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My dissertation employs a range of interdisciplinary methods to produce a diachronic narrative
of the evolving modes of honor acquisition and conflict resolution by the ruling elites of the
Roman Republic and the Early Empire. Traditionally, prominent Romans laid claim to political
power by displaying “aggressive courage” in battle and then advertising their real or carefully
constructed martial achievements to petition the Senate for a triumph. Celebrating a triumph
provided extraordinary means for constructing an auspicious public image and augmenting one’s
prestige and chances of winning elections for magistracies, thus directly translating personal

bravery in battle into success in public life.



However, the rivalry for status and political power among Roman elites was characterized by
the assertion of claims to social distinction upon others as well as by ranking oneself and one’s
peers in a social hierarchy. This was intensified by the ancient Mediterranean belief in limited
good; it dictated that all good things in life were in finite supply and could not be increased.
Since no human had direct power to augment the available quantities of glory and honor, the
zero-sum game meant that a person who succeeded in gaining more honor for himself must have
done so at someone else’s expense, making him an immediate object of envy. Once the ruling
elites stopped imposing any restraints upon their extraordinary ambitions and greed, they
weakened the political system, turning the Republic into a classical Paretian demagogic
plutocracy. The cycle of bloody civil wars resulted in the concentration of power first in the

hands of a few dynasts and then in the hands of the single individual, Emperor Augustus.

Unlike most distinguished Romans, Augustus conducted himself as an exemplary
Machiavellian prince: he ignored long-established practices and cunningly appropriated military
achievements of others. While publicly maintaining the appearance of an audacious lion to exalt
his own virtus, the manliness exemplified by martial prowess, he secretly acted like a shrewd
fox, always looking for ways to reinforce his personal hold on power. In particular, the emperor
reserved the privilege of acquiring exceptional virtus only for himself and the chosen male
members of his family; he strongly discouraged Roman elites from pursuing traditional
militaristic ways of honor acquisition. The radical change in the rules of the game forced Roman
aristocrats and equites alike to seek alternative, non-military ways to augment their prestige. Not
only did this play a role in ending the cycle of civil wars that had wrecked the Republic, but,

coupled with Augustus’ sole control of the military, it also contributed to the lasting peace.
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INTRODUCTION

Some scholars have argued that the Principate, the regime established by Emperor Augustus (31
BCE — 14 CE), was “despotic and murderous,” plagued by pervasive violence orchestrated by
the emperor and exercised by the military power of the Roman legions which, with
unprecedented blood-thirstiness, callously subjugated the enemies of the emperor as well as non-
Romans, who were regarded as barbarians.? However, a careful analysis of the various methods
of honor acquisition and conflict resolution in the early Roman Empire challenges this view. My
dissertation employs a range of interdisciplinary methods derived from the fields of social
history, classics, political science, sociology, theories of games and strategy, epigraphy,
numismatics, and the visual arts to produce a diachronic narrative of the evolving modes of
honor acquisition by the ruling elites of the Roman Republic and the Early Empire. From the
very beginning of his political career, the young Caesar® reserved exceptional virtus, the
manliness exemplified by martial prowess, only for himself and the chosen male members of the
domus Augusti; he strongly discouraged members of the Roman governing elite from pursuing
traditional Republican ways of honor acquisition that emphasized displaying ‘“‘aggressive

courage” in battle, laying independent claim to virtus, and widely advertising one’s martial

! Syme (1939), 439.

2 See, for example, Zimmermann (2006), and MacMullen (1986). This peculiar representation
of the Roman Empire has also migrated to the field of New Testament studies. See, for example,
Horsley (2005).

* It is important to draw a chronological distinction between the different names of the first
emperor. If | discuss events that took place before January of 27 BCE, when the Senate
conferred the cognomen Augustus upon Gaius lulius Caesar Octavianus, | refer to him as
Octavian or the young Caesar. | call him Augustus when | talk about events that took place after
January of 27 BC. Welch (2012), 12-15, correctly highlights the problems associated with the
tendency of modern scholars to suppress the power of Caesar’s name by dubbing the princeps
simply as Octavian or Augustus.



achievements.* The radical change in the rules of the game forced Roman aristocrats and equites
to seek alternative, non-military ways of honor acquisition.> Not only did this play a role in
ending the cycle of civil wars that had wrecked the Republic, but, coupled with the princeps’ sole

control of the military, it also contributed to the lasting peace.

Traditionally, members of the Roman governing elite, including the dynasts of the Late
Republic, laid claim to political power by advertising their martial prowess and promoting their
real or carefully constructed battlefield achievements. Such an augmentation of acquired honor
and prestige enabled them to win elections for magistracies, directly translating personal bravery
in battle into success in public life.° By contrast, Augustus conducted himself as the ideal
Machiavellian prince; in circumvention of long-established Republican practices, he cunningly
appropriated military achievements of others. While publicly maintaining the appearance of an
audacious lion and displaying all the positive leonine characteristics meant to exalt his own
virtus and military competence, he secretly acted like a shrewd and cunning fox, utilizing,
without it being known, the methods meant to augment his relative “honor rating,” establish him

superior beyond competition, and reinforce his personal hold on power.’

* For the concept of manliness exemplified by “aggressive courage” demonstrated on the
battlefield, see McDonnell (2006), who examines the changing usage of the notion of virtus from
the Early to the Late Republic; William V. Harris (2006), 316; and Chapter I, pp. 22f. and 59f.

> In the dissertation, I use the word “aristocracy” as a political term. The Roman aristocracy
exclusively consisted of those citizens who won election to curule office and, as a rule, could
expect to enter the Senate. See Hopkins (1983b), 107-116.

® Malina (2001a), 33, defines acquired honor as “the socially recognized claim to worth that a
person acquires by excelling over others in the social interaction that we shall call challenge and
response.” By contrast, ascribed honor is usually inherited by virtue of being born into a
prominent and honorable family. For details, see Malina (2001a), 32ff.

" | present the theory of Augustus the Machiavellian prince in Chapters 11 and 111
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The dissertation’s focus on Augustus stems from several premises. First, following Snyder, I
argue that it is necessary to analyze the behavior of the official decision-maker in order to
explain the whys of the actions taken by the Roman state.® Having ascertained himself as the
leader with most acquired honor and auctoritas, the young Caesar became the sole decision-
maker in the Roman state.” As such, he should be given ultimate credit for successfully ending
the cycle of bloody civil wars that had devastated the Republic.® The system of government the
princeps constructed in the aftermath of Actium (31 BCE) guaranteed the more or less orderly
succession and ensured the absence of major civil strife for the next hundred years or so, until the
suicide of Emperor Nero in 68 CE. Second, Augustus’ sophisticated manipulation of the
traditional Roman notions of honor, kinship, and reciprocity challenges the simplistic
preconceptions often advanced by the school of realism which views relations between the rulers
and the ruled as the cynical pursuit of interests, the quest which is dominated by power and fear.
By contrast, I draw upon the anthropological studies of the Mediterranean honor and shame

society to elucidate the ancient cultural norms and explain the motivation of the first emperor.

® See Snyder (1962) who produced one of the most important works in the field of foreign
policy analysis ever published in English. Challenging the prevalent emphasis on national power
and national interests that dominated the study of politics immediately after World War I,
Snyder and his co-authors suggest that state action should be defined as the behavior of its
official decision-makers. Such an approach provides a clear empirical focus for analyzing the
behavior of nation-states as well as other political entities.

% In RG 34.3, the emperor boldly proclaims, “Post id tempus auctoritate (= ¢Ewbpart) omnibus
praestiti....” Cf. also the edict quoted by Suetonius, where Augustus defines himself as “optimi
status auctor” (Aug. 28.2). Although the exact meaning of the word auctoritas in Augustus’ Res
Gestae has been vigorously debated, both the Latin auctoritas and the Greek d&éiwuo can be
translated as “prestige” or “reputation.” See OLD (2012), s.v. “Auctoritas,” and LSJ (1996), s.v.
“A&iopa.” Following Lendon (1997), 129 and 275ff., and Galinsky (1996), 10-41, | think that
Augustus’ auctoritas was first and foremost rooted in his personal acquired honor or prestige,
which was neither tranferable nor potentially limited in scope. Cf. Reinhold (2002), 63f.

1% 1n the hundred years from 133 to 31 BCE, the people of Italy had experienced at first hand
twelve civil wars.



After the First Settlement of 27 BCE, Augustus noticeably shunned naked force and preferred to
rule by virtue of the suggestive power of his auctoritas, stressing his “material, intellectual, and
moral superiority.”™* His true power lay in his ability to suggest the terms which framed any

important discussion.

In the first chapter, I use the “primitivist” concept of “strategic culture,” which is derived
from modern strategic studies, to argue that the Roman aristocratic decision-makers were
historically socialized into a specific mode of strategic thinking characterized by utter truculence,
ferocity, and bellicosity. These traits formed an integral part of the Roman “strategic culture”
which, in turn, informed all decision-making processes, influenced strategy, determined
particular “strategic behavior,” and continually constituted and gave meaning to other material
factors.’? Elucidating the connection between martial valor and acquisition of honor in the
Roman Republic, 1 suggest that successfully applied “instrumental violence” was an essential
part of the Roman shared cultural consensus. Across generations, aristocratic decision-makers
were conditioned by the dominant cultural values to behave in an exceptionally aggressive and
violent manner because successfully applied and advertised violence on the real and imagined
enemies of Rome contributed to the honor of the res publica and, by extension, increased one’s
chances of being elected to public office. As a result, the ability to inflict violence and the
desirability of such behavior became deeply embedded in the culture code of the Roman
aristocracy and shaped the notion of honor of most Roman aristocrats, giving birth to a very

distinctive “strategic behavior” concerning war initiation, territorial conquest, and balance-of-

1 Joseph Hellegouarc’h, Le vocabulaire latin des relations et des partis politiques sous la
Republique (Paris, 1963), 312.

12 Gray (1999) discusses the link between “strategic culture” and “strategic behavior,” arguing
that the former gives meaning to the latter and provides insight into what this behavior signifies.
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power politics.”® In essence, Roman “strategic behavior,” which was often typified by wars of
aggression and brinkmanship rather than balancing, was shaped and influenced by national
historical behavior. It molded and shaped the national character by equating virtus and

expansionist militarism with a strong personal commitment to the public good.™

First, | present contemporary political-science theories on the use, and the threat of use, of
organized force for political purposes and discuss a military-security concept of “balancing.” In
this context, I introduce the concepts of Roman “strategic culture” and “strategic behavior”; they
provide a theoretical framework within which to present the surprisingly wide array of examples
of a strong warrior ethos that imbued the Roman elite. Second, | explicate how the very close
link that existed at Rome between high birth and martial courage on the one hand, and the
acquisition of honor and pubic office on the other, facilitated the development of “strategic
culture” characterized by ferocity and belligerence of aristocratic decision-makers. Finally, I
demonstrate how military prowess served as an ideological vindication for aristocracy’s
supremacy and prerogative to political leadership. In the Middle and Late Republic, members of
the Roman ruling elite preferred to serve in the cavalry, and their honorable scars, the marks of
frontal wounds sustained in battle, served as a dramatic manifestation of their bearers’ virtus. It
is true that by the end of the second century BCE Roman aristocrats were using an extensive
assortment of achievements in urbanae artes to demonstrate their service to the res publica and

thus augment their prestige and establish a claim to glory. However, virtus remained essential to

3 As | discuss in Chapter I, pp. 53f., Rome’s very complicated relations with her neighbors in
the days of the Early and Middle Republic also made the ruling elite develop a genuine “security
complex.”

4 Cf. Haglund (2004), 491-498, who suggests that the concept of “strategic culture” can be
further divided into (1) national historical behavior and (2) national character and identity.
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the identity of the governing elite. Both valor demonstrated in battle and especially a record of
real or invented victories that could secure a successful claim to celebrating a triumph (or at least
to winning triumphal honors) greatly enhanced one’s acquired honor and enabled him to lay

much more effective claim to auctoritas and consequent political power.

The first chapter of the dissertation is followed by the case study of Cicero’s exploits in
Cilicia.  The orator’s governorship of the province demonstrates that even the least
adventuresome aristocrats of the Late Republic were socialized into particular “strategic
behavior” patterns, applying unrestricted physical violence on the bodies and property of real and
imagined enemies of Rome every time they were elected or appointed to govern provinces or
lead armies in the field. 1 argue that once Cicero was chosen to govern Cilicia for the year 51-50
BCE he immediately recognized opportunities now available to him to triumph from his
province and restore the public image blemished by exile (cf. Cic. Fam. 15.4.13-14). After all,
celebrating a triumph presented a triumphator with unparalleled means to secure the awe-
inspiring record of victory by carefully constructing a flattering interpretation of what took place,
thus augmenting his auctoritas and dignitas. This is why a short victorious war against the “free
Cilician” mountaineers became the first order of business for Cicero, who engaged in
brinkmanship and launched a war of aggression in order to lay successful claim to a triumph. In
a frenzy of brazen “triumph-hunting,” the statesman not only vastly inflated the effect of his
military operations against the “free Cilicians” but also maliciously vilified military and
diplomatic accomplishments of his colleagues in Syria who repelled the brunt of the Parthian
incursion into the Roman territories. Cicero even had enough audacity to claim most credit for

their victory! The proconsul’s exploits in Cilicia as well as his incessant Self-aggrandizement



clearly reveal military adventurism of the self-proclaimed “promoter of peace” (Cic. Fam.

7.23.2).

All this is not surprising because the Roman strategy making and foreign policy were
culturally constructed as well as culturally perpetuated. They cannot be divorced from Rome’s
geography, history, political culture or familiar ways members of the Roman ruling elite were
accustomed to acquire glory and win a distinctive grant of status from others. The primary
sources provide abundant material for a rewarding analysis of the competitive character of
Roman society, where a strong warrior ethos imbued the Roman decision-making elite even
during the Late Republic. As a result, warfare remained closely related to acquisition of honor
and status, which were the criteria of one’s social ranking. With the agonistic culture reigning
supreme at Rome, the relentless struggle for status and political power among aristocrats was
characterized by the assertion of claims to social distinction upon others as well as by ranking
oneself and one’s peers in a social hierarchy. This is why members of the governing elite often
considered a lengthy period of peace with a major enemy to be dishonorable; they used to wage
wars in order to demonstrate their virtus and achieve so-called “honorable peace” (Cicero Pro
Sestio 98). If successful, they ceased hostilities only after negotiating an agreement

advantageous to them and their clients, having acquired more honor for themselves.™

Motivated by militaristic ambitions, magistrates who happened to hold imperium habitually
waged wars of aggression.’® Waging a military campaign enabled an aristocrat to lay successful

claim to a triumph or at least to win triumphal honors. Both earned the individual a social grant

1> For details, see de Souza (2008), 76-79.

16 Cf. Mattern (1999), 162-210.



of glory, praise, and renown, greatly enhancing one’s acquired honor and auctoritas and enabling
him to lay much more effective claim to political power. More often than not, a person who won
a military command or one of the highest elected public offices pursued exceptionally aggressive
military policies in order to use his real or invented military accomplishments to lay claim to a
triumph. If he were granted this greatly sought-after mark of excellence, he could significantly
enhance his acquired honor and be survived by a glorious memory by producing triumphant
textual and pictorial narratives that not only celebrated successfully applied violence and
justified his claim to auctoritas and political power but also served as the symbol of Roman
dominance over foreign people.’” This is why truculence, ferocity, and bellicosity were
distinctive features of the Roman “strategic culture.” Contrary to the assertion that only the great
Roman dynasts suffered from gilotiuio. which induced them to fight large-scale wars in the first
century BCE, I argue that bellicosity, and cruelty were deeply embedded in the Roman “strategic
culture” which was shaped by centuries of constant warfare and characterized by cultivation and
glorification of virtus, the conspicuous exhibition of physical power and military prowess,
shameless “triumph-hunting” against the real and imagined enemies of Rome, and general

ferocity, truculence, and belligerence of the governing elite.'®

| elucidate the main argument of my dissertation in Chapters Il and Ill. In Chapter II, I
combine Pareto’s social equilibrium theory of elites and their periodic circulation with the key

aspects of Machiavelli’s political theory to offer a new insight into the causes of the decline of

17 Cf. Zimmermann (2006), 344-350.

8 For the ptlotiwio argument, see Eckstein (2006b), 574f. and 582ff. For bellicosity and
cruelty as integral parts of the Roman political culture, see Chapter I of this dissertation.
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the Late Republic and the rise of the Augustan Principate.® First, I introduce Pareto’s social
equilibrium theory and elucidate his argument regarding the cyclical circulation of the governing
elites with mutually exclusive personality types of vulpine “speculators” and leonine
“consolidators.” Pareto offers endless examples to prove the following two important assertions:
(1) constant cyclical changes in the fundamental character of societies are inevitable as one set of
societal non-rational behavioral manifestations replaces the other and (2) maladaptivity of the
ruling elites in the face of uncertainty and in the times of crisis causes their periodic circulation.?
Since no elite that holds power for a long time is able to maintain an effective balancing of
vulpine persuasion and leonine force, the resulting imbalance makes its degeneration inevitable
and cyclical and causes plutocratic regimes established by the few for the good of the privileged
assume either a form of a vulpine demagogic plutocracy or a form of a leonine military
plutocracy.?’ Second, | discuss the emphasis of Pareto’s theory on the irrational basis of social
behavior. Third, my analysis of some important developments in the history of the Late

Republic demonstrates that from the middle of the second century BCE the members of the

¥ Vilfredo Pareto (1848-1923) was an ltalian economist, sociologist, and political scientist
who popularized the use of the term “elite” in social analysis. In 1900, he produced a study
entitled “Un’ applicazione di teorie sociologiche,” where he brought out the main principles of
his theory. See Pareto (1900) and its English translation, Pareto (1991).

2 In the realm of historical studies, Pareto’s focus on the two classes of psychosocial
propensities of elites and masses is well chosen because the forces of “combination” and
“preservation” complement each other. While the first one provides for change, the second one
affords institutionalization, helping people embrace this change. This is why Pareto suggests
that historical development of societies and the sequence of specific socio-cultural patterns
mostly depend on the relative proportion of wvulpine and leonine irrational behavioral
manifestations in the ruling plutocracy, the governing and non-governing elites, and the rest of
the society.

21 While Pareto emphasizes vertical as well as horizontal divisions in society, he significantly
insists on the study of elites as organic whole. See Pareto (1935), 88 2274-2276, and Pareto
(1984), 55-62. Cf. also Powers (1984), 18-21.



Roman ruling elite began growing increasingly vulpine in their outlook, prioritizing personal

gain over the duties toward their fellow citizens.

The alliance of the vulpine politicians, corrupt tribunes, and profit-seeking publicani
“speculators” established a classical demagogic plutocracy which Pareto considers a particularly
sinister form of government.? 1 utilize the recent studies in contemporary political and business
psychology to analyze the conditioning influences of the psychological and cultural biases that
worked through the social personalities of the Late Republic and contributed to its downfall. In
particular, | argue that the leading members of the Republican ruling elite were heavily
influenced by the so-called “dark triad” of the socially aversive traits, the psychological construct

of “Machiavellianism,” narcissism, and psychopathy.”®

As a result, they were more and more
willing to enter into “shifting combinations, to promote their preferred personal or public ends at
a given moment.”®* Their political shenanigans eventually brought to ruin the fortunes of the

Republic, and the authoritarian dynasts effectively usurped the power of the Roman Senate.

Once chronic civil strife and horrendous violence against fellow citizens became a new normalcy

22 See Pareto (1935), §§ 2274-2276.

2% Paulhus (2002), who coined the term “dark triad,” demonstrates that the constructs of
“Machiavellianism,” narcissism, and psychopathy are inter-related and overlapping. Marshall
(2012), 91-107, uses the concept of the “dark triad” to study the negative effect Pareto’s “foxes,”
leaders strong in the psychosocial propensity of vulpine “combination,” have on the modern
world in the milieu of risk and uncertainty.

2% See Brunt (1988), 32-45. The quote can be found on page 38. Inability to feel moral guilt is
one of the distinguishing characteristics of people suffering from the psychopathic syndrome.
This may be due to abnormally poor connectivity in the emotional centers of the psychopathic
brain. In his seminal study, Karpman (1948) estimates that only 15% of psychopaths have this
biogenetic disorder; he calls them “primary psychopaths.” The other 85% who manifest
different forms of psychopathy but do not have the disorder are called “secondary psychopaths.”
However, in his study of a non-institutionalized population Levenson (1995) demonstrates that
primary and secondary psychopathy blur together as a “continuous mixture.”

10



that plagued the Late Republic, it quickly turned into a failed state in dire need of a leader who
could efficaciously balance vulpine persuasion and leonine force in order to stop the collapse of
the governing institutions, reconstitute the governing elite, and bring peace to the core of the

expanding Roman Empire.

Pareto’s social equilibrium theory of elites and their periodic circulation may be occasionally
quite general and elastic, especially when the author deals with empirically subtle qualities of
elites, diminishes historical reality, and employs fragmented exposition with numerous ceteris
paribus clauses.”® However, his theory is appealing and stimulating precisely because of its
generality and scope. Pareto brilliantly abandons the notion of simple cause-effect in favor of a
conception of society comprised of elements of variables in a state of mutual interdependence:
the introduction of change affecting any part will necessarily lead to reciprocal transformations
in other parts as well as in the whole system. As a positivist, he also attaches great importance to
the methodological unity of his theory.®® While isolating and systematizing non-logical
propensities and historic uniformities in order to unearth the “edifice” of the historical process,
Pareto combs history for regular patterns and analyzes the recurring incidents for logical

consistency, which serves as the only standard of truth.?” Not unlike Marx, the author relates his

2% While the author readily recognizes simplifications, he also asks his critics to think about the
drawbacks of the traditional approach to history: “Today the inclination is to gather every
minutest detail and argue endlessly over matters of no importance. That is helpful as regards the
preparation of materials, but not as regards using them. It is the work of the quarryman who cuts
the stone, not of the architect who builds the edifice. When one is looking for uniformities,
details big or little are to be thought of as means, not as ends.” See Pareto (1935), § 2543.

2% For Pareto and positivism, see Femia (2006), 16-19.

2" pareto calls for the use of the so-called “logico-experimental” method of empirical “testing”
which, in his opinion, can help find this very truth. Based exclusively on sense-experience and
observation, the method requires examining only experimental, or observable, facts; moreover,
logical inference alone determines causal relations between these facts. Thus, the method itself

11



theoretical propositions to particular events in history to show that they are consistent with
historical reality.?® In contrast to Marx, however, Pareto asserts that the structure of the
historical process is characterized by a lack of the equilibrium in the two classes of the non-
logical behavioral manifestations characterized by vulpine ‘“combination” and leonine
“preservation.” This is why I employ his theory as a tool to analyze the conditioning influences
of the psychological and cultural biases that worked through the social personalities of the Late

Republic and contributed to its downfall.

In Chapter IlI, I analyze the multifarious activities of the young Caesar and propose that the
princeps personified many of the qualities of the ideal Machiavellian prince: he publicly
maintained the appearance of an audacious lion but was the cunning fox at heart. In contrast to
most Republican magistrates with imperium who acquired virtus, auctoritas, and ensuing
political power on the battlefield, the first emperor, who had at least equivocal, if not altogether
tainted, military record, shrewdly appropriated military achievements of others in order to
augment his relative “honor rating,” establish himself superior beyond competition, and reinforce
his personal hold on power. While publicly displaying all the positive leonine characteristics
meant to exalt his own virtus and military prowess, Augustus secretly acted like a shrewd fox
and utilized the clandestine methods to increase his own virtus and auctoritas at the expense of
others. In particular, the young Caesar made the most of the system that contributed to the swift
accumulation of his acquired honor through the victories of his generals; they acted as his legates

and carried out his foreign wars. In the Res Gestae, the princeps claims that the great deeds were

is not “scientific” in the sense we understand the term today, but rather qualitative and
interpretive. For details, see Pareto (1935), 88 13; 16; 42; 69; and 2544-2545, and Femia (2006),
141,

28 See Pareto (1935), §§ 2410, 2543-2544, and Femia (2006), 74ff.
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accomplished “under [his] standards” or “by [his] command and under [his] auspices” (RG 26.5),
taking credit for the major victories of the civil war as well as for all the Roman foreign
conquests in the post-Actium years.”® Thus, he epitomizes the Machiavellian prince who only

appears to possess certain qualities but yet succeeds in deceiving everyone.®

Yet, Augustus’ leadership was characterized not only by brazen appropriation of others’
victories to augment his acquired honor and auctoritas but also by his unparalleled expenditure
and munificence that contributed to the significant economic growth throughout the empire and
helped the princeps maintain effective control over the Roman state for forty-four years (31
BCE-14 CE). Augustus’ efforts to feed the city of Rome led to the suppression of piracy in the
Mediterranean and facilitated the creation of an interconnected set of grain markets that extended
from Egypt to Lusitania and provided the capital with a regular and consistent supply of grain,
all the while pumping tremendous amounts of money into the economy and spurring economic
growth. Thanks to the princeps’ munificence and expenditure, the aristocracy and the imperial
court in the city of Rome were spending freely on luxuries, and the Roman armies stationed in
the frontier provinces had a steady demand for goods and services as well as the money to pay
for them. At the same time, residents of the interior provinces of the Roman Empire needed to
earn money to pay taxes. They earned cash by converting the locally produced surplus into

higher value, lower volume manufactured goods that could be sold at distant markets, including

2% For instance, see RG 25.2-3 for the victory at Actium; RG 26.1-3 for pacifying Germany and
the Alps; RG 26.5 for advancing into Ethiopia and Arabia; and RG 30.2 for destroying the
invading Dacians. In Chapter Ill, pp. 228f., I discuss how Augustus appropriated for himself the
role of the commander in chief of the whole army of Rome.

%0 See Machiavelli (1979), 135f.
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the frontier provinces.*® The increased monetization of the Roman economy made money an
important medium of exchange and spurred trade flows all over the Roman world. As maritime
shipping became safer and cheaper due to the pax Augusta and the monetization of economy
increased due to the abundance of minted money used to pay the legions, the Roman economy

began to show signs of gradual but consistent growth.

In Chapter 111, I also suggest that the ongoing development of exceptional mental flexibility
and versatility to use expeditiously both leonine force and vulpine shrewdness enabled Augustus
first to win the struggle for power and then to solidify his domination of the Roman world and
put an end to the civil wars. To my mind, the “extinguishing” or “annihilating” the civil wars
(RG 34.1) was the single most valuable contribution to the well-being of the Roman state that the
first emperor made.** The poetry of the period vividly shows how much the Italians longed for
peace; the young Caesar’s success in ending the fratricidal strife was one of the most important
factors in winning him a grant of social approbation.®® This being said, the actions of the rising
Machiavellian prince also triggered a cycle of social change and Paretian elite circulation that
swept away the senatorial aristocracy of old. After consolidating his power by establishing his
personal virtus and auctoritas as surpassing that of anybody else and proving his munificence

superior beyond competition, Augustus preferred to rule by consent rather than by force.®

31 For details, see Hopkins (1980).

2

%2 “In consulatu sexto et septimo, postquam bella civilia exstinxeram....” Significantly, the
gates of the Temple of Janus were closed for the first time in the reign of Augustus, in 29 BCE,
to symbolize the end of the civil wars (Inscr. Ital. XII1ii.113 = EJ, 45; Plut. De fort. Rom. 9;
Num. 20; and Dio Cass. 51.20.4).

33 For details and the list of literary sources, see Cooley (2009), 256f.

3% Cf. Pareto (1935), § 2251, and Chapter 1V, pp. 322-353.
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Consequently, he maintained social control by co-opting support for his Principate through
opportunistic compromises, crafty deals, concessions, demagogy, and trickery. Publicly

maintaining the appearance of a lion, Augustus was the fox at heart.

In the case study of the equestrian Gaius Cornelius Gallus, | explicate the career of the
elegiac poet whom the young Caesar appointed the first prefect of Alexandria and Egypt. |
suggest that after his return to Rome Gallus excessively boasted about his military and
diplomatic achievements in Egypt so that he could win a social grant of glory, reputation, and
prestige from the fellow equites in Rome. Dio Cassius reports that Gallus set up statues of
himself throughout Egypt and even inscribed upon the pyramids a list of his achievements (Dio
Cass. 53.23.5). More significantly, the trilingual inscription erected by the prefect at Philae, the
Nile island located at the southern frontier of the Roman Egypt, is emblematic of the poet’s
tendency to self-aggrandize (ILS 8995). In the Latin version of the inscription, the prefect
clearly aspires to the leadership style characteristic of the generals and governors of the Middle
and Late Republic and claims the following important achievements to his name: (1)
suppression of the Thebaid revolt; (2) organization of a punitive expedition into Lower Nubia,
the region outside the southern border of the Roman Egypt; (3) active diplomatic engagement
with the Kingdom of Meroe/Kush and even the exercise of tutela over the Meroitic king; and (4)
installation of a tyrannos in the Triacontaschoenus, the liminal region between the Roman Egypt

and the Kingdom of Meroe/Kush (ILS 8995).

By laying independent claim to manliness exemplified by “aggressive courage” in battle and
appropriating to himself the privilege to receive foreign ambassadors, install new despots on the

frontier of Egypt, and even offer foreign rulers Rome’s protection, Gallus tested all the limits of
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one’s freedom of self-aggrandizement under the new regime. Unfortunately for the poet,
Augustus had no tolerance for such hubris and shameless self-promotion on the part of others,
especially in Egypt that filled the treasury with taxes and provided the capital with grain (cf. Dio
Cass. 51.17.1). Not only could other people’s claims to virtus and subsequent auctoritas
jeopardize the princeps’ status of primus inter pares and put at risk his carefully constructed
claim to exceptional martial prowess, but they could also challenge Augustus’ monopoly of
power over the military, the control that was essential to any lasting peace from civil war in the
Roman world. This is the vital consideration. Dio’s account of Gallus’ downfall sharply
contrasts the prefect’s actions with those of Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa who not only repaired
and adorned the edifice in the Campus Martius, naming it the Saepta lulia in honor of Augustus,

but also never claimed a share in the glory of the princeps (Dio Cass. 53.23.1-7).

After Gallus’ “friend” Valerius Largus informed the princeps about prefect’s self-exaltment,
the young Caesar banned the poet from his house and prohibited him from entering the imperial
provinces (Suet. Aug. 66.2 and Dio Cass. 53.23.6). The formal renunciation of amicitia by the
princeps opened the hunting season on Gallus: a flood of private accusations as well as the
Senate’s unanimous vote to convict him in the jury courts, exile him, and give his confiscated
estate to Augustus sealed Gallus’ fate. The poet committed suicide in 27 or 26 BCE (Suet. Aug.
66.2 and Dio Cass. 53.23.6-7).>°> Gallus’ failure to comprehend the Zeitgeist led to his demise,
but his story is very instructive for understanding Augustus’ sensitivities regarding inappropriate

claims to virtus and subsequent honos by members of the Roman governing elite.

%% For amicitiam renuntiare, see Rogers (1959), especially 227 and 229, and my discussion in
Gallus’ case study, p. 300.

16



In the last chapter of my dissertation, | employ Burn’s theory of transformational leadership
to suggest that after the First Settlement of 27 BCE Augustus based his claim to power on his
immense auctoritas, presenting himself as the auctor par excellence.*® The first emperor made
the connection between the term auctor and the cognomen Augustus so strong that Tiberius once
remarked that he preferred to be called a suasor (giver of counsel) rather than an auctor (Suet.
Tib. 27)." Throughout Roman history, a prominent auctor was always much more than a simple
counselor or persuader, even if he was clever enough to hide this fact so as not to offend
aristocratic sensibilities. However, once Augustus accumulated the highest number of honors
possible, he took the concept of auctoritas one step further and put it at the center of his rule. As
the auctor par excellence, the princeps endorsed and guaranteed the initiatives and ideas of many
different people. However, people who acquired a debt of honor to Augustus felt obliged to
reciprocate in kind. This is why auctoritas of the princeps epitomized actual power: it
empowered the emperor to serve as the ultimate guarantor (auctor) of a policy which then could
be implemented by those who either owed him a favor or sought his approval.®® Thus, Augustus

distinguished himself as the transformational leader whose power was truly evocative.

| argue that the power of the princeps had clear moral connotations and accentuated his moral

superiority (cf. Val. Max. 8.15.3) because he guaranteed peace in the res publica and took care

% According to Burns (1978), 20, transformational leadership strives to inculcate moral
purpose and raise the level of human conduct and ethical aspiration of both the leaders and the
followers. It amalgamates their purposes and has a transforming effect on both.

37 See Scott (1932), 49. An alternative but inferior explanation is that Tiberius simply meant
that his immense auctoritas held back others from deciding freely.

%8 Galinsky (1996), 12f., provides examples from the Twelve Tables and early Roman
literature to demonstrate that vouchsafing and guaranteeing were one of the early meanings of
the word auctor. Cf. also Heinze (1960), 46, and Chapter IV, pp. 321f.
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of its welfare.*® One of his truly amazing achievements was putting an end to civil strife by
limiting the traditional militaristic ambitions of the bellicose Roman elites. To my mind, this
was an extension of his program of moral transformation, the attempt to resocialize Roman elites
into norms and values he considered exemplary (RG 8.5).* While emperor’s laws about
marriage and against adultery were not as effective as he wished, Augustus’ success in imposing
the limit on the militaristic ambitions of the governing elite and offering them alternative ways to

acquire honor brought order, peace, and prosperity to the Roman world.

%9 Cf. also Hellegouarc’h (1963), 312, and Béranger (1953), 115. The latter speaks about “the
absolute power of the emperor on another level, that of morality” and references Plin. Ep.
3.20.12: “sunt quidem cuncta sub unius arbitrio, qui pro utilitate communi solus omnium curas
laboresque suscepit.”

%0 «| egibus novis me auctore latis multa exempla maiorum exolescentia iam ex nostro saeculo
reduxi et ipse multarum rerum exempla imitanda posteris tradidi.” Such concern for the moral
well-being of the upper classes also indicates that the emperor was a transformational leader.
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CHAPTER I: THE REPUBLICAN DECISION-MAKING ELITE
AND ITS “STRATEGIC CULTURE”

Introduction

When Gaius Marius sought the office of a military tribune around 124 BCE, all the tribes
unanimously voted for him because of his martial reputation (Sall. lug. 63.3-4; cf. Plut. Mar. 3.2-
4.1). Although Marius was in all probability born into an undistinguished family of recent
equestrian standing and lacked an ancient lineage, his military talents enabled him to rise quickly
through a succession of offices. However, the consulship seemed closed to him because “the
nobility transmitted the consulship from hand to hand within their own order,” judging any new
man unworthy of that honor and actually polluting the office (Sall. lug. 63.6-7)." In the early
twentieth century, Gelzer was the first to realize that in the Middle and Late Republic the term
nobilis exclusively designated a person of consular rank or a scion of consular houses.” The
Licinian-Sextian laws of 367 BCE required the election of at least one plebeian consul each year,
offering great upward mobility opportunities to people from non-consular plebeian families.
Within three or four generations, however, successful consular families constructed the various
types of alliances, acquired extensive clientelae, and augmented their prestige to such a degree as
to give consular candidates from their ranks a distinct edge over those from non-consular

families.

1 « .. consulatum nobilitas inter se per manus tradebat. Novos nemo tam clarus neque tam

egregiis factis erat quin indignus illo honore et quasi pollutus haberetur.”

2 See Gelzer (1912) and cf. Vogt (1926), 24, n. 4. On the significance of the thesis, see Syme
(1939), 10ff. Gelzer’s definition was reiterated by Shackleton Bailey (1986), 255-260, against
Brunt (1982), 1-17.
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An important implication of this development was that tenure of high magistracies, and
especially of the consulship, not only granted the immediate formal powers to the successful
candidate whose honor was greatly augmented but also bestowed ascribed honor, an affirmation
of status granted to a person at birth, and thus enhanced prestige and social standing of his
descendants.® It is not surprising, then, that Marius’ initial bid for consulship was blocked by
Quintus Caecilius Metellus Numidicus (cos. 109 BCE), who was his commander in Africa (Sall.
lug. 64.1-4 and Plut. Mar. 8.3). In response, Marius began to challenge his commander’s
authority, seeking to gain favor with the soldiers by relaxing discipline and promising to win
promptly the war against Jugurtha (Sall. lug. 64.5). He also incited the Roman traders in Utica,
who were mostly equites, by alleging that Metellus was mulishly protracting the war out of his

desire for power.*

In his bid for the consulship, Marius claimed for himself the mantle of traditional martial
achievement and military expertise. Among his qualifications for the position, Sallust lists “the
great knowledge of warfare [as well as] a spirit that was extraordinary in war but temperate in
domestic affairs, the conqueror of passion and copiousness, the one that was greedy only for
glory” (lug. 63.2).> At that time, many Roman nobiles could boast no military competence,

which usually stemmed from significant battlefield experience, even if they still utilized their

3 For ascribed and acquired honor, see Malina (2001a), 32ff.

* See Sall. lug. 65.4; Cic. Off. 3.79; Vell. Pat. 2.11.2; and Plut. Mar. 8.5. Unlike other authors,
Cicero gives an unsympathetic assessment of Marius’ accusations against Metellus, criticizing
his conduct as disloyal and unworthy of a good politician. At the same time, Badian (1963-
1964), 146f., demonstrates that the accounts of Sallust, Plutarch, and Cicero are not mutually
exclusive.

> «__. militiae magna scientia, animus belli ingens, domi modicus, lubidinis et divitiarum victor,
tantummodo gloriae avidus.”
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real and invented military achievements to win a social grant of glory (gloria), reputation
(dignitas), and political “authority” (auctoritas) from others.® For example, Quintus Lutatius
Catulus, a man of old nobility who held the consulship with Marius in 102 BCE, was unable to
defend the passes in the Alps against the Cimbri and was pushed all the way back to the Natisone
River in eastern Friuli, which is today an area of northeast Italy on the border with Slovenia.
There he lost control of his army that abandoned the main camp and fled in a state of panic in the
face of the advancing enemy (Plut. Mar. 23.2-5). At the end, Catulus was saved from disaster by
Sulla, who at one point left Marius’ service and joined the army of Catulus, conquering most
Alpine tribes (Plut. Sull. 4).” This is why Marius, who was looking for ways to challenge the
hegemony of the aristocracy, repeatedly emphasized his own virtus and martial prowess and
denied the existence of these qualities among the oligarchic aristocrats, turning his electoral
campaign into an attack on the haughtiness of the nobility.® Sallust even makes him say, “But if
the nobiles justly despise me, let them also look down on their own forefathers, whose nobility

began, like mine, from virtus” (Jug. 85.17).°

® Cicero says, “Sin aliquis excellit unus e multis, effert se si unum aliquid affert, aut bellicam
virtutem et usum aliqguem militarem, quae sane nunc quidem obsoleverunt...” (De or. 3.33.136).
As I pointed out in the Introduction, footnote n. 9, a person’s auctoritas was ultimately rooted in
one’s acquired or ascribed honor or prestige.

’ Badian (1957), 322ff., cogently argues that Catulus, who was a half-brother of one of the
Caesares, was Marius’ special protégé and owed everything to him. Marius’ support brought
Catulus the consulship after three prior repulsae. Despite Catulus’ dubious military successes,
Marius selflessly celebrated a joint triumph with him. Hence, it is reasonable to suppose that
Marius had dispatched Sulla to advise Catulus.

® See Sall. lug. 73.5-7; 85.10-13; 85.29-30; 85.38-40; and Plut. Mar. 9.3.
% «“Quod si iure me despiciunt, faciant idem maioribus suis, quibus, uti mihi, ex virtute nobilitas
coepit.” Cf. also Jug. 85.40, “... nam ex parente meo et ex aliis sanctis viris ita accepi:
munditias mulieribus, laborem viris convenire, omnibusque bonis oportere plus gloriae quam
divitiarum esse; arma, non supellectilem decori esse.”
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Before the foundation of the Principate by Augustus, virtus, manliness exemplified by
“aggressive courage” in battle, was often the clearest criterion of one’s honor as well as the
indispensable foundation to a meaningful political career.® For instance, Sallust maintains that
Julius Caesar yearned for a new war in which his virtus could shine out (Cat. 54.4)."* Even
Cicero (cos. 63 BCE), who is the first clear example of a consul who did not complete ten years
of military service before his election to office, falsely fancies that virtus is a quality particularly
reserved for the Romans.*? In De oratore, the statesman mistakenly contrasts Roman virtus with
Greek doctrina (3.34.137).® He suggests that great feats are always stimulated by the pursuit of
gloria and defines virtus as bravery characterized by a total contempt for pain and death (Rep.

5.7.9). To his mind, military exploits contribute all the glory and reputation one needs to to

19 See McDonnell (2006) who examines the changing usage of the notion of virtus from the
Early to the Late Republic and argues, somewhat controversially, that until the first century BCE
virtus primarily served as a moral rather than ethical concept. Cf. also William V. Harris (2006),
316.

11« . sibi magnum imperium, exercitum, bellum novum exoptabat, ubi virtus enitescere
posset.” To the Roman mind, virtus and gloria shined. For example, Sallust says, “Et profecto
ita se res habet: maiorum gloria posteris quasi lumen est...” (Jug. 85.23). See also Enn. Ann.
362 and Lendon (1997), 47 and 274.

12 william V. Harris (1979), 12 and 257, points out that Cicero ran for the quaestorship with
less than ten years of military service behind him. Cf. Plutarch (Cic. 3.2), who mentions that the
orator served only for a short period of time during the Social War (91-87 BCE), and Cicero
himself (Phil. 12.11.27).

13 «Sed ut ad Graecos referam orationem, quibus carere hoc quidem in sermonis genere non
possumus--nam ut virtutis a nostris, sic doctrinae sunt ab illis exempla repetenda....” By
contrast, McDonnell (2006), 90, says: “Although virtus was also the preeminent qualify of a
man, unlike apetn, it was not considered an innate human quality set against supernatural power.
Quite the contrary, at Rome virtus was itself viewed as a numinous quality granted to certain

2

men.

14 . . . . g . .
“... maiores suos multa mira atque praeclara gloriae cupiditate fecisse... quae virtus

fortitudo vocatur, in qua est magnitudo animi, mortis dolorisque magna contemptio....”
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win the consular elections while preeminence in the art of war is superior to all other qualities to

acquire prestige (Mur. 22).%°

In this chapter, | explicate the intricate relationship that existed at Rome from the earliest
times until the Late Republic between demonstrating military courage in battle, acquiring honor
that propelled an aristocrat into a magistracy with imperium, and constructing an auspicious
public image that enabled the aristocrat to win a grant of social distinction from others by
engaging in brinkmanship and launching wars of aggression against the “barbarians” and Greeks
alike. 1 suggest that unrestrained competition for laus (praise), and fama (renown) historically
and culturally conditioned Roman aristocrats to behave in an exceptionally aggressive and
violent manner because successfully applied and advertised violence on the real and imagined
enemies of Rome contributed to the honor of the res publica and, by extension, increased one’s
chances of rising through a succession of ever-higher offices and being survived by glorious
memory. As a result, truculence and bellicosity became deeply embedded in the culture code of
the Roman aristocratic decision-makers, shaping the notion of honor of most Roman aristocrats
and giving birth to a very distinctive “strategic behavior” in regard to war initiation, territorial

conquest, and balance-of-power politics.*®

15« . qui potest dubitari quin ad consulatum adipiscendum multo plus adferat dignitatis rei

militaris quam iuris civilis gloria? ... Ac nimirum--dicendum est enim quod sentio--rei militaris
virtus praestat ceteris omnibus.”

18 As | discuss below, pp. 53f., Rome’s very complicated relations with her neighbors in the
days of the Early and Middle Republic also made the ruling elite develop a genuine “security
complex.”
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Balance-of-Power Theory, Roman “Strategic Culture,” and Pitfalls of Realist Theory

The contemporary balance-of-power theory of international relations stipulates that equality of
power between nation-states is most conducive to peace. Thus, weaker nations may contribute to
general stability by pursuing the military-security policy of “balancing..., a countervailing policy
designed to improve abilities to prosecute military missions in order to deter and/or defeat
another state.”’ Since strong nations often destabilize the balance of power by continuing to
arm, weaker states often take it upon themselves to build up their own economic and military
capabilities (“internal balancing”) or develop alliances with other states (“external balancing”) in
order to make it more complicated and consequently less likely for a more powerful state to flex
its military muscles.® The Greeks were quite familiar with the concept of “balancing” and
occasionally even employed it. Describing the causes of the Peloponnesian War, Thucydides
says, “And the truest motive, though least revealed in speech, is, in my opinion, the fact that the
growing strength of the Athenians and the fear it produced among the Lacedaemonians
compelled the parties to make war on each other” (1.23.6)."° Similarly, Polybius praises Hiero,
the king of Syracuse, who made an alliance with weaker Carthage despite a pre-existing treaty
with stronger Rome because he was convinced that it was dangerous to leave Rome as the only

dominant power (1.83.2-4).

17 See Elman (2003), 8.

¥ Rosecrance (2003), 159, suggests the following rigorous set of criteria to determine
balancing by a state: it must be driven by defensive and not offensive motives, join the weaker
coalition, and be ready to defend its allies and restore equilibrium in power whenever it is
threatened. For a survey of different theoretical issues raised by the balance-of-power theory,
see Levy (2003), 128-153.

19 “Tmv pev yap dinbeotdmnv mpdeacty, apavestdtny & Adym, tovg ABnvaiovg ryoduot
HEYAAOLG YIYVOUEVOLG Kol pOPoV TapéxovTtag Tolg AaKESUUOVIOS AvayKAGaL £ TO TOAEUETV....”

24


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=th%5Cn&la=greek&can=th%5Cn0&prior=%5d
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=me%5Cn&la=greek&can=me%5Cn0&prior=th/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ga%5Cr&la=greek&can=ga%5Cr0&prior=me/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29lhqesta%2Fthn&la=greek&can=a%29lhqesta%2Fthn0&prior=ga/r
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pro%2Ffasin&la=greek&can=pro%2Ffasin0&prior=a)lhqesta/thn
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29fanesta%2Fthn&la=greek&can=a%29fanesta%2Fthn0&prior=pro/fasin
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=de%5C&la=greek&can=de%5C0&prior=a)fanesta/thn
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=lo%2Fgw%7C&la=greek&can=lo%2Fgw%7C0&prior=de/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tou%5Cs&la=greek&can=tou%5Cs0&prior=lo/gw|
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29aqhnai%2Fous&la=greek&can=*%29aqhnai%2Fous0&prior=tou/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=h%28gou%3Dmai&la=greek&can=h%28gou%3Dmai0&prior=*)aqhnai/ous
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=mega%2Flous&la=greek&can=mega%2Flous0&prior=h(gou=mai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=gignome%2Fnous&la=greek&can=gignome%2Fnous0&prior=mega/lous
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C0&prior=gignome/nous
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=fo%2Fbon&la=greek&can=fo%2Fbon0&prior=kai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pare%2Fxontas&la=greek&can=pare%2Fxontas0&prior=fo/bon
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=toi%3Ds&la=greek&can=toi%3Ds0&prior=pare/xontas
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*lakedaimoni%2Fois&la=greek&can=*lakedaimoni%2Fois0&prior=toi=s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29nagka%2Fsai&la=greek&can=a%29nagka%2Fsai0&prior=*lakedaimoni/ois
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29s&la=greek&can=e%29s0&prior=a)nagka/sai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=to%5C&la=greek&can=to%5C0&prior=e)s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=polemei%3Dn&la=greek&can=polemei%3Dn0&prior=to/

By contrast, the Romans spurned balancing. Scipio Nasica Corculum (cos. 162 and 155
BCE), who opposed Cato the Censor and advocated Carthage’s preservation in the years before
the Third Punic War (149-146 BCE), is the only known prominent Roman statesman who
insisted that hostile powers should be allowed to retain some strength to maintain domestic peace
and harmony and save people from decadence.?’ One may wonder why the “strategic behavior”
of important decision-makers in the times of the Republic was habitually typified by wars of
aggression and brinkmanship. After all, unrestrained competition for laus and fama gradually
led to the destructive dignitatis contentiones among the bellicose Roman aristocrats, who were
increasingly resorting to the violent resolution of internal and external conflicts in order to fulfill
their political aspirations. In the end, this resulted in the disastrous cycles of civil wars that
destroyed the Republic. I suggest that this unproductive “strategic behavior” was a result of the
very peculiar “strategic culture” that equated successfully applied violence on the real and
imagined enemies of Rome and expansionist militarism with personal virtus and even a strong

personal commitment to the public good.

The argument that culture can influence one’s approaches to security policy has been made
by Thucydides, Sun Tzu, and Clausewitz. In the 1970s, Jack Snyder brought the political and
cultural argument into the realm of modern national security studies when he drew upon
anthropology to develop a concept of “‘strategic culture” in order to interpret the military strategy
of the USSR and express his concern regarding the then recently adopted Schlesinger Doctrine.
His main argument was that the Soviet distinctive approach to nuclear strategy disallowed the

new US concept of limited nuclear war. If provoked by an American limited nuclear attack

20 See Diod. Sic. 34/35.33.3-6; Livy, Per. 48.4-5, 48.15, and 48.24; Plut. Cat. Mai. 27; Flor.
1.31.5; App. Pun. 69; August. De civ. D. 1.30-31; Oros. 4.23.9; and Zonar. 9.30. Cf. also
William V. Harris (1979), 127f. and 266f., and Fornara (1983), 84-89.
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against Soviet military facilities, the USSR was quite unlikely to limit itself to a reciprocal attack
on US military targets, but very likely to respond with massive and crippling nuclear strikes

against urban areas.

Snyder says:

Strategic culture can be defined as the sum total of ideals, conditioned emotional
responses, and patterns of habitual behavior that members of a national strategic
community have acquired through instruction or imitation and share with each
other with regard to nuclear strategy. In the area of strategy, habitual behavior is
largely cognitive behavior. This is true not only of the development of strategic
doctrines but also of the weapons acquisition process and of crisis
decisionmaking, during which the possible use of nuclear weapons might be
considered.... Soviet strategy has been influenced by a number of factors unique
to the Soviet historical experience. It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that
having confronted unique problems and having evolved in unique circumstances,
the SO\éilet strategic culture would contain concepts that are in some respects
unique.

Suggesting that decision-making elites convey a unique “strategic culture” related to security-

military affairs, Snyder argues that it represents a wider manifestation of public opinion, which is

socialized into a distinctive mode of strategic thinking.

On the one hand, many early theorists on “strategic culture” inferred that different security
communities were inclined to demonstrate in their strategic thought and behavior particular

patterns that could be collectively categorized as cultural.?? Clifford Geertz, who was perhaps

2 Snyder (1977), 8f. Cf. also Booth (1990), 121, who broadly defines the concept of “strategic
culture” as referring to “a nation’s traditions, values, attitudes, patterns of behavior, habits,
symbols, achievements and particular ways of adapting to the environment and solving problems
with respect to the threat or use of force.”

22 See Gray (1999), 53. For a useful review of how different generations of scholars have
addressed the concept of “strategic culture,” see Johnston (1995b), 36-43, and Haglund (2004),
482-493.
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the best known and most influential American anthropologist of the second half of the twentieth
century, famously defines culture as consisting of “socially established structures of meaning in
terms of which people do ... things.”® Hence, Snyder suggests that national elites convey a
unique “strategic culture” related to security-military affairs, and these distinctive ways of
behaving represent a wider manifestation of public opinion, which is socialized into a specific
mode of strategic thinking. His argument is as follows:
It is useful to look at the Soviet approach to strategic thinking as a unique
“strategic culture.” Individuals are socialized into a distinctively Soviet mode of
strategic thinking. As a result of this socialization process, a set of general
beliefs, attitudes, and behavior patterns with regard to nuclear strategy has
achieved a state of semi-permanence that places them on the level of “culture”
rather than mere “policy.” Of course, attitudes may change as a result of changes
in technology and the international environment. However, new problems are not
assessed objectively. Rather, they are seen through the perceptual lens provided
by the strategic culture.?*
Historians in other fields--China, for example--have also employed the notion of “strategic

culture” to narrate history of warfare, diplomatic relations, and strategic thought in their

respective field.?

On the other hand, some early theorists on “strategic culture” also hypothesized that it was

characterized by uniquely patterned styles of states’ “strategic behaviors” in regard to territorial

23 Geertz (1973), 12. As a variant, anthropologist Marvin Harris (1979), 47, characterizes
culture as “the learned repertory of thoughts and actions exhibited by the members of social
groups--repertories transmissible independently of genetic heredity from one generation to the
next.”

24 Snyder (1977), v.
2 For instance, see Johnston (1995a) and Perdue (2000), 252-287.
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conquest, war initiation, and balance-of-power politics intended to diminish or match military
capabilities of a stronger state.*® According to Booth:
A strategic culture defines a set of patterns of and for a nation’s behaviour on war
and peace issues.... Strategic culture helps shape behaviour on such issues as the
use of force in international politics, sensitivity to external dangers, civil-military
relations and strategic doctrine. As a result of continuities in these matters, it is
legitimate to talk about a particular national “style” in the theory and practice of
strategy.”’

It is unfortunate that Snyder, who coined the very term “strategic culture,” has distanced
himself from this particular line of reasoning. For instance, he denies, somewhat controversially,
that some distinctive Soviet military strategy concepts can be traced back to Russian historical-
cultural antecedents, and he refuses to view “strategic culture” as narrowly determining strategic
choice.”® At the same time, Snyder reiterates his belief that once decision-makers are socialized
into a specific mode of strategic thinking, they tend to hold to it, making it a part of their cultural
tradition. He says, “The term ‘culture’ was used [by me] to suggest that, once a distinctive
approach to strategy takes hold, it tends to persist despite changes in the circumstances that gave
rise to it, through process of socialization and institutionalization and through the role of

strategic concepts in legitimizing these social arrangements.”29

26 Cf. Gray (1999), 53. Bathurst (1993), 24, asserts, “The idea of the structure, in brief, is that
nations have fairly consistent patterns of behavior around: time, space, the value of human life,
initiating action (including signaling anger, threats of war, etc), leaders and led, and, probably
the most important of all, context, whether a thing is customarily examined in isolation or as part
of a whole.”

2" Booth (1990), 121.

%8 See Snyder (1990), 4-7. An insightful critique of Snyder’s position is provided by Booth
(1990), 121-125.

2% Snyder (1990), 4.
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But how does all this relate to the domestic- and foreign-policy choices members of the
Roman governing elite were making in the times of the Republic? In the section below titled
“Gens, Virtus, and the Acquisition of Honor and Public Office in Republican Rome,” 1
demonstrate that these choices were largely determined by the dominant cultural values which
socialized aristocratic decision-makers, who mostly had served in the cavalry, to behave in
exceptionally aggressive and violent manner. My analysis contradicts many of the conclusions
of contemporary Roman historians who are influenced by a variety of twentieth-century
political-science realist theories and insist that the foreign-policy choices Roman aristocrats were
making were primarily determined by external circumstances that required a resolute response to
the hostile environment. For instance, Eckstein, who studies the rise of Rome as the dominant
power in the ancient Mediterranean world, employs the political-science realist theory to claim
that “the systems of warlike and aggressive states that existed in the ancient Mediterranean
conformed from the beginning to the grimmest and most unforgiving of Realist paradigms.”
Since the author reiterates that his “study is in fact written largely to question this thesis of
exceptional Roman bellicosity,” he attempts once again to resurrect the hypothesis of Roman

“defensive” imperialism proposed by Frank in the 1920s.%

Today’s school of realism is primarily a fruit of the Soviet studies of the Cold War era in the
USA. Although realism has been widely employed in International Relations theory, it still quite
simplistically views relations between states or between the rulers and the ruled as purely the
cynical pursuit of interests dominated by power and fear. Over the last fifty years or so, the

political-science realist theory went through three major succeeding phases: classical, neorealist,

%0 Eckstein (2006a), 10 and 33, and cf. Eckstein (2008). See also Frank (1921).
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and neoclassical.** In the late 1940s, Morgenthau ascertained the dominance of the realist model
by explaining conflictual behavior of states by human failings.32 Then Waltz emphasized the
generative nature of the international system of politics, and this approach became the new
orthodoxy.® In his neorealist works, the author contends that the system of international
relations is anarchic and inhabited by highly competitive nation-states that always vie with one
another for power in order to maximize their chance of survival. Since the distribution of power
favors strong nations, only great powers can take action that will result in a change. Naturally,
they seek to take full advantage of weaker nations and always try to bolster their position even
further. This makes the system prone to conflicts and wars as weaker states are regularly placed
in difficult situations and forced to engage in balancing. Contrary to Waltz, neoclassical realists
like Snyder correctly point out that it is counter-productive to look at nation-states as the only
irreducible units whose power and interests are to be considered. Instead, it is much more
important to focus on what happens within societies.** Finally, in the early twenty-first century
Mearsheimer advanced a completely pessimistic theory of “offensive” realism that claims that
the very structure of the international system compels states to engage in competitive policies
toward each other, constantly attempting to tip the adversarial balance of power in their own

favor.*®

31 For useful reviews of the changing approaches to realism, see Schweller and Priess (1997)
and Rose (1998).

32 See Morgenthau (1948).

3% See Waltz (1959 and 1979).
%% See Snyder (1991), 19.

%> See Mearsheimer (2001).
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A realist theory of international systems of politics utilized by many political scientists and
some modern Roman historians favors immediate, logical and positive causes that streamline
model-building and help provide a rational explanation for complicated and unique events.
However, it is uncomfortable with the cultural dimension of the decision-making process
because it is not always easy to discern or relate to other factors.*® Unlike realism, “primitivism”
draws first and foremost upon anthropology, and it is heavily influenced by the notion of
philological minimalism, the assertion usually associated with Oxford that maintains that the
terms absent from ancient texts should not be read into antiquity. While the “realists” view
relations between states as the simple pursuit of interests and emphasize power, fear of the
“Other,” and desire to ensure one’s own security, the “primitivists” argue that foreign relations

directly grow out of culture.

In the field of Roman history, two early “primitivist” works written in the late 1950s by
Badian and Gagé stand out.®” On the one hand, Gagé suggests that the Romans perceived the
rival leaders in their world in terms of vertical ranking. Consequently, the major goal of the
Roman foreign policy was to ensure that the Roman emperor was on the top of the pyramid.*
On the other hand, Badian makes a persuasive case that the Romans imported the typical Roman
social relationship of patronage from their civic life into their thinking about relations between

states as well as between states and Roman aristocratic decision-makers. This claim creates a

% For a useful criticism of Waltz’s neorealism and its version of balance of power as the best
theoretical approach for understanding modern international history, see Schroeder (2003), 114-
127.

%7 See Gagé (1959) and Badian (1958).

% Cf. Alfoldy (1985), 42-64 and 94-156, who depicts the Roman society as a very steep
pyramid.
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challenge to the proponents of the realist-theory worldview because it poses a question as to
what extent the cultural concept of patronage influenced the Roman foreign policy in comparison
to the simplistic concepts of power and fear, which, according to the school of realism, are the

only motivators for policy making.

In 1979, William V. Harris published his classic work titled War and Imperialism in
Republican Rome, 327-70 BC. In this book, he attacked the then-pervasive doctrine that the
Romans had fought primarily defensive wars from which they not only emerged victorious but
also greatly expanded their empire. Instead, Harris offered a distinctly “primitivist” account of
the Roman bellicose culture during the Republican period, explicating how Roman aristocrats
waged wars of aggression as a means to acquire personal supremacy in gloria and honor for
political and social advancement.*® According to the author, military glory and the expansion of
the Republic’s territories, which served as rewards for warfare, were praiseworthy achievements
that significantly augmented one’s claim to social distinction.*® The problem is that Harris also
claims that an itch for gain was the leading motivation for the Roman aristocrats to engage in
foreign wars. Driven by cupido praedae, the aristocrats of the Middle and Late Republic
supposedly used the Senate as their institutional instrument to organize a continuous series of
aggressive wars.* However, whether one advocates the case of fear or the case of profit, he is

essentially engaged in a quarrel between two varieties of realism.** In my view, Rome’s

%9 See William V. Harris (1979).
“0 |bid., 9-53.

*1 |bid., 54-104. Cf. also North (1981) who succinctly presents and supports William V.
Harris’ views on the cogency of profit-seeking in occasioning Rome’s foreign wars.

*2 Gruen (1984), 1:288-315, and Sherwin-White (1984), 15ff., reject William V. Harris’
emphasis on economic gain as the chief motivation for Roman policy in the East and
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environment was multifaceted and the actions of its decision-makers were prompted by more
complicated motivators than those assumed by today’s proponents of the political-science realist

theory.

Eventually, both “realists” and “primitivists” abandoned extreme positions. As a result, the
current debate is fought more on the middle ground. The softer version of “primitivism” that
descends from Gagé and Badian attempts to find a way to assert that the cultural patterns its
advocates study--be it honor, reciprocity, revenge, kinship or ritualized friendship--are as
important as the notions of power, fear, and security the adepts of the school of realism
promulgate as the sole motivators for policy making. Consequently, one can make a case that
the choices Roman aristocratic decision-makers were making were conditioned not only by
external circumstances, which required a response to the hostile environment, but also by the
cultural workings of their own society which socialized them to act in a culturally distinctive
way. The two monographs published in the late 1990s represent this latest version of
“primitivism.”*

In his book titled Empire of Honor: The Art of Government in the Roman World, Lendon
persuasively argues that the concepts of “force, authority, and patronage” do not satisfactorily
explain the unmatched political stability of the Principate because they fail to clarify “the

workings of honour and pride, the underpinnings of loyalty and gratitude for benefactions.”**

demonstrate that the material benefits of empire were at first incidental. Moreover, Millett
(1990) and Woolf (1990) persuasively argue that Roman exploitation of the provinces was
neither administered from the center nor systematic.

*3 See Lendon (1997) and Mattern (1999).

* See Lendon (1997), 13.
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The author declares that the concept of honor means almost nothing in the modern world. “We

live in honour’s churchyard. Honour’s bones are still with us, but the muscles that drove them

945

and the tissues that joined them have rotted away. By contrast, the very functioning of

Roman-state mechanisms depended on honor and acquisition of prestige. Lendon says:

Honour among aristocrats, once acquired, was not a passive possession, like
an engraved watch or an honorary degree. Rather, those who had honour were
able to exert power in society by virtue of the desire of others for it, and the
concern of others not to lose it....

By virtue of his honour, an illustrious man was capable of influencing the
conduct of those around him. He could get his way by praising or blaming; the
mere fact of his honour made others defer to him; by virtue of his honour he could
get his way by participating, to his profit, in the exchange of reciprocal profits.*

The author undertakes a scrupulous reconstruction of Rome’s prevalent ideology, identifying the
three major roles honor played in Graeco-Roman society.”” Emphasizing continuity rather than
change, he strives to present “an alien civilization’s unconscious adherence to alien norms... as
conscious strategy” and tracks the development of the concept and roles of honor over time.*®

His aim is “an investigation of political culture rather than political history... to discover how a

whole political world worked by studying how a range of people expected it to work.”*°

* Ibid., 27.
% |bid., 55.

a7 “First, honour was a source of value: it constituted some or all of the value of men’s actions,
which might be honorific or dishonouring. Inextricably mingled with the exchange of goods and
services, honour could be traded for goods, services, and further honour. Second, honour was a
source of legitimate social authority, that is, of an authority people were brought up to obey.
Deference, including obedience, to acknowledged possessors of honour was required in Graeco-
Roman society. Third, honour was a social sanction. Fear of loss of honour—disgrace—
enforced social norms and some of those norms... could be used to work one’s will in society”
(Ibid., 69).

8 |bid., 31.

9 Ibid., 28.
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Lendon identifies the three important mechanisms of government that articulated a cultural
world of the Romans: reciprocity, the attribution of praise and blame, and deference. First,
Lendon amply shows how favors given and favors returned were essential to the running of the
Roman Empire. He also emphasizes that the display of generosity and gratitude was a very
important element of one’s social status. Second, the author discusses the mechanism of the
attribution of praise and blame. Because a social grant of reputation mattered a great deal, it was
advantageous to be in a position to bestow recognition (“honors”) or to inflict insults and
humiliation. By showing honor, the emperor was able to command obedience of his subjects.
Lendon says, “The Roman emperor ruled... as head of a society which defined rank by
honour....  Others strove to attack him and control him by exploiting his honour’s
vulnerability....”*® But the emperor himself was continuously judged and evaluated. If he were
approved, his endorsement of someone else in turn carried particular weight because the emperor
was seen as the virtual personification of society and its values. On the other hand, the
emperor’s disfavor toward an individual indicated that this person was weak and lacked
authority. This made him the ready target for attacks.”® Finally, the nobiles also needed popular
acclamation and public honors to maintain their prestige because the new system introduced by
Augustus prevented open competition for political offices as well as unrestrained military

contests for laus and fama characterized by brazen “triumph-hunting” against the “barbarians.”>?

>0 |bid., 107f. and cf also Ibid., 21, where the author asserts that the Roman government was
“not any official hierarchy but... a hierarchy of prestige and standing.” See also Millar (1977),
275f., 283ff., and 296f., where the historian demonstrates how the emperor used major elevations
to reinforce his power.

>! See Lendon (1997), 108-149.

*2 In Chapter III of this dissertation, I discuss Augustus’ policy to reserve exceptional Vvirtus
and martial prowess only for himself and the chosen male members of the domus Augusti. The
lack of competitiveness may have led to the politics of munificence in the Roman Empire, with
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Deference is the third and most interesting mechanism of Roman government that Lendon
describes. People of superior standing had to be “honored,” or treated with respect, by others.
Thus, obedience was frequently not only a matter of recognizing the formal authority of an
official, but of showing due deference to a person of high social status. As long as the hierarchy
of formal power and the hierarchy of social status coincided, the demands of honor strengthened
government. However, when they diverged, as Lendon argues they did from the late third
century CE on, a conflict between “under-honourable governors and over-honourable subjects”
weighed down the government machine.>® Lendon’s book competently explores the fine aspects
of the Roman concept of honor that was utilized to exercise effective control over the vast
empire.®*  According to the author’s compelling argument, the phenomena of honor and
reciprocity rather than the more vulgar and simplistic concepts of fear and power were driving
the exercise of power in the Roman Empire. The skillful application of these concepts ensured

the empire’s lasting well-being.

Finally, Mattern launches a calculated attack on the school of realism in her book titled Rome
and the Enemy: Imperial Strategy in the Principate, where she aims to explicate the Roman

Empire's military and foreign policy.® Developing the argument first proposed by Gagé, she

the elites assuming financial responsibility for local projects in exchange for acquiring honor and
prestige from the communities. Cf. Nicols (1980) and Zuiderhoek (2009).

>3 See Lendon (1997), 223.

> Lendon (1997), 270, says, “Honour, whether used consciously or unconsciously, served to
muffle the shouting of orders, the jingle of coins, and the screams of the tortured.”

>> See Mattern (1999).
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suggests that the Roman aristocrats who were involved in diplomacy sought glory for themselves
and foreign deference for the Republic.>® She says:
Image or national “honor” emerges as the most important [Roman foreign] policy
goal.... [The] study suggests that international relations, for the Romans, were
not so much a complex geopolitical chess game as a competition for status, with
much violent demonstration of superior prowess, aggressive posturing, and
terrorization of the opponent. The Romans behaved on an international level like
Homeric heroes, Mafia gangsters, or participants in any society where status and
security depended on one’s perceived ability to inflict violence.... The value
attached to honor, which was maintained by conquest, terror, and retaliation,
explains the repeated, often unsuccessful attempts at expanding the empire... >
Following Millar, Mattern emphasizes institutional minimalism of the Roman state and points
out the obvious fact that the Roman international relations were not conducted by trained
diplomats and students of international politics and strategic studies.”® The Roman foreign-

relations decision-makers were the same wealthy aristocrats who composed what remains of

Latin literature.

This is where the concept of “strategic culture” developed by Snyder may become useful for
the study of the decision-making processes in the Roman Republic. In this context, “strategic
culture” can be defined as a set of shared beliefs, presuppositions, and modes of behavior
deduced from common experiences and accepted narratives within a particular culture. This set

not only molds collective identity and relationships of one specific cultural group to alien

*® See Gagé (1959).
> Mattern (1999), xii.
*8 See Millar (1982).
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cultural groups but also shapes appropriate ends and means for realizing security objectives.*
Gray perceptively points out:

One should resist the suggestion... that somehow strategic culture, or cultures,

can be sidelined and offset by other influences upon strategic choice. The idea of

strategic culture does not imply that there is a simple one-for-one relationship

between culturally traceable preferences and actual operational choices. The

claim rather, is that culture shapes the process of strategy-making, and influences

the execution of strategy, no matter how close actual choice may be to some

abstract or idealized cultural preference. This simple, but crucial, point can elude

the intellectual grasp even of careful scholars.®

Realists like Eckstein insist that the foreign-policy choices of the Roman governing elite

were primarily determined by external circumstances that required a resolute response to the
hostile environment. ® To my mind, however, those who claim that aristocratic decision-makers
were only motivated by fear of the “Other” and desire to guarantee Rome’s survival in the
default environment of international anarchy, where states engaged in a never-ending struggle
with one another for primacy and security, miss the point that the people who decided on Rome’s
military strategy and ensured her national security must have always functioned within the
milieu of their own cultural influences and preferences. According to Gray, “Strategic culture is
not only ‘out there,” also it is within us; we, our institutions, and our behaviour, are the

5962

context. Discussing the relationship between “strategic culture” and “strategic behavior,”

Gray proposes that “strategic culture” as context gives meaning to “strategic behavior” and can

> Cf. Mahnken (2009), 70.
% Gray (1999), 55.

61 Eckstein (2006), 33, clearly states that his “study is in fact written largely to question this
thesis of exceptional Roman bellicosity.”

%2 Gray (1999), 53.
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even provide insight into what this behavior signifies.®®* For him, “[S]trategic culture is the
world of mind, feeling, and habit in behavior.”® This is why | suggest that the Roman foreign
policy and strategy making were culturally constructed as well as culturally perpetuated; they
cannot be divorced from Rome’s geography, history, political culture or familiar ways members
of the Roman ruling elite were accustomed to acquire glory or win a distinctive grant of

auctoritas from others.

In what follows, | elucidate how the very close connection that existed at Rome between high
birth and martial courage on the one hand and the acquisition of honor and pubic office on the
other contributed to the rise of a very unique “strategic culture” characterized by truculence,
ferocity, and belligerence of the Republican ruling elite. Why was the “strategic behavior” of
aristocratic decision-makers who held magistracies with imperium typified by wars of
aggression, brinkmanship, and unrestrained and recurrent application of physical violence on the
bodies of real and imagined enemies of Rome? One answer is that it was shaped and influenced
by national historical behavior. From very early times in the history of the Republic, national
historical behavior molded and shaped the national character by equating virtus, the manliness
exemplified by military prowess, and expansionist militarism with a strong personal commitment
to the public good.®® | suggest that bellicosity became such a dominant cultural marker of

Roman aristocratic identity that uninhibited competition for laus and fama among the nobiles

%3 Based on the Latin word contextere, Gray (1999), 50f., defines “strategic culture” as “that
which weaves together.”

* Ibid., 58.
% Cf. Haglund (2004), 491-498, who builds on the foundation of Gray’s interpretation of
“strategic culture as context” and suggests that the concept of “strategic culture” can be further

divided into (1) national historical behavior and (2) national character and identity.
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eventually resulted in the disastrous cycles of civil wars that destroyed the Republic. While
pugnacity was a highly localized cultural marker of Roman identity, | would like first to provide
a brief overview of more general cultural norms and beliefs shared by the people living around
the Mediterranean basin. Let me begin with the most basic assertion: cultures differ.
Contemporary Western cultural assumptions and expectations cannot be taken for granted when
interpreting the ancient texts that were produced in a much different cultural milieu. Instead, an
interpreter needs to learn the cultural norms and beliefs behind the texts he studies as well as to
employ a social-scientific method of sorts in order to attempt to construe the important cultural

markers of the Roman society through the lens of the original culture carriers.®®

Gens, Virtus, and the Acquisition of Honor and Public Office in Republican Rome

Landed wealth, gens, and virtus defined the life of the Roman governing elite during the
Republic. Unlike highly individualistic and low-context English-speaking people who dominate
the Western world today, the societies of the ancient Mediterranean were collectivistic and high-

context.®” While low-context societies have a tendency to “talk down” to people and spell out

% For what follows, | am particularly indebted to Bruce Malina, a New Testament scholar who
draws on anthropological studies, including Mary Douglas’ “Group/Grid” social-scientific
model, as well as on other tools of cultural analysis habitually employed in the social sciences to
offer highly innovative and illuminating insights into the socio-cultural background of the New
Testament milieu. See Douglas (1983 and 1996) and Malina (2001 and 2010).

%" The concepts of “high-context” and “low-context” were developed by the anthropologist and
cross-cultural researcher Edward Twitchell Hall, Jr. According to Hall (1976), 79, a high-
context message communicates a rather implicit meaning, which is “either in the physical
context or internalized in the person.” As a result, very little information is included in the
“coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message.” For the cultural realm of high-context
societies, see Hall (1983), 59-77. Malina (1991a) specifically discusses the Mediterranean as the
realm of high-context societies.
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everything, the discourse in high-context societies takes shared cultural values for granted and
leaves many things untold. The people are socialized into widely shared ways of perceiving and
acting, and the culture itself is allowed to explain, leaving much to the interpreter’s imagination
and common knowledge.®® However, because so few things have to be spelled out in high-
context societies, words and word choices become crucial for effective communication: a few
words could convey a multifaceted message very effectively, but only in ingroup setting, where

much could be easily assumed.®®

Similar to other preindustrial and agrarian societies around the Mediterranean, the Romans
saw life in terms of a zero-sum game of pure competition in which limited resources could never
be increased: when allocated, they would be divided either in one’s favor or against one’s best
interests.””  There were two widely held beliefs: (1) all good things in life, including manliness,
martial courage, honor, and prestige, existed in limited quantities that could not be increased and

(2) all people except blood relatives were untrustworthy unless proved otherwise.”* These

% Hall (1976), 98, says, “When talking about something that they have on their minds, a high-
context individual will expect his interlocutor to know what’s bothering him, so that he doesn’t
have to be specific. The result is that he will talk around and around the point, in effect putting
all the pieces in place except the crucial one. Placing it properly—this keystone—is the role of
his interlocutor. To do this for him is an insult and a violation of his individuality.”

% An ingroup is a group whose members share similar cultural assumptions and are expected
to adhere to similar cultural norms. The terms “ingroup” and “outgroup” were made popular by
Henri Tajfel, an influential social psychologist who formulated social identity theory. For
details, see Tajfel (1974).

70 Zero-sum games are exchanges in which each participant’s gain or loss of utility is exactly
balanced by the losses or gains of utility of the other participants. Since the amount of “winnable
goods” is fixed and one’s loss is somebody else’s gain, whatever the outcome, the payoffs to the
players add up to zero. See Colman (1999), 53f.

™ The cultural assumption of limited good was first proposed by Foster (1965), 293-315, who

did extensive anthropological fieldwork in Tzinzuntzan, Michoacan Mexico. In particular,

Foster (1965), 296f., claims that agonistic reflexes naturally supplemented the belief that both
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beliefs made kinship a focal institution of the Roman social system. Even if brothers, cousins or
fathers and sons in the end found themselves on different political sides, especially in times of
civil strife, a person could initially advance his social standing only at the expense of those who
did not belong to his gens. As a result, he frequently depended on positive cooperation within
his immediate family and the broader kin group to obtain a privilege of high status.”> This is
why extreme concern with the family, which was made up of both the living members and the
ancestors and unborn descendants, was not unusual. The eulogium for Lucius Caecilius Metellus
(cos. 251 and 247 BCE) asserts that among the ten greatest and best things in life he

accomplished was “multos liberos relinquere” (Plin. HN 7.43.139-140).

Under these circumstances, success in life greatly depended on having and making the right
interpersonal connections. The immediate family not only taught one how to cultivate and
benefit from ties to other persons but also introduced him to the right people within his gens.
Minzer, who traced family relationships between the powerful senatorial families, famously
formulated the theory that groups of families, rather than individuals, were the basis of political
alliances at Rome. Although the theory of “family-based politics” is debatable, it is reasonable
to suggest that ties of amicitia, of inter-marriage, and of mutual reciprocal obligations played a

significant role in determining Senate’s policy decisions.”® The organizing principle of life, then,

material and immaterial goods existed in limited supply. Cf. Malina (2001a), 36f., 89f., and 112-
118.

"2 Of course, the nobiles also relied on networks of hereditary clients they had all over the
Roman world.

3 See Miinzer (1920). Brunt (1965) objects to the tendency to treat the term amicitia as a
reliable marker of political relationship, but amicitia and inimicitia were definitely used to
signify a semi-formal political relationship without any content of personal friendship as it is
understood today.
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was the emotional need to be accepted by and fit in the family because one’s very identity
depended on it. Driven by this need, a person followed the long-established principles which

were based on the complementary concepts of honor and shame.”

Equally important, the perception of limited good stipulated that honor existed in finite
quantity that was always in short supply. This is why the honor of the family was a concern of
all its members, and everyone willingly worked together to protect it. In all his actions, a
member of the Roman governing elite was expected to follow one simple principle: to preserve
and increase the family honor at all costs. The epitaph of an otherwise unknown son of Publius
Cornelius Scipio the Augur states, “If you had been given a long life to take advantage of your
office, reputation, martial courage, glory, and talent, you easily would have surpassed the glory
of your ancestors” (ILLRP 311 = CIL 12.10).” When Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus divorced his
wife Mucia, who might have been unfaithful to him, to make himself available for a possible
marriage alliance with the house of Cato the Younger, Mucia’s cousins, Quintus Caecilius
Metellus Celer (cos. 60 BCE) and Quintus Caecilius Metellus Nepos (cos. 57 BCE), were
furious. An affront to the family honor caused the two aristocrats, who used to be legates of

Pompeius and his loyal agents, to cut off the connection and turn against their patronus.’

" For details, see Malina (2001a), 27-31, who identifies honor and shame as “pivotal values”
of the Mediterranean world.

7>« honos, fama, virtusque / gloria atque ingenium. Quibus sei / in longa licuiset tibe utier
vita, / facile facteis superases gloriam / maiorum.” For the identification of the inscription, see
Sumner (1973), 36f.

’® On Mucia’s divorce, see Cic. Att. 1.12.3; Suet. lul. 50.1; and Plut. Pomp. 42.7. For the ire of
the Metelli, see Dio Cass. 37.49.3.
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As I demonstrate below, martial courage notably augmented an aristocrat’s honor. Over
generations, certain prominent families in Rome claimed to have accumulated exceptional valor.
In due course, descendants of these families came to be regarded as having a greater store of
ascribed virtus than others. This enabled them to add to their own acquired honor and assert
stronger claims on magistracies and military commands, making the bond between virtus and
gens indispensable. For instance, the Cornelii Scipiones often were elected to important
magistracies or won exceptional honors while still young, simply by virtue of family’s ascribed

honor.

In 210 BCE, at the age of twenty-six Publius Cornelius Scipio Africanus the Elder (cos. 205
BCE) was appointed as proconsul, becoming the first Roman to have obtained consular
imperium without having previously served as consul or praetor (Livy 26.18.1). In 204 BCE, the
Senate chose Publius Cornelius Scipio Nasica (cos. 191 BCE), who was not old enough to run
for the quaestorship, to receive the sacred stone of Magna Mater on its arrival to Italy because his
“principatus morum” (Val. Max. 8.15.3) made him “vir optimus” (Livy 29.14.8).”" Although
Livy’s sources provide no information as to why the Senate selected Scipio Nasica, and the
historian himself declines to conjecture on the matter (Livy 29.14.9-10), he reports that the
nomination as “the best man in the state” was coveted more than any military commands or
magistracies, thus making it a sign of the highest distinction (Livy 29.14.7).”® Since Scipio
Nasica was a cousin of Cornelius Scipio Africanus the Elder, the Senate’s decision must have

kept the Scipionic family at the center of public attention and further augmented the family’s

7« .. explica totos fastos, constitue omnes currus triumphales, nihil tamen morum principatu

speciosius reperies” (Val. Max. 8.15.3). Cf. also Ov. Fast. 4.347.

78 «__. veram certe victoriam eius rei sibi quisque mallet quam ulla imperia honoresve suffragio

seu patrum seu plebis delatos” (Livy 29.14.7).
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ascribed honor. Even in the Late Republic, men with prestigious family names were regularly
elected to high offices by the family names they bore.” For example, Cicero once insulted his
opponent, Piso, by suggesting that he crept into office by mistake, solely on recommendation of

his ancestor busts (Pis. 1.1-2; cf. Rab. Post. 1.2).

Cicero reports almost a universal admiration for magistracies and military commands among
members of the Roman elite (Off. 1.71).%° From the times of the Early Republic, when constant
conflicts with neighbors led to the emphasis on the military competency of the upper magistrates
(Plaut. Amph. 192 and 196), members of the prominent patrician-plebeian families vied for
magistracies and military commands to acquire auctoritas and consequent political power. The
Roman system of office-holding was characterized by two distinctive features.** On the one
hand, the age-regulated structure related to magistracies made an elite youth compete with men
of his own age and class. On the other hand, the rivalry became more ruthless as one advanced
further up the political hierarchy because there were simply fewer offices at each higher level.®?

For instance, only six magistracies with imperium were available to compete for on the eve of

the Second Punic War (218-201 BCE), and this number increased to eight after the creation of

® On the struggles novi homines faced in advancing their political careers compared to the
nobiles, see Wiseman (1971), 100-116.

8 yakobson (1992), 50f., points out, “The Roman nobles.... perhaps more than any other social
elite in history, were dependent on popular elections for the very definition of their relative status
in society.... The ultimate test and measure of dignitas for a republican nobilis (and no less so
for an ambitious homo novus) was his ability to reach higher office.”

81 Mommsen (1887a) is still the most comprehensive guide to the literary sources related to the
Roman magistracies. Loewenstein (1973), 41-57, explains the main principles of Roman
magisterial office; Jolowicz (1972), 45-57, outlines the functions of different magistracies; and
Broughton (1984-1986), provides a complete list of all known magistrates of the Republic.

82 See Beard and Crawford (1985), 53ff.
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the additional two praetorships for the year 197 BCE.®* No doubt, the voting assemblies gave
greater preferences to the affluent.®* Yet, an ambitious young Roman aristocrat running for his
first office still needed to demonstrate his superiority in virtue to win the mass electorate’s

vote.®®

The easiest way to do so was to exploit one’s gens by putting a claim on the glorious deeds
of great forbearers (Cic. Off. 2.44).% In order to celebrate their ancestors and substantiate a
family’s claim to outstanding reputation, members of the leading Roman families filled the
atrium, vestibule, and nearby rooms--the most public areas in the house--with ancestral spoils
and portraits, genealogical tables, and archives of documents (Polyb. 6.39.10 and Plin. HN
35.2.6-7). Capitalizing on the accomplishments of his ancestors to legitimize his claim to power
and promising to model his actions in office on their exemplary deeds, the young aristocrat with
political aspirations would liberally use ascribed honor and accumulated family virtus to win his
first office.’” The significance of ascribed honor can be further demonstrated: if a nobilis ever

made a mistake, he immediately used the brave deeds of his ancestors and the power of his kin as

8 See Beck (2011), 237, and cf. Jashemski (1950), 40, and Brennan (2000), 1:191.
8 See Taylor (1966), 84-106; Shatzman (1975); and Nicolet (1980), 219-224 and 246-267.

8 For debates on the role of the people in the political system of the Republic, see Millar
(1998); Mouritsen (2001); and Morstein-Marx (2004).

8 «“Nam si quis ab ineunte aetate habet causam celebritatis et nominis aut a patre acceptam....”
Cf. Cic. Off. 1.78.

87 Sallust makes Marius describe the nobiles in the following way: “Atque etiam, quom apud
vOs aut in senatu verba faciunt, pleraque oratione maiores suos extollunt: eorum fortia facta
memorando clariores sese putant” (Jug. 85.21). On aristocratic birth as the essential
precondition for successful political career in the Middle and Late Republic, see Wiseman
(1971), 100 and 105ff., and Badian (1990), 371-413.
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the compelling excuse (Sall. lug. 85.4).2% No wonder, then, so many Roman aristocrats,
stimulated by pride and desire to augment family prestige and ascribed honor, engaged in the
antiquarian studies.*®* The more ambitious of them even invented genealogies, tracing their

ancestry from the gods themselves and linking their family history to the prominent Trojans.®

However, once the young aristocrat accomplished great deeds in the service of the res
publica, he acquired personal honor that enabled him to lay claim to his own virtus. To the
Roman mind, a record of victory and success had to be preserved and commemorated. This is
why virtus, unlike gens, was also within reach of “new men,” those who were not fortunate
enough to have illustrious ancestors, but were willing to work hard for the benefit of the
Republic, climbing the political ladder by virtue of their own ability rather than by the good
fortune of high birth.* In fact, when Polybius explicates reasons for the Roman victory in the
Hannibalic War (218-201 BCE), he observes that the Romans prevailed because the Senate made
every important decision related to managing the war. By contrast, the people were the sole

decision-makers in Carthage (6.51.6-8). Polybius describes the senators as “most eminent men”

8 «Ad hoc, alii si deliquere, vetus nobilitas, maiorum fortia facta, cognatorum et adfinium
opes, multae clientelae, omnia haec praesidio assunt....”

% For the interest in the antiquities of Rome as the prominent feature of the cultural life of the
Roman elite in the Late Republic, see Rawson (1985), 102f. and 233-249.

% See Wiseman (1974); Rose (2002); and Rose (2008), 96-102. Around 100 BCE,
Asclepiades of Myrlea classifies genealogy in the following way: “Tfg yap iotopiag v pév
Tva GANOR lvai pnot v 8& weudti v 88 g GANOR, kol 4ANOF pnev TV TpaKTIKV, YeLdH 8& NV
nepl mMAAopoTo Koi podovg, g aAnbf o0& ola €otiv 1 kopmdio kol ol pipot.... Tfg 6 yevdode,
ToVTESTL THC PVOIKAC, &V £160¢ PovoV Dapyety Aéyst 1O yevealoyucdv” (Sext. Emp. Adv. gramm.
1.252-253). Cf. also Cicero’s assessment of genealogies in Brut. 62.

%L Cf. Earl (1967), 20f., and Badian (1968), 12. For the Roman preference for virtus over
fortuna, see, for example, Rhet. ad Her. 4.24 and 27; Cic. Fin. 5.71 and Mur. 15-17; Sall. lug.
1.3; Asc. Scaur. 22; and Luc. Phars. 9.569-71. Beagon (2002), 120-123, offers a useful
discussion of the topic.
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and claims their decisions on public policy were a cut above anything the Carthaginian masses
could conceive. Of course, one can dismiss this remark as pretentious snobbishness of a
prominent Greek aristocrat, but the author’s account of how one became “eminent” among the
Romans is most instructive. In Polybius’ view, the Roman aristocratic funeral ceremonies
produced “men ready to endure anything to gain the reputation in their country for valor”

(6.52.11).%

Funerary rites played a very important role in Roman society. Since death was regarded as a
form of pollution that could negatively affect the family of the departed, there was a strong
separation between the space of the deceased and that of the living. Apart from the funeral,
where the remains of the departed were honored and then disposed of, they had no important

9 After the death of an illustrious

function in the religious or symbolic life of the community.
Roman citizen, his eminent standing was commemorated in three different ways: (1) by a
funeral procession conducted with utmost pomp and ceremony; (2) with the eulogies that were
given at his interment; and (3) with the tombstone that memorialized his descent, offices, and

military exploits (Polyb. 6.52.11-6.54.3).%

The funeral procession accompanied by a band and professional female mourners signing a
dreary and repetitive dirge (Varro, De vita populi Romani 3.110 and Serv. Dan. 6.216) put on a
loud and public performance; its hullabaloo was proverbial (Hor. Sat. 1.6.43). During this

elaborate and picturesque show, the family commemorated not only the accomplishments of the

2 bl er ~ € r r ~ ~ \ ~ 4 ~ bl 9 bd ~ 4
2 dvopag MoTE TAV DTOUEVELY YAPLY TOD TLYEV £V Ti| moTpiot TG € ApeThi eUNG.”

% For the Roman funerary rites and the cult of the dead, see Toynbee (1971), 43-72.
% Cf. also Cic. Brut. 62 and Tac. Ann. 3.76.1-2.
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deceased but also the achievements of all clan’s forbearers who welcomed the deceased into their
circle. Family members and possibly hired actors put on the masks (imagines) of the deceased
ancestors of the clan and marched past, bringing the dead back to life and carrying their insignia
(Polyb. 6.53.6-9). These masks were usually made of wax; in former times, they had been
carefully arranged, each in its separate niche, in the atria of houses (Plin. HN 35.2.6).*° Once the
procession arrived in the forum, one of the mourners delivered a funeral oration praising the
departed and enumerating both his achievements and those of his ancestors. Besides lamenting
an individual, the speech presented an excellent opportunity both to put on display and to re-
assert family status. It also could endorse the society’s values, helping the survivors to secure
political success.”” Finally, an epitaph inscribed on a tombstone offered an unparalleled

opportunity to immortalize one’s self-aggrandizement.

The epitaphs at the family memorial that contains the tombs of the Cornelii Scipiones are
among the most famous examples of how prominent Romans strove to memorialize the deeds of
their ancestors in order to augment their own ascribed honor and secure their dignitas and
auctoritas both at home and overseas. The sepulcher of the Scipiones is located between the Via

Appia and the Via Latina, near the Porta Capena. In the days of the Republic, the complex

% Marcus Aemilius Lepidus (cos. 187 and 175 BCE) ordered his sons not to spend more than a
million sesterces on his funeral because “imaginum specie, non sumptibus nobilitari magnorum
virorum funera solere” (Livy, Per. 48.11). In his Commentary on Virgil, Aeneid, Servius reports
that six thousand funerary imagines were carried in the funeral cortége of Sulla and six hundred
in the funeral of Marcellus, the nephew of Augustus (Dan. 6.861; cf. App. B Civ. 1.105).

% Cf. also Tac. Ann. 4.9.2. For useful discussions of ancestral portraits in the atria of Roman
houses, see Zadoks-Josephus Jitta (1932), 32; Rebuffat (1978), 92f.; and Flower (1996), 185-
222.

" See North (1983), 170. On elogia and imagines, see also Hanfmann (1952); Bianchi
Bandinelli (1961), 172-188; and Torelli (1975), 45-56.
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served as a public monument that celebrated Roman history and commemorated the leading role
of the Scipiones in the affairs of the Roman state.”® The famous epitaphs engraved on the tombs
there denote a martial aspect of virtus and highlight the tie between virtus and gens.*®* The
earliest inscription honors the life and deeds of L. Cornelius Scipio Barbatus (cos. 298 BCE). It
reads as follows:
Cornelius Lucius Scipio Barbatus, begotten of his father Gnaeus, a brave and wise
man, whose physique matched his courage. He was consul, censor, and aedile
among you. He captured Taurasia and Cisauna in Samnium; he subdued all of
Lucania and led away hostages (ILLRP 309 = CIL 12.7).*%
The text gives the name of the deceased, summarizes his character and appearance, and lists his
offices and main achievements. Although the epitaph pays respects to the Greek ideal of
kolokdyoabia, which extols the complete human personality, harmonious in mind and body, it
also clearly distinguishes xaloxdya@io. from Roman virtus. It was Barbatus’ martial courage and

his successes in war that enabled him to win consulship and become the censor.'%*

The epitaph dedicated to Barbatus’ son, Lucius Scipio (cos. 259 BCE), mentions the capture
of Corsica and the city of Aleria as well as the dedication of the Temple to the Goddesses of

Weather as rationale for a fabulously self-possessed example of aristocratic self-exaltment:

% See Giuliani (1986), 172-175, and Holliday (2002), 33-36.

% For useful discussions of the epitaphs found at the sepulcher and for bibliography, see
Martina (1980), 149-170, and van Sickle (1987), 41-55.

100 «Cornelius Lucius Scipio Barbatus - Gnaivod patre / prognatus, fortis vir sapiensque -
quoius forma virtutei parisuma / fuit, - consol, censor, aidilis quei fuit apud vos. - Taurasia
Cisauna / Samnio cepit, - subigit omne Lucanam opsidesque abdoucit.”

101 Cf. Badian (1968), 12f., and McDonnell (2006), 33ff.
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“Most Romans agree that this man was the best among them” (ILLRP 310 = CIL 12.9)."% It is
significant that Aulus Atillius Calatinus (cos. 258 and 254 BCE), who won consulship elections

the following year after Lucius Scipio, was determined not to be outshined.'®®

Hence, his
epitaph claims, “Most nations agree that this one man was first in rank among the Roman
people” (Cic. Sen. 61).%* On the other hand, when the Scipiones died young, before they could
hold important magistracies, their epitaphs still mention virtus or virtutes, suggesting that the
young men were honored for their martial exploits (ILLRP 311 = CIL I°.10 and ILLRP 312 = CIL
12.11).2% If one’s own martial deeds were not impressive enough or could not match those of his
ancestors, he could always lay claim to his forebears’ virtus, borrowing from the family’s deposit
of ascribed valor and honor. Accordingly, the epitaph of a young Lucius Cornelius Scipio, a son

of the famous Asiaticus, proudly declares, “My father conquered King Antiochus” (ILLRP 313 =

CIL I2.12).10

Leasing a portion of family-ascribed prestige accentuated the importance of making one’s
own contribution to the family’s depository of virtues so that future generations could continue

to unreservedly borrow the accumulated family honor to lay stronger claim to entry-level

102 [ ycius Cornelios Luci filius Scipio / aidiles, consol, censor. Honc oino ploirume
cosentiont Romane / duonoro optumo fuise viro / Luciom Scipione. Filios Barbati / consol,
censor, aidilis hic fuet apud vos. / Hec cepit Corsica Aleriaque urbe, / dedet Tempestatebus aide
meretod.”

198 To the Roman mind, such notions as auctoritas, virtus or gloria could shine. See footnote
n. 11 above.

104 “Hunc unum plurimae consentiunt gentes / populi primarium fuisse virum.”
105 See McDonnell (2006), 35ff.

108 «Lucius Cornelius Luci filius Publi nepos / Scipio, quaistor, / tribunus militum, annos /
gnatus XXXIII / mortuos. Pater / regem Antiocom / subegit.”
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military and political administration offices. Dishonorable actions of an individual could easily
diminish not only the family honor but also the excellent reputation of his ancestors.'®” Gnaeus
Cornelius Scipio Hispanus (praet. 139 BCE) held the military tribunate twice and then served as
quaestor, curule aedile, and praetor peregrinus (ILLRP 316 = CIL 12.15)."® n 149 BCE, he
went together with Scipio Nasica Corculum (cos. 162 and 155 BCE) on the mission to disarm
Carthage. As praetor peregrinus, he issued an edict that expelled astrologers and Jews from
Rome and Italy (Val. Max. 1.3.3).2%° Composed in elegiac meter and written in the first person,
his epitaph offers a significant record of the self-presentation and highlights the bond between
virtus, which increases one’s honor, and gens.

Through my good character, | increased deeds of valor of my gens; I gave birth to

offspring and endeavored to equal the exploits of my father. | upheld the fame of

my ancestors, so that they rejoice that | was begot into their line. My office has

rendered famous my family (ILLRP 316 = CIL 12.15)."°

Polybius maintains that the funeral spectacles inspired elite youth with a political future

before them to spare no effort to try to obtain the glory which awaited the brave (Polyb. 6.52.11),
and his overall narrative accentuates the link that existed at Rome between demonstrating martial

courage, acquiring honor, and winning public office (Polyb. 6.52.11-6.54.3).** Since members

107 According to Pliny the Elder, “M. Sergio, ut equidem arbitror, nemo quemquam hominum

iure praetulerit, licet pronepos Catilina gratiam nomini deroget” (HN 7.28.104).

198 «Gnaeus Cornelius Gnaei filius Scipio Hispanus, / praetor, aidilis curulis, quaestor, tribunus
militum bis, decemvir slitibus iudikandis, / decemvir sacris faciundis.”

109 5ee Miinzer, RE 1V, col. 1493, and MRR 1:459 and 482.

10 “Virtutes generis mieis moribus accumulavi, / progeniem genui, facta patris petiei. /
Maiorum optenui laudem ut sibei me esse creatum / laetentur; stirpem nobilitavit honor.” For
virtutes denoting a martial quality, see McDonnell (2006), 38ff.

11 Cf. also Sallust who says, “Nam saepe ego audivi Q. Maximum, P. Scipionem, praeterea
civitatis nostrae praeclaros viros solitos ita dicere, quom maiorum imagines intuerentur,
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of the Roman ruling elite struggled for political power through the assertion of claims upon
others and ranking themselves and their peers in a social hierarchy, the claimant’s pre-eminence
in auctoritas played a significant role in whether these claims were accepted or rejected. Hence,
honor worked as a form of power in society at large, the currency that made one’s claims more
effectual.”'? Almost every aristocrat was interested in increasing his relative “honor rating” so
that he could improve his rank in a social hierarchy, and military service presented an excellent
opportunity to win a distinctive grant of reputation from others.**®* When a young aristocrat
displayed exceptional bravery in combat, he augmented his honor and significantly increased his
chances to be elected to a magistracy in Roman or municipal elections. It should come as no
surprise, then, that Polybius remarks that gaining reputation for courage was “nearly the most
essential thing in every state, but especially in Rome” (31.29.1), where military valor functioned

as the necessary basis for success in public life.***

It is difficult to overstate the significance the Romans attributed to martial courage.'*®> Cicero

claims that virtus made Rome the mistress of the world (Verr. 11.4.37.81), and Pliny the Elder

vehementissume sibi animum ad virtutem adcendi” (lug. 4.5). See also Badian (1968), 12f.;
William V. Harris (1979), 24ff.; and Rosenstein (2006), 366.

112 See Lendon (1997), 30-106.

13 For “honor rating,” see Malina (2001a), 30f.

1 «Ruprotdrov oyedov &v mhon pév molteig pédoto 8 &v ii Podun.” The author also points
out that the Romans, who excelled the Carthaginians in martial valor (apetn), were much more

efficient in military matters (Polyb. 6.52.2-10).

115 5ee William V. Harris (1979), 9-53, and Rosenstein (1990), 114-147. For the importance of
war in aristocratic ideology, see also Hopkins (1978), 25-37.
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explicitly states the superiority of the Romans in the matter of virtus (HN 7.40.130).**® From the
earliest days of the Republic, Rome continuously clashed with its neighbors, first battling the
Latins, Sabines, Hernicians, Aequians, Volscians, and Etruscans and then fighting with powerful
Celtic tribes to the north and confederations of Oscan-speaking Samnite peoples to the south. In
response to these threats, the Roman decision-making elite, which did not want to be at the
mercy of others, developed a genuine “security complex.”’ Now the Romans trusted only their
military power, having developed the peculiar concept of defensive war that postulated the
elimination of even potential menace to the Roman people. Their experience suggested that
recourse to violence as the complete answer in conflict resolution was the most appropriate
response that led to final superiority and stability.**® This eventually led to the rise of militaristic
and expansionist ethos that equated virtus, the manliness exemplified by martial prowess, with a
strong personal commitment to the public good."® As a result, a distinctive “strategic culture”
centered on the conspicuous exercise of physical power and successful application of violence on
the real and imagined enemies of the Roman people originated; it helped establish a clear bond

between service to the Republic and honor acquisition in the form of virtus.

16 «“Non est querendum in hac civitate, quae propter virtutem omnibus nationibus imperat,
virtutem plurimum posse” and “Gentium in toto orbe praestantissima una omnium virtute haud
dubie Romana extitit.” Cf. also Cic. De or. 3.34.137.

17 For the bitter experience the defeated are subjected to, see the notorious sneer of the
chieftain of the Senones named Brennus to the beaten Romans: Vae victis (Livy 5.48.9). This is
why once the Romans began a war, they waged it without restraint. For details, see Ripke
(1995); Ziegler (1998); and Gillespie (2011), 112-118.

118 As | demonstrate in the case study of Cicero’s exploits in Cilicia presented below,
indiscriminate violence in conflict often produced mostly illusory results because it seldom
resolved anything.

119 See Raaflaub (2006), 138-143, and Eckstein (2006b), 573-581.

54



The Romans despised and gloated over passivity, especially in males.*® On the one hand,
the ability to serve the res publica as a soldier distinguished a Roman man from a Roman boy
who was still under the authority of the paterfamilias. The overwhelming sway of patria
potestas in the structure of the Roman household made the paterfamilias the only true man in the
family, forcing a young Roman male to look for an alternative place to institutionalize his
masculine identity. In order to prove his manhood, he served the Republic in military capacity,
fought in war, and demonstrated his courage in battle. The warlike mentality made the Romans
emphasize virtus as the central element in their cultivation of a sense of idealized manhood,
creating the fundamental bond between virtus and the res publica. Thus, the word virtus came to
mean first and foremost martial courage.** On the other hand, the appropriate division of ages
and activities in the Roman society made age determine one’s social and political role. Livy’s
early history of Rome clearly sets apart those who carried arms from their elders who gave
counsel. For example, the eighty-three-year-old Publius Scaptius contrasts his service in the
army as a young man with his current role as a counselor, drawing a distinction between manus

and vox (Livy 3.71.8).'%

After serving in the army, aristocrats competed for magistracies on the cursus honorum,
where they could acquire primacy of honor by performing the greatest service for Rome and its

citizens, the service which was often exacted on the battlefield. It is not a coincidence that the

120 See Veyne (1998).

121 See McDonnell (2006), 173-180, who explicates the intrinsic link between the need for a
Roman son to acquire manliness and the form of the Roman state.

122 For more examples, see Holliday (2002), 55f., who also discusses how this social and
political organization is reproduced in Italic funerary art.
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Latin honos (or honor) means not only “high esteem” and “honor” but also “a public office.”*?*

Public offices paid no salaries, and only aristocratic ambition for prestige acquisition and status
confirmation impelled the operation of the government, which relied exclusively on the
voluntary labor of individual members of the upper class.** Before a Roman aristocrat acquired
authoritative voice Publius Scaptius talks about, he had to submit himself repeatedly to popular
judgment of the voters in the assemblies, the same men who fought in a war almost on annual
basis and whose survival depended on the military expertise of those whom they elected (cf.
Polyb. 6.14.9).*% This is why for elite youth with political ambition, serving in the army became

the main prerequisite for entering the political arena.

Military service at Rome usually began at the age of seventeen, and freeborn citizens had to
spend at least ten years in the cavalry or sixteen years in the infantry before they could run for
magistracy (Polyb. 6.19.2-5).2% Although the actual amount of service for most cavalrymen was
almost certainly much less burdensome, especially toward the end of the second century BCE,
Plutarch records Gaius Sempronius Gracchus’ assertion that he spent twelve years in the military
when others were only obliged to serve for ten (C. Gracch. 2.5).**" Those with a political future

before them would normally serve the required time all at once, completing their term of service

123 See OLD (2012), s.v. “Honos.”
124 Cf. Holkeskamp (2006), 478-495, and Rosenstein (2006), 370f.

125 NN N , o rer .« N ¥ R ,
“Kai unv tag apydg 6 ofpog didwot toig d&iowg: dmep €oti kdAMotov ablov év molteig
KoAokayading.”

126 For military service beginning in the eighteenth year, see Gell. NA 10.28.1 and Livy 25.5.8
and 27.11.15.

127 For the light burden of military service required from members of the Roman elite, see
McCall (2002), 150ff.
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by their late twenties. As a result, young members of the Roman upper class received a
significant training in warfare, and many of them held the office of military tribune.’®® More
importantly, they established strong ties with their peers and superiors in the ruling elite. For
example, Publius Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus Africanus the Younger (cos. 147 and 134 BCE),
who destroyed Carthage in 146 BCE and vanquished guerrillas in Spain in 134-133 BCE, was
Marius’ commander in Spain and encouraged him to pursue a political career (Plut. Mar. 3-4).
Similarly, Jugurtha, who served in the Roman army despite being a foreigner, was appreciated
by Scipio for his martial courage, and his army service enabled him to build lifelong friendships

with Roman aristocrats (Sall. lug. 7.3-7 and 13.5-6).

From the second half of the fourth century until the early first century BCE, members of the
Roman elite, including scions of the patrician-plebeian families, strove to distinguish themselves
serving in the Roman cavalry, which was the privileged branch of the military.®® Horses and
horsemen were prominently represented in the Roman funerary art from at least the end of the
fourth and the beginning of the third centuries BCE.™** And it was not by chance that the ten-
year term of military service mentioned by Polybius and required of any citizen who was running
for office equaled the maximum service obligation for a cavalryman (Polyb. 6.19.5)."*" Since
fortune of 400,000 sesterces--the amount of the equestrian census in the late third century BCE--

was the principal benchmark for enrollment in cavalry, this property qualification made the

128 See William V. Harris (1979), 11-14. In Polybius’ time, there were twenty-four elected
tribunes: fourteen had to have served in the army for five years, and the other ten for ten years to
be eligible for appointment (Polyb. 6.19.1).

129 For dates, see McCall (2002), 100-113.

130 For details, see Holliday (2002), 36-60.

131 See Mommsen (1887a), 1:505-509, and Astin (1958), 43f.
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cavalry service a kind of privilege. In addition to granting numerous advantages, enrollment in
cavalry enabled the wealthiest Roman citizens to be essentially publicly distinguished by the
censors as individuals whose wealth and status surpassed that of the vast majority of their fellow
citizens.’® As late as 44 BCE, Cicero was able to declare that service as a horseman was more
esteemed than service as a centurion (Phil. 1.8.20)."* Not only was the cavalry service a social
mark of distinction that granted certain bragging rights, but it also allowed elite Roman youth to
conspicuously exhibit their virtus by engaging in equestrian duels with the enemy.™** If
successful, they carried home the tropaeum of spoils taken from their opponents and earned a
reputation for military prowess.’® This considerably augmented their honor and prestige and
could later be converted into political capital to win elections in Rome or in one of the

municipia.'*®

In antiquity, the cavalry often used its superior mobility to attack the flanks and rear of the

opposing infantry formations or to exploit the shock effect by charging at the enemy at high

132 For the property qualifications, see Nicolet (1966 and 1974), 1:55-66. Rich (1983), 287-
331, especially 309-314, offers a useful discussion of the census minima. For the numerous
privileges of the cavalry service, see McCall (2002), 3ff.

133 As distributions of money to soldiers indicate, the cavalry service paid better as well. See
Nicolet (1980), 120.

134 See McDonnell (2006), 185-195 and 216f. Oakley (1985), 392-410, collects all the
recorded instances of duels, or monomachies, in the Republic. He demonstrates that the custom
of single combat continued at least to 45 BCE. Out of the twenty-five episodes attributed to the
Republican period, eleven individuals certainly fought from horseback. Significantly, after 349
BCE all recorded monomachies were equestrian duels. See also Feldherr (1998), 92-111.

135 For the rite of tpomaiogpopia as the precursor to the Roman triumph, see Picard (1957), 133,
and Bonfante Warren (1970), 52f.

136 Nicolet (1976), 20-30, points out that only those who had the equestrian census actually
succeeded in winning elections for magistracy.
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speed. In both cases, the chief objective was to break up the enemy infantry line by scaring the
foot soldiers into running away.*” However, Roman horsemen, who were armed lightly until
the late third century BCE (Polyb. 6.25.3-8), preferred close combat and stationary type of
fighting that put them at great risk.**® Initially, only legionaries who fought in formations were
expected to stubbornly hold their ground in battle by engaging in close combat, but soon the
practice received universal approbation among the Romans (cf. Polyb. 13.3.7)."*® For example, a
recipient of the civic crown was required not only to save his comrade’s life but also to
demonstrate great valor by cutting down the enemy who threatened him, all without giving
ground in the fight (Gell. NA 5.6.13; cf. Plin. HN 16.5.12). As a result, Roman cavalrymen often
dismounted to battle on foot.**° In order to physically intimidate the foe, they also took serious

personal risks by initiating duels and engaging in hand-to-hand combat.

McDonnell presents a persuasive argument that bellicosity of monomachists, who fought in

single combat to acquire military glory, intensified the martial sense of Latin word virtus,

141

making it primarily signify “aggressive courage” in battle. Champions in duels gained a

reputation for virtus, which even might have been represented on Republican coins as a mounted

137 see Adcock (1957), 50f.; Tarn (1966), 62-66; and Keegan (1976), 94-97.

38 For details, see McCall (2002), 37-41; 53-77; and 94-99.

%9 The Roman military ethos stipulated that legionaries had to hold their assigned positions
regardless of the cost and under any conditions. The importance of holding one’s ground under
the intense pressure of close combat is discussed by Rosenstein (1990), 95-113, who also
provides references to some relevant primary and secondary sources.

140 See McCall (2002), 62-73.

141 See McDonnell (2006), 59-71.
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figure (cf. Polyb. 6.39.4 and 6.54.4 and Sall. Cat. 7.6).'* As early as 217 BCE, a semuncia
portrays on its reverse a horseman riding right and holding whip in right hand and reins in left
hand, with ROMA inscribed below.™® It is not surprising, then, that personal courage and
martial prowess displayed in battle became the greatest sources of glory that generated praise and
renown for the Roman elite.!** Bravery in battle manifested virtus and served as the foundation
for the ideological construct that justified aristocratic supremacy and an individual’s prerogative

to political influence.'*

More importantly, military accomplishments enabled one to acquire
gloria and successfully run for higher public offices with imperium and membership in the
Senate. This conferred even greater laus and granted a recognized privilege to superiority. As a
result, the close link between military prowess on the one hand and the acquisition of honor and

public office on the other was culturally constructed and perpetuated. Eventually, it gave birth to

a distinctive “strategic culture” marked by ferocity and belligerence of its adherents.

In 221 BCE, Quintus Metellus (cos. 206 BCE) delivered an eulogium at the funeral of his
father Lucius Caecilius Metellus (cos. 251 and 247 BCE). It is significant that he characterizes
the deceased first and foremost as “primarius bellator,” the first-rank warrior (Plin. HN

7.43.139-140).* In the praetorship of Marcus Sergius (pr. 197 BCE), his colleagues tried to

192 gee William V. Harris (1979), 38f.; McCall (2002), 84f.; and McDonnell (2006), 151f. and
192f.

143 See RRC, 150, no. 39.5, and pl. 7, no. 9.

144 Cicero Inv. rhet. 2.166 makes a distinction between the three terms in the following way:
“Gloria est frequens de aliquo fama cum laude.” Cf. Cic. Phil. 1.12.29-30. See also William V.
Harris (1979), 17ff., and Lendon (1997), 273.

14> See Rosenstein (1990), 132.

14® For Roman fixation on military vocation, see Nicolet (1980), 89ff., and Finley (1983), 129.
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exclude him from offering sacrifices because he had been maimed. The praetor had lost the right
hand in battle in his youth and had been partially disabled in the left hand and both feet due to
suffering twenty-three wounds in the course of two campaigns (Plin. HN 7.28.104-105).**" Just
as a sacrificial victim had to be perfect and without any blemish, “a priest had to be unmutilated”
(Sen. Controv. 4.2) and “without any bodily defects” (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.21.3).**® There is
no evidence that Sergius was a priest, and he must have participated in the sacrifices as the
praetor.**® However, the fact that he had lost his right hand in battle and now had to use his left
hand for the sacrifices might have caused some unease among his fellow magistrates. The right
hand was used to pour a libation (Hom. Il. 24.283ff), and the use of the left hand in religious
ceremonies probably had inauspicious connotations because the left was traditionally associated

with the inferior, the bad, the unlucky, and the female.**°

17 Marcus Sergius was the great-grandfather of Lucius Sergius Catilina whose conspiracy to
overthrow the government was thwarted by Cicero in 63 BCE.

148 Cf. Gell. NA 1.12.3, who stipulates that a Vestal virgin had to be free from any bodily
defect, and Plut. Quaest. Rom. 73, who states that an augur could not “take of the auspices” if he
had any sore upon his body. The Jews had even stricter laws: Lev. 21:16-23 forbids any
Aaron’s descendant with a bodily deformity or mutilation not only to sacrifice at the Jerusalem
Temple but also to approach the altar or go near the veil of the Holy of Holies.

% In the praetorship of Julius Caesar, for example, the state sacrifice was carried out in
Caesar’s house (Cic. Att. 1.13.3). Although many ancient sources mention Roman sacrifice inter
alia, the only coherent descriptions are the attack on sacrifice by the Christian Arnobius (Adv.
nat. 7) and the discussion of similarities between Greek and Roman practices in Dion. Hal. Ant.
Rom. 7.72.15-18.

150 cf. Lloyd (1962), 56-66, who discusses the widely held belief of the Greeks in the inherent
superiority of the right-hand side, and a bronze statuette of a Roman priest who holds a patera in
his right hand, extending it in a gesture of libation (the figurine is at the Roémermuseum
Weillenburg, Bavaria, Germany, and its picture is available from
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Libation#/media/File:RMW _-_Opfernder_Togatus.jpg.  Accessed
on December 7, 2018).
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Drawn into dispute with the fellow magistrates, Sergius gave a speech that outlined his
military achievements and testified to his martial prowess.” After losing his right hand in battle
in his youth, the tragedy which would have put an end to the military careers of lesser men,
Marcus Sergius vividly demonstrated his martial prowess by fighting in many battles left-
handed, using an iron prosthetic hand to hold his shield, having two horses killed under him in
battle, twice escaping from Hannibal’s captivity, raising the siege of Cremona, defending
Plancentia, and defeating the Gauls on several occasions (Plin. HN 7.28.104-106)."* To
Sergius’ mind, his distinguished service in the cavalry provided clear evidence for his exemplary
virtus and entitled him to participate in the religious responsibilities of his office. Around 115
BCE, the moneyer named Marcus Sergius Silus minted the denarius to memorialize and
promulgate the exploits of his famous grandfather.’® The reverse depicts Marcus Sergius (pr.
197 BCE) as horseman riding left and holding both sword and a severed Gaul’s head in his left
hand, the unique depiction that corroborates one of the more extraordinary details of Pliny’s

story.™*

B According to Garland (1995), 88-104, there was a strong tendency among the Greeks and
the Romans to equate beauty and virtue. This is why, Sergius had to appeal to his outstanding
valor demonstrated in many battles and through many adversities in order to assert his virtus.

52 In the excerpt, Pliny elevates Sergius to the status of unsurpassed exemplar of virtus,
someone who conquered fortuna itself (HN 7.28.105-106). For details, see Beagon (2002), 111-
132.

153 The moneyers’ custom of commemorating the deeds of their own ancestors began around
137 BCE. The young officials at the beginning of a senatorial career alluded to ancestral heroic
acts in order to improve their chances of winning the next election by publicizing their claim to
ascribed honor and inherited virtus. See Morstein-Marx (2004), 82-89. Although the
preoccupation of aristocrats with war began at that time to decline, the majority of
commemorations still related to imperium or military victory. See von Alféldi (1956), 72ff., and
RRC, 728f.

154 gee RRC, 302, no. 286.1, and pl. 39, no. 24. M. Sergius Silius’ efforts at self-promotion
most likely came to nothing, as he is not known to have progressed beyond the quaestorship.
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Throughout their history, the Romans considered worthy of highest appreciation those who
had distinguished themselves on the battlefield. In fact, a system of rewards encouraged the
young cavalrymen to forge reputations for martial courage by deliberately putting themselves in
harm’s ways (Polyb. 6.39.1-10). Personal bravery in battle directly translated into success in
public life, and elite youth with political aspirations had to acquire a reputation for virtus before
they could successfully run for office (Polyb. 31.29.1).>> After the disaster at Cannae in 216
BCE, where more than eighty senators or those eligible for the Senate were killed, a special
program had to be introduced to replenish the ranks of the Senate (Livy 22.49.16-17). It is
significant that only two types of men were invited to join: (1) those who had filled a curule
office or held various minor public offices and (2) those who had taken spoils from the enemy or
had been awarded the civic crown for saving a citizen’s life (Livy 23.23.5-6).*® Virtus proven in
battle set apart true leaders of the Republic from the followers. After augmenting their ranking
in a social hierarchy, securing the recognition of their peers and superiors, and acquiring the
necessary fame among those of the lower social orders, triumphant swordfighters significantly
improved their rank in a social hierarchy and had much better chances to win highly competitive
elections. The pyramidal structure of the cursus honorum made fewer offices available as one
advanced further up, ensuring that many of those who had started on political career would

ultimately fail. Consequently, it did pay to have an outstanding reputation for martial courage.

5% On the role of virtus in winning elections, see William V. Harris (1979), 20-24 and 30-34;
Rosenstein (1990), 131; and McCall (2002), 85-91.

158 Spoils of war were obtained by stripping the enemy slain in a duel or in the general melee of
battle (Gell. NA 2.11.3). The civic crown was awarded for saving a citizen’s life, all while
demonstrating exceptional bravery by cutting down the enemy and not giving ground in the fight
(Gell. NA 5.6.13; cf. Plin. HN 16.5.12).
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Cicero suggests the pursuit of gloria is the most important stimulus for human activity (Rep.
5.7.9), and Sallust attributes the rapid expansion of the Roman state to nothing else but

157 These statements confirm the existence of social

aristocratic cupido gloriae (Cat. 7.3-6).
competition among aristocrats who, with single-minded ambition, struggled to acquire enough
honor and prestige to progress up the political hierarchy and obtain a privilege of high status by
holding prominent magistracies and military commands.**® Despite the fact that the Senate
retained its traditional role of the ultimate decision-maker in the Republic, much of foreign
policy was inevitably established by individual generals in the field.*™ These conclusions follow
the earlier deductions of Sherwin-White, who maintains that Roman policy, within the context of
general decisions made by the Senate, was regularly created on the spot by a long line of
generals from Gnaeus Manlius Vulso (cos. 189 BCE), who, without any specific authority from

the Senate, wandered with his army from Ephesus to Ancyra, shaking down local rulers for

money and declaring war on the Galatians, to Marcus Antonius.'®°

The contest to augment one’s dignitas and auctoritas necessitated the tripartite synthesis of

valorous deeds, their desired instantaneous witness by others, and the subsequent description and

157« maiores suos multa mira atque praeclara gloriae cupiditate fecisse... principem civitatis

gloria esse alendum, et tam diu stare rem publicam, quam diu ab omnibus hnor principi
exhiberetur...” (Cic. Rep. 5.7.9).

158 For honor as the chief criterion of social ranking, see Lendon (1997), 34ff.

159 See Eckstein (1987).

160 gee Sherwin-White (1984), especially 21f., and 115f. Gnaeus Vulso even succeeded in
obtaining a triumph for his exploits, despite the fact that his army introduced foreign luxury in
Rome (Plin. HN 34.8.14 and Livy 39.6.2-7.5). Cf. also my discussion in Chapter Il, pp. 168-199,
of the general moral decline of the Roman society.
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interpretation of what took place during battle.**

In a system heavily skewed toward self-
aggrandizement, the stakes to exaggerate and distort must have been very high. It is significant
that simply holding the field was not enough for a claim of victory: the defeated needed to
acknowledge publicly his debacle to enable the victor to take credit for victory.'®> In this
context, honorable scars, the marks of frontal wounds sustained in battle, became a striking
manifestation of their bearer’s virtus. Prior to the Hannibalic War, Roman cavalrymen did not
wear cuirasses, choosing the greater freedom of movement over the adequate protection (Polyb.
6.25.3-4). They also favored hand-to-hand combat and stationary type of fighting that put them
at great risk.’®® These preferences resulted in a much higher probability of suffering wounds,
and honorable scars became an important symbol that exemplified one’s martial valor. They
enabled the battle-scarred veteran to prove personal worth and even make a claim to political

authority.*®

The “Roman Achilles” named Lucius Sicinius Dentatus fought in one hundred and twenty
battles, won eight single combats, had forty-five scars on the front of his body and not one on his
back, and was elected tribune of the plebs in 454 BCE.'® After Pyrrhus of Epirus (319-272

BCE) won the Battle of Heraclea in 280 BCE, he observed that all the Roman corpses had

161 5ee Holliday (2002), 5. Cf. also Roller (2004), 3-6, who introduces the four-part model of
“exemplary” discourse in Roman culture, linking a spectacular deed, its evaluation by
eyewitnesses, its commemoration by a variety of “monuments,” and its imitation by primary and
secondary spectators.

162 .

See Dowling (2006), 9.

163 See McCall (2002), 26-77 and 94-99.

164 See Rosenstein (2006), 367.

1% See Plin. HN 7.28.101-102; Gell. NA 2.11.1-4; and Val. Max. 3.2.24.
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wounds only on the front and displayed savage expression on their faces (Eutr. 2.11). In 167
BCE, Lucius Aemilius Paullus (cos. 182 and 168 BCE), the victor at the Battle of Pydna, was
refused a triumph.'®® When Marcus Servilius Pulex Geminus (cos. 202 BCE), who personally
slew twenty-three foes in single combat, decided to support Paullus’ bid for triumphal glory, he
laid bare his body and pointed to his scars, explaining to the people in what war each had been
received.®” This show effectively reaffirmed Pulex’s authority to introduce proposals that will
be accorded general acceptance and persuaded an assembly to grant the triumph to Paullus (Livy

45.39.16-17 and Plut. Aem. 31.4-10).

In 107 BCE, Gaius Marius, who was elected to the consulship based on his military
reputation, was given the task to embark on war against Jugurtha.*®® However, he needed to
recruit legionaries for his African campaign. Since Marius lacked the portraits of prominent
ancestors to verify his credentials, he offered to show his scars and military rewards to an
assembly in order to convince the people to follow him to Africa (Sall. lug. 85.29). Similarly,
sometime after 31 BCE an army veteran had to uncover scars from the wounds he sustained at
the Battle of Actium to persuade Emperor Augustus to represent him in court (Dio Cass. 55.4.2
and Macrob. Sat. 2.4.27). As late as 18 BCE, Licinius Regulus, who was purged from the Senate

by Augustus, could imagine that rending his toga in the curia to display his scars and then listing

1% |nterestingly, an equestrian monument of the self-aggrandizing Aemilius Paullus had been
erected in Delphi in 168/167 BCE to commemorate his victory at Pydna. For details, see Kéhler
(1965) and Bergemann (1990), 151.

187 1t is significant that Pulex’s descendants, Gaius Servilius Vatia, the moneyer in 127 BCE,
and Marcus Servilius, the moneyer in 100 BCE, both commemorated their ancestor’s propensity
for single combat. See RRC, 289, no. 264.1, and pl. 38, no. 9, and RRC, 328, no. 327.1, and pl.
42, no. 19.

168 At first, the Senate had given the African command to Metellus Numidicus, but it was
transferred to Marius by vote of the people (Sall. lug. 73.7).
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the campaigns in which he had received them would help him stay in the Senate (Dio Cass.

54.14.2).1%°

The ancient Roman custom of taking an extra name from the site of one’s victory (e.g.,
Calenus, Messala, Africanus or Balearicus), from one’s actions in battle (e.g., Torquatus) or from
the people one vanquished (e. g., Allobrogicus, Macedonicus or Numidicus) also bears witness
to the importance of status earned from deeds of war (cf. Luc. Ampel. 22-23). Throughout the
history of the Roman Republic, aristocrats preferred to serve in the cavalry, and those who
demonstrated outstanding martial valor or suffered wounds tremendously augmented their honor.
Afterwards, the ambitious aristocrats found it much easier to seek highest magistracies and
military commands because they already enjoyed outstanding reputation among their fellow
citizens. Once in power and holding imperium, they had an excellent opportunity to win great
military victories that would even further add to their virtus, help them win triumphal honors or
even allow them to lay successful claim to a triumph, which in turn would grant them truly
exceptional prestige. This is why so many members of the Roman governing elite made military
accomplishments one of the main sources for honor acquisition and status confirmation, equating
virtus, the manliness exemplified by martial courage displayed in battle, with a strong personal

commitment to the public good.

Roman militaristic and expansionist ethos shaped by centuries of constant warfare formed a
peculiar political culture centered on cultivation and glorification of virtus and the conspicuous
exhibition of physical power and military prowess. However, the reverse side of the very close

connection between high birth and martial courage on the one hand and the acquisition of honor

1%% For more examples, see McCall (2002), 87-94.
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and pubic office on the other was quite sinister because it was characterized not only by a
widespread practice of inventing individual martial accomplishments and fabricating military
victories but also by shameless “triumph-hunting” against the “barbarians” and Greeks alike.'”
If not openly called upon, imperium-holders were expected to expand the territory of the Roman
Republic (Cic. Mur. 22).*™* Although much of the tradition about Appius Claudius Caudex (cos.
264 BCE) is debated widely, it appears that he initiated a war against King Hieron Il of Syracuse
(c.271-216 BCE) and Carthage only to augment his prestige (Polyb. 1.11-12).}% In fact,
Bleckmann argues in his study of the First Punic War (264-241 BCE) that most Roman actions
during the war were determined by personal cupido gloriae of the Roman generals rather than by

any long-term strategy.'”

Similarly, unrestrained competition for laus and fama during the
Second Punic War (218-201 BCE) encouraged a number of consuls to play a dangerous game of
political brinkmanship, demand Africa as a personal provincia, and even prolong their imperium

to claim the glory of victory over Hannibal.*™

As time went by, ferocity, truculence, and belligerence became deeply embedded in the
culture code of the Roman aristocracy, shaping a very peculiar “strategic behavior” on the

calculated use of injurious force. More importantly, these traits also permeated all aspects of life

170 1n the case study of Cicero’s exploits in Cilicia presented below, I explicate how an
ambitious holder of imperium could easily invent a fake record of military achievements in order
to win a social grant of gloria, dignitas, and auctoritas from his fellow citizens and thus lay
much more effective claim to political power.

171 Comparing occupations of a general and a jurist, Cicero says, “Ille exercitatus est in
propagandis finibus, tuque in regendis.”

172 For details, see Beck (2011), 238, and MRR 1:202f.
173 See Bleckmann (2002).
174 For details, see Beck (2005), 350-353.
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of the common Romans, making the discourse on and the representation of successfully applied
“instrumental violence” an essential part of the shared cultural consensus.’” As | demonstrate
below, Roman generals in the field and Roman governors in the provinces exemplified this
consensus when they applied unrestricted physical violence on the bodies and property of real
and imagined enemies of Rome. At Rome itself, controlled acts of cruelty played out in public
became an important part of the urban population’s everyday experience and a source of

vicarious pleasure for Romans of every walk of life.

Violence as the Roman Way of Life

Historically, the Romans were quite willing to engage in violent actions, especially against alien
peoples, as long as physical violence on other human beings was governed by expediency or

advanced the community’s interests.'”®

Polybius judgement is succinct: “In general, the
Romans rely on force in all their enterprises, and they deem it necessary to carry out their
projects in spite of all, as if nothing is impossible once they decided on it” (1.37.7).*" In his
famous denunciation of relentless Roman imperial expansion, Tacitus, through the Caledonian
leader Calgacus, says:

Plunderers of the world, after they desolated everything they now neglect the land
and ransack the sea. If the enemy is rich in land, they are avaricious; if he is poor,

% For “instrumental violence” as the calculated use of injurious force, “unpleasant but
inevitable and routine part of life,” see James (2013), 101f.

176 See Lintott (1968), 35-51; Lintott (1992c), 9f. and 26f.; and William V. Harris (1979), 51.

177 r N ~ \ r . ~ ) 3 \ \ s 7
“Kabolov 8¢ ‘Popoior mpdg mhvto ypopevolr Tf] Pla kol 10 mpotebBev  oidpevol
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they are conceited; neither the East nor the West has been able to satiate them. Of
all the people, they alone covet with equal passion riches and poverty. To
robbery, slaughter, and pillaging and plunder, they lyingly apply the name of
empire, and wherever they make a desert, they claim to have brought peace (Tac.
Agr. 30.4-5).17
This criticism of Roman craving for power may be compared to the grievances of the
Britons in Boudica’s time (Tac. Agr. 15.1-4) and those of the Gallic leader named
Critognatus in Julius Caesar’s time (Caes. B Gall. 7.77). Yet, it is significant that
Petelius Cerealis, the general who was sent in 70 CE to suppress the uprising in the
Rhineland, cogently rationalizes Roman imperialism in the only sustained argument of

this sort produced by a Latin author (Tac. Hist. 4.73-74). Thus, several students of

Roman history have argued that Tacitus actually validates Roman expansion.*”

In order to keep the subjugated populations at check and ensure security and order within
their growing empire, the Romans regularly produced textual and pictorial narratives that
celebrated successfully applied violence on the bodies of their enemies and thus served as the

symbol of Roman sovereignty and power.*® The use of injurious force was neither limited to

178 «Raptores orbis, postquam cuncta vastantibus defuere terrae, iam mare scrutantur: si
locuples hostis est, avari, si pauper, ambitiosi, quos non Oriens, non Occidens satiaverit: soli
omnium opes atque inopiam pari adfectu concupiscunt. Auferre trucidare rapere falsis
nominibus imperium, atque ubi solitudinem faciunt, pacem appellant.”

17° For synthetic consideration and bibliography, see Adler (2013), 298-301. For an alternative
view, see De Souza (2008), 95ff.,, who interprets the Calgacus’ passage as articulating the
imperative for Roman generals to ascertain peace by conquest; he compares it to the statement
that summarizes Agricola’s proconsulship in Britain: “Tradiderat interim Agricola successori
suo provinciam quietam tutamque” (Tac. Agr. 40.3). On the other hand, Woolf (1993), 176-181,
argues that the Tacitean condemnation is an expressive inversion of the Augustan moral values
of pax, civil harmony, and humanizing effects of Romanization.

180 See Zimmermann (2006), 344-350, who also draws attention to the fact that the celebration
of physical violence that dominated Roman imagery is quite unique among other ancient cultures
and can be compared in scope only to that of the Assyrians.
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martial violence carried out by legionaries and cavalrymen on behalf of the Roman state nor

restricted to warfare or even use of weapons: much injustice was meted out with boot, fist or

phallus.®" As Zimmerman correctly points out:
What is valued positively or negatively in today’s understanding of legitimate or
illegitimate, good or bad violence may have been understood quite differently in
antiquity. When we think an ancient report wants to draw our attention to the
victims, the ancient author might instead have been trying to give a positive
portrayal of the perpetrator. Ancient and modern readers may have very different
criteria of moral and ethical judgment.®?

Indeed, when Sallust’s Julius Caesar discusses the political integrity required from senators, he

contends that compassion as well as hatred, friendship, and anger are the emotions that corrupt

and obscure good judgment (Sall. Cat. 51.1-4).

In the beginning of the Second Macedonian War (200-196 BCE), when Philip V (238-179
BCE) held an open-casket, mass funeral of his fallen cavalrymen, his soldiers were horrified at
the sight of wounds inflicted by the Spanish swords used by the Roman cavalry and appalled at
the prospect of fighting “against such weapons and such men” (Livy 31.34.4-5). In fact, not only
did Roman cavalrymen mutilate their opponents in battle but Roman generals also purposefully
executed ghastly massacres in conquered towns and carefully circulated the news in order to
inspire fear and terror. For instance, all males were killed (and the women perhaps raped and

then enslaved together with their children) at Cluvia around 311 BCE, possibly at Leontini in

181 See James (2013), 99. Cf. also Mattingly (2011), 94-121, who maintains that changes in
sexual practices among the Romans correlate chronologically with the dramatic increase in
overseas conquests; he views the Roman domination as a form of metaphorical rape of
subjugated territories.

182 Zimmermann (2006), 344.
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213 BCE, at Antipatrea around 200 BCE, at Cauca around 151 BCE, and at Corinth in 146

BCE.!®

During the siege of Uspe in the Crimea around 49 CE, the besieged actually offered to
surrender but were rebuffed and slaughtered by the Romans who found it difficult to provide
guards for the large number of the captives (Tac. Ann. 12.17.1-2)."%* As part of this strategy,
Roman legionaries who stormed New Carthage in 209 BCE not only slaughtered the vanquished
but also slashed dogs in half and had the limbs of other animals cut off (Polyb. 10.15.5).*%
During the Numantine War, Publius Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus Africanus the Younger (cos.
147 and 134 BCE) cut off hands of the leaders of the young men of Lutia who had symphatized
with the Numantine rebels (App. Hisp. 94).*% Finally, Marius succeeded in capturing Numidian
Capsa without bloodshed, having used an elaborate stratagem. Despite the fact that the
inhabitants of the city chose to peacefully surrender, the general treated them with excessive

harshness: all the adult male Numidians were killed, the rest of population sold into slavery, and

183 See Livy 31.9.2-3; 24.30.1-8; and 31.27.3-4; and App. Hisp. 51-52. For more examples, see
Gillespie (2011), 112f.

184 For an alternative view, see Gilliver (1996), who argues that Roman generals pragmatically
used both brutality and mercy as tools of conquest.

185 Cf. also Polyb. 11.5.5-7. For useful discussions of extreme violence with which the
Romans treated the vanquished, see William V. Harris (1979), 50-53 and 263f.; Ziolkowski
(1993); and Campbell (2002), 72-75. For a general study of atrocities in the Early and Middle
Republic, see Westington (1938).

188 julius Caesar must have followed his example when he ordered to cut off hands of rebels in
Gaul (B Gall. 8.44.2). The future dictator apologizes for this severity (B Gall. 8.44.1), but cf.
Cicero who argues that no cruelty can be expedient (Off. 3.46).
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the town was razed. Marius distributed among his legionaries the money made by selling the

townspeople into slavery (Sall. lug. 91.3-7).%%

Roman military commanders were willing to apply ultimate violence even on those only
suspected of possible treason. During the Second Punic War (218-201 BCE), when several cities
in Sicily revolted against their alliance with Rome in 214 BCE, Lucius Pinarius, who was the
garrison-commander at Henna, anticipated trouble. In order to ensure the safety of the Roman
garrison, he surprised and massacred the townspeople who had not even switched sides yet. This
brutality enjoyed full support from Marcus Claudius Marcellus (cos. 222 and 214 BCE) who
thought that this action would deter other Sicilians from revolt (Livy 24.38-24.39.7). In fact, the
use of terror tactics to intimidate the enemy and end a war quicker is discussed in Sextus Julius
Frontinus’ Strategemata, which probably served as a standard textbook on the art of
generalship.’®® For example, having defeated Hasdrubal at the Metaurus River, Gaius Claudius
Nero (cos. 207 BCE) ordered to decapitate his opponent, preserved his head, and then threw it in
front of Hannibal’s outposts to demoralize the Carthaginians (Front. Str. 2.9.2; Livy 27.51.11;
and Zonar. 9.9). Similarly, Sulla, who was laying siege to Praeneste in 82 BCE, gave a
command to decapitate the corpses of Praenestine generals slain in battle, fasten their heads on
spears, and exhibit them to the besieged in order to break their resistance (Front. Str. 2.9.3 and

App. B Civ. 1.93-94).

187 sallust himself describes the treatment of Capsa as follows: “Id facinus contra ius belli non
avaritia neque scelere consulis admissum, sed quia locus lugurthae opportunus, nobis aditu

difficilis, genus hominum mobile, infidum, ante neque beneficio neque metu coercitum” (lug.
91.7).

188 In the early 70s CE, Frontinus assisted in suppressing the revolt of Julius Civilius (Front.
Str. 4.3.14) and then served as governor of Britain (73/74-77 CE), where he defeated the Silures
and fought against the Ordovices (Tac. Agr. 17).
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According to Valerius Maximus, a Roman general who wished to obtain the right to claim a
triumph had to inflict death on a minimum of five thousand enemies of the Roman people in a
single battle (Val. Max. 2.8.1). The author defines this stipulation as “ius triumphale,” but it has
been argued that his account about the number of enemy casualties cannot be treated as an

authoritative guide to “triumphal law.”*®

Yet, as part of the tripartite synthesis of valorous
deeds, their witness by others, and their later interpretation, the model | discuss above, Roman
commanders often publicly proclaimed the number of foes slaughtered under their command or
bragged about the booty they seized and towns and fortresses they reduced to subjection.'®® The
numbers must have been exaggerated, but they are still instructive. For example, Julius Caesar
boasts about destroying 1,192,000 of the enemy (Plin. HN 7.25.92) and enslaving at least
1,000,000 people in Gaul alone (Plut. Caes. 15.5).2* Similarly, Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus is
credited with defeating and dispersing, killing or subjugating 12,183,000 people during his

Eastern Mediterranean campaigns (Plin. HN 7.26.97)."% During the triumph of 61 BCE, a tablet

listing the number of ships Pompeius captured, the cities he founded, and the kings he conquered

189 See a somewhat reductionist interpretation of Mary Beard (2007), 209ff., who, however,
does agree that Valerius Maximus’ stipulations help us understand how appeals to well-known or
even invented precedents could be employed to win in the highly contested process of deciding
whether one was to be granted or denied the privilege to triumph.

19 Eor the tripartite model, see above, pp. 64f.
BB yap 008 déko morepnoacnepi Dolatioy mOAES pév HIEp OKTaKOGIOC KT  KPETOg
gikev, E0vn 8% SxelpdOOTO TPLOKAGIO, HVPLACT 8¢ TAPATOEAUEVOC KOTO WEPOG TPLOKOGTLG
EKATOV PEV &V yepai d1EpBelpev, dAlog O tocavtag ldypnoev” (Plut. Caes. 15.15).

192 1n addition, Pliny refers to 846 ships sunk or captured by Pompeius and 1,538 cities and
fortresses he conquered. The information comes from an inscription set up on the Temple of
Minerva Pompeius erected from the booty seized in the Mithradatic War. Cf. also App. Mith.
117 and Plut. Pomp. 45.2.
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was proudly carried in the procession (App. Mith. 117).** Finally, Augustus mentions that he
captured 600 ships, paraded nine kings or kings’ children in triumphs, and took into custody and

returned to their masters 30,000 run-away slaves (RG 3.4; 5.3; and 25.1).

In addition to augmenting acquired honor of a triumphing general and enabling him to lay
more effective claim to political power, triumphal celebrations also presented an opportunity to
produce striking and instantly visible public triumphal monuments. Triumphal paintings,
descriptive relief cycles, cuirassed and equestrian statues, and triumphal arches and columns
offered a unique opportunity to construct an auspicious public image of the triumphing
commander and enhance his reputation and prestige. In essence, they asserted both the
proclaimed realia and the symbolic verity of one’s achievement by narrating successfully applied
violence on enemies of the Roman order. The realistic depiction of carnage was a central part of
this carefully staged project. For instance, paintings representing the defeat, suffering, and death
of Tigranes, Mithridates, and their relatives were flaunted during Pompeius’ triumph of 61 BCE
(App. Mith. 117).2** Sometimes this practice went too far, with the triumphator even reveling in
public humiliation of his Roman opponents. During his fourth triumph of 46 BCE, Julius Caesar,
who did dare to celebrate a triumph to commemorate his victory in the civil war, paraded “on

canvas” the deaths of his Roman adversaries: Metellus Scipio stabbing himself and then

193 “Tlapepépeto O¢ Kol Tivas Eyyeypappévov tadvoe: ‘vijeg edhmaay yorképPolot dkTakdolot
norelg ExticOnoav Koanmadok®dv oktm, Kidikov d¢ kai koiAng Xvpiag ikoot, [Tadaiotivng o€ 1
viv Xehevkics  Paoctieic Evundnoav Tiypdvng Apuéviog, Aptaokng “Ipnp, Opoilng AABavog,
Aapeiog Miidog, Apétog NoPataiog, Avtioxoc Koppaynvog.”” Cf. also Plin. HN 7.26.98 and
Plut. Pomp. 45.1-2. For a useful comparative discussion of the triumph within the broader
Roman tradition, see Beard (2007), 7-41.

9% «“T@v 88 ovk duopévov eikdvee Tapepépovto, Typavoue kol MiBpidatov, poyopévey Te
Kol VIKOUEVOV Kol eguydviov. Mifpiddtov 6 kal 1] moAopkia, kai 1) vO&§ Ote Epevyev, gikacTo,
Kol 1 olon. &nl téhetl 0¢ &delyOn kol ¢ améBovev ai 1 maphBEvol ai cuvamoBavelv avTd
ELdpevan TapelmypaenvTo, Koi TV Tpoumofavovioy viémv kai Buyatépov ooy ypapal....”
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throwing himself into the sea, Petreius committing suicide at dinner, Cato the Younger

eviscerating himself “like the wild animal” (App. B Civ. 2.101).

In a poem that praises Germanicus and his victories in the north, Ovid paints a vivid picture
of Germanicus’ triumphal procession, where the models of conquered towns and precise
representations of enemy terrain and battles are proudly paraded in front of the public at Rome
(Pont. 2.1.37-39). When Vespasian and Titus, who had suppressed the First Jewish Revolt,
celebrated the joint triumph at Rome in the summer of 71 CE, wjyuaza, the movable, painted
models or platforms that reached the height of three or four stories, were pompously carried in
their triumphal procession.*® The models vividly depicted important episodes of the Jewish War
and graphically represented all the bitter consequences of the rebellion to the public. With a
realistic portrayal of how the Romans had brought torment, fear, and death to the insurgents, the
triumphal representations and paintings gave spectators the sense of actually “being there” and

allowed them to experience the very real emotions of the battle (Joseph BJ 7.5.5.139-147).*

It is significant that the celebrations of the military triumphs in Rome contained an
institutionalized mechanism for abasing the defeated enemy and exalting the victor. Enemy
leaders who did not die in battle or commit suicide were often brought back to Rome, paraded in

the triumphal procession, and occasionally ceremonially executed. Whipping or beating of

195 «“protinus argento versos imitantia muros / barbara cum pictis oppida lata viris / fluminaque
et montes et in altis proelia siluis....” Cf. also an even more contemptuous narrative of
Germanicus’ triumph of 17 CE by Tacitus (Ann. 1.55.1 and 2.41.2-3).

1% For details, see McCormick (1986), 14-17, and Beard (2007), 93-101.

W7 «y TEYVN 08 Kol TV KATOOKEVAGUATOV 1) peyolovpyior Tolg ovk idodot ywoueva ToOT
£dgikvuev ¢ mapovot” (Joseph BJ 7.5.5.146).
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prisoners before execution was also a long-established and well-attested practice™®  For
instance, Gaius Pontius, the Samnite commander, was beheaded in the triumph of Fabius Gurges
in 292 BCE (Livy, Per. 11.2), and Simon ben Georas, the Jewish rebel leader, was executed in
the triumph of Vespasian and Titus in 71 CE (Joseph BJ 7.5.6.153-155)."° Cicero even claims
that enemy leaders were always executed in an adjoining prison after the triumph (Verr.
11.5.30.77). However, | will demonstrate below that this assertion does not really stand up to
scrutiny. Since clemency to the conquered enemy leaders was often viewed as a sign of

thorough victory, the sparing of one’s foe could add to the fullness of one’s triumph.?*

This is why Lucius Aemilius Paullus (cos. 182 and 168 BCE), who celebrated the triumph
over the Macedonians in 167 BCE, did not execute King Perseus but treated him rather
sympathetically (Diod. Sic. 31.8.2-4 and 31.9.1-5 and Plut. Aem. 37.2).2®> After leading Jugurtha
in chains in his triumph, Gaius Marius spared his life and put him in the Tullianum, where
Jugurtha died six days later of starvation (Plut. Mar. 12.3-4). Appian mistakenly asserts that
Aristobulus I, the Jewish High Priest and King of Judaea (67-63 BCE), was the only one put to
death after being paraded in Gnaeus Pompeius’ triumph of 61 BCE (Mith. 12.117). Since both
Josephus (BJ 1.9.1.183 and AJ 14.7.4.123) and Dio Cassius (41.18.1) report that Aristobulus,
who had been sent by Julius Caesar to take over Judaea, was poisoned by the Pompeians in 49

BCE, it is very likely that no enemy leaders were executed at the end of Pompeius’ triumph of 61

198 See Garnsey (1970), 138.

199 josephus provides the fullest surviving description of any imperial triumph. For details, see
Beard (2003); Eberhardt (2005); and Millar (2005).

200 5ee Dowling (2006), 17 and 140.

201 Eor a useful discussion of literary sources in regards to the fate of Perseus, see Westingtone
(1938), 110.
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BCE.* Finally, Ovid declares that most of German leaders paraded in Germanicus’ triumph of
17 CE received pardon, even Bato, who had been the leading chieftain of the war (Pont. 2.1.45-
46). Regardless of whether the enemy commanders were executed or not at the end of the
triumph, the whole experience of being paraded in the streets of Rome before the vast and noisy
throng of hostile spectators must have had a devastatingly degrading effect on the once

illustrious captives and their retinue.?®®

The study of the iconography of barbarian facial features on Roman public triumphal
monuments as well as on private sarcophagi, soldiers’ tombstones, coins, and gems reveals that
the artists tend to present the barbarians as the vanquished and agonizing subjects of Roman
cruelty. While the faces of the victorious Romans convey concentrated determination or outright
brutality, the faces of the kneeling figures of the defeated barbarians betray despair, suffering,
and the horror of dying.?>* For example, the gem dated to the period of the Late Republic depicts
a Roman cavalryman spearing through a Gallic foot soldier and possibly portrays the
achievements of one of Caesar’s officers in Gaul.?®® Similarly, the Augustan Mantua Relief that
represents fighting Romans and Gauls shows at least one well-preserved head of a fallen

6

barbarian whose facial expression suggests intense pain and suffering.’”® By conspicuously

202 cf, Beard (2007), 128-132, who provides more examples of illustrious captives escaping
death.

293 However, see also Ibid., 107-142. Beard competently discusses continual fluctuations and
ambivalences related to the status of victor and victim.

20% See Krierer (1995) and Zanker (1998), 56-62.
205 5ee Zwierlein-Diehl (1973-1991), 2:128, n. 1092, and pl. 83, no. 1092.

2% Eor dating the relief to the time of Augustus as well as for pictures, see Strong (1962), 28ff.,
and pl. XX.
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demonstrating the effects of applying violence on the enemies of Rome and intensifying the
humiliation of the vanquished, the artists magnify the measure of the victors’ physical force and
martial prowess and construct the pivotal relationship between Roman supremacy and barbarian
servility. Since this axial connection strengthens well-known lines of typological representation,
where one’s reduction as an attribute determines the other’s superior character, it enforces proper
social rules and hierarchical relations.*®” The deprivation of the dignitas humana of the enemy
appears to convey a well-established Roman preference for unrestrained application of injurious
force on the bodies of those who opposed the Roman order. After all, “the Romans always
win.”208
Outright acts of cruelty also served as public policy tools to exercise control over the
populace, maintain appropriate hierarchical relations, and strengthen the ideological construct
that justified aristocratic prerogative to political power. Lintott convincingly argues:

Fundamentally, it seems, sympathy for another’s suffering was in proportion to

his worth and deserts, his dignitas in the widest sense of the word. Cruelty in a

provincial governor was the maltreatment of men who did not deserve to suffer at

all or whose suffering was unduly aggravated by their position as men of

substance, dignitas in the narrower sense. If gladiators were criminals, then their

status as human beings was forfeit and they could be used legitimately as a

spectacle. Deserters, cowards, rebels, and common criminals were morally

worthless and had no claim on what was good; slaved and defeated enemies were

liable to share this disqualification, though it was exploited with more
discretion.?®®

207 See Schneider (1986), 18-57. Cf. also von Holscher (1980).

28 A Greek graffito carved on a rock in the Hisma, a remote region of southwest Jordan, and
dated to the second century CE says: “Popéot detl vikdowy, Aavpikiog Eypaya yaipe Znvov.”
For details, see Tanner (1990), 184-188.

299 | intott (1968), 46.
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Of course, it has also been argued that in the Roman Republic only non-citizens were victims
of physical violence and judicial cruelty while Roman citizens, especially members of the
governing elite, enjoyed immunity from torture and judicial execution.?’® However, this
amelioration was more ostensible than real. For instance, cruel actions of Gaius Verres, who was
assigned Sicily as proconsul (73-71 BCE), clearly demonstrate how weak the protection
supposedly provided by citizen status might be, especially in places where the locals did not have
powerful links of patronage with Rome. Verres did not make any distinction between Roman
citizens and aliens in respect to flogging (Cic. Verr. 11.5.53.140). The proconsul used hot metal
plates on citizens as a form of torture (Cic. Verr. 11.5.63.163), condemned to hard labor and
executed Roman citizens as if they were slaves (Cic. Verr. 11.1.5.13-14), and imprisoned and
then crucified Publius Gavius, even though the man had claimed to be a Roman citizen and

offered to produce witnesses for deposition (Cic. Verr. 11.5.63.164-11.5.66.170).

Besides public tortures and executions, extravagant manifestations of violence could also be
encountered in the Roman arena, in the Circus Maximus, and even in a theater. Although
Roman citizens and even members of the higher orders occasionally chose a career of a
professional gladiator, most gladiators and venatores were chosen from prisoners of war and

condemned criminals.?** Cicero even insults his political enemies, especially Marcus Antonius,

210 gee, for example, MacMullen (1986), 163, who postulates that this protection was absent
only in two settings: “where masters confronted their slaves, or officers, their men.” Cf. also
Julius Caesar’s claim that the execution of the Catilinarian conspirators constituted “genus
poenae novum” (Sall. Cat. 51.18). However, Garnsey (1966), 167ff., demonstrates that citizens
were not legally immune from judicial execution but were permitted to appeal against it. In
order to avoid execution, defendants on capital charges could also go into voluntary exile. See
Garnsey (1970), 111ff,

2! The literature on gladiators and gladiatorial combat is vast. Among the recent works worth
consulting are Ville (1981); Hopkins (1983a); Barton (1993); Futrell (1997); Dunkle (2008); and
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with the appellation gladiator.?*? Julius Caesar was perhaps the first one who used condemned
criminals in his aedilician games of 65 BCE dedicated to his long-dead father (Plin. HN
33.16.53; cf. Plut. Caes. 5.9).>** In his games of 46 BCE, which were put on to commemorate
his deceased daughter and his recent triumphs in Gaul and Egypt, Caesar introduced two more
innovations: (1) members of the Roman elite, including one ex-senator, fought in gladiatorial
contests (Suet. lul. 39.1-2) and (2) whole detachments of foot soldiers as well as squadrons of
cavalry mounted on horses and elephants challenged each other in the Circus (Dio Cass. 43.23.3-
4)2*  Aside from Roman aristocrats, the sight of prisoners of war and condemned criminals
fighting for their life in the arena massaged spectators’ collective ego by affirming the ideology

of the Roman mastery over the Mediterranean.**

As to the Roman theater, one could encounter two distinct types of violence there. On the
one hand, Plautus’ adaptation of Greek New Comedy catered to the cruel and less refined tastes

of general Roman spectators. “Torture is mentioned so often in Plautus,” says Segal, “that it

Nosov (2009). On the nobiles performing in the arena, see Hopkins (1983a), 20f., and
Gunderson (1996).

212 See Phil. 5.7.20; 6.5.13; and 7.6.17.

213 See also Millar (1984), 134.

214 In addition to the equites, the son of a praetor, and even the ex-senator, condemned
criminals fought in the games once again. However, Caesar forbade the current senator to
contend (Dio Cass. 43.23.5; cf Suet. lul. 39.1). In 41 BCE, men of equestrian standing
performed in a beast-hunt in the Circus (Dio Cass. 48.33.4). Finally, in 38 BCE the Senate
decreed an ad hoc ban on senators engaging in gladiatorial contests after a new Senate enrollee
desired to fight as a professional gladiator (Dio Cass. 48.43.3).

215 Cf. Gunderson (1996), 134, and Zimmerman (2006), 347.
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may well be called an obsession--on the part of the playwright as well as his characters.”**® The
plot and action in Plautus’ plays are propelled by caricature characters who make the most of
violent verbal abuse and frequently threaten slaves with torment or dreadful physical

punishment, including crucifixion.*’

While such jokes may signal the inevitability and reality of
Roman punishment, especially since there were no laws in this period to penalize an owner for
killing his slave, Parker applies certain elements of Freudian analysis to the examination of
Roman satire and argues that people often make comic remarks about the things that worry or

scare them most.

Slaves freely roaming around were one of the most terrifying incongruities for the Romans.
As the result, the vast number of references to punishment of the slaves helped uphold the
society’s values, strengthen the everyday standards of right and wrong, and reassure the Romans
of their own place in the world.?*® On the other hand, in the Roman Republic professional
actors, even if citizens, were liable to physical punishment by aediles and praetors because the
infamia associated with their occupation affected their privileges.”*® Plautus refers to the earliest

0

measure that allowed the magistrates to punish actors anywhere and everywhere.?’ Only

Augustus’ edict limited the exercise of this measure just to the time of actual performance, in

218 Segal (1968), 140. The issue of violence on stage in Roman comedy is investigated by
Parker (1989).

217 See Beacham (1992), 29-32. Among the many examples, see Plaut. Asin. 545-551 and
Epid. 121; 311; and 625-626. For a comprehensive list of Plautus’ jokes about torture, physical
violence, and crucifixion, see von Spranger (1984), 84ff.

218 See Parker (1989), 235-238.

219 See Edwards (1993), 98-126, who provides an extended discussion of the stigma of
performance for the Romans.

220 5ee Amph. 81-85 and Cist. Epil. 4. Cf. also Suet. Aug. 45.3.
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effect putting an end to beatings of actors for infractions in private or not directly related to their

profession (Suet. Aug. 45.3; cf. Tac. Ann. 1.77.1-3).

By the time of the Late Republic, controlled acts of cruelty played out in public became an
important part of the urban population’s everyday experience and a source of vicarious pleasure
for Romans of every walk of life. Likewise, the discourse on as well as the representation of
successfully applied violence became an essential part of the Roman ideology, signifying that
ferocity, truculence, and belligerence became not only deeply embedded in the culture code of
the Roman aristocracy but also permeated all aspects of life of the common Romans. One can
argue that the phenomenon of unrestricted violence many ancient authors so often ponder over
was culturally coded: it was often represented in accordance with literary and iconographic
narrative patterns that were based on a shared cultural consensus.””* Lintott says, “[T]he Roman
concern for cruelty was part of their own political culture, which was centered on the exercise of
physical power and whose grades of dignitas made them especially sensitive to violence which

produced humiliation.”?%

Conclusion

From at least the fourth century BCE, if not earlier, service to the Republic functioned as the
most exclusive vehicle to acquire a grant of gloria, dignitas, and auctoritas from others. Since

public accomplishment was intrinsically linked to office-holding, there was fierce competition

22 See Orywal (1997).
222 intott (1992c), 27.
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for magistracies among Roman aristocrats. In a climate where one struggled for political power
through the assertion of claims upon others and ranked himself and his peers in a social
hierarchy, the claimant’s pre-eminence in auctoritas played a significant role in whether these
claims were accepted or rejected. For a typical Roman aristocrat, a claim to social distinction
started from service in the cavalry, where a system of rewards encouraged the young cavalryman
to acquire honor and forge reputations for military prowess by deliberately displaying
““aggressive courage” on the battlefield, engaging in hand-to-hand combat, and putting himself in
harm’s ways (Polyb. 6.39.1-10). Virtus proven in battle remained one of the greatest sources of
praise and renown until the very end of the Republic. For example, Lucius Licinius Murena
(cos. 62 BCE) won consulship elections in large part thanks to his outstanding military
reputation (Cic. Mur. 21-22).** Similarly, the vast majority of would-be senators, particularly
those who could not borrow freely from their families’ deposit of ascribed honor, used army
service as an excellent opportunity to win a social grant of reputation and prestige from others

and advance their social standing.?**

Since personal bravery in battle directly translated into success in public life, the elite youth
with political aspirations had to acquire a reputation for virtus on the battlefield before he could
successfully run for office (Polyb. 31.29.1). Even when oratory and advocacy became popular
venues for honor acquisition and laying claim to glory, personal courage and martial prowess
still remained essential to identity of the Roman governing elite, propelling the courageous
aristocrats with reputation for bellicosity into magistracies with imperium. To the Roman mind,

refusal of the young Publius Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus Africanus the Younger (cos. 147 and

223 Cf. Cic. Rep. 5.7.9, where the author equates virtus to bravery.
224 See Wiseman (1971), 121f., and Nicolet (1980), 136f.
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134 BCE) to aggressively pit himself against other advocates in the law courts first and foremost
demonstrated his effete and un-Roman character that made him unfit to represent family interests
(Polyb. 31.23.11-12).**® In the Late Republic, the Romans continued to ascribe extraordinary
importance to military accomplishments, and military standards were utilized to measure success
in non-military competitive venues. As late as 44 BCE, Cicero unsuccessfully tried to refute the

prevalent notion that military achievements eclipsed civil service (Off. 1.74-77).%%°

Similar to such social institutions as the Sicilian Mafia or the Calabrian Ndrangheta, an
individual aristocrat’s ability to win a social grant of gloria, laus, and fama and thus advance his
social standing largerly depended upon his perceived ability to bring pain and suffering to the

enemies of Rome.??’

Since expansionist militarism and virtus, the manliness exemplified by
military prowess, were the most distinct markers of one’s commitment to the good of the res
publica, aristocrats with reputation for bellicosity routinely won magistracies with imperium.
Driven by cupido gloriae (Cat. 7.3-6), the imperium-holders desired to construct an even more

auspicious public image that would allow them to successfully claim pre-eminence in gloria,

dignitas, and auctoritas in order to win the coveted prize of a consulship and be survived by

225 “Aok® yap elvon oy Hovyoc TIC Kod vodpdc, M¢ Gkovm, Kol TOAD KEYMPISUEVOC TiC
Popaikig aipéoewg kol mphEemg, OtL kpioelg ody aipoduor Aéyewv. TNV o  oikiav od @aoct
toodtov {nTElv mpootdtny & fig Opudpat, 1o & évavtiov: d kol pdiotd pe Amel.” Cf. Cic.
Cael. 73 and especially Tac. Dial. 34, where the author copiously uses military metaphors to
describe the advocacy of the Late Republic.

226 «Sed cum plerique arbitrentur res bellicas maiores esse quam urbanas, minuenda est haec
opinio” (Cic. Off. 1.74). Cf. also Off. 1.79-82. It is significant that Cicero held the opposite
belief earlier in life. In Pro Murena 22, which was written twenty years earlier, he says, “Qui
potest dubitari quin ad consulatum adipiscendum multo plus adferat dignitatis rei militaris quam
iuris civilis gloria? ... Ac nimirum--dicendum est enim quod sentio--rei militaris virtus praestat
ceteris omnibus.”

227 For the Roman elites behaving like a power syndicate of “organized crime,” see Mattern
(1999), xii, and Malina (2001b), 27-30.
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glorious memory. Even though the Senate retained its traditional role of the ultimate decision-
maker in the Republic, much of foreign policy was inevitably created on the spot by individual
generals in the field.?® This is why the ambitious imperium-holders regularly engaged in
brinkmanship, wars of aggression, and relentless and brazen “triumph-hunting” against the
“barbarbarians” and Greeks alike. If victorious, the aristocrats, then, produced textual and
pictorial narratives that not only celebrated successfully applied “instrumental violence,” thus
justifying their claims to political power, but also served as the symbol of Rome’s dominance

over foreign people.

The enjoyment of violence permeated all aspects of life of the Romans, making the discourse
on and the representation of successfully applied “instrumental violence” an essential part of the
shared cultural consensus.”?® Influenced by the dominant cultural values to behave in a
culturally distinctive way, the Roman aristocratic decision-makers were historically socialized
into a specific mode of strategic thinking characterized by utter truculence, ferocity, and
bellicosity. These traits formed an integral part of the Roman “strategic culture” which, in turn,
informed all decision-making processes, influenced strategy, determined particular “strategic
behavior,” and continually constituted and gave meaning to other material factors. The ability to
inflict violence and the desirability of such behavior became deeply embedded in the culture
code of the aristocratic decision-makers, shaping the notion of honor of most Roman aristocrats
and giving birth to a very distinctive “strategic behavior” concerning war initiation, territorial
conquest, and balance-of-power politics. In essence, Roman “strategic behavior,” which was

often typified by wars of aggression and brinkmanship rather than balancing, was shaped and

228 See Eckstein (1987).
229 5ee my discussion, above, pp. 70-83.
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influenced by national historical behavior. It molded and shaped the national character by
equating virtus, the manliness exemplified by martial prowess, and expansionist militarism with

a strong personal commitment to the public good.?*

In the case study of Cicero’s exploits in Cilicia presented below, | demonstrate how even one
of the least adventuresome aristocrats of the Late Republic could indulge in the brazen “triumph-
hunting” and even invent a fake record of military achievements simply because he desperately
needed to win a social grant of dignitas and auctoritas from his fellow citizens. Members of the
Roman governing elite who happened to hold imperium regularly initiated wars of aggression
because a successful campaign or just a fabricated record or military accomplishments enabled
an enterprising aristocrat to lay claim to triumphal honors and even celebrate a triumph. Both
earned the individual a social grant of glory, praise, and renown, greatly enhancing his acquired
honor and helping him to lay much more effective claim to political power. Consequently, the
“strategic behavior” of aristocratic decision-makers, who had been socialized into engaging in
brinkmanship, launching wars of aggression, and indulging in “triumph-hunting,” was regularly
characterized by unrestrained application of physical violence on the bodies of real and imagined
enemies of Rome. This should come as no surprise because the Roman foreign policy and
strategy making not only were habitually created on the spot by individual generals in the field
but were also culturally constructed as well as culturally perpetuated. Since truculence, ferocity,
and bellicosity were distinctive features of the Roman “strategic culture,” they informed all

decision-making processes at home and abroad, influencing strategy and shaping a particular

230 Cf. Haglund (2004), 491-498, who suggests that the concept of “strategic culture” can be
further divided into (1) national historical behavior and (2) national character and identity.
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“strategic behavior” on the use of force by Roman governors in the provinces and Roman

generals in the field.
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CASE STUDY I: A “PROMOTER OF PEACE” OR A RUTHLESS TRIUMPH-HUNTER?
CICERO’S GOVERNORSHIP OF CILICIA

Introduction

Cicero (cos. 63 BCE) is the first clear example of a consul who did not complete ten years of
military service before his election to office, and he is better known as an orator adept at
cultivating aristocrats, equites, and prominent Italians rather than as a general renowned for his
military achievements." Once the senatorial Cicero was returned from exile in 57 BCE, he
attempted to re-enter politics but met little success because the exile did leave a stain of dishonor
on his reputation. Hence, the statesman immediately seized an opportunity to restore his public
image and increase his prestige when, in accordance with Pompeius’ lex de provinciis of 52
BCE, he was selected to govern Cilicia as a proconsul. After his arrival in the province, Cicero
was eager to wage a small victorious war because he was sure that a military victory against the
“barbarians” would enable him to win a triumph and thus enhance his auctoritas enough to

silence criticism, re-enter politics, and restore his influence in the Senate.

The so-called “free Cilicians” were the easy target for Cicero’s ambition to triumph from his
province, and the proconsul waged a brutal campaign of extermination against several tribes of

highlanders in the Amanus Mountains. Cicero’s military operations in Cilicia, which were

! In his Life of Cicero 3.2, Plutarch states that the orator did only a brief stint of military service
during the Social War (91-87 BCE). Cf. Cic. Phil. 12.11.27. Cicero’s friend Marcus Caelius
Rufus also served only around a year as a contubernalis of Quintus Pompeius Rufus (cos. 88
BCE) before holding office (Cic. Cael. 73). This is why William V. Harris (1979), 12 and 257,
points out that Cicero ran for the quaestorship with less than ten years of military service behind
him. Cf. also Wiseman (1971), 143.
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planned and conducted not even by him personally, but by a military expert named Gaius
Pomptinus, who was a long-time friend (Cic. Pis. 24.58), were nothing more than routine
punitive expeditions. In fact, they failed to achieve any long-lasting results. Despite all this,
Cicero skillfully invented a fake record of military achievements and succeeded in persuading
the Senate to grant him the supplicatio. With Rome on the brink of another civil war, however,
his triumphal aspirations never materialized. Nevertheless, even in the midst of the conflict
between Caesar and Pompeius the orator was refusing to lay down the imperium from which he
hoped to triumph. Since crossing the pomerium would forfeit his imperium and right to triumph,
throughout 49 and 48 BCE, Cicero wandered around Italy and Greece in a company of lictores
carrying fasces laureati, the traditional symbol of a victorious general demanding a triumph (Cic.

Div. 1.28 and Dio Cass. 44.4.3).

Road to Exile

Born in 106 BCE into the family of a wealthy and well-connected eques from Arpinum, Cicero
was a novus homo who reached the consulship thanks to his distinction as an orator.  Although
the residents of Arpinum enjoyed the privileges of Roman citizenship from 187 BCE, prior to
Cicero only one Arpinate, Gaius Marius, used the support of the populares to successfully
overcome all the obstacles erected by the nobiles and win the consulships.? In his youth, Cicero
received a superior education in philosophy and rhetoric: he attended legal consultations of

Quintus Mucius Scaevolathe Augur (cos. 117 BCE) and his son Quintus Mucius Scaevola the

2 Cicero’s grandmother Gratidia had marriage connections with Marius’ family, and Cicero
was especially impressed by his fellow novus homo and a distant relative. See Gelzer, RE Vllal,
col. 830.
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Pontifex (cos. 95 BCE), listened to speeches given by Marcus Antonius (cos. 99 BCE) and
Lucius Licinius Crassus (cos. 95 BCE), and came to the lectures of Philon of Larissa and
Apollonius Molon who visited Rome (Cic. Brut. 296 and 306-307). In the late 80 BCE, Cicero
began practicing law. His first court case was unsuccessful defense of Publius Quinctius in 81
BCE (Pro Quinctio), when the young advocate lost to Quintus Hortensius Hortalus, then the

most eminent advocate in Rome.*

In the following year, however, Cicero won initial recognition and even augmented his
reputation through his defense of Sextus Roscius (Pro Roscio Amerino).”> Roscius was accused
of parricide by his two relatives who had conspired with Sulla’s freedman L. Cornelius
Chrysogonus to enter Roscius’ name in the proscription lists and divide his property. Later in
life, the statesman boasted that in his youth he had spoken against Sulla (Off. 2.51).°
Consequently, it has often been argued that Cicero’s defense of Roscius as well as his subsequent
(lost) defense of a woman from Arretium (Cic. Caecin. 97) reflected discreditably on certain
aspects of the then contemporary regime of Sulla, especially because Cicero criticized in his

speeches both the common misuse of the proscriptions for personal gain or revenge and Sulla’s

3 See also Cic. De or. 2.1.1.

* Due to ineptly done intercalating, the old Roman calendar of the time is known to have been
about three months ahead of the solar, and all dates that follow are somewhat dubious.

5 Cf. also Cic. Brut. 312.

® Cicero juggles facts here because in his speech he takes great care to distinguish between
Sulla and Chrysogonus, attributing all blame to the latter. All possible criticisms of the Sullan
regime (Ros. Am. 3; 22; 131; and 152-154) are best explained as later anachronistic revisions
done before Cicero circulated the speech after his return to Rome around 77 BCE. See Berry
(2000), 7. Cf. also Plutarch who greatly embellishes the story and claims that Chrysogonus had
trumped up the evidence so that Sulla could indict Roscius for the murder of his father. After
Cicero won the case, he travelled to Greece out of fear of Sulla (Cic. 3.4-6).
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punitive restriction of the citizen rights in Etrurian towns. However, the fact that we hear
nothing of Chrysogonus after 81 BCE may indicate that Sulla, who genuinely wished to restore
the privileges of the optimates, was not as vindictive as Plutarch or modern scholarship wants

him to be.

Successful defense of Sextus Roscius brought Cicero more cases, but oratory was physically
very demanding and the young advocate’s health faltered (Cic. Brut. 313-314). Accompanied by
his brother, Cicero travelled to the East, where both of them continued their studies of
philosophy in Athens under Antiochus of Ascalon (Cic. Brut. 315). Later, Cicero also studied
oratory in Asia Minor under Menippus of Stratonikeia and other illustrious Asiatic orators. He
even went to Rhodes to study once more under Apollonius Molon (Cic. Brut. 315-316). As his
health improved, Cicero returned to Rome around 77 BCE to pursue a public career. In 76 BCE,
he was elected quaestor for 75 BCE and spent a year in Sicily, the province which was assigned
to him by lot (Cic. Brut. 318). In 70 BCE, successful prosecution of Gaius Verres for abuses and
extortions during his governorship of Sicily (73-71 BCE) established Cicero as the most

distinguished advocate in the Roman courts. He won the aedileship that same year.

At the age of thirty-nine, the equestrian Cicero successfully ran for the praetorship, becoming
a candidate at the earliest age at which he could legally qualify (Cic. Brut. 321). Elected the
praetor urbanus, he allied himself with Gnaeus Pompeius, an able general but a mediocre
politician and an insipid orator who was aspiring to become a new leader of the populares. In 66
BCE, Cicero delivered his first political speech titled De imperio Gn. Pompei. Despite strong
opposition from the influential boni, the orator supported the proposal of Gaius Manilius (trib. 66

BCE) to grant Pompeius the extraordinary command in the Third Mithridatic War (75-63 BCE).
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After this, Cicero regarded Pompeius as the only candidate worthy of his political allegiance.’
For the next two years or so, the praetor urbanus remained confident that Pompeius and he were
the real leaders of the victorious populares, an illusion that would cost him dearly in the future.
In 64 BCE, Cicero put himself up for the consular elections. Despite serious competition from
Lucius Sergius Catilina, who advocated a welcome cancellation of debts, the orator’s careful
networking with aristocrats, equites, and Italian elites paid off; he was elected consul for 63
BCE. Thus, Cicero became one of a very few novi homines who had virtually no military

background but won the elections due to their oratorical skills and personal connections.®

The consulship was the pinnacle of Cicero’s career. Against all odds, he successfully
secured evidence that implicated Catilina and his followers, including Publius Cornelius
Lentulus Sura (cos. 71 BCE), in a serious plot against the Republic. Following the consul’s first
speech against Catilina addressed to the Senate (In Catilinam 1), Catilina left Rome in the early
November of 63 BCE to join his army in Etruria (Sall. Cat. 31.5-9). Then Cicero persuaded the
Senate to pass the senatus consultum ultimum against the plotters: Catilina’s co-conspirators
were arrested in Rome and promptly executed without trial (early December of 63 BCE). At
first, Julius Caesar, who was quickly emerging as a rival contender for the leadership among the
populares, swayed most senators to vote against the death penalty, but a speech by Cato the

Younger changed their minds (Sall. Cat. 51.1-53.1).° Most likely, Caesar had assisted the

" In the 60s, Cicero also defended Pompeius’ friends Cornelius and Manilius.

8 Q. Cicero says, “Non potest qui dignus habetur patronus consularium indignus consulatu
putari” (Comment. pet. 2). For Cicero’s varied connections, see Q. Cicero Comment. pet. 50 and
Plut. Cic. 10.1.

% In 63 BCE, Caesar was elected the pontifex maximus. That same year, he was also elected as
a praetor for 62 BCE. These two elections as well as financial backing from Marcus Licinius
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conspirators, but he concealed his involvement so well that Cicero, who to the end of his days

was convinced of Caesar’s participation in the conspiracy, had to proclaim his innocence (cf.

Plut. Cic. 20.4-21.4 and 30.3).*

Meanwhile, Gaius Antonius “Hybrida” (cos. 63 BCE), having been bribed by Cicero with the
proconsulship in Macedonia, marched out against the Catilinarians.'* In the early January of 62
BCE, the forces of Catilina were caught between the army of Antonius commanded by his legate
Marcus Petreius and that of Quintus Caecilius Metellus Celer (cos. 60 BCE). With the number
of his supporters rapidly dwindling, Catilina was forced to give battle near Pistoria (Sall. Cat.
57.1-5). After a protracted fight during which the Catilinarians put up a much stronger resistance
than anyone had anticipated, Marcus Petreius defeated the conspirators. Catilina was Killed in
battle (Sall. Cat. 59.1-61.9), and the great Roman orator was hailed as the savior of Rome.
Lucius Gellius (cos. 72 BCE) even suggested in the Senate that Cicero should be given a corona

civica for saving the Republic from the conspiracy (Cic. Pis. 3.6 and Gell. NA 5.6.15).*

Crassus (cos. 70 BCE), who was the enemy of Pompeius, established Julius Caesar as a man of
power and prominence.

10 See also Smith (1966), 92-98, contra Gruen (1995), 138. Caesar and perhaps Crassus were
also behind a major agrarian bill introduced by Publius Servillius Rullus (trib. 63 BCE) and
meant to redistribute ager publicus in Rome and the provinces (Cic. Leg. agr. 1.1; 2.25; 2.44;
and 3.13). Cf. Mitchell (1979), 183f. Cicero wrote four speeches titled De lege agraria to
secure the withdrawal of the bill, eventually allying himself with the optimates against the
populares.

1 Antonius’ consulship was characterized by some bewildering behavior on his part, and there
were rumors about his complicity in the Catilina’s attempt to overthrow the government. See
Cic. Sest. 8 and 12; Pis. 2.5; Plut. Cic. 12.3; and Dio Cass. 37.30.3. For Macedonia as a popular
destination for those who desired to lay claim to a triumph, see Cic. Prov. cons. 4 and Att. 5.20.1.

12 The oddity of this proposal is discussed by Weinstock (1971), 165. According to our
sources, a recipient of the civic crown was required not only to save his comrade’s life but also
to demonstrate great valor by cutting down the enemy who threatened him, all without giving
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In the last month of his consulship, Cicero became the leading man in the Senate and was
even proclaimed pater patriae.’® In a fabulously foolish example of self-aggrandizement, the
consul went as far as trying to make the Nones of December of 63 BCE the new birthday of
Rome, claiming that the city received a new life on that day (Cic. Cat. 3.2).* However, Cicero’s
extrajudicial execution of the conspirators opened him to the charge of having executed Roman
citizens without trial, and this charge eventually resulted in his self-imposed exile to Macedonia.
The episode of the conspirators’ execution was indeed troubling because the act itself was a clear
violation of the citizen’s right to a trial. Cicero’s incessant boasting about the deed made things
even worse.” Having lost the support of the populares, Cicero failed to gain the full trust of the
optimates. After all, how could the nobiles recognize the novus homo as equal to themselves?
Moreover, Pompeius, who became alarmed with Cicero’s “arbitrary reign” in Rome, sent his
legate, Quintus Caecilius Metellus Nepos (cos. 57 BCE), to the capital so that he could
strengthen Pompeius’ relations with the populares. After Nepos was elected tribune of the plebs
for 62 BCE and assumed office in the early December of 63 BCE, he began harassing Cicero

and, with Caesar’s support, even attempted to secure a special command against Catilina for

ground in the fight (Gell. NA 5.6.13; cf. Plin. HN 16.5.12). This is something Cicero clearly did
not do.

3 The senators acclaimed Cicero the parens patriae or pater patriae (Cic. Pis. 3.6; Sest. 121;
and Plut. Cic. 23.6). There is a debate whether Cicero was the first to obtain such honor or there
were others before him (e. g. Marcus Furius Camillus who rescued Rome from the Gauls (Livy
5.49.7)). Weinstock (1971), 201f., offers a useful summary.

14 Cicero would not have been himself had he not kept repeating this ridiculous proposal in an
annoying manner again and again until it acquired a symbolic significance. See Cic. Flac. 102;
Att. 1.19.6; Red. sen. 12; Planc. 90; Fam. 1.9.12; and Dio Cass. 46.21.4. Cf. also Plut. Cic. 24.1-
3.

1> See Cic. Sull. 67; Planc. 85; and Fam. 5.7.
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Pompeius (Cic. Fam. 5.2.6-10)."° Once this proposition was harshly criticized by Cato the

Younger and caused a tumult in Rome, Nepos left the city and fled to Pompeius.*’

Pompeius returned to Rome in 62 BCE and immediately celebrated a triumph. However, his
very modest requests for land for his veterans and ratification of his Eastern settlements were
frustrated in the Senate. No longer a popularis (Cic. Att. 2.1.6), Pompeius made peace with
Cicero and attempted to use the ex-consul as an intermediary to help him get closer to the
influential boni. He had little success. Perhaps both men thought that the other cold-shouldered
him.’® The following year, Publius Clodius Pulcher (trib. 58 BCE) tried to mobilize the radical
elements among the populares and become their leader. According to Plutarch, Cicero and
Clodius used to be on friendly terms as late as 62 BCE, and Clodius even supported Cicero
during the Catilinarian crisis (Cic. 29.1). However, the statesman made a mistake of
antagonizing the populares in May of 61 BCE: when Clodius was charged with incestum for
trespassing on the Bona Dea festival the previous December, the senatorial Cicero, who had been
frustrated in his political aspirations, chose to give an incriminating testimony against him during
the trial.'® Perhaps Cicero joined the prosecution in order to remind everyone about his annus

mirabilis by combining a campaign against licentious youth with a story of Clodius’ trespassing

16 See also Plut. Cic. 23.1-5; Cat. Min. 26.2-4; and Dio Cass. 37.43.1-3.

7 As a tribune, Nepos was not permitted to be absent from Rome even for a full day (Dio Cass.
37.43.4; cf. Gell. NA 13.12.9 and Macrob. Sat. 1.3.8). Unfortunately, our sources are unclear
whether the Senate suspended Nepos’ tribunate. See Plut. Cat. Min. 26.2-29.2; Cic. 26.10; and
Dio Cass. 37.43.4.

8 For details, see Gruen (1995), 85ff. In May of 60 BCE, Cicero complains that he has no
companions to accompany him along the “optimate road” but remains convinced that he chose
the right path (Att. 20.1-2).

19 Balsdon (1966) offers a very useful overview of the course of the trial.
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as the last echo of the Catilinarian conspiracy (Cic. Att. 1.14.5 and 1.18.2).% It is also possible
that there is some truth in Plutarch’s assertion that Cicero’s wife Terentia influenced her husband
to give a testimony against Clodius (Cic. 29.2-4). Having been insulted by Clodius’ accusation
of her half sister Fabia, a Vestal virgin, of incestum with Catilina back in 73 BCE, Terentia might
have decided to take revenge on Clodius (Plut. Cat. Min. 19.3).2' The future developments
showed that Cicero gravely miscalculated the risks involved in giving a hostile testimony against

Clodius at the Bona Dea trial and thus laid a foundation for his own political demise.

After Caesar returned from Spain in the summer of 60 BCE, the Senate voted him a triumph.
But Caesar also wanted to put himself up for the consular election of 60 BCE. Since crossing the
pomerium would forfeit his imperium and right to triumph, he requested the permission to submit
his candidacy for the consulship in absentia. However, Cato the Younger, who perhaps thought
that the combination of celebrating a triumph and winning the consulship would make Caesar
preeminent in honor, opposed the petition. As the future course of events proved, through their
narrow-mindedness and sheer obstinacy and obstructionism, the influential boni, including Cato
the Younger, managed to alienate all three dynasts one by one, compelling Pompeius, Crassus
and Caesar to form a coalition that made each of them much more powerful than any of them

could otherwise have become.? Caesar decided to forego the glory of a triumph and instead

2% See Ihid., 68. If we are to trust Asconius (Mil. 44), Clodius was at least of two minds toward
the Catilinarian conspiracy, and only personal hatred of Catilina prevented him from joining the
plot. Consequently, Cicero relied on political similarity of the two to frame a case against
Clodius as a successor to Catilina’s policy of violence and revolution. See Cic. Sest. 42; Har.
resp. 5; Pis. 5.11; Planc. 86; and Mil. 37.

21 See Epstein (1986), 232-235. Cf. also Cic. Tog. cand. Frag. 22; Brut. 236; Cat. 3.9; Asc.
91C; Q. Cicero Comment. pet. 10; Sall. Cat. 15.1; Oros. 6.3.1; and MRR 2:107f. and 114.

22 Cf., for example, Cic. Att. 1.18.7; 2.1.8; Vell. Pat. 2.44.1-2; and Flor. 2.13.9-12.
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entered Rome to run for the consulship of 59 BCE (Suet. lul. 18.2).2 After Cicero refused to
participate in the anti-Senate factio, Caesar quickly formed an alliance with Pompeius and
Crassus.?* In exchange for their support of his candidacy, he promised each man to obtain what
they respectively wanted most from the Senate: (1) land for Pompeius’ veterans and ratification
of his arrangements in the East and (2) a reduction of the contract prices offered for the tithe of
Asia by Crassus’ over-optimistic publicani friends.?> While the tres homines were taking the
first steps toward radically changing the future of Rome, Cicero was preoccupied with a vain

propaganda campaign to glorify his consulship of 63 BCE.?

Caesar won the consular elections, but the optimates, who had set up an enormous bribery
fund to buy the votes, succeeded in gaining a fitting counterbalance to Caesar’s consulship:
Marcus Calpurnius Bibulus, Cato the Younger’s son-in-law, defeated Caesar’s ally Lucius
Lucceius and was elected as the second consul (Suet. lul. 19.1). When Caesar attempted to carry
out the legislation to accommodate the needs of Pompeius and Crassus, Cato the Younger’s

factio needlessly obstructed it in the Senate, and Bibulus vetoed Caesar’s land bill in the

2% See also Plut. Cat. Min. 31.3-4; Caes. 13.1-2; App. B Civ. 2.8; Dio Cass. 37.54.1-3; and
44.41.3-4.

24 Cf. Cic. Att. 2.3.3-4 and 2.4.2. In June of 60 BCE, Cicero begins to worry about Publius
Clodius Pulcher’s ambition to become a tribune of the plebs, but he still feels comfortable
enough to joke about the matter and to boast how he humiliated Clodius in the Senate (Att.
2.1.4).

2% Cf. Suet. Iul. 19.2; Plut. Cat. Min. 31.2-4; Caes. 13.1-4; Crass. 14.1-3; App. B Civ. 2.8; and
Dio Cass. 37.54.1-4. Gruen (1995), 87-90, provides a useful overview of how the alliance
among the three dynasts was formed.

28 For details, see Tempest (2014), 115f.
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Centuriate Assembly.”” In order to prevent Caesar from presenting any other bills to the
populace, Bibulus also declared all other days on which the assemblies could convene during the
year of Caesar’s consulship to be feast days (Dio Cass. 38.6.1). Nevertheless, Caesar introduced
his land bill in the Comitia Centuriata again. When Bibulus showed up at the Forum to protest
it, he was harassed by angry supporters of the bill, his fasces were broken, and he himself was
thoroughly humiliated (Dio Cass. 38.6.2-3).% After this, Bibulus retired from public life and
spent the rest of his consulate shut up in his home; now Caesar had free reign to ratify all his bills

(Suet. lul. 20.1-3).%°

The obstructionism of the influential boni and their creature Bibulus actually strengthened
the alliance of the three dynasts, and Cicero was completely removed from political affairs (cf.
Plut. Crass. 14.2). He tacitly agreed to stay neutral in exchange for personal safety. Very soon,
however, he made another fatal mistake. The triumvirs decided to prosecute Gaius Antonius
“Hybrida” (cos. 63 BCE) for res repetundae in connection with his proconsulship in Macedonia
(Schol. Bob. 94).* Antonius’ accusers emphasized his hypothetical sympathies toward the

Catilinarian conspirators and once again raised the question of the legality of the extrajudicial

2" Cato the Younger hogged the Senate floor by speaking for hours (Gell. NA 4.10.8). As a
result, Caesar commanded lictors to arrest him and put him in prison. Upon further deliberation,
however, Caesar ordered to free Cato so as not to turn him into a martyr for the cause (Suet. Iul.
20.4; Plut. Caes. 14.11; and Dio Cass. 38.3.1-2).

28 Cf. Suet. lul. 20.1; App. B Civ. 2.11; Plut. Cat. Min. 32.1-2; and Pomp. 48.1-2.
29 Cf. Cic. Att. 2.16.2; App. B Civ. 2.12-13; Plut. Caes. 14.9; and Dio Cass. 38.6.4-7.6. At the
same time, many optimates regarded Bibulus’ boycotting tactics as an appropriate response to

Caesar’s usurpation. See Cic. Att. 2.19.2; 2.19.5; 2.20.4; 2.20.6; 2.21.5; Suet. lul. 9.2; and 49.2.

%0 Antonius managed to alienate not only Pompeius and Caesar but also other influential
Roman aristocrats. For an excellent overview of Antonius’ trial, see Gruen (1995), 287-291.
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execution of the plotters.®® Antonius’ possible conviction on the last charge was especially
dangerous for Cicero because it came too close for his own comfort (Cic. Flac. 5 and 95).
Hence, in March of 59 BCE, the orator decided to defend Antonius in court. While pleading the
case, he reprimanded Caesar and censured the triumvirate in highly critical terms. In response,
Caesar (in his capacity of the pontifex maximus) and Pompeius (as one of the augurs) authorized
the transfer of Publius Clodius Pulcher to the plebeian status so that he could put himself up for

the tribunician election of 59 BCE (Suet. lul. 20.4 and Dio Cass. 38.10.4).%

Once Clodius was elected tribune of the plebs for 58 BCE, he introduced several bills,
including one on the distribution of free grain for the needy and another on the restoration of
collegia (Dio Cass. 38.13.1-2). It appears that some form of reconciliation occurred between the
tribune and Cicero early in Clodius’ tribunate, and the statesman even supported Clodius’
legislation legalizing the collegia (Plut. Cic. 30.4 and Dio Cass. 38.14.1-3).* However, once the
demagogue had successfully carried his bills and his popularis program of reforms had helped
him acquire a significant following, he immediately attacked Cicero.** Clodius moved a bill that
interdicted from fire and water anyone who had put Roman citizens to death without trial or

appeal to the people. In essence, this was an attack on the principle of consular condemnation

31 See Cic. Cael. 15: 74: and 78.

%2 See also Cic. Att. 2.9.1; 2.12.1; 8.3.3; Dom. 41; Prov. cons. 17.42; Har. resp. 21.45; Vell.
Pat. 2.45.1-2; App. B Civ. 2.14; Plut. Cat. Min. 33.3-4; Caes. 14.16-17; Cic. 30.4-7; and Dio
Cass. 38.10.1; 38.12.1-3; and 38.14.3.

%3 For the full argument and sources, see Epstein (1986), 234f.

% Dio Cassius suggests that Cicero was deceived by Clodius (38.14.3). Cf. Cic. Att. 3.15.4.
Gruen (1966) cogently argues that Clodius was a shrewd demagogue who, far from being an
instrument of the three dynasts, cunningly exploited the weaknesses of his political opponents to
further his own ends.
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without trial, and Cicero was the primary target (Vell. Pat. 2.45.1-3).% Despite dynasts’ previous
assurances that the ex-consul had nothing to fear from Clodius, the triumvirs failed to support
Cicero in his hour of need, perhaps because they themselves had been outsmarted and
outmaneuvered by Clodius.*® Similarly, the Senate under whose decree Cicero had executed the
Catilinarian conspirators and whose influential members Cicero had asked for their opinion and
their support before the executions were carried out did not move a finger to assist the orator.*’
Several senators ran out of the Senate House, rending their tunics and crying aloud in the streets

(Plut. Cic. 31.1), but apparently no homo optimus was willing to stick his neck out for Cicero.

Back in July of 59 BCE, the great Roman statesman was very confident that he wanted to
remain in Rome and fight Clodius (Att. 2.19.5).% Less than a year later, however, he was afraid
of being prosecuted by the demagogue: in March of 58 BCE, Cicero fled Rome and escaped to
Macedonia. In response, Clodius passed the second bill that declared Cicero an exile. Clodius’
gangsters demolished the orator’s house on the Palatine and badly damaged his villa at Tusculum
(Plut. Cic. 31.6-33.6). In his letters from exile, Cicero displays quite strong emotions, blaming
himself and others for his predicament, voicing concerns for the safety of his family, bursting

into tears, and even sharing his desire to die. Although these are very poignant letters, one must

% See also Plut. Cic. 30.5; Caes. 14.17; App. B Civ. 2.15; and Dio Cass. 38.14.4-5.

% For the full argument and an exhaustive list of sources, see Gruen (1966), 125-128.
Referring to the three dynasts, Cicero says, “Tribunum popularem a se alienare nolebant s