatres,' they entered the land 
of the Celtibe rians (thesust.ained attack , however, did not begin 
un til more than a decade later). ' I n 193 the conAict with the 
Lusitanians began, and in the same year we find one praetor 
fighting the Orctani, well to the north of the River Baetis, and 
another defeating peoples from the cemre (Carpctani , Veuones) 
and the north (Vaccaei) at Tolctum.• After an unadventurous 
period during the eastern wars of 191- t88 (there may have been 
no campaigning a t aU in the last of these )'ears), Roman armies 
settled down to the conquest oft he Ccltibcrians, Lusi tanians, and 
Vaccaei. The S en.ate a nd the :.rmie-.c;; persevere<! v.•ith t he task year 
by year, in spite of some occasional reluctance among the 
soldiers,' un til a formal peace could be made with the 
Celtibcrians { q8) and their final a ttempt at rebellion defeated 
( 1751· 

Livy does not attempt 10 ex plain why Rome fought in Spain, 
though by implication he attempts tO put some of the re­
sponsibilityon the Spaniards. 'There is very little evidence about 
the views contemporary Romans took of these wars.• Perhaps 

t CC. De San.ttill• SR iv. t.447· 
'l.iv. nxiv. 19. Tha1 C'..ato ~J$0 eampaigned at NumanUa is \mo .. ·m frctr\ Cell. JVA X\•i. 

1.3 (cr. De Sa.nctl~. iv. L4j2} and C::(>J:Ifitmtd by uc:avation (A. Schuhc:n, Rum1111/UI , iv 
(MUI)ich, 1929), )3-40) . 

1 (j,,.,~ ni • Li.v :--~'11.'1('!. ?· ?· Vet~on~•. \!1u:eaci 1 Liv. 101xv. 7.$; Tole tum wu the: t:• .,..IIAI ~( 
the C.,ptt:tn.i. FunhC"r campaigri.t were !Ought in 19<1 against Oretan_i, C1rpec.ani. 
Vctt()net ( liv. ltX.Xv. 22.~-8). T~ signifi(atH C\~nts an: deal£ with. ~ry brieRy b)' Livy. 

' Cf, l,.iv. x:ui.x. 38·9- Stunt, ltGIMJ. MdJfl»«.-tr. 6&l n. 2 . 

• On the Cehiberiamd Liv. Jtniv. 10. t , 17.4. 19- r- 7. On the- U..litaniam: liv. lW!v. 
I ,). 1\11 t~ aJkgations may be INC. 

4 CfPfu.. Cat. Moi. 10.'$-Sc:km-'t"S from a spc«:h ol'Cuo's ,as conjectured b)· Mtkovari. 
ORF• p. '~~. h~ c:mpbasiud lht ~•tent oi his ronqucru and th-e quantity of booty the 
~di~n had ob~ained. 
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they regarded them as essential lor the strengthening of Rome's 
hold on its existing possessions in Spain} However the free 
Spaniards are never claimed, even by the Roman sources, to have 
invaded Roman territory (as it was in 197) after the defeat of the 
Lusitanians in 193 and another Lusitanian incursion in far 
western Ulterior in 186.2 There is no reason to leave out of the 
explanation the normal advantages of successful warfare. In the 
years 195-175 at least eight triumphs were celebrated from Spain 
and booty was accumulated in enormous quantities.3 No major 
dispute arose at Rome about the continuation of the fighting in 
Spain (though there were disputes about fighting the Second 
Macedonian War) ; virtually everyone agreed that a war to 
conquer a large new segment of Spain was worthwhile. 

NORTHERN ITALY FROM 201 

In the year in which they effectively revealed their intention of 
holding on to their Spanish possessions in spi te of the peace with 
Carthage, the Romans began their new onslaught on the Gallic 
peoples of the Po valley. The Boii and lnsubr·es, traditional 
enemies of Rome, had supported Hannibal, as had some 
Ligurians, and in the Roman view deserved to suffer revenge. A 
certain Hamilcar maintained an insignificant but annoying 

1 So De Sanc<is, SR iv. qo8. But on this A. Schulten, CAH viii. 307, is better: the 
Cr.mhaginians had shown (befor·e Hamilcar's time) that it was possible to maintain a 
Spanish empire without advancing funher and further inland. 

'The town of Lyco in BaruiDnis where L. Aemilius Paullus was dcl<a«d by the 
Lusitanians in 190 (Liv. xxxvii. 46. ; ) was probably outside Rome's established possesoions 
(in spite of De Sanctis, SR iv. 1.4j&-7), for otherwise Livy would probably have referred to 
the provocation committed by the Lusitanians (and note that th.e Roman survivors 
returned 'magnis itinnibus in ag-rum pacatum', § 8). ln early t86 Celtiberians and 
Lusitanians were reported to have pillaged what are vaguely descdbed as s«Wnnn agri 
(Liv. xxxix. 7·7), and late r in the year the army of C. Atinius, governor of Ulterior, 
defeated l.us.itan.ians in agro Has~nJi and captured Ha.sta itself from them ; .. the town lay 
only a few kilometr~~ to rhccast ofthcmouthofthe riv~r Baetis. Wc.know from ILLRP514 
that Aemilius Paullus had freed some slaves of tbe Ha..,ense>, presumably .. a reward for 
their loyalty during a rebellion of the Iauer ; and the t86 incidem may in reality have been 
another rebellion within the province. Anolher exception 10 the general statement in the 
text may per baps be the fighting with the Celtiberians in agro Austlano in 164 (Liv. xxxix. 
56.1 ), but it is unclear preci«ly where the territory of the Ause<ani lay (near the Ebro, 
ibid.; cf. xxi. 6.8, xxvi. 17.2- 4) al!ld when they first r.ame under Roman power (perhaps 
only in 195, cf. xxxiv. 20.1 } . 

' Cf. Schulten, CAH viii. soG-•4· 
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Carthaginian presence in the region until 200 or perhaps even 
•97· Furthermore, the security of the colonies of Placentia and 
Cremona, resettled in 206, required a serious demonstration of 
military strength, a need which was confirmed by the sack of 
Placentia and the attack on Cremona in 200. However what 
followed was not a demonstration, but a sustained attack, which 
was carried out"in annual campaigns down to •go; and in the 
case of the Boii the conquest was one of unusual harshness. A 
recent writer assures us that in these wars the Romans had no 
policy of conquest} Was it then felt by the Romans to be merely a 
policy of self-defence? The campaign against the Boii is repre­
sented by Livy as a response to 'incursiones in agros sociorum', a 
questionable claim since the fighting began in Boian territory. 2 

Very little progress was made before 197, and Polybius may 
perhaps offer a genuine insight into the Roman attitude when he 
attributes the assignments given to the consuls of that year to Tov 
a1To TWV K€ATwv t/>oPov.3 Yet in that year the war was fought 
entirely on Gallic soil, as it was in the following years. The 
ejection of the Boii from their country, or at least from the most 
valuable part of it, in 190,4 may have been partly defensive in 
intent, but its wholesale character suggests that expropriation 
itself was part of the aim. As in the Spanish wars of rg6-175, the 
essence of the Gallic wars is that Rome, in the face of some 
real but not very formidable dangers to its outlying posses­
sions, reacted with such force that not only were these pos­
sessions secured but extensive and valuable new ones were 
acquired . 

. , U . Schlag, Regnum in Stnatu (Sru ttgart, •968), 51. Cf. DeSanctis, SR iv. •.407, who 
declares cor>·ecclr that in the long term Italy could onll' be safe if it controlled rhe Po 
,.alley, but thereby implles without suffi<:ient justification that we k.now (hat this was the 
thinking that led Rome to the wars of 2 01 - 190 (similarly H. H. Scultard, Roman Politics, 
8g4)o). 

• Liv. x:xxl. 2.5-6. The socii al'e nor specified, but art incursion is pe1fecdy possible {and 
the tumultus is a circumstantial detail). On the topography see J. Briscoe's n. on§ 6. . . .. 

X:VIH. I [ .2 . 

• Liv. xxxvl. 39·3 ( 'P. Cornelius consul .. . agri pane fere dimidia eos mqJll . .avi l1 quo sl 
veUen populus Rornanus colorUa.~ rniuer-e posset•), xxxvii . 2.5. Strabo (v. 'H3, 2r6) refers 
briefly to r.heir expulsion •• ifir bad been complete (cf. Polyb. ii. 35·-h Plin. NH iii. 116). 
That is probabl)" too sweeping, but this part of Cisalpine "Gaul, unlike others, shows no 
Celtic ttaces in its Latin nomenclature. See futther· E.. A. A.rslan, .Nolh,U dill Chioslro tkl 
MonaJtero Maggiore vii- x i t971-4), 47· Scullard is egregious : the Boii 'ceded half <heir 
terrinory and gradually withdrew to Bohemia or else were absorbed b)" <he spread of 
RolllJan civilization' (f/RW• •83). 
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THE SECOND MACEDONIAN WAR 

Between the summers of 201 and 200, with the hostilities in Africa 
over, the Senate made and put into effect the decision to begin a 
new war against Philip V. Here we are concerned only with 
contemporary Roman perceptions and motives, so that many of 
the historical pr·oblerns concerning the start of the Second 
Macedonian War can be left aside. The analysis of Roman 
behaviour that has been most influential is that of Holleaux, 
according to whom the Senate conceived such a fear of the new 
threat offered by the alliance between Philip and Antiochus III 
that it resolved tro make preventive war against the former} 
Absent from senatorial minds was any freely formed notion of 
seizing the benefits of military success. So just have interpre­
tations of this kind seemed that some have even invoked the 
opening of the war against Philip as evidence that Roman foreign 
policy in general was defensive in the middle Republic. 2 

The attraction of Holleaux's theory is that it offers a specific 
explanation for a war-decision that is supposed to be at variance 
with Rome's past policies east of the Adriatic. Rome had 
allegedly fought the first war against Philip in a purely defensive 
spirit, and the Senate showed its continued lack of concern in 202 

by refusing the Aetolian offer of a new alliance. But in 201 Philip 
became a more imposing figure because of his naval successes in 
the Aegean, and during the summer his (originally secret) 
alliance with Antiochus of the winter 203/2, an alliance with 
menacing implications for Rome, was reported and made much 
of to the Senate by the envoys of Attalus and Rhodes. The news 
drastically reversed senatorial policy, producing a resolve to 
make war against Philip as soon as it could be arranged. This fear 
of the alliance was deluded, as most would admit, since the kings 
showed no interest at this time in opening hostilities against 
Rome. None the less, fear moved the Senate to act. \Vhen the war 
was over, it can be added, Rome retained no extra territory east 

1 RGMH, csp. >iG-:33•; cf. abo REA xxii ( •g•o) , 77-96 [ -Bibi.J, CAH viii. 14~ 
f ... Bibl.). The thesis was developed further by G. T. Griffith, CHJ v ( •935) , 1- t4. A. H. 
McDonald- F. W. Walbank, JRS xxvii ( 1937), 18o-oor 01her followers of Kolleaux' 
line are referred to by Dahlheirn, Stru*tur und EnJWicklung, 240. Add &ullard, Roman 
Politics. 9o-2. 

1 E.g. among recent scholars R. Schottlaender, RiimiSth.s Gmllschaftsikn!ctn (Weimar, 
tg6g), g&-g, R. Werner in A.NRW i. t.;.~o . 
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of the Adriatic, satisfying itself with the destruction of Philip's 
Greek empire and his navy (except for six vessels). 

The weaknesses of this theory are by now fami liar to s.cholars.1 

No s~urce has anything to say about Roman fear of Anr.iochus or 
of Philip's alliance with him, even though the Roman tradition 
might have been expected to emphasize any threats that the two 
kings offered.2 Nor is there really any evidence of an abrupt 
alteration in Roman policy, since the Senate's blunt refwsal of the 
Aetolian offer of alliance in 2023 is easy to understand after the 
Aetolians' behaviour in 206,~ and thus fails to show that the 
Senate had set itself against fighting in Greece. It is not even 
certain that it was the Pergamene-Rhodian envoys who in­
formed the Senate of the kings' alliance.• More important, Rome 
took no defensive measures in the Adriatic of the kind that might 
suggest some perception of immediate danger.6 

Livy and some other sources do attribute the war in part to 
Rome's fear of Philip, and this view has been developed by some 
recent writers. But Livy's account is weak. The interpretation 
appears in sections drawn from an annalistic source. On both 
occasions it is stated somewhat indirectly: first, when M. Valerius 
Lae"Vinus was sent to Greek waters late in 201 , the legate M. 
Aurelius gave him a disturbing report of Philip's activ:ities, and 

' For important critiques by scholars of various persuasions cf. J. Balsd.on, ]RS xliv 
( •95·4), 3<>-42, £ . Will, Hislciu pcliliql<e, ii. 103-28, J. Briscoe, A Ccmmenla~y •n Li':f, Books 
XXXI- XXXIII, 3&-47. 
'ln App. Mac. 4 (njvS< •i]v 8o~av !concerning the alliance] EK><>.paaaovaav 

ti1T(lPTQS' . P08to' p(v • Pw/.La{ol) iJA'fjVV.aav ... ) a1TQ.VTQ.S obvio\lsly refers to the Greeks. 
D. M!agie (JRS xxix ( 1939), gQ-44) a:gu.ed that the alliance was actually a contemporary 
fabrication by the Rhodians (and for further bibliography on this question see H. H . 
Schmitt, Die Staalsverlriigt deJ Altertums, iii. 29<>-1 }. R. ll·l. Errington's theory (Athenaeum 
xlix ( 1971), 33&-5~) thai the fabrication. was not even contemporary seems to depart too 
far from the evidence. 

• App. Mac. · 4 stu the Attolian embassy to Rome after the Pcrgamene-Rhodian 
embassy; this is usually rejected, but could be corre-ct. Some have denied that the 
Aeto1ians sent an embassy at all (set' Briscoe on Liv. xxxi. !19.4, the other piece of 
evidence) . 

• Liv. {P.) xxxi. 29+ 31. 18-flo (cf. xxxi. 1.8) show Roman feelings; cf. E. Bickermann, 
RPh .lxi ( •935), 161-2, Balsdon , o.c. 37· A. H . McDonald exaggerat.s in claiming (o.c. 
185) that in 200 Rome •made most urgem anempts to repair the breach with the 
Acto1ians.' First they sought Aetolian assistance indirectly, it seem$ (Liv. (P .. } xxxi. 28.3). 
then at the Panaetolicum in a m05t disdainfulspeech (31.18-20). l'olyb. xvi. 27.4 !ells us 
little (Hollcaux, RCMH 294 n, 1 , notwithstanding). 

'So App. Mac. 4 (not Polybian: F. W. Walbank on Polyb. xv. 20) ; but J ustin xxx. 2.8 
has a differem Siory, which Holleaux, RCMN 72 n. 2, failed to discredit. 

• B. Badian, Foreign ClimUlae, 58. 
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allegedly asserted that the latter might turn into another 
Pyrrhus, a report which he was told to send to Rome.1 Soon after 
it arrived, it seems, the Senate decided definitely for war.2 Yet the 
analysis attributed to M. Aurelius is both vague and manifestly 
exaggerated, and the comparison with Pyrrhus would have been 
far-fetched; nor can there have been any documentary basis for 
this part of the annalistic account. Livy or a source of his is 
attempting to justifY Rome's actions by making Philip into a 
serious threat, and in the absence of any circumstantial evidence 
that this was the Roman feeling in 201 /o, we must reject the 
attempt. The interpretation recurs in the speech which the consul 
P. Sulpicius Galba made in order to persuade the comitia to 
reverse its initial vote against the w<~or, a speech which occ11pies 
the central position in Livy's account of the outbreak of the war. 
It consists entirely of elaborations of the argument that Rome 
must choose between fighting Philip in Macedon or in Italy.3 

This oration has no claim whatsoever to authenticity,• though it 
may of course accidentally happen to reproduce the arguments 
Sulpicius reaUy used. The later sources. which attribute the war to 
Rome's fear of Philip add nothing helpful.6 

Restless and aggressive, Philip had indeed extended his power 
in the Propontis and the Aegean during 202 and 201 ;6 bl!lt the 
battle of Chios, in which the Rhodiian and Pergamene fleets 
deprived him of twenty-six of his fifty-three cataphracts and 
nearly half his light vessels, a battle perversely described by some 
historians as a 'strategic' victory for the king, put an end to any 
temporary possibility there had been that he might become a 
naval power outside the Aegean.7 In terms of casualties, it was the 

1 Liv. xxxi . 3-4-{), ct 5·5· 
'xxxi. 5· 7""9· ' . .XXXJ. 7· 
• As is rer.ognized even by H. E. Stier, Roms Aujstieg {Ur Wtltma<ht und die griuhisch. Well 

(Cologn~laden, '9$7), 103. 
$justin xxx. 30. 2, Zonar. ix. 15 (also menti.Qning Roman annoyance. J.tf> ·ols 

<~>•ap&,Ku). 
• Cf. Will, Hiswirt ptJfiliqut, ii. tO:j-8. 
' The battle ofChios: Polyb. xvi. <>-g, xviii. 2.2. Philip'siO$$tS: xvi. o.g, xvi. 7 (Attalus 

lost five decked ships, Rbodestb.ree). Polybius' source(s) may well have been Rhodian (cf. 
Walbank em xvi. o-g), hut he roundly critici•es the patriotic distortions oftbe Rhodian 
historians (xvi. 14-20), and it is very improbable that his verdict on the battle is S<:riously 
incorrect (Walbank, J.c., unfortunately fails to spe<:ify which ofPolybius' details be finds 
inconsistent with this verdict). OGIS •83 (with M . Holleaux, REG xi ( t8g8), 251-8 
[ .... Bibl.)) shows that Attalus claimed victory; cf. M. Segre in L. Robert, He1/mica v 
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worst defeat he had suffered in his twenty years ' reign.1 Not long 
afterwards, during the early winter of 20 t/o, the king succeeded 
in getting himself shut into Bargylia on the Carian coast, whence 
he was unable to escape for several months.2 I t is not likely that he 
terrified, or even worried, the Roman Senate from that position. 
I ts information may admittedly have been defective. Senatorial 
opinion may have hardened to an important extent after the 
Pergamene-Rhodian embassies, if members lacked reliable news 
about the Aegean situation that resulted from the bar.tle ofChios. 
But as an over-all explanation of the Roman decision to go to 
war, fear of Philip is utterly inadequate (and it was because of this 
that Holleaux devised his own more subtle-and even more 
erroneous- theory3 ) . Nor is this interpretation helped by the 
daim that Illyria was really the ~;entre ofRorne's anxietles about 
Philip.4 For this the evidence is altogether insufficient. 5 Still less 
conv-incing is the claim that only certain leading senators 
were frightened by Philip and so believed that a pre-emptive 
war against him was necessary.6 Indeed few people are less 
likely to have overestimated Philip's power than Sulpicius and 
Valerius. 

What then do we know about Roman feelings toward Philip V 
in 20 1 and 200 ? Was it an 'unreasonable panic' that determined 
Rome's actions?' T he lack ofPolybius severely handicaps us. His 

(Paris, t948}, t t6-2o. 'Strategic' : Griffith, o.c. 8 etc. The baule of Chio• seems less 
decisive to those who date it btfort the battle ofLade i but to me it seems dear that the order 
was Lade-Chios~ above all because Polybius wrote in xvi. 10 . 1 cha1 Aualus ''had not yet 
arrived on the scene' (1-''ISi-rrw avi-'P.'I-''X(vcu) after the battle of Lade ( cf. Briscoe, o.c. 37 
n. 4; and in favour of this chfOrlology see also R. M. Btrc.hold, Hisloria x.xj,, ( 1975), t 5o-
6:1l· 

1 Polyb. xvi. 8.6. 
'Po lyb. xvi. 24. (Phi Up shu< up in lla.rgyUa &om November or Deeemberonwards-<>n 

the chronology see Walbank ad Icc. -and extremely worried in consequence). Precisely 
when he got out is hard to determine .• b'llt probably not until the spring (c.f. Walbank, 
Phiiip V '!! Mactdon (Cambridge, •!HO), 309). 

'RCMH zg;-gog. 
' 1' his theory is advoca<cd by E. Sadian, Foreign C/itnklat, 61-6 {cf. R. M . Errington, 

The Dawn'!/ Empire (London, t972), t3t~). 
~ Philip had apparently acquired some additional tcrrirory in Hlyria soon afier the 

Peace of Phoenice (Polyb. xviii. 1.t4), bmthe territory in quesrion was probablysmall 
and outside Roman possessions (cf. Walbank on xviii. 1.t4 and 47.t 2). It is fatal to the 
\Illyr~an' thec>r}' that no Roman compla:ints were uttered concerning this region in 200 

(Will, Hisll>ire politique, ii. 120). 

'So Bri:;coe, o.c. 45· 
' Cf. Walbank, Philip V •f MattdtJ11, t 27. 



216 Imperialism and Self-Defence 

analysis probably gave due prominence to the Roman fvvola of 
world-conquest,' a view which Livy naturally rejected. Most 
modem historians have paid as little attention as Livy did to the 
real emotions and opinions of senators in 20 t/o. Bitter resentment 
resulted from Philip's alliance with Hannibal, and it will have 
been all the stronger if it was believed, as it probably was, that the 
king had sent mercenary troops to Carthage in the last months of 
the Hannibalic War.2 Philip's rete.ntion of power over the 
Atintani under nhe Phoenice treaty will have made a minor 
contribution to this hostility. The senators' hatred must have 
been known to Philip, and it was for this reason that he expected 
that he might be attacked as soon as the war with Carthage was 
finished. 3 

Senators also undoubtedly felt obligations to the allies who 
asked them for help. When Polybius wrote (in the context of tg6) 
that the Romans had undertaken the war 'for the sake of the 
freedom of the Greeks', that is to say their independence from 
Philip, he was presumably alluding to these appeals.• To add yet 
another investigation of the number of Greek embassies and the 
exact status of their appeals is not my purpose. It is enough ro say, 
first, that the embassies from Attalus and Rhodes certainly 
contributed largdy to the Senate's warlike attitude towards 
Philip in 201 ,5 so that the Senate's mission to the East went with 

1 P. Ptdech~ LA ~~ltha<Je hisMriqut de Poly/it, 118-19; cf. the interesting speculations of 
f.. J Bickennao, CPh xl ( 1945), '47· But in sttkiJlg Polybius' views neither of these 
scholars gives enough weight 10 xviii. 46.14 (quoted below). 

1 Liv. xx:x. 26.1- 4, 40.6, 42.1 - 10. This has long bc:en regarded as an annalistic fiction. 
but like Balsdon (JRS xliv ( '9!H) .• 34) I find 1he detail•ofthe 5tOry 100 circumstantial to 
supJ.lt»t that these troops were never in Africa at all. 

'As Polyb. xvi. 24.<>-'J implies (the sense is plain in spite of the textual problem; 
Walbank rather underestimates the force of ~fJoup.~••s . . : TOUs 'Pwp.awvs). Roman 
hatred: chis, rather chan personal uncouthness, may have caused the rudeness M. 
Aemiliu! Lepidus showed towards Philip at Abydoo (xvi. 34·54;). 

• xviii. 46.14: Bav~Cla,.,Ot~ yO.(;· 'l}v Kd' TO 'Pwp..a/.ov~ fn& Tatln}S' yt11ia8at. ,...qS' 
'PI'poa,pJafWS' Kat T0v 'ljyoti~J.EVov au.,.w., Tt-ro11; Wo-rf ,.Qoav .Hro,...fivaa Sa1r& tn'lV Ka.C 
.,&.,.,.a Kiv8uvov xdp&v ~S' ,.w., 'EAA~vwv fAfv8t,pio.s. This distortcdjudgemtnr and 
indeed the whole: chapter reOect the profound emotions that the Is-thmian declararion of 
•96 could raise arnong pro-Roman Greeks some nfty yean after the event1 when it 
looked-somewhat deceptively-like the great loo1 opportunity. 

a Liv. xxxi. 2.2-4: 'his l<:garionibus raponsum est curae eam rem senat.ui fore; 
consultatio de Macedonico bello integra ad consules, qui tunc in provinciis erant, reiccta 
est [!!andard procedure in the circum>lances].' Envoyo were sent to the king of Egypt 
'ut ... peterent ut, si coacti iniuriis bellum adversus Philippum suscepisscnt . . . ' When 
the consul P. Aelius returned, the Senate voted thai he should appoin1 an officer with 
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the intention of preparing the way for war;1 and, second, that the 
A then.ian embassy at. the beginning of the new consular year may 
have added something to senatorial resolve.2 Sulpicius' p roposal 
to the assembly was to declare war 'ob iniurias armaque inlata 
sociis populi Romani' .3 The wrongs allegedly suffered by Attalus 
underlay one of the Roman embassy's two demands to Philip's 
general Nicanor outside Athens; and both Attalus and Rhodes 
were cited to Philip himself at Abydos ;4 Roman .fides was at stake, 
particularly in the case of Attalus. 

But where clid these obligations come from? Rome had freely 
assumed them, even though they were almost certain to lead to 
new hostilities. This was the Roman tradition. For Rome the 
time had come to intrude into the aflairs of the Greek world, as is 
vividly shown by the Roman envoys' telling Nicanor, and later 
Philip himself, that Rome forbade the latter to make war on 'any 
Greek' .5 This made war between Rome and Philip entirely 
inevitable. In the background we should see the imperialistic 
spirit which caused Scipio African us and others in 202 to think of 
further conquests.6 The resoulilding defeat of Carthage made war 
with Philip possible, and indeed a new outlet was now needed, 
for a certain section of the aristocracy, including the consul 

imperium Lo take the Siciljan fleet ac-ross (0 Macedonia (3. r-s}. The election as consul for 
~oo ofP. Sulpicius, a man highly qualified to fight againSt Macedon, followed late in the 
year; at the stan of the new year {shonly after I d. Mart. i1l Roman term s) religious 
preparations. iOr the war w(':re carried our. On Attalus and Rhcx:les as Rornan allies cf. 
Oahlheim, Stru*fur 11nd Entwicklu:ng, 244- 6 . 254-5. I agree with him that the intervention 
on behalf of allic& withoutfoedero represents a significant extension of Roman policy (o.c. 
•s·-~>· 

1 Cenainly not, as T. Frank claimed (Roman lmperiali.sm~ t-t-7L 'to ,.,·ork for peace in the 
Aegean" (sirnHarly Badian) Foreign Climlt:lae, 67, \Verner, o.c. 545-7) . Here is a 
fundamental misunderstanding. 

1 Liv. xxxi. 5·5--9 (in my view this was the first Athenian embassy. in spite of t. ro ; it was 
a lso quite probably the e mbassy ofCephisodoru• referred to by Paus. i. 36.6 a.nd evidently 
regarded by the Athenians as successful). On the status of the Athenians at Rome cf. 
B·riscoe's o. on J.8. 

, Liv. xxxi. 6.1. 
• l>olyb. xvi. 2 7· 2-3, 34·3-4· The exact character of the arbitration prop05Wed is unclear 

(cf. \Valbank on X\~. 2 7.2), but the demand for arbitra.tlon rather than definite 
comr~ensation suggests 1hat the Senare privately cook qui1e a detached view of Aualus' 
claims. 

'Polyb. xvi . 27.2, 3•1·'r-5· It i•reruarkable tha< Walbank (on xvi. 27.2-3) can call tltis 
demand (not excessive'; as he wrore i1\ Philip V bj.Wattdon ( J3 1- 2), the Senate was by this 
time intent not on conces$ions, buL on war. 

'Above> pp. to8. 116. On the arisrocraric desire for glory as a reason for the war of 200 
cf. T . A. Dorey, A]Ph lxxx ( tgsg), o8g-j)L 
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Sulpicius, was entitled to the opportunities of war.1 No doubt 
there were divergent opinions in the Senate, but beyond the 
obvious fact that Sulpicius was a vigorous militant over the issue, 
we cannot hope to discover much. There is in any case no sign of a 
major dispute. In the comitia war was initially rejected,2 and 
subsidiary though the comitial vote was, it is important to know 
why it was reversed. Livy supplies only a fictional speech as 
explanation. Perhaps it was a matter oflobbying .. Most likely it 
was a timely concession to Scipio's veterans (and thus to the man 
himself): none of them need serve in Sulpicius' campaign except 
as a volunteer.s 

THE WAR AGAINST NAB I S 

We should briefly consider Rome's war against King Nabis of 
Sparta in 195. Livy says at one point that the Senate allowed 
Flamininus to determine what to do about Nabis, at another that 
it decreed war against the king. 4 Though the latter was probably 
the Polybian version, the former is on balance more likely to be 
correct" But what were the thoughts which led the Senate to 
permit (or instigate) this war and Flamininus to fight it? A Greek 
'tyrant' with radical, left-wing policies, who had changed sides 
twice since the Peace of!Phoenice, was not likely to be popular in 
the Senate. The ten-man commission which bad supervised the 
settlement in Greece, returning to Rome early in 195, allegedly 
reported to the Senate that Nabis was going to become the 
dominant power in Greece and would put an end to Greek 
freedom; thus Livy in an 'annalistic' passage.6 ln analysing the 

I Ct: Briscoe, Commtnldry, ct-6l ar-guing that Sulpicius and his fii"ends ·wanted a command 
to counterbalance [Scipio's) influence' ; also Will, Hiswire politi'{U<, ii. 121. {though 
1existcnc.c naissanU d'un milieu militairt• is wrong) . 

2 Liv. xxxi. 6.3-6 {it would be very interesting to know how much truth there is in 'ab 
omnibu$ ferme centuriis• ; nor. complete truth anyway-<:f. Briscoe's n. on§ 3). The war 
was never popular: xxxi. l3.2- .}, xxxiii. '25.6. 

'Liv. xxxi. 8.5-6, 14.2 (cf. xxx.ii. 3.3). Livy will naturally not have been willing to make 
this the determining factOr in rbe wa•·dedsion. 

• Liv. xxxiii. 1'5·3- 4 ('cum diu disceptatum esset utrum sa tis iam causae videretur cur 
decemeretur bellum, an perminerem T. Quinctio, quod ad Nabim Lacedaemonium 
anine.rct, faceret quod e republica censeret es.~e, permiserunt . . .' ), xxxiv. 22.5 . The 
former version is in Justin xxxi. L6. 

6 It is the more complicated and less expecrable version. Cf. H. Nissen, K ritischt 
Unttrsuchungen, 1jt, 1,57, A. Aymard, Lu Prmulr.r Rapports dt Rmne tt fk Ia confidlration 
acluJunM (Bordeaux, 1938), 198-202. 

'xxxiii. 44·8-<J (on che exaggeration see Aymard, o.c. 198). Cf. also Zonar. ix. 18. 
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Senate's thinking, most modern scholars simply adapt this 
passage, which has no claim to derive from a real report ,of what 
was said to the Senate, to their ovm presuppositions.1 The 
argument that it was really for the sake of Argive freedom (and 
perhaps of Spartan freedom) that Rome fought the war (thus it 
was merely a consequence of the Isthmian declaration of rg6) 
was naturally offered by Flamininus himself to Greek audiences.' 
For tlhe new Achaean allies this had particular appea1.3 But the 
Roman commander did not: tell the whole story. The war was 
probably Flamininus' decision (thus the ten legati reported 
nothing which made the Senate think war was necessary) . He 
was certainly committed t:o Greek freedom as a policy, but when 
he found that it might take a long siege to defeat Nabis, he settled 
for a peace which freed Argos but left the king in power at Sparta. 
Polybius accounts lor this by saying that Flamininus feared that 
during the siege Greece might be assigned to a successor, so that 
he would lose the credit for the victory.• An element missing {i·om 
modern explanations of the war is here: Flarnininus' desire to 
gain yet greater glori1.1.t' It must be added that financially the 
campaign was eminently satisfactory from the Roman point of 
view: N abis' domain was thoroughly plundered, 8 and an 
'indemnity' of 500 talents ( 100 to be paid immediately) was 
imposed on him. 

T HE SYRIAN - AETOLIAN WAR 

A complex diplomatic history precedes the Roman war against 
Antiochus III and the Aetolians which began in 191. My sole 

1 Thus, e.g.~ ScuHard, Rnman Politiu .. r l .. t.: 'ln Greece also there were troubles, arising 
fi·om1 lne ambi1jous desjgns of Nabi$, tyranl ofSpar1a {not all 1he ambition W3.$ in Nabis}. 
If he was allowed free play . . . he might even look towards Antioch us (this is derived froro 
x·xxi . •• 3.6, but goes beyond Livy]. To chock him W0\1\d increase stability in Greece 
[assumed tO be the Roman aim] and also afford a lt.:glcimale reason for n1aimaining 
Roman troops there for another year, wl!ich some considefed desjrable on account of 
Antioch us . . .' Some of this is probably correct, but all of it is >peculation. 

• Liv. (P.} xxxiv. 22. r J 3, 32.1 - 13- There were some subordinate accusations against 
Nabis: 32. q - ;o. 

'Cf. Walbank, Philip V of Macedon, 187. 
• Liv. (I'.) xxxiv. 33· 14; cf. l'Ju. flam. 1 3· T he fear was rational, for he had just learned 

from tbe envoy P. ViUius Tappulus that Antioch us had returned to Europe 'vith greater 
forces than before {33.J2), which was likely to stir tbe Senate to action. Aymard, o.c. 
235- 7, attempts to evade Polybius' explanation, and then substitutes his own (238-47) . 

• cr. A. Passerini, AIMnaeum X (1932), :3•9""30. 
' ·Liv. (P.) xxxiv. 28.12, 34.6. 
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purpose is, once again, to determine the significance of defensive 
thinking in Rome's war-decision. Defence was beyond doubt 
primary, though it was a new accretion to the empire that needed 
defending. The Senate finaUy decided to make war against 
Antiochus and his allies when the king invaded a part of Greece, 
Demetrias, which it had directly regulated. 1 Previously the 
Senate had expected and prepared for war, but had not resolved 
to wage it.1 In name Demetrias was free, but according to the 
Roman view it was expected to show gratitude and obedience; 
and clearly any landing by Antiochus in continental European 
Greece, Thrace apart, would have been held to be an incursion 
into an area of Roman hegemony.' No doubt the Senate felt the 
war to be in defence of Roman interests, in spite of the fact that 
Roman troops had retlllrned to Greece before Antioch us landed 
there.4 

Already in 196 the Senate gave some thought to the pre­
cautions that might be taken against Antiochus on the Greek 
mainland.6 His successes in western Asia Minor in 197, his 
crossing into Thrace in 196, and his further campaigns there in 
195 and {probably} 194 presumably added to Roman concern. 
His empire and military resources were quite formidable, much 
greater than Philip V's had been. Whenever Antiochus' attitude 
was tested, it appeared to be unyielding. He persistently rejected 
the Roman claim to protect certain Greek cities. The demands 
made in 196 to his envoys Hegesianax and Lysias by the ten­
member commission in Greece-that the king must not go to 
war with any autonomous city in Asia, that he must evacuate 

1 Bul 1he indilfercnce of <he Senal< w the fretdom of Dtmeuias iJ establishtd if, as is 
probable, it had intendtd to restore the city to Philip (cf. Liv. (P'.) xxxv. 31. 7) . 

1 TIUs is implicit in Polyb. iii. 11 .2. Cf. also Liv. (A.) xxxv. no, (P.) xxxv. 33·3• ;o.o, 
5'-5· 

• Liv. (P.) xxxv. 39· 7 (gtatitudc}; abo (P.) xxxv. 31.8 (flamininus tells the council of 
the Magncsians that 'cum totam Graeciam bendicio libcrtatis obnoXiam Romanis esse, 
tum earn clvitatcm praedpue'; the Magnesian as.sertion tha.t Demctrias was really under 
Roman power provoked Flamininu1 to wr.uh, at which th~ pro-Roman Zeno promiiEd 
that the Magnesiam would not violate Roman ami<ili<z, §§ ,,....,6). 

• The praetor A. Atiliu:s Serranus was sent tO Greece with a fleet and the f!rouincia (cla.&SU 
et Macedonia' (the Iauer is overlooked in MRR i. 350) early in the comular year 192 
(about December •93Julian) : Liv. xlOtv. 20.1 0 , .,,2, •3·+- 37·3• 7.-onar . iJ<. 19. Later in 
the year M. Baebius Tamp!Uiu>, also a praetor, was sent to Apollonia with a large force 
(Liv. xxxv. •-!·7 (cf. oo.11 ), etc. ) ; this was probably decided befor-e Antiochus' landing 
was known at Rome (Walbank, Philip V 'If Maudon, 308) . 

' Polyb. xviii. 45· •<>-• 1. 
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those which had been subject to Ptolemy or Philip, that he must 
not cross with an army to Europe iwhere he had already arrived 
months before}-these demands went unheeded. So too at the 
conference at Lysimacheia a few months later.• Menippus' 
embassy to Rome in 194- 193 made no concessions, nor clid 
Antioch us himself do so when P. Sulpicius Galba led an embassy 
to Asia Minor in 193. Yet it was not because An6ochus refused to 
abandon Thrace or his claims to Lampsacus, Smyrna, and 
Alexandria Troas that the Senate decided on war.2 If the king 
thought that ihe three Asiatic cities were the 'beginnings' of the 
war,3 he may have been right-but they had little to do with its 
most profound causes. However Antiochus' refusal of the 
Isthmian demands did make him seem a more serious potential 
enemy. 

Livy exaggerated Roman anxiety that the Syrian king might 
invade Italy, and modern writers• have done so too. There is no 
evidence that the Senate expected anything of the sort before 
192, since the italian coastal colonies of 194 require no such 
explanation.~ At the beginning of the consular year 192 the 
Senate left its major decision unsettled by assigning to the consul 

1 L. Cornelius Lentulus~ comment to Antiocl,u.s is instructive : he was at a ~oss to :C. now 
what the ting)s reason was for bringing such a force 10 Europe; unless he had it in mind to 
attack th( Romans. there was no explanation any rational person could accc:pt (Polyb. 
xviii so.8-9j cf. Liv. xx.xiii. 39· 7: Diod . XX\oi ii. 12, App.Syr. j ). A well-authenticated early 
instance cf the rhetorical use of the defensive arg\1men1 ; and Livy adorns it from his own 
imaginat.ion wich a hypothetical invasion ofltaly {'ilium quidem, etiam si i1\ ltaliam 
traiciat~ negaturum; Romanos autem non expectawros ut id pos.sea facere' }. 

t Even though he may well have invaded Thraceagainearly in 192 (d. Walbank, Philip 
V ~f Macedon, 197). The thrt<' Asiatic cities w<re under attack that year : Liv. (P.) )OO(V • 

.. 2 .2 . 

• Polyb. xxi. •3·3· 
4 For Livy cf. n. 1 t T. Frank1 Roman Jmprnali.rm~ 170. 

• This was Frank ·s view of these colonies (followed by H. H. Scullard, Ruman P•litics, 
l l]1 who wrongly attributes them to Scipio .~fricanus) . Of Frank's eight instances (o.c. 
t88 n. 13j, five at least were planned in 197 (Liv. xxxii. 29.3; this was probably in the first 
part of the consular year~ cf. J. Briscoc)s n.) , and it would be most remarkable if Rome 
anticipated a Syrian invasion at this date. It is much more probable that the colonies were 
mainly intended to secure and take advantage of land con.fiscated from the Italian 
supporters of Hannibal (d. p. 6t)-this indec:d is what Livy implies, xxxiv. 45.2- 4; and 
there iS likely to have been some intention of discouraging pirates (for who~ presence at 
Litcmurn in this period d". Val. Max. ii. 10.2 , Sen. Ep. 86.5) . S<:attertd 3oo-man oolonics 
would have bc~n singularly usel~,. for hinderiog a large invasion. Briscoe (on xxxii. 29.3) 
struggles against Frank's view but sum:nders to it. The fact that a tribune propooc:d the 
five colonies of 197 (no precedent is known) abosuggats, without proving, that th.is"iewis 
mistaken. For another discussion too favourable to the Frank view ef. E. T. Salmon~ R.omm4 
Co/oni<ali>n undtr t!r. Republic (London, tg&J), 96-99· 
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Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus a provincia 'extra ltaliam quo senatus 
censuisset',l but when P. Sulpicius Galba's emba'>Sy returned 
from the court of Antioch us, Domitius, like his colleague, went off 
to invade the Boii. At this time, we are supposed to believe, the 
Senate was anxious about an invasion in the south. However two 
of the praetors were directed to prepare for the war, and later in 
the year (in seems) rumours at Rome 'multa falsa veris 
miscebant': as won as the king reached Aetolia he would send a 
fleet to Sicily. That some believed tluis is dear from the fact that 
the Senate-' ad tenendos sociorum animos' according to Livy­
made some corresponding defensive dispositions in Sicily and 
southern Italy. 2 

Too much importance has been attributed to Roman fear and 
to defensive thinking. It is misleading to assume that Rome's 
attitude was essentially pacific.4 By declaring the 'freedom' of 
certain Greek cities that were subjec.t to Antioch us, • · Rome had 
in 196 intruded quite vigorously into his affairs. This was a 
response to the king's campaign of .197 in western Asia Minor, 
but it was a provocative response. He had not yet impinged upon 
the territory of a Roman ally, except briefly in 198, when the 
intervention of a Roman embassy had been enough to expel a 
Seleucid force from the kingdom of Pergamum.6 Having 
declared the 'freedom of the Greeks in Asia', Rome showed little 
sign of going to war on the issue-or of significantly relaxing its 
demands. 7 Meanwhile there were plenty of things for cons.uls and 
armies to do in the west. 

1 Liv. XXXV. 20.3- 4!! 7 1 14. 
1 Liv. xxxv. :23, xxxvi. 2. 7 and I Q-11 , App. Syr. 15, Zooar. ix. 19. 
• Walbank, e.g., writes that the war was caused by ' the Senate's nervousness' and 

Antiochus' persistence in his claimed rights (Ph£/ip J! of Mactdon, t87) . According to 
Badian (CPh liv (1959), 85=Studiu in Greek and Ruman History, 117) , the Romans were 
'thoroughly frighu:ned' of Antiochus in 1!}6. Cf. also Magie, Roman/Wie in Asia Millt!r, i. 
104·· ln the view of Vt.'iU, HisWire polilique, ii. 172, 'qu'il y ait eu tres tOt unc psychosc 
antiochique a Rome est certain.· 

• For such a view cf. Will~ HisltJire polilique, ii. 16o~ 165, t68. 
'Polyb. xviii. 44.2, 46. 15, 47, etc. 
• In spite of HoHc.auJC, this actually took plac-e: A. H. Schmitt, Unterrudzungtn ,;:ur 

Ceschichk Antiochu.s' des Cross.n und seiner Zeit (Wiesbaden, 1964.), 26g-70, Will, Hi.stoire 
politique, ii. 153- 5. 

1 Flaminious' policy-s£atement to the Menippus ernbassy (Liv. xxxiv. 58. 1-3, Oiod. 
xxviii. '5·3) is often so interpreted (thus tbc Senate, or ac least Flamininus, appears more 
moderate) : E. Bickert.nann, Hermt.r lxvii { 1932}, 73, WilJ, HiJI4ire poliriqu~, ii. 167. ere. In 
reality, Flamininus, ·with e:batacterisric ingenuity, was raising the stakes over the 
Thracian j~ue. 
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Underlying Roman policy was not only the Senate's concern 
for security, but a desire for the positive benefitS of a succcssf\JI 
war against Antiochus. This undoubtedly affected some more 
than others. Scipio Afncanus unsuccessfully tried to get tbe 
prouintia of Macedon for his second consuls!hip in 194, in 
anticipation, and presumably eager anticipation, of a war with 
Amiochus.1 Polybius tells us that Africanus was willing tO 

compromise temporarily with the Actolians in 191 because he 
knew that the purpose of the war was to gain power over Asia by 
t\("ff'::tl'ing Antior:hus. 11 Hf': h~rl lona h~:t:n ~al7er to ue.t on with ~ ... w 

matters in Asia3 The majority of the Senate had! opposed him in 
'94· We do not know why-envy, preoccupation with other 
wars, the wish to repatriate the legions in Greece > But the ardour 
of some other Romans f(Jr the war reveals itsc:lfin due course. The 
haruspius and their prediction of tem1ini propagati, of victory and 
triumph have already been discussed' Admittedly it was tO be 
expected, once war against Antiochus was decided on, that a 
Roman army would cross to Asia and attempt to defeat him in a 
major land engagement. Naturally they refused 1.0 negotiate in 
190 at Elaea (where L. Aemilius Rcgillus even needed some 
encouragement from Eurnenes} and at the Hellespont.• Nor is it 
remarkable that the Aetolians felt the force of Roman anger in 
1 Bg.• But the Romans not only defeated Antiochus decisively at 
Magnesia, they ejected him from Asia Minor this side of th<: 
Taurus mountains, they forbade him ever again tO own a navy, 
and they imp=d a vast levy, hardly to be called an ' indemnity', 
of I 5,000 talems. The war established Rome as the decisive 
power in the affairs of Asia Minor. Nl these results were desirable 
in themselves as well as being guarantees of imperial security. 

1'1'1£ OALATlANS 

There follows Cn. Manlius Vulso's campaign o.f t8g against the 
Carians, Pisidians, Pamphylians, and above all Galatians. 

1 Cf. Liv. xxxiv. 43·3"'9· 
t Xl~J. 4·S· 
3 xx.i. 5. 1~ . Thest two passag'(S arc. oflen-inacusabl)- igr.orcd if\ modern accounu., 

e.g. thOle or Frank (RI)IrUJn lmpuillli$.1r1, tfl6) atld Will. 
~ P. 1 2~ . 

'Polyb. x.xi. 10 (cC Li,•. xx;tvii. 18.c1 - 19.6) ; xxi. 13• 15 {cf. Liv. x~txvii . 34-36). 
• Opy~ : Polyb. ui. 25.10, 2g.g, 3 1.7. 
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Kindly historians have tried to make it respectable to our moral 
sense.1 They have claimed that its purpose was to impress on the 
Galatians the solidity ofthe power Rome intended to exercise in 
Asia Minor- which may well be true. And since detachments 
from these regions had been on the wrong side at Magnesia, 2 the 
inhabitants were probably felt to deserve revenge. None the less if 
the Senate had been interested solely in the security of Rome's 
existing possessions, it could easily have left the Gal.atian problem 
in the hands of the Pergamenes. Manlius did perhaps incur some 
criticism in the Senate when he requested his triumph- but a 
triumph was granted.3 It is hard, and unnecessary, to resist the 
view that Manlius' main aim was plunder, and that few in the 
Senate disapproved. Polybius perceived him as having been very 
energetic in the pursuit of booty, in spite of the fact that the 
historian, as a Greek, was fully in favour of harsh treatment for 
the Galatians·. Manlius bargained with Moagetes ofCibyra over 
the sum to be paid for 'friendship', which meant mainly 
immunity from attack, settling for 100 talents; Termessus and 
Aspendus received the same privilege for 50 talents: each. Having 
thoroughly plundered Pisidian Cyrmasa and Saga!assus, he sold 
Roman friendship to the latter for 50 talents and a large donation 
of grain.4 Following Polybius, Livy records the levy of225 talents 
and large quantities of gTain from communities in Pisidia and 
Galatia and the capture of a number of other towns. Many of 
these the inhabitants deserted as the Roman army, already 

' See especiaJJy Frank, o.c. '77'-9; cf. H. H. Scullard, HRW' o6r ('a necessary piece of 
police W()rk') , A. H. McDonald, JRS I vii ( 1967), 3 (he 'led his army through central 
Anatolia in order to display the extent of Roman inAuence' ) . To others (e.g. A. Heuss, 
RG' 1 10) it was simply a plundering expedition. 

'Liv. (P.) xxxvii. 40, cf. xxx,;;;. 18.1. Florus' doubt concerning the Galatians {i. 27.2) 
was unfotanded. 

• Opposition tO his triumph: Liv. (A.) uxviii. 44·9-50·3, xxxix. 7·3· One of the grounds 
was that he had made war on th~ Gallograeci (Galatians) 1n6n exsenatusauctorita(e, non 
populi iussu' (45·5), a charge which was extended to Pisidia, Lycaonia and Phrygia 
{45·9) . But the opposition was perhaps only a maner of inimiciti11t and rhe constitutional 
and moral arguments in which Li•'Yclothed it may have been manufa,ctured by hiscorians 
(the speech in 1he Senate (4S·7- 46.> s)-given by two senators 1-is of course pure 
fabrication), partly at leas< because of the belief >hat it was Manti us' booty which first 
introduced /uxuria to Rome (xxx:ix. 6.6-i), cf. Plin . .NH xxxiv. 14, xxxvii. 12) . Cf. Oe 
Sanctis, SR iv. Ui!Z5 n. 182, and on some oft he inaccuracies in Livy's account, H. Nis5Cn, 
Kritische lJrUtrsw:lw.ngtn, 2 ' 1- 12 . Manlius may well have come: under suspidon concerning 
I he disappearance of 1he g,ooo talents which was blamed on the Scipios (cf. Liv. xxxix. 
6.4- ;). 

• Polyb. xxi. 34, 3S·4· 36. 
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heavily laden with plunder, came near. 40,000 p"risoners were 
taken from the Galatians at Mount Olympus.• On a reasonable 
view, plundering was the main purpose of the war. 

THE L IG U RIAN~ 

We return briefly to the west. From 197 until 172 Roman armies 
campaigned annually against the Ligurians, with an intermission 
during the Syrian-AetOlian war ; and in the years 167-154 there 
wer·e several more campaigns. In spite of Cicero's s<>mewhat 
prejudiced sneer against those 'qui Ligurum castella expugna­
verunt' ,2 this was olien a very serious business. Modern writers 
sometimes reduce the Ligurian wars to ' triumph-hunting' , and 
triumphs were obviously one of the advantages that Roman 
commanders gained. Some twelve were celebrated over the 
Ligurians in this period, and though someofthem may have been 
spurious and none of them bestowed the glory of an African or 
Asian victory, their value was real. 

The contribution of defensive thinking at Rome is hard to 
discern. The Ligurians were long-established enemies, at least 
since 238, and some of them had not unreasonably sided with 
Carthage during the Hannibalic War. 3 1 t may also be significant, 
but does not settle the question, that Polybius probably ascribed 
great importance to piracy in explaining L. Aemilius Paullus' 
Ligurian campaign of 182/ 1.4 Pirates are not often mentioned, 
and Roman transport to Spain (which generally went by sea), 
though it would benefit from Roman political control of the 
whole Ligurian coast, could certainly function without it.6 .Much 
more importantly, once t.he colony at Placentia had been 
founded, it had to be protected and made safely accessible from 
the Ligurian sea. Later the colony of Bononia ( 1 8g) had to be 
made accessible from Arret.ium, and the Via Flaminia ( 187) had 

1 Liv. (P.) xxxviii. 12- 2:7. 40,000 is of course an approximate figure . 
'Brut. 255 (with A. E. Douglas's n.). T here appears to have been a special monument 

on the Ca. pi to~ COJilmemorating a viCI.O~"">' or victoriC':s O\'Cr 'he Ligurians {AE 1946 no. j6). 
·• S<:e esp. Poly b. iii. 33· 16 {tf. Liv. xxi. 22.2), vii . g.6, xi . •9·4> xv. 11.1 (d . Liv. l<XX. 

33·4), Liv. XXi . 38.3, JOCVU. 39.2, 4.8.7, ¥.).8, "'viii. 36.2, 46.8-1 I , xxix . 5.8. 
• Plu. Atm. 6.2-3, probably l'olybian (H. Nissen, Kritisch• Untersudrungm, 95, 299); tf. 

Liv. xi. 18.4., 28.7. 
~ Genua had been under Roman centro] again since WS (Liv. xxx. 1. 10}. A praetor and 

hi$ entour-age on their way to Spain in 189 were ana eked with fatal results {xxx"ii. 57·'-
2 ) . 
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to be protected from the Ligurian Friniates who lived on or near 
its course. Hence the campaign of 187.1 Similarly it may well 
have been thought necessary for the protection of the Via 
Aemilia and its settlements to fight decisive campaigns in the 
region of the River ScuJtenna (Panaro) and around the Ligurian 
strongholds near Castelnovo ne' Monti (some 40 kilometres south 
ofRegium Lepidum).2 Even in 177 the colony ofMutina was 
captured by the Ligurians, not to be recaptured until the 
following year.3 And on (:he coastal side a number of campaigns 
were fought in or near the territory of Pisae and perhaps in its 
defence.• It is likely that some at least of the Ligurian campaigns 
were thought to be ne.cessary for the protection of existing 
possessiOns. 

The last mentioned of these existing possessions, Pisae, had 
been taken fi·om the Ligurians themselves.$ The date (probably 
in the 27os or 230s) and the circumstances are obscure. At a later 
stage Rome seized certain desirable tracts of territory, in order to 
found the colonies of Luca (180) and Luna ( 177) . Shortly 
afterwards, apparently in 1 73, the Romans began to take direct 
control of the fine farming land of southern Piedmont. This 
campaign against the Ligurian Statellates looks like the most 
blatant land-grabbing, and though there was a dispute at Rome 
about how the Statellates should be treated, as a result of which 
some of them were freed from the slavery M. Popillius Laenas 
(cos. 173) had inflicted upon them, they were forced to move 
northwards across the Po. 6 Other thoughts of gain probably 
contributed to the Ligurian wars. Plundering and enslavemem 

1 Liv. xxxix. 2. The name oft he Friniates survives in rhe Frignanoregion on the north· 
eastern slope. of the Appennines between the R. S.:.:chia and the Pistoia-Bologna road 
(but this may not correspond exactly with their original territory). 

1 The latter area is that of the thre.e adjacent mountains, BaUista, Suismontium, and 
Leturn, to give them their traditional Latin forms. They are to be identified with Monte 
Valt$tra, Pietra Bismantova, and ( perhal"') M. F6sola, Tbc campaign.: Liv. xxxix . ~ . .,..S 
( 1 87), ~I. 4 1. t -'l ( t8o}, xl. 53· 1-4 ( 179), J<li . 12.8-g ( 1 77), 18 { I 76) . In m)"'iew Regium 
Lepidum was probably founded as a forum in 187. Mutina and Parma were founded in 
183. • Liv. xli. 14.2, 16·.7-8. 

• Liv. xxxiii. 43·5 aod 9 ( 195), >exxv. 3·• (193; cf. xxxiv. s6.o-allegedly the Ligurians 
had iovaded Pi..an territory), xxJ<v. • 1. 7 ( 192), J<Xxix. 2.5 ( 187), xli . 19.1 ( 1 75). 

• Erroneous statements that it was Etru.sta.II in the third century (e.g. E. T. Salmon, 
Roman Colonization ulllkr the Repvh/U:, 109) put the Ligurian wan in the wrong light. For its 
predominantly tigurian character see Harri~ Rifmt in Etruria and Umbria, 2 . Liv. xxxv. 
~ 1. 11 is misleading over this. 

• See !\ddi tional Note xvtJI. 
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went on as usual, the latter relatively more important against 
poor opponents. Livy''s notices sometimes giv·e the impression 
that plundering was the main objective, 1 and this can be 
accepted without difficulty. 

Tllt "ri-URO MACEDONIAN' WAR 

Wars in Liguria and Spain and occasionally in other regions 
occupied Rome's military energies from 1 B6 to 172, with ten 
legions sometimes under arms and never fewer than seven until 
179..tln the following yt:.r) aflf.'r fwt:nty-fi ve: ye:a.r~of~ace: with 
Macedon, Rome initiated war against King Per.;eus. Even in this 
case some. historians bave supp06ed that the Senate decided on 
war for defensive reasons, though these turn out to be hard to 

formulate convincingly. 
Polybius' explanation of the war is that Philip had intended 

and prepared it before his death in 179, and Perseus became 
Ph.ilip's agent (xup•(T'T~S) in the matter.• Some allowances must 
be made for the historian since his main discussion is lost; 
presumably we should understand his statement within the 
context of the drive towards power which he attributes to Rome. 
None tne less his theory is most inadequate. h simply does not 
explain what needs e:xplainin.l(- narnely the Roman decision to 
begin the war. It was the Senate that decided on war, after many 
years of comenting i~self with at most diplomatic manoeuvres 
against Perseus' attempts to strengthen his position.' The main 
reason why Polybius failed to apply his science of causes 
adequately to a war whose history he knew i ntimatcly was his 
personal involvement in political events. He deeply regretted the 
war and the end of the precarious political eq1.1ilibrium in which 
the Greeks had lived since t8g.' He found himself with the 

1 F..sp. xxxiv. ,.B.t ( t94), xxxv. 40·4 ( 192}, xxxi-x. JZ·4 {1.'35), xlv. 44.1 {167) . Hi.s 
statc:ment that thco Ligurian wan did not provide much plunde.r (x:uix... 1,6) ill m-erely part 
of a sermon on lhcir bendi.dal dfect on the Rom-an army and is in any case cndn)y 
rdati"'~ (P. A. Brunt, lldlian Manpou,'(r, 1 8;, O\'er-\'alues this pll.!i3age.). In thc.5ame paMage 
he :~.uri butte :~.JI th~ l,.ig,ori.;..n ...... ._... t.Q thei.r :UtA¢1ut Of'l neigh bot, ring tcrrirory ( r Jl). 

• Brunt, o .e. 424. 
• xxi.i. 18. •o-t c.: cf. L.i"'· (P.} xJii . .:,z. g, l)iod. x..xix. 31>. P. Ptded• ( l.a ,lf,filMJtlriseorUp;.t.Jt. 

PfJiyfM. tsp. t39) is alom amo.ng recem .scholars in approving tl"li!. account; he ignorc:s its 
diflic.ulti(:s. • Cf. £ . Will, His·rcir~ f»li.tiqf4t, i.i. 218-19. 

" Liv. (P .} xlli. 30.&-, is the most impor~m ev:ideo(:e; cr. the t;ne paper of£. Bi..kerman, 
»£C btvi ( '953i~ 48_s-6. 
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impossible choice of blaming Perseus or the Senate. Perseus had 
not behaved at all bemgerently towards Rome, as Polybius 
knew; yet the historian could not write, by the late r 40s could 
probably not even allow himself to think, that the Senate had 
purposefully destroyed the equi librium. Hence it had to be a 
Macedonian, and since Perseus was an implausible culprit, it had 
to be his father, who was widely believed to have been planning a 
Roman war in the last years of his reign. l Some tortured logic 
resulted: ' the causes of tihe war must have existed before the 
death of the man who decided on it.' 2 

No historian believes that the Senate voted for war because 
Perseus had attacked the Dolopians and Abrupolis, king of the 
Sapaeans. These were presumably the events refetTed to when 
the senatorial and comitiial motions spoke of P,erseus' having, 
,contrary to his treaty, made war on allies of the Roman people.3 

The charge was factitious ,• and suggests a shortage of avow able 
reasons for going to war. Nor does anyone suppose that the 
Senate's decision resulted simply from the other events, besides 
these, which l'olybius refers to as pretexts or beginnings 
of the war: Perseus' march to Delphi in 174 (a pretext), the 
assassination attempt against Eumenes II which was ascribed 
to Perseus, and the alleged murder-which was probably 
an accidental shipwreck~f the T heban envoys to Rome 
('beginnings'). 5 

The motions passed at Rome also mentioned, in addition to 
attacks on allies, preparations that Perseus was supposed to have 
made to direct war against Rome ;6 that is to say, the Senate 
claimed not quite that the war was defensive, but at least that it 
was preventive. Did the Senate then believe that Perseus 

1 F. W. Walbank, Philip V of Macedon, csp. 235- 254. 
• Po lyb. xxii. 18.t t. 
• Liv. (A.) xlii. 30.tc>-1 1. 
'Rome renewed it• treaty with the kingofMacedon alier his war with Abrupoli1 (App. 

Mru. 11.6, cf. P. Melooi,J'm<N IRfin<<l#lom~r#rrhio m<~«cW~ (Rome, 19•53), 6411. 2), thu$ 
i mplicitly forgi,-ing anything there wa.s to forgive. Tbe case of the Dolopians is more 
complex. They were detached from Macedon by Rome in tg6 (PolyiJ.. xviii. 47.0), and 
t his was perha ps theoretically confirmed in t85 (cf. Lh•. xnix. 26.14) ; but Perseus 
daime<l that Rome had recognized Philip's authority (Liv. (P.) xlii. 4t . tg), and it was 
probably in Macedonian hands wbco the treaty was renewed. For a different view s.ee 
Bikerman, o.c. 489--90. 

• Polyb. xxii. 18.o-5. 
• Liv. (A.) xlii. go. tl. 
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intended an attack of some kind on Rome o·r its allies? The 
investigating mission of A. Postumius Albinus docs not seem to 
have reported anythin;g definite of this kind in 1 75.1 A Roman 
embassy which supposedly reported in early 173 that Perseus was 
preparing imminent war is probably an annalistic fiction.' When 
Eumenes II visited Rome in 1 72 to urge the Senate to make war, 
his extensive denunciation of Perseus included not only the claim 
that he was planning war against Rome but the insinuation that 
he '•ould invade Italy.> Scholars sometimes assert that the alarm 
caused by these representations decided the Senate on war' T his 
is far from d ear. An ir,vasion of Italy was a logistic absurdity1 

since Perseus had no navy. More significantly still, Livy says no 
more than that Eumenes' speech 'moved' the senators; according 
to Appian many senators saw through the Pergamene king and 
us<-d his charges as a pretext, which implies perhaps correctly 
that they had in effect already decided on war. 5 The speech 
probably brought war nearer, but more by demonstrating the 
grievances that could be exploited than by sounding an alarm. 
Some time later there returned the mission of C. Valerius 
Laevinus, bringing >Vith it Praxo, the Delphian woman whose 
house had been used by the assailants of Eumencs, and a tall 
story- which may none the less have been believed- about 
another assassination plot, this time directed against Roman 
officials. T he mission had been sent to spy out affairs in 
Macedonia, but i.fit brought back significant iuformation about 
preparations for war on Perseus' part, Livy does not mention the 

1 Cf. Liv. (P.} .xli. 19.4-6, App . . M~. 11. 1. 

I Liv. (A.) xlii. !l , l -'2 . Cf. Bi:kerman, ().('. so6; diC alleged amb3.SAAd~ (Li\•, (A.} xU. 
~~ .3) m.ayin reality ba"'~ be-en thoSoC whowc:re scn1 to Carthage .:cr. H. H. Scu\latd, Rcmatt 
PfJiilia , '9' n. 3). 

• On the latter point .. t..i .... (P.) :dii. IJ . t o-- 1 t : '«:um . . . concc:~ s.-ibi Grac:ciam a vobis 
\·ideat, pro ttrto habet nem.incm 3ibi , amr.quam in J r.aJiarn rraieccrit, armatum 
OOC\lt'$Uru.m . . . e-go certt mibi turpeC$$( duxi, prius Pcrsca ad bellum inf~dum, quam 
me socium ad praedicendum u; eavereti.s, venire in ltaliam.' It is doublfuJ wherher this is 
purdy Polybian. 

'E.g. Mdoni .• o.c. t5&-.g. 
• Uv. ~~:lii. 14. t {a..:cordi•\8 CQ A. Kl0 1.0 Liv~.5 lllot.i>tit~t. Vt~r~c? (Stuugw·~-, 1~4V"'J ) . J'), 

'haec oratio n\(lvit ~era corucriptos' is Polybian; perhapu o- bur Polybi\1$ rnust h.ave 
said more abouts.enaton· rear..ti()ns ro the$.pcei.:h); d . '5·' , App. ,\foe. 1 t.3. Aft« a spc-ttb 
by Eumene~ Cato u id that king¥ were <:arnh'Orous animals;, Ptu . Cat, MRi. 8~ ornd this 
ttaction probably bt.longs to 172 rather than r Sg. Thr.re may l>e h<re 1 ht lxgi.nni_ng5 of 1 h.e 
.tttitude tha.t after t~- war ledl the Senate to prevent any lci.ngl from coming to Rome 
(Polyb. xxx. 19, etc.). 
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fact. However the Senate's decision now became definite, even if 
it had not bet:n before.1 

In truth there is no sign that Perseus had been making any 
immediate preparations for war,2 and even when his last 
embassy to Rome reported that there was no hope of peace, some 
members of the king's council still advocated appeasement. 3 Nor 
should we doubt that after his victory at Callinicus (171) Perseus 
offered peace-tenns quite humiliating to himself (the Roman 
consul inevitably refused them).• Although Perseus' army was 
larger than Philip V's had ever been, he lacked any significant 
allies, and the war could have only one eventual result. & 

According to Appian, the Senate decided on war 'not wanting to 
have in its flanks' an energetic enemy who had suddenly become 
so p<>werful ;6 but correctly assessed, this is merely an exagger­
ation of part of the truth. Historians have sometimes attempted 
to make a defensive explanation of the war more credible by 
widening the supposed oriental menace: it was not Perseus, but a 
Macedonian coalition with the king of Syria which, so it is once 
again argued, stirred Rome to fight.7 Antioch us IV was threaten­
ing Egypt. Perhaps the Senate was alarmed by the prospect of a 
combination between Pella and Antioch. There is, however, no 
evidence of this, nor the least likelihood of it, since Perseus' 
marriage to Laodice, daughter ofSeleucus IV, did him no good 
now that Antiochus IV was king, and the latter had made an 
alliance with Perseus' bitter enemy Eumenes.8 In any case the 

1 Uv. xlii. t7 (the original mi.sioo: 6.4) . The reaction is described in t8.1: 'Haec ad ea 
quae ab Eumene delata erant accessere, quo maturius h.ostis Perseus iudicaretur, qu.ippe 
quem non ius.turn rnodo apparare bcUum regio animo, sed per omnia dandestina grassari 
s.celera latrociniorwn ac vcneficiorum cemebant. belli administratio ad nov05 oons,uJes 
reiecta est; io praesentia ramen . . .' 

• Even the lattt notice in Liv. (A.) xlii. 25.2 is suspect. 
'l..h·. (P.) xlii. 50.1-4. Meloni, o.c. 21&-17, docs nor justify his scepticism. 
• Polyb. xxvii. 8.t-IO etc.; cf. A. Giovannini, BCH :xciii ( 1!)69), 857 n. 3-
• Cf. De Sanctis, SR iv. 1.273: for Rome it was the opportune moment .. 
• MOJ:. 11 ·3· 
'Biikmnan, o.c. 502-4; d:. Will, Hiswire politiqiU, ii. 227. 
8 The alliance: App. s.,. 4·~· 0. M~rkholm, AJuiocltUJ' IV of Syria (Copenhagen, t966), 

42, 51- 4. Hence Eument.,.lie<l to the Senate, Liv. (P.) ,.lij, 12.3. Bikerman's thesis is not 
proved by Polyb. xx,iii. '7·5• which only shows that in 16g Q Marcius Philippus ""'.J 
(Polybius took another view} have hoped to prevent Antiochus from capturing 
Alex3Jldria and thu• becomit~g a {lapvs E¢x8pos; nor by xxix. • (io 168 the Senate 
decided to prevent Antiochus from holding power in Egypt). Of course any extension of 
Roman power in the ta$tern Mediterranean would weaken Antioch us, but if the Senate 
had merely wanted to maintain a balance of power it would have penni ned Peneus to 
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Roman war preparations of 172, which the praetor Cn. Sicinius 
seems to have carried out in an unhurried fashion, hardly suggest 
alarm. 1 

A politically energetic king of Macedon such as Perseus was 
inevitably an enemy in the eyt:s of the Senate. Up to a point­
until the march to Delphi in 1 74- he had shown some skill in not 
offering pretexts for war, as the feebleness of Roman complaints 
agaimt him shows. On the other hand his growing influence in 
Greece, his auctoritas in Livy's word, was no doubt a real irritant, 
and certainly contributed to the Senate's deciding on war when it 
did.2 Particularly tiresome was his appeal to the anti-Roman left 
in the Greek states. This created the possibility that these states 
might abruptly change their policies in directions unfavourable 
to Rome.3 However Perseus' behaviour merely served to attract 
Roman hostility and aggressiveness, which were seeking a new 
target in the years about 175- 1 72. 

It. is as well to remember how little information we have about 
the Senate's state of mind. A scholar writes that it was hatUnted by 
the fear of an invasion of Italy-an implausible hypothesis.4 On 
the other hand it is dear that the consuls of 172, who sought the 
province Macedonia even before Eumenes came to deliver his 
slanders,• regarded it as a great opportunity. By 175 the Spanish 

exist as a balance against Eumenes, and seen that some help was sent to Ptolemy 
Philornctor. Jn t6g CaUicrates and hii pro--Roman ti-icnds in the Achae-an League. who 
were presumab1y well informed about thc-Senatt's wisbes1 opptJsr.d PhilomctOr's request for 
aid (Polyb. xxix. 23-25). 

1 Liv. (A.) xlii. 27.6 ('inpigre' ) notwithsranding. After he received his com1nission (xlii. 
18. 2-3} qujte early in the consular year {July (Roman)?), Sicinius was given other tasks, 
one of them a time-consuming mission to do with the StatcUatcs (see A-IRR i. 41r ) . and his 
forces collected at Brundisium on!)• by I d . Febr. 171 (xlii. 27.5) · But there are unresolved 
probit:m• here (cf. MRR i. +'5 n. 2}. 

2 His inRuence in Greece: M eloni, o.c. 94-1 1.5~ 14!)- so. Bikerman, o.c. 492-3. 
Aucrorila.!: Liv. (P.) xlii. t 1.g. By 173 the Romans hated him, according to the impression 
M. Claudius Marcellus gave to the Achaean assembly, Liv. (P.) xlii. 6.2. 

• T)>e Senate held h.im to blan.e for the political strife in the Greek cities, Di<Jd. xxix. 33· 
Gio\•annini. o.c. 8,59-6 t, makes this the main cause of Rome's war .. decision. The Senate 
did send diplomatic missions 10 intervene in Aetolia in 174 (Liv. xJi. 25.5-6 .. xlii. 2 . 1- 2 ) . 

also to Crete (xli. 25. 7) ; and in t 73 to T hc:ssaly, Perrhacbia, andActolia (xlii. s.B-12). But 
if these matters had been of central importance, they would have formed a greater part of 
the complaints against Perseus in tj'l (the reference in Liv. (P.) xlii. 40.7 merely Jist! 
interference in Aetolia among many other charges) . 

4 Bikerman, o.c. 481. f or other speculations about the Senate's staLe of mind cf. Meloni, 
o.c. 1411-9 (alarm after Perseus' aid to By:zaolium in 1 73), •sll-9 (alarm 3Jid fearin 1 72). 

$ L:iv. xlii. 10 . 1 J. 
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war had visibly reached a natural end, and in the case of Liguria 
the end was probably thought to be within sight in •74· A new 
theatre was in a sense needed, and Perseus made l\1acedonia the 
obvious choice. The Dardanians and Thessalians complained 
about him to the Senate in 175, and the resulting mission of A. 
Postumius, whatever it reported (and as usual we do not have 
definite and trustworthy information),1 clearly turned senatorial 
thoughts w a Macedonian war. It was probably during 173 that 
the Senate raked up the issue of King Abrupolis,2 which resulted 
from the Senate's having quite gratuitously- but in traditional 
fashion-accepted a potentially trouble-making alliance.3 On 
the eve of the war, the haruspices were consulted, and they 
announced not that Rome would be successful in reducing 
Perseus' auctoritasor in averting danger, but that there would be a 
victory, a triumph and propagatio imperii.4 The cons·ul of that year 
who failed to receive Macedonia as his province, C. Cassius 
Longi.nus, felt so frustrated that he started a war of his own in. 
Illyria and was suspected of trying to invade Macedonia by an 
overland route.~ Some of the consuls of 1 72 and following years 
energetically sought personal glory. This has sometimes been 
attributed to their relative no~·itas, but their novitas has been 
exaggerated, and for the most part they behaved as members of 
the aristocracy had behaved for centuries.6 The resuJts were in 
one respect disappointing-no triumph was celebrated until 
167-but expectations were undoubtedly felt. 

• Polyb. xxv. 6.5'-6, Liv. xli. 19.4, App. Mat. 11.1. 
• Diod. xxix:. 33; on the dare cf. Meloni, o.c. ' 49 n. 2 , Bikerman , o .c. 5o6. 
'De Sanctis, SR iv. 1.273. 
• Liv. xlii. 30.9. 
'Liv. xliii. 1-4- l 2 , 5- 1~. 
• According to H. H. Scullard (Roman Politics, 198), a 'more violent plebeian clique' 

precipitated war; but even if this is true~ there is no sign that ir was moi"e than an accidem, 
and in reality war was not precipiitated by the plebeian consuls of 172 (they were absent 
during a crucial period) or by thooe of 171. It was 'precipitated ' by a large body of 
senatorial opinion. On the Mvito.s of the consuls of 1 72 and its relationship to their desire for 
gwria (suggested also by Mdoni, o .c. 150) cf. Additional Note xvnr. Ofthe consuls of171, 
C. Ca.,ius Longinus was a 1101/US lwmo whose father probably did not reach the praetorship, 
but to call P. Licinius Crassus, whose unde P. Crass us Dives (F. MUnzer's hesitation over 
this relationship, /Wmisclu Adelspayuien, 220, was misplaced) hdd the ·censorship and was 
ponliftx max£mu.s for n•lenty·ninc years an ~arriviste' (Bikerman. o .c. 501) is misleading, 
even though he was not strictly a TWililis. Nor were the plebeian consuls of •73- 171 a 
harmonious group: among the duomviri of 173 who were probably in competition with the 
consul M. PopiHius Laenas was C. Cas.s.iu5, coJ. t 71; the lauer (..'Ompeled with his fellow­
consul Crass us for the province of Macedonia, and he in turn was opposed, in th( case of 
the twcnty-thr~ recu.ant centurions, by M. Popillius (Liv. ~Iii. 32. 7-33.6) . 
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Non-senatorial views also deserve some notice. 1 If we are to 
believe Livy, such popular appeal as the war possessed derived to 
an exceptional degree from the expectation of booty (which was 
not fully satisfied), and later in the war recruits were hard to find 
in sufficient numbers. 2 It is evident that Perseus was not easily 
recognizable as a serious danger to the Roman state. 

THE YEARS FROM 166 TO I 54 

In the years between 166 and 15 7 fighting was restricted to 
Liguria, the Alps, Corsica, and. Spain. Most at least of these years 
were peaceful only in a relative sense, but no major military 
opportunities or problems presented themselves to the leaders of 
the state. A consul occupied himself with the Pomptine marshes ;8 

it is impossible to tell how pleased he was to have a provincia which 
needed draining instead of one which needed subduing by war. 
Senate and citizens, especially the latter, may have been content 
with a lesser degree of effort after the Macedonian and lllyrian 
wars. By •s 7 steps were being taken to find a new sphere of 
activity, in Dalmatia. As Polybius writes, the Senate was vexed 
with the Dalmatians for their disobedience and rudeness, but in 
the main they thought that the moment was right for a 
Dalmatian war for two reasons: they had paid no attention to the 
Dalmatian coast since 219, and 'they did not wish the men of 
Italy to be in any way made effeminate by the long peace.' Thus 
the purpose of the war was to reduce the Dalmatians to obedience 
and to renew the eagerness and enthusiasm (opp.as ~eat 1Tpo-
8vp.ias) oftheir own people. These were the real reasons for the 
war decision, but the reason they gave to outsiders was the insult 
to their ambassadors.• Despite a certain vagueness (does he mean 
that the war was intended in part as a plundering expedition?), 
this is an invaluable description, since it is one of few instances in 
which the whole of Polybius' explanation of a Roman war 
survives. Appian explains the war, as Livy seems to have done, 

1 Blkerman, o.c. +94, sugges,ted 1hat Italian busjnesuntn in Greece and Roman 
financien had the ear of the Senate, but they arc not likely to have been a s<rong 
influence; 'ee pp. 99"""100. 

2 On 1 7" xlu. 3•.6. Later difficulties: xliii. '4·•-•5· 1. 

'M. Cornelius Cethegu•, "''· 16o (Liv. P<F. 46) . 
• Poly b. xxxii. '3·4~· The appeals of the Issians and Daoni (xX><ii. 9·• - • J are not 

mentioned again. Impoliteness and hor:se .. ste.aling were the substance of the Roman 
ambassadon' complaint> ( •3.1-3). 
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simply as a response to Dalmatian attacks on Roman allies ;1· but 
this was not even the main pretext offered at the time. Polybius' 
account is an entirely credible reflection of the Senate's a ttitudes 
concerning war, foreign peoples, propaganda, and international 
law.2 This campaign being completed in 155, a similar request 
for help came from Massilia, which was experiencing difficulties 
with the Ligurians known as the Oxybii and the Deceatae. This 
case was somewhat different from the Dalmatian one: two 
seasons of campaigning had just exercised and rewarded the 
legions, and the Ligurians were unwise enough to give a rough 
reception to the Roman legates who came ' to correct their 
ignorance'.3 None the less we must suspect here the same 
readiness to satisfy the need for war when a suitable pretext could 
be found. 

THE THIRD PUNIC WAR 

The Carthaginian war of 149- 14·6 was a ruthless attack by an 
overwhelmingly more powerful state on one of its neighbours. 
Carthage was still one of the richest of the states on the immediate 
fringes of the empire, perhaps the richest, and it had completed 
its fifty years of 'indemnity' payments (in effect taxation) to 
Rome in 152. During these fifty years there had been virtually no 
occasion when Carthage had behaved in such a way as to cause 
anxiety at Rome, as is generally agreed~ and when the new war 
came, Roman pretexts were extraordinarily thin. Later Roman 
writers, attracted to the dramatic story of the destruction of 
Carthage and the parts played in it by Cato and Scipio 
Aemilianus, found these facts about the preliminaries of the war 
unsuitable for general audiences. In consequence they in­
troduced a remarkable number of misrepresentations. 5 The 
Carthaginians had raised an army contrary to the treaty of 20 !­

which did not forbid it. They had allegedly constructed a navy-
'App. Ill. 11, Liv. Per. 47 (cf. Strabo vu. 315, Zonar. ix. 25). 
1
]. J. Wilkes ( DaiiMtia (London, 196g) , go) claims to know tbatthe .Sienate cannot ba ve 

thought •• Polybius says. 
a Polyb. JOO<iU. ;>-8. 
'Cf. E. Radian, Foreign C/i£nJelat, ••s, W. Hofflllann, Historia ix (tg(io), 3~:t-4 

[ -Itibi.J. 
I To judge from the P~Mc Ci ·?-49) 1 thc.,c made up a.·largc. part ofLivy'a account. It 

may well have been the moot misleading part of his whok history (apart from the fim 
d..:ade). 



4· The Wars of 21!)-70 B.c. 

but the allegation was substantially untrue. Gisgo, son of 
Hamilcar, had roused the people of Carthage against Rome to 
such an extent that Roman envoys had to flee 'quo minus 
violarentur'- which is vague and probably false. And 
'Arcobarzanes', a N umidian with whom Carthage is supposed to 
have made a military alliance, probably never existed. Most of 
these falsehoods are not. even likely to have been contemporary.' 

What really happened? We lack certain portions ofPolybius' 
ac€ount, but the surviving text does indicate both that the Senate 
made its war-decision (it is not clear whether he means formally 
or informally) long before 149 (1TC1Aat}, and that the real reasons 
for the decision were not such as the Senate wanted to advertise. 2: 

Polybius was of course in a position to know the views of at least 
some leading senators, 3 and given his political acumen he is 
unlikely to have been seriously wrong on these points. Modem 
attempts to discredit his statement that the war was decided on 
long in advance have nothing to recommend them. 4 And it may 
well have been in this context that Polybius said of the Romans. 

• The army i$~everaJ times referred to in Per. 48; for the military clau$C> oft he treary &ee 
Pol yb. xv. •8.3"'4· h might be sugge.ted that the Senat.: was capable of making thls 
complaint even though it lacked all legal substance. Perhaps so, but it is agaiJ>st tbe 
historicity of the complaint that Appian shows no knowledge of it (e.g. in Lib. 79 or 83)­
Naval material and later actual warships : Per. 47 (end), -t.8 (several times) . Ten triremes 
were permitted by the treaty ( Polyb. xv. 18.3; cf. H. H. Schmitt, Du Staatswrtriige d<s 
Altntums, iii. 305) , but Rome did not bother w demand any at the disarmament in J49 
(Polyb. xxxvi. 6.5-'); cf. App. Lib. 79. 8o, 83. Florus i. 3' ·7• Oros. iv. 2>.>, Zonar. ix. o6 
carry no weight against this evidence) . Strabo xvii. 833 says that they had had twelve ships 
since 20 1 , which is probably an exaggeration, like the preceding statement about 
annarnents{cf. below, p. z36 n. _;).The ncar·violationofambassadors in 152: Liv. Per. 48; 
it is never mentione-d again. Areobarzanes: Liv. Per. 48 (begilnning), but never mentioned 
elsewhere. His quasi-Cappadocian name helps to betray him. Cf. P. Pedech, lA Mttlwd< 
kistorique d< PolyiH, t97· 

1 xx.xvi. '2.1 : nciAcu SE ToVr·ou r<tKupwp.ivov /3EfJafws Ev Ta.ts f~eO.crrwv y11Wp.a.t5 
Kat.pOv J''9"ovv J,.,'M}Ouov Ka~ 1rpO<Pa.ou• fVox~J'Oio'Q npOs ToVs ;K.,Os. The decision 
referred to is clearly the docision to make war, not a decisio·n to make the Carthaginians 
emigrate! as L. Zancan claimed, AJV xcv ( 1935-6), 53o-s~ 59i; that would make the res1 
of the excerpt uniJ>telligible.'Cf. f . W. Walbank, JRS lv (1965), 6. 1raAcu is admitted!)' 
quite a vague word in Polybius (cf. lOCXVi. 3-•) . but 71('0~ ciM>)Ao~ a.ar;<poj'fVOl 7ra.p. 
dMyovdTro'O'M]O!lV Toii TrOAi!LCU (2.4) suggesu that they had lxcn ~carchingfor a pretext 
for an unusually long period by '49· 

•In addition to his well .. known connections~ he was clearly on dose terms with M'. 
Manitius, co.r. 149 (xxxvi. t t ). 

• Walbaok has argued (o.c. 7) that Polybius (and Appian) 'may well be exaggerating 
the firmness oft he Senate's decision in the late t 5os to make: war', claiming that Polybius 
~enis to have. erred in a similar way in describing the Scnat·e's attitude towards war witJn 
C.rthage in the winter of 2t9/ t8, but though in that case be perhaps exaggerated the 
agreement in the Senau:, he did not antedate the war-decision. Walbank also refers to 
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that they took care not to appear to be responsible for unjust 
acts or aggression, but always to seem to be acting in self­
defence.1 

Many historians hold that Rome was driven into war in 149 by 
anxiety about the growing strength of Carthage.2 To a certain 
extent the sources appear to justify this view. Appian tells how, 
when Cato and other envoys visited Carthage in 153, they 
observed its growing prosperity and population; on their return 
to Rome they asserted that Carthage caused them fear rather 
than envy. To Cato is attributed the statement that the Romans 
would never even have their freedom secure until Carthage was 
destroyed.s Plutarch gives a similar account.4 Scholars have tried 
to show that the Senate may genuinely have feared Carthage by 
pointing. out evidence of the city's resurgence: it surrendered 
200,000 01TAa and 2,000 catapults in 149, and was none the less 
able to resist three years of Roman attack. Evidently many 
Carthaginians were still animated by an independent spirit, and 
perhaps they gave some evidence of the fact in 150 by making war 
against King Massinissa without receiving treaty-stipulated 
permission from Rome.t~ 

I t is hard to perceive the Senate's thinking through the 
smokescreen of the ill-informed, melodramatic, and chauvinist 
non-Polybian sources, but the account summarized in the last 
Polybius' description of the va:rious judgements that che Greeks made on Rome.'s 
behaviour cowards Carthag~ in rbis period (Jt.Xxvi. g) a5 evidence th.a t .Roman motivation 
was a controversial s:ul1ject among contemporaries. But tu)ne of the fo·u.r opinions reported 
by Polybiu• contains or implit$ a denial of Polybius' assertion th.at the Romans had 
decided oo war 'long before', and in any case these arc merely opinions attributed to 
ordinary Creeks, not tho..: oft he close obserwr of the Senate. H. H. Scullard also argued 
(Rmnan Politics, 288; similarly D. Kienast, Car. der .(msor, t>8) that the Senate can have 
made no definite dedsion for war as early as 153) since Cato penistcd in advocating it. The 
most likely (though not the onl·y possible) explanation of this is that the Senate had 
decided to make war as soon as a suitable opportunity presented i~XIf; when Cato came to 
the conclusion that such an opportunity had arrived, the majority of senators were not yet 
convinced. By 150, i(Liv. Ptr. 48 is to be trusted at this point~ other pri'lfl.iptJ smatus besides 
Cato wanted to send an army to Africa, but Scipio Na$lca 'dicebat nondum sibi iustam 
causam ooUi videri', and presumably had a majority for this view; but the war between 
Carthage and Massinissa settled the question. 

1 Fr. 99B-W, auributed to thu context by H. Nis.en, RAM XJ<vi [t87t), 275· 
'E.g. T. Frank, Rmnan Impnio.JiJm, 234-5, M. Gelur, Phi/okguJ txxxvi (t93t), •N 

(- Bibl.], and the <rulOtre<:entscbolarly account, A. E. A•tin,Scipi<> A.nnili4niiS, e$p. 27H. 
' App. Li6. 6g. 
' Cot. Moi. 26. 
'Arms: Polyb. xxxvi. 6. 7 (cf. Oiod.xxxii. 6.2}. Strabo (xvi.i. 833) and Appian (Li6. So) 

exagger•te. 
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paragraph is definitely misleading. One may begin with certain 
points emphasized by modem commentators. Carthage pos­
sessed weapons, as it must always have done, but surrendered 
them with extraordinary submissiveness in 149· There is no 
evidence that the st.ore had been recently increased, nor is it likely 
that any Roman mission discovered enough about the 
Carthaginian armouries to be able to alarm the Senate. Carthage 
did indeed show a will to resist,_ but only after Rome's murderous 
demand that they should transfer their maritime city ten miles 
inland. There is no evidence here that Carthage had long been 
displaying a mood of militant revanchism. As for the war against 
Massinissa, which (as both Polybius and Appian admit) came 
when the Senate had already :made its war-decision, it resulted 
from the intense provocation of an attack on Carthaginian 
territory by the Senate's friend Massinissa. This attack was at 
least partially encouraged by the Romans, and-a factor which 
made it even more dangerous than most Numidian raids-it was 
supported by the exiled anti-democratic leaders of Carthage 
itsel[ 1 

What then ofCato's mission and the fear which it supposedly 
generated? It may be doubted whether Cato really went to 
Africa at all,2 and even if he did little trust can be placed in either 
Plutarch's or Appian's description of the missi·on's report and the 
senatorial reaction. Polybius was by far the best source about 
these matters readily accessible to them, but probably neither of 
them chose to rely on him directly.3 Both accounts betray their 

' This con Ric< came only in 1~0 (Liv. Per. 48). The 1opography of Lhe campaign is 
unkn~wn, b\at it certainly began with a Numidian raid on Car(hagirUan territory {App. 
l..ib. )0-3<9) · Massinissa's claims had already pene<rated as far as 'Tvsc-.a', perhaps 
Thvgga (l..ib. 68). R<>me'sencouragement ofMa..,in.issa: Lib. )2.331 - 2 (asea.rlier, e.g . in 
161 : Poly b. xxxi. ~1.8) . The exiles: App. Lib. )0.316, 318. After being defeated Carthage 
prompdy execuoed thoS< who had led the campaign (l. ib. 74). 

this perhap!S unlikely that Livy sent Cato to Africa either in 157 (Per. 47: 'missi a 
senat1> .. .') or in '53 ( 'legati ad disceptandum . . .' ) or in '5~ (Per. 48 : 'legatos mi tti 
Carthaginem . . .'), !Since the Periodtist omits from his fairly full suromary any tnention of 
the famous man. Consul a~ of th.is age (he was born in 234) were not usua11y sent on such 
missions~ even if meota.lly vigorous. And on the several occasions in Cato Maior t.h sr.nutute 
where Cicero (by this time very knowledgeable about the prosopographicalruswry of1he 
1><:riod) makes Oato assert his continuing vigour at <he dramatic date ( •5<>) , he nooiceably 
fails to bring in tbc:. African mission (cf. 15- 18, 3'l, 38). The story could have been invented 
for any of several re-asons; it was certainly useful in ~proving' that the autho·r of Rome~s 
policy knew what he was talking about. The rest of my argument does not depend on this 
oheory. 

• See AddirioJial No1e xrx. 
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authors' blurred historical vision,I and it was an obvious way of 
justifying Roman behaviour to say that Carthage still , or once 
again, posed a real threat. 2 

Carthage was a traditional enemy and to the preceding 
generation had truly been an enemy to fear.3 Senators may have 
been short of both information and rationality when they 
considered whether to begin this war. Their possible lack of 
rationality is sometimes emphasized. 4 Some of the events of 149-
'46 suggest intense Roman hatred, especially the order to destroy 
the city of Carthage in 149. Yet the portrait of a Senate overcome 
by exaggerated fears leaves out some important facts. Aristocrats 
in general believed that it was desirable to expand Roman 
power, and the ending of the indemnity period suggested that 
some fresh intervention against Carthage would be beneficial. 
Many leading senators must almost of necessity have been 
considering, in the miid-150s, where Rome wuld find a new 
theatre of war which would provide better opportunities than 
Alpine or Dalmatian tribes. Fighting against the SpanL~h rebels, 
fierce and impoverished, was unrewarding work by comparison 
with a Carthaginian war. It would be even harder to find 
sufficient excuse for fighting ea.st oftbe Adriatk t:han for figh ting 
against Carthage (Andriscus' Macedonian rebellion had not yet 
begun). And whereas recruiting for Spain caused serious difficul­
ties in 151, there were plenty of volunteers for plundering 
Carthage.5 Thus normal, and in a sense rational, motives carried 
Rome towards war. 

When Polybius says that the Senate had decided on war 'long 
before', he should be believed. Only a suitable occasion was- in 
the view of a senatorial majority-still Jacking. It was desirable to 
satisfy foreign opinion,e in spite ofCato, who had undergone his 

1 Appian (Lib. 6g) refers to Carthage's having been 'destroyed' by Scipio African us 'not 
long before' •53· Plu. Cat. Mai. 26-7 is inep1 at various points (Cato supposedly said that 
Carthage's former defeats were in danger of making the Carthaginians 'more skiJJed' in 
war etc.); yet perhaps Plutarch was capable of reducing Polybius 10 this level. 

'Note thai according to Po.lyb. xxxi. 21.3 ( t6t ) Carthage had been softened by 
prolonged peace. Pedech (LA Mtlhodt historiqut, 196 n. -!ll5) oddly says that tV<n the 
partisans of Rome invoked fear as an explanation of the war {xxxvi. 9.4)-but naturaJJy 
they did so mon: than anyone else. 

• Old men liked to harp on the. horrors of the Hannibalic war: Cato, ORF', fr. 187 (p. 
;>6). 

' E.g. by Astin, Scipio Annilianus. 52. 
• Above, p. 50. 
• trpO~ ToV~ J.K.,.Os, Polyb. xxxvi. 2.1; c[ xxxli. 13.9 (the Dalmatian war) . 
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formative experiences before Greek optmon mattered and 
scorned the modern Greeks. For his part he tried to stir up 
senators' feelin&'S against Carthage/ presumably with some 
success. ln addition many senators would feel slightly uneaS)' 
unless the war had a certain appearance of being technically 
iustum. Massinissa, suilably encouraged, solved th.is difficulty. 
Finally, the aim of the Senate majority in 149 was eilher war and 
iiS consequent benefits or the total self-humiliation of Carthage; 
assured securi1y for Rome was not enough. Carthage was already 
disarmed and could withoul difficulty have been forced into an 
agreemcnl far more ex.igcnt than the treaty of 201.' bul 1he 
Senate showed no imer,est in such a solution. 

An informed scholar has claimed that the order to remove 1he 
city of Carthage at least ten miles inland was not intended to 
drive the citizens to resistance {although !he Senate is supposed 
1.0 have detected a resurgence in Carthaginian spirit 1) .1 If the 
Carthaginians agreed even to destroy their own city, there would 
be a military advantage for Rome and perhaps an even greater 
commercial advantage--and it may be that the more enterpris­
ing large landowners among the Roman aristocracy looked 
forward to the end ofCanhaginian exports• More probably, war 
was anticipated: Rome had nowhere, as far as is known, made a 

I fur hi.t argumentS (in<::lu.d.ing ;l(r(l(:ity stories:! : OR f.' frr. 191-5 {pp. 78-g} (ef. e. 
MaJoovat.i, AIJull(lr.IIM \iii ( •9i 5) .. ~os-t~) . 

'Even 10 Ma.ssini.ssa the:")' had rcccm)y b~"tl pr<"pared to offer 10<> talents a year for fifty 
years (App. Lib. 7:3}. 

~An.in, o.c. 'lJ4. The sourc~: Li\•. Ptr. 49, Oiod. xx:x\i. 6.3, App. l.ih. 81 ; cf. Polyb. 
x.xxvi. ;. 

• Some halian businc$5 imere~1s pr.obably tost frorn eli( destruction (J( d~< city {ct': 
above., p. 99~ . 11\e bankers and mm::.hants to whom Mommsen au·ributcd the war policy 
{kG ii''· 5 <>} cue probabl)· not relevant. Bot the: advantage to large la.ndownc:n o( the 
ending of Carthage's ability to export is often bru$hed aside too.s.ummarily (e.g. by H. H. 
Scullard, R1Jr~w1 Poliliu, -.zu). M. Rostovm:ff's argument ( Tlu S«uJl 4VUI EcoAOiflit 1JisUJ1) 
ofUu R(}Wl1l F.mf!i.-rr.1 (Oxford, •95'), ~r, 5-47} de$t'I'\'C$ tonMdt'ration~ 1hough the e-o.•ideoc.e 
oft he Sen;e.te's intere$t in cht wine and olive mari:eUi in 1his period. {above, p. 85) and on 
the geographical range: ofCarth..aginian acthities i n the $tcond century (cf. Rocuovtzclf, 
SEHH'V i i i . 11fVJ n . ?0) tc mud-. mnr,. l!ig-nific·:~nl th~n 1h<" f':~rth::.giniAn fig C'..;~tn 
1»-andish.c.d in the Senate.. (By the time he wrote SENIIW it. 787. kosto.,.tzcif had 
apparently <:hanged his opit)io:n.) W. Hoirl'nan.n remarked (in R. Klc.in (ed.), Das 
St4otsdcltktn dn ROm~;r (l)a.~tadt, tg66), 1:SO) that the. ten miles whkb tht Canhaginian5 
were- supposed to move inland c.orrcspond pre<:isd y witb the 8o nadC'$ by wi'Uch, 
acC<Irding w Ptalo, l.awJ 1().~b-;:.b, a city must be &t'parated from the coas.t if it is to 3.'-'0id 

being full of trade and 1he moral <onseq.uence' of trade. Thi~ can har'dly be a coincidence. ; 
thus tht Sen.att aimed qui1e $pe<1fic;:a.tl)' at deslfO)'ing Punic cotnmt.n:e . 
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demand of comparable severity before, and whatever else the 
Senate knew about Carthage it presumably knew that the 
inhabitants were numerous enough to defend the city; moreover 
everything on the· Roman side had been prepared for immediate 
military action.' To many Romans of senatorial and non­
senatorial rank this seemed an attractive prospect. In short, while 
it is possible that defensive thinking played a significam part in 
making up the minds of the leaders of the Roman state, Roman 
behaviour must also on a balanc<:d assessment be regarded as an 
instance of extreme t/>•A.apx<a (power-hunger}. Did the leaders of 
the state then deceive thcm3clve:s and 3uppo$C. that the war wa, 

defensive? There is no strong reason to thi:nk so: rather the)' will 
first have . made a rather cold-blooded war-decision which was 
however conditio.nal, as Polybius implies, on the appearance of 
technical justification; this they duly {(lund in 15 0. 

THE ACHA EA N' WAR 

The last war against Carthage and the Achaean War of 146 
throw light on each other. The physical destruction of the city of 
Corinth confirms that the destruction of Carthage was not caused 
by manic enmi ty such as only a threatening neighbour could 
produce. The preliminaries of the Punic war show in turn the 
rude cunning of senatorial policy which most historians have 
been unwilling to sec in the preliminaries of the Achaean 
War. 

These preliminaries arc hard to disentangle for reasons of the 
standard kind: the most crucial section ofPolybius is missing, and 
all the important sources are partisan, including Polybius 
himself, who more or less confesses that he wrote </HAaTT<x8ws,' 
as he obviously did. It is precisely the thinking of leading 
senators which is, as usual, the most elusive part of the whole 
history; and such guidance as Polybius has to offer about this is 

1 Cf. Liv. Per. 49 : 'incii,gnitatf: re-i ad beUandum Carth:aginiens~ compulr.runt.' It i.\ 
lrU¢ that whc..n l'olybiu• he11f\'l •1 Co.:<,yt o\ dt•l C<~flhi~.g~ hia.d d<:liv<:t'¢4 lhc: ~ca.gu ~nd 
made adttliti8he lho~,~ght that the wa.r won over (x;uvi. r '·3-1·) .. buc he tnay weU 11(11 h-ave 
~ppreci.;ued thatche RO'n'U&mwou\d dC"mand d~truc:,ionofthecity {ill. S·S doe$r\o01 prove 
ochcrw\5~:.). Rome bad onlydntroyt'd cities befor<: or dcpooud people ea nt4J:Sl when chen: 
h.ad lM:cn anncd r"i-s.tancc (Volsioii, fal~:rii, Ligurians}--..so T . Frank'' admonition to 
Cuthagc (Romo:lt lmptri-.lilflf, 'lJ.)) i~ out of place. 

2 "' 
UXVIU. +·~· 
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hopelessly marred by his loyalty to the official Roman case.1 

T he most crucial decision of all was to send the embassy under 
L. Aurelius O restes to the Achaean League in 14 7 to demand the 
detachment from the League ofSparta, Corinth, Argos, Oetaean 
Heradea, and .Arcaclian Orchomenos. Of these cities only Sparta 
and perhaps Heraclea had any wish to secede. The Roman 
envoys gave the impression that the whole League was to be 
dismembered,2 and in order to justify their demands they seem to 
have relied on the claim that the cities in question had once been 
ruled by Philip V .3 No wondeir that some ancient writers thought 
that Orestes' mission was intended as a provocation that would 
lead to a pretext for making war against the Achaeans. 4 A strong 
reaction was inevitable, and there is no reason to doubt that the 
senior members of the Senate, many of whom had had plenty of 
experience with Greeks, expected such a reaction.$ War was not 
absolutely certain, any more than it had been when Rome 
demanded the demolition of Carthage; there were Achaeans 
who strove to maintain peace even in these circumstances; but a 

I At the Achaean rreatment or L. Aurelius Orestes' embassy !he; Senate 
~yavciK1'1)<10' . .. Ws oVSl11'01'( {xxxviii. g.3). A li ule later the Roma1'1S by no means 
wantC'd to ut'ldertake a war or a serious quarrel wi1b the Achaeans (g.8) . Polybius was now 
of course no longer at Rornt:. The firsc claim reflects what seems to have rapidly become 
the offic-ial Roman explanation of the destruction of Corinth (the envoys were viola red i cf. 
Cic. Leg. Ma•. I I , Liv. l'tr. s~J. Cicero d;d not believe thi.explanation (De '!If. i. 35) and 
neither should we. f'o lybius' second cJajrn {g.S) ls sorne,vhat inconsisrent with the Senat.t:'s 
unprecedented vexation , but it too muM be rejected. Thetc may we11 have been some 
senators who were opposed to war. paniculady since Carthage had not yet fallen : but it 
made no sense for Polybius to say that the Senate wanted to a'·oid a serious .quarrel with 
the Achaean Le.ague at the time when i1 wasactuaHydestroyiog it. That this should be by 
far the least objective part of Po1ybiuf histOI)' is \ansurprising (on his own role afier the 
war see esp. xxxix. 4-5) . 

t The last point is implied even by Polyblus' account, since he says that the next Roman 
mission (that led by Sex. lulius Caesar) '-''as ins1ructed ro emphasize that Rome did not 
want to dismember the League ; see x.xxviij. 9.3-8: and for less pro .. Roman viewi of the 
Ore>tes' message Justin >U<xiv. 1.5- 7, Dio fr . 7~·•· Cf. A. fuks, ]HS xc ( 1 970), 86-7. 

•cr. Liv. Per. 51 (end), Dio fr . 72. 1. Badian mildlj• calls <his a 'thin excuse' (Foreign 
Clitnt.tltu, 1 J 3 n . 2 ) . 

• cr. Justin xxxiv. I. :J. 
'According toM. C. Morgan, lfiswia xviii ( 1969), 437, ' individual nobles rna)• have 

hoped that [Aurelius Orestes' mission) would precipitate a war . • . Bm the Romans as a 
whol:e were obv:iously caught A at-footed by the vjoJence of the Achaean rea.ction. Had it 
not been so, they would scarcely have. a llowed themselves to be driven to· <:ondliatory 
measures' (i.e. Sex. Caesar's mission) . Quite apar1 from the fact that we are dealing with a 
small gl'oup ofleading senators and not :the Romans as a whole'. Sex. Caesal''s mission 
was conciliatory in a purely s-uperfacial sense (sec: the text}. 
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good chance of war had been created. After Orestes delivered his 
message, some Achaeans apparently tried to extract fi·om the 
envoys' residence the Spartans who had taken refuge there. The 
attempt failed.1 It was not the gravest offence imaginable, and 
when the Romans returned home, as Polybius admits, they 
exaggerated the iill treatment which they had received.2 A new 
mission was sent under the leadership of Sex. lulius Caesar. 
According to Polybius, it was a conciliatory mission, but that is 
an obviously partisan interpretation. Sex. Caesar adopted a 
moderate tone and claimed that Rome did not wish to dismem­
ber the League. However he did not retract l:he demand L. 
Orestes had made,3 and that was what mattered. Some people, 
Polybius admits, i nterpreted the new mission as a device to gain 
time while the siege of Carthage was being finished ;4 it was a 
reasonable interpretation. Far from making 'strenuous efforts to 
avoid going to war with the Achaean League' ,5 Rome demanded 
the partial dissolution of the League and stood by this demand in 
face of Achaean resistance. 

What then Jay behind d1e Senate's instructions to L. Aurelius 
Orestes? I t is usual to claim that the Achaean League had 
gradually succeeded in exasperating the Senate, even in provok­
ing its hatred ,6 by showing less than the required degree of 
obedience. Loyal observance of Rome's wishes was indeed 
expected, 7 and a feeling that the Achaeans had in fact rebelled 
against Rome may have contributed to the brutal treatment of 
Corinth in 146. But let us concentrate on the period before 
Aurelius' embassy. That Sparta was a :member ofd!e League had 
been explicitly and formally recognized by the Senate, which in 
effect confirmed this in the winter of 150/4.9 when Sparta 
appealed to it over a territorial dispute.8 In 150 the surviving 
members of the group of Achaeans detained in 167 were at last 
allowed to return home, which suggests that the Senate was not 

1 f{jlO.,oVTo, Pau.s. vti. 14.2 (otherwise De Sanccis, SR iv. 3.1 39· Will, Hi.sLDire JXAitiquc, 
ii. 330). 

1 . . . 
XX.XVU\, 9· 1- J. 

3 This is evident frOm PoJybius' !.ilencc and &otn Paus. vii. 15.2 . . ... 
XXXVUI. 9·7· 

• J. Briscoe, Past and Pme•t xxxvi ( 1967), 17 (similarly G . A. Lehmann, Unttrn<hungrn 
~ur historiscfren G/au6wurdigkeit tkJ Pt!IJbios (Munster, 1967), 3•51· 

• Will, l/Utoire politique, ii. 329. 
'Cf. Polyb. xxxviii . g.S. 
• Cf. DeSanctis, SR ·iv. 3.1 30; Paus. vii. 12-4-
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worried about possible disturbances in the League cities. Under 
the leadership ofDiaeus, the League showed its helpfulness in 149 
by resisting Andriscus' invasion of Thessaly. 1 At this point, 
however, r.he Achaeans may have made a serious mistake. Late in 
r 49 Diaeus and the Spartan Menalcidas appeared before the 
Senate to debate the exile of twenty-four Spartans which had 
been imposed by the League. The Senate's response is , and 
perhaps was then, obscure. In Pausanias' version, the Senate 
said that it would send envoys tQ judge 'the mutual differences of 
the Lacedaemonians and Achaeans' . Diaeus, he says, misled the 
Achaeans into thinking that the Senate had declaJred the 
complete subordination ofSparta to the League, and Menalcidas 
misled the Spartans into thinking that they had been completely 
freed from it.2 The Senate's response seems to have been 
somewhat ambiguous- perhaps by accident, perhaps because 
of a division of opinion, but perhaps intentionally. Sparta in 
any case defiantly took back the twenty-four exiles, and the 
Achaean League fought. a brief campaign (we are now in the 
sumrner of 148) against the rebellious state. While the campaign 
was going on, Q Caecilius Metellus, in command aga.inst the 
Macedonians, sent a message instructing the Achaeans to desist 
from war until the senatorial envoys anived.3 The Achaeans 
under their strategos disobeyed, but then the war was broken off 
for other reasons ; when Me tell us sent further representatives 
with the same instructions, Diaeus, who had once again been 
elected strategos, agreed to keep the peace. 

All this was probably known to the Senate when L. Orestes was 
given his instructions. The detachment of Sparta from the 
League was a natural step, and it would have been easy to enforce 
obedience over this. But the order to detach Corinth, Argos, and 
Orchomenos, like the order to move the city ofCarthag·e, was a 
challenge and was probably meant as such. In truth the League 
could cause the Roman Senate no more anxiety than a wasp on a 
warm afternoon, but the opportunity for an extension of power 

1 Liv. Per. 50 beginning. On the othe.r hand ifPausaniasis correct (which is not beyond 
doubt since he is a h0$tile witness}~ Diaeus had artfuUy circumve.nted the Senate's 
stipulation (made in the \vinter of 150/49} that capital charges against Spartans should 
not be under the jurisdiction of the League (vii. 1 2.2~) ; presumably this damaged 
Diaeus' reputation among senators. 

•P .. o~ auu. vu. 1 2.~. 

1 Paus. vii. 13.2-3. This rather vague fi()ticc might be doubted, but it fits in r.casonably 
well with contemporary events iJl Asia Minor (cf. App. Milhr. 7). 



Imperialism and Self-Defence 

was easy to perceive.l Nothing was done throughout 148 or until 
well into -the year 14 7, but during the same period the Senate 
realized, if it had not done so before, that direct rule was now 
required in Macedonia. Each new upheaval in Rome's relations 
with the Greek states had brought a new advance in Roman 
influence, and the new arrangements in Macedonia invited a 
different arrangement in Greece proper. Let the most powerful 
Greek state either reduce itself to political triviality or suffer war 
::~nd be permanently subordinated in a new, more decisive; and 
more profitable manner. No need now for much worry about 
arranging pretexts based on treaties or· on allies attacked; failure 
to obey an order to commit political suicide was pretext enough 
for Mummius' campaign. When the moment for Roman military 
intervention came, Metellus showed the normal enthusiasm to 
annex the victor's glory for himself and might have settled for 
capitulation.2 The new commander L. Mumrnius needed an 
authentic campaign of his own; and among his legates should be 
registered A. Posturnius Albinus, one of the most passionate 
Roman lovers of Greek culture in this age, who by his conduct 
suggests the irrelevance of such proclh1ties to politics.3 

RESISTING REBELLIONS AND INVASIO.NS 

Because the empire rapidly increased in size during the second 
century, the proportion of Rome's military efforts that had to be 
expended on suppressing provincial rebellions, repelling attacks 
on the frontiers and simply on garrisoning provinces also 
increased. In some regions rebellions were frequent, as even our 
meagre sources show. In Spain, after some fighting in the late 
I 6os, a major rebellion required three or four legions for most of 
the time from 154 until 133. The war was chiefly concerned with 
peoples or territory that were already thought to be subject to 
Rome. This did not of course exclude tlhe operation of the normal 

l Dio wrote (fr. 72.1 ) that the.reaJ reason for Orestes> instructions was to make the 
Greeks weaker, a reasonable conjecture which faib to get to the root of tbe subject. Cf. also 
Justin x:xxiv. 1. 115· 

• Paus. vii. 15.1, 1 1. 

' Polyb. xxxix. 1. 1 1 se<:ms to show that he was a legate ofL. Mummius (not in MRR as 
suc.h; 'the battle in Phods' is the battle Paus.. vii. 15.6 sets 'ne,ar Chaeronea '-see Oros. v. 
3.2) . Polybius detested the man~ perhaps because of the events described in xxx.iii. 1.5-8, 
and gives an acid account of his cultural philhellenism in x.xxix. r. J-JO. On the economic 
..,!"'<ts of the destruction of Corinth see above, pp .. 95, 99· 
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ambitions of Roman aristocrats, or some aggressive stro:kes on the 
Roman side.1 However the ' fiery war', as it soon seems to have 
been called,2 was relatively unattractive both to aristocrats and 
to legionaries.3 From the beginning the Senate presumably 
regarded it simply as an operation essential to the defence of 
Roman possessions in Spain. Even after the Numantine war 
ended in 133, the Spanish provinces were the most troubled, 
though Sardinians too from time to time resisted Roman 
authority, and in Sicily slave uprisings caused two major wars. 

After the Macedonian rebellion of Andriscus, the Romans 
stationed in that province fought repeated wars against its 
northern neighbours. The circumstances are usually hard to 
discern. In effect Rome was often extending its authority. The 
first known wars with the Scordistae (to give them their con­
temporary name) seem to have been fought outside the province 
in 141 and r 35· • Later we hear both of Thracian invasions of 
Macedonia and of Roman campaigning in Thrace. In 1 19 Gauls 
and Maedi intruded into the province of Macedonia. Rome 
responded with a series of invasions of Thracian territory, 
invasions which eventually added to the Roman province.~ As to 
how the Senate regarded these campaigns, we have no direct 
evidence at all. The sources give the impression that if the frontier 
of the Macedonian province was fluid,8 it was partly the Romans 
who made it so. 

THE CIMBRI 

Some other wars of the late second and early first centuries were 
undoubtedly felt by contemporary Romans to be defensive 
operations, but had been originally provoked by Rome, or at 
least by individual Roman generals. The first conflic1: with the 

J Cf. Uv. Per. 48: 'Lucullus consul . .. Vaccaeos et Camabros et alias incogniJas <Zdhuc in 
Hisp.ania gtnttS subegit' {dubious c•idence). See also App. /her. 8o.349 : the determination 
and ambition of an individual Roman governor {M. Ac.mi)ius Lcpidus Porcina, toJ. '37) 
had ·rhe effect or making Roman policy more aggressive; but on his return to Rome he was 
fmed (App. 83), preoumably for dis<>beying the &nate's instructions. finally, see above, 

P· n 
• Polyb. xxxv. 1.6. 
3 See above, pp. 36, 4·9· At one tirne, in l 37/6, lhe Seni:lte seern.s to have b-een willing to 

accept , at lea:;t temporarily, a smaller degree <>f Roman control (i\.pp. l&e<. 8t; cf. H. 
Simon, Roms Kritgt in Spanim, '5r'33 •· Chr. (Frankfurt-a.-M., 1g62), t6y-6). 

' Liv. Oxy. Per. 54, Ptr. 56. 
• See Additional Note xx. • Cic. l'rov. Cons. 4, PiJ. 38. 



Imperialism and Self-Defence 

Cimbri was near Noreia in 113, a site which the consul Cn. 
Papirius Carbo reached by a lengthy route through the moun­
tains beyond the remotest territory, that of the Carni, where 
Rome had previously made war in this quarter.' A claim was 
apparently made that the Norici had been attacked and that they 
were friends of the Roman people~ but the claim illustrates a 
Roman technique better than it explains the campaign. A 
victorious campaign was the main aim, and presumably there 
were hopes of profiting from the gold-workings of the Norici 
Taurisci, from which Italians had been expelled in Polybius' 
time.3 But the campaign was a disaster.• The next consul to lead 
an army against the Cimbri was M. Junius Silanus in 109, but the 
topography and circumstances are even more obscure than in 
1 13.5 Like Carbo, he was indicted for losing, the charge being 
that he had engaged with the Cimbri 'iniussu populi'.e Strictly 
speaking, the charge may have been true, but nothing would 
have been heard of it had the Cimbri not defeated Silanus and 
gone on in 105 to inflict a horrendous slaughter at Arausio. The 
following year, five years after the fact, Silanus was indicted, but 
won acquittal. Coming after the trial of Carbo thi~ charge may 
suggest, in spite ofits result, that the concilium plebis was becoming 
less tolerant of the marauding expeditions of ambitious consuls. 

1 Noreia: Strabo v. 214. The locacion has most recently been d iscussed by C. Alfoldy, 
.Nuritum (l...<mdon, 1974), 47- 51 , but his identification with the Magdelensbe.rg is 
unconvincing; St. Margarethen is a bener candidate. 11 is not F>lausibJe 10 say (o.c. 37) 
that Strabo on))' 'me-ans . . . somewhere in the mountain cou ntry nor~h of Aquilcia and 
north of the southern ridge of the Alps' . The wa.r with tbc Oarni in 115: MRR i. S3'-

1 App. Celt. ' 3· According to Liv. Per. 63 the Cimbri had invaded lllyricum. The 
Roman tradition cvc:ntt•aJiy even daimcd chat they had in .. ·aded I taly (Euu·op. iv. 2!) ; cJ. 
Obscquens 38, App. Celt. 1.2) . According to De Sanccis (Problcmi di <Ioria antica (J3ari. 
193>) , t 94), 'battevano aile porte d 'ltalia'. Similarly Alfold)' claims (o.c. 36) that 'Rome 
was nervous at the tjme tha[ there might be a threat to ltaly'- for which he rcfe('$ to 
Eutropius and Obsequens! A precise understanding of the events of 1 t3 is impossible to 
recover: no[e that Rome had been on bad ten:ns with the 'faurisc.i (in 129:../LLRP 335; in 
r 15: De uir. ill. 72. 7, where the Ligurians are a rnist.ake; c:f. Pol ~b. xx.xiv. J 0.14), who \-~o·crc 
probably themselves Norid (c.t: Alfo ldy, •5- 7) . 

• Strabo iv. 2o8 = Polyb. xxxiv. JO. to-14. 
• ''fhe ex·consul escaped conviction only by suicide (E. S. Gruen, Roman Poiili.cs anti tlu: 

Crimi•al Court.!, 14!r78 B.C. (Cambridge, Mass., •968), •Sl). This docs not sbow beyond 
doubt that he had Jacked the Senate's approval for his campaign. 

'flor. i. 38.4 (a muddled passage) claims that the Cimbri had by now migrated into 
Italy, but the tradition is plain tha< this did not happen until 102. The campaign is set in 
(GaJiia' by VeJI. ii. 1~. !1, Eutn:>p. iv. ~7·5~a nd it is clear from Cic. Diu. in Cau. 67, II Jlrrr. 
ii. n8! that SiJanus was based in the Transalpine province. Cf. above, p. 150. 

• Ascon. So C. 
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Silanus' campaign may have been undertaken in part to avenge 
the battle of Noreia, but evide nce is lacking. 

When the Cimbri next appear, they are defmitely encroaching 
on established Roman interests, but the exact circumstances are 
once more obscure. L. Cassius Longinus (cos. 107} foiLlght an 
unsuccessful campaign against the T igurini , a migrating 
Helvetian people whom he encountered ' in finibus 
Nitiobrogum', therefore probably outside the Roman province.1 

This Roman defeat led to a rebellion of the Volcae a t Tolosa, in 
which the Cimbri appear to have participated .2 The defensive 
character of the succeeding campaigns against the Cimbri ( 1 o:,­
JOJ ) needs no comrnent.3 But it deserves to be emphasized in 
conclusion that the Cimbrian war, usually treated by historians 
as resistance to an invasion-a n accurate interpretation of the 
latter pa.rt of the war-began with Roman expeditions outside 
the established areas of Roman control. 

AGGRESSIVE WARS fROM I 56 ONWARDS 

Carbo's campaign in Noricum fits comfortably into a series of 
expedi tions beyond the frontiers in this period. It is possible that 
these were seen by the Senate as defensive activities, but not at all 
likely. T he tradi tion goes back of course to the Dalmatian war of 
r 56/5 and indeed far beyond. When Ap. C laudius Pulcher (cos. 
143} made war against the Salassi in the Val d 'Aosta, Dio states 
explicitly that no charges were. made against them, which may 
well, even though it is drawn from a source which emphasized 
the arrogance of the Claudii , be true. The consul wished for 
a creditable campaign, and knew about the Salassian gold­
workings. ~ Similarly, when C. Sempronius Tuditanus (cos. 129) 

1 Liv. Per. 65 (but 'Nidobrogum' is c.onjectural) . Caes. BC vii. 7.2 shows t.hat Lhls was 
outsid-e <he province (cf. S<rabo iv. 1!)0, E:. Linck en held in REs. v. Ni1iobriges ( 1937), cols. 
77o-1 ). 'Dio fr. go. 

'But note ~iran. J.i(.in. 1 ~ t· (before the liat>lc of t\ra~tsio) ; 'Cimlirorv.m . • , kg-.uoo 
pacem vo1entts et agros petentes frumentumque qt10d screrent'; cf. D~o fr ~ 9 r.3. 

• D io fr. 74.1: . .. npOs 'ft ;0 y l vos dncywp.ivos Ka~ 1'<_0 Mf.TfA.AYJ 
'0 A • 0' ' ' • ' .,._ ' Q 

0 
' , , ' ' fP OVWV . . . E'77'f Vl.t.1}QE '11UVTW.) nva E"17'1111KIWV 1Tf'O-yO.C!W "'apE'tV~ l((ll ._O.,(lO'CJOVS' 

Fo.A&oo.s 11-t, fyl(a;\.oup.lvous Tt. €~(noAip.woe TOiS 'PwiJ.a(oc.s . inifU/ifht yii.p ~S 
avp.{Jt{JO.awv aVroVs Tols Op.oXWpotS 1TEpl TOV VOaTOS TOV ( s ;0. xpua(ra. UvayKatou 
fHa<j,.:pot.J.fvot.s atf.Tois, -co.l T~v T! xWpav mhWv n5oav K'o.Ti8paJ.A.€V. 1.. Beretta , La 
romaoiv,a~iont ddla Valle d' Ansta {Milan-Varese, 1954), esp. 53-66, allelllpted 10 show 
Lha1 1he putpose of the war was tO secure control over the S1 . Bernat:d passes, bu1 rh.is is 
anachrorJistic. 



Imperialism and Self-Defence 

found himself lacking military duties and opportunities, now that 
the Spanish and Sicilian wars were over and Aristonicus was 
dead, he turned to the north-eastern frontier ofltaly, which had 
been quiet, as far as we know, since the 170s (when the Istrians 
had been conquered). There is a slight hint in the consul's 
fragmentary ewgium from near Aquileia that the cult places of · 
T imavus, some 20 kilometres east of Aquileia, had been dis­
turbed.1 However in Appian's view the campaign was simply a 
pretext to allow Tuditanus to avoid the political embarrassments 
of Rome. 2 I t is likely that the expedition was also designed to 
harvest a triumph and some plunder. The Iapydes were logical 
victims tO choose.3 

In the succeeding twenty years Rome continued to seek 
military opportunities in the traditional way. The years 128 and 
127 may have been peaceful , though troops were still kept in Asia 
until126.4 In 126 a serious disturbance began in Sardinia, but a 
new theatre was evidently needed. Transalpine Gaul was chosen, 
in circumstances which are, as so often, unrecorded. One of the 
consuls of 125, M. Fulvius Flaccus, had the dangerous idea of 
extending the citizenship to the Italians, and in consequence, 
Appian claims, he was sent off on a military expedition.5 The 
Livian tradition explains the first intervention in more standard 
terms as being assistance to Massilia, whose territory was being 
plundered by the Salluvii.6 The Vocontii were drawn in during 
125 or 124, and so eventually, in 122- 120, were the Allobroges, 
Arverni, and Ruteni. In the case of the Allobroges we know what 
explanations were being offered by Livy's time, but the sources do 
not permit a close investigation of the whole war. 7 Its duration 
'IURP 335, lines 5-6 ('[otatuamque?) dedit Timavo, [?.acra pat]ri• ei 

rcstitu(it ... )').On the text see M. G. Morgan, P!tiltJhgu.< cxvii ( 1973), 4<>-8. 
'App. BC i . 1g.8o. 
• Uv. Pu. ~g. Fllfli T,. (A. Degr•ssi, l1U<T.l1. xiu. 1. pp. 82-3) and App./11. to agree in 

making the lapydes the opponen!S. The exf"'dition was brief, <ince Tuditanuscelebrated 
his triumph on 1 October . The inscription r-.cordc:d by Plin. NHiii 129 strongly suggests 
that he sailed as far as the River Titus (Kth), which he reckoned as 1 ,ooo stadcs from 
Aquileia (se< Morgan, o.c. •9"4")· Howevu his main activities were further north: he 
conquered the lstrians (Plin., App. /II. 10 ; cf. Morgan, 33), and the lapydes be defeated 
were probably the most north .. western ones. As usuaUy restorcd,/LLRP 335 also refers to a 
short campaign against the Taurisci and Carni (line 1). 

' But probabiy not thereafter (P. A. Brunt, ltoiiQJf Manpou.'tr, 429). 
• BC i. 34· 152. 
'Liv. p.,_ 6o, Flor. i. 37·3· 0: also Strabo iv. 18o. 
' According 10 Uv. Per. 61 , tbe charges against tbe Allobroges were that they had 

received tbe fugitive SaUuvian king Toutomotulus (cf. App. Ct/1. 12), aided the Salluvii 
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and even more its geographical extension show that Rome went 
far beyond providing protection for Massilia. The opportunity 
was taken to extend Roman power over a large and desirable new 
territory.1 However contemporary Roman views of the matter 
can hardly be recovered. 

As soon as the war was over, Roman attention turned again to 
northern Dalmatia. One of the consuls of 119, L. Caecilius 
Metellus, made war on the Dalmatians although, Appian sa'ys, 
'they were doing no wrong'; he aimed to celebrate a triumph, 2 

and did so late in 117. In 1 18 it was the turn of the Alpine Stoeni 
or Styni, who apparently dwelt somewhere between Lake Como 
and Lake Garda; they were attacked-the precise circumstances 
are of course unknown-by the consul Q Marcius Rex, and 
virtually annihilated in that year and the next.• In 115 the Carni 
provided the consul M. Aemilius Scaurus with a triumph, and 
two years later, as already recounted, Cn. Carbo ventured into 
Noricum. 

THE JUCURTHINE WAR 

Finally certain comments should be added on the war Rome 
fought with Jugurtha ( 111 to 105) . The Senate undoubtedly 
regarded its partition of the Numidian kingdom between 
Adherbal and Jugurtha as requiring the obedience of both 
parties• J ugurtha showed himself determined to undermine this 
'onmi ope, and plundered Lhe territory of Roman allies, the Aedui. If the .. 1\edui were 
allies, i t was clearly an obligation recently undertaken. Flor. i. 37·4 attributes the \var to 
Acduan complaints against both the AUobrogcs and tbe Arverni; 1hese may have had 
substanc.e {see funher Strabo iv. 185, 191 , E'.utrop. iv. '2'i) Oros. v. l3.2) . 

1 Ot\ t.hc likelihood that Roman and f(a lian nt,~oliatoressuppotted Lhis policy) see above, 
PP· 95-8. 

'App. Ill . 1 1. The Dalmatians allegedly welcomed hirn as a friend and he spem the 
winter (which one' ) at Salona (ibid.). Bu< he also fought a real war: Cic. S<aur. 46, Aseon. 
28 C, !Ps.-Ascon. P· '54 St, Liv. Per. 62, App. 1/J. 10.30 (the defea• of the rf!UTQO.vol or 
Tna voi, usuall)r identified with Lhe Seges-tani, i.e. inhabiLa.nts ofSjscia (cf.lll . 22)) . T he 
carnpaign is discussed br M. G. Morgan, Ath~notum xlix ( 1971 }, 27 1- 301 . 

'Their location: Strabo iv. '204· The war: liv. Ptr. 62, Oros. \'. ' ·~ · .)-45, Ftls ti Tr. under 
117 ('<.le Liguribus Sroenis1 is a tn.isunderstanding). 

• The settlement: Sail. BJ 16.2-~, lJv. Ptr. 62. TI•e ''iew tha< Rom e had the 
sovere·ignry, che kings Ol'lly uru.s· or sornethin.g similar) appears in Sall . 8] 14. l (attributed 
to Micipsa by Adherbal) , Liv. xlv. 13. IS (amibuted to Massinissa byoneofhissons), App . 
.,Wum. 4 (where i( ls put in the mouth of' A. Manlius, a legace of Marius). There is no 
absolute proof that this is a pre·t! 1 view, but it seems Likely .. Cf. Flor. i. 36.3 C5en.aturn 
populumquc Romanum. quorum in fide et in dientela regnum erat' ). D. Timpe's 
contrary assertion (H<nnes xc (1962), 34<>-s) is baS<d on nothing. 
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settlement, by besieging Adherbal in Cirta amd ignoring in­
structions from two Roman missions to disarm. After he had 
treacherously murdered both his rival and the Italian negotiatores 
who had shared the defence·of the city, the Senate as a matter of 
course decided on war. To Sallust the event needed no explana­
tion, and the only point of interest was thatj ugurtha's bribery of 
senators had protected !him for so long and still provided him with 
some accomplices--ministri, as he calls them.1 The king's pro­
vocations had certainly been numerous and grave, starting with 
the assassination ofHiempsal and the expulsion of Adherbal in 
about 1 1 7· No doubt the Senate voted for war in order to restore 
obedience in a territory which was thought to belong to Rome, 
and in order to punish Jugurtha.2 

The relative tardiness of the Senate in resorting to war invites 
further discussion. Even when war came, the decision was made 
under pressure from a tribune and from non-senators.3 And the 
Senate apparently did! nothing to overturn the lenient peace 
settlement which L. Calpurnius Bestia, the consul of 1 1 1, agreed 
to after a single campaign.4 These signs of softness towards 
Jugurtha have led scholars to suppose that the Senate was averse 
on principle to making war against him. Traditionally, however, 
the Senate had not been so hesitant; and those who hold that it 
was fundamentally reluctant to fight the N umidian king 5 cannot 
have paid much attention to the train of more or less voluntary 
wars which Rome had fought in the preceding years. 

Sallust's explanation of the Senate's hesitation was simple: 
bribery.6 Academic historians recoil from such allegations? In 
this case, however, the charge should probably be believed. We 

'The war-decision is referred to iu Sail. BJ 27. T hose who repres;:nred juguroha's 
interestS 'interpellando ac saepe gratia, inttrdurn iurgii:; trahundo tempus atrodtatem 
facti leoiebant>; this is the only line of :ugurnent teported. 

' The short notice in Liv. Prr. 64makes the killing of Ad herbal the reason for the war (cf. 
Flor. i. 36.6, Eu<rop. iv. 26. t ). When H. &ngtwn {Gru>~drin', 168} implies tha< the ain. 
was to prevent a scrong unified N umidian state, he perhaps purs the matter in too strategic 
terms. 

sOn C. Memmius' role see SaiL B] 2'].2 (cf. Liv. Per. 64). • SaU. B] 30.1- 3. 
'E.g. T. Frank, Roman Imperialism, 266, S.l. Oost, A]Ph lx.xv ('•9.Hl. 148. Knowing 

more abouc Numidian topogra phy than frank (264, 266), senators are not likely to have 
been fearful of :oand dunco. 

• B] og.y-8, '5· ' · t5.3. t5.~-t6.t, t6.3-4, 20.1 , •9· 
'Sec, e.g., G. DeSanctis, l'roblmti di sw>ia a•tica (Bari. 1932), 189-95, D. C. Earl, Tlu 

Political T/tqught if Sa/lust (Cambridge, 1961), 66-8, C. Meier, Ru Publica Amis.sa 
(Wiesbaden, 1g66), 79· W. Steidle diseussco Sallust's allegations more sensibly (Sa/lu.rt.r 
historisdu MoMgraphi<n (Wiesbaden, 1958), 4 7-5 • ). 
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no longer treat. Sallust as a simple p1·opagandist for one 'party' 
against another. The charges of accepting bribes from J ugurtha 
were contemporary, and more significantly Sallust showed some 
discrimination in reporting them.1 He does not suppose that all 
nDbiles were venal. That some of them were is a supposition 
supported by Polybius' comments about bribery in the previous 
generation.2 No doubt Jugurtha was also helped by the friend­
ships and esteem he had gained long before while fighting for 
Rome at Numantiaa But though it is inherently impossible to 
prove that bribery was his most important source of leverage, it 
should be judged likely. 

Whether the Senate sold itselftojugurtha or not, the period of 
the.Jugurthine War was one of changed attitudes toward~ war.• 
But warfare still offered valuable opportunities, and for some 
Romans, both aristocrats and ordinary citizens, retained its 
appeal. From the standpoint ofL. Bestia, it was better to bring 
the Numidian campaign to a profita ble conclusion while he 
remained in office, in spite of Jugurtha's continuing freedom.5 

The fathers, seeing no necessity offightingjugunha 1.0 the death, 
seem to have acquiesced. However they chose Numidia again as 
a consular province for 110. One of the new consuls, Sp. 
Postum.ius Albinus--greedy, as Sallust says, for war6-­
persuaded the Numidian Massiva to claim Jugurtha's throne 
from the Senate. Jugurtha with characteristic rashness arranged 
Massiva's assassination; he was de tected, and the war was 
renewed. The ignominious surrender of the consul 's brother A. 
Albinus, whom he had left in command while he returned 1.0 

Rome for the elections, was inevitably repudiated by the Senate. 
From the beginning a harsh policy concerning Jugurtha had 

had wide 'popular' appeal, in spite of the fact that it strained 
citizen manpower and must have led to compulsory recruiting.' 
Sallust is far from specific in explaining this anti-Jugurthine 

' Ser 8] 40· 'Above, p. 90· 
• Note especially 8} ; . 7, 13.6 ( 'vet <res amicos' )- 7. Fear of the Cimbri is an improbable 

explanMion of the Senate's tardiness {see above and SteidJe~ o.c. 43-s ; A. La Penna's 
contrary opinion, Sallwtio e Ia 'rivoludone' ron:aM (MiJao, 1968), •7·1-"5· is based la rgely on 
an indefensible view ofDiod. xxxiv/xxxv. 37. which re.ft rs to the effect of Arausio~ nol 
Norcia) . 

• cr. above, p. 38. 
' Cf. A. La Penna, tlnn. Sc. Norm. l'isa., xxviii (1959), 68. 'BJ 35·3-
'This is evidenr not only from Matius• change in recruiting practice ( J07) but from 

Ascon. 68 C (referring to 109}. 
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sentiment, but it seems reasonable to suppose that a major part of 
it came from the mgotiatore.r in Africa and their connections and 
sympathizers at Rome.1 This sentiment outside the Senate had a 
vital effect in getting Marius elected on a platform of completing 
the war, and thus in directing Rome's policy. 

Rome fought the Jugurthine War partly with the purpose of 
defending an outlying part of the empi re. The defensive need, as 
usual in the second century, went no further than that. 2 And a 
heavily contributing factor was the expectation of certain 
Romans that the war would reward them in various ways. To Sp. 
Albinus and to Marius, in particular, the war cannot have 
appeared as simply a matter of necessary defence. 

The outlook of the aristocracy, like much else at Rome, was 
changing relatively fast in the last years of the second century. 
The need for personal involvement in warfare was weakening, 
and interests and beliefs scarcely compatible with the old 
belligerent style of Roman behaviour were gaining strength. 
Many of the foreign wars of me late Republic were imposed by 
the defensive needs of the existing empire. But some, such as the 
first war with Mithridates, were hastened by Roman actions.3 

The driving force now tended; more than in previous periods, to 
come from individuals rather than from Rome as a whole. This 
applied to some unimportant campaigns, or non-campaigns, 
such as the one which the great orator L. Licinius Crassus (cos. 
95) tried to fight : according to Cicero, who is speaking of the 
praiseworthy desire which certain magistrates had shown for 
triumphs, he 'virtually examined the Alps with surgical probes' 
in an attempt, apparently unsuccessful, to find enemies who 
could be taken seriously.' And it applied to some major wars, 
most conspicuous)y- in spite of the defensive reasons Caesar put 

1 Above, pp. g,-8. 
• A. Albinus' defeat caused some fearfulnes~ among citizens ignorant of military affairs, 

according to B] 39·' ('menu atque maeror civitatem invasere: pars dolere pro gloria 
im~ri) pars insolita rerum bcJlicarum timere libcrtati' ). ~fetdlus' campaign quickly 
dispelled these feelings: 55.1-2. The earlier repon may have been exaggerated to provide 
justification for the Senate•s rejection of Albinos' surrender agrccmem (39.3). La Penna 
(o.c. 73) oddly seems to suppose that Sallu." shared the conviction of those he called 
ignorant. s Sec Additional Note '""· 

• Cic. Pis. 62. A (uller account: Deimdi. ''' · Cf. As<:on. •5 C. Similarly and in the same 
region, C. Aurelius Cotta (tos. 75) (Cic. Pis. 62, Ascon. 14 C) . 
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forward (among others) for his beginning the war- to the bellum 
Gallicum. 

It is plain that on some occasions when Rome went to war, 
leading senators felt that their country was the victim of external 
forces. They sometimes believed that threatening neighbours 
compelled Rome to figh ~. I tshould now be equally plain that this 
is merely a fragment of the senatorial outlook on the new wars 
Rome undertook during the middle Republi<:. 

The fetial law provides no evidence that the leaders of the 
state, or anyone else, normally felt that Rome's wars were 
defensive in intention, even in the period before the ritual 
became obsolete. Nor, as far as the middle Re·public is concerned, 
does the concept of the just war attest such a Roman ani tude. As 
to what leading senators did think and feel during the making of 
·particular war-decision.s, it is very hard to find out. At certain 
stages of the I tali an wars, it can be presumed, the external threat 
to Rome was the predominant impulse to war- though even 
then, other needs helped t.o d rive the Romans on. Later, the city 
itself and its citizens were sometimes threatened in the most direct 
fashion, for example by the Gauls in 284/3 and in 225. Far more 
often, as we have seen, the threat was to some imperial interest on 
the fringe of Roman possessions: such was the case, for example, 
in :264, in 229, in 218, in 215 (with regard to Philip V), in 201 
(G:aul), in 192 (Antiochus III) . Such peripheral dangers could 
sometimes look like growing into grave threats to Roman 
power-as was probably t.he case in 218. However we have 
encountered little evidence of wars which the Romans fought 
primarily to ward off a long-range strategic danger to their 
empire as a whole. Italian and Gallic wars aside, the only war 
which might fit easily into this category is the war against 
Hannibal. 

The power of irrational fears is certainly not to be under­
estimated. Historians have often relied on this factor to e.xplain 
the decision to make war against Philip V in 200 and against 
Carthage in the 150s. The renewed investigation undertaken in 
this chapter suggests, however, that such views are incorrect, 
particularly with regard to the Second Macedonian War. 

Many Roman wars have been diagnose-d without adequate 
reasons as subjectively defensive. From the Italian campaigns of 
the 320s to the conflict with the Cimbri in and after 1 13, the 
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defensive element in Roman thinking has been greatly exag­
gerated. This is in part the result ofRoman propaganda, in which 
the Second Punic War, for example, was attributed to the 
Carthaginian attack on Saguntum, with no explanation of 
Rome's original commitment to that city. In part it is a result of 
the more or less naive preference for the victrix causa which has 
characterized the bulk of modern historiography about Roman 
imperialism. And it is true that Rome very commonly did begin 
new wars (though not new campaigns) in r'esponse to some 
external development. Sometimes it was truly threatening 
development, more often an a nnoyance. The function of such a 
development--such as the Illyrian piracy preceding the war of 
229 or the Carthaginian war against Massinissa in •so--was 
often to rivet Roman attention in the new area, and more often 
still to provide 'justification' for the new war. For a war against 
some enemy or other, with some 'justification' or other, the 
Romans expected and intended almost every year. 



ADDITIONAL NOTES 

l. TH .E PARTIAL CONFID EN1'1 .'\L1TY O F SENATORIA L 

P RO C E E OJ N GS (sec pp. 6-7) 

This quite ol'I$CUfe questiC>n is not dealt \l.'i!h satisfactC>rily in the constitutional 
handbooks. According toP·. Willems, I.e Senat de la rtf>uhlique romaine, ii (Louvain, 
r883), r63-4, rhe public could normally, if it wanted to, follow what was said in 
sessions of the Senate, and that body went into secret session 'fort raremem' . 
However none of the evidence he cites establishes that there was real public 
access until the last period of the Republic (neither Liv. ii. 48. to nor xxii. 59 
shows anythi ng of the kind). Mommsen (R. Staatsrecht, iii. 931) was probabl y 
correct to think that citizens in general were not a llowed to stay in the vestibulum. 
T he most obscure problems are whether t}re known imtances in which tbe 
public was excluded and rome secrecy was imposed a.rc of general significance o r 
a:re merely exceptions, and -..·hether the confidentiality was ever meant to be 
more than temporary. Polyb. iii. 20.3suggests, but certainly does not prove, that 
tne Senate meeting which took place in 218 on the arrival of the news that 
S>ll!,'llntum had fallen, was conducted in ~ccret; but the instance might be 
exceptional in any case. Liv. xxii. 60.2 ('summotis arbitris') might also refer to 
an exception, since the issue to be discussed was extremely delicate. It appears 
ti:om xxiii. 22.9 that in Livy's '~ew the proceedings were not normally secret ·in 
216, but that a senior senator could impose secrecy on part of what had been 
said. When Eumenes II s.poke in the Senate in 172, nothing became known 
(according tO Liv. xlii . 14.t } except that he had been present; when the T hird 
~iacedonian War was over, nowever, the \~ews exchanged 'emaoavere'. It 
seems certain that the decision to fight the T hird Punic War and therefore the 
r-elevant. senatorial proceedings were kept secret for a time (Val. Max. ii. 2.1, 
App. Lib. 74, cf. Polyb. nx,~ . 2. 1). The Senate proceedings of the year 100 
described by App. BC i. 30. 135~ (cf. Plu. Mar. 29) appear to have been 
confidential. All these are historical incidents. The story told by Cato, ORF• fr. 
r 72, is probably not (and our source, Gellius, NA i. 23, has added some 
confusion; Macrob. Sat. i. 6.19-25 has the story from Gellius; cf. Plu. Mor. 507 
for a similar ta lc). However there would have been no point to Cato'sstory if it 
had not been possible to impose secrecy on a senatorial debate ; on the other 
band the story assumes also that senatorial proceedings were not normally secret 
(sec Gell . .NA i. 23.5-6). 

The secreC)' pre<:eding the thr<>e wars strongly suggests tlrat it will have been 
applied to other debates on questions of peace and war. These of course are 
precisely the debates we arc most concerned with. And while secrecy was 
probably sometimes imposed for very short periods (as apparently in Cato's 
s tory), in others (cf. Eumenes' interview) it lasted for several years; in cases su,ch 
as the latter the confidentiality of the Senate's proceedings probably seriously 
hindered the writing of accurate history on the subject. 



256 Additional Notes 

}J. YEARS OF PEACE BETWEEN 32 7 AND 241 ($eep. mo) . 

In favour of the reijal>ility of the annali$tic catalogu¢ of RQm¢'$ <;.;~mpaigm in 
the period oflhe Etrus-can wars (from 3 1 1) cf. W. V. Harris, Romt in Etruria atuf 
Umbria, 4g-78. The two periods which need some comment here are 32<r316 
and 28g-285. ( 1) 32<r3 16. As is well known, the Roman tradition distorted the 
history ofRoman-Samnite relations after 321 in order to wipe out the disgrace 
incurred at the Caudine Forks. It is not necessary here to contest the view that 
the Romans and Samnites were at peace witb each other from the Caudine 
Forks until 316 or 315 (such views can be traced back from E. T. SaJmon, 
Samnium and tht Samnite.r (Cambridge, t 967), 22&-33, through G. DeSanctis, SR 
ii. 31 3-•9, to B. G. Niebuhr) , butt he following points deserve to be made. From 
the agreed fact that the Roman tradition invented successes again:$! the 
Samnites io this period, it does not follow that the Romans and Samnites were 
really at peace (and Li v. ix. 21.2 does not, as Salmon claims, o.c. 228, admit that 
there was no new fighting after 321 until 316}. De Sancti~ (313- 1.4) rested 
weight on the a priori argument that Romans of this time would have kept the 
humiliating promises they had. been lorced to make at the Caudine Forks; and it 
is a.sumed that the Satnnites made no further attempt to follow up their success. 
What lighting, if any, the Romans undertook in 320 remains obscure; there 
seems to l>e nothing sound in the accounts ofLiv. ix. 12-15, Dio fr. 36.21- 2, 
Zonar. vii. 26, and peace is probably the expl.anation. But the assertion that 
Rome fought in 319 with the Ferentani, the Satricani, and the Samnites who 
had occupied Satricum (Liv. ix. 16. t - 3; a triumph allegedly resulted, 16. rr} is 
modest enough to be accepted (other sources a~e Acta Tr.-de Samnitibus-and 
the Oxyrhynchus Chronicle, P. Oxy. 12 = FGrH 255§ tt; on the question of the 
date to which the latter refers see De Sanctis, o.c. ii. 311 n. :;:,) ; on the 
topographical questions involved iu t.his campaign see Salmon, o.c. 230, who, 
however, transfers it somewhat arbiuarily to 315. As for 318, it seems pointtless to 
expunge the campaigru against Teanum and Canusium recorded by Diod. xix. 
10.2 and alluded to by Liv. ix. 20-4- The campaign of317 seems guaranteed by 
its very modesty, Liv. ix. 20.9 (Nerulum at leMt is so obscure that it is probably 
authentic); see further M. W. Frederiksen, JRS lviii (1968), 226. The Roman­
Samnite war of 316 (Liv. ix. 21, Diod. xix. 6; . 7) does not deserve serious d(>ubts. 
Running through modern criticism there seems to be. the view that Livy was 
unwilling to let any year pass without recording a war, even if none took place; 
but an examination of his narrative in Books XXXI to XLV suggests rather that 
he sometimes missed authentic wars recorded by other sources (cf. Additional 
Note tv). (2) 289- 285. This is a11 obscure period, with no Livy and oo Acta 
TriumpM/.ia. According to DeSanctis (o.c. ii. 365), from 28g there were four or 
five years of peace. The graves e/ longae seditiones leading to the Lex Hortensia of 287 
(Liv. Ptr. t 1) would make this easy to understand. However certain wars have to 
be litted in. The campaigns against Volsinli and against the Lucanians 
mentioned at the end of Liv. Per. t 1 appear where they do because of the 
Periochist's custom of gathering minor war notices at the end of an entry; they 
might belong to any year from 292 to 285. Between triumphs recorded in the 
Acta Tr. for the years 291 and 282 we are faced with a large gap, estimated by A. 
Degrassi at nineteen lines (lnscr.lt . xiii. 1 ·544)· Not enough triumphs are known 
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fi·orn the literary sources to fiil this gap: that ofL. Postu.rnius Megellus in 291 will 
have taken two lines, that ofP. Cornelius Rufinus in 29() another two, the double 
triumph of M'. Curius Dentatus in the same year probably three, the third 
triumph ofM'. C urius (actually an ovalioovcr the Lucanians) probably took two 
in Q89 (cf. De vir. ill. 33.3, Degrassi , o.c. 545), and the triumph of P. Cornelius · 
Dolabella probably took two . IfCn. Domitius Calvin us (cos. 283) took '"'0 lines 
and Q Aemilius Papus (cos. 282) took two or th ree (but neither of these 
triumphs is attested), three or four lines still remain. A lost triumph over the 
Volsinienses, to be dated som ewhere in the years 289- 285, is probably part of 
the answer. In addition, C. Aelius Paetus (cos. 286) is quite likely to have beer~ 
responsible for a campaign against the Lucanians ( in spite of disparities ; cf. 
Salmon, o.c. 282 n . t). However 288, 287, and 285 may well have been years 
without \'\'arfare:. 

II { . THf. EARLIEST MAGISTRATES WI1~HOUT TEN 

YEARS' MILITARY SERVICE (seep. 12). 

T. P. Wiseman, .Ntw Men, I 43, cites the cases of M. Brutus (RE lunius no. so) 
and L. Cra.sus. Brutus did no military service, so it was claimed in invective· 
(Cic. De ora.t. ii. 226)-but neither did he seek office (Brut. 130). Crass us (b. 140) 
made at least one major fore nsic speech when he wa.• of an age to be serving in 
the army, his accusation of Carbo in r <9 (Brut. 159, De oral. iii. 74) ; but twelve 
mond1s on du ty can never have been a strict requirement (cf To.b. Her., ll .cc.), 
and court pleading had long been common for youog aristocrats (see above. 
p. 19). Probably as early as 118 he took part as a tri.umvir in the founding of 
Na.rbo--an extraordinary appointment for a man of his age. He evidently spent 
as much time as possible in the forum and his quaestor.;hip was his longest 
absence (Cic. Deorat. ii. 365). He may have broken the rule. a nd may have been 
one of the first to do so. Sallust's remark about Sulla (b. 138) that he wa.S 'rudh 
. . _ et ignarus belli' before 107 (BJ g6. 1; cf. Val. Max. ' 'i. g.6, which may 
suggest how the story grew up) is an exaggeration at lea•t, in view of the 
responsibilities Marius ga ve him; throughout the pa:ssage Sallust is obviously 
contrasting Sulla with Marius as much as possible. 1\f. Gelzcr (Roman .Nobility, 
s~ n . 177 = KS i. 86 n. 1 77) mentions as evidence of the lack of military 
experience among politicians Sail . B] 85. 12 ('ego scio . . . qui postquam 
consules facti sunt et acta maiorum et Graecorum militaria pracccpta Iegere 
coeperint : pracposteri homines ... ' ), but t.his is merely rhetoric appropriate to 
the spe.aker Marius, wbo was certainly more. of a soldier than most Mhilts. Of 
tucuUus Cicero says (Luc. 2) that before his quaestorship in 8; 'adulescentiam. 
in forensi opc!ra . . . consumpscrat', and he was 'rei mjlitaris rudis' when he went 
to ma ke war against Mithridates. According to Plutarch (Luc. ~). he had served 
as an officer under Sulla in the Social War, and to say that he was 'rei militaris 
rudis' after his activities in the 8os was quite misleading (cf. Gclzcr, RE s.v. 
Licinius no. 10 4 ( 1926), col. 384, J. Van Ooteghcm, Lucius Licinius LutultJJS 
(Brussels, 1959), 6 1). However Lucullus' consular CQUeague, M. Cotta, may 
have lac.ked military experience (App. Mit.hr. 71 ). On the changing situation see 
als.o Cic. Font. 42-3 ('studiis militaribus apud iuventu.tem obsoletis' etc. ), Caes. 
BG i. 39.2. 
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IV. CONSULAR WARS, 200-167 (see p. 15). 

Neither L. Cornelius Lentulus, cos. 199, nor Sex. Aclius Paetus, cos. 198, 
achieved anything mtmorabile in northern Italy according to Livy (xxxii. 7.8, 
9·5· ~6.1 ) ; in 196 the region was 'praeterspem qukta' (26.4). Paetus 'totum 
prope annum Cremonensibus Placentinisque cogendis rcdire in colonias, undc 
belli casibus dissipati erant, consurnpsit' (26.1-:J) . Howevell' the reality of these 
two years was more complex. It should arouse suspicion that the stiuging defeat 
inflicted by the l nsubres in 199 is attributed to the praetor whose province was 
Ariminum (quite far away) rather tban the consul whose p-rovince was Callia. 
And presumably Paetus' re-establishment of Placentia (destroyed in 200 or •99) 
and Cremona required some military action against the lnsubres, even if 
nothing mtm~~rahile, i.e . no sizable victories or defeats, resulted. Furthermore 
our only other narrative, Zonar. ix. 15- 16, which is almost equally jejune, 
recounts thai Paetus made an expedition against the Gauls, in which both sides 
suffered heavy easualtics, l(aipLOV 0.( -rL inpaxiJ"' ovlliv (ix. •6). Without 
discussing the problem in more detail, one can say tl1at there was very probably 
some fighting for Paetus' army, and perhaps some for Lentulus'. Another 
important factor, whkh we shall observe again, is that in •99 and untillar.e in 
198 success was not known to be assured in another, less predictable, theatre of 
operations, the war against Philip V ; it would not be surprising if the Senate 
consequently imposed a certain restraint on the commanders in northern Italy 
(cf. DeSanctis, SR iv. 1.413}. 

In '94 Scipio Africanus clearly wanted Macedonia as his province (Liv. 
xxxiv. 43-3-5) ('to avert war', according to H. H. Scullard'.speculation, Roman 
Politics, 11 7), but was frustrated by a hostile Senate and assigned ' I talia', i.e. the 
north. Some so urces known to Livy said that be conducted a plundering 
expedition among the Boii and Ligu.-~.s, others that he die! nothing memorabile 
(Liv. xxxiv. 48.1 ) ; both versions were probably correct. The expedition i5 
summarily rejected by (among others) Scullard (o.c. 118 n. 2) and U. Schlag 
(Regnum in Senatu (Stuttgart, tg68}, 48). However it seems un likely that such an 
alTair was invented to glorify the great Africanus, and as for the historicity of 
undistinguished plundering expeditions in general in this period, they are more 
likely to have been ignored by some annalists (who mostly wrote in a narrower 
compass than Livy) than invented by others to fill gaps. Such an expedition can 
ooly be understood in the context of contemporary attitudes towards plunder, 
on which sec above, chapter II. 

In 190 both consuls wanted the a...ignment of'Graecia' (Liv. xxxvii. 1. 7) , but 
Laelius had to content himself with Italy ( 1.10), where the defeat oft he Boii in 
the previous December (on the date: Liv. ~xxvi. 38.5- 39- 1, Acta Tr. ) left work 
of consolidation to be carried out {the ~einforcernent ofCremona and Placentia, 
the expulsion of many Boii (Strabo v. 213, 216; cf. Lio·. xxxvi. 39.3), the 
foundation of B<)llonia in 189}. 

Of the consuls of t88 C. Livius Salina tor seems to have continued U1is work in 
Caul, while M. Valerius Messala returned from Liguria 'nulla memorabiiJ in 
provincia gcsta re, ut ea probabilis morae causa .sset, quod solito serius ad 
cornitia venisset' (Liv. xxxviii. 42 .1 ). This is no evidence lhat his tenure was 
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entirely peaceful, but it is likely that serious campaigns i:n Liguria were delayed 
until 187 because of preoccupation with events in the east. 

Bo·th consuls of t86 were assigtled Liguria, but Sp. Postumius was detaioed 
by the Bacchanalia crisis, apparentiy for the whole year. The consuls of 184 did 
tlothing mmrorabile (Liv. xxx.i". 44·'' ) with their four legions in Liguria, to 
whlch they had been assigned 'quia bellum nusquam alibi erat' (38.1 ) : hut thls 
is no t the whole story, since one of them, L. Porcius Licinus, had his command 
prolonged into 183, and at some point in h.iscampaign vowed an tudes to Venus 
Erydna (Liv. xi. 3+·4) ; these rure indications of real (bu t unsuccess(td?) warfare. 
In 183 Q Fabius Laheo did nothing mtmorabile in Liguria (Liv. xxxix . 56. g), but 
after reporting that the Apuani were contemplating ' rebellion' had his 
command extended. There is no way of telling whethee such a notice conceals 
skirmishes, gueJTilla warfare, Roman defeats, or total lack of contact with the 
enemy. The consuls of 181 had an 'otiosarn provinciam' i n Liguria (Liv. xi. 35· 1 , 

cf. 37·9). partly because AemjJius Paullus (cos. lil>) retained his command 
there ; but with their commands prolonged intO t80, they probably undertook 
some campaigning and were certainly awarded triumphs (against the comment 
ofLi v. xJ. g8.g 'hi oinniurn primi nullo bello gesto triumpharunt' , see Scullard, 
o.c. 178 n. 5). Of the consuls of 179 Livy says that L. Manlius performed 'nihil 
memoria dignum ' in Liguria (xl. 53-4). (for a case in which Livy probably 
through sheer ignorance repo-rted peace in a promagistrate's province see xli. 
26.1 .) A lacuna in Livy conceals the provinces assigned to the consu ls of 174, 
probably Liguria, and nothi ng is known of their activities. L. I'ostumius 
Albin us, COJ'. 172, spent the whole summer recovering public land in Campania 
with-out even going to his province of Liguria (Liv. xlii . g. 7). During the years 
t 7o-168 one consul was assigned Italy each year, and their activities were q uitc 
restrained, no doubt bceause of the war " 'ith Perseus (on I]O: Liv. xlili. g.1~3; 
on 168: xlv. 12.g}. The war in Liguria was renewed immediate ly after t.he 
victory in Macedon. 

Thus out ofsixry-eight con~uls who effectively held office in 1his period, eight 
did not command in active warfare, and e.ight others may not have done so: in 
four of five years there is a real indication that the festraint may have been 
invo-luntary. T hat is tO say, more than thrce.-qual'ters of the consuls were 
certainly active in war. 

V. SCHUMI'ETER'S THEORY ON THE CA USES OF ROME'S 

WARS (seep. 17) . 

Sinc-e Imperialism and Social Classe; (New York-Dxford, 1951) is widel)' known, 
some comments are needed. The relevant essay first appeared in Archiv for 
So<ialwissmJ·thofl und So,ialpolitik, xlvi ( 1919), and separately as Zur Sozwlogit der 
lmflt1'ialismen. (Tubingen, 1919). It has, not surprisingly, received very little 
attention from Roman historians, and Schumpeler's own interest was not in 
Roman history but in establishing a general thco~y of imperialism. His 
imerpretation of Roman imperialism is essentially that 'from the Punic Wars to 
Aug:ustus' there was a time of imperialistic wiU to conquer, an unlimited aim 
which supposedly had no concrete objectives. He denies that the aristocraC)' had 
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a 'specifically military orientation'. Hence it must have· been 'domestic class 
interests' which created Roman imperialism, and since the only group which 
benefited extensively from imperiali<sm was the landed aristocracy, it must have 
been they who brought it about in order to maintain and strengthen their own 
social and political position (.(ur So<:iologit, 39 =Imperialism, 5t ). This argument 
is presented in merely outline form . 

Schumpeter's theory was criticized by P. A. Brunt (Comparaliue Studies in 
Soci<ty and Hisi<Jry, vii ( t964-5), 272) on two grounds: (a) that uneorutious motives 
are of questio-nable validity. This is merely an obscurantist argument, hard 
though such motives are lor the historian to identify; (b) that 'it was often not 
the governing class, but agrarian reformers or popular leaders wbo carried out 
annexations'- however it is war and the expansion of power, not annexation, 
that matter most (cf. above, p. t35), and in any case no act of annexation before 
the first century is to be attributed to an agrarian reformer (Ti. Gracchus was 
not respomible for the annexation of Asia: seep. t47) or a popular leader. Tbe 
greatest weakness ofSchumpeter's theory is that it grossly oversimplifies reality. 
Far from being 'objectless', Roman expansion produced some direct and 
important benefits, which are analysed as far as possible in chapters, I , II, and 
V. Schumpeter was aware of some of these benefits (the improved supply of 
slaves, for example), but he insisted quite artificially on making 'domestic class 
interests' the one fundamental factor. This theory is not very convincing for a 
period such as that between ~87 and the t3os wheo the political system was 
remarkably stable and seldom caused aristocratic anxietty; and in the second 
half of the second <:entury foreign wars, far from serving as a useful distraction 
from internal struggles, were-because of the manpower· shortage (cf. pp. 4!r 
50)- visibly one of their main causes. 

One effect ofthe aristocracy's external policies was, asj. Bleicken has pointed 
out (Staatlidu Ordnung und Freiheit;,. dt:r riimischen Rtpublik (Kallmiinz, t9 72), 97), 
to absorb political energy and to promote internal stability. The question should 
be whethor this was a result which the aristocracy intended. According to 
Bleicken, it was not-'sie hatte ja nicht das &w·usstsein von der Problematik 
ihrer Vorrangstellung.' However iris possible that in the tsos at least some 
aristocrats did regard war as a salutary preoccupation or distraction . The 
somewhat different but closely related theory of the mttus lw.rtilis (i.e. the theory 
that fear of foreign enemies ensured domestic stability) was being heard from 
Scipio Nasica {seep. t27) and also in a different form from Polybius (vi. 57·5- 9 ; 
note especially ovK£n !Jf).~qn (o Si)po~J TTE&!Jo.pxtiv oti8' iqov <xE<v To<~ 
7TpO<OTW(JIV, a>.>.a TTav KO.t TO 7TAftOTOV o.ti-ro~ (§ 8) ; cf. tS.s-8). At some 
point, perhaps not till the first century, annalistic writers began to claim that in 
early Rome aristocrats had sometimes regarded peace as politically dangerous 
(cf. Liv. ii. 28.5, 29.2, 52.2) and that tribune.s had sometimes accused them of 
starting diversionary wars (Liv. iii. tO. to- 14, iv. 58.t 1 -t4; cf. Sail. Hisl. iii. 
48.6). A war which may genuinely have been started partly as a diversion was 
the Gallic war of t25- t2 1 (seep. 248). To go back to an earlier period, one can 
imagine that t.he aristocracy did see the I tali an wars of the late fourth and early 
third centurie-s as useful distractions. 

Yet the patrician- plebeian aristoo::racy was in no danger of social revolution, 
even during the Secession of287. ThecausesofRome's miutary initiatives in our 
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period were more complex than Schumpetcr allowed, and while it is true and 
important tha t the aristocrats sought 'the glory of victorious leadership' (.(ur 
So~iiJlogie, 40 =Imperialism, 52), they did so not to assert the pre-eminence of a 
class (tlois was scarcely questioned), but to assert their individual claims to be full 
members of that class. 

VJ. THE FAME OF VICTO RI OUS COMMANDERS AS IT WAS 

REFLECTED IN THE MONUMENTS (seep. 20) . 

A suniving temple-dedication: ILLRP t22 ( 142 B.c.) , describing the 
dedicator's victory. The very numerous temples dedicated in this period are 
listed by K. Latte, Riimisclre Religionsgesthichte, 415- 1 7. Renewals could also give 
opportunities for self-expression, as with the. temple of Neptunus probably 
reconstructed by M. Antonius, censor in 97 and victOr over pirates (cf. F. 
Coarelli, DA ii ( 1968), 302- 68, iv-v ( 197o-1 ), 241-{)5) ; another case of 
reconstruction by a ~ictorious commander was probably the contributionofM. 
Fulviu! Flaccus (cos. 264), the conqueror ofVolsinii, to the temple complex of 
Fortuna and Mater Matuta (Sant' Omobono), though tbe exact limits of what 
he did there are not clear (seeM. Torelli's analysis of the donation epigraph, 
Q_uadmi dell' /stituto di Topogra.fia Antica della Unioersita di Rhma v ( 1968), 71-5; 
the inscription· was first published by A. Degrassi , BCAR lxxix ( 1g63- 4). 91-3 
( c AE 1966 no. 13) ; see further F. Coarelli, Guida archeologica di Roma (n.p., 
1974) , 283) . Only a magistrate with imperium was permitted 1.0 dedicate a 
temple. though Llus included duoviri atili dtdicandae appointed to fulfil a vow 
made by a holder of imperium. Triumphatores put up tabulae describing their feats 
(a text in Liv. xli. 28.8--9 ; and cf. the text in Liv. xl. s>-5-{), part of which is also 
quoted as from a tabula triumphalis by Caesius Bassus (Gramma.tici Latini, ed. KciJ, 
vi), p. 265 ; lines from rwo other texts of this kind are given by Caesius Bassus, 
ibid. , and A tilius Fortunatiallus (GL ~i. pp. ~93-4) . ILLR/' 31Uaucl AE tg64 no. 
72 ( =A. DC!,'TaSSi, BCAR lxxviii ( 1961-2), 138--40) also fall into this ca!egory 
according to Degrassi (cf. Acta of the Fiflh lnternotional Congress of Greek and Latin 
Epigrafthy, Cambridge t¢7 (Oxford, 1971 ;, '55; but on the latter inscription seej. 
Reynolds,JRSlxvi ( t9 76) , 177). For a later text of this kind (Pompey's) sec Plin. 
JIIH vii. g8. Dedications of booty: ILLRP 100, 124, 221 , 295, and the inscription 
from Sant' Omobono discussed by Torelli , I.e.; plus many from outside Rome­
ILLRPg>t , 321 a, 322, 323, 3~6-32, E. Bizzarri, Epigraphic a xx:xv ( 1973), 140>-2. 
The most elaborate republican text of this type i.s Pompey's dedication of 61 
recorded in Diod. xi. 4 (cf. Plin . .NH \Iii. 97). Cf. Liv. vi. 29.9, an important 
example (accompanying the statue of luppiter lmperator acquired from 
Praenestc) if it is authentically early. The ancient references to the panicular 
monuments referred to in the text can easily be traced through S. B.l'latne.r-T. 
Ashby. TDAR, and do not need to be listed here. The text of the Duillius 
inscription: ILLRP 3t9; the column of Aemilius was destroyed in 172 (Liv. xlii. 
20.1 ). Three arches /fornices) were put up by L . Stertinius in 196, another by 
ScipioAfricanus in 190, another by Q Fabius Max.imus after his triumph in 120 
(cf H. Kahler in REs.v. Triumphbogen (1939), cols. 483-93, G. A. Mansuelli, 
Aevum xxii ( 1948), 75-84, A. Bocthius in A. Boethius-J. B. Ward-Perkins, 
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Etruscan and Roman Architecture (London, 1970), 126) . Statues in the forum area: 
Plin. NH xxxiv. 2o-32 (no10nly military heroes) ; cf. Liv. xxiii. 19.18for another 
example ;such stan1es were commonly the result of a victory, Plu. Cat. Ma.'i. t9·3· 
Epitaphs referring specifically to feats of war: JLLRP 309, 310, 313-but these 
are from the tomb of the Scipios, and other surviving epitaphs are jejune 
(however that of A. Atilius Caiatinus (cos. 2;l8·, 254) mentioned by Cicero, De 
sen. 6t (cf. W. Morel, FPL p. 7), must have referred to his victories). On 
paintings: Liv. xxiv. {6. 19 (2t4. s.c.-a strange case), xli. 28.to ( t 77), Plio . NH 
xxxv. 19 (Fabius Pictor's work in 302 : unfortunately no source tells us the 
subject of his chif-li'oeuiJfe, but it was probably military in some way (cf. De 
Sanctis, SR ii. 5t t), presumably a view of the triumphing dictator C. I unius 
Bubulcus), 22-33 (264. s.c ., 189, 146), Festus 228L (272, 264), Cic. Q!Jimt. 25, 
Schol. Bob. (CictroniJ' Oralionum Scholiaslae, ed. Stangl), p. 147 ('ad tabulam 
5<-xtiam', a reference to C. Sextius Calvinus, cos. 124: L. G. Pocock, A 
Commentary on Cicero in Vatinium, pp. r&>-2) ; cf. DeSanctis, I.e. and iv. 2. t. IOo-
3· G. Zinserling, Wis$tnsch<iftlU:Iu <;eitsdtriji der Friedrich-Schiller·UnilJI!rsiliit Jena 
ix ( •95!r6<J), 403- 48 (not acceptable on all poims) . The function of the 
surviving painting fro m the Esquiline, datable to 30()-250, was to decorate a 
tomb, but it is worch noting that it pottrays se<:nes or war (it is best illustrated 
and described in RoTTI.L Medio Repubblicana. Aspetti culturali di Roma e del La;;io nei 
secoli IV e Ill a. C. (Rome, 1973), 201>-8). As censor in 97 M. Antonius adorned 
the rostra •vith his imperatoriae manuh-iae from C ilicia (Cic. De oral. iii. 1 o). 

VIJ. PRAETORIAN T RIUMPHATORES (seep. 32). 

The exceptions who did not reach the consulship are ( 1) L. Aemilius Regillus 
(pr. tgo), who celebr ated a naval triumph in 188. He was not among the 
patrician candidates in 185, according to Liv. :xxxix. 32.6 (L. Aemilius 1here is 
Paullus), and Liv. xi. 52.4 suggests that he was dead by '79 (otherwise he might 
be exJl"Ctcd to have obtained an appointment >s duouir aedi dedirandae and 
dedicated his temple at an earlier da1e). Liv. xJv. 22.1 1 may well be mistaken in 
implying that he was ative in 167 (cf. G.J. Szemler, Priest.J ojtht Roman Republic 
(Brussels, 1972), 109 t:J . g). (2) L. Quinctius Crispin us (pr. 186), who triu mphed 
from Hispania Citerior in 184 'magno patrum oon.sensu' (Liv. xxxix. 42.2 ) . He is 
not heard of after 183. (3) M. Titinius Curvus (pr. q8), who celebrated a 
triumph fi·orn Hispartia Citerior in 175, sprang from a non-consular family, and 
probably suffered fatal damage tO his reputatio:n from the famous repetundae case 
of 171 (on which cr. H. H. Scullard, Roman Politics, 201- 2), though !he wa.~ 
acquitted. (4) L. Cornelius Dolabella (R£ no. t38), who celebrated a triumph 
over the Lusitani in g8, is never heard of again, even in the Social War when so 
many fom1er officers are known to have been in action; he may have died 
prematurely. On C. Cicereius, seep. 32 n. 3· Known praetorian uiti ttiumphalts 
who reached the consulship in this period ( I leave aside two cases from the 
easlier period wheo the slatus of the praetorsbip was different): L. Furius 
Purpurio ( 196), Q Minu<:ius Thermus ( 193), Q Fabius Labeo ( t83), C. 
Calpurnius Piso ( 180) *, Q Fulvius Flaccus ( 179), T i. Sempronius Gracchus 
( 177), L. Postumius Albinus ( 1 73), Cn. Octavius ( 165)*, L. Anicius Gallus 
( t6o)• , L. Mummius ( 146)0 , Q Caecilius Metellus ( 143), Q Scrvilius Caepio 
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( to6) , M. Antonius (99), T. Didius (9(1)•, P. Servitius Vatia (79). {Asterisks 
indicate those of non-consular descent.} Of course aU these elections were 
influenced by other factors. 

VI II . WAR -VOTES IN THE COM IT/A CENTURIA TA {seep. 41) . 

Though a vote ofth<comitia ctnll<na/Q was atill needed in Polybius' time (cf. Liv. 
(A.) xJv. 21.4-5, Polyb. vi . 14. 10), the rule may not have been strictly adhered 
to. Cn. Manlius Vulso (cos. t8g) attacked the Galatians without the authori­
zation of a senatorial or comitial war-vote (Liv. xxxviii. 45·4- 7• 46.13, 48.9, 
.)O.t ), presumably in the confidence-justified , as it turned out-that be would 
gl't away Mth it and even celebrate a triumph. A similar complaint was voiced 
about the lstrian war in 177, ifLiv. xli. 7.8 is to be trusted (which is doubtful, 
especially since A. Manlius V ulso, the younger brother ofCnaeus, was one of the 
subjects of complaint) . It seems most untikely that every extension of Roman 
warfare to minor opponents was authorized by a comitial vote {cf., e.g., the war 
against Nabis and also Liv. xliii . t.tl ); however J. W. Rich, Declaring War in tht 
Roman Republic in tlu Period of Transmarine Expansion (Brussels, 1976), t.'), is 
unduly confident that Livy mentioned all the comitial war-votes that took place 
in the period 218- t67. No such votes are known after 171 :even the Third Punic 
War may have lacked such authorization (cf. App. Lib. 75-4>) ; the case of the 
Jugurthine War, argued by S. I. Oost, A]Pit lxxv ( 1954}, 15t, is worse than 
doubtful; and App. Mithr. 22.83 scarcely shows that there was a comitial vote 
concerning Mithridates in 88, in spite of Rich, 14. A trace of late-republican 
controversy on the subject can be seen in Liv. iv. 30·'5• and the M•lus 
maintained a nominal role (cf. Cic. Pis. so). Mommsen limited himself to saying 
that comitial war-votes were no longer important in the late Republic (R. 
StaatsrecfJ, iii. 3·45l· Cf. G. W. Botsford, The RlmUln Assemblies (New York, •909}, 
231- 2, L. R . Taylor, Roman Voting Assemblies (Ann Arbor, 1966), 100. Even in 
the day1 when there were comitial votes, no one couid speak at the 1ontw 
pr.,ceding the vote except on the invitation of the presiding magistrate 
(Mommsen, i3 . 2oo-1}, who commonly had a vested interest. 

IX . ROMAN KILLING IN CAPTURED CITIES (see p. 52) . 

Further instances: at Minturnae, Vescia, and especially Ausona in 314 (Liv. ix. 
25), atSaepinum in 293 (Liv. x. 45· 14- the result of ira) , (?) at Panormus in 254 
(Diod. xxiii. 18.4), at Syracuse in 212 (Liv. xxv. 3 1.9-a relatively mild case), at 
Tarentum in 209 {Liv. xxvii. t6.;>- 7-worth mentioning since friends as well as 
rebels and enemies were apparently killed). at Oreus in Euboea in 208 (Liv. 
xxviii. 6.5), at Antipatrea on the western liinge of Macedon in 200 (Liv. (P.) 
xxxi. 27-4-all puberes killed), at Haliartus in Boeotia in 171 (Liv. (P.) xlii. 
63.10), at Carthage in 146 (App. Lib. 128-130), at Corinth in 146 (Paus. vii. 
16.8--women and children were kept for the ~ave market}, in Numidia in 109 
(Sail. B] 54 .. 6-killing of pubtrts). For a similar incident involving the Sarnnites 
in 320 see Liv. ix. '4-llr"tl (but much is unhistorical in this section; the 
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Samnites were themselves often brutal, according to the Roman sources). It is 
worth registering the massacre at Henna in 2l 4 of an unarmed ally population 
which showed signs of disloyalty (Li\'. xxiv. 39.6; ' . • . urbis captae modo 
fugaque et <:aedes omnia tenet ... ') . 

X. ROMAN SETTLEMENT OF ITALIAN LAND BEFORE THE 

SECOND PUNIC WAR (see p. 6o). 

Since the central fact cannot be disputed, the calculations will oot be soet out io 
full. Colonies: the twenty-one Latin colonies founded between 334 and 241 
(listed by A.J. Toynbec, Hannibal's Legaty, i. 159-60) had territoriaofjust about 
10,000 sq. km. (K.J. Be loch's figures, Der italische Bund (Leipzig, 188o), 138-45, 
with some n<.'<:CSS<lry adjustments), of which a large proportion was assigned to 
Roman citizens (three-quarters according to P. A. Brunt's guess, Italian 
Manf!<Jwer, 29). At least ten citizen colonies were founded between c. 350 and 241 
(E. T. Salmon, &man Colon.i~ation under tl1e Republic (London, 19fi9), 7o-81; but 
add Castrum Novum in Picenum) . Though it is absurd to suppose on the basis of 
l,iv, viii. 21 .11 that the colonists were sustaillled on two iugtra for each family 
(Toynbee, i. 185-6;. he does not explain how they survived}, the total of land 
confiscated for citizen colonies will only have been a few hundred sq. km. 
lndi•idual assignment: Veii added 562 sq. km (most of it passing into Roman 
bands: W. V. Harris, Rome in Etruriaand Umbria, 41 - 2); the territory of the eight 
new tribes created between 358 and 299 probably contained at least •,ooo sq. 
k.m. ofland assigned to citizens ( cf. L. R. Taylor, The Voting Districts tif the Roman 
Republic (Rome, 196o), 47- 68; the measurements are mainly Beloeh's ; cf. also 
Brunt, 28). Other major areas of individual assignment prior to 241: an 
indecerminate amount of Sabine territory (Taylor, 59-60, F. Cassola, I gruppi 
politici romani, 92 ), perhaps not very large if th.e assignments consisted of 7 iugera 
each; the tribe Velina, c.reated in 241, probably contained men who received 
individual assignments in Practuttian territo.ry (which amounted to r ,o89 sq. 
km.) and perhaps some individual settlers in Picenum. Early settlement of 
individual Romans may also have taken place in certain other regions. 

XI. TALES ABOUT T HE MODEST MEANS OF THE OLD 

ARISTOCRAT S (see p. 66). 

Dining habi~': Samnite ambassadors found M'. Curius dining from a wooden 
dish (Val. Max. iv. 3·5), cooking a turnip {P.lin. NHxix. 8;), etc. ; DeSanctis 
was quite unjustified in claiming {SR ii. 493) t'hat even ifit is untrue suc!h a story 
shows how Romans thought in Curius' time. There was very little silve r in the 
h.ous~ofC. Fabriciu$ (on hisalleged poverty'(;f. Val. Max. iv. 3.6, 4.10) and Q, 
Aemilius Papus (iv. 4·3) . These two were censors in 275f4, when Fabricius was 
responsible for expelling P. Cornelius Rufinus (cos. 290, 277) from the Senate on 
the grounds that he possessed silver vessels weighing 10 lb. (the sources are listed 
in MRR i. 1g6, cxco:pt for the important account of GeU. }(A iv. 8) ; to some 
extent at least this was a pretext ( cf. Cassola,/ gruppi f!<Jiitici romani, 169'-70). Sex. 
Aelius Catus (cot. 198} was a!Jegedly found by Actolian ambassadors dining in 
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fotilihus {Piin. NH xxxiii. 142, with a C011fused version in Val. Max. iv. 3· ; ). Q 
Aelius Tubero. Aemilius Paull us' son-in-law, never owned silver except for the 
little hisfiuher-in-la"' gave him after Pydna (Val. Max. iv. 4·9· Plin . .NH xx>Uii. 
142--confusi ng him with Catus, as does Val. Max. iv. 3· 7), a statement made 
highly suspect by among other things the great wealth eventually inherited by 
his wife Aemilia from her namesake. the widow of Scipio Africanus (Polyb. 
xxxiii. ~6.2-5, 28.8~) . Whether the unseemly parsimony demonstrated bv 
Tubero's son at the funeral banquet ofScipio Aemilianus (Cic. Mur. 75-6, Val. 
Max. vii. 5· •) stemmed fi·om shortage of cash is uncertain ; his philoso ph} may 
have been to blame. Aelii (cf. Val. Max. iv. 4.8) and Atilii seem to have been 
favourite subjects for fables of aristocratic frugality. 

Doing the farmwork: Cic. Rose. Am. 50, Val. Max. iv. 4·4· Plin. NH xviii. ' 9· 
As applied to an Atilius Serranus {sources: MRR i. oo8 n. t) the story is 
obviously apocryphal and derived from his cognomen; it is not even clear which 
Atilius is meant. African us labouring i11 retirement: Sen. Ep. 86.5. 

Minuscule farms: seven iugtra was the standard size in moralistic tales (Val. 
Max. iv. 4.1 t , cf. Plin. NH xviii. 18). This was allegedly the size of Atilius 
Regulus' agtllus (Val. Max. iv. 4.6), as it had been that of Cincinnatus' (4. 7). 
For the idealization of Atilius cf. P. Blauler, Studim {ur Regulusgeschichu l diss. 
Freiburg, t945), 45- 55, A. Lippold, Consults, 39· Even ifM'. Cu rius took only 
seven i•gera of Sabine land, not the so offered by the Senate (Val. Max. iv. 3·5· 
cf. Front. Strat. iv. 3.12 etc.; for the modest character of this 'viUa' me e.arliest 
source .eems to be Cic. Cat. Mai. 55), it was obviously not his only prorerty. 
Fabricius' small farm: Dion. Hal. xix . 15.1. 

Few slaves: Dion. Hal. xix. 15.1 , Val. Max. iv. 3-6, 4.6, Frontin. iv. 3·3· etc. 
On further elaborations concerning Curius and Fabricius cf. F. Munzer's 

articles in RE' s.v. Curius no. 9 {1901 ), cols. 1844-s, s.v. Fabricius no. 9 ( 1907), 
col. 1935. 

XII . THE ANTIQ.UITY Of THE SECULAR PRAYER FOR 

INCREASED EMPIRE (seep. t21}. 

The essentials of the Augustan wording may have been devised in 2.19 o.c. In 
fact the phrase 'utique semper Latinusobtemperassit', restored to the Augustan 
acta from the new fragments of the Severan acta by J. Gage (REL xi (1933), 
179 =Recherches sur Its jeux slculaires (Paris, 1934}, 52), obviously poims to an 
earlier date than 249 B.C. and specifically lO 348 (in spite ofP. Catalano, inScritti 
in onoredi Edoardo Volterra (Milan, 1971), iv. 803), but it would have been an 
intelligible thought in 249. There is no need lO hold (as, e.g., Latte does, Riimische 
Religior.sgeschichtt, 264 n. 4) that tllis phrase presupposes the oracular lines about 
the Latins preserved in Phlegon, FGrH 237 F37 (p. 1191, lines 5-6) (also in 
Zosimus, ii. 6), whicb he dates no earlierthan the lat.e second century (298 n. ;>) . 
Momrnsen (EE ' 'iii ( t899), 265 [ _. Bib!.)} cited republican parallels lor the 
Augustan prayer (note esp. Cato, De agri cult. cxli. 3, l.iv. xxiii. 11.2- 3, and the 
lustrum prayer from Valerius Maximus). The ease for the prayer's republican 
date was expanded by E. Diehl, RliM lxxxi.ii ( 1934), 268-70, 357-69 (accepted 
by J. Vogt, Citeros Glaubr. an Rom. (Stuttgart, 1935), 74> E. Norden, Aus 
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altrmnischen Prie.rlerbii:Ciurn (Lund, 1939), 104). It is clear that 'imperium 
maiestasque p.R.' was an old-established official phrase and that there is 
absolutely no reason to follow H. G. Gundel (Historia xii ( •963), 301- 2) in 
supposing that it entered the secular prayer only under Augustus; it is unlikely 
that it w~ at all new in the Aetolian treaty of 189 {Liv. (P.) xxxviii . 11.2), but 
the texts in which it might be. expected to occur simply do not exist. Cic. Rab. 
Perd. 20 is interesting evidence for the solemnity of the phrase, even though 
Cicero was probably not quoting the official text of a senatus consu/tum ullimum 
there (S. Mendner, l'hilologw ex ( 1!)66), 261- 4}; cf. also Sail. B] 24.10. 

XJ II. THE ALLEGED BEGINNINGS OF THE METUS 

HOST/LIS THEORY (seep. 127}. 

Q Caecilius Metellus (cos. 2o6) is said by Val. Max. vii . 2.3 to have stated in the 
Senate, after the defeat of Carthage in 202, that he did not know whether the 
victory had brought the state more harm or good; and he went on to speak of the 
good effects ofHannibal's invasion in arousing Roman virtus. This is treated as 
historical by E. Maloovati (OR? p. 11) and F. Cassola (/ gru/iPi polilici romani, 
396). Wrongly. Metealus may have made some remarks about the virtttS aroused 
by the invasion, but the theme of Valerius· story is anachronistic (cf. W. 
Hoffmann, llisloria ix ( 1g6o), 320 [ _, Bib!.]); and MeteUus cannot have made a 
speech so derogatory 10 Scipio Africanus, with whom he was closely allied at this 
time (Liv. xxix. 20, xxx. 23.3- •h 27.2) ; and in any case the story is to be rejected 
because of the usual considerations applying to senatorial speeches in this period 
(see Additional Note 1; and there is no reason to think that Metellus' collected 
speeches were preserved). 

The idea that the counterbalancing power of a foreign state would be 
beneficial to Rome is attributed, quite tentatively, by Appian to Scipio 
Africanushimself (Lib. 65) : he led the Romans to make a moderate peace in 201 
EiTE Tc.~w (ip'fjp..fvwll oUv~l(a Aoy'oJLWv, €ir~ WS' O.pKoiiv 'Pwp.aUus (r 
~v.rvxl:av TO ,_..ov"lv d4>£A£o8at Kapx7J8ovl.ovs TT,v 1}yl1£0vtaa.o· lioi y6.p, oi 
KCl~ rOS£ a.-ol-'t,ouuu'~ ati-TOJ.O Er ~pWJ,Lo.l.wv owtf,povtop.OaJ E8£Aijaat y£1Tova. 

\ 0 I \ ' - .J..'Q > t \ _ \ "' "' I '1: Q I t 
1(0.1. O.VTC.11'(1.A0V O.UTOt!S ..,o,...ov (S' O.€L KQT<li\&.1T£UI, C.VO. P.TJ 'JTOTE Es u,.,p(O'•(C.(lV EV 

1-'~y(IIE< TVX'IS Kat O.,..~p•J.f.•lq.. Kat 'To~~ ov'l'w </>pov~ua• -ro• l:K<nowva ov 
no.l.v vu1'£pov Jf£t1TE Toi's 'Pwl-'aoo•s KaTwv, (.,..,)..;,.,..,.wv napwf"l-'1-'(vo•s 
Ka-ra 'Pooou. But this too is anachronistic (K . Bilz, Die Politik de! P. Omulius 
Scipio Aemilianut (Stuttgart., t936), 24- 5. Hoffmann, o.c. 320, A. E. Astin, Scipio 
Aemilianw, 277 n. 2) , and any moderation shown in 201 was dictated by 
circumstances (see above, p. 138}. (However Hoffmann, o.c. 3tll--23, was 
wrong to try and simpliJY the problem by reading, witht he Vaticanus MS, -rov 
EK<nlwva, & ou no.l.v, KTA. The effect of this is to remove from Appian the 
claim that Cato. in addition to the vague 'some people', attributed the opinion 
to African us. The suggestion was accepied by F. W. Walbank,JRSiv ( 1965), 6. 
It is most unlik~ly, be-cause (a} o ov is a hiatus which Appian avoids (A. Zerdik, 
Q.~UUstwnes Appianeae (dis.•. Kiel, t886), 52; Hoffmann's commeniS on this 
problem, o.c. :321, w-ere uninformed) ; and (b) Hoffmann's text is excesSively 
referential, assuming knowledge ofCato's Pro Rkodiensibw (cf. M. Gelzer, KS ii. 
53 n. 3ta}). 
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!But in spite of Appian, Cato probably did not really attribu te ro African us, or 
endorse himself, the opinion that a counterbalancing external force should be: 
mainrained for Rome'sown benefit. T he nearest be ca1ne, as far as we know, was 
to describe the dangers of too much success (ORF> fr. t63; see p. t78 n. ;,). 
Evenruallysomesourceof Appian's elaborated this into the argumen t, supposed 
to have been used by Scipio Nasica. that Rome needed a po"•erful neighbour­
an argumenl emirely irrelevant to the speech on behalf of the Rhodians and not 
in any case likely to have appealed to Cato. 

XJV. THE DATE OF T H E ANNEXATION OF C VRENE (see 

p. '54l· 

Sail. Hist. ii . 43 dates it It> early 75, App. BC i. 1 1 1.5 t 7 apparently to the 
Olympiad year 75/4, Eutrop . vi. 1 r to about67. G. Perl, Klio Iii { 1970), 32 t- 5, 
shows clearly that on tbc: existing e,~dence 75 is the best date for the 
establishment of the province. Badian appauntly somewhat prefers Eutropius' 
dale ()RS lv (1g65). 11!)-'20; cf. RILR1 36-7). This is largely ~ause of some 
inscriptions published (in some cases republished} by J. Reynolds, ]RS Iii 
{ 1962), 97'"'103, which show that the Pompeian legat e Cn. Cornelius Lentulus 
Marcellinus played an extraordinarily important part in the history ofCyrene, 
and in particular that his name formed part of a dating formula (in Reynolds no·. 
4, p. 98} in a way which would be surprising if there was a regular governor 
present in the province. (There remain material doubts about this, however, for 
the presence ofCn. Lentulus, rather than P. Lentulus, the quaestor who is said 
by Sallust to have been ~nt to the new pro•-incc: in 75, depends on the 
restoration of the praenqmm in a damaged area of uncenain length in the 
inscription ; see Reynolds, plate XIV (1 ).) We do not have enough evidence to 
disregard that ofSallust and Appian ; and there is other testimony that Cyrcne 
was in a sorry state, atleaSI from the Roman poim of view, by 67, for Diodorus 
states (xi. ·1} that in the grandiose inscription that Pompey set up to 
commemorate his activities in the East he claimed to have conquered rhe 
province ofCyrene (.m01'atas . .. KuPT}vaii<¥ E1tajJXlav). It is possible, asP. 
Romanelli suggested (La Cirtnaica romana (Verbania, 1943), 4<1 n . 7), thal 
Eutropius erroneously dated the province 10 67 because from that year it was 
put under the same governor as Crete-but theu is much h)'pothesis here. 
There is, as far as I can see, no reason to doubt that there were regular governors 
of Cyrene before 67 (see further Perl, o.c. 325). 

XV. WAR-DECLARATION PROCEDURES BETWEEN 281 

'ND I 71 (see p. 167) . 

: 1>c case of Tarentum in 28<1{ 1 was probably a c~ucial one. L. Postumius 
M~llus may possibly have been sent in 282 ad res rtf!tltnd4S (cf. Val. Max.. ii. 
2.5 , Zonar. viii. 2), butheseemsnot to have been empowered to declare war. On 
the other hand the consul of 281 who began the war, L. Aemilius Barbula, wa.s 
provided with a conditional declaration of war (App. Samn. 1·3· Zonar. viii. 2) . 
It looks as if the essential changes in the procedure had now been made, and 
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given tfte remotenessofTarentum from Rome, it may have been precisely in 281 
that the change occu.-red. This hypothesis accords remarkably well wi th the 
information of Serv. Dan. Atn. ix. 52, according to which it was during, or 
probably at the start of, the war against Pyr.-hus that the .fetiale.r began the 
custom of casting their spear not into the actual territory of the enemy, buu into a 
piece of quasi-hostile territory in the Circus Flarniniusdistrict (a custom attested 
by Ov. Fast. vi. 205~). (K. Latte, Riimische Reli$io1l$ge.rchicht.e, 122 n. g, followed 
by W. Dahlheim, Struktur und Entwicklung, 175, o~jected that this story lacks 
legal logic. T he compla int is that the commentator supposes that the Romans 
made a prisoner-of-war from Pyrrhus' army purchase a piece of! and in Rome so 
that they could use it to declare war agains1 Pyrrhus. The quibble is irrelevant, 
since religious Romans may well have continued to feel the need for a roagical 
spear-throwing against Pyrrhus even after the war had begun. E. Rawson's 
arguments (]RS!xiii ( 1973), 167) against the authenticity of the fetials' spear­
throwing in Rome are scarcely relevant.) Thu:s the first two parts of the fetial 
war-declaring procedure, as i1 is described by Livy, were replaced lor practical 
reasons by the delivery of a conditional war-declaration by means of a legatus. 
The third part, the spear-throwing, would naturally be che.rished by thefttiaies 
and others as the most dramatic piece of magic in the whole programme; 
therefore it was not abolished, but adapted to the new circumstances, and this 
was done almost as soon as possible, in 28o. How long the jetiales kept up this 
tradition we cannot know. Their attested later function in war-declarations is 
limited to giving procedural advice to magistrates (Liv. JOOl.i. 8.3, xxxvi. 3·7-
I2). lt is fairly clear that in 264 the new .Procedure of conditional war­
declaration was used against Hiero and Carth<llge: see Diod. xxiii. I ·4 ( .,.po~ OE 
-rov 'Upwva .. . ) (cf. F. W. Walbank on Polyb. i. I 1.11) . C. Cichorius 
suggested (Riirnische Studien (Berlin-Leipzig, 1922), 26--7) that Naeviu.s' line 
'scopas atq ue verbenas sagmina sumpserunt' {Pun. 2 * [31) Sm:elecki~27 
Warmington) referred to the declaration of war in 264, but much more 
probably it refers to treaty-making, either with Hiero or indeed witlo Carthage 
(cf. now K.-H. Schwarte, Historia xxi (I972), 2o6-23). 

A mistaken notion bas spread that the change did not take place until after the 
end of the First Punic War (cf. Dahlheim, I.e.) . This seems to have resulted from 
Walbank's convincing demonstration (CPh x:liv (1949), 16) that the 'new' 
procedure was used against Carthage in 238 (see Polyb. i. 88. 1o-1 2 , iii . ro.g), as 
it was on some later\)C-casions (see below). But though he discussed the change in 
procedure, Walbank for some reason neglected the earlier evidence. However, 
when he later came to comment on Poly b. i. 1 Lll , he granted that 'probably 
the revised procedure was employed.' 

Later uses of the revised fetial procedure are .as follows: 218: Poly b. iii .. 20.6--
21.8, 33.I- 4, Liv. xxi. 18.1- 14 (without the phrase 'ad res repetendas' ) . 2oo: 
Poly b. xvi. 34·3-7, Liv. (P.) xxxi. 18.1- 4. 172-t : Liv. (A.) xlii. 25.1- 2 reports on 
the embassy sent to Perseus 'ad res repetendas ... renuntiandamque ami­
citiarn' ; since H. Nissen, Kritischt Untersuchungen; 246--7, this has sometimes been 
regard~ as a spurious notice (cf. Walbank, o.c .. 18 n. t9), but see MRR i. 415 n. 
8, U. Bredehorn, Smatsakten in dtr republikanischen Annalistik ( diss. Marburg, 
1968), t96-2oo; it is significant that after the war-decision at Rome there 
remained a final, though merely nominal, possibility that Perseus would meet 
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Rome's demands (Liv. xlii. 30.11- )l.t, 36.6). There seems to be no good 
evidence that the neo-fetial procedure was used to d eclare war against Queen 
Teuta in 230: see Walbank on Polyb. ii. 8 .8. 

XVI. SOM.E SECOND-CENTURY ROMAN CLAIMS TO HAVE 

FOUGHT JUST AND DEFENSIVE WARS (seep. 172). 

Whether Scipio Africanus really told Hannibal, on the eve of Zama, that the 
gods had given. the Roman$. the strength to wln in Sicily and Spain, favouring oU 
To'i~ ii.pxovo• x~•pilv ciMKwv, ci.Ua -ro'is cip.vvop.ivots (Polyb. xv. 8.2), must 
remain uncertain (it is self-defence and unjust deeds that are in questiw, not 
fides, as Walbank ad loc. States) . On.ly the two generals and their interpreters 
were present (6.3). Walbank (n . on X\". 6.3- 8.14) somewhat favours authen­
ticity. In any case second-century Roman thinking about what Scipio should 
have said is revealed. Cf. Liv. (?P.) xxx. 16.9: 'populum Romanum et suscipcre 
iuste beUa et finire ' (attributed to Scipio ; on the source question see DeSanctis, 
SR iii. 2.651 ) . According to Livy, L. Furius Purpurio claimed in 199 that the 
Romans had undertaken the First Macedonian War on behalf of the Aetolians 
(Liv. xxxi. 31.18, cf. 29.5); note also his words 'cum ad conquerendas Philippi 
iniurias in tot socias nobis urbes venissem' (31.2). When Livy makes l'olybius' 
father Lycortas say to a Roman embassy in 184 'pro vobis igitur iustum piumque 
bellum suscepimus' (Liv. xxxiJ<. 36. 12), the source is presumably Polybius, and 
Lyconas was picking up the phraseol()gy which he knew to be customary on 
the Roman side (concerning the authenticity of Lycortas' speech cf. the 
discussions Listed by J. Deininger, Der politische Widmtand gegen Rom im 
Griechmland, 217--86 v. Chr. (Berlin--New York, 1971 ), 123 n. 28). But nm many 
Greeks became. convinced of Rome's political justice by 171 : Liv. (P.) xlii. 30.3. 
For the propaganda campaib'ft prior II) the Third Macedonia n War see esp. 
RDGEno. 40 ( ~SJG3643) . Liv. xlv. 22.5 (the Rhodiansare made toreferto the 
Roman habit of claiming that their wars are just) is annalistic and not reliable 
(H. Nissen, Kritische Untttsuchungen, 275). Poseidonius, FGrH 87 F 43 beginning, 
gives further .evidence that second-century Romans advertised the supposed 
j ustice of Rome in war. 

XV f 1. CASSIUS DIO 's SPURI OUS SENATORIAL DEBATE 

OF 218 (seep. 204). 

See Dio fr. 55, Zonar. viii . 22. These speeches have been regarded as authentic 
reports of actual speeches by, among others, H. H. Scullard (Roman Polilics, 4D­
t ), F. W. Walbank (A ComrruntaryonPolybius, i. 332), .F. Cassola (/ gruppipolitici 
romani, 275- 8), A. Lippold (Consults, t 39- 40), but this is an error. Cf. now G. A. 
Lehmann, EFHxx ( 1974), 172. On the inaccessibility of early senatorial debates 
to historians see above, pp. 6-7. I t is most improbable that Polybius, with his 
partly Roman audience, would have contradicted Fabius l'ictor over such a 
matter and in such a tone (Walbank notwithstanding). If there reallywaiSuch a 
debate, it is conceivable that Fabius would have felt embarrassed by, and would 
even nave failed to mention, the pacific stance of Fabius Maximus (cf. M. 
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Gelzcr, Herme.r lxviii (1933) , 162 [ --+ Bibl. ])-but who then did record the 
debate? £. Taubler's suggestion (Die Vorgesch:ichiL des ;r.weiten punischen Kriegs 
(Berlin, t921 ), 85), that Sosylus of Lacedaemon, who probably offered some 
senatorial speeches at this point in his narrative (cf. Polyb. iii .. 20.5), as an 
ordinary Greek historian was bound to, actually used authentic material 
supplied to him by L. Cincius Aliment us when t:he former was a companion and 
the Iauer was a prisoner of Hannibal, pre;;upposes among other things an 
unlikely degree of wanmh between the. pro-C arthaginian historian and the 
Roman senator. The only other person who might conceivably he the ullimate 
source is Cato, though he was not a senator in 218; but to mention only two 
difficulties, he is unlikely to have named debaters in this fusbion {see above, p. 
29 n. 3) , and in any case the tone of.Polybius' comments again means that Cato 
cannot possibly have reported such a debate (cf. De Sanctis, SR iii. 1.424 n. 86). 
The fact that Dio's account of the. outbreak of the war is pro-Roman does 
precisely nothing co show that his speeches are derived from an early annalist 
(again pace Walbank) . Dio shows no especially- esoteric knowledge (even if be 
chances to be correct) in making Fabius Maximus, the Cunctator, an opponem 
of the war and L. Lentulus (probably the prin£eps senatus) its advocate; a similar 
story was already to be found in Silius ltalicus, i. 675-94, which no scholar 
would want. to treat as historical. 

What matters most of all is the unimpressive character of tbe speeches 
themselves. Dio fr. 57. 12 struck Casso] a as particularly authentic, because he 
thought the argument (attributed to Fabius) that it is rash to attack enemies 
before putting internal affairs io order was 'del tucto estraneo alia copica della 
eloquenza greco-romana' (2i7)- He should h.ave considered Thuc. i. 82-3, 
Isocr. viii. 85, cf. Polyb. v. 104. Note also that Dio himself was hostile towards 
expansionist wars in his own time (F. Millar, A Study in Cassius Dio (Oxford, 
1964), 141- 3, 149). Nieither sid~ in the d~:bate, as Millar points 0111 (c;>.o;, 62), 
'makes any specific reference to the current situation' ; in fact the speeches 
consist of the generajjties typic.al ofDio's inuen~dspecches (cf. Millar, o .. c. 79-
83), ar1d they are no more. authentic than the speech of Fabius Rullianus in fr. 
36. 1-5 or that of the Sam.nite in fr. 36.11- 14. Scholars eager for information 
about the inner worki.ngs of Roman politics in 218 have grasped at a mirage. 

I.ivy knows nothing of the debate, a point against its authenticity. He does 
pretend to describe (xxi. 16) the Roman state of mind immediately after the fall 
of Saguntum. But this passage is the merest confection, without an ounce of 
honest material in it ; it ends appropriately with the grandiose and anachronistic 
claim chat the Romans expected that they would have to fight the whole world 
'in ltalia ac pro moenibus Romanis'. 

XVIII. M. POP ILI.IUS LAENAS AND THE STATELLATES 

(see p. 226). 

For another discussion see W. Eder, Das vorsu/l,misclu Repttuntknotrfahren (diss. 
Munich, 1969), 28-32:. In 173M. Popillius defeated the Statellates, and then 
enslaved some to,ooo of them (vague figure) after they had made a dediti1> (Liv. 
xjij. 8.3). Over this a political conflict arose which Livy embroiders with 
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moralizing sentimr.nts (xlii. 8.;,- 8, 21.3}. Some may well have been voiced, but 
disapproval was far from unanimous, for M. Popi!Lius' brother was elected 
consul for 172 (even though. Marcus did not preside at the election), Marcus 
evidently had his imperium extended into 172 (cf. xlii. 21 .2), he was not fined, and 
the Statellates did not recover their laud (xlii. 22.5--6) ; and in '59 M. Popillius 
became censor. It is apparent that a major cause of the dispute was a rivalry with 
A . .Atilius Serranus, the praetor who led the attack on PopiJlius. He presided 
over the election of tbe dccmwiri who had been appointed to distribute Ligurian 
and Gallic land {xW. 4·3-·t·l · Inaccurate statements have often had the effect of 
making the Senate seem more tender towards the Ligurians than it was; it did 
no!, e.g., 'censure .. . [PopiUius] for attacking withouuajust cause a tribe which 
h.ad not been at war with Rome since. 179' , as H. H. ScuUard (Roman Politics, 
194) alleges (see xlii. 8. 7-8). And the suggestion that Popillius' behaviour 
represented a trend towards violence and rapacity led. by Moi homints (Scullard, 
I.e.; cf. E. Will, Histoiu politiqur., ii. 224) is fallacious. Admittedly tbe Popillii . 
though nohiles, had had no consuls in the family for many generations, and M .. 
Popillius may have been a man of exceptional ambition. The lineage of L. 
Postumius Albinus (cos. 173) "as impeccable; and P. Aelius Ligus (cos. 172) may 
have been related to the noble Aelii Paeti (in spite of the misleading comment of 
F. Miinzer, RiimischeAdelsparteit n, 220), for both Lines liked thepratnomen Publius. 
M. Popillius' offence, in so far as he was genuinely believed to have committed 
one, was to have achieved traditional ends by a.n untraditional, even if 
technically permissible, response to the Statdlates' act of deditw. It is also 
possible that the Senate wished to quieten the Ligurian theatre in preparation 
for the imminent war in Macedonia .... The subsequent history of Roman 
settlement in sou them Piedmont is obscure : A.J. Toynbee (Hannibafs Legacy, ii. 
668) argues convincingly that Hasta and Valentia (significant names} were 
founded in r 73/2; 159 is perhaps the most likely da.te for Porum Fulvii. 

XJX. POLYBIUS ' VIF.W OF THE THIRD PUNIC WAR (see 

p. 237}· 

Appian is not taking his account from Polybius (see P. Pedech, La Mit.hode 
historique de Pol)·be, •95}, nor is Plutarch (!hough this is. often asserted, e.g. by M. 
Gelzer, Philologus lxxxvi {•93• ), 273 {-Bib!.), PCdech, o.c. 195--6). H . Nissen 
simply asserted (Kritische UnJersuchungen, 296) that both accounts were Polybian. 
Gelzcr argued from certain similarities between Polyb. xxxvi. 9·4 and Plu. Cat. 
Mai. 27•3; but they are not enough to establish a direct relationship, and in any 
case 9·4 is merely a Greek opinion Polybius mentions, not his own narrative 
account (see below}. The fac t that Polyb. xxxvi. 7-7 and Plu. 27.4 both say than 
Cato quoted Odyssry x. 495 in praise of Scipio Aemilianus proves nothing ; 
l'lutarch knew the story well (cf. Mor. 2ooa, 8o4f), and it appeared in Livy (Per .. 
~9) and no doubt elsewhere. 

!How Polybius did explain Rome's Carthaginian policy remains obscure, all 
the more so because it probably forced him into a conflict with his own earlier 
and in some respects idealistic view of Roman imperialism (cf. F . W. Walbank, 
Polybius, 178-St ). It is possible that he emphasized senators' defensive thinking, 
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but GeJzer, o.c. 296, was incorrect to say that be shows this in xxxvi. 9·4 (the 
beginning of his list of Greek opinions on the destruction of Carthage). We do 
not know which, if any, oftbese Greek opinions were his own. In fact a good case 
can be made for taking the second ofeacb pair of arguments as his--i.e. on the 
political question he answers §§ 3-4 (8 hnes) with §§5- 8 ( 15 lines}, in effect 
arguing that it was not defensive thinking that mattered (cf. fr. ggB-W}, but a 
new policy of extreme tf>..>..a.pxia which bad since 168 replaced a more moderate 
policy of simply imposing obedience; whil·e on the question of legalistic 
justification (not unimportant in his view, cf. lUO<Vi. 2.3) he answers§§ g-11 ( 15 
lines) with§§ t t- 17 (27linesj, in effect arguing thai the Carthaginian deditio put 
the Romans in the right. Cf. P&lecb, o.c. 199· Walbank, o.c. 178-9, argues that 
§§ s- 8 cannot be Polybius' view because that would mean that-contrary to all 
liketihood- he rejected 'the Roman case over Carthage'. See further his 
remarks in EFH xx ( 1974), 14- 18. However§§ 5-6 coincide widl Polybius' view 
of Roman imperiali~m before r68 (as having been not utterly ruthless) ; and it 
was perhaps just because his own view was critical of Rome that be spent so 
much space on the part of Rome's case which he did accept (the legalistic 
j ustification). In any case we have no evidence that Polybius himself explained 
the war mainly as a result of defensive thinking in the Senate. 

XX. THE THRACIAN WARS FROM I 19 (seep. 245). 

For the invasion of Macedonia in rt9 see SIC• 700 (Gauls, presumably 
Scordistae, lines 1o-1r, 21 , and Maedi, line 1 r ). When the Roman campaigns 
began is obscure. An army invaded Tbrace and fought the Scordistae 
unsuccessfully in 114 (Liv. Per. 63; other sources are listed by MRR i. 533, where 
it is incorrectly stated that it was in Macedonia that the consul was defeated) . 
But we do not know what had happened in th,e interval , or what had led to the 
assignment of Macedonia to one of the consuls in 116 (Q Fabius Maximus : 
MRR ii. 644). Campaigns followed in every year from 1 13 to 106, mostly outside 
the province it seems (Flor. i. 39·5, Amm. Marc. xxvii. 4.10; but M. Livius 
Drusus, cos. 112, •celebrated a triumph over the Scordistae and the 
'Macedonians' , Acta Tr. and cf. Fest. Brev. g: ' Marcus Drusus [Tbraces) intra 
fines continuit') . T he positive results were boory (mainly slaves) and the 
addition of the Caeneic Chersooese to the province of Macedonia (the Cnidos 
inscription published by M. Ha. ... all, M. Crawford, and J. Reynolds, JRS lxiv 
(1974) , 195- 220, shows that the 'Piracy Law' of 101/o referred to this conquest 
and not to the conquest of all Thrace, a.• used to he inferred from FIRA (ed. 
Riccobono} i no. g, lines •8-9). The security of Macedonia and Asia was also 
improved. None the less there were more invasions, by tbe Maed.i in 9'2 
(Obsequens 53) and by 'Thracians' in 89 (Liv. Per. 74, Oros. v. J8.3o-i­
probably exaggerating as so often; this was a deft.etio according to Cic. Pis. 84}, 
During the Mithridatic war Thracians reached as far south as Dodona (Dio fr . 
tor } and Delphi (App. ///. 5). On the Roman invasion of85 see App. Ill. 5, 
Mithr. 55, Gran. Lie. 27-8 F, Dt vir. ill. 75· 7· 
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XXI. THE ROMAN S AND MITHRIDATES DOWN TO 8g 
(sec p. 252). 

273 

This is not the place for a full re-examination of the history of Rome's relations 
with Mithridate.s before the war of!J9. The sources are in any case inadequate, 
the events highly complex. In the very earliest phase, Mithridatesmay have been 
responsible for the death ofA:riarathes VI ofCappadocia (so Justin ><><xviii . 1.1; 
the date was about 116), who was a Roman friend. Later (in the period 107-
104) , having occupied part ofPaphlagon.ia, he may have disobeyed the Senate's 
order to withdraw (Justin xxxvii. 4-5, Strabo xii. 54 t and 544; but cf. Justin 
><xxviii. 5.6). His first seizure of power in Cappadocia (c. 100)- a t<rritory to 
which he had some traditiotJal claim (cf. P. Desideri, Athenaeum li (1973), 3 n. 
3)--encouraged Marius to hope for war ; the Senate, however, evidently felt 
greater fear of their colleague than ofMithridates (see above, p. 158). Not many 
yea!fS later the Senate apparently decided to bring Cappadocia within the 
sphere of Roman influence, and imposed a pro-Roman king on the 
Cappadocians, who had de.clined the. offer of a republican constitution ; the. new 
king was Ariobarzanes, the date g6 or slightly later {l accept the basic re«>n­
struction by E. Badian, Athtnansm xxxvii ( t959), 279-303 = Studies in Greek and 
Roman Histmy, 157-78). Appian (Mi/J~r. 10) suggests that the Senate may have 
been nervous about the extent of Mithridates' empire (~ oco.i TO p.£ydJos Tijs 
apxiis TOV M t8ptSaTOU 1T>OAA1j5 OU01j5 rX/>opwp.<IIOI), but this is simply 
conjecture. To install Ariob.arzanes, Sulla took only a small force and relied 
mainly on allies (Plu. Sull. 5) . This was the first armed conflict between Rome 
and troops representing Mithridates. l n 91 Tigranes, king of Armenia, saw to 
the dethronement of Arioba:rzanes (Justin xxxviii . 3.!1- 3, App. Mithr. 10), an 
action for which Mithridates may or may not have been responsible (cf. 
Desideri, o.c. 5 n. ~" 15); in any case the latter. no doubt hoped that the Social 
War would prevent any forceful Roman response. Then in 8\) M'. Aquillius 
organized the recovery bot!> of Bithynia (which Mithridates had taken from 
Nicomedes IV) and of Cappadocia ; Mithridates gave way, to the extent of 
putting to death his own claimant to the throne ofBit:hynia, Socrates Chrestus 
(Justin xxxviii. 5.8). But Aquillius, partly for personat gain (p. go), provoked a 
war with Mithridates by forcing Nicomede> and Ariobarzanes to invade Pomus 
itst'lf (the best detailed account of this is by T.J. Luce, Historia xix ( tg7o), t~ 
go) . Thus Rome was militarily inactive for a long period; distractions in other 
quarters played a part in thi.s, as did apprehension about Marius. So probably 
did. bribery (Diod. xxxvi. 15.1 ), and, as we have seen, there had in recent years 
been some decline in Roman enthusiasm for war. But the pressure from 
Mithridates' side. should not be exaggerated. He is sometimes suppooed to have 
pia nncd from his earliest years to expel the Romans from the whole of Asia 
Minor (D. Magie, Roman Rult in Asia MiMr, i. 195-6, E. Will, HiJtoirt fMiiliqut, 
ii. 397; hence the latter is puzzled by the king's actual behaviour, ii. 398). He did 
indeed work to expand his realm, but he sensibly avoided personal involvement 
in war against Rome until his home territory was invaded in 8\). 
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C . Calpurnius Piso (cos. r8o), o62 
L. Calpurnius Pioo frugi (cos. 133) , 76-9 
Campania, 72n., 181 
Cappadocia, 158, 'l73 
Capsa~ 52n. , n,n. 
Carians, ~23 
Carneade3, 14, H!5n. 
Carni, 046 
Carpetani, 209 
Carthage, Carcbaginians, 3~ .. 63, 8>"·> 95~ 

degree of aggressiveness, 2, 45-, 112; 

relations with Rome before 264., 59· 
t8g-s, 188; becween FirSt and Second 

Punic Wars, 65, r68, '9<H1, •ggn., 2()()­
!), 268; in 20!l, 138; between Second and 
Third Punic \VarS, 99> 146, 2~, 210, 

234- 40; denruction ofdty, 82, t~8. 147, 
237, 239-40; attitude towards money­
making, 88; and tu Punic Wars 

Sp. Carvilius Maximus (cos. I 293), 182n. 
Cassius Dio, 6, 204, 26g-70, and pass-im 
Cassius Diony.sius, 84n. 
C. Cassius Longinus (eru. 171 ), 232 
C . Cassius Longinus (ctn. 73), 72 
L. Cassiu,s Longinus (co.r. 107), 150, 247 
Cauca (Spain), 52n. 
Caudine Forks, battle ot; 177, 179, t8 t , 

256 
Celtiberians, 36, 69n., 209-10 

Cenomani, 198 
Cephallenia, 94" · 
Chcrsonese, Caeneic, t53 
Cher.onese, Thracian, 143 
Chalcis, 142, 146, 1Go 
Chios, 95n. ; battle or, 214- 15 
C. Cicereius (pr. 1 73), 32n. 
Cilicia, 8o, g6n., 134, 152-4, '74 
Cimbri, 8tn., 150, 245-7 
Cime:tra, 59n. 
L. Cindus Alimentus (pr. 2 10), 270 
Cirta, 98 
Ti. Claudius Ascllus (pr. oo6), 39n. 
Ti. Claudius Asdlus (tr. pl. 140), 49n. 
1>.p. Claudius Caecus (cos. I 307), 28, 62n., 

106n., 182n . 
Ap. Claudius Caudex (cos. 264), 184-s. 

189n. 
M . Claudius MarceUus {cos. f 2>2), oon., 

23n., 31n., 39"··· J99D· 
M. Claudius Marcellus (cos. 196), 141 
M. Claudius Marcellus (cos. 183) , 23m. 
M. Claudius Marcellus (cos. I •66), 34, 36, 

6gn. 
Ti . Claudius Nero (tos. 202), 139 
Ap. Claudius Pulcher (cos. 143), 49n., 247 
Ap. Claudius Pulcher (cos. 54), 96o. 
C. Claudius Pulcher (cos. 177), 8t 
C. Claudius Pulcher (cos. 92), tgn. 
P. Claudius l'ulchec (cos. 184), 259 
Cloatii, 96 
P. Clodius Pulcher (tr. pt. 58) , 73"· 
Corninium, 59n· 
Corcyra, l37 
Corinth, 54"·• 76n., 82n .• 95n., 99, 142 , 
24~4. 263 

C. Comelius Ce1hegus ( cos. 197), 32-3 
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M. Cornelius Cethegus (cos. t6o), 23311. 
L. Cornelius Dolabella (pr. c, 100), o6o 
P. Corneli us Dolabella {cos. 283), 257 
Cn. Cornelius Lemulus (cos. 201 ), gon .. 

•39 
L. Cornelius Leotulus (cos. 199), 32 .• 221 n., 

•s8 
P. Corndius Lentulus (cos. suJI. 162), 23n. 
L. Cornelius Lentulus Caudinus (cos. 237), 

19411., ?.]0 

1'. Cornelius Lentulus Caudinus (cos. 236), 
194"· 

P. Cornelius Lentulus Caudinus {pr. 203) , 
32n. 

Cn. Cornelius Lentulus Clodianus (cos. 
72 ), 77 

L. Cornelius Lentulus Lupus (cos. 156), 78, 
t6o 

Cn. Cornelius Lc:mulus Marcellinus {cos. 
;6), 267 

P. Cornelius Lentulus ll-!arcellinus (q. 75), 
I :)5,1 26j 

P. Cornelius Rufinus {cos. I ••go), 62, 257, 
264 

P. Cornelius Scipio (cos. 2 1 8), 22n., 23, 208 
P. Cornelius Scipio (son of Africanus), 

son. 
.P. Coroe1ius Scipio Afric.anus (cos. I '205), 

2'ln., ~3. a,, ~17, 2240 ., 266 i aediJeship, 
1 10 ..• · ~;in Spain, 5 1, 2o8; first elcc~ 
tion as consul, 3~ • African expedition, 
52n., 8 1, 92n., 138-40, 173"·· 204; his 
speech to his troOps belore Zama, 108, 
116-17, J25, 21 i; alleged remarks to 
Hannibal, 'l6g; his veterans in 200~ 46n., 
218; and Cn. Lentulus (cos. •99), 33n .; 
second consulship, 223~ 258; and the 
consular election orP. Scipio Nasic-a, 33; 
arch of, 261 ; boasu of incl'easing (he 
empire, 106, 14.3; end of ca.reer, 27) ~6;, 

P. Comelius Scipio Africanus :\emilianus 
{tos. I t4 7L t6n., 22n ... 23, 1 '20, 125 , 271; 
in youth, 19, 20n., ~3; hh finances, 8o, 
87, 88, 92 ; and Spanish war in 151, 36; 
monomachh t, 39; degree of his 
Helleniza[ion, 1411., g2n .; first election 
to consulship, 1 ln.; a( Canhage) 40n., 
76, 88 ; censotship, 7 1, 118-20; on em­
bassy tO eas(ern Slates, grn.; second 
comulship, 47n., 49n., 234; brutality, 
40 ; and Polybius, 1 q ; patron of 
Ma!si..Henses, 1 3jil. ; and ;\ttalus 111 , 
1 49•·; funeral, 26s 

L Cornelius Scipio Asiagenus (« •. 190), 
460., 224-fl. , 258 

L. Cornelius Scipio Barba tus (<os. 198), 28 
Cn. Corneli\1$ Sdpio Calvus (co!. 222}~ 

'i'ln., 'l3, 199n., 208 
Cn. Con•elius Scipio Hispanus {pr. t 39), 

.~on. 

M. Cornelius Scipio Maluginensis (pr. 
•76), 37 

P. Cornelius Scipio Nasica (cos. 191), 33. 
21 1 n . 

P. Comelius Scipio Nasica Corculum (cDs. 
I 162), 22n., ••7-8. og6n., 26o. 267 

P. Cornelius Scipio Nasica Serapio (<DJ. 
•38), ' 48-9 

L. Cornelius Sulla (cos. I 88), 36, ;)6, 124, 

'53"·· •s>- 7· •59. •51 
Corsica, Stn., 136, 1!)0, 192- 4, 233 
Coruncanii, 195, 196 
Ti. Corunc.anius (cos. 28o}, 14-n. 
Cosa, 183 
Cremona, 6m., 64, 'li Q- 11 , ~58 
Croton , 62, 182 
Curiatii, 390. 
M'. Curius Ocntatu.s (cos. I Q90), ~2n., :23, 

28, 6sn. , 66n ., t8o, >5;, 264,265 
Cynoscephalae, batt!< of, 5'"·• >-10 
Cyrene, 74, 108, •3•. 154- 5, •58-9, 267 

Dalmatia, 10, 233-4, 248-9 
Daorsi , 233n. 
Dardanians, 23~ 
Deceatae, 8s, 234 
Delos, 81-2, 94, 99 
Oemetl'ias, tf2, 'lzo 
Demetrius of Pharos~ 13i, 197n., 199n . 
Demetrius II of Macedon, 196n. 
Diaeus, 243 
T . Didius (cos. 98), •53"·• 263 
DimaHum , 'io6 
Diodo1us Tryphon, 82 
Dolopians, 228 
Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus (eor. 192}, 

221-2 

C n. Domitius Ahenobarbus (<os. 122), 

•so-• 
On. Domitius Calvious (eDJ. 283), 257 
C. Duilfius (cos. 26o}, 2o-1, 23, ~6 t 
Duronia, 59". 

EgypL, 74. "9- 30, ' 3"· 155"'9· •so 
Elis, 207 

Ennius, 24-, 35 
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Entrernon&, 86n. 
Epicu.rean.s, 26 
Epidaronus, 37 
Epirus, Epirotes, 74, 8t, 84n. , go 
Etruria1 Etruscans. 2, 48~ sgn., 10], I 75-

82 
Eumcncs ll, 143, 223, , 28-s1 , 255 

M. fabius Buteo (pr. 20·1 ), 32n. 
Q. Fabius Labeo (cos. 183), 259, 262 
Q. Fabiu~ Maximus Aemilianus (cos. 145), 

16n., 491L 
Q. fabius Maximus Allol>rogicus (tos. 

l21 ), IjO, 261 
Q. fabius Maximus (cor. 1 t6), 272 
Q. Fabius Maximus Rullianus (cos. I 322), 

181, I82r\., 270 
Q. Fabius Maximus Verruoosuo (co.r. I 

233), Hn., 23, 24, 194, 26•1-. 269-70 
f'abius Pic.tor, the painter, 262 
fabius Pictor, 1he historian , 2gn ., 57, 67, 

109-10, 171 - 2, 186, 18gn., 203 
C. Fabricius (cos. I 282) , 220., 23, 6sn ..• 

66n., 264, 265 
FaJerii , Faliscans, 10, 166n. 
C. Flaminius (cos. 023), 6o-1, 67n., 136n., 

197, tg8, tggn. 
fregeUae, '77• ' i9 
M. Fulvius flaccus (cos. 264), 261 
M. fulvius f laccus (cos. 125), 248 
Q. fulvius Flaccus (cos. 179), 71,262 
M. Fulvius Nobilior (cos. t8g), 71, g8n. 
M. f'urius Camillus (die<. 396), 23 
L . Furius Philus (cos. 136), 8;, 125n., •6s 
P. Furius Philus (cos. 223), 210. 
L. furius Purpurio (cos. •!)6), 173, "'62 

Galatia, Galatians, 143, •s8, 223- 5, 263 
Cauls, Cisalpine, 48, 61 , 64, 107, 215; in 

Sarnnire \\raJ"$, 59"·~ 1>07, t85; in 28.,.-"l, 
I ,a, 182, 253; warS 0r23i'J.-222, 42, 6jn .• 
r r 1, 1 72n., 193-4. 197-200, 233; wars of 
20 r-rgo. 21o- n , 258 ; aget Callicus~ 6o, 
64, •85 

Gauls, Transalpine. 85--6, 95"· · 13'2, 150. 
246, 248, o6o 

L. Gellius Publicola (cos. 72), 77 
Germans, 164,! J 75 
Gisgo. son of Hamilcar, '.!35 
Greek influences on the Romans, 14- 15, 

~4n., ~7n. , 29, 1 3~. 161-2, 172 , q4, 
244; cornparlso.ns bea"•een Roman and 
Greek prac<ices, 45, 52n., 75n., 87 

Gytheum, g6 

Hadrian, '440· 
Hamilcar (Barca), 1 150., zo• 
Hamilcar, in Italy in 201, 210 
Hannibal, ggn:, 116n., 2oz-;, 206, zo8, 

216, o6g 
Hasdrubal, son~.in~law of Ha'.milcar Barca, 

20 I I 204, 205 
Hasta (Spain) , 11on. 
Has1a {Northern lta.ly), 2 7 1 

Heges.iana.x1 220 
Helved',d:as. 247 
Henna, 264 
Heradea, OeJaean, 2 41 

Heradeides of Milcrus, gon. 
Hiero II, 35, 64, 134-5, 187, 268 
Hippo. 63 
Hobbes, 1 

Horatii, 39n. 
L. Ho<tilius MancimlS (cor. 145), 330· 

lllyria,. Ulyrians. 6.h '35· 137--8, 14-3, 206, 
215; First lllyrian War, 1 14n~, 17 1; 

1 j'ln., '9.5- 7, 253, 25·• ; Second , 2 02 ; and 
.see Teuta 

lnsubrcs, r99, 2ro-1r , 258 
Issa. 195n., 2331L 
ls1ria. Js1rians, 81, 199. 248, 263 
ltalr. Italians, 164, 2J In., 233; wars 

agairu;L Rome. •7-8, ';3, s8-6o, t66, 
175- 82, 253, 256, 263; Roman settle· 
merrt in~ 6 1-2, 264 (tmd s~t colonic$ in 
Index ll}; Roman conception of their 
lralian empire, 105-6; Italy ira first 
Punic \Nar, 187_; in First Mac.c:donian 
\Vat", 2o6; as a provincia, 16; real and 
supposed Roman fears of invasion of. in 
second century1 'l:l l -2, 231; co:nslruc­
rion in, in second ccnmry. 72, ']6; 
agra rlan change io, s~3 ; landowners 
in. &5; J talians in the Aegean, 9-4-n.; in 
the provinces, 95--7, lOI ~their business 
interests outside the provinces. 97-8, 99. 
1911 192, 195, 2330., 23gn., 250~ the 
Social War, 122, 128, 273 

Janus, Temple of. 101 •9<>-r 
(apyde, , 248 
J ugurtha, Rome's war against him, 34, 38, 

go,g]'-8, roo, lj l-2) 167n., 249- s2.263 
C. l ulius Caesar (cos. l sg), 6, 70, 77• 78n., 

I so, •s8, ' 74-s. 252 



lruiex 

Sex. Julius Caesar (cos. 157), 241n., 242 
L. Junius Brutus1 first consuJ, 230. 

M . Junius Brutus (REno. jO}, 87, •57 
M . Junius Brutus (pr. 44), g6 
D. Junius Brutus &aeva (<M. :J2j)1 178n. 
C. I unius Bubulcus Brutu• (cos. 1 31 7), 

1 78n., 182n., 262 

0. Junius Silanus (pr. 141) , 79"-
M . Junius Silanus (cos. 109), 46, ljO, 246 
M'. luventius Thaino (<os. 163.), 4• 

Kl~poros, 1950. 

Lade, battle of. 215n. 
C. LaeJiw (cos. •go), 22n ., 117, 258 
C. Laelius (cos. 140}, 490., 120, 164-5 
Lampsacus, 221 

Latins, 12o-2, 265-6 
Lautulae. baule of, t7i 
Leucas, 142 

L. Licinius Crassus (cos. 95), q , 19, 87, 
aoJ, •so. 2!)2, 2:,7 

P. !Lidnius Crassus (eo.r. qr), :n, 2320. 

P. ticinius Crassus (cos. 97), 39"· 
M. Licinius Crassus (cos. I 70), So, •5 7 
P. Licinius Crassus Dlvts (cos. 205}. 20n. 

P. Licioius Crassus Dives Mucianus (<ru. 
•3• ). 2011., 87 

L. Licinius Lucullus (cos. •; •). 77 
L. Licinius Lucullus (cos. 74), g6n., 101, 

129.• 257 
C. Licinius Macer (tr. pl. 13), 43 
L. Licinius Murrna (pr., R£ no. •••). 3•n . 
L. Licinius Morena (cos. 6{l), 32n. 
Liguria, Ligurians, 3;, 188: 193-4• 197, 

. ...... . ns-7. 23:t'4. 2j8-g, •7• 
Sp. Ligustinus, 48 
Lilybaeum, 136n._, 204 
Liuus, 2o6 
M. Livius Dtusu$ (co.r. 112) , 272 
M. Livius Drusus (tr. pl. 91 ), 122-3 
C . Livius Saiinator (tos. 188), •58 
Livy. 6, •s. 5'· 57. 59· 66, 118, 168-9, q6, 

192n., 2t.J, 216, 221, 234"·~ 256, 258, 
'2 JO ~ and ptUsim 

Loc.ha (N. Africa) , ;•n. 
Locris, Eastern, 146 
Longanus, battle of, t88n. 
Luca, 226 
Lucania, t68n., 182, 189, 256, 257 
Ludlius, 45 
Lucretius, 36n. 
C . Lucretius Gallus (pr. t 71 }, 16o 

Luna, 226 
Lusitanians, ~:m .. 2og-to 
C . Lutatius Catulus (cos. 242), 4•n. 
Q, Lut.atius Catulus (cos, 78) , 22n., 157 
l..ycaonia1 Lf3, 153 ..... 4, 224f1. 
Lycortas, 26g 
Lysias., envoy of Antiochus lll f 220 

Lysimacheia~ ~ting at, 221 

Macrdon, Macedonians,2, 48i before first 
war with Rome, 138. 1g6n.; annual 
lustration of army, 10n. ; First 
Macedonian Wa,, 171, 205-8, z6g; 
Second, 34, 42, 52 .. 75n., 122, 131, 164, 
t67, 168, '7S. 212-18, 208, •68; Third, 
48-g, 102, 114-lj, 12•, 131, 1434), 167, 
22 7"'33· •55· 259, 268, 26g, 271; re­
venues from, 71 , 73, 134-5• 14j; 
Macedonian mines, 6~m., 73- 4, 99~ atU! 
Stt Andriscus~ ann~x.ation of M., 132. 
161- 2 ; afre·r annexation, 245, 272 

Machiavelli, 60n. 
Maedi, •4S· 272 
C . Maenius (cos. 338), 2o-1 
Magas of Cyrcne, 183n. 
Magnesia (in Europe), 2200. 

M~gnc~ia (in 1\r.ia), 224 
Cn. Malliu• Maximus (cos. 105), 150 
Mahhus, 470 . 
Mamertini, 3,5, 182, r85, 188-9 
C. Mamilius Limetanus (tr. pl. •"9). 98n. 
M'. Manilius (cos. 149) , 33, 23jn. 
L. Manlius .~cidinus Fulvionus (<Os. 179) , 

•:;9 
T. Manlius lmpcriosus Torquatus (cos. [ 

347), 390-
T . Monliu• Mancinus (lr. pl. 107), g8n., 

100n. 

T . Manlius Torquatus (prefect 340), 39n. 
T . Manlius Torquatus (cos. 235), tgtn. 
A. Manlius Torquatus Atticus (cos. I 244}, 

191n. 
A. Manlius Vulso (cos. 178), 263 
Cn. Manlius Vulso (cos. 189), 70, 77n., 

203-5· •63 
Q Marcius Philippus (cos. I •86), 173n., 

•3on., 2j9 
Q, Marcius R ex (pr. 144), 7' 
Q, Ma.cius Rex (cos. 118), 249 
C. Marius (ctru. I 107), earJy career1 31 ., 

161n.; ntgtJtiatoru support, g8n.; and 
Jugurthine War. 252. 257~ reorganizes 
army~ r3, 48. ~o. 251n.; behaviour a~ 



Index 

C. Marius- con/d. 
Capsa, 7sn.; in 105, llS2; hissetdcmcots 
ln Africa {?), 1o:zn.; refUses mono· 
machy, 39n.; nora-involvement in 
annexation of Transalpine Gaul, 150; 
,tisits East, 158; reactjon against in earl)' 
gos, 155, J58-g, 273; military hero, 
2'ln .• Q3; bn:.aks ruJe$ aod laws) 27) 152, 
158; views o.n glori11 .• 30n. ; as ponra yed 
by SaiJu~t, 301'1. ~ 257; and Victoria, l24 

Marrucin.i~ 178·n .• 1 jg-8o 
Marsi, 178n., 179""80 
Marx, Marxists~ 55: 83-4 
Massilia, 85-6, ' 35" ·· •93n., 234, 248-9 
Massin.issa, 23Q-7, 239 
Mauretanians, 151 
Mediolanum, 199 
Megara, 146 
C. Memmius (IT. pl. '" ), g8n. 
Menalcidas, 2 43 
Meninx, 63, 1!)0 
Menippus, >>~ 
Mcssapians, 182 

Messcne, 185 
MeSKnia, 9;n., ~07 
~1iJiooia~ sgn. 
Q. Mmucius Tbermus (cos. 193), <162 
M;thridates V, gon., •-t8, 152 
Mitbridates VI, 2, 54n ... 97) 100, 153. l.)6, 

•58, 2S•. 263, •73 
Q. Mucius Scaevola («s. 174}, 259 
Q. Mucius Scaevola (oos. 95), go 
L. Mumm.ius (cos. 146), 52n., j ' • 76, 77n., 

'J I 9, 2+f1 262 
MMrganq.,, 5911. 
Mutina, 226 
Mylae, battle of, 186 

Nabis, 207, 218-19 
Naples~ 62, t66n., 177-8 
Narbo Martius, 102n., 151n. 
Narnia, 182 
New Carthage, 51, 6g 
Nicanor, 2 1 7 
Ni!X>m~~$ Ill. 3an., 97 
Nioomedes IV, S4"·· g<>, 100 
Noreia, 246 
Norici, 246, 247 
~Noutria', 137 
Numidia) Numidians, 34, 75n., 97-8, to6, 

132, 151- 2, 237> 249-52, 263 

Cn. Octavius (cos. 165) , 262 

M. Octavius {lr. pl., REno. 32), 72 
L. Opimius (m. 121 ) , 990. 
Orchomenoo (Atcadia), 241, 244 
Oretani , 209 
Orcu$ (Euboea), 263 
Oron;gis (Spain}, s>n. 
Ostia~ 62 
Oxybii. 80, •34 

Paeligni, 178n. 
Paescum, 183 
Pamphylia, 1530., 223 
Panaetius, 173 
Panormus, 63, 263 
Paphlagonia, ~73 
Cn. Papirius Carbo (e<>.r. 113), 246, 247 
M. Papirius Carbo (pr. about 114), 790. 
Parth!ians, 1 30~ J 64 
Parth.ini~ 137: 206 
Peloponncsians, r 121 146 

Pergamum1 101, 143, 2:22, 224 
Perseus, 145, 22;-33, 268 
Pbilious, t86n ., 188, •Sgn. 
Philip v, 34) 73"·· 88, 102, f 12, I 15~ 140-

~. ~05-8, g 1:1-18, 220, 22]'"'6 
Phocaea, son. 
Phocis, 146 
Phoemice. peace ot: ~06-8 
Phrygia, 143, 152,' '54• ••4"· 
Picen um, 182, 264 
Pisae, -226 

Pisidia, 143, 223-4 
Placentia, 61n., 64, 21 c>- 1t~ 2~5. 258 
Plautus, •13· 102-3, t6g 
P!euriilluj, ~07 
Polybius, inner knowledge of Roman po­

licy, 6, 23j; and senatorial debates, 7; 
tendentiously pro-Scipionic:. passages. 
'20G., 36n.; innocent of a.nachroriisrn, 
45n., tJcri6; guilry of anacllronisrn~ 
2o8n.; rationalism of, 51 ; relative objec­
tivi.ty of. 53; on economic motives of 
Romans, 58, 67, 76, 88; visits Spain, 
69B. ; and Roman venality, go; and 
Roman amllition to ~xp;tnq the ¢mpiR, 
107-17~ l8:;; speeches, u6-q; in 
Greece after 146~ 146; on pretexts, 1 72; 
acceptsaRornancase! q2, 186~ r8g;his 
diff>culty with the Third Macedonian 
War, 227-8; and Third Punic War, 
236n.~ '27l""'2; and Achaean W.ar, 24o-
4 ; passages in other authors of debatably 
Polybian origin, 23, 109fi., 1 nil:, 138n., 
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14Qn., •73D.,2 13n., ':1'2!)0., 22gn., 23 7-
8, •69; and passim 

Q Pompeius (coJ. 141), •47n. 
Cn. Pompeius Magnus (cos. I 7o) , 12n., 

o2n., •3n., g6n., 125n., 1>9, 130, 157- 8, 
174. 761 

Pontiar, 6sn. 
Pontus, 273 
C. Popillius Laenas (cos. 172), 271 
M . Popillius Laenas {tM. 173). $7. 226, 

232n. , 27<>-'- J 
M . l'orcius Ca1o (<41. •9SL early career, 

rgn., sw.; in Spain, 2o9n.; h.is atditula 
for Vicroria Virgo, JQ*f; as c-ensor, 71 , 
8g, g8n.; caJJs kings carnivorous ani­
mals, 229n . ; hi> Mac.donian policy 
after Pydna, 144~; Pro RlwdknsibUJ, 77, 
o66; and Third Punic War, 234, 236-7, 
238-g; as a hero, 22n.; as a Stoic sage! 
76 n.; his published speeches, 7; on 
gloria, r8; Origi~US~ 2gn. t boastfulness, 
zgn.; and booiy, 75- 6, 77; various 
sayings of, 790 .• 88, 1o6n. , 255 ; mari­
time loans of~ 8o: on slaves, 84; his views 
on expanding the empire, l!l.)n.; hi$f~r 
of corruption, 127 t and melus hostilis~ 
127, 266-j 

M . Porcius Cato (pr. 54) , 73n., 92, 1 74""5 
L. i'orcius Licinus (cos. 184), 259 
Poseidoniu$, 82, 174 
A. Postumius A.Jbinus (cos. 151)> 244 
A. Postumius 1\lbinus (cos. 99), 38, 251 
L. Postumiu• Albinus (cos. I 2$4), •37 
L. Postumius Albin us (cos. 1 73), 8zn., 259, 

262, •7• 
Sp. Pos<umius Albinus {cos. 186), •s9 
Sp. Pootumius Albinus (cos. r10), 34, 38, 

'2!)1, 25'2 
A. PostumiusAlbiJrus Luscus (coJ, 18o), 71, 

~·•9 
Sp. Postumiu• Albinus PauUulus (cos. 174), 

~59 
L. Postumius MegeUus (cos. 1 305), 123n., 

I 24, 257, 267 
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71 - 2, gS, t'lJ- 'h 1'l5n., 159, 22~o., 'i55 .. 
26t4 , 268 

Romulea, 59"· 
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c.omiliu.rrt > 2 1 

consulship, 15- 16; election to> 31-3 
COitlifJntJ, 221 185, 263 
contracts, public., go-a , 93-·h 99 
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Oppia, Sgo. ; Orchi4, 8g; Villi4, 11n. 
Ia~ 134 
ludi UJeCMimu, •~. 169n., <>65-9 
luxury, 86, Sgn., "4"·; lwnma, 57 

magic~ I]o-J, 268 
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orbis lm'arum, to6n. j artd I tt worldaconquest 
ovatio, 32 

paintings, oo, 262 
patricians, .a, ,ao, •6o 
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titiow., 12,51'1 ., 140, 204, 214,224J1., 26g­
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triumph, lriumphatorts, -:to, 2 1 , 25-6~ 28, 
29, 32, 36rt., 490., 102n. , 122, 123n., 
~ to, ~~5. '2 -4-9• ~;)6-7, ~61. 26~-3. etc. 

ultro tributa, 93 

llatal~·o militiat, 3 7 
vicWri4, Victoria~ .p, 430., 122, 123-'5 
"ines~ 85-6 
uirtll..f, 20 

voluntc<Ors (for legion.s) . 46 
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