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Introduction®

Roman M. Frolov

... it is they (the consuls) who present envoys to the Senate. They also draw up the agenda of issues requiring
the Senate’s prompt attention, and are entirely responsible for carrying out the Senate’s decrees. Moreover,
it is their job to see to all matters of state that require validation by the People, in the sense that they convene

assemblies, present bills, and preside over the People’s decision-making.

Political initiative may be seen as an essential aspect of leadership. Initiative can be defined, in
the round, as the ability to begin a political action rather than simply to respond to it. Whether
being the initiator of an action is the “only role, the unique role, of the leader,” depends on a
specific situation, but this function is always present.?

Identifying the “beginning” of action famously played a prominent role in Hannah
Arendt’s political philosophy. She argued that the semantics of the Greek words &pyewv and
npartewy (cf. the Latin agere and gerere), “with which to designate the verb ‘to act’,” originally
mirrored two aspects of action. While the verb dpyswv meant “to begin,” “to lead,” and finally
“to rule,” mpdrtewy stood for “to achieve” and “to finish” a course of action. The beginner, the

leader, starts an enterprise and, if he finds support from his peers, the enterprise can be carried

through. But “the words designating the beginning of action became specialized in meaning, at

* This text owes much to Uwe Walter’s opening remarks at the conference “Taking the Lead in Late Republican
and Early Imperial Rome: Office, Agency & Initiative” held in Bielefeld in July 2019 (co-organized by Christopher
Burden-Strevens and myself). The conference, from which many chapters of this volume originate, was generously
sponsored by the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation (as part of my project supported through the Alexander
von Humboldt Research Fellowship for Postdoctoral Researchers, under the supervision of Tassilo Schmitt and
Uwe Walter) and the University of Kent (by the agency of Christopher Burden-Strevens). The research for this
introduction was also supported by the Russian Presidential Grants Council (Project No. MK-287.2021.2). | would
like to thank Catherine Steel for her comments on the earlier ideas pertaining to this text and Alexander Yakobson
for his reflections on a later version. | am especially grateful to the co-editor of this volume, Christopher Burden-
Strevens, for his invaluable help with the introduction at each stage of its preparation and for making the whole
enterprise possible.

L Polyb. 6.12.1-4: ... &i¢ ¢ v cOyKAntov obtot (oi marot) Tag mpesPeiog dyovot. Tpdg 88 Toig TPoEPNUEVOIS
oVToL T8 Koremsiyovra Tdv SaBovrinv dvadidoacty, o0Tol TOV SAOV YEIPIGLOV TAY SOYHATMV EMTEAODOL. KOl UV
o0 del 610 10D dNpov cuvteheioBatl TV TPOC TAG KOG TPaEelg avnrdvtov, TovTtolg Kadnkel povtilew kol
ouvayew T0¢ EKKAnoiog, To0T01g slo@épely Ta dOYpOTO, TOVTOIS Ppafevey ta dokodvta Toig mAsioot (trans. R.
Waterfield).

2 Burns 2003, 172.



least in political language.” So, dpyewv “came to mean chiefly ‘to rule’ and ‘to lead’ when it
was specifically used.” Thus, “the role of the beginner and leader ... changed into that of a
ruler ... The non-routine individual action that Arendt envisages here relates to the formation
of institutional structure and politics in general, whereby her philosophical idea may acquire
the capacity to serve as an historical explanatory device.

While drawing extensively on ancient Greek history, Arendt never investigated the
application of her concept to Roman politics. The above-cited fragment of Polybius’
constitutional digression demonstrates the Roman consuls’ significance as leaders in the state
precisely by underlining their unique ability to initiate political action and, therefore, their
capacity to take the lead and to rule. The Senate and the People were powerful in their own
ways, but under normal circumstances they were unable to act independently from magistrates,
or, at least, to initiate a formal procedure without the executive being involved.

While Polybius’ constitutional analysis at large has been understood as having a complex
connection with the actual practice of politics, it has, in fact, been followed by the standard
modern approach to leadership and political initiative in Rome, whereby the executive (both
republican magistrates and mutatis mutandis the first emperors) are envisaged as proactive
political actors, whereas the People, individual elite non-magistrates, and sometimes even the
Senate are understood as mostly passive and reactive ones.

Over a century ago, this principle served as Theodor Mommsen’s justification for
beginning his Romisches Staatsrecht with the magistrates. Both the Senate’s and the People’s
assembly “were able to act only in cooperation with the magistracy, and a decision of the
convened council or the convened members of the citizen community was, at the same time, a
magistrate’s act.”* The ability to act (“handeln™) is used here as a criterion for arranging
research material. The Senate and the People as institutions could function formally only in
response to what a magistrate had to suggest. In contrast to this, a magistrate was capable of
acting independently. Even when he cooperated with the Senate and the People, it was he who,
as it were, pushed the “on” button of the political process on behalf of them all.

Jochen Bleicken challenged the preponderance of magistracy in Mommsen’s system by
referring to the Senate’s control over political initiative: “The Senate, as every student of

Roman history is aware, still clearly stood at the center of political life in Rome; all initiative

3 Arendt 1958, 178, 189-92, here at 189; Arendt 1968, 165—71.
4 Mommesen 1887, 3.



emanated from it; all state authority concentrated in it.””® The Senate was, indeed, unable to act
on its own, but it practically controlled magistrates’ formal use of legislative initiative.® Only
with (and because of) the Gracchi did the potential for the genuinely independent initiative of
magistrates on the basis of their legal powers start developing.” However, Bleicken’s widening
of the notion of political initiative to include senatorial effective control over magistrates’
formal action did not apply to the agency of the Roman People in their assemblies.®
Commenting on Fergus Millar’s distinct approach, John North pointed out that, among
other major issues, Millar’s work raised the “question of initiative” in republican Rome, in other
words, the question about “who controls the agendas.”® But since Millar emphasized precisely
the formality of the People’s power and sovereignty, he had to admit the significance of the fact
that “the assemblies (like the Senate) had no fixed agenda or dates of meeting, and could be
called only by a magistrate; they could also only vote on matters which a magistrate put before
them.”? North, too, thinking in terms of formal initiative, concluded that “the Roman system
left all political initiative with the families of the ruling elite.” Only they could be elected to
office, and “only office-holders had the powers needed to conduct meetings, to put decisions to
the vote or to carry out any of the actions implied by the voting of the comitia.”*! Similarly, for
instance, Jeffrey Tatum, while embracing Millar’s emphasis on popular libertas being
“sanctioned by law and by custom,” points out that “it is perverse to question the aristocratic
locus of political initiative and activity in Rome.”*? Jerzy Linderski puts this in a nutshell:
“popular sovereignty without popular legislative initiative is mere fiction. Not by chance did
Mommsen begin his discussion of the Roman constitution with the magistratus.”*3
Such an approach continues to underpin the most recent and innovative studies. Thus,
Henrik Mouritsen, who repeatedly uses the term “initiative” to describe the workings of Roman

republican politics, observes that popular assemblies were “entirely controlled by their leaders

5 Bleicken 1975, 25.

6 Bleicken 1975, 306-9, 312, n. 136. In this connection, cf. also Kunkel 1972, 16-7.
" Bleicken 1975, 318. Cf. also Grote in this volume.

8 Cf., e.g., Bleicken 1975, 320.

® North 2002, 5.

10 Millar 2002, 140.

11 North 2002, 6.

12 Tatum 1999, 10.

13 Linderski 1982, 276.



and allowed no independent initiative,”'* because proposals could not emerge from the
meetings themselves.”® Mouritsen describes the same phenomenon in an opposite way by
referring to the assemblies’ “passive role” and their “lack of active input.”®

This view is largely a result of the reduction of political initiative to just formal initiative,
especially legislative, with but one exception for the special role of the Senate. Moreover, even
when the aspects of informal politics are analyzed, it has been argued that, for instance, political
violence in assemblies originated effectively with magistrates, happened essentially at their
instigation, with the crowds’ subsequent reaction and response. Violence first took place within
the institutional structure controlled by public officials. It then spread outside of it, but this did
not change the fact that magistrates had been the true instigators of the violent divide and the
only real actors possessing initiative.'’

This collection challenges the assumption that political initiative in Rome rested entirely
with the executive (whether dependent on the Senate or otherwise). Not neglecting the various
procedures and the fundamental values and conventions through which republican magistrates
and later principes were able and, indeed, were expected to take the lead, this volume proposes
a new, more integrated, approach to initiative and, therefore, to leadership and power in Rome.
While the initiative of the executive is important and can be seen as “business as usual,” a
normal case, or as a starting or a reference point, it does not account for all the ways in which
the ability to set a political action in motion manifested itself.

After repeating an observation that, in republican Rome, the (common) People never
acquired the right of initiative (“das Recht der Initiative”), Christian Meier immediately notes
that the same was true for the members of the equestrian order.'® And yet they, as Meier also
demonstrates, were able to influence the political agenda significantly. In fact, even magisterial
leadership by definition could not work without “co-actors” being constantly involved in “a
process of communicative interaction” (see Holkeskamp in this volume). Whether, and to what
extent, the actual content of such politics could be influenced (even if not formulated) by these

“co-actors” is another question; but it is already notable that in some cases it becomes difficult

14 Mouritsen 2017, 34.

15 Mouritsen 2017, 16. This argument has been evoked repeatedly, see, e.g., Vanderbroeck 1987, 128; Badian
1990, 470, n. 20; North 2006, 266.

16 Mouritsen 2017, 17. See Yakobson in this volume for a pointed engagement with these assertions.

7 David 2013/2020. In this connection, see also Hurlet 2019 for the argument that in the Roman Republic public
opinion was more reactive than a proactive phenomenon.

18 Meier 1966, 109.



for us to distinguish between what started as the initiative “from above” and as that “from
below” (cf. Yakobson in this collection). Looking, on other hand, at the leadership of individual
members of the elite who were not magistrates, it can be argued that a powerful non-magistrate,
such as Pompeius, with immense prestige and financial resources, did not even need an office
for himself if he could rely on a friendly magistrate equipped with the formal right of
initiative.’® This poses a question as to how some members of the elite could influence political
agendas despite not being public officials, and how the control over political initiative at large,

including informal initiative, evolved with the advent of the princeps.

1. Exploring Leadership as Initiative in Roman Politics

In the scholarship on the Roman Republic, references to “political initiative,” “taking the lead,”
and similar notions to describe the ability to “begin” a political enterprise, are both ubiquitous
and accidental. General studies on the Roman constitution and political culture, of course,
elucidate which specific powers and practices allowed an official to initiate specific actions.?
However, the use of “initiative” and cognate concepts, though helpful, remains isolated,
unsystematic, and demands further discussion. For instance, Andrew Lintott has observed that
the “superiority of the consul in both middle and late Republic lay in his possession of the
initiative both at home and abroad.” He then moves on to specify that foreign embassies could
not neglect to approach the consuls, the Senate addressed them in times of crisis, and the
plebeian tribunes were hardly able to restrain them.?! Yet some of these latter examples
evidently say more about the initiative of other actors than about the consuls as such. But one
may ask: is such a differentiation even worth making? Indeed, it can be said that the ability of
higher magistrates to take initiative does not require much comment, or that the need for other
actors to approach the consuls already demonstrates the latter’s leading role in the state.
However, cases such as that of the consul C. Claudius Marcellus in December 50 BCE (who
without senatorial approval charged Pompeius with protecting Rome against Caesar), suggest
that it is not so evident when even the consuls were expected to act entirely “on their own.” On
the other hand, each office, including even the more junior ones, such as the triumvir monetalis
(as shown by Burden-Strevens in this volume), provided an array of powerful means to

incumbents wishing to establish or enforce their political persona by becoming proactive.

19 Walter 2014b, 110.
20 See, e.g., Lintott 1999; Mouritsen 2017; Walter 2017a; also Holkeskamp 2011.
21 Lintott 1999, 106.



Turning to popular initiative, the notion of private initiative has proved to be especially
indispensable in the analysis of republican public order. Wilfried Nippel underlines “the
inherent tension between the legal priority of the magistrate’s initiative and the immanent right
of citizens to intervene” under extreme circumstances.?? Scholars have appreciated the fact that
the Roman state relied substantially on private initiative in any case because magistrates were
simply not sufficiently numerous.?® Popular collective behavior, riots, and non-magisterial
political gatherings have been carefully investigated, as has the role of political leaders on all
levels.?* Plebeian agency has recently attracted more interest.?® As Karl-Joachim Holkeskamp
sums up, in this “bottom-up” approach, the plebs should no longer be considered just as a
passive recipient (“passiver Adressat”) but rather must be seen as an autonomous actor.?® But
asking more explicitly who started and who followed may give us a new perspective. Consider,
for instance, a report that, in 74 BCE, the statues of the aedile M. Seius were erected in
recognition of the fact that he supplied the People with a cheap grain (Plin. HN 18.16). Since
the “statues were located in the center of the city,” they “are less likely to have been set up
through a popular initiative” than those erected earlier to Gratidianus, responsible for a popular
monetary reform in 85 BCE (his statutes, by contrast, were probably located in the compita).?’
The statues of Seius were, therefore, “erected on the initiative of the elite,” who did not want
to lose it again to the non-elite (as had happened in the Gratidianus case) and so this time
themselves “took on the active role.”?® But if this initiative was a reaction in anticipation, and
ahead of, the inevitable popular initiative and was aimed to fully meet (or even surpass) popular
expectations,?® to what extent did it remain “elite,” even though the measure as such could even
be called proactive? Similarly, it has hardly ever been asked whether some “official” contiones,
in fact, took place because private citizens acted sua sponte, “on their own initiative.”® In such

a scenario the magistrate formally “convenes” the meeting — and this fact is what is usually
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reported in our sources — yet the initiative to meet belongs not to him, but to the citizens who
assembled in the first place and demanded a magistrate’s sanction (or action).3! Even legislative
initiative was not necessarily something that the magistrates enjoyed just by themselves. Thus,
Appian claims that the members of the equestrian order asked the tribune Quintus Varius to
bring forward the lex Varia de maiestate in 90 BCE (App. B Civ. 1.37).%

It is perhaps most conspicuous that references to “informal” initiative are hardly used in
the debate on the political culture of the res publica,® even though some of the strategies
available for those outside of the political class to initiate communication rather than solely to
respond have been elucidated.®* The significance of the “popular demands” which prompted
office-holders to act has been only briefly underlined by Alexander Yakobson in relation to
legislative initiatives.®® In this volume, Yakobson undertakes a more in-depth analysis of the
issue, while Kit Morrell and Katarina Nebelin explore in their contributions some of the
incentives originating from the actors (both elite and non-elite) based outside of Rome in their
attempts to influence the political agenda formally controlled by the magistrates in the city.

Turning to the Senate’s initiative, some recent work has asked explicitly and productively
how senators might formulate specific proposals in the Senate,*® and how the Senate as a whole
operated, in active and reactive phases, at different points during the political year.®” But we
may widen these questions to encompass the “senatorial aristocracy” more broadly (including

senatorial women, investigated by Osgood and Webb in this volume), to understand the factors
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which shaped the contribution towards public policy by the most senior members of the ruling
elite (see Steel’s contribution on consulars), to explore the agency of elite “supporters” of the
major actors such as the triumvirs (see Mitchell’s contribution in this volume), or to look into
various “intermediate” positions between privati and magistratus. The role of magistrates-elect
has been elucidated with reference to them assuming “leadership in day-to-day politics” based
on their possession of some formal rights of incumbent magistrates or with reference to their
informal initiative, effective by virtue of the expectation that they would soon enter office.®
However, the political initiative of the holders of other “intermediate” or “transitional”
positions between privati and magistratus, such as the promagistrates in the sphere domi, have
not been investigated (see Frolov in this volume). Another possibility to go beyond the study
of the political initiative of the sitting magistrates is to account for the elite actors with the
potential for future political agency (the iuventus, as Evan Jewell has shown in a conference
paper and will investigate in more detail in his forthcoming book).%

Although not hitherto a matter of special interest, the notion of initiative has nevertheless
helped scholars to describe the way in which republican institutions changed at the end of the
Republic. Thus, exploring the case of the tribunes Epidius Marullus and Caesetius Flavus,
whose actions provoked a fierce reaction from the dictator Caesar, Martin Jehne points out that
Caesar could not bear “the independent initiative of the officials who put him in a bad light.”*°
Bleicken argued that the powers of the triumviri rei publicae constituendae in the sphere domi
were not exceptionally extensive but still sufficed to retain the initiative that could be used to
enforce their decisions,** while Frederic Vervaet asserts that “the lex Titia had temporarily
transferred the summum imperium auspiciumque, the supreme command and right of initiative
in all public affairs, from the consuls to the plenipotentiary new magistracy it had created.”*?

The principate, too, poses fruitful ground for discussing the ways in which political
action might be initiated in ancient Rome: its very formation from Augustus on can be
envisaged as a series of initiatives that “started something new.” As David Potter has argued

recently, when “given a choice between creating new systems and practices, or not, Augustus
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tended to go for it.”*® Jean Béranger has explored the ideology of the privatus who takes
initiative to save the Republic and Augustus’ appropriation of this idea in his Res Gestae.** A
complex appropriation, given that, as Christopher Burden-Strevens reminds us, “the Senate’s
initiative is continually emphasised” in the Res Gestae at the same time — a recurring note that
is mimicked in Dio’s later representation.*® Jean-Louis Ferrary shows that Augustus then tried
to secure for himself the control over the political initiative within the city of Rome even
without holding a magistracy.*® However, as Yakobson argues in a recent paper on the grain
shortage in 22 BCE, in the early years of the principate, the Roman crowd “apparently thought
that there was still room, in the Roman state, for a real political initiative from below.”*’ Morrell
has emphasized another connection between Augustan system and the earlier republican
experience in terms of initiative: in some cases, “Augustan reforms seem to have drawn on or
continued republican initiatives,”*® which thereby served “as a means of anchoring
innovation.”*®

In what may be considered as an attempt to replicate Augustus’ methods,>® Tiberius is
said by Tacitus to have initiated all business through the agency of the consuls as if the old
Republic still existed (Tac. Ann. 1.7.4). This assessment points to a contradiction between the
way in which proposals were formally made and the actual leadership in the state.>! The power
of Augustus’ successors may be defined in terms of such control over initiative that they
exercised through a range of means, including orationes principis — proposals in writing to the
Senate. In more general terms, Frangois Jacques and John Scheid maintain that the emperor

made sure never to lose political initiative to other actors,® and Louise Hodgson speaks of
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“Velleius’s overall depiction of the principes as the principal sources of political initiative
within the res publica.”® It is, therefore, only natural that the petition-and-response model
(associated primarily with Millar) of the later imperial administration has been challenged with
reference to the emperor’s active initiative towards the communities throughout the Empire.>
But although classical works have certainly not neglected such issues, it is promising to clarify
further the ways in which the leading role of the princeps worked together with the initiative of
other actors, such as the individual members of the senatorial elite (see Havener in this volume)
or the collective politicized sections of the wider population, especially the soldiers (see
Makhlaiuk in this book). Finally, a recent volume on leadership in the fourth-century Empire
provides a good example of the way in which leadership can be efficiently analyzed in other
terms, with the central question being how the leaders “made use of ideology to bind people to
them and thus to interact with their ‘crowds.’””®® Asking how leadership could be sustained is
important, but our main focus will be on appreciating the “beginning” of action as inherent in

political leadership, and on the earlier stages of Roman history.

2. The Approach(es) of this Volume

As we can see, modern scholarship has always been interested in the political agents who were
instigators of action in both republican and imperial Rome. Even a cursory glance at those
studies in which the term “initiative” (or a cognate) is used explicitly demonstrates how
widespread this scholarly notion in fact is (not to mention how often it is implied rather than
actually used). Yet, when finding “political initiative” in a certain specific context, modern
scholars rarely, if at all, problematize their own usage of the concept or compare this particular
occurrence of the phenomenon with its appearance (or the lack of it) in other commensurate
cases. In short, political initiative is often discussed but it usually marks the end of an analysis

rather than serving as an heuristic means for further investigation. Although attempts to do
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otherwise certainly exist, they remain isolated. This fact makes a more systematic and detailed
investigation of this concept and associated ideas particularly worthwhile. Therefore, as its
distinctive approach, this volume proposes to proceed from — or continuously to account for —
a seemingly simple question: who started, who made the “first” move, and who followed or
reacted?

Thinking of “leadership” more generally, one immediately recognizes the problem, as
James Burns puts it, of distinguishing “conceptually between leaders and followers” if
“leadership and followership are so intertwined and fluid,” as leadership studies have
established.®” However, for Burns, the “resolution of the paradox” lies precisely in “the
distinction between persons with unrealized wants, unexpressed attitudes, and underlying
predispositions, on the one hand, and, on the other, persons with strong motivations to initiate
an action relevant to those with such wants.” In other words, the “key distinctive role of
leadership at the outset is that leaders take the initiative.” On this interpretation, the “first act is
decisive because it breaks up a static situation and establishes a relationship.”®

The application of the concept of “initiative” to capture how political leadership operated
is admittedly far from unproblematic. So, for instance, what will be considered as a “first” step
and a “beginning” in a series of political actions?*® To what extent may one’s initiative be
determined by some previous conditions or by the choices already made by other actors?% In
this sense, the difference between the proactive and reactive behavior of political agents and
the appreciation of a political act as an “initial” one or as its “response” depends on a chosen
point of reference.®! In short, a “beginning” is contextual. However, it is possible for studies
explicitly to clarify the assertions and choices which they make in this connection, to invoke
the ancient assessments of an undertaking as a “beginning” only in some specific respect, or to
elucidate the magnitude of responses and reactions to it, including especially those not foreseen
by its initiators and those that became, in their turn, the powerful incentives for further action.

No doubt such polyvalent concepts as “political initiative” are difficult to define
precisely; however, this difficulty does not automatically undermine the application of the term.
Given the lack of detailed studies aiming to investigate political initiative specifically in the

ancient Roman context — a gap in our knowledge which this volume will fill — I may highlight
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the utility of this term by turning to Athens. Mogens Hansen posited the existence in fourth-
century Athens of a “separation of powers” consisting in a “separation of initiative and
decision.”®? Responses to Hansen’s theory have highlighted that initiative may be taken not
only by an individual (as Hansen seemed to imply) but also by collective institutions.®®
Apparently, scholars impose different limitations — none of which are “wrong” — on the scope
of the same term. Another criticism amounted to the claim that, at various points of his
argument, Hansen himself takes “initiative” to mean different things, for example, “the very
first step in the procedure” initiated by an ordinary citizen on the one hand, or a legislative
initiative in the form of a mpopovrevpo on the other.®* While this demonstrates the need to
qualify which kind of initiative is implied, the general idea behind these two more specific
applications is the same: they both imply setting a political process in motion. This idea persists
even in the case when initiative is taken to encompass also informal demands addressed to one
who may then start a formal procedure. At the same time, the concept remains distinctive
enough to legitimize its use as a scholarly term.

It is, therefore, possible and worthwhile to ask explicitly about those who start a political
action, about the possibilities, technicalities, and results of acting on one’s own accord (both
through formal proceedings and otherwise) in the politics of late republican and early imperial
Rome. Each chapter in this volume offers a slightly different perspective — especially in their
understanding of what qualifies as “political initiative” — and yet all seek to make use of the
idea to differentiate between taking the lead by setting something in motion on one’s own
accord and merely reacting to suggestions articulated by others. Many contributions give
special attention to the significance of public office, or indeed the lack of it. Some of the
contributors choose to use more actively the terms “agency” and, of course, “leadership” itself.
However, they, too, are taken to refer to the general idea described above. “Leadership” —
including transformational leadership as analyzed by Henriette van der Blom in this volume —
1s most recognizable when initiative is taken: “leaders as initiators evoke positive motives like
self-efficacy from followers.”®® Meanwhile, “agency” highlights proactivity, responsibility,
power to affect the situation, engagement in and attunement to events, as well as the distinctive

features of a political actor that allow him to go beyond the imposed set of options and overcome
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restrictions on action, with varying degrees of success. As Hannah Mitchell argues in this
volume, when it comes to political action, agency is a spectrum rather than an absolute. It is
also — she underlines — ““a fluid concept that can be claimed and disclaimed, constructed, and
performed.”

Furthermore, to “take the lead” or to “take the initiative” need not be understood
exclusively in terms of concrete political or legislative proposals. The contributions in this
volume take political initiative to encompass a range of types: collective and individual;
personal and institutional; legitimate and unauthorized; or, in terms of procedural stage, the
initial unrefined call for action in contrast to its first formally elaborated and concrete proposal
(or, to use Kit Morrell’s formulation in this volume, “initiatives that merely identify a problem
and those that propose a solution™). In many chapters of this collection, another important
distinction becomes clear, namely that between the initiatives awaited as part of routine
procedures and unusual actions disrupting the established routine, when, to borrow from
Arendt, “something new is started which cannot be expected from whatever may have happened
before.”® In this connection, it is especially worthwhile to turn to the question of how
republican political actors coped with emergency situations (see Schmitt and Dementyeva in
this volume).

Commenting on Hansen’s idea, mentioned above, of “separation of initiative and
decision” in fourth-century Athens, Egon Flaig points out that such a “separation” was not of a
constitutional nature and did not have anything to do with the formal separation of powers.®’
This hints at another important peculiarity of the notion of initiative: it may refer simultaneously
to formal constitutional procedures and to the informal practice of politics. Recognizing the
study of political initiative as a distinctive research approach thus allows us to integrate in a
new way an analysis of the constitutional framework with the “expressive” dimensions of
political culture in the round.

It is also for this reason that the volume remains fully embedded in, and, of course, relies
on, the previous scholarship. The reader can easily name a number of more established research

themes and scholarly concepts with which this book is inseparably connected, such as
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“reforms,”®® political communication,® legislation,”® contingency,’® conflicting rules,’? or
obstruction” — to mention just a few. Indeed, even the most fundamental principles of the
functioning of the Roman political system may be reformulated in terms of agency and
initiative: intercessio restrained the activity of magistrates under the Republic; the consular
turnus of the fasces symbolized the change of the primacy in public affairs and so “the right of
initiative”;’* the provisions of the lex Porcia, the lex Cornelia maiestatis, and the lex Iulia de
repetundis affected promagistrates’ independent initiative in the provinces; " the lex de imperio
Vespasiani confirmed the princeps’ leading role as a convener of the Senate meetings; and so
on. How the system coped with political proactivity can also explain its change (see the
contributions of Tiersch and Grote in this volume). Thinking about the system’s overall
predispositions, in republican Rome, “a group which opposed action had more effective tools
with which to achieve its ends than those wanting action.” And the problems of the last decades
of the Republic may partly be explained by an observation that “in a system rich in reasons and
ways not to take action, inertia was an ever-present danger.”"®

Despite the seeming modernity of the concept of “political initiative,” our ancient
authors do explicitly reflect upon what we designate by this notion. That the ancients
appreciated the difference between those who stood at the beginning of a political enterprise
and those actually implementing the respective measures can hardly be questioned.”” Ancient
historiography also makes use of varying degrees of proactivity to characterize its protagonists,
as, for example, Plutarch does, depicting in his Life of Pompeius “a man to whom things happen,
and he lets them,” “politically inert,” unlike his rival Caesar.’® Discerning political initiative in
our sources is an interesting research question which also merits a more explicit interrogation

than it has hitherto enjoyed.
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Consider, for instance, the idea that a magistrate possesses the ability to make a decision
without consulting somebody else (at least when circumstances make this consultation
impossible), while a non-magistrate lacked such a freedom, even if he, too, is endowed with the
political power or important military command. It is in these terms that Caesar compares
independent imperium-holders and legates: “A legate’s responsibilities differ from a general’s:
the former should do everything according to his instructions, whereas the latter should himself
decide freely in the general interest.”’® This ability to reach decisions independently according
to one’s own understanding of the situation is, first of all, a characteristic of a magistrate (and
mutatis mutandis the emperor?), but other actors may occasionally be able to seize initiative
that magistrates were supposed to have. There are, however, important limitations to this. To
proceed with the example of legates, we may turn to the tradition on the Battle of the Caudine
Forks in 321 BCE. The legate Lentulus saved the day by exercising initiative, but this became
possible in the first place because the consuls had been unable to act the way they should have.
It was the lack of initiative on the part of magistrates that opened up new possibilities for other
parties, as especially the traditions on the active interference of privati in political processes
(sometimes instead of and better than magistrates) demonstrate. Thus, a famous example of P.
Cornelius Scipio Nasica comes to mind: in 133 BCE, he was a pontifex maximus but technically
still a privatus.®! The consuls remained inactive, and so Nasica took the lead in their place. On
the other hand, the lack of action, the decision to avoid any initiative, could also serve as part
of a political agreement or be a sign of a calculated strategy rather than that of political failure.
The examples are the “acquiescent consul” P. Mucius Scaevola in Nasica’s year 133 BCE, and
“in an earlier generation the quies of Sp. Carvilius when his colleague Fabius Maximus was
opposing the Flaminian land commission.”® However, if such inaction is forced upon a
magistrate rather than preferred by himself, our ancient sources may even liken his situation to
a deposition from office.

Cicero famously legitimizes Octavian’s decision to act privato consilio on the very
grounds that the current magistrates were failing to take the initiative (e.g., Cic. Phil. 3.5), while

Velleius points to the lack of courage (animus) on the part of the Senate and Octavian’s
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possession of that quality (Vell. Pat. 2.61.1).3% Used to describe the reversal of the usual roles
of magistratus and privati, the notions privato consilio and animus underline some important
components of initiative, such as taking the risk and making a free choice.®® The freedom to
follow one’s inclinations (voluntas) is invoked by Cicero as a privilege of the senator, who is
asked for his opinion after the primus rogatus because, unlike the latter, the second one who
speaks is not so obliged to the presiding magistrate’s benevolence (Cic. Att. 1.13.2).

To expand just a little this list of (Latin) terms, apart from sua sponte (agere) or privato
consilio, such notions can be mentioned as auctor,® sumere,®’ incitare, princeps (in the context
of senatorial deliberations under the Republic, but also naturally relevant in the case of the
imperial principes®®), arbitrium (with reference to the soldiers’ own decision to interfere in high
imperial politics, as demonstrated by Makhlaiuk in this volume), or, indeed, rem publicam
capessere (the term used for republican women’s political initiative, as shown by Webb in this
book).®° It is especially worthwhile to analyze the labels that our sources prefer to apply to the
agents who were not expected to act at all. Thus, using (bellum) sua sponte gerere, Cicero
explains how a promagistrate was acting on his own, without the proper preauthorization (Pis.
50: iniussi populi Romani aut senatus). Discussing what would have happened if he himself,
albeit just a privatus, still actively defended himself against the magistrates who were forcing
him into exile, Cicero contemplates that in such a case “the honest ones would have defeated
the wicked, the brave men the inert,” but a tribune’s blood would have been spilled without any
public authorization.®® One could try to legitimize the unusual leading role of a privatus, but
such a legitimization came at considerable cost and effort.®! In this connection, this volume
additionally demonstrates how sophisticated, perhaps, even “modern” many aspects of

leadership in Rome were.

8 Béranger 1979, 317-20; Manuwald 2007, 336.

8 On consilium, and especially privato consilio, as a reference to a capacity to take initiative, see Hellegouarc’h
1963, 254, with n. 5, 256. On Octavian’s acting “on his own instigation,” see Hodgson 2017, 224.

8 Cf., e.g., Jehne 2011, 69-70: “auctor ... ist der Initiator von Entscheidungen wie ein Senator im Senat™;
Hellegouarc’h 1963, 306, 320; Santangelo 2013, 744 (“‘auctor does not just mean ‘initiator’; it may apply to anyone
who promotes, champions and vouches for an initiative or cause”); Holkeskamp 2020, 185-6.

87 Béranger 1979, 320.

8 Hellegouarc’h 1963, 327-8, 335.

8 See also Mitchell’s note in this volume on the ancient terminology “akin to our understanding of agency.”

% Sest. 43: contenderem contra tribunum plebis privatus armis? vicissent improbos boni, fortes inertis ... quin ille
sanguis tribunicius, nullo praesertim publico consilio profusus. Cf. Dom. 91; Planc. 88.

%1 Cf. Hodgson 2014, 260; 2017, 233-8.
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Looking at the terminology of our ancient authorities is only one of the concerns of the
present book; but this example should suffice here to argue that thinking about “taking the lead”
as first and foremost an ability to begin something new in politics may serve as a powerful
heuristic means: it points to new ways of connecting, and making sense of, our often fragmented
evidence.

As the reader may find themselves thinking at this point, the scope of our vision may
seem at first sight broad and diffuse, and the collection accordingly heterogeneous. However,
the range of the political phenomena and events under investigation in this book is by no means
incidental. It allows for an analysis of a rough but representative selection of all attested
instigators (both individual and collective) of major political actions in ancient Rome and the
respective types of initiative, from both the “top-down” and the “bottom-up” perspectives:

(1) magisterial and imperial initiative (junior magistrates, plebeian tribunes, consuls,
dictators, interreges, the first emperors);

(2) individual non-magisterial elite initiative (influential women, individual aristocrats,
consulars, military commanders);

(3) collective initiative (senators, “the People,” women as a group, soldiers, provincials).

By focusing on each of these actors and types of initiative, the contributions in this book
offer insights into how office, social status, age, gender, distance, place, the respective sphere
of political action, and one’s position in relation to the republican cursus honorum or to the
emperor affected the prerequisites, modes, efficiency, and repercussions of “taking the lead.”

This collection also proposes to chart developments over time: for example, the political
initiative of women in the late Republic compared with the same phenomenon in the early
Empire. The choice of these two consecutive periods, with their more fluid and more complex
political situation,® serves best to challenge what remains a standard approach to political
initiative and leadership in Rome.

Although not claiming to offer a comprehensive redefinition of the history of late
republican and early imperial Rome as histories of political initiative(s), this volume aims to
address the gap in our understanding of how the ability (or inability) to set a political action in
motion resonated in the critical moments and processes of Roman history especially from the

following perspectives: the “expressive” side of political culture, office-holding, provincial

%2 The late Republic is characterized by the rise of political actors previously unnoticeable (Walter 2014b, 111),
while the early principate can be said to witness a further “explosion of voices” in the public sphere and the

“astonishing politicization of the previously silent” (Ando 2011, 61).
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administration, coping with emergencies, modes of political communication, military
command, upholding and enhancement of one’s status, power relations between the elite and

“the People,” and inter-elite competition.

3. The Scope of this Collection

This volume issues from the findings and discussion of the conference “Taking the Lead in Late
Republican and Early Imperial Rome: Office, Agency & Initiative”, held at the University of
Bielefeld in July 2019, and has been supplemented with several important contributions to
complete the eight Parts into which it is now arranged. Each part focuses on one thematic aspect,
addressing in many cases both the republican and early imperial material: Locating Political
Initiative in Republican Rome (Part I); Seniority and Status as Factors of Political Agency (Part
IT); Women’s Initiative in Roman Politics (Part III); Political Initiative in Emergencies (Part
IV); Leadership at a Time of Change (Part V); Fighting for Initiative (Part VI); Political
Initiative Outside of Rome (Part VII); and Political Initiative and Leadership in Military
Contexts (Part VII1).

Part | (“Locating Political Initiative in Republican Rome”) focuses principally on
republican Rome and essentially asks where political initiative lays. Since this Part assesses the
various loci of political initiative in republican Rome in general, including discussion of the
institutional structures and the peculiarities of the “expressive” side of republican political
culture (touching also upon the early Empire), it serves as a theoretical point of departure for
the volume as a whole. Part | also urges the reader to differentiate between political initiative
as an informal initial demand and as an articulated formalized proposal.

Karl-J. Holkeskamp shows the fundamental constraints and limitations imposed on
political initiative in republican Rome. This contribution elucidates the leading role of the
public officials as initiators of political action, but at the same time underlines that magistrates’
leadership depended on whether the other side was present (including physically present) and
accepted such a leadership. This chapter powerfully insists on the understanding that, in the
Roman Republic, political initiative was normally expected from magistrates, and that taking
the lead was their job indeed. On the other hand, emphasizing the dependence of magistrates
on the active participation of their “spectators” in a process of communication, Holkeskamp
implicitly opens up the questions of under which conditions, in which contexts, to what extent,
and how often the political participation of the mass of “(spect)a(c)tors” could transcend their
usual passive role. In other words, this chapter not only clarifies what would under normal

circumstances have been the expected pattern, but also identifies where to look for exceptions
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from, transgressions of, and challenges to the republican system. Finally, this contribution
provides a comprehensive presentation of the loci and physical spaces of political initiative in
Rome, many of which are the matter of analysis in the subsequent chapters.

Alexander Yakobson’s contribution complements that of Holkeskamp by focusing more
on the other side of the medal. Although Yakobson agrees that legitimate political initiative in
the Roman Republic had to come “from above,” from elected officials, he underlines that wider
public opinion had various ways of influencing and prompting members of the political elite to
initiate policies that enjoyed public support. This chapter begins with this differentiation
between what may be called “formal initiative” and informal, unofficial, or simply “political
initiative.” By investigating several cases of popular pressure on republican politicians,
Yakobson shows under which conditions it might take place, such as the pronounced support
from all the ranks of citizens rather than just one specific group. This chapter also sets out two
general issues explicitly treated by many other chapters in this volume and which must be
recognized from the beginning if we wish to approach leadership by using the notion of
initiative. First, in the examples analyzed by Yakobson, the “very first step” is elusive. It is not
entirely clear whether popular initiative or the moves on the part of public officials stood at the
“beginning.” A tentative answer is possible, but it depends on the selected set of criteria and
the point of departure. It is also feasible to trace at least some major steps in the process of
mutual reinforcement and adjustment of popular and formal initiative. Yakobson calls this a
“mixed model of political initiative.” Secondly, while showing the ways in which the formal
initiative of magistrates and informal initiative “from below” became interdependent,
Yakobson points to the significance of the initiative of members of the elite who were not
magistrates, thereby foregrounding the matters under investigation in the next part of this
volume.

Part Il (“Seniority and Status as Factors of Political Agency”) explores some of the major
factors that determined the extent to which an (elite) individual could successfully influence the
political agenda in Rome. The contributions in this Part also elucidate how different the
methods of taking the lead were, depending on the social status and seniority of the actor in
question.

Christopher Burden-Strevens explores the possibilities which holding the moneyership
provided to the young members of republican elite who had not yet held a magistracy. What
determines the significance of a study of the triumviri monetales in the context of this volume
is as yet not sufficiently recognized extent to which the masters of the mint could interact with

political initiatives on the ground by using their coins for or against “a specific proposal rather
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than simply promoting themselves or their families.” The lack of literary evidence on the
triumviri monetales, the issues with determining their age, and the closely connected problem
of dating their coins are all significant obstacles but they do not undermine the possibility for a
plausible argument. By focusing on Catiline’s conspiracy, the electoral crises of 55-52 BCE,
and Caesar’s dictatorship and its aftermath, Burden-Strevens demonstrates that the
contemporary coinage was directly connected with these major controversies. Moreover,
although we will never know the extent to which the triumviri monetales were independent in
determining the designs of the coins, a glimpse into their subsequent careers suggests that there
was a strong correlation between later success and having one’s own strategy in mind while
being a master of the mint. What this chapter also highlights is the significance of the active
support of an already existing political initiative. Even though the triumviri monetales
apparently did not advertise the proposals of their own, they might contribute to the momentum
and ultimate success (or failure) of what their elders and betters had proposed. Thus, the most
junior republican officials happened to be in control of a powerful and distinct political tool,
not immediately available even to the leading, senior members of the Roman elite.

By contrast, Catherine Steel analyzes the ways in which the Roman most experienced
politicians — ex-consuls — could bring about change in policy. Surveying the possibilities for
office-holding after the consulship both before and after Sulla (prorogation, the censorship,
priesthoods, special commissions, appointment as the legati in the senatorial embassies and to
imperium-holders), Steel observes that, although a number of official positions could be
considered by consulars willing to stay active in politics, not each and every such an office
required “innovation in policy,” that causal relationship between leadership and office did not
necessarily flow from the position to leadership, and that the role of consulars’ individual
ambition should be considered against the observation that the demand in consulars’ service
seemed to be high, reducing the choice by the Senate and People. After Sulla, the new ways for
the most powerful consulars such as Pompeius to secure for themselves the extraordinary
imperium in practice reduced leadership possibilities available to the wider circles of consulars:
even if they could continue to be involved in the “active service” by occupying prominent
official positions, they were now often subordinated to the program or vision of another
consular. The observations in this chapter may be taken to suggest that even the Republic’s
strong demand in the experience and prestige which consulars accumulated did not necessarily
secure for the latter opportunities to pursue an individual course of action. Although consulars
themselves can be seen as a distinct and limited resource, their opportunities to take political

initiative were not secure.
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Part 111 (“Women’s Initiative in Roman politics”) takes up the case of the combination
of women’s lack of public office with their nevertheless distinctive agency in politics. Although
the topic has witnessed an ever-growing interest, this Part proposes to focus more specifically
on the ability of women to articulate and enforce new policies and previously unestablished
solutions, thereby contributing to the agenda-setting in Roman politics both under the late
Republic and the early Empire.

Lewis Webb opens this part with an investigation of female interventions in politics in
the libera res publica. Similarly to Yakobson’s approach to the Roman People at large, Webb
thus focuses on agents who could not personally hold offices and commands but were able to
influence those who could. The proactive engagement of women in politics is certainly visible
in the last century of the Republic. But this was not novitas. Although we may suspect that our
ancient authorities elaborated artificial precedents of specific female interventions in Rome’s
distant past, this chapter shows the way in which a number of formidable and legitimate
structures (the ordo matronarum, coetus, and religious roles) and their practices (pleas,
beneficia, and consilia) made the engagement of (elite) women in politics plausible even before
the influential generation of senatorial women active in the 60s—-30s BCE. Moving beyond the
more researched domestic contexts of women’s political participation, Webb shows that on a
number of occasions the ability of women to start politically relevant action — apparently
without being told to by men and without their direct control — is manifest. What is more, for
instance, the ordo matronarum as an organized social network, the coetus as meetings of
married women, and their decisions and delegates were reportedly respected and recognized by
the Senate and magistrates at least from the middle Republic onwards. This suggests that the
later interventions such as Servilia’s famous consilia of 44 and 43 BCE were not unique or
entirely unprecedented. As the reader of this contribution may conclude, there was nothing new
in late republican women proposing to do something new which other political actors did not
or could not voice themselves.

Josiah Osgood turns to an analysis of how elite women maintained their power in the
principate and helped to shape the new politics of the period. Just as Webb shows continuities
in the political proactivity of women between the middle and the late Republic, Osgood sheds
light on such continuities between Republic and Empire. Although benefitting from
unprecedented influence, so-called “imperial” women ultimately remained “senatorial,”
making use of the accumulation and display of wealth and honor, the exercise of power through
proxies and patronage networks, or speaking on their own behalf in the Senate. So Munatia

Plancina was able to build her own networks and wealth while touring the East with Piso after

21



his appointment as governor of Syria in 19 CE. Thinking about the levels of proactivity, the
discussion of what should be done about Claudius as the Games of Mars of 12 CE approached
clearly demonstrates that Augustus responded to female initiative, which concerned the familial
and, at the same time, political interests of influential women: Livia herself but also Urgulania.
Not only would we expect Roman women of the senatorial class to do this, but also apparently
the Senate did, too, as suggested by all the honors it decreed to Livia, including posthumously.
As Osgood concludes, women — competing with each other but, above all, upholding their
position as a group in Roman society — “were able to take initiative”, and “we are dealing with
something more than influence behind the scenes.”

Part IV (“Political Initiative in Emergencies”) continues our observations on the
peculiarities of specific actors who take the lead but shifts the focus onto those pressing or
severe political circumstances which especially called for action, and often innovative or
unusual action. Part IV poses three questions: how did the Romans cope with crises by taking
initiative, with whom did that initiative rest when regular political leadership happened to
discontinue, and how the later sources reflected this experience?

Connecting the middle and late republican periods, Tassilo Schmitt analyzes Q. Fabius
Maximus Verrucosus’ dictatorship of 217. It was a response to the catastrophe at Lake
Trasimene, in which the consul C. Flaminius and his army were defeated by Hannibal. Apart
from immediately providing for the defense of Rome and organizing a levy, this dictatorship
was mainly aimed at the restoration of the pax deorum. However, Fabius took unexpected
initiative in that he exercised his office as a supreme military commander, going far beyond the
task initially entrusted to him, and offered an alternative to the previously used strategy of active
warfare. Schmitt demonstrates the ways in which this initiative was being formulated by Fabius
(who himself first did not rule out a decisive battle), blocked by the Senate in 217 (through the
appointment of a co-dictator), and eventually adopted after Cannae as the only possible
approach, becoming now a strategic maxim. But, most importantly, Schmitt explores the stages
and methods through which the later tradition redefined what essentially had been an individual,
“self-willed” initiative, transforming it into the decision duly and fully accepted by the Senate
from the very beginning. Moreover, it came to be represented by the annalists as an example of
the ancient Roman mores, whereby the consul Flaminius, who had been following the then fully
established strategy, now looked like a careless innovator. This chapter thus discusses several
paradoxes of the political initiative at Rome, which the emergency of 217 allows us to grasp,

such as that initiative could be formulated unexpectedly, even for the actor himself, that it could
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amount to inaction (cunctatio), and that an innovation could be re-defined by the later tradition
as a long-established tradition.

For an emergency caused by the discontinuity of executive power, the Romans developed
an institutionalized way out: the interregnum. Vera Dementyeva shows that in late republican
political practice, many political agents other than the interreges themselves were proactive,
including the senators and the plebeian tribunes. This is probably one of the reasons which
compelled modern scholars to argue that the interreges lacked imperium and — as some insist —
even magisterial status. However, this chapter shows that this was not the case: being
magistrates in the full sense, interreges had imperium and other powers. Going back to the
archaic regulations, those powers were fully operational and by definition secured the ability to
take formal initiative. Dementyeva demonstrates how this full formal capability to substitute
the consuls still did not prevent the dependence of interreges on other actors, including
individual elite non-magistrates and the collective non-elite, who were able to compel
interreges to act or, the other way around, blockaded their endeavors. Elucidating the relation
of formal and informal initiative, this chapter demonstrates the way in which unfolding the
potential of an ancient office’s inherent formal powers in the crisis situations of the late
Republic could, in fact, go hand in hand with that office’s loss of independent initiative.

Part V (“Leadership at a Time of Change”) focuses on a particular period in Roman
history: the years after the Ides of March and the triumviral period. This part offers three case
studies which examine how the fundamental transformation of traditional practices compelled
political actors to apply new strategies when taking the lead.

Even at the end of the republican period, Roman politics continued to operate in many
cases as if in a face-to-face society (see Holkeskamp’s contribution), but long-distance political
communication acquired an ever more prominent standing in the actual process of information
dissemination, deliberation, negotiation, and decision-making. By analyzing epistolary
leadership through the lens of the “transformational leadership model,” described in modern
studies on professional management and communications, Henriette van der Blom shows how
one political agent could prompt another to act despite the distance separating them. This
analysis of the changing modes of leadership at the end of the Republic helps us to understand
how initiating a political move in Rome could influence the decisions of powerful actors in the
provinces, and vice versa. This chapter also explores the conditions under which leadership
could come into existence, demonstrates the constant shifting between the role of a leader and
that of a follower, elucidates the progressing divide between the sphere for political action in

the city of Rome and that in a military camp (as well as the techniques used to overcome this

23



divide), and shows how transformational leaders from among the elite were able or attempted
to exert their influence at a distance, not only on their peers but also on their followers at all
levels. Finally, by posing the question of how leadership functioned when the city of Rome
ceased to be the only locus of significant political initiative in the Empire, this chapter helps to
connect the analyses in this volume of the similar ways in which leadership and initiative could
be demonstrated in the libera res publica, the intermediary period, and the early principate.

Hannah Mitchell continues the investigation of the changes in leadership practices in the
outgoing Republic by asking about limitations and opportunities for elite agency under the
triumvirs, focusing on non-routine political action and on “more informal contexts in which
political agency was exerted.” The new reality made elite initiative difficult, but it did remain
possible even in the direst times of proscriptions. Furthermore, aristocrats’ exercise of agency
was not limited to opposition or disobedience, it could also be cooperative. Important new
opportunities for individual independent action were created, such as those prompted by the
triumvirs’ dependence on the high-profile intermediaries who could conduct negotiations of
treaties and peace deals. There was room for the initiative of others already because the
triumvirs “could not be everywhere and could not control every practical decision.” Our ancient
evidence — despite its focus on the triumvirs’ arbitrary exercise of power, on the rise of
Octavian, and on military matters — occasionally allows us to grasp the ways in which claiming
or disclaiming agency served to justify one’s actions after the event. It is also possible to
glimpse into the use of the “arguments about agency” by those members of the elite who were
striving for new responsibility and honors. This chapter reveals that, under the triumvirs, elite
agency was a rich spectrum between the two poles of “triumviral lackeys and irreconcilable
military opponents” and that the elite “was still resistant to being treated as though they could
be given orders.” The emphasis on agency and initiative thus allows us to see a significantly
more complex and dynamic picture of decision-making and political communication than the
one which the surviving ancient narratives seem to provide on first inspection.

Roman Frolov’s chapter closes this part with an analysis of Cassius Dio’s description of
an important Senate meeting in early 32 BCE, in which Octavian participated and which
followed one of the most prominent occasions of elite exercise of agency in the triumviral
period — the consul Sosius’ attack on Octavian in the Senate on the first day of 32 BCE. Dio’s
description of Octavian’s subsequent performance in the Senate can be used to reinforce
mutually exclusive views on the latter’s formal position, because the details Dio provides are
in this respect ambivalent. While other pieces of evidence do suggest that Octavian formally

was a promagistrate at the time, Dio’s passage tells us more about the changes in terms of
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political initiative and proactivity, passiveness and response. These ideas underpinned the
Roman understanding of magisterial power and the place of privati, including promagistrates,
within the world of city politics. Despite being recognized public officials, promagistrates were
not expected to be proactive in the sphere of domestic politics in Rome. For example, they
could attend the Senate but it was not their job to define the agenda of the meeting — precisely
what Dio’s Octavian did in a most powerful way. But neither was Octavian the first
promagistrate to do so, nor was Dio the only ancient author who recognized the problem and
described it in terms of the consuls’ ad hoc loss of initiative to proconsuls, who took on the role
of leading actors in the state. Thus, Dio’s passage elaborates on how initiative, and therefore
power, could be separated from the magistracy.

Part VI (“Fighting for Initiative”) offers a wider view onto the ways in which claims for
leadership could be contested, undermined, and put to the test. What happened if the agency
and the projects of various actors, all of whom were potentially able to control the agenda,
should collide? Offering a more generalized perspective, this Part asks what potential there lay
within conflict for establishing new policies, articulating transgressive proposals, and
developing new techniques of overcoming resistance and, the other way around, of preventing
someone else’s initiative.

Oliver Grote resorts to Niklas Luhmann’s theory of social evolution to investigate the
ways in which rivalry and conflict in the late Republic established or expanded possibilities for
political action. The example of the Gracchi is especially instructive for understanding the ways
in which a prominent actor could lead a political system to its limits. Although the Gracchi were
eliminated, they opened up new possibilities for the incoming actors to consider. Grote
highlights the increasing phenomenon of “juridification” in Roman politics, especially from the
time of the Gracchi onward: as the political process failed to satisfy the needs of major actors,
they turned increasingly to legislative means to solve political disputes. The senatorial counter-
measure to such innovations, namely the quasi-legal senatus consultum ultimum, is an
inextricably related part of that development. Such a process may be described in terms of
systems theory, in which social evolution is envisaged as consisting of variation, selection, and
restabilization. New Roman political methods and alternatives which were themselves first
initiated under some specific conflict constellation before undergoing selection and
restabilization, then went on to cause further conflicts, thus promoting change in the Roman
political system. This long process of crisis and change in the late Republic is often addressed
in terms of Christian Meier’s description of a “crisis without alternative,” yet Grote

demonstrates that we ought rather to think of “alternatives through crisis”: the paralysis of

25



traditional means of conflict resolution generated new means of addressing them which, for
good or ill, became integral parts of the practice of politics in the last century of the free
Republic. Finally, as Grote reminds us, the selection of variation could only occur if several
separated (sub)systems in the political sphere coexisted that could not easily hinder each other.
Indeed, the Senate could hardly prevent tribunes from passing a law, while the tribunes could
not effectively bar the Senate from adopting a senatus consultum ultimum. If so, this might
suggest that the republican system, in fact, still allowed the initiatives that could effect genuine
change.

In a continuation of this trend to explore long-term changes, Claudia Tiersch focuses on
the Senate and reviews the stages of its gradual loss of leadership in the citizen community. The
Senate’s policy essentially amounted to upholding its own socio-political standing and to do it
mainly by resisting the political initiatives of ambitious individuals. This reactive and self-
centered policy of those who controlled the Senate often proved to be successful in the short
term but led to the narrowing of the scope of action available to the senators in the long term.
In particular, the Senate’s fierce reaction to other actors’ unwelcome initiatives led to the
militarization of the political space — something with which the Senate as an institution was
least prepared to deal. This, together with the weakening of the social connections with its
supporting groups, the unpreparedness to integrate politically the newly enfranchised Italians
already prominent in the Roman army, and other factors ultimately led to the Senate’s “losing
the lead.” Tiersch points out that the principate was based on the emperors’ success but also
continued to be dependent on the Senate’s failure to go beyond the narrow interests of its
leading members. This chapter thus emphasizes the long-term effects of a strategy to prevent
initiatives needed to tackle the concerns of a citizen community as a whole.

Part VII (“Political Initiative Outside of Rome”) grapples with the essential, but often
under-emphasized, fact that initiative rested not only with officials in the city of Rome, but also
with actors from outside the city in different senses, ranging from those who were refused their
role within legitimate political structures in the city of Rome to those who were not Roman
citizens in the first place (or had been enfranchised just recently).

Katarina Nebelin asks essentially in what way, if at all, the rural population of Italy were
able after the Social War to initiate a movement that could become visible to the extent that it
might even influence decision-making in Rome. Shifting away from a more traditional focus,
Nebelin aims to elucidate how the agency of the local population at Faesulae affected the last
stage of Catiline’s political endeavor in 63/62 BCE. With all spontaneity and violence of this

movement, the insurgents (the core group consisting of Sulla’s veterans) relied on established
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military organization and even tried their chances in addressing a legitimate imperium-holder —
the proconsul Q. Marcius Rex — to make their concerns known to those in Rome. Interestingly,
the proconsul replied, but the insurgents did not follow his “advice” and instead submitted to
Catiline’s leadership. Nebelin identifies several reasons for this choice, such as the combination
of Catiline’s physical presence at Faesulae and, paradoxically, the insurgents’ acceptance of
internalized social hierarchies, in terms of which Catiline was still a figure to follow. But since
his position as merely a privatus remained a problem, another factor contributed significantly:
Catiline’s situation resembled the insurgents’ own, and this is a key explanation for what the
sources describe as their mutual trust, interdependence, and unparalleled loyalty. As this chapter
may be understood to argue, in such a constellation, the agency of the “followers” remained no
less decisive as that of the “leaders.”

Prompting Rome to take action is also the matter of Kit Morrell’s contribution. While
studies have not neglected embassies and petitions organized by provincial communities to
address their desired ends, the focus in this chapter is on those initiatives which called on Rome
to act in a specific way, with the requests concerning “not only the desired outcome, but also
the means by which Rome should bring it about.” These requests from individual communities
could even drive regulatory change of general applicability throughout the Empire and not
merely in the locality concerned. The language of many of these requests, often attested in
inscriptions, suggests that some leading individuals in the provinces did not idly wait for the
Roman administration to propose solutions to local issues; rather, they had a solid
understanding of Roman law and administrative procedure, and themselves took the initiative
in tabling their proposals accordingly. Morrell cautiously admits that, in some cases, the initial
idea — or the final shape of a request — might have been, in fact, devised by the Roman elites
who were able to manipulate “provincial” initiatives. But even if sometimes so, it is indicative
that the Roman decisions were worded officially and explicitly as responses to the suggestions
coming from outside of Rome. In combination with “the Roman tendency to continue or adapt
local administrative and fiscal arrangements” and “the willingness of Roman commanders to
take advice from local leaders,” this acknowledgment of provincial initiative suggests a kind of
cooperation and exchange that enriched the actual agenda of Roman imperial governance, in
which Morrell thus identifies a “consultative dimension.”

Part VIII (“Political Initiative and Leadership in Military Contexts”) closes the volume
with observations on the interaction between politics and military leadership, drawing more
than other parts of the book on the early imperial material. This latter fact is in itself telling.

The political relevance of the army and of the organization of provincial commands since
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Augustus has long been at the center of scholarly attention; but it is worthwhile to investigate
what exactly the political initiative of the masses looked like when its locus further shifted
under the principate into a military camp. As for military leadership, although normally not
directly connected with political decision-making, taking the lead as a commander undoubtedly
had political implications for the self-representation of a princeps or a member of the senatorial
elite.

Alexander Makhlaiuk opens this part with a study of “the army as dynamic social units
capable of independent agency in the political realm.” In addition to the soldiery’s collective
agency — visible especially in the acclamation and succession of emperors — our ancient authors
elucidate the magnitude that the initiative of individual soldiers could occasionally attain. In
this connection, Tacitus is particularly interesting, giving voice and, significantly, names to
some lesser actors who instigated mutinies and military unrest. This chapter reminds us once
again of the “chicken-or-egg conundrum” of the leader-follower relationship. But even if a coup
d’état was largely prompted by a high-ranking commander, to become successful it still needed
proactivity on the part of common soldiers at some stage. Turning to the independent initiative
of the non-elite auctores seditionis, Makhlaiuk mentions its often spontaneous nature at earlier
stages. This spontaneity marks an interesting contrast because, as other chapters in this volume
show, the initiative of individual members of the elite often rather depended on the ability to
plan and predict from the outset. But most importantly, Makhlaiuk explains the capacity of
soldiers to act on their own by emphasizing their qualities which were essential after the initial
outburst had subsided: self-organization and “a responsibility that can be qualified as civil in a
broad sense.” Remaining a “citizenry in arms” — including under the early principate — the
Roman army “could take initiative and possessed the will and means to adjudicate their
sententia or iudicium militum, so that their arbitrium was not a mere unreasoned arbitrariness
but rather a rational choice.”

Wolfgang Havener begins with the observation that Augustus appropriated all military
accomplishments across the Empire because “the complete and exclusive control over the
military sphere in all its forms” was an important foundation of his and his heirs’ sovereign
position. But the problem was that senatorial commanders still had to be proactive and to make
independent decisions in the field, while the princeps — if he did not want to alienate the
senatorial elite — was forced to provide them with some possibilities both to distinguish
themselves in the campaign itself and to present their success to the Roman public. Havener
focuses on the latter aspect and thus on military agency as a discursive phenomenon. Containing

three case studies, this chapter points to important paradoxes, inherent in the new system and
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affecting its development. For example, the clades Variana — the staggering defeat of P.
Quinctilius Varus in Germania, leading to the loss of three Roman legions in 9 CE — elucidates
a contradiction between the princeps’ claim for the ultimate control over the military sphere
and his need to explain a military defeat for which he would rather not take responsibility. This
was a difficult task, but as Havener shows in detail, Augustus found a way out by manipulating
the presentation to the public of what we call here agency and initiative in “the constant fight
for a prerogative of interpretation.” This and other case studies in this chapter tell us no less
about how senatorial commanders coped with these same paradoxes. The parties engaged in
this complex communicative process had to develop together a concept of military agency that
“proved stable enough to determine certain basic rules as well as being flexible enough to unite

potentially divergent interests.”

On a final note, the chapters in this volume are focusing on a wide range of political
agents in varying circumstances — and not unintentionally so, as we aimed to take into account
the major directions in which taking the lead by being proactive may be expected. But in fact,
not everywhere even in this promising “sample” do we easily recognize the leadership based
on the ability to make the first move and acting “ahead of the curve.” While all contributions
elucidate the significance of these components, they also seem to show that the actors in
question often failed to be proactive, including when it was most needed. Therefore, initiative
seems to be a precious and rare “resource” indeed, for which even the most successful
politicians, groups, and institutions had constantly to compete and which they certainly did not
control “all the time.” The ingenious planning, careful preparations, talent, and luck of a strong
individual; the spontaneous and potentially unstoppable power of self-organizing and often
armed “common people,” on whom the Empire’s very existence depended; or even the long-
established political culture facilitating and promoting the prestige, competence, and
competitiveness of the elite: all this could not alone guarantee that the respective actors would
be able to make the first move and so to take the lead. Even when something like this did
happen, it did not mean automatically that the undertaking in question was what that leader
designed just by himself or even actually wanted. Many chapters in this volume also discuss
what was going on “around” initiative, whereby providing further insights about the latter. For
example, we may consider active and distinct support as initiative on its own or as a response.
But the point is that any initiative depended on what happened after, and a leader’s decisions —

on his predicting the possible reactions of other actors.
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However, the sometimes elusiveness of the phenomenon under investigation here, the
fact that the contributions in this volume do not find it “in each and every corner,” may be a
good sign, pointing to the heuristic capacity of the approach. It is hoped that this volume will

instigate further discussion of how leadership and initiative shaped ancient Roman politics.
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Governing a City-State. Magistrates, Assemblies, and Public Space in Republican
Rome*

Karl-J. Holkeskamp

Abstract

“Taking the lead” in the Roman Republic seems, at first sight, to have been a strict and
tightly controlled process of decision from above. Magistrates gave orders, published decrees,
and handed down judgments. However, at a closer look it becomes clear that leadership by
formal and informal magisterial action regularly took the shape of initiating a communicative
interaction between the magistrate on the one hand and on the other hand the Senate as a body,
a formal assembly, or a contio. In the political culture of a Mediterranean city-state, this
interaction was direct, face-to-face, and took place in reserved spaces of the sacral political
landscape. The actual physical “co-presence” and in fact the active participation of the citizen
body as an audience were integral to this process. The man in the Roman street was always
more than a mere “spectator” in the narrow sense of the concept — he was regularly an “integral
interlocutor in the community’s ritual dialogue,” even a “co-actor.” The Roman culture of
spectacles developed a complex system of sets and spaces as stages, leading and supporting
roles, in which actors and audiences permanently interact and, in a way, even change roles in a
drama about Rome.

Keywords

magistrates, assemblies, public space, communicative interaction, immediacy, visibility,

co-presence, participation, consensus, acceptance

At first sight, governing by “taking the lead” in the Roman Republic seems to have been a strict,
tightly controlled, one-way and top-down business. However, though leadership in politics and

war was indeed vested in institutionalized roles of prominence, namely the (senior)

* Thanks are due to Roman Frolov and Christopher Burden-Strevens for including the following contribution in
this volume and to Elke Stein-Holkeskamp, as always for everything. The text draws on my previous research:
Holkeskamp 1995/2004; 2001/2004; 2006/2017; 2010a; 2011a/2020a; 2011b/2020a; 2013 and 2013/2017.
General surveys of themes, trends and tendencies in recent scholarship on the Roman Republic include Jehne
2006a; Yakobson 2006; Holkeskamp 2010a; 2019; Hurlet 2012; Walter 2017, chapters 1l and 111; Clemente 2017
and 2018, and now David & Hurlet 2020, Jehne 2020, Holkeskamp 2020a, chapter I, and 2020c, all with
bibliography. — All dates are BCE.
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magistracies, actively “taking the lead” was in fact an — admittedly hierarchical — form of
communicative interaction between two or more partners as addressor and addressee(s) on a
broad spectrum of public forums. Magistrates did indeed give orders, publish decrees, and, as
it were, magisterially hand down judgments. Only magistrates could summon, preside over, and
dismiss legislative, electoral as well as judicial assemblies — as did the tribunes of the plebs
with respect to the concilia plebis. Only magistrates as well as tribunes had the right to submit
rogationes to the comitia or concilia plebis. Only senior magistrates could summon the Senate
and set the agenda of the meeting. Only senior magistrates presiding over elections in the
comitia could present candidates® — and only after these magistrates had previously accepted
their applications, which could be, and sometimes were, rejected at their discretion.?
Magistrates now and then, if only rarely and under special circumstances, even refused to accept
a vote and thus render it null and void — as did Q. Fabius Maximus Verrucosus (later of
“Cunctator” fame) as consul presiding over the elections to the supreme office in 215: after the
centuria praerogativa had voted for two candidates whom he believed not to be a match for a
foe as formidable as Hannibal, according to Livy’s extensive report, he interrupted the election
procedure by addressing the assembly and telling them to elect tried and tested generals — he
then ordered the centuria praerogativa to vote again, the comitia duly followed suit and
returned the great M. Claudius Marcellus and Fabius himself.® Another telling case is the scene
in 200, also vividly described by Livy: when the declaration of war on Philip V and the
Macedonians was almost unanimously rejected by the comitia centuriata, although the motion
had been submitted ex auctoritate senatus, the consul P. Sulpicius Galba called a contio and

gave a speech which culminated in what sounded like an order: “go to vote, with the blessing

! The classic, detailed, and strictly systematic survey remains Mommsen 1887. Modern treatments of the
magistracy as part of the republican “constitution” in general include Kunkel & Wittmann 1995; Lintott 1999,
chapters VII, VIII and XI; North 2006, 263-6 and passim; Brennan 2014; Pina Polo 2016, 89-93; cf. also Pina
Polo 2011b (on the consuls), Mouritsen 2015, 147-54, and Walter 2017, chapters | 4 and Il 4, with extensive
bibliography in chapter 111 4.

2 Cf. on the terms rationem (non) habere and nomen (non) accipere (Livy 7.22.8, 8.15.9, 10.15.10, 25.2.6, 39.39.3,
5, 12, with the context 1-15; cf. Cic. Brut. 224, Fam. 16.12.3 (SB 146); Asc. 89C; L. Calpurnius Piso, FRH 7 F3
= FRHist 9 F29 = Gell. NA 7.9.3; Livy 9.46.2, 27.6.5 — some of these cases are probably spurious or
misunderstood); Mommsen 1887, 471-2, and the detailed discussion by Rilinger 1976, 60-75; 174-86; Hollard
2019, all with further references.

3 Livy 24.7.12-9.3; similar examples: Livy 26.22.2-15, 27.6.2—-11. Cf. Taylor 1966, 93-4; Pina Polo 2011b, 91;
Jehne 2013a, 128-30.
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of the gods, and ratify what the fathers have thought fit.” After this rebuke, the assembly was
dismissed to vote and (rather unsurprisingly) passed the motion.*

Only magistrates could preside over the comitia as lawcourts and administer justice by
handing down judgments — sometimes, at least in the field, rough justice: as a matter of course,
holders of imperium as supreme commanders with full disciplinary power were entitled to order
summary execution for a broad range of offences.® Typically enough, the absolute binding force
of disciplina militaris is conceptualized in terms of a code of severe sanctions against breaches
of any kind and the consequent, indeed uncompromisingly relentless execution of these
sanctions — and, typically again, in highly ritualized spectacles that follow an established
performative syntax characterized by a rigidity of its own.® First of all, the procedure has to
take place in the light of day and in full view of the whole army or the People in assembly —
executions by night and in secret are by definition under the suspicion of being illegal. It is not
enough that justice be done — justice must be seen to be done. Therefore, the commanding
consul or dictator makes himself demonstratively present in person by taking his elevated seat
on the tribunal erected in the central place of the camp and has the army summoned by trumpet
to an (informal) assembly there. The co-presence and indeed complicity of the citizen army as
public is instrumental for implicitly ambivalent reasons — on the one hand, they are witnesses
to the legitimacy of the severe verdict as well as to the strictly correct application of the rules
of the ritual; and on the other, they are addressees of a message affirming the validity of an
order based on hierarchy and power, discipline and subordination — and this message therefore
contains an implicit warning to anyone daring to challenge this order by any kind of
disobedience. The next act of the drama consequently consists in producing the delinquent,
presenting him to the assembled public and establishing his guilt with this public as collective
witness. The following ritual unfolds with deadly consequence: the lictors demonstratively
unbind the fasces and produce the rods and axes — the ominous meaning of the term virgas et
secures expedire is evident. The delinquent is forcibly stripped naked and bound to a stake,
which has previously and again demonstratively been put up in full view of the consul, the
audience, and the delinquent who now finds himself “on the receiving end” in the full sense of

the term: he is flogged with the rods.” By depriving the delinquent of the typical dress of the

4 Livy 31.6.1-8.1; cf. on this event and its political context Feig Vishnia 1998; Pina Polo 2011b, 102-3.

5 Cf. Vervaet 2014 and Drogula 2015.

® See Holkeskamp 2011a/2020a, 602, with full references.

7 See the graphic descriptions of this ritual, e.g., Polyb. 11.30.1-2; Livy 2.5.6-8, 8.7.19-22, 26.15.7-9, 28.29.11,
29.9.4; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 5.8.5, 20.16; Val. Max. 2.7.8; Plut. Publ. 6.2—4; Cass. Dio 2.11.6.
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Roman citizen soldier, by exposing his completely naked body in public and by subjecting him
to corporal punishment in the presence of his former peers, he is being degraded step by step,
expelled from the army as well as the citizen body and finally reduced to a mere “body” without
civic status — or rather, as it were, to a “no-body” in a particular sense to be illustrated by yet
another word-play. If, according to Florence Dupont’s pointed definition, the Roman citizen
consists of “a name and a body”; if “the body of a citizen” is actually “the man himself,” that
is the “embodiment” of his character and status; and if this “body” that the citizen as citizen
puts “on display should be clothed” in appropriate dress, the toga or military dress, and “under
control” of the citizen himself® — the naked delinquent is by this stage of the drama entirely
deprived of the last remnants of his former “civic” status as a member of the “citizen body.” It
is only now that — in the most extreme case — the consul orders the lictor to perform the final
act and execute the delinquent by beheading him with the axe — interestingly enough, by a
formal set phrase: “Lictor, act according to the law” (age lege). This is the climactic point of
the syntax of this ritual as a whole, which is focused on the consul as leading actor performing
the central role of holder of the supreme disciplinary power over life and death. From the initial
summoning of the army onwards, through the whole sequence of ritual interactions with the
lictors in a complementary supporting role, it is the consul who has to give the active part and
lead the ritual from stage to stage — by giving orders to the lictors in fixed formulae aptly
characterized as legitima verba.®

This highly ritualized procedure illustrates a fundamental feature of governing: it is
always and everywhere governing by coercion (or the implicit threat of coercion). But there is
more to this side of governing. It is not enough that authority and indeed power are exercised;
authority and power must be seen to be exercised. In other words, their exercise “was highly
theatrical, and for the performance of power to succeed, it was necessary for the audience to be
drawn into the act, to be made to feel a part of the action.”*® Therefore, | put my case in more
general terms of performance and theatricality: this extreme and symbolically most powerful
“drama” (I am deliberately playing on the ambivalent meaning of the words) encapsulates
several fundamental functions of a coherent cultural sub-system which serves as medium or

“text” of negotiation in the permanent and omnipresent “dialogue about and for authority,”**

8 Dupont 1992, 239, 2401, 258-61; cf. also on “nudités dégradantes” Cordier 2005, 16976 and chapter V passim.
% Sen. Controv. 9.2.22, cf. 9.2.10, 21; Livy 26.15.9.

10 Potter 1996, 131.

11 Sharpe 1993, 853.
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hierarchy, and the concomitant patterns of socio-political power relations. On the one hand, this
drama is about the consular imperium as an absolute power which is — as the abstract idea of an
institutionalized and legitimate function — vested in an office. On the other hand, imperium, as
it were, becomes visible in the person actually holding it. In the Roman culture of omnipresent
visibility, direct interaction and “dialogue,” the holders of this power are demonstratively
surrounded by an awe-inspiring aura in the shape of the fasces carried by their lictors as symbols
of the unlimited potentiality of this power'? — and it is this potentiality that needs to be acted
out exemplarily now and then to retain its full efficiency, or rather: to remain meaningful in the
“dialogue.” On the other hand, this drama fulfils this function by making imperium seen and,
as it were, spelled out through the imposition of coercive measures in the shape of corporal
punishment of individuals as an exemplary execution of sanctions (yet again in the full meaning
of both concepts) against any form of insubordination or other sort of challenge of the authority
of the consul as holder of imperium. Its absolute character is not only affirmed by enforcing it
demonstratively at all costs and by the utmost rigidity, that is by means of corporeal (or even
capital) punishment. Above all, imperium is made visible as power over individuals, their social
status as well as their “bodies” and physical existence: the ritual is directed at individuals that
are degraded, marginalized and ultimately removed from the citizen body. In this respect of
symbolic meaning and message, as well as with regard to its performative syntax as a drama,
this ritual is obviously closely connected with, and indeed mirrors, the other notoriously brutal
“spectacles of death” ranging from the “murderous games” of gladiatorial shows to summa
supplicia in the arena and (later on) ritualized public executions in the shape of elaborate “fatal
charades.”®

However, the acting out of absolute power is only one aspect of the hidden agenda of the
ritual as it moves from stage to stage, by order and under the direction of the magistrate and
executed by his lictors. At the same time, the insistence on proceeding according to a normative
syntax or code of rules dramatically emphasizes the legitimacy of the consul’s action. Last but
not least, it is the actual physical (or perhaps: “bodily”) “co-presence” of the citizen-soldiers as
a collective “body” which is, in more than one respect, instrumental in this ritualized re-
imposition and re-affirmation of order by such a performative acting-out of power and
hierarchy. As an audience, they are obviously witness to the ritual as such, to its legitimacy in

the concrete case and to its effect — the expulsion of an individual citizen from their own midst.

12 On lictors and their functions, cf. now David 2019, 31-40, 193-206.
13 Hopkins 1983, chapter 1, and Coleman 1990; cf. also Flaig 2003, chapter 11.
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Implicitly, the populus Romanus (in military garb) in attendance is also the addressee of this
particular message in the shape of a “magisterial” monologue in the “dialogue” for and about
the character of this power. And at last, in this as well as in many civic rituals,** there is their
institutional supporting role as collective “co-actor” and complementary part in another typical
interactive ritual: the role of the citizen body as electorate in a procedure, which, under the
direction of a previous consul, led to the investiture of the present incumbent and leading actor
in the actual concrete performance on the stage of the republican theatre of power. This highly
ritualized annual procedure of electing an increasing number of magistrates in the comitia
centuriata, the comitia tributa or the concilia plebis — not only the consuls, praetors, plebeian
and curule aediles and quaestors, but also the tribunes of the plebs, even the tribuni militum a
populo and other minor officeholders — is itself and as such always and at the same time on the
hidden agenda of the “dialogue.” My contention is that it is this kind of interconnected complex
“complicity” of the populus Romanus at large which is a fundamental basis of the ascendancy
of its ruling and (therefore) office-holding class — or perhaps rather: office-holding and
(therefore) ruling class.®

To put it in a nutshell: this particularly Roman variant of “government by ritual”® —
though a permanent re-enactment of hierarchy — was first and foremost a government by
interaction. This government by interaction had another facet, namely interaction through
communication by direct discursive address — again an asymmetrical kind of communication
and thus another form of staging hierarchy. The complex interconnection of these dimensions
is best illustrated and indeed typically represented by a central “institution” of the Roman
republican political system, recently discussed in this new light: the specific multidimensional

29 ¢

“ensemble” of the contio as formal “procedure” and ritual “rhetoric,” “performance,” public
“stage” and meaningful “text” played a particularly important integral part in the republican

socio-political structure as a communicative system uniting the populus Romanus and its élite.’

14 Cf. on the concept of “civic rituals” (in Renaissance Venice and early modern Europe) the ground-breaking
studies by Muir 1981, passim, and Muir 1997, 232-9.

15 Steel in this volume examines the leadership of ex-consuls and thus the long-term implications for individual
members of the ruling class of the experience of office-holding, the aftermath of their being incumbent and leading
actors.

16 The term was coined by Muir 1981, chapter 5; cf. Muir 1997, chapter 7.

7 The contio has been discussed in detail in recent research, beginning with Pina Polo 1989 and 1996; other
important contributions include Morstein-Marx 2004, 7-12, 34-42 and passim; Mouritsen 2001, chapter 3 and
passim (with the discussion of Yakobson 2004); cf. Hiebel 2009, 2012 and 2019; cf. also Holkeskamp 1995/2004,
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It was the contio which in fact was one of the most important stages of politics and
performance, communication and interaction — indeed, according to Cicero’s much-quoted
dicta, it was “the place most distinguished for political action, best endowed for eloquence” and
indeed the maxima scaena of the orator, who “can no more be eloquent without a large audience
than a flute-player can perform without a flute” and who had “to employ the more ornate kind
of oratory” on this “most important stage.”*® This was indeed the one and only function of the
contio — a fact which is best illustrated by the different shades of meaning of the very word
itself. On the one hand, it denotes a special form of informal popular assembly, strictly and
exclusively reserved for communication in the shape of declarations and declamations,
deliberation and debate — as opposed to the comitia of the Roman People and the concilia plebis,
which followed a normative syntax of formal procedures and were equally strictly reserved for
decision-making in the shape of elections, legislation, and dispensation of justice. On the other
hand, the word contio can mean the people present at such an informal assembly, that is the
“public,” the audience and addressees of the orator on the platform. Last but not least, as the
verb contionari can mean “to deliver a (public) speech” as well as “to address an assembly,”
the noun contio can simply denote the speech itself delivered at such an assembly and addressed
to the public actually present at the meeting: for example, as opposed to the technical term cum
populo (or plebe) agere — that is, “to treat with the People” in formal assembly, in order to reach
a decision — the equally established expression contionem habere explicitly means “to speak to
the People without submitting a motion,”*® because the maiores, “those wisest and most
venerable men,” did not want any formal power to lie in the contio: “as for what the plebs might
approve or the populus might order, when the contio has been dismissed and the People
distributed in their divisions, tributim et centuriatim, into ranks, classes and age groups, when
the auctores of a motion had been heard, when its contents had been published many days in

advance and understood, only then they wished the People to give their order or their

234-42; 2011b/2020a, 79-95, and 2013/2017, passim; Yakobson 2010, 293-7; Pina Polo 2011a and 2012; van der
Blom 2016, 33-8; Mouritsen 2017, 61-93, all with further references.

18 Cic. Leg. Man. 1; De or. 2.338, cf. 334; Brut. 192, cf. also Sest. 106: ...tribus locis significari maxime de re
publica (populi Romani) iudicium ac voluntas potest, contione, comitiis, ludorum gladiatorumque consessu. Cf.
on Cicero as accomplished orator Steel 2001 and 2013; Bell 2013 and the contributions in May (ed.) 2002, all with
further references.

19 M. Valerius Messala apud Gell. NA 13.16.1-3.
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prohibition.”?® The clear-cut differentiation between contio on the one hand and plebs or
populus on the other — provided by men who knew what they were talking about, namely M.
Valerius Messalla, augur for more than half a century and consul in 53, and Cicero — epitomizes
the importance of the contio, its multifunctional role and its relation to comitia populi Romani
and concilia plebis. To put it into more general modern terms: in the world of a Mediterranean
“open-air” and “face-to-face” culture, which in spite of the extent of the imperial Republic was
still characterized by immediate interaction and direct communication, personal presence and
participation in all sorts of rituals as well as formal procedures of political deliberation and
decision-making in typical city-state institutions,?! this role is bound to be central in all sorts of
ways. In a political culture in which the citizen-body functioned as public forum and, at the
same time, as the decision-making body, speech in public, before this public and explicitly
addressed to this public was bound to be — and always remained, even under the radically
changing conditions of the imperial Republic — the single most important medium of
communication.?

In this city-state political culture, in which “publicity”” and “community” therefore tended
to coalesce,® a particular sort of rhetoric, which | shall call the rhetoric of emphatic direct
address, is as omnipresent as public speech as such. What is more, this rhetoric, as it were,
permeates all levels, all sorts of texts and their messages and other media of communication
and representation of this culture of physical presence and “visibility.” It is not surprising,
therefore, that republican representative art as a most prominent medium of symbolic

communication — monuments and friezes, frescoes, triumphal and other paintings displayed in,

20 Cic. Flac. 15: nullam enim illi nostri sapientissimi et sanctissimi viri vim contionis esse voluerunt; quae scisceret
plebes aut quae populus iuberet, submota contione, distributis partibus, tributim at centuriatim discriptis
ordinibus, classibus, aetatibus, auditis auctoribus, re multos dies promulgata et cognita iuberi vetarique
voluerunt.

2L Cf. the detailed and differentiated analysis of “participation” by Jehne 2013a; cf. already Nicolet 1976/1980,
chapter VII and recently Hammer 2015 for an interesting comparative approach and the other relevant
contributions in Hammer (ed.) 2015.

22 political oratory, its functions and contexts, contents and topics, semantics, strategies, and aims have been much
debated in recent research: important contributions include Morstein-Marx 2004, 2013 and 2015; David 2006;
Steel 2006; Buicher 2006, chapters 1-2 and passim; Pina Polo 2011a; Jehne 2013b and van der Blom 2016, as well
as the contributions in a number of edited volumes: Smith & Covino (eds.) 2011; Steel & van der Blom (eds.)
2013; van der Blom, Gray & Steel (eds.) 2018 and Gray et al. (eds.) 2018 (cf. Holkeskamp 2020b), all with detailed
documentation of sources and modern literature.

23 Cf. the detailed discussion in Holkeskamp 2017, 477-80 and passim, with further references.
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and to, the same public — is to a large extent an art about spectacles in general and “about crowd
scenes and participatory rituals” of different kinds in particular, rituals especially “intended to
energize participatory looking by the living crowd.” It is also “an art about talking” — that is,
“parley, tribunal meetings, priestly prayers” under the eyes of the People are prominent themes;
statues of “togate orators and mounted horsemen” with their arms stretched out in a typical
gesture indicating “direct rhetorical address” occupy the most prominent civic spaces of the
urbs Roma — not least the assembly places of Comitium and Forum Romanum, where they
“made a performative stage,” as it were, for the real thing.?*

The rhetoric of direct address is even present in completely different, i.e. non-public and
non-oral, contexts. A telling example is the wording of the epitaphs on the oldest sarcophagi in
the representative tomb of the Scipios near the Porta Capena: both Lucius Cornelius Scipio
Barbatus and his homonymous son, consuls in 298 and 259 respectively, were consol, censor,
aidilis, as the inscriptions emphatically say, apud vos — that is with and among “you” — namely
a fictive collective addressee, namely the populus Romanus, which had elected them to these
very magistracies and which had thereby conferred command, imperium and auspicia, which
they had then put to good use and, for the greater good of this populus and their res publica,
achieved the military res gestae listed in the following lines of the epitaphs.

This rhetoric is not just a conventional constituent of practical mass oratory, invariably
used in any concrete context. It is not only part and parcel of a complex set of interconnected
rules and rituals, mutual expectations of the parties involved in the contio-type pattern of
communication and interaction; rather, this rhetoric of direct address represents, reproduces,
and indeed creates a particular kind of inseparable interconnection, an implicit mutual
understanding, consent and consensus, and sometimes even a sort of complicity between the
orator and his ego addressing the public on the one hand and this same public as audience and
addressee on the other. To be more precise: the ego of the orator addresses the public in contione
as part of, and partner in, an “imagined community” of the Quirites sharing a common universe

of “Romanness.”®

24 Kuttner 2014, 367-8 and passim. Cf. on assembly places Humm 2014 and 2019; Berthelet 2019 and Chillet
2019, with references.

25 CIL 12 6.7 = VI 1284.1285 = VI 31587.31588 = ILS 1 = ILLRP 309 on the one hand, and CIL 12 8.9 = VI
1286.1287 = ILS 2.3 = ILLRP 310; cf. now Kruschwitz 2002, nos. 2 and 3, with detailed commentary and
references; Holkeskamp 2013, 19.

% Cf. on the concept of “imagined community” Dugan 2009, 1801, following Habinek 1998, 44-5. Cf. also
Gildenhard 2011, 126-40.
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Therefore, the contio as speech invariably, explicitly or implicitly, directly or indirectly
aims at the rhetorical construction of a consensus — and this is particularly true in cases of
conflict: the suasio in favor of a controversial motion as well as the dissuasio against it would
equally appeal to the consensus on basic values and common convictions as well as use the very
same key concepts, discussed below.?” The contio as “place,” “space” or “forum” (in the
metaphorical sense of the word) on the one hand and the contio as an assembly in the Forum
(in the concrete topographical sense) on the other define and circumscribe the performative side
of this process of negotiating Romanness. To put it into yet another way: the contio is the scene
and the institutional form as well as the medium of a discourse which is based on, and indeed
largely consists in, the construction or negotiation, recreation or affirmation of Roman identity
or identities, of the exclusiveness of being a Roman, of the roles and privileges, demands and
burdens involved in being a true Roman citizen.

Addressing the public in contione as Quirites is the first and foremost highly suggestive
rhetorical signal, literally and metaphorically, to conjure up and activate this complex web of
messages and meanings.?® Even if the actual audience present may consist of a random sample
of the urban plebs (or even, in Cicero’s words, the sentina urbis, the multitudo or vulgus
incapable of rational reasoning and informed judgment),?® of discontented veterans and/or
gangs and including women, foreigners, freedmen and even slaves — the orator thus invariably
addresses the assembled crowd as Romans and citizens. What is more, the Quirites in assembly
stand for the whole of the citizen body and the populus Romanus at large, whose maiestas,
dignitas, and supreme authority as governing body are solemnly affirmed. Once again, this
convention is part and parcel of the rhetoric of direct address, occasionally made as explicit as
in a speech by L. Licinius Crassus, consul in 95, according to Cicero “a man of the highest
reputation, the most distinguished leader of his country” and one of the outstanding orators of
his day, who appealed to the public present in a densely crowded contio in a typical rhetorical
pose: “Do not suffer us” (that is, the senators and the Senate) “to serve anybody — except

yourselves as a whole (vobis universis), whom we can and must serve.”*

27 Cf. Grote in this volume on consensus and conflict.

28 Holkeskamp 2013, 13-17 and 2011b/2020a, 849, with references.

29 Cic. Att. 1.19.4 (SB 19); the pejorative term sentina urbis (or rei publicae) was obviously a common pejorative:
Cic. Cat. 1.12, 2.7; Leg. agr. 2.70; cf. also Cic. Att. 1.16.11 (SB 16): sordes urbis et faex, ... illa contionalis hirudo
aerarii, misera ac ieiuna plebecula; QFr. 2.3.4 (SB 7) and Planc. 9: non est ... consilium in vulgo, non ratio, non
discrimen, non diligentia. Cf. Jehne 2006b.

30 ORF* 66 F24 (= Cic. De or. 1.225 with the context 225-7).
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This exemplum also illustrates a strategy of the rhetorical construction of consensus which
I call the rhetoric of inclusion. On the one hand, the orator not only addresses “you all” or “all
of you,” that is the actual audience as the Roman People, and thus rhetorically includes them in
an abstract common universe. What is more, the utmost enhancement of this rhetorical
construction of the populus Romanus as a “discursive” or “discourse community,” sharing a
broadly agreed set of values, common goals and a particular vocabulary,®! is the artful device
of conflating the orator’s ego (or the “we” in Crassus’ appeal) and the “you all” of the addresses
in the frequent and emphatic use of an all-embracing “we” and “us,” “our” and “ours” — in
particular, when the orator refers to “our maiores,” “our res publica,” and “our imperium.”32
On the other hand, these strategies also bring this universe to life by referring to its typical
resources, assets, achievements and advantages, its powers and privileges which make it the
Roman People’s “imperial” universe: he speaks of your res publica and imperium, your
imperatores and armies, your allies, colonies and provinces, your revenues and treasures; he
may even appeal to your humanitas and pietas, clementia and probitas, he may even praise
your virtus, sapientia and prudentia — although in the self-fashioning discourse of the political
class as a meritocracy, these virtues are normally reserved for eminent peers of the orator’s own
class. He may passionately conjure up “the glory of your name,” recall the wisdom, virtues and
achievements of “your ancestors,” rhetorically submit to your potestas, maiestas and sovereign
will, and — last, but not least — he may thank with great feeling for your beneficia and favors of
all sorts, especially in the shape of magistracies, rank and reputation, honores and dignitas.
Particularly when he refers to his own virtues, achievements and aims, the orator and his
rhetorical ego are also always concerned with your cause and welfare, your gloria and

maiestas, your libertas and concordia, your peace and security.33

31 | use these terms in a plain common-sense kind of way. The concrete contents and meaning(s) of this concept
are however a matter of debate among linguists: Swales 1990, 21-32; Borg 2003, with literature and discussions
of different positions.

%2 Cf., e.g., M. Porcius Cato, ORF* 8 F238 (= Cic. Off. 3.104); P. Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus, ORF* 21 F30 (=
Macrob. Sat. 3.14.6); Cic. Leg. Man. 11, 14, 55, 60; Leg. agr. 2.9, 18, 49, 87-9, 95; Rab. perd. 10; see also Cic.
Cat. 2.24-5; Holkeskamp 1995/2004, 247-8, 251, and 2013, 25-6, with further references. Cf. also Arena 2015
on mos maiorum.

3 Cf., e.g., Cic. Cat. 2.24-5, 3.1; Leg. Man. 2, 4-5, 6, 11-12, 14, 41, 51; Leg. agr. 2.1-2, 7, 8-9, 16, 20, 21, 24—
5,35, 61, 71, 77, 103; 3.3, 12 (cf. Yakobson 2010, 285-7, 297-300); Rab. perd. 5, 10, 27, 35; Red. pop. 1, 4, 9,
16; Phil. 4.1-2, 4, 13, 15; 6.2, 9, 16-17; see also Sall. lug. 31.6, 9, 11, 17, 23, 25. Cf. Holkeskamp 1995/2004,
245, 2011b/2020a, 81-4, and 2013, 201, with further references. Cf. also Hellegouarc’h 1963/1972; Holkeskamp
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These conventions of addressing an audience — again at least implicitly — presuppose the
opposite pole of the persona of the orator: his ego is the necessary complement and counterpart
of the “you” of the contio. In other words, if the ego of the orator acts as “constructor” of the
“contional discourse” of consensus and concord;** the collective “you” of the Quirites had to
be more than merely passive addressees, but in fact “co-constructors” of this discourse about
governing “our” empire. This is the common denominator of this sort of ego — even if the
individual egos of, say, consuls, senior senators and other optimates on the one hand and those
of “popular” tribunes, angry (and ambitious) young men and other populares on the other
hand,®® might clash on all sorts of “contional” events and over all sorts of concrete issues and
even the sovereignty of interpretation with respect to the meaning and contents of these very
concepts and the other key terms of political-social and moral discourse mentioned above.
Moreover, although this ideal-type “contional” ego was only a part in the usual accumulation
of egos (or rather: socio-political “roles of prominence” such as scion of a famous family,
senator, magistrate, patron and/or priest) of a member of this meritocratic political class,® this
particular role was not only just part and parcel of his public persona, but a central function of
his status, because it conveyed public visibility and could make him “well-known” — that is,
(g)nobilis in the original sense of the word.*’

The interdependence in the process of co-constructing a consensus is further emphasized
by the rhetorical claim of the omnipresent ego that the orator is at the unwavering and untiring
service of “you,” the Quirites present: it devotes itself to nothing else but “your” cause —
whatever that is supposed to mean in the concrete context — and it asserts its claim always and
invariably to argue and act in the best interest of the res publica. In whichever of his other roles
(or poses) mentioned above the orator appears on the stage of the contio — as magistrate, consul
or tribune of the plebs, as the Catonian ideal vir bonus dicendi peritus,® as nobilis or homo

novus, as senior senator, ambitious upstart or Ramboesque rebel — his ego emphasizes his

1987/2011, chapter V and 318-29; Rosenstein 2006; Pignatelli 2008; Arena 2015, on key concepts of the political-
moral value system, which were regularly referred to in oratory, all with further references.

34 Morstein-Marx 2004, 16 and 32, n. 115; Holkeskamp 2013, 21-2.

% Cf., e.g., Robb 2010; Arena 2012; Tiersch 2018; Clemente 2018.

% Cf. Beck 2008; Holkeskamp 2011/2017 and in Stein-Holkeskamp & Holkeskamp 2018, 31-41, 61-75, on the
concept of “roles of prominence.”

3" Hellegouarc’h 1963/1972, 224-5; Hélkeskamp 1987/2011, 2201, both with references.

38 M. Porcius Cato ad Marcum filium frg. 14 Jordan; cf. Holkeskamp 1995/2004, 223 and 225-9 on his self-

fashioning as orator.
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restless as well as selfless diligence, prudence and circumspection, labores, diligentia and
industria, providentia, prudentia and vigilantia.3® At least in this respect, Cicero’s favorite pose
as selfless and tirelessly vigilant defender of the res publica is by no means untypical.

However, there is yet another subtext implied in this sort of rhetoric, which could aptly
be characterized as “rhetoric of emphatic ego” — Cicero was by no means the first and only
master of this variant, the elder Cato’s speeches are replete with it.** The emphasis on these (as
it were) “governmental” or “magisterial” roles of prominence and power characterizes a special
kind of rhetoric of address that is inscribed in, and indeed generated by, this particular political
culture. The very form of addressing the People as such implicitly emphasizes the distance
between the orator and his ego on the one hand and the addressees in the contio on the other —
a distance which implies difference and a particular kind of asymmetry. A particularly typical
variant of this “rhetoric of asymmetrical address,” admonition and exhortation is a form of
address stepped up to a “rhetoric of rigid rebuke and reprimand”:*! a famous, and indeed rather
blatant, example for this variant is attributed to P. Cornelius Scipio Nasica (Serapio), consul
138 and pontifex maximus, the archetype of the arrogant aristocrat, notorious for high-
handedness and contempt for the plebs, and (last but not least) later leader of the senatorial gang
that killed Tiberius Gracchus: in his dissuasio of an obviously popular distribution of grain,
moved by a tribune to alleviate the effects of an acute shortage and increase of prices, he
allegedly assumed an unsurpassed degree of imperious condescension: “Be silent, Quirites, |
ask you. I understand better than you what is expedient for the Republic” — and, just as Fabius
“Cunctator” in 215 and Sulpicius Galba in 200, Nasica seems to have got his way.*?

Roman culture was a visual culture, that is a culture of seeing and being seen, both on
special occasions and in political as well as everyday public life: “visibility” must certainly be

taken literally, because all these aforementioned performative modes and media of

3 Cic. Leg. agr. 2.77, 100-1; Cat. 2.14, 19, 27; 3.1, 3, etc.; Red. pop. 1-2, 24; Phil. 4.15-16; cf. 6.2, 18; Leg. Man.
2, etc.; Sall. lug. 31.1. Cf. Holkeskamp 2013, 22, and on the meaning(s) of these concepts Hellegouarc’h
1963/1972, 248-54, 25667, 481-3, both with further references.

40 See the telling example Cic. Pis. 4-6: the catalogue of his achievements in short sentences, which invariably
begin with ego — no less than nine times; M. Porcius Cato, ORF* 8 F21, 44, 48, 116 (twice), 128, 129, 156, 164,
173 (five times), 203 (four times); cf. also F26, 28, 55, 73, 93, 174, 206, 209. Cf. Holkeskamp 2011b/2020a, 66—
9, with further references.

4l See, e.g., Memmius’ speech: Sall. lug. 31.1-29 and another Sallustian version of a speech by a tribune: Sall.
Hist. 3.48 Maurenbrecher = 3.34 McGushin; Holkeskamp 2013, 23-5, with full references.

42 ORF* 38 F3 (= Val. Max. 3.7.3). Cf. Jehne 2011 on this and similar incidents, and now Yakobson 2019, 546-9

and passim on the man and his image in the general context of republican political culture.
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communicative interaction had to be situated in the public spaces of a city-state culture of
personal physical presence. These spaces were the “forums” (both meanings of the word apply)
of an extraordinarily high degree of civic communication and, in the full sense of the term,
direct interaction. To adopt and adapt the famous lines from Shakespeare’s As You Like It: “All
the Roman world’s a stage, And all the men and women merely players; They have their exits
and their entrances, And one man in his time plays many parts” — as magistrate and commander,
senator, orator, patron, priest on the one hand and as citizen and voter, soldier, client and
participant in contiones and many civic rituals on the other.** As such stages, the Forum
Romanum and the Comitium, the Capitol and the Campus Martius, as well as the routes which
traverse or link these spaces such as the Sacra Via, were in turn indispensable and indeed
constitutive parts of the characteristic political and sacral topography of “city-statehood.”** But
that was not quite the whole story: this culture was characterized and indeed defined by a
specific kind of what | would like to call the imperative of immediacy, which comprises an
intensified degree of visibility, personal presence, public performance and sheer physicality,
which in turn determined the whole scale of practices and patterns of behavior — that is why |
have regularly and deliberately used metaphors of theatre, stage, and performance. The
presence and in fact the active participation of the audience was part and parcel of these
dramatic performances themselves, or, to put it in a more (post-)modern phrasing, the actual
physical “co-presence” and participation was inscribed in the syntax of civic rituals of all kinds,
including “governing” in the shape of formal procedures of decision-making in assemblies.
This is also true of many other public spectacles, such as the triumph, the pompa circensis and

even the pompa funebris as well as other processions, religious rituals, and festivals:* the man

43 Act 11, scene 7, lines 139-43 — and Nicolet 1976/1980, passim on the “world of the citizen in republican Rome”;
Jehne 2013, on relations between senators and the notoriously elusive “man in the Roman street.”

4 Cf. for this concept Holkeskamp 2006/2017, 95-101; 2010a, 67-75, with further references. Cf. on the
importance of “ritual space” Muir 1981, 234-5, and Trexler 1980, 47-54, on “space” as part of the “framework of
ritual”; on rituals and — or rather: in — space Holkeskamp 2014 and 2015. Cf. on public space and the political-
sacral topography of republican Rome Holkeskamp 2001/2004, passim; Ziolkowski 2013, Bendlin 2013 and now
the fundamental studies by Russell 2016, Davies 2017 and Hélscher 2018, 1626, 35-40, 50-61, 73-81.

%5 These “civic rituals” have been discussed in detail: important contributions include Nicolet 1976/1980, chapter
I1X; Flower 2011 and 2014. Cf. on the triumph Flaig 2003, chapter 2; Itgenshorst 2005; Bastien 2007; Beard 2007
(cf., however, Holkeskamp 2010b) and Ostenberg 2009; on the pompa circensis Latham 2016; and on the pompa
funebris Flower 1996, chapters 4 and 5; Flaig 2003, chapters 4 and 5 and 2015. Cf. Hopkins 1991/2018, 319-38
and passim, on the Roman “complex of ritual”; Marco Simén 2006; Bernstein 2007, and Beck 2006 and

Holkeskamp 2015 and 2008/2017 on pompae as “civic rituals” in general, all with further references.
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in the Roman street was always more than a mere “spectator” in the narrow sense of the concept
— he was regularly an “integral interlocutor in the community’s ritual dialogue,” even a “co-
actor,” or perhaps, to put in another postmodern sort of whimsical word-play, a
“(spect)a(c)tor.”*8

The Roman culture of spectacles developed a complex system of sets and spaces as stages,
leading and supporting roles, in which actors and audiences permanently interact and, in a way,
even change roles in a drama about Rome, her gods and great men, about her history, present
and future, about her venerable traditions of hierarchies, order and discipline, subordination,
obedience and deference, about “Romanness,” moral superiority and therefore well-deserved
greatness, about being a Roman, living and acting as a Roman, and (last, but not least) about
governing an empire as rulers of the world, ordained by the gods and fate.*” The permanent
performative creation and reproduction of a collective consensus about these fundamental
values and convictions were the ultimate objective of all procedures and practices, rituals and
ceremonies, and the immediacy and actual visibility were themselves an integral part of this
repertoire of consensus-generating strategies — and thus an essential prerequisite and
indispensable resource of governing by “taking the lead,” namely a widespread belief in the
legitimacy of leadership and the superior abilities of actual leaders combined with a deeply
rooted disposition towards obedience based on an unquestioned and unquestioning acceptance
of institutionalized power relations: although magistrates were “leading” actors in a very strong
sense of the concept, their informal and formal initiatives regularly could not and did not take
the shape of one-sided decrees and simple orders. Instead, “taking the lead” in any shape — by
a magistrate tabling a motion, by a priest discharging his religious duties, by a patron taking
action to protect the interests of his clients or even by an orator addressing a contio — meant
nothing else but initiating a process of communicative interaction with different addressees,
including other members of the elite, who could become involved in the process.® This is even
true for the extraordinary “magisterial” and indeed “imperious” actions (in the strongest

possible sense of these adjectives) by magistrates presiding over assemblies, which | mentioned

46 Bell 2004, 173; Holkeskamp 2011a/2020a, 44 (quotations); cf. also Hopkins 1991/2018, 319: “Participation, as
actor or observer, was a symbol of belonging to the community of Rome.”

47 Cf. Flower 2014, 377-8, 3936 and passim. Cf. also Bell 1997 and 2004; Sumi 2005, chapter 1, and Hélkeskamp
2014, 2015 and 2017, for concepts, theoretical models and methodological approaches, with further references.
Cf. also Hopkins 1991/2018, 321, who emphasized the function of Roman rituals “to constitute and reconstitute a
Roman sense of identity.”

48 On interaction, cf. Yakobson in this volume.
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at the outset of my argument: interestingly enough, all of them are credited with lengthy
speeches as well as, in the case of 210, with public negotiations with the tribunes. To put it in
a famous and much-quoted (and poorly documented) phrase, also attributed to the great bard of
Stratford: “Little, or much, of what we see, we do; we’re all both actors and spectators too.”*°
Romans in general — and especially leading figures and representatives of the ruling class,
senators and magistrates — would certainly have had a very special and keen understanding of
the meaning(s) of these two lines and their interconnected complexity.

And that is certainly true for Augustus, in different ways and new forms: the first princeps
“in his time” certainly did “play many parts,” to use the Shakespearean phrase once again. The
extraordinarily broad spectrum of changing leadership roles ranged from warlord to prince of
peace, holder of tribunicia potestas as well as imperium (maius), who under his supreme
command added more territories to the imperium Romanum than any predecessor or successor,
but also consolidated its boundaries and established the pax Romana. Moreover, he not only
cast himself in the roles of vindex libertatis, restitutor rei publicae and pater patriae, but also
posed as civilis princeps and self-professed actor in the mime of life “in a theatre in which the
spectators are the whole world,” according to the famous words attributed to Maecenas much
later. Above all, Augustus turned out to be a highly successful “impresario” and producer of a
particular “pageantry of power” in the shape of a varied and sophisticated repertoire of
spectacular forms, festivals and refined rituals, representative monuments and visual media
such as statues and other works of art; these provided different levels, channels, and fora for a
multidimensional communicative interaction between himself in his many roles as “addressor”
on the one hand, and the senatorial elite, the equites and the plebs urbana, all Italy, the legions
and veterans, the Roman citizens and provincials all over the Empire as “addressees” on the

other.%°
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Public Opinion and Political Initiative in Republican Rome
Alexander Yakobson

Abstract

It was a fundamental feature of the republican political system that, in contrast to the
assembly of the Athenian democracy, citizens taking part in Rome’s popular assemblies had no
right of initiative. Legislative initiatives could only be launched by elected officials, and any
legally binding vote required the cooperation of the presiding magistrate. This fact is sometimes
adduced as evidence for the People’s essentially passive role in the republican system.
However, formal initiative — the legal right to put a matter to the vote or to exercise power in
some other way — has to be distinguished from political initiative: the ability to influence those
who have the legal power to act. There are quite a few instances, preserved in the sources, of
“the People” addressing political messages to politicians directly, openly and powerfully, and
the latter acting upon them. In such cases, we can speak of unofficial initiative from below
prompting members of the elite to act. This happened not only in the Republic’s last turbulent
decades, but in the heyday of the senatorial Republic, in the second century. The election of
Scipio Aemilianus to his first consulship (147 BCE) is a case in point.

Keywords

political culture, official and unofficial political initiative, popular assemblies, contiones,
games and spectacles, face-to-face society, elections, popular politics, Scipio Aemilianus,

tribunes of the plebs

1. Initiative, Formal and Informal
It was a fundamental feature of the republican political system that, in contrast with the
assembly of the Athenian democracy, citizens taking part in Rome’s popular assemblies had no
right of initiative. Legislative initiatives could only be launched from above, by elected
officials: the People voted to accept or reject them, without right of amendment. At elections,
at least in historically attested times, voters could choose between qualified candidates whose
names had been submitted to them by the presiding magistrate. However, the choice was
restricted by laws, conventions, and social realities regulating access to elected office, and by
the presiding officers’ wide discretionary powers. Any legally binding vote, on any matter,
required the cooperation of the presiding magistrate.

In a paper that warns against minimizing the significance of the popular element in the

system but also stresses its limits, John North notes that the “Roman oligarchy” exercised “an
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inherited, unchallenged authority ... including a virtual monopoly of all forms of political
initiative ... The assemblies were convoked, presided over, addressed and dismissed by elite
members in their role as magistrates.”> For Henrik Mouritsen, whose interpretation of
republican politics is strongly oligarchic, the People’s lack of legal initiative is another proof
that their whole role in the system was “profoundly passive”; “the populus [was] a vital but also
essentially passive source of public legitimacy.””

But what actually happened on the ground? Surely, legal powers — both those that the
People lacked and those they possessed — are only one aspect of the general picture of how the
system worked in practice. Formal initiative — the legal right to put a matter to the vote, or to
exercise power in some other way — has to be distinguished from political initiative: the ability
to influence, in various ways, those who have the legal power to act. It may be worth recalling
that in modern more or less democratic political systems, the legal right of political (including
legislative) initiative is in the great majority of cases confined to elected officials representing
the People, rather than to “simple” citizens. The degree of the system’s actual responsiveness
to the citizens’ wishes varies greatly from case to case. It largely depends on the ability of public
opinion, expressed in various ways, to move those who are entitled to take official action.

In the Roman Republic, “popular opinion was a factor constantly important in the
calculations of politicians”; “careerist politicians in search of political triumphs needed to evoke
popular support, and they did this ... by putting forward policies reflecting the needs and
problems of potential voters.””® Of course, winning the support of the wider public was only one
part, however important, of a good careerist’s calculus. Other calculations, having to do with
elitist rather than popular aspects of Roman society and politics, had to be taken into account.
Often — though by no means invariably so — there was a contradiction between the former and
the latter. The balance between these different calculations in each case — very difficult for us
to reconstruct with any precision — shaped, in large measure, the actual character of Rome’s
public life.

But how did a republican politician become aware of what the public — with all the sub-
categories and internal tensions that this term entails for any calculating politician anywhere —
expected of him? How could he try to calculate whether the current of public opinion was strong

enough to outweigh possible opposing considerations? Should we assume that a typical Roman

1 North 1990, 15-6.
2 Mouritsen 2017, 31, 61. Cf. 19 (“no right of initiative”), 17, 18, 32, 34. For a contrary view, see Logghe 2017.
3 North 1990, 13, 18 (“at least in the first century B.C.”).
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“careerist” politician who decided to play the popular card merely guessed what the People
wanted? It seems likely that “bottom-up” messages indicating policy preferences, more or less
specifically articulated, were transmitted in a multitude of ways, and often influenced in varying
degrees the politicians’ final decision to act.* The most natural addresses of such messages
would be tribunes of the plebs, in their traditional role as defenders of the People’s rights and
interests. The formal rules that required tribunes to stay in the city and be accessible to citizens,
“[b]esides making the tribunes available for auxilium, ... enabled less formal appeals as well:
simple interactions with groups of plebeians,” allowing these “[to tell] the tribunes what was
on their mind.”® But such informal appeals were not confined to tribunes. Cicero, as we shall
see, claimed that the populus was urging him as (future) aedile to prosecute Verres before the
assembly, and during a food shortage in 57 a crowd called upon him, by name, to raise the
matter in the Senate.

In the nature of things, most of these channels and instances of informal communication
“from below” wholly escape detection on our part; and when they are mentioned in the sources,
we cannot estimate with any precision their relative importance in shaping the final decision. It
is likely that many policy initiatives originated “from below” only in their general drift, to be
eventually translated into a specific policy proposal by an elected official (usually a tribune). A
mixed model of initiative, when a politician had heard more or less specific ideas “from below”
and in the end chose to act in a manner that was influenced by these ideas, but not wholly
dictated by them, and stemmed also from his own predilections — may perhaps be assumed,
even if undocumented, to have been far from exceptional.®

However, there are quite a few instances preserved in the sources of “the People”
addressing political messages to politicians directly, openly, and powerfully, and the latter
acting upon them. In such cases, we can speak of unofficial initiative from below directly
prompting members of the elite to act. This does not of course mean that in those cases, this

was the only kind of influence that moved them — even if it is strongly emphasized, and the

4 Cf. Morstein-Marx 2013, 41: “there must have been a very dense network of messages moving also from social
bottom to top, signalling plebeian demands and promoting political action by ambitious senators prepared to
respond to such demands in exchange for popular support or, as they would have put it, honor and existimatio.”
See also Logghe 2017, esp. 74-5.

5 Logghe 2017, 76, with reference to Plut. Quaest. Rom. 81.

6 Cf. Morstein-Marx 2004, 147: ““public opinion’ is not a concrete, independent object that is ‘out there’ to be
‘found’ and ‘measured’ by a neutral observer or ‘heard’ by a politician, but an artefact created in the process of

being articulated.”
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final decision to act is expressly attributed to it. Elitist influence may fail to make its way into

our sources too.

2. Late Republican Campaigns of Graffiti

The turbulent and relatively well-documented times of the late Republic provide us with several
well-known examples of such communications “from below” directed at members of the elite,
prompting them to take the required legal initiative. However, as we shall see, the phenomenon
is attested before the late Republic, and should not be attributed solely to its specific conditions.
In a paper on political graffiti in the late Republic,” Robert Morstein-Marx discusses, among
other things, two famous cases when a campaign of graffiti described in the sources as
“popular” is said to have had a significant impact on the course of action eventually taken by
politicians: the agrarian bill of Tiberius Gracchus in 133 and the assassination of Julius Caesar
in 44 (an elite initiative of a different kind).® In enumerating Tiberius’ motives for initiating his

agrarian reform, Plutarch attributes the greatest influence to the popular graffiti:

But the People themselves set aflame his energy and ambition most of all (trv 6¢ mieiotnv
avTog 0 dfuog opunv kol eurhotipiov EEfye) calling upon him by means of messages
written on porticoes, walls and tombs to reclaim the public land for the poor.®

The relative importance attributed to this motivation by Plutarch is, in the nature of things,
merely a conjecture, whatever its original source. It is clear from Plutarch’s own account (8.4—
7) that others had put greater emphasis on various other factors. “Most say,” he notes, that
Tiberius was prompted by Diophanes the rhetorician and Blossius the philosopher; some put
the blame on Cornelia who egged her sons on and ignited their ambitions; others refer to his
personal rivalry with another young noble, Spurius Postumius, whom Tiberius was “determined
to outdo by engaging in a bold political measure which would arouse great expectations among
the People.” Finally, Tiberius’ brother Gaius claimed that he had conceived the policy of
agrarian reform after observing the desolation in the countryside in Etruria.

The motivations on this list are, of course, not mutually exclusive. They represent a

mixture probably well recognizable, mutatis mutandis, to many an ambitious politician in a

" Morstein-Marx 2012.
8 All dates are BCE.
% Plut. Ti. Gracch. 8.7. Morstein-Marx 2012, 201: pvfjpoto — “surely ‘tombs,’ as usual in Plutarch.”
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modern representative democracy — including, alongside other considerations, the perceived
merits of the case and a notion of the public good. The direct public pressure exerted on Tiberius
is attributed by Plutarch to the “demos.” This, admittedly, is a general term, but its reading
should be “popular” enough to fit the content of the message: agrarian reform, “reclaiming the
public land for the poor.” The demand must have been formulated in a general way; the crucial
details of the bill will have been formulated by Tiberius together with his high-ranking
supporters, as Plutarch goes on to relate (9.1). The link between popular demand and the
agrarian bill, as presented by Plutarch, was neither direct not exclusive, but it was powerful.

As Morstein-Marx notes,

It is often stated that political initiative in the Roman Republic was the sole preserve of
senators and thus that the citizenry only had a voice when a space for it was opened up
by division among the elite. But this example shows that to attribute political initiative
solely to magistrates and the Senate is to take too formal a view: the populus had ways of
making their desires known, though these generally fall beneath the purview of our
sources. Graffiti were evidently one of these methods, and the matter-of-fact way in which
Plutarch introduces this idea gives reason to wonder whether it was a much more common
phenomenon of “lower-class” public life than the scarcity of references in our sources

might suggest.©

The picture drawn by Plutarch does not present the People as merely taking advantage of an
already existing division within the elite, by supporting an initiative originating “from above.”!!
Nor was the initiative, as reported, solely popular in its origin. Rather, one can speak of a mixed
model of political initiative in this case. The popular element in this mixture of motivation is
present both directly, as expressed by the graffiti campaign related by Plutarch, and indirectly

(though powerfully) in Tiberius’ determination “to outdo [a rival aristocrat] by engaging in a

10 Morstein-Marx 2012, 201-2. Cf. North 1990, 19: “We hear on occasion of slogan-daubing to put pressure on
politicians [a reference to Plut. Ti. Gracch. 8 and also to the slogans surviving in Pompeii]; it may be that this
whole side of political life has been seriously neglected.” On graffiti in the late Republic, with examples from the
early principate, see Angius 2018, 32-59.

11 Morstein-Marx 2012, 202 suggests that if the effect of the graffiti on Tiberius was indeed as great as Plutarch
relates, this must have been largely because it encouraged him to conclude, given the wide scope of the
phenomenon (“on porticoes, walls and tombs”), that the cause of agrarian reform enjoyed strong popular support.

This could be expected to help him to overcome the anticipated elitist opposition.
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bold political measure which would arouse great expectations among the People,” thereby
satisfying the ambition that his mother is said to have “ignited.” As so often in Republican
politics, the popular and elitist elements appear to have functioned in an interdependent and
mutually reinforcing way.

In the case of the assassination of Julius Caesar, it seems clear that the initiative came
mainly from within the senatorial elite to which the conspirators belonged. However, the
sources relate a wide-ranging campaign of graffiti directed personally at Marcus Junius Brutus,
urging him to live up to the glorious tradition of Brutus the consul, the initiator of the deposition
of the last king, who was considered his ancestor.!? In the nature of the case, it cannot be ruled
out that some or possibly even all of these graffiti were in fact orchestrated by other
conspirators, or perhaps like-minded members of the elite, with the aim of putting psychological
pressure on the reluctant Brutus. This possibility is in fact reflected in a tradition that survives
in two closely similar passages of Plutarch and Appian.'® These have Cassius ask Brutus,
rhetorically: “do you really think that the anonymous writings on your [praetor’s] tribunal come
from artisans and shopkeepers” (very probably rendering the Latin opifices at tabernarii, well
known from the accounts of late republican crowds and popular politics), “and not from the
leading men in Rome?”

Whatever the facts of the matter in this particular case, Cassius’ reported rhetorical
question “implies that the natural assumption, and indeed Brutus’ view up to this point, was
that ‘artisans and shopkeepers’ would be the agents of such graffiti.”** Admittedly, this tradition
also implies that it was a credible claim that messages could sometimes be passed in this way
within the senatorial elite, whose members certainly had opportunities to approach each other
directly; perhaps, in this case, this was due to the delicate nature of the subject matter, which
required anonymity. It also implies, unsurprisingly, that attributing such messages to leading
men rather than to (numerous) commoners could be expected to make a stronger impression on
a man like Brutus. At any rate, even for a fundamentally “oligarchic” enterprise such as
Caesar’s assassination that would eventually be rejected by most of the urban plebs, some
popular input in encouraging it is reported by the sources. This may perhaps be connected with

the indications that in the last months of Caesar’s rule his increasingly unabashed autocracy,

2 Plut. Brut. 9.5-9; Caes. 62.7; App. B Civ. 112; Cass. Dio 44.12.1-3; Suet. Iul. 80.1-3.

13 App. B Civ. 2.113; Plut. Brut. 10.6. Morstein-Marx 2012, 210, n. 75: “Plutarch’s ‘weavers’ seems out of place
in urban Rome and looks like an unsuccessful stab at opifices.”

14 Morstein-Marx 2012, 210.
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with rumors of kingship, provoked resentment among (part of) the common People. The
conspirators may have relied on these indications (which does not rule out that they may have
encouraged them too) in assessing their chances of success after the deed, only to be

disappointed when the tide of (most) popular opinion turned decisively against them.*

3. The People’s Voice

In his book on public opinion and popular participation, Andrea Angius draws a list of 17
attested cases, in the last century of the Republic, of “iniziative politiche di origine popolare” —
instances of popular pressure on specific issues producing political results, starting with the
election of Scipio to his first consulship (discussed below) and the graffiti addressed to Tiberius
Gracchus.® In some cases, admittedly, popular initiative can be inferred only from a general
statement that a certain measure was strongly demanded by the People — like in the case of the
restoration of the tribunes’ powers, according to Cicero (Verr. 1.44: populus Romanus
tribuniciam potestatem tanto studio requisivit). This might conceivably refer solely to the
known public support for the initiative already taken by the tribunes who were campaigning for
the restoration of the tribunate. But how likely it is that these tribunes had merely guessed what
the public sentiment was? At any rate Cicero, addressing his hard-line optimate brother Quintus
in De Legibus, presents this restoration, by Pompey in 70, as imposed by the state of public

opinion:

You say you cannot praise Pompey in this one matter; but you do not seem to have
sufficiently considered this point — that he had not only to look to what was best but also
what was necessary (non solum ei quid esset optimum videndum fuisse, sed etiam quid
necessarium). He understood that this power could not be withheld from our state; for
how could our People do without it once they had experienced it when they had demanded
it so vehemently before they knew what it was? It was incumbent on a wise citizen not to
leave to some dangerous demagogue a cause that was not vicious in itself and so popular
that it could not be opposed (causam nec perniciosam et ita popularem ut non posset

obsisti, perniciose populari civi non relinquere).’

15 Thus Morstein-Marx 2012, 210-5; see in particular Suet. Iul. 80, listing the graffiti addressed to Brutus “among
a series of [hostile] popular responses to Caesar’s actions (placards, jingles, derisive shouts, and protest ballots)”
(Morstein-Marx 2012, 210). Cf. Rosillo-Lopez 2017, 187-94 on the conspirators “misreading public opinion.”

16 Angius 2018, 325-6.

17 Cic. Leg. 3.26.
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Cicero is clearly thinking in terms of popular demand producing demagogic “supply,” and not
the other way around — although in real life, supply and demand often re-enforce each other, as
may well have happened in this case too. We are not told exactly how the People tanto studio
requisivit the restoration of the tribunate,'® but this case hardly fits the model of a “division
within the oligarchy” creating an opening for the People to exercise some influence.'® Rather,
several radical tribunes of the plebs had been active in agitation for this cause during the 70s,
clearly against the interests and the wishes of the (overwhelming majority of the) oligarchy.?
Some of them were high-born, some of relatively humble origin; all of them, as elected officials,
were indeed part of the Republican “oligarchy,” usefully reminding us that this concept is fairly
broad and flexible. They certainly encouraged (“from above”) the popular demand for the
restoration of the tribunate, but their very decision to challenge the oligarchy on this sensitive
matter must have been prompted by an expectation — presumably based on more than mere
guesswork — of strong popular support. Pompey’s eventual, and decisive, decision to take up
this cause is defended by Cicero on the grounds that otherwise it might have been be taken up
by a perniciosus civis — presumably someone more formidable than the pre-restoration
tribunes.?!

When Cicero is warning Verres’ senatorial judges that if they acquit the accused he will
bring the case, as aedile, before a iudicium populi, he describes this future action as acceding
to a demand that has already been voiced by the People: “I will move on to what the Roman
People is already asking me (proficiscar eo quo me iam pridem vocat populus Romanus); for it

thinks that the power to judge on liberty and citizenship is its own, and it is right to think so”

18 These words relate directly to the original popular demand for the tribunate, but the context implies that they are
relevant also to contemporary circumstances. Cf. Cic. Div. Caec. 8: tribunicia potestas efflagitata est. It suits
Cicero’s rhetorical purpose, here and elsewhere in the Verrine speeches, to stress that popular enthusiasm for a
reform of the senatorial courts was even stronger (cf. Verr. 1.45), but eventually even Catulus is quoted as
conceding that the popular desire for the full restoration of the tribunate was genuine (Verr. 1.44).

19 Cf. North 1999, 18: “The popular will of the Roman People found expression in the context, and only in the
context, of divisions within the oligarchy.” Cf. Morstein-Marx 2004, 283: “When, after 133, was the Roman elite
not divided?” In this case, however, it seems that the “division” itself was, at least in large measure, created by the
known “popular will.”

20 See on this Marshall and Beness 1987.

2L Perhaps another edition of Lepidus in 78. On the development of Lepidus’ position regarding the tribunes’
powers see Rosenblitt 2019, 63-79, 151-4. He initially turned down a request by tribunes to take up this cause
(Gran. Lic. 36.33), but probably changed his mind later in the year.
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(Verr. 2.1.12). We cannot know who exactly, and how, was “calling” on Cicero to take this
course of action. The whole thing might actually be a rhetorical invention, but it must have been
a credible one. It was thus believable that a Roman magistrate — not a tribune — might face such
demands, on such an issue, “from below.”

A relatively detailed account of the events leading to a senatus consultum and a law on
Pompey’s cura annonae in September 57 demonstrates how the Roman populace could,
occasionally, take political initiative on a specific issue, with a specific proposal addressed to a
specific politician — and eventually have its way.?? The issue was grain shortage and its relief —
one which naturally aroused strong popular emotions. Admittedly, a food riot is perhaps the
least surprising instance of “popular initiative” which does not require a republican political
system in order to take place and sometimes succeed in forcing the government’s hand. But
what interests us in this case is the exact interaction between the physical “voice of the People”
and the mechanism of Republican, and specifically senatorial, politics. Cicero’s letter to Atticus

(4.1.6) provides the most reliable account of the events following his return from exile:

Two days after that — there having been a very heavy rise in the price of corn, and great
crowds having flocked first to the theatre and then to the Senate-house, shouting out, at
the instigation of Clodius, that the scarcity of corn was my doing — meetings of the Senate
being held on those days to discuss the corn question, and Pompey being called upon to
undertake the management of its supply in the common talk (sermone) not only of the
plebs, but of the boni also, and being himself desirous of the commission, when the People
at large called upon me by name to support a decree to that effect (multitudogue a me
nominatim ut id decernerem postularet), I did so, and gave my vote in a carefully-worded
speech. The other consulars, except Messalla and Afranius, having absented themselves
on the ground that they could not vote with safety to themselves, a decree of the Senate
was passed in the sense of my motion, namely, that Pompey should be appealed to
undertake the business, and that a law should be proposed to that effect.?

22 Cic. Att. 4.1.6-7; Dom. 6-16; Cass. Dio 39.9.2-3. See in Morstein-Marx 2019, 520-3 a detailed analysis of this
event, which is said to exemplify the phenomenon of “fear of the People” on the part of the ruling class (cf. also
below).

2 Trans. E. S. Shuckburgh.
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A consular law giving Pompey his commission, with a wide-ranging imperium, was quickly
drafted and passed. The letter, as well as Cicero’s speech De Domo Sua, distinguishes between
those who shouted out Cicero’s name at the instigation of Clodius, blaming him for the scarcity
of corn, and those who would later call on him nominatim to propose entrusting the grain
commission to Pompey. The latter, naturally, are presented by him as the true Roman People,
“the vast multitude of citizens” who assembled on the Capitol only after Clodius and his
minions, whom Cicero also blames for the violent riots that accompanied this agitation, had left
(Dom. 7: cum praesertim te iam illlinc cum tua fugitivorum manu discessisse constaret). The
public speech is naturally suspect of manipulation, the letter to Atticus perhaps less so. At any
rate, it is clear that the calls addressed from the crowd to Cicero to initiate the appointment of
Pompey were not instigated by Clodius, who would strongly oppose Pompey’s commission and
certainly could not have wished to give Cicero an opportunity to ingratiate himself with the
People. Whatever role Clodius played in the agitation and the riots, he was certainly not in full
control, and eventually “the popular will” communicated to the Senate went against his wishes.

In defending his motion in the Senate against Clodius’ criticism, Cicero acknowledges
and in fact emphasizes its popular origin: “it was, in the first place, the opinion which popular
discussion (populi sermo) had already implanted in our minds,” and also one that had been
weighted in the Senate during previous days, and eventually adopted by a frequens senatus
(Dom. 8).* This degree of deference to direct popular pressure and the extraordinary
commission resulting from it are presented as justified by the gravity of the crisis and the
People’s genuine distress, which Cicero acknowledges, accusing Clodius only of exacerbating
things by his incitement and violence (Dom. 10-2).

However, when it suited him Cicero could also, in a senatorial speech, attribute
considerable auctoritas to unofficial manifestations of the popular will on more general
political matters (rather than on the question of the People’s sustenance). In his first Philippic,

Cicero addresses Marcus Antonius and Dolabella:

And, indeed, you have both of you had many judgments (iudicia) delivered respecting
you by the Roman People, by which | am greatly concerned that you are not sufficiently
influenced. For what was the meaning of the shouts of the innumerable crowd of citizens

collected at the gladiatorial games? or of the verses made by the People? or of the

24 Morstein-Marx 2019, 523: “[W]e have [in this case] an implicit model of popular ‘input,” starting with populi

sermo, which gives rise to senatorial debate and was finally ‘put over the top’ by Cicero’s advocacy.”
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extraordinary applause at the sight of the statue of Pompeius? and at that sight of the two
tribunes of the People who are opposed to you? Are these things a feeble indication of the
incredible unanimity of the entire Roman People? What more? Did the applause at the
games of Apollo, or, | should rather say, testimony and judgment there given by the
Roman People, appear to you of small importance? ... I myself, indeed, am a man who
have at all times despised that applause which is bestowed on popularis citizens, but at
the same time, when it is bestowed by those of the highest, and of the middle, and of the
lowest rank, and, in short, by all ranks together, and when those men who were previously
accustomed to aim at nothing but the favor of the People keep aloof, | then think that, not

mere applause, but a deliberate verdict (non plausum illum, sed iudicium puto).?

A iudicium of the Roman People — their deliberate and considered judgment — was, by
definition, highly authoritative. In the strict sense, the People’s will could only be expressed
through a lawfully taken vote of a lawful assembly presided over by a magistrate, subject to all
the safeguards, as regards both procedure and composition, wisely established by “our
ancestors.”?® However, when rhetorical need arose, popular shouting, booing and applause at a
contio, as well as at public spectacles, in public places and in the streets of Rome, could also be
presented as a significatio of the People’s will.?” In this case, Cicero finds it rhetorically
expedient to express concern that the consuls are not sufficiently moved by these manifestations

of popular sentiment.?® His pretext for taking them seriously rather than dismissing them with

%5 Cic. Phil. 1.36-7. Trans. C. D. Yonge.

% See Cic. Flac. 15-6. See Rosillo-Lopez 2019a, 510 on iudicium used by Cicero in electoral and legislative
contexts, in addition to iudicia populi as assembly trials.

27 See Rosillo-Lopez 2019a on Cicero’s flexibility in treating such manifestations, at contiones and outside them,
as iudicia populi when it suited him politically. Rosillo-Lépez 2017, 8-9, 40; 2019, 504 suggests that Cicero, as a
rule, emphasizes the significance of contiones and public spectacles (“opinion expressed in official places and
events”) at the expense of “free and non-institutional expression of public opinion, such as comments in the streets,
gossip in the Forum, etc.” Gossip and comments in the street were indeed still more “non-institutional” than both
contiones and public spectacles (though Cicero also mentions populi versus, which were not confined to either
spectacles or contiones (Rosillo-Lépez 2017, 9; cf. Angius 2018, 97-114). On rumors and unofficial expressions
of public opinion throughout the city, see O’Neill 2003; Pina Polo 2010; Rosillo-L6pez 2017, 42-97; Logghe
2017; Knopf 2019, esp. 625-7.

28 Cicero makes a similar argument, at length, in Pro Sestio (105, 106, 115-27). Here, too, the “judgment of the
Roman People” expressed at public spectacles related to political matters. In 115, he claims theatrical and

gladiatorial shows sometimes provided a venue for a more genuine expression of popular feelings than voting
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elitist contempt, is, it should be noted, not that these were voices of respectable citizens as
opposed to the rabble (or alleged hirelings), but that they came from the universus populus
Romanus, from top to bottom. This is what is said to have made them authoritative. This
unofficial voice of the People, as described by Cicero, was not merely the voice of hunger and
distress which it would have been imprudent for the Senate to ignore; it related to high politics.
No danger of a violent outbreak seems to be implied. Although at that time such a danger was
perhaps never far from senators’ minds, it seems unlikely that there was a credible threat of it
from the political direction suggested by Cicero here.

This voice, attributed to the People, was not advancing a specific proposal. This is not a
case of a political initiative from below; but neither is it a case of the People merely reacting to
an initiative coming from above. The People’s (alleged) mood is mentioned by one “oligarch”
in order to move other “oligarchs” into action (a change of course). What is remarkable here is
the degree of authority accorded, even if manipulatively, to unofficial and unregulated
expressions of a popular sentiment.?® If this is accepted in principle as a legitimate argument,
the borderline between general and specific preferences and grievances, and more or less
specific demands to address or to redress them, becomes blurred.

Whatever the degree of manipulation involved in Cicero’s account, such language used
in the Senate by a conservative senior statesman does not imply that the political culture of the
day regarded popular input into politics by means of public manifestations as something
illegitimate — or exceptional. Naturally, arguments were also easily available, in legitimate
political discourse — and especially in its optimate variety — for not giving up to popular
pressures of this kind. It might be claimed that the demand in question was not being voiced by
the universus populus Romanus, or even by genuine Roman citizens (as Cicero regularly claims
about Clodius’ supporters), or that acceding to it would not be for the common good (as Scipio
Nasica stated bluntly on the occasion described below), or in accordance with (one’s often
flexible interpretation of) the mos maiorum. The supremacy of the Roman People, which
everyone acknowledged in principle, did not at all have to translate itself into accepting a
specific demand of a specific mob, however large and noisy. In principle, this is no less true for

a modern representative democracy. In practice, the Roman ruling class was probably, on

assemblies and contiones. See also Cic. Pis. 65; cf. Cic. Att. 2.19.3, 14.3.2; QFr. 2.14.2 (political importance
actually attached by Cicero to such expressions). On the political significance of spectacles, see Knopf 2018, 265—
74; Angius 2018, 60-80.

29 Cf. Rosillo-Lo6pez 2019a, 510-1; Angius 2018, 313-4.
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average, better equipped to resist popular pressures and unofficial initiatives — both rhetorically,
given the unabashedly elitist elements of the political culture, and by using and abusing the
actual mechanism of decision-making. On the other hand, in the Republic’s last decades and
years, when the argument in favor of heeding the voice of the Roman People was made, this

might sometimes be a matter of making a virtue of physical, and not merely political, necessity.

4. The Heyday of the Senatorial Republic: Scipio Aemilianus elected to his First
Consulship

The story of the election of Scipio Aemilianus to his first consulship in 147 and of his African
command conferred by popular vote, belongs to the heyday of the senatorial Republic, the
relatively tranquil and harmonious days before the Gracchi. This story lacks the traits often
associated with popular politics of the late Republic, and especially with its last decades: “party-
political” (optimate/popular) tensions within the senatorial elite that sometimes provided an
opening for the exercise of popular power, and popular violence or a threat of it.3° Moreover,
this is not a story of a food riot, nor was the populace exerting pressure for the sake of obtaining
some other material advantage; it voiced its opinion de re publica. The People’s role in the
affair was anything but passive, and legal constraints failed to stem a strong current of public

opinion. Appian’s account is the only detailed one we have:

When [Roman setbacks in the siege of Carthage] were reported at Rome, the People were
chagrined and anxious ... Remembering the exploits of Scipio while he was a military
tribune not long before, and comparing them with the present blunders and recalling the
letters written to them by friends and relatives from the army on that subject, there was
presently an intense desire that he should be sent to Carthage as consul. The election was
drawing near and Scipio was a candidate for the aedileship, for the laws did not permit
him to hold the consulship as yet, on account of his youth; yet the People elected him
consul. This was illegal, and when the consuls showed them the law they became
importunate and urged all the more, exclaiming (§Mmdpovv kol Evékevto, Kol

éxexpayecav) that by the laws handed down from Tullius and Romulus the People were

30 Cf. North 1990, 126: “It can, therefore, be argued that such democracy as we find in Cicero’s day was nothing
more than a symptom of a collapsing system. As the ruling elite lost its grip, so voting in the assemblies, like
rioting on the streets, took on a significance it had never had in the more stable periods of Roman political life.”

North himself does not (fully) endorse this view.
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the judges of the elections, and that, of the laws pertaining thereto, they could set aside or
confirm whichever they pleased. Finally one of the tribunes of the People declared that
he would take from the consuls the power of holding an election unless they yielded to
the People in this matter. Then the Senate allowed the tribunes to repeal this law, and
after one year they re-enacted it ... Thus Scipio, while seeking the aedileship, was chosen
consul. When his colleague, Drusus, proposed to him to cast lots to see which should have
Africa as his province, one of the tribunes put the question of the command of that army

to the People, and they chose Scipio.3

The Periochae of Livy’s book 50 preserve, in broad strokes, the tradition that is reflected in

Appian’s later detailed description:

When Publius Scipio Aemilianus ran for aedile, he was elected consul by the People.
Because he could not lawfully be made consul as he was under age, he was, after a great
struggle between the People, who supported him, and the senators who resisted this for
some time, exempted from the laws and made consul (quoniam per annos consuli fieri
non licebat, cum magno certamine suffragantis plebis et repugnantibus ei aliquamdiu

patribus, legibus solutus et consul creatus).

Rather than the populus rubber-stamping by its votes a decision of the oligarchy — as should
have happened under the oligarchic model of Republican politics, and as no doubt actually
happened often enough — it seems that in this case it was the ruling class that was induced,
under considerable direct pressure, to rubber-stamp a strong popular demand and sanction the
required bending of the rules. According to this account, it was a popular movement, motivated
by what public opinion regarded as the public good, that led to the election of Scipio. It was
strong enough to sweep aside the procedural obstacles that stood in its way — that is to say,
formally, to make the organs of the elite “initiate” the political steps that needed to be taken.
“The People” are described as having two specific aims: making Scipio consul, and
sending him, as consul, to lead the Roman armies in the African war. The first aim was illegal,
since Scipio was under the legal age and had not passed the necessary stages of the cursus
honorum; the second one was “unconstitutional,” since the People were not supposed to choose

commanders for specific campaigns. Both these aims were eventually attained. Appian’s

3L App. Pun. 112. Trans. H. White.
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language (“they became importunate and urged all the more, exclaiming...”) indicates “some
fairly substantial public outcry and disturbance” which must have “involved mobs cheering and
shouting demands for the election of Scipio, and jeering at the consul who quite properly
refused to regard him as eligible.”® The presiding consul put up strong resistance and countered
the popular outcry by “showing them the law.” According to Livy, he was supported by the
patres and the struggle went on for some time (aliquamdiu); this might mean that it stretched
over more than one day, and took more than a single confrontation between the crowd and the
presiding consul. Whether or not the Senate’s stance was given some formal or quasi-formal
expression during the course of the struggle, the weight of senatorial opinion must have been
clearly on the consul’s side.

The consul presiding over the assembly was on firm legal ground, backed by the Senate.
The power of the “oligarchy” was, in such a situation, at its height. The People had no legal
way to break the deadlock and impose their will, and there was, in those days, no question of
imposing it by force. Nevertheless, the popular will eventually prevailed. It is important to grasp
the full implications of the fact that such a thing could happen at a time when the system was
functioning in a normal way, giving full weight to the auctoritas of the Senate. The Republican
“constitution” was a complicated and flexible mechanism that could be put to different and
sometimes opposing uses. The ruling class had various means of frustrating, when it saw fit,
the exercise of the popular will. That the People had a certain right “on paper” did not guarantee
that it could be freely exercised against the wishes of the senatorial elite. On the other hand, the
mere fact that they lacked such a right, legally, did not necessarily mean that they could be
effectively prevented from exercising it, if popular pressure was strong enough. It is true that
in order for this to happen without a breach of legality, an elected official — usually, a tribune
of the plebs — had to take up the popular cause. Whether such a tribune would in fact be available
in each particular case depended, presumably, on the strength of the popular pressure, but also
on other, more “elitist” considerations that could hardly be ignored by a tribune who was
himself, by definition, a member of the office-holding class. But at any rate, whenever the
popular side of the equation won, there was no difficulty in justifying the tribune’s behavior in
terms of the fundamental logic of the system and the notions of legitimacy accepted, in

principle, by all.

32 Astin 1967, 66. “Appian uses the plural ‘consuls,” but only one consul [Postumius] can have presided and it is
most unlikely that Piso left Africa” (Astin 1967, 65, n. 3).
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This is what happened in this case. A tribune threatened to prevent the elections unless
the consul yielded to the People. This could not be risked; “the prospect of the state being
deprived at a crucial moment of all its senior officials compelled the senators to give way”;
and the Senate asked the tribunes to suspend the relevant legislation for one year. Scipio’s
candidature was accepted and the election could proceed, producing the expected result. This
case may be compared with an earlier example of the Senate standing its ground in a somewhat
similar situation: Livy (39.39) relates that in 184, when a suffect praetor had to be chosen, a
legally disqualified candidate ran for the office enjoying strong popular support and that of
some of the tribunes and refused to abandon his campaign, defying the presiding consul and the
Senate. The Senate eventually called off the election, decreeing that the existing number of
praetors was sufficient. It should be noted that in this case too, although the presiding consul
had both the letter of the law and the support of the Senate on his side, popular enthusiasm for
an illegal candidate could not be simply brushed aside. The Senate and the consul could not
procure the election of somebody else, but they could afford to dispense with the election
altogether. This option was not available in the consular election for 147.

It is often stressed that the wide powers of the presiding officer (usually consul, if not a
tribune in the plebeian assembly), without whose active cooperation no valid assembly decision
could be made, might enable him to thwart the popular will at his discretion, even without
formal justification. “The [presiding] magistrate was...formally and in actual fact in charge,
and he could refuse to accept a vote by the populus, as happened on several occasions.”3*
Formally, this is correct; but what happened “in actual fact” depended not just on political

factors, but also on the existence of a (potentially) rival formal authority, that of the tribunes of

3 Astin 1967, 67.

34 Mouritsen 2017, 19, with n. 39. Mouritsen recalls a famous — and exceptional — late republican example: “As
late as 67 the consul C. Piso had declared that if the assembly chose M. Palicanus as consul he would not return
him, ‘non renuntiabo,’, Val. Max. 3.8.3.” According to Valerius Maximus, the consul strongly objected to
Palicanus’ candidacy since he was “seditious” and unworthy: his “firmness” in the face of the pressure exerted by
tribunes friendly to Palicanus “wrested the consulship from Palicanus before he could obtain it” (consulatum
Palicano prius quam illum adipisceretur eripuit). This means that Palicanus, who was a legal candidate, either felt
forced to withdraw from the race (but in this case it is unclear why his supporters the tribunes did not prevent the
election) or, more likely, went ahead, hoping to win despite the consul’s open opposition, but lost, his defeat
attributed to the consul’s high-handed intervention. Renuntiatio could not be forced on the presiding consul, but it
does not seem that he could have “announced” someone else instead of Palicanus, had he won the votes, so
realizing such a threat would have apparently meant leaving one of the two consulship vacant. See on this
Yakobson 1999, 162-4; Wiseman 1994, 336-7.
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the plebs. The tribunes’ discretion in using their power of veto was even more indisputably
unlimited than that of the consuls as presiding magistrates. Not only a personal or political
abuse of consular authority, in presiding over elections, could be effectively countered by a
threat of veto, but also, as this case demonstrates, a wholly appropriate, in terms of the system,
attempt on a consul’s part to uphold the law in the face of popular pressure to bend the rules.
On the whole, the fact that the Republican political system made it much easier to block a
decision than to make it favored the status quo and thus, inevitably, the ruling class.® Things
were different, however, when the ruling class could not afford to accept a prolonged deadlock;
this was surely the case as a rule when consuls had to be elected, and definitely so on this
occasion.

The anonymous tribune of the plebs whose threat of veto paved the way to Scipio’s
election is described as translating the popular demand and outcry, directly, into legitimate, and
effective, political action. He thus may be said to have acted as a “People’s representative” in
a very real and direct sense. Though we cannot be sure that Appian allows us to see the whole
picture, the tribune’s “representative” function on that occasion may well have been exercised
in a more direct and immediate way than is often the case with “the People’s representatives”
in a modern representative democracy.®® As an elected official, a tribune of the plebs was,
however humble he might sometimes have been compared to true aristocrats and from their
viewpoint,®” part of that Roman elite or “oligarchy” which possessed the “monopoly of all
forms of political initiative.”*® It should always be borne in mind that such terms as “elite,”
“ruling class,” or “oligarchy,” should in the Roman republican context be taken in a sense that
is broad and flexible enough to include such people.

The tribune acted on this occasion in a way fully consistent with Polybius’ highly
controversial account of the tribunate: “and here it is to be observed that the tribunes are always
obliged to act as the People decree and to pay every attention to their wishes.” This remark is
part of his explanation for why as part of the balance of the mixed constitution the Senate,

though “it possesses such great power,” “fears the multitude and must pay due attention to the

% See Cic. Leg. 3.42; cf. 3.24. See on this Yakobson 2015, 167-8.

% Cf. Mouritsen 2001, 92, n. 3: “It is important to note that the magistrates, unlike modern politicians, did not
‘represent’ the voters to whom they owed their office. Roman politicians therefore had no constituency in the
modern sense. Ideally, popular tribunes may have been expected to protect and further the interests of the
plebeians, but they did not represent them, nor were they directly responsible to them.”

37 Cf. Yakobson 2018, 19-20, 22-4, 29-31.

3 Cf. North 1990, 15-6.
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popular will” (6.16). It is often said that Polybius got it wrong: though this had been the original
ideology of the tribunate, this is not at all how the tribunate actually functioned — certainly not
in the “harmonious” middle Republic. Certainly, “always obliged” is an exaggeration. But
sometimes, apparently, tribunes did act in this way — as did the tribune who paved the way to
Scipio’s irregular election, and also the tribune (who may actually have been the same one)
who later carried the law that assigned the command in the war to Scipio, bypassing the sortition
on which the other consul was insisting.

The latter decision was highly significant. Decisions of this kind were supposed to be
taken in an “oligarchic” way — by sortition involving high officials, mutual agreement between
colleagues, or senatorial decision. The populus, in this case, clearly trespassed on the senatorial
sphere, on a matter of crucial importance for the Senate and for individual senators. This
possibility, then, did not have to wait until 133 before materializing.® But as Polybius stresses
in 6.16, part of the overall balance of the system was (even before 133) that the traditional
sphere of senatorial competence was not immune from popular encroachment “if anyone
introduces a law meant to deprive the Senate of some of its traditional authority.” Polybius fails
to mention the fact that only a tribune, rather than “anyone,” had a right to introduce such
legislation — but he does stress, in this context, that tribunes are “obliged” to give expression to
the popular will. Of course, sending Scipio as commander in the war against Carthage had
according to Appian’s account been the whole purpose of the original popular demand to make
him consul, and we may assume that this wish was voiced loudly when the People were
clamoring for Scipio’s election. Both as regards Scipio’s election and on the matter of his
military command, the popular will to which the tribune (or tribunes) gave expression was clear
and specific, with no significant role left for intermediaries in creating its final shape. The
anonymity of the tribune(s) in this case might be purely incidental, but it also seems appropriate:
the larger-than-life tribunes of the later Republic, powerful politicians who could move public

opinion no less than being moved by it, are not what we see here.

% This “may have been the first ... instance of the assignment of a consular provincia by popular vote” (Morstein-
Marx 2019, 528). Morstein-Marx regards the case of the Senate giving in to popular pressure on Scipio’s election
and asking the tribunes to “avoid blatant illegality” by temporarily abrogating the relevant law, as another example
of “the fear of the People” on the part of the Senate, as related by Polybius at 6.16. This fear, in Polybius’ time,
was political — the possibility that senatorial opposition might be overcome by hostile tribunician legislation, which
sometimes moved the Senate to make a virtue of necessity and concede the point of controversy. In the late
Republic, the Senate might have to fear popular violence, and sometimes “these two kinds of fear might merge

together” (Morstein-Marx 2019, 519).
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Just how “popular” was the popular demand that set off this chain of events? We cannot
know. Appian certainly gives the impression that it was fairly popular, and Livy’s account
speaks of a prolonged struggle between the plebs and the patres. Such language, whenever it
appears in the sources (as it often does), is inherently imprecise. However, it does seem to point
to something broader than anything that could be reasonably defined as an “elite,” though it
does not by any means have to refer to just the lower orders. And, naturally, we cannot rule out
an element of elite input and manipulation behind the scenes. This, of course, holds true for any
popular movement, however broad and strong, anywhere. Scipio Aemilianus himself naturally
comes under suspicion (though not on Appian’s part).*® He was campaigning for the aedileship
and could not openly set his eyes on the consulship, but the young aristocrat had enough
influential friends who could have contributed, to a greater or lesser degree, to the climate of
public opinion that eventually led to his election.*!

None of this implies that the popular feeling was not genuine and widespread — and
certainly not that such an outburst could be manufactured from above regardless of the People’s
judgment on the merits of the case. The opposition of the ruling class as a whole, represented
by the presiding consul and the patres, appears to have been solid. It might be of some
significance that while the Senate is said to have asked “the tribunes” to carry the necessary
legislation allowing Scipio’s candidacy, only one tribune is said to have threatened to prevent
the election, and only one (possibly, the same one) proposed the law on Scipio’s command in
Africa. It might be asked what was the importance of the Senate asking the tribunes to abrogate
the law when they — any of them — could in any case have initiated this measure without any
senatorial authorization. The Senate’s “green light” was probably needed to make sure that the
bill would not be vetoed. Elite opposition to Scipio’s illegal election may well have been strong
enough to include some of the tribunes, perhaps most of them. Despite what Polybius says,
tribunes did not “always” support controversial popular demands. But when it came to a threat
of veto (as opposed to carrying a bill in the assembly), the People did not need the support of
all or even most of the tribunes in order to have their way. The system worked in such a way
that if even a single tribune decided to take up the popular demand and threatened to prevent
the election, he could eventually force the Senate’s hand if the election itself could not be

dispensed with.

40 This is often assumed in scholarship, e.g., Harders 2017, 248-9 (with references).
41 Astin 1967, 64.
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The strength of the “elitist” opposition that had to be overcome made sure that the
consular election in 148 would be remembered as a popular victory, as attested by Appian and
Livy, and part of Scipio’s popularis reputation.*? Later, Appian relates that “the People” — in
this case, those who were supporting the Gracchan agrarian allotments — resented Scipio’s
opposition to them in 129 and regarded it as a betrayal, “because, though they had loved him to
a degree which was the envy of others, and on many issues had opposed the powerful leaders
on his behalf, and had twice chosen him consul contrary to the law, they saw him acting against
their interests on behalf of the Italians” (App. B Civ. 1.19).*® At all events, it is obvious that in
this case the formal monopoly of the ruling class on legitimate political initiative did not render
the People either passive or powerless.**

All this happened in the “good old days” of the middle Republic. And indeed, compared
to later developments, the days were relatively good from the senatorial viewpoint. There is no
hint that the popular outcry amounted to rioting; no physical threat is implied. The point of
controversy in this case is not to be compared to the bitter political and social struggles of the
late Republic. “The People” are described as moved by considerations of uncontroversial
common good: providing the best military commander for the war in Africa. Their solution to
the problem was well within the bounds of the aristocratic and meritocratic ethos of the system,

and of its operative logic: a temporary relaxation of formal rules in order to allow a young blue-

42 A tradition including Scipio in the list of populares existed in the first century, despite his opposition to Tiberius
(Cic. Acad. Pr. 2.13; cf. Cic. Leg. 3.37-8), though it is likely that even in the relatively popularis stages of his
career he had never been more than a “traditionally-minded moderate” (Scullard 1960, 65; cf. 71, 73—4; Astin
1967, 26-34).

43 Though this is not clearly attested, it has been suggested that the political background for Scipio’s election to
his second consulship in 134, that was also irregular, and had to be enabled by a tribunician bill requested by the
Senate (App. Hisp. 84; cf. Val. Max. 8.15.4), was similar to what had taken place in 148, inter alia on the grounds
that the Senate’s refusal to allow him to conscript soldiers in Italy may indicate that the Senate was in fact hostile
to him. Thus, Astin 1967, 183-6.

4 According to Lintott 1994, 46, “though popular feeling frequently expressed itself in the support of one
prominent aristocratic politician against another, there was an autonomy in this, which went beyond the
machinations of politicians themselves. Scipio Aemilianus received his first consulship in 147, before the normal
time, through popular demand.” Mouristen 2017, 134 notes that the Senate’s “dominant families were often defied
by other affluent sections of society, most obviously when bills were passed and higher magistrates elected against
their express wishes, e.g. Marius or before him Scipio Aemilianus.” The attribution of the electoral result (wholly)
to “affluent sections of society” (described in the passage as close to the Senate as a whole, though not to the
leading noble families) depends on the assumption that these sections fully controlled the centuriate assembly (cf.
Yakobson 1999, 20-64).
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blooded aristocrat of proven ability to do the job. What is noteworthy is the People’s insistence
on their right to initiate such a solution, rather than to be content with ratifying one submitted
to them by their betters and superiors — something to which their role was confined according
to the strictly hierarchical model of Republican politics.

Within several years, Scipio Nasica, consul 138, would successfully resist, by invoking a
version of just such a model, an attempt to turn him into a formal medium of a (de-facto)
initiative from below. At a time of a food shortage and rising prices of bread, a tribune of the
plebs summoned him and his colleague to a contio and pressed the consuls to initiate a measure
of relief (emergency purchases) in the Senate. Scipio’s objections to this proposal provoked
angry shouting from his popular audience, followed by his notoriously rude retort: “Be silent,
citizens, I ask you. For I understand better than you what is for the public good” (Val. Max.
3.7.3: ‘tacete, quaeso, Quirites’, inquit: ‘plus ego enim quam vos quid rei publicae expediat
intellego’).

We are not told whether the tribune who tried to press the consul to act had merely
guessed what the People were expecting of him, or had received direct messages from them in
some way. The latter is perhaps a natural assumption during a food shortage; if so, this seems
to be another example of “informal” popular initiative (eventually unsuccessful, since the
consul would not be moved and the tribune apparently failed to act on his own). At any rate, in
138 the recalcitrant consul stood his ground (though in the late Republic, as we have seen,
frustrating the popular will during a food shortage might prove more difficult). His retort was
a particularly churlish expression of an idea — “we know better than you” — that must have been
very popular in the Roman ruling class. The ideas of the ruling class were of great importance
in that political culture, but they were not the only game in town. It is precisely this idea that
had been rejected a decade before, by the People pressing for the election of Scipio Aemilianus.
They insisted that they actually knew better than either the presiding consul or the senators who
were supporting him quid rei publicae expediret. Moreover, they saw themselves as entitled to
have their way — at least as regards elections — even regardless of the laws. The cry that “by the
laws handed down from Tullius and Romulus the People were the judges of the elections, and
that, of the laws pertaining thereto, they could set aside or confirm whichever they pleased,”
reported by Appian, is a clear statement of the principle of (in our terms) full popular

sovereignty, or at least in this field.* In the particular circumstances of that case, this notion

4 Cf. Plut. Mar. 12 on Marius’ election to a consulship for the second time in 104, in the face of the Germanic

threat: “he was appointed consul for the second time, although the law forbade that a man in his absence and before
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was not a lip-service to the People but an effective political weapon in their hands. If we may
fully trust the tradition related by Appian, the People appear to have almost forgotten — how

careless of them — that they were living in the middle Republic.

5. Conclusion

In a highly competitive political system where votes matter, and politicians need them for their
advancement, the voting public cannot be essentially passive. This must have been doubly true
in a city-state where the weight of the People’s physical presence — both in conjunction with,
and in addition to, their voting power —was strongly felt by the political class that had to conduct
the business of the state in public, and without the benefit of a police force. If the legal right of
political initiative is restricted to elected politicians (something which is very much the rule in
most modern democracies), this does not prevent public opinion from influencing and moving
those who possess this right. It does so both indirectly, since politicians who depend on voters
make it their business to know what voters expect of them, and directly, since voters have
multiple ways of communicating their feelings, grievances and wishes — including specific
policy preferences — to politicians. Informal initiative from below on specific issues — in itself,
only part of a broader picture of informal popular input into public life — is attested under the
Republic in various cases, and it seems likely that many other instances of popular or “mixed”
initiative are unreported in our sources.*® A (relatively speaking) face-to-face society of a city-
state provided numerous opportunities for such “bottom-up” communications (in the Forum
and outside it). On top of the well-attested significance of popular shouting, booing and
applause in public places, there are indications that “citizens addressing senators and even
magistrates [individually] was nothing special. An actioner mocked a consul about his taking
of bribes from foreign envoys in the middle of the Forum [Cic. Planc. 33]... There was no

question of a closely guarded elite, detached and uninterested in what People were saying.”*’

the lapse of a specified time should be elected again; still, the People would not listen to those who opposed the
election. For they considered that this would not be the first time that the law had given way before the demands
of the general good, and that the present occasion demanded it no less imperatively than when they had made
Scipio consul contrary to the laws” (trans. B. Perrin).

46 Cf. Rosillo-Lopez 2019b on the influence of the audience (corona) in public trials.

47 Rosillo-Lépez 2017, 51: members of the ruling class “were surrounded by their fellow citizens, thus ensuring
that, in fact, they were socialising in the same place, sharing the same experience, and listening to the same

comments shouted out loud”; see on this 48-52. On direct contact between the wider public and senators on
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Moreover, the Roman republic had a specific arrangement for making the common
people’s voice heard — the tribunate. We have seen how this arrangement worked in the case of
Scipio’s first consulship and command in Africa. Of course, tribunes of the plebs did not always
faithfully perform their traditional duty of “acting as the People decree and to paying every
attention to their wishes,” in Polybius’ words. They were, in many cases, ambitious politicians
— sometimes nobiles — with strong ties in the senatorial elite. But their very political ambition

also made them sensitive, at least in some measure, to popular wishes and pressures.
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Acting Up: The Post of Master of the Mint
as an Early-Career Move in the Late Republic*

Christopher Burden-Strevens

Abstract

This article seeks to analyze the opportunities for political leadership provided by one of
the most poorly documented of the Republican magistracies: the post of triumvir monetalis or
master of the mint. Using case studies from the 60s and 50s, it argues that a position at the mint
was a valuable means for young politicians not only to introduce themselves to the people or
respond to political issues in general terms, but also — crucially — to galvanize opinion for or
against specific proposals and initiatives. Thus, at the same time as using their issues to promote
the achievements of their families — as is well-recognized — the young moneyers discussed here
all sought to influence the political agenda directly by articulating messages of support or
criticism directed at the particular decisions of their elders and superiors. This important but
under-recognized aspect of the political function of the mint in the late Republic reveals that
political leadership and agency were not, in fact, solely the privilege of the major magistrates
or middle-aged men, but rather a negotiation — sometimes public, but usually private — between
established statesmen and young politicians at the start of their careers, providing also key
opportunities for alliance-formation, patronage, and consensus-building. However, during the
most extreme period of Caesar’s autocracy, the mint permanently lost its independent function
and therefore also lost its viability as a means for young politicians to establish their own
political identities.

Keywords

magistrates, youth, numismatics, political competition, dictatorship, communication,

consensus

1. Introduction
The late Republic is often presented, in both ancient and modern historiography, as a story of

established politicians. The two consuls, at the pinnacle of the cursus honorum, shaped the

* | am grateful to Roman Frolov for kindly agreeing to read and comment on a draft of this chapter, as well as the
anonymous reviewer of an earlier manuscript who made invaluable suggestions for its improvement. The exquisite

drawings of the types discussed here were produced by Mellissa Fisher (https://www.mellissafisher.com/) with

my special thanks. All dates are BCE.
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political agenda in various ways and marked, literally and figuratively, their period of office as
their year. Below them, the praetors — numbering eight in Sulla’s dictatorship and finally sixteen
in that of Caesar — commanded the armies of the Republic abroad and administered its justice
at home. There were then the popular magistracies, the ideal stepping-stones to greater things
for an ambitious man in his thirties: the four aediles, with their superintendence over markets,
roads, and, public games; and the ten tribunes, notionally the inviolable representatives of the
plebs within the populus Romanus and the champion of its interests. A cluster of quaestors —
twenty under Sulla, forty under Caesar — kept the accounts of Rome’s magistrates and the
provincial governors of its ever-expanding empire in check. Finally, the two censors, the most
senior magistrates responsible for the census and the care of public morals, ensured that this
cacophony of up to around seventy politicians behaved themselves. Such was the regular order
of the cursus honorum, formalized with the lex Villia annalis in 180.* We would be forgiven
for believing the myth we learned as students and still teach our own: that the magistrates —
without a doubt the main active agents in the republican political system — were the only
legitimate channel for speaking to the People and the essential locus of political agency or
initiative;? high politics was the business of middle-aged men.

The problem with this compellingly neat and attractive myth is that it is untrue. Now it is
clear that republican Rome privileged seniority, from the division of seniores from iuniores in
the popular assembly,® to the distinctive position of leadership offered to former consuls, as
Catherine Steel demonstrates in this volume. Even the most “junior” statesmen in the cursus,
the quaestors, were far from green: aged at least thirty, by the time of Sulla they could expect a
seat in the Senate — literally and etymologically a meeting of older men, senes — and will for
most periods have already served their ten years of military service as tribuni militum or in
other roles. Controversial anomalies notwithstanding, there can be no doubt that age was the
barometer of experience.

However, to reconstruct Roman politics according the framework of the elected

magistrates — an enduring habit which may derive from generations of reading the Roman

1 On this law and its scope, see Evans & Kleijwegt 1992, with particular reference to the status of young men in
the republican magistracy.

2 So helpfully North 2006, 266: “The magistrates as a group were the main active agents in the Roman system.
They held between them, for their year of office, the capacity to take political initiatives. Without their support,
nothing could be done in the way of administration, legislation, or the furthering of any policy.”

3 So Livy 1.43, Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.16.
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annalists* — is to ignore the reality of events on the ground. Alongside (and sometimes in
competition with) this framework were many dozens of energetic and ambitious elite men in
their twenties. They developed their own means of engaging, directly or indirectly, in political
life and shaping public opinion, and had established institutions to represent the contribution of
the iuventus to the res publica.® Yet they additionally enjoyed access to offices which, lacking
a minimum age requirement, gave them valuable opportunities to influence the political agenda,
instigate initiatives, or respond to those of others. The tribunate of the plebs was of course one
route, but was very often held as part of a public career already established; it is, in any case,
already a well-known quantity within our knowledge of the late Republic and a regular focus
of our sources. | wish to focus instead here on another elected office which our literary
narratives often wrongly ignore, and with which many of the most successful politicians of the
late Republic began their careers: the moneyership — that is, the masters of the mint.

The three triumviri monetales (briefly four under Julius Caesar)® have left us with some
of our most exciting direct evidence for the political views and ambitions of members of the
elite outside of both the magistracy and the Senate. Late republican Rome struck new coins on
a considerable scale to finance new projects as well as standing orders; but unlike its Hellenistic
neighbors, it did not choose a stock image to recur on its types as a straightforward indication
of origin, as for example the owl of Athens or the silphium plant of Cyrene. Rather, from the
mid-second century onward Roman coinage developed a “coherent and complex visual
language unique to Rome” of symbols particular to individual statesmen and their families.’
These symbols might indeed celebrate Rome herself in some recognizable types — a bust of the
goddess Roma here, a propitious Mars there —, but more often than not they articulated specific
ideas about the identity of the moneyer and his family’s achievements. Some coins recounted
entire historical stories, such as that of the moneyer C. Minucius Augurinus, portraying a
legendary ancestor who saved the city from famine and the column dedicated to his honor as a

result (RRC 242/1). Others, for example those of L. Caesar, commemorated a family’s claim

4 That is, reading Roman history year-by-year, where years commence with the consuls and close with an overview
of the elections or of the magistrates-elect for the following year; the effect is thus to frame the events of the entire
year in terms of the magistrates in office. See, e.g., Swan 1987 & 1997 for a survey of this structure. While Livy
is our chief exponent of this model and cannot be assumed to be generally representative it is likely that similar
techniques were used elsewhere in the prior annalistic tradition, now mostly inextant.

5 On which see Jewell forthcoming.

¢ Crawford 1974, 599; see Suet. lul. 41.

" Welch 2006, 532.
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to divine ancestry (RRC 320/1). The hopeful candidate for a future election might even use the
moneyership and his coins to promise “bread and circuses” to the People should they wisely
select him again next time, such as Titus Didius (RRC 294/1). The republican coinage was not,
therefore, merely an instrument of spending but rather a vehicle of political competition and
self-promotion.

The use of coins for such monumentalitas — grandly celebrating one’s services to the state
or those of the family — is self-evident and well recognized.® Less well recognized, however, is
the scope that the triumviri monetales had for interacting with political initiatives on the ground,
for example by using their coins to advocate for, or militate against, a specific proposal rather
than simply promoting themselves or their families. This chapter argues that the moneyership
presented young and ambitious men in late republican Rome with an often overlooked — and
highly valuable — way to engage directly in politics and to respond to the specific initiatives of
others, “acting up” in two senses: first (and most importantly) by weighing in on major points
of debate among their elders and betters, praising or criticizing the key players and supporting
or undermining their initiatives; and secondly, by advancing themselves in the vertical
hierarchy of republican politics, seeking to place themselves at the center of often major
political debates and to exert an influence beyond their station.

In other words, the moneyership in the last century of the Republic offered distinctive
avenues for young men to court public opinion and even to demonstrate political leadership on
the great issues and initiatives of their day. If the argument pursued in this chapter is even
partially correct, then it will be necessary for us to rethink our approach to the practice of
politics in late republican Rome: to move away from what we can see clearly in our surviving
evidence — grand debates in the Senate, edicts of the major magistrates, and turbulent tribunes
—and to think instead about what we cannot immediately see:® collaboration or conflict between
minor officials, private conversations and consilia, and even secret deals between the major

actors and young men on the make.

2. The Evidence
This chapter discusses the coinage produced by monetales across three historical episodes

whose events are known in specific detail: the so-called “Catilinarian conspiracy” and its

& See Meadows & Williams 2001.
® On the visibility (and often invisibility) of agency and initiative in our surviving evidence, see Frolov in the

introduction to this volume.
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aftermath, including disputes over land reform; the electoral crises of 55-52, culminating with
(for a time) Pompeius’ sole consulship and nearly his dictatorship also; and the last months of
Julius Caesar’s de facto monarchy and the maneuvers following his assassination. My aim is to
select examples of coin issues, mostly silver denarii, according to two apparently
straightforward criteria: they must have been produced by triumviri monetales who had not yet
held an elected position within the cursus honorum and who, being aged only in their twenties,
were still ineligible to do so.

It will be immediately apparent that these criteria are not as straightforward as they seem.
Some of the evidence is controversial and poses several interpretative problems. First, we know
remarkably little about the moneyership itself and how precisely the monetales fulfilled their
role, including the artistic design of their types (1); secondly, it is usually very difficult to
specify the age of a republican statesman in any particular year, even ones otherwise well
known (2); and thirdly, the dating of a coin can provoke a range of answers which will
sometimes alter its political interpretation (3). None of these issues are so severe as to make the
question posed here unanswerable, but their implications for the present study deserve a note.

(1) Since our literary sources are almost wholly silent on the triumviri monetales,'® our
knowledge of the office itself is patchy. It is assumed that its holders were elected annually
rather than appointed, probably from the late third century onward.** This must be correct, not
only because it corresponds with the procedure for most other regular officials but also because
responsibility for the coinage was a legislative rather than administrative matter and so rested
with the People.? The presiding magistrate for the election of a monetalis is unknown, and
therefore likewise the assembly used; but it is difficult to imagine any electoral mechanism
other than the comitia populi tributa, i.e. the meeting of the whole populus Romanus (rather
than a segment of it) organized by tribe, used for the selection of other younger magistrates
with financial responsibilities such as aediles and especially quaestors. This is yet more

probable if we accept Crawford’s view that the duties of quaestors and monetales overlapped:

10 Literary references to the moneyership are few. That they were a college is confirmed by Cicero, who defines
them as minores magistratus (Cic. Leg. 3.6; cf. Fam. 7.13.2); see Cass. Dio 54.26.6 for the moneyership in the
Imperial period and Justinian’s Digest (1.2.2.27-32) for its creation. The epigraphic evidence for moneyers is far
more substantial; surveys in Mommsen 1860, 366 and Jones 1970, 70 with additions from Crawford 1974, 599, n.
1.

11 See Crawford 1974, 602.

2 Mommsen 1860, 363; hence the lex Clodia and lex Papiria regulating the denominational structure of the

coinage, both naturally requiring the consent of the People (cf. Plin. NH 33.46).
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like moneyers, quaestors appear to have been ex officio permitted to mint new coins in their
own name and regularly did so (e.g., RRC 330/1), and moneyers will have needed to collaborate
with the quaestor urbanus to exchange bullion for the mint and new coin for the treasury to
finance projects.®* We will only focus here on issues minted by monetales as such.

When elected, the three moneyers were responsible for minting new coin to fund expenses
determined by the Senate, and probably in an amount and denomination decided by the Senate
also. The months of December and January, when first the quaestors and monetales and then
the major magistrates took up their posts, were busy ones indeed; they may have culminated
with a budget early in the year where spending (and therefore how busy the quaestors and
moneyers were likely to be) was allocated and the relevant instructions issued to the treasury
and the mint.** From this point, the monetales appear to have been free to fulfil their commission
as they saw fit. We do not know how they did so behind the scenes in practical terms, but three
points — all related — are obvious from the surviving material evidence.

First, it is rare for all three of the elected moneyers to use their prerogative to mint coins
during their term: one or two monetales may strike an issue under their own name, but seldom
all three. It is therefore possible that they divided the year into three blocks and that the demand
for new coin may already have been satisfied before the second or third moneyer was needed.
Secondly, they were evidently not a unified board: monetales might occasionally strike a joint
issue under the names of two masters, but rarely — and almost never a “collegial” issue
displaying the names of all three.®® Thirdly (and therefore), there is a strong tendency toward
individuality in the issues. The range of symbols displayed in the type, and the political or
ideological message it conveyed, must be held to be the choice of the individual moneyer: it is
hardly possible in my view that the signator or scalptor (i.e. the artist at the mint who engraved
the die before striking) was sufficiently versed in the history of each moneyer’s family as to
“invent” types that reflected them without the moneyer’s specific instructions. We will work
on the assumption that all the issues discussed below indicate the opinions or ambitions of the
individual moneyer responsible for their production, excepting the later Caesarian coinage,

where it is clear that the mint came under the influence of the regime.

13 Crawford 1974, 603.

14 Crawford 1974, 602, n. 5.

15 There are only six clear instances of all three moneyers being named on a republican coin issue: RRC 283, 284,
285, 335, 350a, 360.
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(2) As our focus is on young monetales who had not yet held a magistracy and were still
ineligible to do so, determining the age of the officials is obviously important. This is easiest
when the moneyer moved on to a more senior post later, and where the approximate dates of
this post and the moneyership are known:*® in such cases we can count back, assuming that the
later post was held at least in suo anno (for example, below: M. Aemilius Lepidus; L. Scribonius
Libo; M. Junius Brutus; M. Valerius Messalla; Lollius Palicanus).*” Though imprecise, this at
least enables us to indicate whether tenure occurred in a moneyer’s twenties or thirties. Other
clues are more casual: a monetalis might be so junior as to have never attained a position in the
cursus, possibly using the moneyership at the start of an otherwise failed political career
(perhaps, below: L. Furius Brocchus; P. Sepullius Macer);® alternatively, he might be known
to be engaging in public activities typically indicative of young men around the same time, such
as pleading in the courts (for example L. Aemilius Buca, below).* In what follows, | will take
both of these latter cases to suggest that these moneyers — whose careers outside of the mint are
otherwise unknown — were junior politicians at the time. Again, the approximate age of
monetales known to have moved on to a more senior position later is considerably easier to
determine; our suggestions are more provisional for those moneyers about which nothing is
otherwise known.

Where there is a pattern, it is indeed for monetales to enter the mint in their twenties;*
for many republican statesmen the moneyership was also their first known political office.
Exceptions to this general trend can be found throughout the last century of the free Republic,
when we find a number of established politicians entering the mint in their late thirties shortly
before election to the praetorship or even the consulship. However, these exceptions mainly
cluster around two historical periods. The first is the decade following the secret ballot laws
(leges tabellariae) of the 130s: since the move from voting a haute voix to casting ballots

privately reduced the effectiveness of patronage (clientela) and the scope for candidates to

16 The index of careers in volume two of Broughton’s Magistrates of the Roman Republic (Broughton 1952, 524—
634) is indispensable.

7' M. Aemilius Lepidus = RE (Lepidus) 73; L. Scribonius Libo = RE (Scribonius) 20; M. Junius Brutus = RE
(Junius) 53; Lollius Palicanus = RE (Lollius) 20. M. Valerius Messalla may be either RE (Valerius) 95 or 97.
Crawford 1974, 457 prefers RE 97 and his assumption will be followed here (cf. also Syme 1955, 155-160).

18 . Furius Brocchus = RE (Furius) 39; P. Sepullius Macer = RE (Sepullius) 1.

191, Aemilius Buca = RE (Aemilius) 37. On the important role of court appearances in the rhetorical formation of
young aristocratic men, which continued well into the Imperial period (Cass. Dio 74.12), see Steel 2006.

20 Crawford 1974, 710.
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cajole or intimidate voters,> Crawford assumes that even established politicians from the
nobilitas temporarily used the moneyership as an alternative way to advertise themselves to the
electorate.?? The second period is the Caesarian civil war and its aftermath, where a cluster of
moneyers move on to senior magistracies only a few years later;? this suggests that Caesar may
have promoted their careers or installed them in the mint in their mid—late thirties. Although we
shall indeed see evidence from one of these periods, none of the monetales discussed below
moved swiftly into senior office and all were probably in their late twenties at the time of
striking.

(3) Third and finally, we must grapple with the problem of dating. In cases where we
know accurately when an issue was minted, it follows that we can date the moneyership
responsible and vice versa (e.g., RRC 435/1). Very rarely we can even pinpoint the month in
which a coin was probably issued (e.g., RRC 480/6, 480/21). However, we do not usually have
this luxury. The major collections of the republican coinage often give radically divergent
estimates for the same moneyership: for example, M. Aemilius Lepidus (RE 73) — the future
triumvir, praetor in 49 and consul in 46 and 42 — may be listed as monetalis as late as 60 (so
Babelon) or as early as 66 (Grueber, Sydenham).?* In such cases Broughton’s Magistrates of
the Roman Republic is not a great help, and often makes no attempt to synthesize such wild
variations. In addition, older collections frequently suggest datings that seem unusually early
for the type. For the well-known denarius of Sexus Pompeius (Fostulus?) —whose design (RRC
235/1) boasts the moneyer’s tria nomina and a highly distinctive scene on the reverse — the
dating of c. 150 proposed by Mommsen and Grueber seems impossibly early;# coins of this
period prefer stock types (prows, ship’s beaks, the Dioscuri, goddesses in chariots and the like),
and they rarely spell out the tria nomina in full. Since the approximate year in which a coin was
minted and therefore its specific historical context are essential for the interpretation of its
political significance, these estimates are important for our purposes.

Fortunately, in most cases Crawford’s more up-to-date Roman Republican Coinage
reconciles this dizzying array very plausibly, providing date ranges that are more convincing
both for their historical context and the artistic design of the type. The dates provided by
Crawford generally tally with those posited by Sydenham twenty years earlier (which

21 Cicero forms this connection more or less explicitly at Leg. 3.33-40.
22 Crawford 1974, 728-9.

23 Crawford 1974, 711.

24 Mommsen 1860, 632; Babelon 1885, 121-3; Sydenham 1950, 64.

%5 Mommsen 1860, 551; Grueber 1910, 131.
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Broughton’s Magistrates of the Roman Republic also prefers), and arrive in my view at a more
credible interpretation of the significance of the issues. The PRoOvVOCO type of P. Porcius Laeca
(RRC 301/1) — obviously celebrating the three Porcian laws on a citizen’s right of appeal — is a
good example of this tendency, where older datings are either mythically early or dubiously
late (e.g., 150-90), leading Sydenham, Broughton, and Crawford to agree on a more reasonable
common estimate (110-104).2¢ It will be necessary to return to these controversies in the notes
below, but in general this study follows the dates proposed by Crawford.

Having now noted our approach to the evidence the triumviri monetales of the late
Republic have handed down to us, let us turn to one of the most dramatic examples of the unique
opportunity provided by their office to engage with politics on the ground: the year of Cicero’s

consulship and the struggle for consensus and concordia it left in its wake.

3. Cicero, Cato, and Catiline in 63-62

The moneyers of the last years of the 60s were junior and likely at the beginning of their public
careers in the city. However, political developments both in the capital and in Italy as a whole
gave them great scope to use their prerogatives at the mint to shape and court public opinion,
adding their own voices in support — or criticism — of magistrates as yet beyond their station.
The events of this year, and our focus here, are well known: agitation surrounding agrarian
reform, the rising influence of Caesar, Cicero’s consulship, the so-called Catilinarian
conspiracy, and its aftermath.?” The historiography of these events is at times controversial;?®
but as Katarina Nebelin’s contribution to this volume reminds us, there appear to have been
genuine popular grievances around 63 concerning a range of issues connected to the distribution
of wealth: use of public land and its confiscation from the Italian municipia by Sulla; access to
adequate subsistence, especially grain; and high levels of indebtedness which pushed many
families (including apparently some elite ones) into crisis. Sallust’s monograph on Catiline’s
“conspiracy” to overthrow the state in this year uses these (real) economic issues to explain the

moral turpitude and desperation of Catiline and his followers,?® but this is a moralistic distortion:

26 See Broughton 1952, 449.

27 See Tempest 2011, 85-100 for a very readable survey of this year.

28 Controversial insofar as the entire historical tradition ultimately depends upon a single contemporary source
who was directly involved in the affair — Cicero himself — and Sallust, again contemporary but also derivative of
Cicero’s anti-Catilinarian narrative. For the vigorous and often amusing debate on the veracity of the alleged
Catilinarian Conspiracy, compare Waters 1970; Seager 1973; Phillips 1976.

¥ E.g., Sall. Cat. 5, 10-11, 13, 16, 21, 28.
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archaeological and other literary evidence suggests that parts of the Italian population were
indeed suffering profoundly from increasingly insecure access to capital, food, and land on
which to grow it.

The aristocracy were evidently aware of these issues, and some capitalized upon them to
garner public appeal. The first salvo arrived with P. Servilius Rullus’ agrarian bill. After
entering the tribunate on December 10", 64, Rullus’ first action was to propose a lex agraria:
the bill intended to redistribute large plots of public land in Campania to some five thousand
poor colonists, funded by new taxes on land outside of Italy and by the disposal of lands already
destined for sale. The sole authority over this measure was to fall to ten commissioners, elected
for a period of five years, who would inevitably gain significant status and popularity from their
membership as well as extraordinary power over the revenues of the state.*® It has long been
accepted that Rullus was not acting on his own initiative: a coalition of interested parties —
including C. Julius Caesar and M. Licinius Crassus — are usually held to be the main instigators
of his lex agraria. They sought to strengthen their own power-base as well as to provoke Cicero
and others to publicly embarrass themselves by opposing the move.3 Rullus may have been the
one to propose his bill, but the initiative evidently did not rest with him alone. Newly elected
as consul, Cicero took the bait, if that is indeed what it was: he successfully defeated Rullus’
(or rather Caesar and Crassus’) initiative by means of four speeches de lege agraria, delivered
in the Senate and in contiones throughout January 63. The distribution of land was, temporarily,
off the table.

It is doubtful, in my view, that popular agitation over agrarian reform and the divisions
this caused among the governing elite were lost on the moneyers of this year. A new denarius
issue minted by one of the newly-elected monetales for 63, L. Furius Brocchus, is therefore of

special interest.

%0 The provisions of the proposed law can be chiefly reconstructed from Cicero’s first and second speeches de lege
agraria.
31 Afzelius 1940, 230; Gelzer 1960, 37; Scullard 1963, 111.
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Fig. 4.1. Silver denarius of L. Furius Brocchus (RRC 414/1). 63 BCE (Crawford 1974) or 61
BCE (Sydenham 1950; Broughton 1952)

A head of Ceres — facing right and crowned with ears of corn — fills the obverse, flanked
on either side by representations of corn and barley. The reverse type displays the curule chair
of a republican magistrate, surrounded by the bundled rods and axes which symbolize his
authority (the fasces). The tria nomina of the moneyer straddle both sides, plus his office:
L*FURI CNeF BROCCHI Il VIR. Crawford attributes no particular significance to the type: the
grain, he suggests, refers to an aedilician ancestor of the moneyer and perhaps alludes to the
family’s historic care for the grain supply — neither of these factoids are otherwise known — ,
while the curule chair may indicate the moneyer’s own ambitions for higher office.*

However, it is suspect to date this issue to this year while divorcing it from the major
political debates of the day. Assuming that the attribution is correct, Brocchus entered his
moneyership on December 5, 64: both Rullus’ bill and the public debate surrounding it
followed only a week or two later. The reverse type may indeed represent Brocchus’ own
ambitions for office — his desire to “act up” within the hierarchy of the res publica — but the
obverse type goes further than that. This is a highly distinctive issue: representations of Ceres

on republican coins are rare, and this is the only surviving type from the 60s to display explicit

32 Crawford 1974, 414.
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frumentary imagery.®®* Brocchus seems to have been marking himself out as a supporter of
agrarian reform; at the very least, it is certain that he sought to connect prosperity and
abundance, symbolized through Ceres and the profusion of grain, to his own name. Whether
the issue is polemical is less clear: it may be read as an expression of disapproval for Cicero, or
of approbation for Rullus or Caesar, but that is not the most important point. What is clear is
that this otherwise unknown junior official — who never attained greater heights in the cursus —
visibly used his new office to respond to the popular desire for subsistence (and, therefore,
land). This interpretation holds especially if we follow Crawford’s dating; but even if we accept
that of Sydenham and Broughton instead (61), then the controversy of land and grain was
scarcely less important two years later.

Tensions and discontent surrounding the distribution of wealth — land, food, and debt —
evidently did not dissipate simply because Cicero gave a few speeches. These problems were a
key campaign question on the political agenda of the year of Brocchus’ moneyership; in this
context, his choice for his denarius issue makes sense. The July elections of 63 brought a
notable failure and an equally notable success: L. Sergius Catilina was defeated in the consular
ballot for the second year running, and M. Porcius Cato was elected to the tribunate of the plebs
for the following year. Both were eager to respond to the economic concerns of the lower strata:
Henriette van der Blom has shown that Cato made a concerted effort to focus on subsistence,*
while Katarina Nebelin in this volume explores the importance of debt to Catiline’s electoral
ticket; Catiline evidently aimed at voters below the richest class (the prima classis) with a
program of debt-relief. The similarly popular strategy of these two quite different politicians
vis-a-vis the basic needs of the people is suggested by the surviving terracotta election-cups
now held in the Baths of Diocletian, by means of which both Cato and Catiline gifted food and
drink to the populus: CATO QUEI PETIT TRIBUNU PLEBEM on the left, mirrors a similar statement
of support for Catiline on the right. Brocchus’ coin, with its emphasis upon agrarian prosperity,
reflects related concerns and executes a similarly popular strategy by different means; it may

have been minted at any point in the year. “Bread and circuses” indeed.

33 Prosperina, the daughter of Ceres, appears on the obverse type of several issues of one moneyer in 69 (RRC
405), and there is one representation of a cornucopia in 67 (RRC 403/1); nevertheless Brocchus’ type is unique
for the 60s in its explicit focus on agrarian prosperity.

3 Van der Blom 2011.
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Fig. 4.2. Terracotta propaganda cups of Cato and Catiline (CIL VI 40904 / 40897). 63 BCE

The disappointment of Catiline in the elections led, of course, to his alleged leadership of
a “conspiracy” to overthrow the Republic and his flight to Etruria in November; there he joined
forces with an apparently separate uprising of C. Manlius,®* a former centurion of Sulla, that
was already in train. They were defeated at the Battle of Pistoria in January 62 — in which
Catiline himself was killed — by the forces of Q. Metellus Celer and C. Antonius Hybrida, lately
Cicero’s consular colleague. By this time, five of the leading conspirators in Rome had already
been executed without a trial at the (veiled) urging of Cicero,* almost at the end of his term,
and of Cato as tribune of the plebs.®” The controversy of this decision is obvious: it was not
only expressly prohibited by several specific Roman laws on the citizen’s right of appeal
(provocatio) but was also implemented under a dubious quasi-legal instrument, invented quite
recently for the purpose of executing citizens without trial and seldom invoked (the senatus
consultum ultimum).®

The debate surrounding this extraordinary punishment for the associates of Catiline

necessarily drew in established politicians: Cicero the consul, Cato the tribune, Julius Caesar

% Waters 1970, 201.

3 Veiled because Cicero as consul was not supposed to sway the Senate in either direction, but his intentions are
clear enough in his sustained attack on Caesar’s motion for the sentence to be commuted to life imprisonment at
Cat. 4.6-13.

%7 Sall. Cat. 52.

3 For scholarly takes on the essentially illegal and unconstitutional nature of the senatus consultum ultimum, see
Widemann 1994, 44; Kefeng 2004, 125; Flower 2010, 86.
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as pontifex maximus and praetor-designate, Silanus the consul-designate,* and the Senate as a
whole. However, | suggest that the newly-elected moneyers for 62, who had entered office just
in time for this heated debate, had their own thoughts to offer on the consul’s initiative and a
public statement to add in his support. The first of these is M. Aemilius Lepidus — the future

triumvir — who began his career with the moneyership.

Fig. 4.3. Silver denarius of M. Aemilius Lepidus (RRC 415/1). 62 BCE (Crawford 1974)

The reverse of this issue is typical of the monumentalitas we would expect of a republican
moneyer: at the center stands a tripod laden with booty. The scene depicts a comically large
togate general (with PAULLUS in exergue), accepting the surrender of three figures on the left:
an adult and two children. It depicts the capture of King Perseus of Macedon and his sons by
the moneyer’s (fictitious) ancestor following the Battle of Pydna in 168, and therefore
commemorates the family’s achievements in an entirely typical manner. The obverse, on the
other hand, is extraordinary and its importance has not been sufficiently appreciated. The
identification of the moneyer, LEPIDUS, is crammed in to the left (the legend PAULLUS is a
reference to the general mentioned above, not the name of the moneyer himself); finally, a large
bust of a veiled female deity, personifying the goddess Concordia, is accompanied by the legend

CONCORDIA to the right.

3% Although responsibility for the execution of the Catilinarian conspirators is usually attributed to Cicero (and
appears also to have been at the time, certainly — and tragically — by 58), the initiative belonged to the consul-elect

D. Junius Silanus, who formulated the proposal.
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Crawford rightly notes that the obverse type “presumably reflects the concordia ordinum
which was central to Cicero’s policy in 63,”* but the evidence justifies more than this. Lepidus’
coin —which could feasibly have appeared as early as January 62 — was an unambiguous public
statement of support for the consul’s action in the near or immediate aftermath of his
controversial and divisive initiative. Lepidus’ personal loyalty to Cicero is well known.* But
his coin is indicative of more than a straightforward approbation of the consul or his pleasing
noises about concordia — the harmony amongst citizens (and especially the elite of equestrians
and senators) that had been disrupted by arguments over the composition of juries and other
questions in recent decades.*? In choosing this type, Lepidus selected a message of approval
that could only be read with reference to the recent initiative of December 63 to put the alleged
plotters to death. We should recall that Cicero delivered his Fourth Catilinarian — in which he
obliquely encouraged the Senate to adopt the proposal to execute the five conspirators — within
the Temple of Concordia, a carefully selected symbolic location. His oration additionally
emphasized the concordia between equestrians and senators, and the unanimity of the whole
populus Romanus, to exaggerate the distance between the majority of the boni and the minority
of the treasonous Five.* Concordia was linked, explicitly, to the decision of that fateful Senate-
meeting, and that is why Lepidus selected it for his issue.

In addition to the fate of the five conspirators, the aftermath of Catiline’s defeat at Pistoria
provided further opportunities for the young monetales of 62 to express their support for the
initiatives of their superiors. More prosaically, they presumably also hoped that some of the
glitter of prestige issuing from these events would rub off onto their own names by virtue of
association with them. A second moneyer probably of this year, L. Scribonius Libo, chose a

design similar in many respects to that of his colleague:

40 Crawford 1974, 441.

41 gall. Cat. 31.4; Cic. Fam. 15.13.2; Vat. 25.

42 For important recent treatments of the decline of consensus in the late Republic, see Eder 1996 and Holkeskamp
2010.

4 Cic. Cat. 4.15: quos ex multorum annorum dissensione huius ordinis ad societatem concordiamque revocatos

hodiernus dies vobiscum atque haec causa coniungit. At length, Cat. 4.14-17.
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Fig. 4.4. Silver denarius of L. Scribonius Libo (RRC 416/1c). 62 BCE (Crawford 1974)

Like Lepidus’ issue, the choice of reverse type for Libo’s denarius recalls the historic
achievements of his family in a show of monumentalitas: it depicts the Scribonian Puteal, an
obscure altar in the Forum dedicated or restored by an ancestor of the moneyer to mark the
bidental where a lightning-bolt deemed sacred to Vulcan had struck. Decorated with a garland
and lyres to the left and right, its exergue legend SCRIBON identifies both the monument itself
and the moneyer. But also like Lepidus’, the obverse fulfils a more immediate political function.
The cognomen, Libo, again merits little space; instead, a male personification of Bonus
Eventus, the deity of happy or fortunate outcomes, fills the type, accompanied by the legend
BONEVENT to the right. If we accept Crawford’s revised dating for this issue (on which more
will be said below), then its purpose becomes clear: Libo’s denarius proclaims the approval of
the moneyer for the recent actions of the consul Cicero as well as his colleague Hybrida, the
proconsul Metellus, and possibly the new consul Silanus also, and praises their initiative as the
source of the happy outcome — the bonus eventus — of recent troubles.

Strikingly, Lepidus and Libo (later?) combined these two issues to express what seems to
me a united declaration of support for the recent decisions of the senior magistrates. The
resulting denarius is a most special artefact for two reasons: rare insofar as the two moneyers
minted it together as colleagues in their joint names, rather than individually; and practically
unique in that it is a direct combination of two different issues minted separately by the
moneyers at a presumably earlier point, incorporating Lepidus’ schema on the obverse and that
of Libo on the reverse.
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Fig. 4.5. Silver denarius of M. Aemilius Lepidus & L. Scribonius Libo (RRC 417/1a). 62
BCE (Crawford 1974)

The type is hurried and evidently the work of a different signator to the previous issues;
the reverse legend is particularly poorly executed. Nevertheless, this coin gives a fascinating
indication of the collaboration shared by two young officials “behind the scenes”: both agreed
to mint a quasi-commemorative issue in order to build consensus around the initiative of the
magistrates in December 63 — January 62. The two monetales of this year made a public
statement of support for Cicero’s words in the Temple of Concord: that the Catilinarian
conspirators were enemies of the state and harmful to its concordia, and only by disposing of
them could concordia be maintained. They appear to have been working on a joint ticket,
“acting up” both by capitalizing on their privileges to weigh in on the controversies of recent
months, and by ingratiating themselves to the superior decision-makers responsible within the
vertical hierarchy of republican politics.

Lepidus and Libo were equally junior statesmen at the beginning of their careers: for both,
the moneyership was their first step on the road to greater achievements and a key opportunity
to place themselves at the center of events.* The date of their office in the mint (and, related to
it, their approximate ages) is controversial, but we fortunately have some guiding clues. Libo
held the consulship in 34; it is also known that he was a senator by 56, presumably after a
quaestorship. Grueber dated his moneyership to 71:% this is an outlier and would make him a

4 For the overviews of their respective careers with approximate dates, see Broughton 1952, 527, 614.
4 Grueber 1910, 418.
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ludicrously young monetalis.*® On the other hand, the dating of c. 54 suggested by Mommesen,
Babelon, and Sydenham appears late:*” Libo will by this time have been well into his thirties, a
nobilis from an established family and aiming at a significant public career; he could expect
(and would go on to achieve) more than a moneyership by such a stage, and the trend — as
discussed above — for older moneyers will not arrive until Caesar’s civil war. Then there is
Lepidus. Clearly Lepidus and Libo were monetales in the same year, hence their joint denarius
issue; Broughton was mistaken in placing them at the mint in different years.*® Lepidus, as is
well known, held the consulship in 46. Assuming that he did so in suo anno (aged forty for a
patrician), he will have been born at the latest in 86, and possibly a little earlier. Entering the
mint in 62 aged at least twenty-four, perhaps a few years older, was a good start to a glittering
career. Crawford’s revision to 62 as the date of Lepidus’ and Libo’s term is more plausible
within his reconstruction of the series of moneyers, as well as in the correlation between the
types and the historical events, and for what is known about the trajectories of these monetales.

Although (certainly) junior figures at the start of their political careers and (probably) in
their twenties, the moneyers of 63—-62 attempted to exert a public influence beyond their station
on major points of debate. Brocchus may or may not have sought to criticize the opposition of
the optimates to agrarian reform. But he surely wished to identify himself with the cause, and
perhaps sought to stoke up enthusiasm for it; even Cato, whose tribunician lex Porcia in the
following year extended the grain subsidy, clearly recognized its popular appeal. Having no
power to propose such initiatives himself, Brocchus nevertheless found in the moneyership a
way to publicly support and identify himself with them. The following year, Lepidus and Libo
went further: their issues communicated their unambiguous support for the recent actions of the
senior magistrates toward Catiline and his associates — actions which were not without
controversy — and sought to create consensus surrounding them. It is tantalizing to imagine who
was ultimately responsible for their coin issues. Did they take the initiative to design and
produce them together sua sponte, or were they privately persuaded to do so by Cicero, Silanus,
Cato, and their associates? This question is unanswerable, but Caesar and Antonius — discussed

4 Assuming that Libo obtained the quaestorship at the minimum required age of thirty in 57 in order to enter the
Senate the following year, he will have been only sixteen upon entering the mint in 71; if he obtained the
quaestorship a good deal later, perhaps at thirty-five, then at a more reasonable twenty-one he will still have been
a very young moneyer entering the mint in 71.

47 Mommsen 1860, 632; Babelon 1885, 121-3; Sydenham 1950, 64.

4 Compare the list of moneyers and index of careers at Broughton 1952, 431, 451, 527, 614 for Scribonius Libo
(RE 20) and Aemilius Lepidus (RE 73).
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further below — were fully aware of the mint’s potential for political propaganda; the outgoing
magistrates of 63 may have been also. In any case, a public show of allegiance to this group
(and to Cicero at the peak of his career) will have seemed an astute political move for two young

men on the make.

4. The Electoral Crises of 55-52

A decade later, the fierce competition for electoral success provoked a crisis of a very different
kind, creating scope for young monetales to respond to current political developments in a
distinctive way. The consular elections were once again at the center of a scandal. The events
are complex and merit a brief summary.*® By the end of the summer in 54, all four candidates
for Rome’s highest magistracy had been charged with bribery or electoral misconduct
(ambitus). The comitia ordinarily convened in July still had not materialized by October:
deliberate obstruction by tribunes of the plebs and a series of inauspicious auguries made it
impossible for the incumbent consuls to organize the election of their successors for the
following year. Matters were not helped when the consuls themselves were accused of
attempting to orchestrate these elections corruptly. When they resigned from their office on the
last day of 54, there remained no eligible candidates to succeed them the following day; their
prerogative to consult the gods and command armies on behalf of the res publica (the imperium
auspiciumque) devolved to irregular emergency officials known as interreges (on which see
especially Dementyeva in this collection).

The letters of Cicero are our only contemporary witness for these chaotic events; our later
sources (Plutarch, Appian, Cassius Dio) each give a different complexion to them. All,
however, emphasize that Pompeius was involved in one way or another. As the crisis deepened
toward the winter of 54, some espoused the view that it was necessary for the consuls to appoint
Pompeius dictator, so abrogating the regular magistracies and giving him full power to take any
action necessary to organize the elections for next year’s vacant posts (comitiorum habendorum
causa). This appears to have only been the whisper of a rumor in the summer; but by November
the initiative had the shape of a formal proposal which the incoming tribune of the plebs, C.

Lucilius Hirrus, planned to submit upon entering office the following month.*

49 Our sources for the chaos surrounding the consular elections of 54 are App. B Civ. 2.19-20; Cass. Dio 40.45;
Cic. Att. 4.17-18; QFr. 3.8.4-6, 3.9.3; Plut. Pomp. 54.2-3.

%0 See Burden-Strevens 2019 for a review of the evidence and the chronology.
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Pleasingly to the associates of Cicero and the orator himself — who reacts with horror at
the suggestion of a dictatorship — ,>! this did not come to pass. Pompeius returned to Rome early
in 53 and insisted that he would not accept a dictatorship even if offered it. This refusal was
probably genuine,® since by this point Pompeius knew that without consuls in office an
appointment to the dictatorship was no longer possible in the regular way; he would have to
revive controversial methods employed by the last dictator, Sulla.>® Instead, Pompeius appears
to have genuinely attempted to rectify the situation (and, helpfully, in his own interest).
Alongside the interrex Ser. Sulpicius Rufus, Pompeius used his wide influence to organize new
elections: two new consuls — Cn. Domitius Calvinus and M. Valerius Messalla Rufus — finally
entered office in the summer of 53 to serve a short term of only five months or so.>*

Though invaluable, Pompeius’ assistance in this matter was not altruistic. It is a further
example of the grandee’s efforts to sanitize his reputation and to court new networks of favor
and goodwill in his own interest. Jeff Tatum has convincingly demonstrated that at this late
stage of the 50s, Pompeius was working to re-align his allegiances. The death of his wife —
Caesar’s daughter Julia — in 54 and the long absence of Caesar himself from Rome both
facilitated a rapprochement between Pompeius and the conservative elements in the ‘old guard’
of the traditional aristocracy;® this attempt at reconciliation culminated in his marriage to the
daughter of the arch-conservative Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius Scipio Nasica in 52. Pompeius’
refusal of the dictatorship in 53 and his sudden conversion to the cause of the old Republic bore
fruit a few months later. Although our sources are vague about the chronology, it appears that
during the chaos surrounding the murder of Clodius in January 52, a proposal was tabled in the
Senate to give Pompeius the right to stand for election as sole consul for the year 52, i.e. without
a colleague (sine collega). Surprisingly, this extraordinarily innovative suggestion was
proposed by a conservative faction in the Senate which included Cato and Bibulus. The only
reasonable explanation for this otherwise baffling move is the one offered by Plutarch and
followed by Cassius Dio:*® Cato, Bibulus, and their allies were working to prevent a dictatorship
— apparently still a possibility in early 52 — and, faced with a possible repetition of the Sullan

51 Cic. QFr. 3.4.1; 3.8.4-6.

52 Burden-Strevens 2019.

53 See Ramsey 2016 for this point.

5 Cass. Dio 40.45.1 writes that Calvinus and Messalla were elected in the seventh month, but App. B Civ. 2.19 in
the eighth.

% Tatum 2008, 125-127.

6 App. B Civ. 2.23.1; Plut. Pomp. 54.3.
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experiment, saw a sole consulship as the lesser of two evils. So great was their aversion to the
prospect of a dictatorship that the old guard were prepared to hold their noses and accept such
a proposal, with Pompeius as its (now slightly more palatable) beneficiary.®’

The turbulent events of the past twelve months evidently required leadership at the highest
level to settle; yet from his place on the board of the most junior of the regular urban officials,
one young moneyer was by no means silent on them. It is symptomatic of the chaos and
confusion that the mint appears to have been mostly inactive throughout 53: only one monetalis
appears to have struck in this year under his own name and in only one denominational issue.
But remarkably, this young moneyer — M. Valerius Messalla — was the son of one of the two
consuls recently elected in the comitia to hold office for the final months of 53, and clearly used

his position to add his own voice to recent debates on the stability of the res publica.

Fig. 4.6. Silver denarius of M. Valerius M. f. Messalla (RRC 435/1). 53 BCE

The obverse type is perfectly conventional: a helmeted bust of the goddess Roma, facing
right with a spear over her shoulder, would not have been out of place in denarii produced a
century earlier.%® This design is not especially interesting in itself, and that is perhaps the point;
the obverse eschews any grand allusion to the achievements of the illustrious gens Valeria,

57 Ramsey 2016, 308-18 discusses the ways in which the proposal may have been framed in a way palatable to
conservatives.

%8 For discussion of the evolution (and gradual disappearance) of Roma on republican coins, see Crawford 1974,
721-5.
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preferring instead a patriotic — and conservatively straightforward — representation of the
grandeur of Rome in the abstract with a comfortingly bland and familiar image.

The political significance of the reverse type, on the other hand, cannot be doubted in the
specific historical context, and forms a coherent pairing with the conservatism of the obverse.
Like Brocchus in 63, the younger M. Valerius Messalla chose to represent the official chair (the
sella curulis) of a Roman consul; unlike Brocchus, he made important innovations to the design.
Brocchus’ sella curulis sat upon a vertical line representing the floor, so creating a blank
exergue for inscription if desired. In Messalla’s denarius, on the other hand, the consul’s seat
rests on top of (and therefore subordinates) the symbols of a Hellenistic monarch: the scepter,
with its triangular head facing right, and a royal diadem — a single strip of white ribbon tied so
as to form a crown.® The curule chair is flanked by the monogram s-C (SENATU CONSULTO),
and headed prominently by the legend PATRE-COS: “in my father’s consulship.” The coin is an
unambiguous and direct statement of support for traditional patterns of office-holding and a
typically republican rejection of monarchy (regnum).

There are two complementary ways to interpret the political message of this denarius.
The first, on the more general level, has already been noted by Crawford: the reverse type
celebrates “the temporary exclusion of Pompey from the possibility of achieving sole rule.”®
The scepter and diadem, the habitus of the Hellenistic despot, are physically suppressed by the
symbols of the republican magistracy; the reverse thus castigates Pompeius’ real or supposed
intentions of tyrannizing the res publica, for which he had evidently been under suspicion
during the electoral crises of 54-53. Such a view becomes clearer, |1 would suggest, when we
recall that as recently as 56 one witty aedile had more or less explicitly quipped that Pompeius
resembled a Greek tyrant wearing a diadema (in this case a white bandage on his leg, not his
head).®* Messalla’s choice of imagery was therefore especially apposite for a polemic against
Pompeius.

The second possible interpretation, on a more distinct level, is that Messalla used this
issue to militate against the specific ongoing proposal, or initiative, of a dictatorship for
Pompeius. The prospect had been defeated but was not definitively off the table; the willingness

of the Senate to countenance a sole consulship in order to prevent it around January 52 confirms

59 For comparable designs of such diadems in Greek and Roman coinage, see RRC 507/2; SNG Miinchen 1124;
SNG Alpha Bank 1 1049; AMNG 3.2.

6 Crawford 1974, 457.

61 Val. Max. 6.2.7: cui candida fascia crus alligatum habenti Favonius “non refert” inquit “qua in parte sit

corporis diadema.”
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this much, and whispers of the possibility remained in the anxious final months of 53. It is even
possible that there were whispers of a consulship (with or without a colleague) for Pompeius in
those months prior to the murder of Clodius — so great was the enthusiasm of the people —
although the Senate had not yet formulated that enthusiasm into a specific proposal.®?
Messalla’s coin is a stark response to this controversy. The obverse type with the curule chair
obviously celebrates the consulship of the moneyer’s father, but also points to its traditional
function in ideological terms. Only the traditional framework of office-holding, it states, has
the strength to subordinate the scepter and diadem of the tyrant. Take away the traditional
offices, appoint a dictator, and Rome is left with a monarch. The reverse type praises the historic
diarchy of consuls in conversation with the Senate (hence the legend s-c) and insinuates that to
drift away from these traditions of the res publica will lead to tyranny. | have suggested
elsewhere that in the wake of Sulla the dictatorship as such had come to acquire an odious
reputation, and was regarded by contemporaries as a locus of despotic power.5 Accordingly
this coin serves to arouse suspicion of Pompeius’ intentions and to rebuke his supposedly
tyrannical position, which further discussion of a dictatorship could only serve to exacerbate.
We may also speculate that it serves to warn the old guard of the Republican aristocracy, now
apparently being courted by Pompeius, to take his overtures with a pinch of salt.

Pompeius entered his sole consulship on the 24" day of the intercalary month between
February and March. The endorsement of Cato and Bibulus may have made this unusual step
more palatable to conservatives, but it can hardly have commanded universal support. It is
notable that Pompeius selected a fellow-colleague quite speedily after assuming his sole
consulship, but does not appear to have been compelled to do so; our remaining testimony of

the senatorial decree which authorized his election sine collega suggests that he was entirely at

62 | am grateful to Roman Frolov for drawing to my attention that Asconius (33C) suggests that even early in 52
the people appear to have still been demanding a dictatorship for Pompeius: tum fasces ex luco Libitinae raptos
attulit ad domum Scipionis et Hypsaei, deinde ad hortos Cn. Pompeii, clamitans eum modo consulem, modo

dictatorem. In this light it is possible that sections of the people, in their enthusiasm for Pompeius, were not
concerned about the form that his extraordinary honor take, merely that it be granted. Popular calls for a sole
consulship appear to have arisen alongside those for a dictatorship according to Asconius, and so we should be
wary of trying to put the two proposals into entirely separate and distinct boxes.

83 Burden-Strevens 2019. See also Kalyvas 2007, who argues that it was later Greek historians (e.g., Appian and
Cassius Dio) who first formed the connection between the republican dictatura and conventional ideas about
tyranny, but in my view that development is already clearly traceable in the late Republic and decades before Julius

Caesar’s term also.

109



liberty to choose,® while recent scholarship frames the assumption of a colleague as an
expectation rather than a demand.® It is entirely possible that Pompeius was prompted to act
quickly to restore the semblance of regular constitutional government as soon as possible by
choosing a colleague, either at the urging of the Senate and his associates or by the clamor of
the People. Messalla’s recent denarius issue — certainly in circulation in the city by this time —
perhaps represented one small but appreciable part of that groundswell of support for traditional
libertas, and may have played a part in creating it. It is fascinating to envisage the criticism that
Pompeius would (correctly) have imagined being levied against him, every time he opened his
coin purse.

The 50s were a time of significant turmoil and innovation. Many members of the political
class believed that their established institutions were under threat, and that the traditions of the
res publica were being corroded by the tyranny of factions — not least the illegal cabal grandly
known as the Triumvirate. It is surely in response to the activities of this Triumvirate that a
much better-known moneyer of this period, M. Junius Brutus, used his office to champion the
traditional order and galvanize public opinion to its defense. An especially well-known result
of this activity is his LIBERTAS issue, displaying a personification of the goddess of liberty on
the obverse, facing right, and on the reverse a representation of his mythical ancestor, L. Junius
Brutus. Here the ancient Brutus — Rome’s first consul and the founder of the Republic after the
expulsion of the tyrannical Tarquins —% is depicted in his consul’s garb, surrounded by lictors.
The coin not only commemorates the achievements of the gens lunia; it also emphasizes the
importance of expunging regnum, the tyranny of sole rule, from the state by means of legitimate

constitutional government.

8 Plut. Pomp. 54.4. Suet. lul. 26.1 is very brief and does not specify the parameters of the decree.
85 Ramsey 2016.
% Although to speak of Brutus as Rome’s first “consul” is a misapprehension, since their function at the dawn of

the Republic appears to have been fulfilled by praetors. See Urso 2019.
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Fig. 4.7. Silver denarius of M. Junius Brutus (RRC 433/1). 55 BCE (Cerutti 1993)

The dating of Brutus’ early coinage (and thus also its interpretation) is much debated:
older work posited a very early date, perhaps as far back as Caesar’s consulship in 59.%” The
discovery and publication several decades ago of two major hoards — one of which closes with
the above denarius and the other with Messalla’s PATRE-COS issue of 53 — does suggest that 54
is the latest probable year for the production of Brutus’ much-discussed LIBERTAS issue above
and therefore his early coinage as a whole.®® This date is also the one given in Crawford’s
Roman Republican Coinage.

There are, however, several problems with 54 as the date of Brutus’ moneyership. First,
Caesar offered him a place on his military staff for this year;* such an offer would make no
sense if Brutus had already been elected to the mint in Rome for the same period. Secondly,
Brutus was elected quaestor for 53, in which capacity he would spend two years assisting the
governor of Cilicia.” If he were a monetalis at the time of the elections for this position in 54,
this would mean that he not only failed to observe the legally sanctioned hiatus between one
post and another but even presented himself for election to a magistracy while still holding

another office. In consequence, Steven Cerutti convincingly proposes a slight revision to the

67 Grueber 1910, 479.

88 Chirila 1983; Caramessini 1984.
8 De vir. ill. 82.3-4.

0 Cic. Fam. 3.4.2; Att. 6.1.
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date of Brutus’ moneyership: 55, a year in which we know that Brutus was in Rome and demand
for new coin to service state expenditure was at its highest point for thirty years.”

The tendency among most scholars has been to view Brutus’ denarii as a veiled critique
of Pompeius’ unassailable position within the res publica in general.” If, however, we accept
55 as the year of Brutus’ moneyership, then an alternative interpretation becomes possible —
connected not only to a critique of Pompeius’ ambitions as such but rather to a specific
constitutional flashpoint and a specific political initiative. Once again, the controversy
surrounds the consular comitia. The elections for 55 had descended into chaos and violence: "
Pompeius and his fellow-triumvir M. Licinius Crassus both presented themselves as candidates,
hoping to divide up the empire between themselves and their ally Caesar. Their canvass was
met with vigorous opposition from a weighty proportion of the Senate, including the incumbent
consul Marcellinus, M. Porcius Cato, and Cato’s brother-in-law L. Domitius Ahenobarbus.
Ahenobarbus was himself a candidate for the consulship; he was only intimidated into
withdrawing when associates of Pompeius attacked him en route to the Forum, killing one of
his assistants and wounding Cato. As a result, the two triumvirs succeeded in delaying the
elections well past the end of the year. Their election was finally orchestrated by an interrex in
the early months of 55, by which point they could rely on the electoral and physical clout of
Caesar’s veterans, recently returned to Rome, to carry the vote.

It is inconceivable to date Brutus’ moneyership to 55 without drawing any connection
between his selection of types and the major controversy of the moment. Oddly, Cerutti
suggests that Brutus’ silver issue — appealing to the goddess Liberty and linking her presence
explicitly to the expulsion of tyrants and the election of Rome’s consuls — makes no comment
on contemporary political events.” Moreover, he argues that it cannot be read as an anti-
Pompeian statement because Cicero and his brother Quintus emphasize the need to cultivate
good relations with both Caesar and Pompeius in their letters.” By that logic, Brutus must have

been working to ingratiate himself to Pompeius in 55 because that was what Cicero was doing.

"1 Cerutti 1993; on the budgetary position, see 82-3.

2 S0 Crawford 1974, 455; DeRose Evans 1992, 146.

3 App. B Civ. 2.17; Cass. Dio 39.31; Plut. Crass. 15; Pomp. 51-2.

4 Cerutti 1993, 80: “Even if Pompey were aspiring to monarchy in 54, there is no evidence to support the claim
that Brutus’ two coin types were intended to allude to anything more than his ancestors’ historical achievements.”

75 Cerutti 1993, 80.
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Brutus additionally “chose Pompey’s side” in the civil war, so cannot — so Cerutti — have
opposed his rising power five years earlier.”

There are several problems with this reconstruction. First, as Brutus’ own uncle and a
close ally whom he had just spent two years assisting in Cyprus,”” Cato is a much better guide
to the young moneyer’s ties of personal loyalty and obligation in 55 than the policy of Cicero
and Quintus. Secondly, on Cerutti’s line of thought it was not possible to oppose Pompeius’ bid
for power in 55 (which Cato did) and yet also fight against Caesar in the civil war (which Cato
did). Thirdly, according to Cerutti, one had to either court Pompeius or Caesar in 55 (one did
not), because those were the options Cicero communicated to his brother. Since we know that
Brutus’ uncle and ally Cato was working actively against both Caesar and Pompeius at this
time, it follows that it was possible for Brutus to make anti-Pompeian statements and still
oppose Caesar later. Fourthly, it is doubtful that Brutus was filled with friendly feeling for
Pompeius just after the latter had attacked and wounded his uncle in a scheme to usurp the
consular elections through violence. Finally, Cerutti’s interpretation of Brutus’ coinage as
neutral toward Pompeius seems especially suspect when we recall that the adulescentulus
carnifex had besieged Brutus’ father at Mutina in early 77 and was widely held to be responsible
for his murder after the fall of the city.™

It is more reasonable to view Brutus’ LIBERTAS issue in the light of Messalla’s PATRE*COS
type of 53: a public objection to the triumvirs’ ambitions and an appeal for the governing class
to take the necessary initiatives to resist their designs. Early in 55, the young moneyer saw the
offices of consul still unfilled after a chaotic campaign, and the authors of that chaos — including
his enemy Pompeius — being rewarded for their efforts. The Senate, long frustrated in their
attempts to prevent it, had no choice but to permit the interrex to organize the triumvirs’ election
to the consulship. In response, Brutus used his time at the mint to delegitimize this move. The
bust of Libertas, accompanied by the reverse displaying Rome’s first consul, appeals to the
viewer to protect the integrity of the consulship and so republican liberty by expelling tyranny
from the res publica, just as the legendary L. Junius Brutus once did. The close link to the
historical situation in early 55 is plain. A similar message is clearly present in a second issue
struck at the moneyer’s instruction in 55, but here its intent is perhaps even more direct. While

the obverse again displays the mythical Brutus, the reverse type commemorates C. Servilius

76 Cerutti 1993, 81.
77 Plut. Cat. Min. 36; Brut. 4; Vell. Pat. 2.45.4.

8 | am grateful to Roman Frolov for alerting me to this final point.
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Ahala, the famed tyrannicide who stabbed to death the populist Spurius Maelius in 439 to

prevent his plot to make himself king.

Fig. 4.8. Silver denarius of M. Junius Brutus (RRC 433/2). 55 BCE (Cerutti 1993)

The young monetalis naturally had ambitions of his own within the state. A series of coin
issues memorializing the historic services of his own gens lunia and his mother’s gens Servilia
must have been an advantage at the beginning of his public career in the city, as his election to
the quaestorship by the People two years later suggests. But like Messalla, his time at the mint
provided Brutus with an opportunity to “act up” in another sense. Though probably not yet
thirty, Brutus and Messalla found a mechanism to give their sententia in public while the curia
and contio were as yet inaccessible to them. They commissioned sharp rebukes of the political
initiatives of their superiors — Messalla against the tribune Hirrus, Brutus against those
responsible for permitting an interregnum, and both unequivocally against Pompeius — and in
response to electoral crises appealed for the return of traditional libertas as encapsulated in the
diarchy of fairly-elected consuls. Identifying their prompt must be speculative. It is reasonable
to assume that Messalla’s father, eventually consul for the latter half of 53, will have discussed
the potential benefit of a new denarius issue with his son; Brutus is more likely to have acted
sua sponte, although his uncle Cato or his uncle’s ally Ahenobarbus may well have impressed
upon him the need to take a stand in public. In any case, both realized the distinctive potential

offered by the moneyership to exert political influence and rally public opinion.
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5. Dictatorship and Aftermath (45-43)

Ten years later, the once free res publica was accustoming itself to the reality of Julius Caesar’s
de facto monarchy. All its most important offices and magistracies had fallen under the control
of the new regime. The Battle of Munda near Cordoba in March 45 sealed the fate of the
Pompeian faction, and Caesar moved to consolidate his position and his public image as victor,
liberator, and bringer of pax and concordia. This was always going to be a hard sell. His
decision to return to Rome in triumph from his victory in Spain, celebrating the bloodshed of
fellow-citizens, was a crass mistake that his heir Augustus would later resist repeating.”

The moneyership, too, came gradually under the influence of Caesar’s monarchy; it
accordingly assumed even greater importance as an instrument of shaping public opinion. The
number of monetales was increased from three to four; the choice of types in general clearly
began to reflect the ideological claims of the regime rather than the political message of the
individual moneyer; and we see a number of unusually old masters at the mint, some in their
mid or late thirties, installed by Caesar in preparation for an imminent senior magistracy. The
aftermath of Munda furthermore saw significant demand for new coin and a consequently
marked increase in the activity of the monetales. A series of new temples voted in honor of
Caesar at this point, all indicative of his propagandistic claims — to Concordia, Felicitas, and
Libertas — all required finance. Veterans of the recent campaigns were waiting to be paid off.
“Gifts” were also made to new adherents of the regime or former opponents.

Some of the most prolific moneyers of this period are also the most obscure, but the
chronology of certain issues can be reconstructed with exciting precision. Three, all junior,
represent three distinct stages in the Caesarian coinage of 45-43: the aftermath of Munda
(Lollius Palicanus, RE 20); the grant of the dictatorship in perpetuity (L. Aemilius Buca, RE
37); and the immediate aftermath of Caesar’s assassination (P. Sepullius Macer, RE 1). While
it is already well-recognized that all three used their types to promote the ideology of the
regime, I would also suggest that they struck in order to create consensus around specific events
and specific proposals or initiatives. The monetales who struck under Caesar in this period also
seem to me to show a marked preoccupation with the physical and architectural landscape of

Rome as a reflection of the claims of the regime.

0 See Cass. Dio 43.19 and 43.42, who records the popular displeasure at Caesar’s perceived celebration of the
death of fellow-citizens in Africa. For Augustus’ rather more careful use of the triumph, see Lange 2016, esp.
Chapters 6-7.
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Fig. 4.9. Quinarius of Lollius Palicanus (RRC 473/3). 45 BCE

It is in the twin context of the victory at Munda and the slew of temples awarded in
Caesar’s honor that we must in my view interpret the first of Palicanus’ four issues for 45. The
obverse depicts a crowned bust of Felicitas with an accompanying legend: she personifies the
good fortune or strategic “luck” of the ideal military commander blessed by the gods (both Sulla
and Pompeius had emphasized their own felicitas by various means, including coinage).®’ The
reverse is filled by an image of the goddess Victoria, riding in a biga drawn by galloping horses
and holding the laurel wreath of the victor in her right hand. The moneyer, PALIKANI, is
indicated below in exergue. The message of Caesar’s divine favor leading to military victory is
obvious; this was a “commemorative” issue, celebrating Caesar’s recent success at the Battle
of Munda.®* A chance note in Cassius Dio reveals that news of this victory did not reach Rome
until the day before the festival of the Parilia, i.e. April 20™:82 if we accept 45 as the year of
Palicanus’ moneyership then the connection to Munda is clear and it follows that his quinarius
was only minted after April.

Yet the allusion to Felicitas has a more specific significance in the aftermath of Munda
than the mere fact of the victory, and relates to a particular initiative. In Caesar’s triumph of the

year prior, his chariot had broken down before the Temple of Felicitas once adorned in the

80 See, e.g., App. B Civ. 1.94; Cic. Leg. Man. 10, 28, 47; Plut. Sull. 6.5-7; RRC 381/1a, 426/1.
81 So Crawford 1974, 473.
82 Cass. Dio 43.42.3.
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previous century by the great conquerors of Spain and Greece, L. Licinius Lucullus and L.
Mummius. The accident was apparently received as an inauspicious omen and a public
embarrassment at the moment of his triumph: Caesar was not felix after all.®® It therefore comes
as no surprise that he ordered the dedication of a new, second Temple of Felicitas on a portion
of the site of the former curia Hostilia:® a highly significant symbolic location at the center of
Roman political life overlooking the comitium, the rostra, and the dictator’s new senate-house.
Our source for these events is very imprecise about the chronology, but work appears to have
been at least ongoing and perhaps even complete in 45 under the direction of Caesar’s magister
equitum, Lepidus, whose own activities at the mint we have seen above.® It is hard to escape
the conclusion that Caesar or his associates wished to correct the ill omen of 46 and emphasize
his divine good fortune. I would suggest that Palicanus’ choice of type forms an important and
coherent part of this consensus-building narrative. He selected images that would not only
celebrate the dictator’s victory in general terms but also supported the decision to place a new
temple to Felicitas in his honor on an historic (and contested) site.?® It may even have coincided

with the temple’s dedication.

8 Cass. Dio 43.21.1.

8 Cass. Dio 44.5.2.

8 Dio states (44.5.2) that Lepidus “brought it to completion as master of horse” (v kai 6 Aémdog inmapynoog
é€emoinoegv). We may be inclined to speculate that the choice of an aorist rather than perfect participle suggests
that he had not yet laid down his office as magister equitum and therefore that the temple was completed before
his office lapsed along with the death of the dictator.

8 On contested symbolic space in the Roman Forum, especially after Caesar’s death, see Sumi 2011; on the

dynamics of public space in the Forum in general, see Russell 2016, Chapters 3—4.
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Fig. 4.10. Silver denarius of Lollius Palicanus (RRC 473/1). 45 BCE

A further issue of Palicanus in this year seems to have had a similar intent, but with some
important and surprising additions. The reverse type selected for his denarius displays the
rostra, the speaker’s platform at the heart of the Roman Forum, with the bench (subsellium) of
a tribune of the plebs sitting on top of it. A diademed bust of the goddess of liberty, Libertas,
fills the obverse, facing right with an accompanying legend. It is obvious enough that the
interplay between the obverse and reverse types reflect the propaganda of Caesar’s monarchy:
in the wake of the slaughter of fellow citizens at Munda by a Roman dictator, it was clearly
necessary to highlight that the libera res publica remained essentially unaltered.®” In more
general terms, the reverse type also surely reflects Caesar’s much-vaunted claim to have

marched against his own country in order to defend the rights of the tribunes of the plebs, whose

87 So Weinstock 1971, 142-3 for Caesar as “Liberator” after the Battle of Munda. Morstein-Marx 2004, 52—3 takes
a dim view of this interpretation, arguing that the coin makes no explicit reference to Caesar. This is undeniably
true, and (as I note below), a sign that in 45 the moneyership does not yet appear to have fallen under the total
control of the regime; there remained some scope perhaps for Palicanus to use his office as he thought fit and to
promote his own family achievements; yet it is also difficult not to envisage an at least indirect support of the

regime being expressed here.
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vetoes of Senate procedure, offered in Caesar’s interest, had been countermanded by his
enemies in the fateful senate-meeting of January 7th, 49.88

Yet previous studies have overlooked the connection between this design and specific
initiatives and proposals which again concerned Caesar’s planned monumental refashioning of
the political heart of the city. Dio records that upon his return from victory in Spain in 45, the
Senate passed a number of laudatory decrees, “and furthermore called him ‘Liberator,” entering
this also in their acta and voting for a Temple of Liberty at public expense.”® It is hard to escape
the conclusion that in a similar fashion to his quinarius issue displaying Felicitas, Palicanus’
LIBERTAS issue here indicates his public support not only for the decree of the Senate acclaiming
Caesar as “liberator” (éAevBepwtg) but also for that dedicating a new Temple to Liberty in
celebration of his deeds. It is also possible that the reverse design commemorates the dictator’s
decision to relocate the rostra, although here the chronology and the intent are more difficult
to discern.

It is important to recall that many of these measures in honor of Caesar may not have
been sincere and will have been vexatious to various quarters. The theory of Cassius Dio is
worth repeating: the more extravagant of the honors decreed for the dictator — some of which
approximated the divine — were not truly intended to celebrate him but rather to bring him under
suspicion as a vain and haughty tyrant and so precipitate his demise.*® Such controversial and
unprecedented measures as these will have required public statements of approbation in order
to command acceptance: Palicanus’ denarius seems to me one aspect of that undertaking of
consensus-building communication.

The question remains of whose initiative prompted this junior and inexperienced
monetalis to act. It is tempting to read his efforts as the work of a stooge, installed at the mint
to do Caesar’s bidding. However, Palicanus’ choice of types suggests that he was striking
independently — or, at the very least, that the regime did not yet exert direct artistic control over
his designs. Palicanus’ four coin issues in 45 never mention the dictator by name, and all
proudly identify only the moneyer himself. More importantly, two of the four minted make

quite explicit allusions to the recent achievements of the gens Lollia. Crawford reads the

8 See Caes. BCiv. 2-3 for this rather shady justification, rendered all the more so by the fact that Caesar must
already have been marching south with his army by this point. | am again grateful to Roman Frolov for drawing
this to my attention.

8 Cass. Dio 43.44.1: xoi npocétt avtdv & EAevOepothv Kai 8kdhovv Kol &G Té YPOUULOTEI AvEYPOQOV, KOl VEDY
"EAevBepiag dnuooia éyneicavro.

% Cass. Dio 44.1-8.
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subsellium on the LIBERTATIS issue as a reference to the tribunate of the moneyer’s father M.
Lollius Palicanus, who in 71 agitated for the return of the office to its ancient powers. Such a
popular strategy enabled the elder Palicanus to move quickly up the cursus honorum, attaining
the praetorship a few years later;*! this too seems to be celebrated in another of the young
moneyer’s issues displaying HONOS and the curule chair of a praetor.®> We can imagine,
therefore, that a pleasing design may well have been pushed beneath the dictator’s gaze when
complete for the sake of flattery; but the choice of types and the expression of support for the
new regime that they entailed must be taken as Palicanus’ own. His coins demonstrate that even
after the final defeat of the Republicans at Munda and years into Caesar’s dictatorship, the
moneyership continued to offer young politicians a vehicle to court public opinion and to attach
their own names to the illustrious initiatives of their superiors.

The case is rather different for the coinage produced by the four monetales in the last
months of Caesar’s monarchy. Here the subordination of the moneyership to the regime is
patent and the independent initiative of its officials is harder to identify; probably it had fallen
into abeyance. The ultimately fatal decision to grant Caesar the dictatorship for life — which to
contemporaries will have seemed an impossible contradiction in terms, not merely controversial
—in February 44 called for significant efforts from the mint. M. Aemilius Buca, a junior official
otherwise unknown but for his defense of Scaurus in the latter’s trial for provincial corruption

(res repetundae) a decade prior,* was the most active of the four moneyers at this time.

%1 Probably by 69; see Broughton 1952, 582.
92 RRC 473/2a.
9 Asc. 28C.
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Fig. 4.11. Silver denarius of M. Aemilius Buca (RRC 480/6). February 44 BCE

Like his colleagues M. Mettius (RRC 480/2a), C. Cossutius Meridianus (RRC 480/15),
and P. Sepullius Macer (RRC 480/13), the monetalis fills the obverse type with a wreathed bust
of Caesar, facing right and surrounded by the legend CAESAR DICT PERPETUO. The recurring
obverse designs of the four moneyers are almost identical and suggest that they were working
in concert as a college on specific instructions in February 44.

Nevertheless, the reverse type of Buca’s denarius is exceptional for the Caesarian coinage
of'this period. Buca’s colleagues generally chose Venus (and thus the dictator’s allegedly divine
heritage) as the reverse type for their issues in these months.%* Yet this monetalis appears to
have opted for a very different design, thereby interacting with specific political developments
in addition to communicating the ideology of the regime on a more general level. The reverse
type is divided into four registers by the cruciform arrangement of the fasces (the rods of a
republican magistrate) lying horizontal and the caduceus (the staff of the god Mercury) standing
upright. The former obviously symbolizes the positive power of the republican magistrate, but
without its coercive potential, hence the absence of axes; Crawford is surely right to see an
allusion to libertas here. The staff of Mercury, on the other hand, is typically an attribute of
felicitas.

It is not a coincidence that these two divine attributes reflect precisely the divinities to
which new temples had lately been decreed in Caesar’s honor (Libertas shortly after April 45

9 See Crawford 1974, 487-95.
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and Felicitas some time before, as discussed above). Furthermore, the two clasped hands in the
bottom-left register of the reverse of the denarius are a clear allusion to amity, friendly feeling,
and reconciliation: in other words, concordia. The globe in the top-left register indicates that
this concordia has been secured through pax, achieved by means of Caesar’s dominion over the
entire world. This seems, yet again, to be the moneyer’s attempt to promote or commemorate
the very recent decision to dedicate another temple — this time, significantly, a Temple of
Concordia — in the dictator’s name. Therefore, as well as reflecting the ideology of the regime,
Buca’s activities at the mint appear to have intended to add to the groundswell of support for
ongoing and controversial political decisions, including both the grant of the dictatorship in
perpetuity and yet another temple decreed in acclamation of his rule.

After Caesar’s assassination in March, the mint did not extricate itself from the grip of
his faction. It continued in the role it had recently adopted and would continue to serve for the
remainder of its history: an instrument for the organized promotion of the individual dynast in
charge of affairs. Buca’s colleague and fellow monetalis, P. Sepullius Macer, was the last of

the four junior officials installed by the regime to strike in the year of Caesar’s death.

Fig. 4.12. Silver denarius of P. Sepullius Macer (RRC 480/21). April 44 BCE
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Fig. 4.13. Silver denarius of P. Sepullius Macer (RRC 480/22). April 44 BCE

We can comfortably date both types to the aftermath of Caesar’s assassination. The
obverse of the second issue, displaying a bust of the late dictator’s ally and magister equitum
M. Antonius, has the latter bearded and veiled as signs of morning. The identical reverse images
(struck with different dies and possibly the work of more than one artist) portray a leaping
horseman holding a whip in his right hand and reins in the left. The figure is evidently a
competitor rather than a soldier, dressed in civilian garb and accompanied by a laurel wreath
which sits behind. If it is indeed correct that this image represents the games of the Parilia® —
this seems both plausible and attractive, since these games marked the first anniversary of the
news of the victory at Munda and were therefore closely connected to Caesar’s memory and
achievements — then these issues must have been produced in or after late April 44.

From the most prosaic point of view, it is clear enough that the monetalis wished some of
the magnificence of the public games to rub off onto his own name: the legend pPeSEPULLIUS
MACER envelops the scene of the galloping competitor (desultor). In a similar fashion to T.
Didius over half a century earlier® — and indeed to Brocchus in the late 60s — the moneyer
perhaps realized that one could indirectly claim the popular credit for “bread and circuses” by
simple association even where one had no initiative to furnish them. “Acting up” was still

possible, even now.

% Crawford 1974, 495.
9% RRC 294/1.
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Yet most important of all from the point of view of political initiative is the obverse type
of the first of these denarii. It is filled by a tetrastyle temple containing a globe in the pediment
and surrounded by the legend CLEMENTIAE CAESARIS. Just as the other Caesarian moneyers we
have seen above, Sepullius Macer chose to allude to the program of temple-building which
accompanied the last months of Caesar’s dictatorship — in this case to the Temple of Clemency
probably awarded in the early months of 44.°" The shrines to Felicitas, Libertas, and Concordia
decreed in his honor throughout 45-44 were central expressions of the ideology of the regime
which the monetales were instructed to commemorate. But unlike those of his colleagues above,
Sepullius Macer’s denarius appeared at a tempestuous and fractious political flashpoint. By
April 44 the controlling hand of the dictator had passed away. Mere weeks earlier the leaders
of the Caesarian and tyrannicide factions had been occupying different portions of the Roman
Forum, hurtling once again toward armed conflict. An uneasy truce had just been brokered by
Antonius at the urging of Cicero and others, inevitably short-lived.

Hence, the issues of Sepullius Macer — who seems to have been working under Antonius’
influence or even his instructions — were far from anodyne. Their appeal to Caesar’s virtues
(especially his famed clementia) and the pitiable grief, partially confected, of his friend
Antonius, was not neutral; it served to keep alive the popular anger at the deeds of the
tyrannicides. In this respect, the moneyer’s strategy clearly reflects the delicate balancing-act
of Antonius’ own policy in the weeks following Caesar’s assassination: that is, to seem to be
de-escalating the crisis and mediating between the two sides, while really working to enflame
popular anger and stoke up the maximum possible division in his own interest. Perhaps
Antonius had persuaded the moneyer that an issue of this kind would be persuasive and
desirable; we will sadly never know whether he made promises of reciprocal favors and
advancement to come further down the line. In any case, this was high politics at work in all its

usual duplicity — and young officials, too, had their part to play.

6. Propaganda Now and Then

It is a mark of the importance of the moneyership as a channel of public communication that
Caesar, Antonius, and all the dynasts to follow in their wake chose to bring it under their
influence. By the mid 40s and the end of the free Republic, the triumviri monetales had ceased
to exert an independent initiative of their own. That shift is most palpable of all in the changing

design of obverse types in 44, which came to replace familiar deities we have seen here — Roma,

% App. B Civ. 2.443; Cass. Dio 44.6.4; Plut. Caes. 57.
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Libertas, Ceres, Concordia — with the portrait of the man of the moment. It is symptomatic of
the decline that even the “liberator” Brutus, whose famous EID*MAR issue celebrating Caesar’s
assassination was known even to ancient historiographers (RRC 508/1), had his own likeness
struck onto the issues produced by the moving mint which followed his army. So stark a contrast
with his LIBERTAS coinage of the 50s demonstrates how rapidly the march toward autocracy
had advanced. The Rubicon had indeed been crossed; it was not possible to turn back.

However, we have seen here that this was a very recent development. Though young and
inexperienced, the monetales of the late Republic found in their office a distinctive route to
engage in public life and to exert political influence under their own names right up to the end
of the Republic. The highly competitive political culture of the 60s and 50s saw multiple
controversies which demanded the leadership of Rome’s most senior and experienced
statesmen. Economic crisis, spiraling debt, and disputes over access to land and food presented
an opportunity for populists and a menace for conservatives. The Catilinarian “conspiracy”
required quick action on the part of the consuls, concrete proposals from the designati, and
significant efforts of consensus-building after the Senate had made its controversial decision on
the fate of those implicated. The elections for 55 collapsed into chaos and violence, ending with
an interregnum and the consulship of Pompeius and Crassus, who proceeded to divide up the
empire with their fellow-dynast Caesar. A repeat performance two years later narrowly avoided
the inauguration of a dictator, but ended with a proposal scarcely less controversial: the
inauguration of the first sole consul in Rome’s history. This was high politics — but young
politicians too had their place, and we have seen that the young triumviri monetales were by no
means silent on these events.

I do not wish to suggest that the masters of the mint used their position to instigate some
new initiative in response to such controversies, nor that they intended their types to articulate
or bring about some specific proposal of their own. That would be to read too much into the
evidence. Instead, their public function was basically reactive. The moneyers of 62, Lepidus
and Libo, clearly seem to me to have issued a direct and unambiguous statement of support for
the divisive and controversial initiatives of the most senior magistrates with respect to Catiline
and his alleged co-conspirators in the recent winter. The previous year, Brocchus’ denarius
marked him out as a champion of agrarian reform and/or frumentary legislation, so endorsing
the initiative of Caesar and Rullus. In the electoral crises of the 50s, both Brutus and Messalla
selected types that could only be interpreted as opposition to the autocratic designs of the
Triumvirate and especially those of Pompeius, as is already well recognized; yet they also had

specific proposals in mind for censure, in particular the proposed dictatorship and possibly the
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sole consulship also. Even under Caesar’s rule, the monetales did not abandon what we may
now conclude was their common tendency to respond to specific ongoing events in public life:
all three of those we have discussed here vigorously promoted the program of temple-building
that accompanied the most extreme period of Caesar’s autocracy and sought (or more likely
were asked) to create consensus around such excessive and controversial honors.

This latter fact points to another important function of the moneyership which has not
been hitherto appreciated: namely, the role of the mint in building support for an initiative or
proposal after the event, viz. after its ratification or successful passage. Hence, monetales could
not only add to the groundswell of public support for a specific proposal already on the table,
but also maintain its momentum and ensure its continuing acceptance in the aftermath. If we
accept a consensus-led model of Roman republican political culture, then the commemoration
of initiatives after the event — partly through coinage — appears just as important an aspect of
consensus-building as the debates that led to them, and an essential part of their “after-care.”
The coins struck after the state-sanctioned murder of the Catilinarian conspirators in January
62, after the Battle of Munda, and after the award or dedication of Caesar’s temples to Felicitas,
Libertas, Concordia, and Clementia are all examples of this tendency of post factum consensus-
building.

It is unfortunate that perhaps the most exciting aspect of the moneyership in the late
Republic happens to be the least visible to us, and this aspect again concerns the question of
initiative. It is this: who prompted these young officials to act in the way they did? What was
the nature of the negotiations and deals conducted behind the scenes? Any answer can only be
speculative. Our sources make almost no mention of monetales in general. It is worth returning
to the recent example provided by Harriet Flower of Servilia’s consilium:® then as now, a vast
proportion of real politics happened behind closed doors. It is quite obvious that by 44 the
monetales were not acting on their own initiative and had received instructions of considerable
specificity. But the case is less clear for the 60s and 50s. It is entirely possible that all of the
moneyers discussed here were privately persuaded by their elders and betters that an issue
“commemorating” their actions in office would be an astute move.

However, it is important to remember that these individuals were themselves young and
ambitious members of the elite — in some cases, distinguished members of the nobilitas — who
were preparing themselves for their next election. Brutus and Lepidus, both nobiles, went on

quickly to achieve significant public careers; Messalla attained the suffect consulship in 32;

9% See Flower 2018.
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Libo may have been consul around the same time, and a praetor by 50; and even Lollius
Palicanus, in office under the yoke of Caesar, was governor of Crete and Cyrene in the mid-30s
and the scion of a proud tribunician heritage. All, as we have seen, began their urban careers at
the mint and clearly used their coinage to promote themselves and the distinction of their
families at the same time as responding to political developments on the ground.

In contrast, all four moneyers of 44 — Mettius, Sepullius Macer, Aemilius Buca, and
Cossutius Maridianus — went on to achieve nothing. They disappear from the record after 44
and are not further attested in the cursus honorum. Since these moneyers were, so far as we can
see, installed in the mint and instructed to issue propaganda for the regime, it is tempting to
conclude that their time at the mint was a dead end. Unlike their predecessors, they were not
afforded the opportunity to make use of their office to introduce themselves to the People, to
weigh in on the major issues of the day, and to place themselves at the center of events.
Consequently, the populus Romanus did not reward them with further office. The future
triumvirs apparently did not reward them either. This casts into higher relief the distinctive
potential offered by the mint to demonstrate statesmanship and court public opinion, if used
wisely by a young and ambitious politician.

It is therefore more tempting to imagine that the moneyers of the 60s and 50s had their
own strategies in mind, and exploited their office as a means to apprehend their own political
agency. These were indeed political actors in their own right with their own ambitions and
allegiances. Lepidus made clear his alliance with Cicero and Silanus in 62; Libo wisely
perceived that this was a winning ticket, at least for the time being. Brutus threw his support
behind Cato and the conservatives, and marked himself out before the People as a defender of
libertas. Messalla was eager to be seen both as an opponent of Pompeius’ tyranny and, at the
same time, the son of a consul — eminently electable. Lollius Palicanus was one of the more
independent-minded of Caesar’s moneyers with a proud tribunician heritage; Brocchus turned
out to be a nonentity. All were “acting up” in the competitive world of the republican aristocracy
and distinguishing themselves as prominent voices in the res publica. In this sense, high politics
in the last decades of the Roman Republic appears less the business of middle-aged men, and
more a dynamic of intergenerational exchange — of competition here, collaboration there —
between senior and junior politicians, wrongly ignored by the ancient historians. The coinage
tells a compelling story about the agency and leadership sought by Rome’s apprentice

politicians. It must have been an exciting, vital, and uncertain time to be young.
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Consulars, Political Office, and Leadership in the Middle and Late Republic
Catherine Steel

Abstract

This chapter aims to define the opportunities for office-holding post-consulship and how
it affected republican leadership more generally. In the pre-Sullan period, consulars, as a group,
were systematically involved in the running of the res publica through responsibility for a wide
range of specific tasks. In some cases, ambitious individuals used this as an opportunity to
continue in their active leadership roles after the consulship. However, in practice the arithmetic
of consulars and tasks meant that the on-going activity by consulars was a normal part of the
operation of the res publica at the behest of Senate or People. In the post-Sullan period, changes
to the cursus honorum made consulars a correspondingly even smaller element within the
Senate than it had been before. Nevertheless, their leadership on behalf of the res publica in
practice became more limited. This outcome was closely connected with the development of
extraordinary imperium, which provided a new route to post-consular power but the one
available to just a few. For most consulars, their subordination to Senate and People changed
to the subordination to another consular, with clear consequences for the location and display
of political power at the end of the Republican period.

Keywords

consulars, leadership, political experience, Senate, office, cursus honorum

1. Introduction

The small size of Rome’s public administration in comparison to the size and complexity of its
Empire is well-acknowledged. However, this modesty of scale did not extend to the number of
its elected office-holders, of which there were a significant number. In 200, there were eighteen
or twenty-two positions in the regular cursus honorum and an additional ten tribunes of the
plebs; this had risen to thirty-eight by the end of the Republic with the number of tribunes
remaining at ten.? Just as importantly, for the numbers of those with experience of public office,
these were annual positions. Each year, over a staggered set of dates during the winter, every
office was vacated and refilled. There were two consequences of this regular change in office-

holders. First, a lot of men had direct experience of involvement in the running the res publica

1 All dates are BCE.

2 The uncertainty in 200 relates to the number of quaestors; see further Harris 1976; Santangelo 2006, 9, n. 7.
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in some capacity.® Secondly, for the vast majority at any particular moment, that experience
was retrospective and possibly prospective, but not actual. Even a consul might have spent as
little as three years in public office over the course of a career in public life that lasted three
decades or more. The res publica was at most periods well-supplied with experienced privati.
This was a different phenomenon from the mass exposure to political practice inherent in the
Athenian democracy; those who ran the Roman res publica regarded themselves as a distinct
group, even when that distinction had ceased to be underpinned exclusively by status derived
from patrilineal descent, and however porous the boundaries of the political class were in
practice they were nonetheless policed by wealth and by social norms which drew attention to
the distinctiveness of newcomers.*

Inherent in the cursus honorum was a process of attrition. More started than finished, and
the result was competition, albeit of varying intensity from year to year.> Nonetheless, two men
each year reached the summit, and two men joined the ranks of the consulars, a group which
under normal circumstances might have included around 40 individuals.® Consulars were
invariably members of the Senate.” As senators, they had the opportunity and indeed the

obligation to participate in the deliberations of that body; and their seniority would guarantee

3 The exact number varied constantly and is not recoverable; an estimate can be made depending on the amount
of overlap between office-holders and their likely life-expectancy. If we assume that every holder of the aedileship,
praetorship, and consulship and half the tribunes of the plebs had held the quaestorship, that prior to 80 there were
only eight quaestors and that life-expectancy at the end of the quaestorship and tribunate was on average a further
thirty years, then at any moment an average of 390 men had held at least the quaestorship or tribunate (that is, (8
+ 10/2) x 30). That rises to 510 if we assume twelve quaestors prior to Sulla; and 750 after Sulla’s modifications.
Not all these men would be senators.

4 What expectations around property ownership underpinned the actions of the magistrate presiding over elections
in accepting candidacies is not known, but it is seems highly unlikely that there were none (though the position of
the tribunate of the plebs is likely to have been different).

5 That at least is the impression given by Livy’s narrative of the early part of the second century, which identifies
particularly vigorous campaigns, one confirmed by the likelihood within small cohorts of death or incapacity
striking unevenly.

® One of the peculiarities of institutional development in the Republic is that that number remained static
throughout despite growth overall in the number of office-holders and related growth in the Senate; the distinction
involved in reaching this office relative to membership of the Senate increased over time.

" There are some examples from the late Republic of consuls who were not senators when they entered office:
Pompeius is the most famous. It also seems very unlikely that C. Marius (cos. 82) was enrolled in the Senate by
the censors of 86, when he was in his early twenties. But Pompeius was enrolled in the Senate during his

consulship, and Marius died in office.
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their continued adlectio to the Senate for the rest of their lives.2 Membership of the Senate
provided the basis for consulars’ continuing role in public life.® However, there were a number
of other institutional mechanisms which could extend the formal career of a consular through
specific positions. Holding the consulship was not necessarily the end of a politician’s holding
of office.

The aim of this chapter is to define the opportunities for office-holding post-consulship
and then to consider the relationship between that kind of activity and leadership within the res
publica more generally. The survey of offices is divided into the pre- and post-Sullan periods,
and the chapter argues that there is substantial difference in the role of consulars between the
two. In the pre-Sullan period, consulars, as a group, continued to be heavily involved in the
running of the res publica through responsibility for specific tasks, even if this activity did not
in itself define a cadre of consular leaders. Activity on the part of consulars was in part a matter
of pragmatism, to ensure expertise was used; but it can also be seen as a mechanism to maintain
the fiction of elite equality. In the post-Sullan period, changes to the cursus made the consulars
a much smaller group within the Senate. However, they do not thereby appear to have acquired
a more significant leadership role, and opportunities for office-holding after the consulship
contract. I conclude by suggesting that their sidelining as a group cannot be understood
separately from the development of extraordinary imperium. This provided a new route to post-
consular power: but the number of men who benefitted was proportionally much smaller, with

destabilizing consequences for the profile of the elite.

2. Consulars and Public Positions before Sulla
In the first place, whilst the consulship itself lasted only a year, the tasks associated with a
particular tenure of that position could be made longer through the mechanism of prorogation.

As with the praetorship, the tenure of imperium could be extended beyond the year of office.*®

8 Absent, that is, behavior of such a kind as to lead the censors to refuse to enroll.

% The Senate was an arena for political activity for all its members, privati or not, and it is reasonable to assume
that it remained the bedrock of a consular’s continuing influence, or lack of it, subsequent to his consulship. To
assess the interplay of senatorial debate and political influence — let alone the web of negotiation that took place
among senators outside the Senate’s meetings — is beyond the scope of this chapter, whose focus is on offices and
tasks. Nonetheless, the Senate must be considered as part of the overall picture of consular activity; it is reasonable
to assume a continued interplay between presence and contribution in the Senate and capacity to act in a variety
of roles outside the Senate. On senatorial debate in the Republic, Bonnefond-Coudry 1989; Ryan 1998.

10 Brennan 2000, 73-5, 187-90; Vervaet 2014.
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In such cases, the consul’s provincia remained the same, though he could receive additional
instructions from the Senate in relation to that provincia; but the principle underpinning the
development of prorogation appears to have been a recognition that additional time was
required in order to complete a particular activity. Prorogation did not expand the range of tasks
that one individual would undertake, but did give him longer in command in order to
accomplish it: this usually involved an additional campaigning season, and therefore extended
the tenure of consular imperium from one to two years.

It is clear that prorogation was a response to the shortage of capacity which arose from
the collision of three factors: the military and administrative demands of an expanding empire,
a fixed number of positions enabled to undertake those demands, and a fixed period of time for
which those positions could be held. It was not the only response: the Senate also twice
increased the number of praetorships.!! But increasing the number of consuls beyond two seems
never to have been considered. That in turn meant that any increases in the number of the
praetorship increased competition for the consulship. The destabilizing effects of changing the
shape of the career pyramid seem to have prevented further development in the number of
praetorships before Sulla.'?> Given the nature of office-holding, prorogation could be fitted in
without much difficulty into existing practice, since a gap between elected offices appears to
have been the norm. In that respect, therefore, prorogation as a mechanism was facilitated by
the amount of time as privati that politicians normally spent during their careers.

Slightly more than one in five consuls — allowing for some fatalities among consulars
during and in the years immediately following tenure of the consulship — would hold the
censorship. This office marked the only regular and predictable stage in the cursus beyond the
consulship, and brought with it a further period in office and perhaps the most significant
collection of patronage opportunities that the res publica gave any of its officers.’® The

censorship was an elected position and the elections were on occasion exceptionally fiercely

11 From two to four in 228 and to six in 197.

12 That is, the strange compromise of the lex Baebia, to alternate between four and six praetorships, and the failure
to increase the number of praetorships to eight in 146 — the point at which the number of provinciae which required
the oversight of an imperium-holder outstripped the number of imperium-holders, and thus embedded prorogation
as a regular feature of political practice (Brennan 2000, 239-40).

13 On the censorship, Suolahti 1963; Pieri 1968; Clemente 2016. A second consulship was also a possibility, though

rare; its occurrences are not easy to explain (cf. Syme 2016, 47-9).
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fought.* Success in securing election reflected the accumulated influence and reputation of a
consular, and in turn provided a considerable boost to the holders’ soft power, through adlectio
to the Senate, census enrolment, and such direction as the censors could bring to the placing of
public contracts.

The censorship extended an individual’s period in office, and by its scarcity it marked out
a distinctive group within the consulars as a whole. But it remained a time-limited office, and
its holders would once again be privati when their tenure of the position came to an end.

The members of the four colleges of religious offices also formed a prestigious subset
among the political class.’® But in a number of respects the priests were a different kind of
presence within the res publica from ex-censors, and one whose significance is arguably more
difficult to grasp. The men who held these positions were not necessarily consulars. Indeed, it
is striking how young some holders were when they acquired the position; some even did so
before they had started on the cursus. Nor was holding an elected office, or even standing for
one, a necessary criterion for holding a priesthood.® Insofar as there was an overlap between
membership of a priestly college and the tenure of high elected office, the connection arguably
ran from priesthood to consulship and not the reverse. That is, holders of priesthoods were
marked out early in their careers as those who would rise up the cursus: this did not guarantee
any subsequent electoral success, but might contribute to it as an existing mark of distinction.!’
These positions were also held for life: death, not a fixed time-limit, created vacancies.
Priesthoods were thus the only kind of public office at Rome which gave the holder a role which
did not have an end date.

However, it is less clear how individuals used this ongoing public position, with the
exception of the pontifex maximus. All holders of that position, who seem always to have been
drawn from among the existing pontiffs, between the end of the third century and Caesar,

reached the consulship, though a substantial minority did so only after they had become pontifex

14.0n censorial elections, see particularly Livy 37.57.9-58.2. Its distinct prestige is perhaps evident in the relatively
slow pace of plebeian progress in capturing the office (the first two plebeian censors were elected in 131), over
forty years after the first pair of plebeian consuls. But the relatively small numbers impose some caution.

15 The number of positions in the priestly colleges underwent some inflation during the Republic, from around 30
in 200 to nearly 50 at its end, with the most significant expansion due to Sulla; even so, membership of the priestly
colleges as a proportion of the size of the Senate shrank after 80.

16 Indeed, the flamines had significant difficulty in holding high office.

17 This dynamic was shifted by the lex Domitia in 104, which introduced popular election for priesthoods.
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maximus.*® This overlap suggests that the position of pontifex maximus was considered to
involve political skills which meant that only those who had reached the consulship or whose
careers up to that point indicated that they would were regarded by the electorate as suitable
candidates.’® The individual activities of the other pontiffs and members of the pontifical
college within the deliberations of the college are, however, not easily traceable.?® Identifying
the contribution of individuals is even more challenging within the other three colleges, which
lacked the internal differentiation and hierarchies of the pontiffs. It might seem reasonable to
assume that within each college length of tenure was a significant factor in determining how
far an individual priest might contribute to debate and decision, but even if were the case,
exceptions occurred.?! Holding a priesthood was an ongoing position in public life; but what
the holder might do with that position varied, and it is difficult to establish in general terms the
significance of the priesthood in relation to a priest’s other marks of status and resources for
their ongoing public role.

Consulars could also be tasked by the Senate or People with a specific job. There were
special commissions, created by statute, to undertake various one-off tasks which did not fall
under the scope or within the capacity of annually-elected magistrates. In the first third of the
second century, a number of Illviri coloniis deducendis were established to oversee colony
foundations.?? That model was revived later in the century to oversee land distributions under
the Gracchan and subsequent legislation, and the model was also used occasionally for other

tasks.2> Membership of colony foundation commissions was by no means drawn only from a

18 The gap was one year in the case of Pius, three for Scipio Nasica, four for Caesar and seven each for Crassus
Dives and Ahenobarbus. Between 212 (when Crassus became pontifex maximus) and Caesar’s death, therefore,
the pontifex maximus was not consul or a consular a little more than one year in eight.

19 Being pontifex maximus may well have contributed to electoral success. On the political significance of the
position, Bollan 2013.

2 In de Domo Sua, the most detailed surviving evidence from the Republic relating to a particular instance of
pontifical deliberation, Cicero treats the college as a unified whole in terms of its decision-making, though he is
careful to acknowledge the identities of its individual members. See further Stroh 2004.

21 Cf. the career of Ahenobarbus.

22 On this phase of colonization, Salmon 1970; Scheidel 2004, 10-11.

23 Temple foundations in 194, 192, 191, 181, and 175; a commission of ten for land distribution in 173. Too little
is known about the position of duumviri navales to assess if this position too falls into the category of irregularly
occurring positions authorized by statute (see Dart 2012) but as no consular is known in the position in the second
century the issue can be set aside here. The apparent tailing off of special commissions after 167 is an accident of

the source material.
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pool of consulars.?* The pattern of their involvement either individually or collectively is not
easy to read; but it is at least clear that this particular task was regarded as appropriate to one
of consular status, even if consular status was by no means required for all its holders.

The tasks just described necessitated the involvement of the People in approving
legislation which set up a particular colony and its founders. Other kinds of activity on behalf
of the res publica were not authorized by legislation and did not involve the tenure of an office,
in distinction to the commissions | have just discussed; these jobs, usually diplomatic, were
entrusted by the Senate to senators acting as its legati. As in the case of Illviri, consulars were
among those sent as legati, though not all legati were consulars; indeed, at points of intense
diplomacy, the supply of legati far outstripped the available number of consulars.

These legati had instructions from the Senate, but, operating at a distance, they also had
a high degree of independence. Seniority and experience is evident in legati of this kind, but
the composition of embassies was, however, quite varied.? The year 172 can act as a case study
of this variation; it was a period of considerable diplomatic activity in the run up to war between
Rome and Perseus, and as it is contained within the surviving parts of Livy’s narrative,
prosopographical detail concerning the composition of the embassies is preserved.

There were at least five embassies sent out during this year:

i. To Asia (Livy 42.45.1-7; Polyb. 27.3.1-5): T. Claudius Nero (cos. 202); Sp. Postumius
Albinus (cos. 174); M. lunius Brutus (cos. 178).
ii. To Apulia and Calabria, to purchase grain (Livy 42.27.8): Sex. Digitius (pr. 194); T.
luventius (pr. 194); M. Caecilius.
iii. To Greece (Livy 42.37.1-9): Q. Marcius Philippus (cos. 178); A. Atilius Serranus (pr.
192, 173); P. Cornelius Lentulus; Ser. Cornelius Lentulus; L. Decimius.
iv. To Perseus (Livy 42.25.1-13): Cn. Servilius Caepio (pr. 174); App. Claudius Centho
(pr. 175); T. Annius Luscus.
v. To Gentius (Livy 42.26.6-7): A. Terentius Varro (pr. 184); C. Plaetorius; C. Cicereius
(pr. 173).
These embassies had differing compositions, though each contained at least two

individuals who had held imperium. (In some cases, though, a long time previously: Sex.

24 11viri coloniis deducendis could involve no consulars (that was the case for all the five sent in 194 and for those
in 193, 186, 184, one of the three sent in 183 (though that included one of the consuls), 180, 169); one consular
(200, 197, 190, 189, one of the three sent in 183, 181, 177); or two (199, one of the three sent in 183). Details on
the composition of each in Broughton 1951. That is, out of these sixty positions, eleven were held by consulars.
25 Canali de Rossi 2000.
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Digitius and T. Iuventius had held the praetorships over twenty years’ earlier.) It is possible to
hypothesize some rationale for these variations. The embassies to Asia and to Greece were to
assure the ongoing support of Rome’s allies in those regions in the war which the Senate
expected imminently to break out with Perseus.?® The negotiations that the legati on those
missions were likely to have to undertake were complex and the outcome both uncertain and
important: these were embassies in which skill and understanding mattered. The organization
of the corn supply, by contrast, might require a different set of skills.?’

However, it is also worth considering the amount of choice the Senate had at its disposal
when sending these embassies. The pool of potential appointees was reduced by a number of
concurrent activities. A commission of ten had been established the previous year to assign land
in Liguria and Cisalpine Gaul; its membership included two consulars, and it seems still to have
been at work. Three consulars had been among those dispatched on embassies to the eastern
Mediterranean the previous year; none of them is used again in 172, and in one case, the legate’s
return to Rome is noted during 172. It is certainly possible that neither of the other two was
available. If that is the case, then ten consulars were engaged in specific tasks for the res publica
during 172.2 This number cannot by any means have exhausted the total number of consulars.
But when it is combined with a number of other factors whose existence can be hypothesized,
even though not proved, including health, competence and experience, it is possible to see how
in practice the Senate’s capacity to choose specific individuals for the range of tasks that faced
was constrained by a number of practical issues. Moreover, it remains unclear how far volition
was required on the part of legati.?® What negotiations preceded the announcement of the
dispatch of legati? Was there an expectation that those approached should agree? Given the
range of uncertainties about both personnel and attitudes, it is not possible to be sure whether

the Senate struggled to fill its vacancies. But even if this was an environment in which the

% Burton 2017, 5677, 197—201.

2" The coincidence of the date of Digitius’ and Thalna’s praetorships might be suggestive, but it is difficult to see
exactly how: Thalna was peregrine praetor in 194, which might have given him some useful connections in Apulia
and Calabria, but Digitius was (not very successfully) in command in Hispania Citerior.

28 That is, two were on the land commission in northern Italy (M. Aemilius Lepidus, cos. 187, 175; P. Cornelius
Cethegus, cos. 181); three were still involved in or returning from embassies sent the previous year (App. Claudius
Pulcher, cos. 185; M. Claudius Marcellus, cos. 183; C. Valerius, cos. suff. 176); four were distributed among the
embassies sent out in 172 (see above); and the imperium of one of the consuls of 173, M. Popillius Laenas, was
prorogued into 172.

2 Cicero’s experience of seeking a liber legatio, or a role with Caesar, is probably not a good comparison.
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supply of potential commissioners and legati exceeded the demand, it is still evident that the
consulship was not inevitably the end of a public career. Some consulars, at least, and
particularly at times of heightened international tension, were called upon to undertake a
specific job on behalf of the Senate or People.

One more phenomenon should be included in this survey, that of consular legates to
imperium-holders. Normally, legati serving in Rome’s armies were relatively junior
individuals, often with a personal connection to the imperium-holder. Nonetheless, there are
some examples of consulars who served in the armies of others in the pre-Sullan period. Perhaps
the most significant example is Scipio Africanus, who was a legate with the army of his brother
Lucius (cos. 190), later — as a result of military successes ascribed in large part to Publius’
abilities — to be known as Asiagenes. Indeed, Scipio’s willingness to undertake this role
apparently played a part in the Senate’s deliberations about how it should conduct the war
against Antiochus.® This kind of appointment was not, however, entirely new. There had been
a number of comparable appointments in the years immediately before. Flamininus had two
consular legates in Greece in 197 (P. Sulpicius Galba Maximus and P. Villius Tappulus).3! M.
Marcellus (cos. 196) was a legate in Merula’s army in Liguria in 193.32 Glabrio in Greece in
191 had three consular legates with his army (L. Valerius Flaccus, cos. 195; Ti. Sempronius
Longus, cos. 194; and L. Quinctius Flamininus, cos. 192).3® Nor was Scipio alone in his role;
Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 192) was also with Scipio Asiagenes’ army at Magnesia.
Perhaps most striking is the case of M. Porcius Cato. He was another consular legate, in his
case in 194, the year after his consulship.3* But he also, it seems, stood successfully for election
as a military tribune in 191.% Just as significantly, Plutarch presents these two actions as
evidence that Cato chose not to relax after his consulship.®® This observation surely comes

ultimately from Cato’s own biographical reflections, and that in turn suggests that Cato was

30 ivy 37.1.9-10.

31 Livy 32.28.12.

%2 Livy 35.5-8. Livy also describes Ti. Sempronius Longus (cos. 194) as consularis legatus, but he is probably
mistaken, as later in this passage he notes that Longus had imperium, in contrast to Marcellus.

33 Tatum 2001, 392.

3 Plut. Cat. Mai. 12.1. Plutarch refers to the consul only as Tiberius Sempronius; chronology points decisively
towards Longus (cos. 194), both that of the phenomenon of consular legates, and the internal chronology of
Plutarch’s narrative, in which his second military tribunate follows. Plutarch’s identification of where Cato
operated in this capacity as Thrace and near the Ister is a mistake; the consul of 194 campaigned in northern Italy.
3 Broughton 1951, 354.

3% Plut. Cat. Mai. 11.2.
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self-consciously exploring new ways of shaping a public career post-consulship. In so doing,
he followed recent frequent use of consular legates in the campaigns of the 190s, but developed
the range of possibilities for consular military service even further, by experimenting with
turning the military tribunate into a position which a consular might hold.

The consular military tribunate was not, however, repeated or emulated, and consular
legates became notably less frequent after the defeat of Antiochus.®” Cato himself found other
means to maintain a dominance in domestic affairs, and his attempt to shape it into a
manifestation of individual virtue does not seem to have been influential. Nonetheless, the
model of consular legates continued to exist as a possibility. It was deployed for the most part
during periods of military challenge, and can perhaps in general best be understood as an
example of flexibility in drawing on available expertise rather than an outlet for individual
ambition. The prominence of Cato and Scipio Africanus as well as the additional information
preserved alongside their appointments does suggest that they saw the personal advantages in
this position; but it is important to note that they were two out of nine consular legates attested
during the 190s. It is less clear that the presence of the other seven as consular legates is entirely
to be explained by individual ambition: it seems more reasonable to see in their appointments
an interplay between prior experience and achievements, particularly military; current capacity;
volition; and the personal relationship between the imperium-holder and his legate or legates.

This interplay between different factors is a more general obstacle to assessing the
significance of public position to a consular’s capacity to exert leadership. The range of
activities which could be undertaken by consulars involved different degrees of individual
choice, whether through the formal mechanism of seeking office through election, or less
formal mechanisms to ascertain willingness to serve. There is likely to have been some
correlation between seeking office and that position’s capacity to provide a framework within
which to lead; Cato seems to have drawn on that connection when he presented his return to
(subordinate) military service as a distinctive aspect of his commitment to public service, in
contrast to his peers who were content to sink into idleness after the consulship. But it is not
easy to push the line of argument very far. The censors of the second century, for example,
overlap with some of the more prominent individual politicians, but are by no means a matching
set. Nor did the censorship, though an elected and often highly sought-after position, necessarily
provide clear leadership opportunities. The nature of its functions, which were for the most part

37 Badian 1993, 205-6, with n. 6, identifies a further nine consular legates between 189 and the Social War; cf.
Dyson 1976, 357.
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standardized, gave holders unparalleled patronage opportunities without demanding or
requiring innovation in policy. Additionally, the causal relationship between position and
leadership should not be assumed to flow from position to leadership. Ongoing positions for
consulars are at least as much indications of an individual’s prestige than causes of it, quite
apart from the possibility that at times the number of men available in comparison to tasks
reduced the operation of choice in determining who would undertake a particular activity.

3. Consulars in the Post-Sullan Period

The position of consul became even more of a distinction after Sulla’s dictatorship: the number
of consuls remained at two, but the Senate itself increased in size by somewhere in the region
of 100%.% The consulars as a group became a correspondingly smaller element within this
enlarged Senate. Aspects of their role, too, changed. The consulship itself became in the post-
Sullan period a civil office: consuls stayed in Rome.*® This was a change of practice, not a
change in the law: consular imperium remained unchanged, but they departed for their province
only towards the end of their year in office, if not into the following year.*® That alone would
have had implications for the nature of military activity by consuls and consulars. But it is
accompanied by a shift away from military activity entirely on the part of a substantial minority
of consuls.** Consuls not going to a province was not in any way unusual in the post-Sullan
period.*? It was possible, as Cicero’s career before 51 demonstrated, for a man to progress
through the cursus honorum and never command a Roman army.

The colleges of priests continued to provide a platform for public visibility, and the
censorship remained, though in practice its cycle never settled down in the post-Sullan period.*?
In principle, too, the opportunity remained for consulars to be dispatched by the Senate as legati.
In practice, however, only two such diplomatic missions are attested between 79 and 50. One

was the commission of ten sent by the Senate to assist Lucullus in organizing his conquests in

38 Santangelo 2006 discusses the range of possible figures in detail.

39 Pina Polo 2011, 223-334. The shift of elections to July also made the position of consul designatus more
significant; cf. Pina Polo 2013.

40 Giovannini 1983.

41 The analysis of Balsdon 1939, 63 indicates that as many as half the available consuls in the post-Sullan period
may not have gone to a province.

42 A similar development can be observed in the praetorship: Brennan 2000, 400-2.

43 Astin 1985.
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the early 60s.* It included at least one consular, M. Terentius Varro Lucullus (to Cicero’s
disapprobation, given the relationship between him and Lucullus), and perhaps more, since only
two of the ten are known; in the end it was sent back to Rome by Pompeius, its task not
completed. The other is the embassy of three men, one of them a consular (Metellus Creticus)
which was sent in 60 to negotiate with Gallic communities to ensure their continued resistance
to the Helvetii.*® There was also the commission established by Caesar’s agrarian law in 59,
which contained at least three consulars.*® Formally, this commission was analogous to the
commissions for colony foundation and other tasks found earlier. The highly contentious and
politicized nature of this particular legislation, however, made its membership politically
charged in away that is unlikely to have applied to earlier commissions. Indeed, its employment
of consulars perhaps has closer parallels with the prominence of consular legates from the
establishment of Pompeius’ extraordinary imperium by the lex Gabinia in 67. That law gave
him the right to appoint a considerable number of legates with praetorian imperium; of the
fifteen known in 67, two were consulars.*’ Despite the difference in formal position between
an appointment by an imperium-holder and one under a law, both cases involved the
subordination of consulars to an individual’s political or military program in a way that was
publicly visible and understood as such. Both Pompeius’ legates and Caesar’s commissioners
were exactly that: men who were working for Pompeius or Caesar.

The collective result of these shifts was that consulars had in practice fewer opportunities
to continue their careers through specific tasks and offices after their consulship than had been
the case prior to Sulla. It could be argued that such a result reflected the underlying principles
of the Sullan res publica, insofar as it created a framework of laws which had, in theory, little

need for the anomalous or exceptional.*® From that perspective, the tasks the res publica

4 Cic. Att. 13.6a.1.

4 Cic. Att. 1.19.2. Cicero’s description of this embassy seems to suggest that its composition by rank of participants
was established in principle before the actual participants were chosen by lot: “At this point I cannot omit the
observation that, when my lot came out first from the consulars, a full Senate unanimously decreed that | should
be kept in the city; and when the same thing happened after me to Pompeius, it was agreed that we both should be
kept like pledges for the res publica” (atque hoc loco illud non queo praeterire, quod, cum de consularibus mea
prima sors exisset, una voce senatus frequens retinendum me in urbe censuit. hoc idem post me Pompeio accidit,
ut nos duo quasi pignora rei publicae retineri videremur).

46 Pompeius, Crassus, and Messalla Niger (cos. 61). See Broughton 1952, 191-2.

47 Gellius and Clodianus, the consuls of 72 (and censors of 70). Perhaps as significant, Pompeius’ legati in 67
included four men who would go on to hold the consulship: Broughton 1952, 148-9.

48 Flower 2009, 129.
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required could and should be carried out by elected magistrates, the supply of which Sulla had
significantly increased. Nonetheless, as | have discussed, the shifts in the post-Sullan period
which reduced the employment of consulars appear to have been matters of practice, not the
results of any prohibitions within Sulla’s framework. The sidelining of consulars, qua
consulars, is better understood in the context of the development of extraordinary commands
in the period. Pompeius, whose career prior to his consulship had not been normal, eschewed
the mechanisms of the pre-Sullan period to develop his career after his consulship. Instead, just
as his career pre-consulship had eschewed the cursus honorum, so, after it, he restarted his
public activity with the command against the pirates. For Pompeius, and for his emulators,
imperium created by statute independent of elected office was the method by which leadership
as a consular could be exercised. It provided opportunities for distinction impossible within the
framework of activities that had operated in the pre-Sullan period. The result was a competitive

scramble for exceptional distinction, and power.

4. Conclusions

Consulars in the pre-Sullan res publica can be understood as a distinct resource, whose
experience and expertise could supplement that of elected magistrates on a flexible basis as
need arose. In some cases, certainly, ambitious individuals saw in this range of activity an
opportunity to develop their individual position beyond the consulship; so, for example, Scipio
Africanus’ position as a legate in his brother’s consular army, or Cato’s exploration of ways to
continue to be a soldier after his consulship in deliberate contrast to the idleness of his peers.
But, overall, on-going activity by consulars cannot satisfactorily be explained by personal
ambition: the number involved was too large. This was a normal part of the operation of the res
publica, and in practice the arithmetic of consulars and tasks may have reduced practical choice,

by Senate or People, to a minimum.*® The corollary of a fiercely competitive oligarchy whose

49 Two vignettes may underline the point. The first is Cato’s cruel remark on the composition of an embassy sent
to Nicomedes in 149 (which, perhaps revealing, appears to have contained no one more senior than praetorian,
though see Broughton 1951, 460), alluding to its members’ disabilities, that “it contained neither feet nor head nor
heart” (Polyb. 36.14.5; cf. Livy Per. 50; Plut. Cat. Mai. 91; App. Mith. 6.20). The second is a quotation from the
80s’ British television show Yes Minister, Sir Humphrey speaking: “The argument that we must do everything a
Minister demands because he has been ‘democratically chosen’ does not stand up to close inspection. MPs are not
chosen by ‘the people’ — they are chosen by their local constituency parties: thirty-five men in grubby raincoats or
thirty-five women in silly hats. The further ‘selection” process is equally a nonsense: there are only 630 MPs and

a party with just over 300 MPs forms a government and of these 300, 100 are too old and too silly to be ministers
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members achieved success through election was deep suspicion of mechanisms to promote
individual distinction.>® Consular activity was service to the res publica, at the behest of Senate
or People.

In this respect, as in so many others, the post-Sullan res publica was a different world.
Consulars were an identifiable group within the Senate, and in that context, their opinions
mattered.>! But their activity on behalf of the res publica, though formally comparable to the
pre-Sullan period, was limited, and some of it was in roles serving not the res publica alone,
but the res publica through the extraordinary positions that Pompeius and Caesar created for
themselves. In that respect, close attention to what consulars were doing, and not doing, in the
last years of the Republic offers revealing evidence to shifts in the location and display of

political power.
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Female Interventions in Politics in the libera res publica:
Structures and Practices*
Lewis Webb

Abstract

This chapter charts the structures and practices of female interventions in politics in the
libera res publica (509-27 BCE). Previous scholarship has emphasized the efflorescence of
female political activity in the first century BCE. Yet Greek and Roman authors retrojected
such activity into their histories of early Rome: mytho-historical paradigms are the intercession
of the Sabine women and of Veturia with Coriolanus. Furthermore, female benefactions saved
Rome from financial and military crises in the fourth and third centuries BCE. For such
interventions, women received enduring privileges and status symbols. Moving beyond
previous scholarship, | argue that the interventions of senatorial women like Servilia, lulia,
Terentia, Hortensia, and Octavia were not novel, but a manifestation of a long tradition of
women seizing political initiative. This chapter outlines and evaluates some of the structures of
female interventions — the ordo matronarum, matronal meetings, and religious roles — and their
practices — intercession, benefactions, and participation in family consilia. Through numerous
formal and informal initiatives, inside and outside of the domus, women proactively engaged
in the res publica.

Keywords

Roman women, politics, res publica, ordo matronarum, matronal meetings, religious

roles, intercession, benefactions, family consilia

So Terentia — who was generally neither of a mild nor undaring nature, but an ambitious woman, and, as
Cicero says himself, more likely to participate in his political affairs than to share with him her domestic

affairs — told him this [interpretation of the omen] and incited him against the men.*

* All translations are my own. Latin from PHI Latin Texts and Greek from the TLG. Many thanks to Lovisa
Bréannstedt, Harriet Flower, Tom Hillard, Karl-Joachim Hélkeskamp, Brad Jordan, and Irene Selsvold for feedback
on earlier iterations of this chapter. 1 am grateful to Lea Beness, Harriet Flower, Tom Hillard, Josiah Osgood,
Francesca Rohr Vio, Cristina Rosillo-L6pez, Catherine Steel, and Kathryn Welch for conversations on Roman
women. All errors remain my own. All dates are BCE. All magistracies: Broughton 1951; 1952.

L Plut. Cic. 20.3 (Cicero and Terentia, during his consulship in 63): 1| 8¢ Tepsvtia — kai yap 008" GAAoC v Tpaeid
TIG 000" GTOApOG TNV VOV, GAAQ EIAOTIHOG YUVT] Kol udAlov, ®¢g avtdg enowv 0 Kiképav, 1@V moATik®dV
petarappavovoa wap' EKEivov EPovTId®V 1| HeTad1d0Dca TV OIKIOKAY EKEIV® — TODTA T€ TPOG AVTOV EPPace Kol

map®ELVEY €Tl TOVG AvOpag
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I see you [Terentia] are taking on every burden; | fear you may not endure, but | see everything is dependent

upon you.?
When he [Brutus] takes his mother’s [Servilia] counsel, or even her prayers, why should I interfere??

And when I began to speak on what should have been done ... your friend [Servilia] exclaimed: “Truly,
I’ve never heard anyone say that!” I restrained myself. ... (Moreover, Servilia promised to arrange that the

grain commission be removed from the senatorial decree.)*

1. Introduction

Were Roman women excluded from politics in the libera res publica (509-27)? A cursory
glance at the ancient sources suggests so. For example, Livy’s Cato expressed outrage at the
female lobby against the lex Oppia in 195: men were allowing women to engage (capessere) in
the res publica and almost to be involved in the Forum, public meetings (contiones), and
assemblies (comitia)!® In response to Cato, Livy’s Valerius claimed that magistracies,
priesthoods, triumphs, insignia, gifts, and war spoils could not be attained by women, and that
elegance, adornment, and fine appearance were their insignia (insignia feminarum) and what
they gloried in (gloriantur).® Similarly, Appian’s Hortensia delivered an oration in 42
demanding to know why women should pay a triumviral tax when they did not share in
magistracy, honor, command, and the polity (moAteia, cf. res publica).” Finally, Valerius
Maximus asserted that a woman had nothing to do with a public meeting (contio) according to
ancestral custom and Gellius declared that women had no participation in assemblies

(comitiorum communio).® So far, so definitive.

2 Cic. Fam. 14.2.3 (Cicero to Terentia, during his exile, October 58): omnis labores te excipere video; timeo ut
sustineas, sed video in te esse omnia.

3 Cic. Att. 15.10 (Cicero to Atticus, June 44): matris consilio cum utatur vel etiam precibus, quid me interponam?
Cf. Cic. Ad Brut. 26.1 on this relationship between Servilia and Brutus.

4 Cic. Att. 15.11.2 (Cicero to Atticus, Servilia’s consilium at Antium, June 44): cumgue ingressus essem dicere
quid oportuisset ... exclamat tua familiaris “hoc vero neminem umquam audivi!”’ €go <me> repressi. ... (etenim
Servilia pollicebatur se curaturam ut illa frumenti curatio de senatus consulto tolleretur). Cf. Asc. 19C on the
maternal authority (materna auctoritas) Servilia held over her half-brother Cato.

5Livy 34.2.11.

6 Livy 34.7.8-9.

" App. B Civ. 4.33.

8 Val. Max. 3.8.6; Gell. NA 5.19.10.
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Yet we know of women like Servilia, lulia (mother of Marcus Antonius), Terentia,
Clodia, Fulvia, Hortensia herself, and Octavia who loomed large in the politics of the last
century of the libera res publica, as recent studies have demonstrated, particularly those of Rohr
Vio.? Even Syme, typically dismissive of women’s roles in Roman society, acknowledged the
political ambitions and interventions of Servilia, a woman he described as “possessed of all the
rapacious ambition of the patrician Servilii and ruthless to recapture power for her house.”*° As
my opening examples indicate, Cicero himself was incited against the Catilinarian conspirators
by Terentia in 63 and relied heavily on her support during his exile in 58. He was also acutely
aware of Servilia’s influence over Brutus in June 44, was — mirabile dictu — silenced by her
during her consilium at Antium in the same month, and was unsurprised by her promise to alter
a senatorial decree. These and other women seized political initiative and intervened in politics,
that is, they were active participants in republican political culture. This chapter will chart the
structures and practices of such female interventions in politics in the libera res publica.

Here I follow Dixon’s expansive conception of politics in the Republic as “the pursuit
and exercise of real power,”*! Holkeskamp’s reading of “political culture” in the Republic as
“a discursive environment in which power is legitimated,”*? an “extraordinarily dense
‘ensemble’ of abstract values and ideology, rules and codes of behavior, cultural practices and
civic rituals, images, messages, and meanings,”® and Rosillo-Lopez’s finding that informal
institutions (i.e. informal interactions, political customs, relationships, social networks, and

unofficial channels, especially those unregulated by law) provided opportunities for female

% Notable recent studies include: Culham 2004; Froese 2004; Treggiari 2007; 2019; Harders 2008; 2014; Skinner
2011; Brennan 2012; Lejeune 2012; Rohr Vio 2013; 2014; 2015; 2016; 2017; 2019; forthcoming; Lucchelli &
Rohr Vio 2014; Osgood 2014; Valentini 2014; Hopwood 2015; Borrello 2016; Buonopane 2016; Foubert 2016;
Kunst 2016; Welch forthcoming. Earlier important studies: Miinzer 1920; Balsdon 1962; Babcock 1965; Pomeroy
1975, 176-89; Dixon 1983; 1988; Hillard 1983; 1989; 1992; Hallett 1984; Purcell 1986; Hemelrijk 1987; 1999;
Tatum 1990; Evans 1991; Bauman 1992; Christ 1993; Dettenhofer 1994; Welch 1995; Glinister 1997; Laurence
1997; Cluett 1998; Glnther 2000. See also Osgood in this volume.

10 Syme 1939, 23. For Syme’s dismissive attitude: “Influences more secret and more sinister were quietly at work
all the time — women and freedmen” (Syme 1939, 384) and “Women have their uses for historians. They offer
relief from warfare, legislation, and the history of ideas” (Syme 1986, 168). Cf. less dismissive comments on elite
women and their power in Syme 1939, 444-5; 1964, 25-6.

11 Dixon 1983, 91.

12 Hglkeskamp 2010, 55 after Braddick 2005, 69.

13 Holkeskamp 2010, 67 after Geertz 1973, 452. On republican political culture: Holkeskamp 2010, esp. 53-75

and his contribution in this volume. Hélkeskamp builds on Meier 1966 and others.
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participation in politics in republican Rome.* | define female interventions in politics as
women'’s proactive engagement in the res publica, what Cicero and Livy termed rem publicam
capessere,’® a definition akin to Kunst’s for such interventions, namely “das Eingreifen in eine
politisch aufgeladene Situation.”

Valerius Maximus links such female interventions with sedition (seditio) and violence
(violentia).'” Were the female interventions of the last century, then, simply symptoms of civil
war and dysfunction? Were they novel? In general, previous scholarship has regarded them so,

or as a function of increased female “emancipation.”®

Rohr Vio’s statement is paradigmatic:
“La ragione principale dell’ingresso delle donne nella politica romana ¢ ... I’eccezionalita del
tempo dei conflitti intestini.”® Yet later Greek and Roman authors retrojected female
interventions into their histories of early Rome: famous examples include the intercession of
the Sabine women and that of Veturia and VVolumnia with Coriolanus.?® Now, these examples
may have been merely artificial precedents for female interventions in the last century, forged
to provide an aura of authority and legitimacy for the novelty of “le iniziative femminili” of
women like Terentia and Servilia, as suggested by Rohr Vio.?! But what if there were various
structures and practices of such interventions that existed long before these women were born?
According to Livy, there were several instances in the fourth and third centuries when female

interventions (viz. benefactions) saved Rome from financial and military crises.?? Appian’s

4 Rosillo-Lopez 2017, esp. 16-18, 221-2.

15 Cic. Att. 16.7.7; Cael. 72; De or. 2.106; Fam. 1.9.18; Off. 1.71-2; Sest. 23; Livy 3.69.5, 34.2.11.

16 “Intervention in a politically charged situation” (Kunst 2016, 200).

17val. Max. 3.8.6.

18 E.g., Syme 1939, 12, 444-5; 1964, 25, 135 (individual cases and emancipation); Pomeroy 1975, 149-89 (with
precedents); Dixon 1983, esp. 91, 109-110; cf. 1988, 168-203 (on mothers and sons); Hillard 1983; 1989; 1992,
esp. 39-40, 55; Evans 1991, 13-17 (with precedents); Bauman 1992, 60-1; Christ 1993; Cluett 1998, esp. 67-8,
77-9; Culham 2004, esp. 155-8; Froese 2004; Sumi 2004, 196—7; Milnor 2005, 1; Brennan 2012, esp. 363 (with
precedents); Osgood 2014, esp. 47; Cenerini & Rohr Vio (eds.) 2016 (and the contributions therein esp. Manzo
2016); Rohr Vio 2016; 2019, 7-16. Notable exceptions: Miinzer 1920, esp. 244-5, 3624, 426—7; Hemelrijk 1987;
Dixon 2007, esp. 15-32; Valentini 2012; Kunst 2016; Treggiari 2019, esp. 217-20; Webb 2019; Welch
forthcoming.

19 “The principal reason for the entry of women into Roman politics is ... the exceptional nature of the period of
internal conflicts” (Rohr Vio 2019, 12).

20 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.45-6, 8.39-54; Livy 1.13, 2.40 with, e.g., Hemelrijk 1987; Brown 1995; Rohr Vio 2019,
13.

21 “Female initiatives” (Rohr Vio 2019, 13).

22| jvy 5.25.8-10, 5.50.7, 24.18.13-14, cf. 34.5.8-10.
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Hortensia even invoked one of these instances in her oration against the triumviral tax in 42,
namely women’s contributions from their jewelry (k6opot) in the Second Punic War.?® Should
we dismiss these as anachronistic fancies or as utterly exceptional?

Miinzer himself recognized long ago that “die Frauen, die Miitter, Schwestern und
Tochter” had decisively intervened (entscheidend eingegriffen) in “das Leben der ménnlichsten
[!] Ménner” in the Republic and he spoke of their complete involvement (die ganze
Einmischung) in “die Kdmpfe der Parteien.”?* More recently, Kunst has mapped three “Formen
der Intervention einflussreicher Frauen” in the Republic,?® comprising 1) interventions with
female relatives (weiblichen VVerwandten) of influential men, 2) interventions with male family
members (Manner der Familie), and 3) interventions in public (Offentlichkeit); these she
envisions as part of a “Dimension weiblichen Handelns” she terms “Matronage.”?® Broadly,
Kunst interprets the majority of interventions as occurring in familial and marital contexts in
the domus, for example, at events like the salutatio, convivium, and consilium, and through
female networks built on family ties and collective religious activity.?” She also traces several
examples of what she terms “public” intervention (6ffentliche Intervention), including: 1)
religious interventions, namely Quinta Claudia’s role in the inaugural procession for Magna
Mater in 204, the Vestal Claudia’s intervention in her father Appius Claudius Pulcher’s triumph
in 143, Caecilia Metella’s dream in 90, and the Vestals’ interpretation of an omen in 63; 2)
political interventions, notably the female lobby against the lex Oppia in 195 and Hortensia’s
oration of 42; 3) pleas for mercy (Gnadengesuche), especially during the triumviral
proscriptions; and, 4) the public, political activity of women like Fulvia.?® Kunst concludes that
the majority of these interventions were in the form of a plea (die Bitte; cf. supplicatio) — a vital
aspect of republican political culture for men and women, — that such pleas could, at times, be

framed as a demand (Aufforderung), and that interventions encoded as pleas were viewed as a

23 App. B Civ. 4.33. Probably the contributions from viduae in 214: Livy 24.18.13-14, 34.5.10.

24 “Women, mothers, sisters and daughters” ... “the life of the manliest men” ... “the struggles of the parties”
(Miinzer 1920, 426-7). Cf. Munzer 1920, 244-5, 362-4.

%5 “Forms of intervention of influential women” (Kunst 2016, 197).

% “Dimension of female action” (Kunst 2016, 199).

27 Kunst 2016, 200-5, esp. 200-1.

28 Kunst 2016, 205-9.
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legitimate form of social participation (gesellschaftlichen Teilhabe) for women.? There were,
then, many structures (female networks, domestic contexts) and practices (religious activity,
pleas) of female interventions before Servilia.

But this image is somewhat inchoate, for pleas were not the only, nor necessarily the most
important, practice of female interventions, nor was the domus always the primary structure for
these. In this chapter, | outline and evaluate additional structures of female interventions,
namely the ordo matronarum, matronal meetings, and religious roles, and their practices,
namely intercession (including pleas), benefactions, and participation in family consilia. My
primary focus will be on interventions by elite women (senatorial and to some extent
equestrian), as these women possessed various resources (cultural, economic, social, and
symbolic capital) that enabled them to participate in republican political culture, and as they
were related by birth or marriage to the men who could hold magisterial offices and
commands.®* Regarding economic capital, elite women had access to their male relatives’
property and the property in their dowries,® inheritances,* personal effects,® and peculium,
and were Roman citizens registered in the census;* property (or the lack thereof) could greatly
enable (or disable) their participation in public life.*® While elite women could not seek or hold
magisterial offices and commands themselves, with their various resources they could influence

and support (or undermine) the men who could.®” Cicero’s evidence is clear: women like

29 Kunst 2016, 209-13. Cf. Manzo 2016 who focuses on pleas and female voices in the first century and Rohr Vio
2019 who focuses on women and politics in the late Republic and locates their political actions in either private or
public contexts and spaces.

30 On these women, see esp. Dixon 1983; 2007; Hemelrijk 1999; Culham 2004; Valentini 2012; Rohr Vio 2019;
Treggiari 2019; Webb 2019; Welch forthcoming.

31 Dowries: e.g., Polyb. 18.35.6, 31.22.4, 31.27 with Evans 1991, 53-88; Saller 1994, 204-24; Treggiari 2002,
323-64, esp. 348-50.

32 Inheritances: e.g., Cato, fr. 158 ORF*; Polyb. 31.27.5; Lucil. fr. 519-20, 1350M; Cic. Verr. 2.1.107; Livy 39.9.7
with Champlin 1991, esp. 121-4; Pél6nen 1999; Cantarella 2016, 422.

33 Personal effects (res): e.g., Plaut. Amph. 928; Men. 801—4; Trin. 267; Polyb. 31.26; Lucil. 16.519-20M; Dig.
32.100.2, 34.2.13, 34.2.30, 34.2.32.6 with Champlin 1991, 123; Berg 2002; Treggiari 2002, 446-7.

3 Peculium: e.g., Plaut. Cas. 193-202; Mostell. 253 with Treggiari 2002, 363, 381, 445-6. Cf. See Senatus
consultum de Pisone patre 104-5 with Flower 1998, 164, 169.

3% Women, citizenship, and the census: Cic. Leg. 3.7; Livy 3.3.9; Per. 59; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 4.15.6, 5.75.3,
9.25.2 with Hin 2008, 201-4; Northwood 2008, 258, esp. n. 5.

% E.g., Polyb. 31.26.6-8 with Walbank 1979, 503, 505, 510-11. I delve into these matters in a forthcoming chapter
on impoverished senatorial women.

87 Cf. Yakobson in this volume on the non-elite influences on the formal initiatives of office-holders.
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Terentia and Servilia could affect and effect the res publica. Moving beyond previous
scholarship, | argue their interventions were not novel, but a manifestation of a long tradition
of women seizing political initiative. We will see that women proactively engaged in the res
publica.

A word or two on source issues before we proceed. Apart from a letter attributed to
Cornelia “mater Gracchorum,” our surviving ancient textual sources attesting female
interventions are primarily authored by elite males or by male authors writing for predominantly
elite male audiences. Consequently, we are left with veiled representations of elite women,
representations colored by elite male biases and concerns. Genre was closely entangled with
these representations, that is, authors would employ various female stereotypes or stock
characters depending on genre. Regardless of genre, male authors frequently interpreted female
activity sexually, to the extent that sexuality plays a role in many representations, and was often
used to vilify politically active elite women.* For these and numerous other reasons, there are
complex relationships and tensions between literary representation and the identities and lived
experiences of elite (and other) women.* Thus, great caution is needed in approaching and
assessing male-authored representations of female interventions in politics. Nevertheless, these
do provide rich insight into how some men understood and (re)constructed elite women and
their lives. The silences, stereotypes, and absences present in our primarily male-authored
sources should not preclude women from a history of republican politics, for that would exclude
many of the people who shaped Rome itself. Finally, | privilege contemporary republican
sources (e.g., Polybius and Cicero) in an attempt to avoid the anachronism present in later
sources. However, given the dearth of these, | will turn to later sources as well, for | assume
these were not all manufactured ex nihilo and may still offer some details of individuals and
events from at least the third century onwards.*’ Instead of viewing these source issues as an
insurmountable barrier, in this chapter | consider a wide variety of ancient textual sources and
take up Richlin’s proposition that women were necessarily participants in the cultural systems

of Rome.*

38 On these source issues, see esp. Hillard 1989; 1992; Dixon 2001, 16-25; 2004, 56-9, 69—70; Schultz 2006b, 6—
9; Milnor 20009.

3 Dixon 2001, 16-25, esp. 24-5.

40 For similar perspectives: Fantham 2004; Bispham 2006, 32—-40; Schultz 2006b, 8-9.

41 Richlin 2014, 11-12. Slightly more pessimistic attitudes: Hillard 1989; 1992; Dixon 2001. Similarly optimistic
attitudes: Culham 2004; Schultz 2006b; Dixon 2007 (shift in attitude); Milnor 2009; Richlin 2014; Treggiari 2019.
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2. Structures

The elite domus and villa were quintessential structures for women and politics, enabling
various interventions, as Foubert, Kunst, Flower, and Rohr Vio have argued.*? Therein Servilia
planned the future of the res publica in her consilium of June 44. | do not discount their
importance. But if we move outside of these for a moment and look elsewhere, a few other
structures appear, including the ordo matronarum, matronal meetings, and religious roles.

Ordo matronarum

Elite married women were members of an organized social network, the order of married
women (ordo matronarum), whose criteria for entry probably included marriage, high social
position (rank), and wealth.*® This order comprised at least 1400 wealthy married women by
42, as attested by Valerius Maximus and Appian in their respective accounts of Hortensia’s
oration against the triumviral tax of 42; it was members of this ordo who selected Hortensia to
speak for them.* The earliest allusion to something akin to this ordo occurs in Plautus’
Cistellaria, when the lena and mother of the meretrix Gymnasium compares her own order of
freedwomen (or freedpersons) to a kind of network of highborn daughters (summo genere
natae) and high-ranking married women (summatis matronae) who cultivate friendship

(amicitiam colunt) and are joined together by it (eam iunctam bene habent inter se).* While

42 Kunst 2016, 198-205; Flower 2018; Rohr Vio 2019, 19-46.

43 Plaut. Cist. 22-6; Livy 10.23.10, 34.7.1; Val. Max. 5.2.1; 8.3.3; App. B Civ. 4.32—4 with Purcell 1986, 170, 179;
Hemelrijk 1987; 1999, 11-12, 202; Bauman 1992, 82-3; Boels-Janssen 1993, 275-81; 2008, 38; Fantham 2011,
171-4; Valentini 2012, 44-81; Hopwood 2015 (without reference to the ordo); Webb 2019, 257-8. | have
elsewhere theorised that the order may have comprised the wives of the privileged 1800 equestrians with a public
horse (equites equo publico) in the middle Republic, for these numbers are remarkably close (1400 married women
and 1800 equestrians with a public horse) and, if the triumviral tax of 42 was designed to make up a shortfall of
200,000,000 drachmae/denarii from the property of 1400 women, many of these women would have had property
worth more than the late republican equestrian census qualification or above (100,000 drachmae/denarii): App. B
Civ. 4.32-33 with Webb 2019, 257 n. 30; forthcoming. Note especially that when the triumvirs revised the tax,
they imposed it upon 400 women and then all men who possessed more than 100,000 drachmae/denarii: App. B
Civ. 4.34. How the plebiscitum reddendorum equorum of ca. 129 may have affected the membership of the ordo
is uncertain.

4 Val. Max. 8.3.3 (name: ordo matronarum); App. B Civ. 4.32-4 (membership and nature —yiiot xoi tetpaxocion
yovaikeg [1400 women], pdAioto mhodtog [the most wealth], yuvaikeg towaide [such women], yévog xai Tpdmog
[birth and custom]; selection — wpoyepilw) with Hopwood 2015.

4 Plaut. Cist. 22—6 with Fantham 2011, 157—74, esp. 169-74; Stockert 2012, 91. The ordo mentioned by the lena
is one of freedwomen (or freedpersons): Plaut. Cist. 23 (hic ordo), 33 (noster ordo), 38 (nos libertinae sumus, et

ego et tua mater, ambae) with Fantham 2011, 159, 169-74. Cf. collective activity by libertinae in 217: Livy
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this is not secure evidence for the ordo, Plautus and his audience were clearly aware of networks
of elite married women. Our earliest secure references to the activities of the ordo occur in
Livy, when he links it with the foundation of the cult of Pudicitia Plebeia in 296 and with the
female lobby against the lex Oppia in 195.¢ Valerius Maximus connects this same ordo with
the legendary intercession of Veturia, Volumnia, and other married women with Coriolanus
and the foundation of the temple of Fortuna Muliebris in ca. 488; similarly in his account
Dionysius writes of the most prominent of Roman women (émipavéostata Poun yovaikdv)
accompanying Veturia and Volumnia to Coriolanus, Livy of married women meeting as a
crowd (matronae frequentes coire) at Veturia’s domus and a great company of women
(mulierum agmen) accompanying her to Coriolanus, and Plutarch of the most eminent
(doxudratar) women — including Valeria who he describes as having glory (66&a) and honor
(tiun) in the city (moMg) — approaching Coriolanus’ mother and wife, although these authors do
not mention an ordo explicitly.*

Members of this ordo and/or wealthy married women had particular privileges and status
symbols, including unrestricted movement in Rome, the use of the two-wheeled carriage
(carpentum) and the four-wheeled carriage (pilentum) for religious and secular purposes in
Rome, the use of the insignia of ears/earrings (aurium insignia), the distinction of the fillet
(vittae discrimen), gold trimmings/borders (aurea segmenta), purple clothing (purpurea vestis),
and possibly funerary orations (laudationes).* According to Diodorus Siculus, Livy, Valerius
Maximus, and Plutarch, many of these were honors granted by senatorial decree to married
women and/or the ordo for their interventions, notably for their intercession with Coriolanus

and their benefactions during financial and military crises in the fourth century, namely a

22.1.18 with Fantham 2011, 172. Plautus does not explicitly mention an ordo matronarum, but the comparison
between the ordo of freedwomen/freedpersons and the highborn daughters and high-ranking matronae is
suggestive, especially as the latter cultivate and are joined by amicitia. For an ordo libertinus/libertinorum in the
Republic: Cic. Cat. 4.16; Phil. 2.3; Verr. 2.1.124; Cicero, Comment. pet. 29 with Treggiari 1969, 162-8; Ryan
1998, 146; MacLean 2018, 17, 94.

4 QOrdo in 296: Livy 10.23.10 with Oakley 2005, 245-59. Pudicitia Plebeia episode: Palmer 1974, 123-5; Nathan
2003; Treggiari 2019, 20. Ordo in 196: Livy 34.7.1 with Briscoe 1981, 60—2. Abrogation of lex Oppia and ordo:
Hemelrijk 1987; Webb 2019; forthcoming.

47 Val. Max. 5.2.1 (explicitly matronarum ordo). Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 8.39-54; Livy 2.40; Plut. Cor. 33-4
with Ogilvie 1965, 334.

48 Status symbols and privileges: Cic. De or. 2.44; Diod. Sic. 14.116.9; Livy 5.25.9, 5.50.7; Val. Max. 5.2.1; Plut.
Cam. 8.3—-4; De mul. vir. 1; Festus, Gloss. Lat. 142L, 225L, 282L; CIL VI 31075 with Hemelrijk 1987, 222-3,
229-30; 1999, 11; Hillard 2001; Berg 2002, 43; Hudson 2016; Webb 2019; forthcoming; Ostenberg forthcoming.
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financial contribution for a votive donum for Delphic Apollo in 395 and a ransom for the Gauls
in 390, all of which came from their jewelry.* Whether or not these episodes and explanations
are mere aetiological speculation, these authors projected the existence of a network of elite
married women into Rome’s distant past, a network distinguished by its privileges and status
symbols, suggesting the antiquity of something akin to the ordo. Critically, the interventions of
these married women were publicly honored: they were effective, legitimate, and laudable.

Once the existence of such a network (or networks) is acknowledged, we can entertain
the possibility that it lay behind some of the collective actions (e.g., mourning, benefactions,
religious activity, lobbies) of married women throughout the Republic, and was one of the
central structures enabling their interventions.>

Matronal meetings

With this network in mind, two instances of organized matronal meetings in the Republic
are worth (re)consideration. Firstly, Livy describes a coetus (meeting) of married women in
395, whose purpose was to consider a financial contribution for the votive donum for Delphic
Apollo, as there was not enough gold in the public treasury to produce an adequate one; in this
meeting, convened to consider the matter (matronae coetibus ad eam rem consultandam
habitis), the married women promised gold to the military tribunes by a communal decree
(communi decreto pollicitae tribunis militum aurum), and subsequently delivered all their
(presumably gold) jewelry to the public treasury (omnia ornamenta sua in aerarium
detulerunt).® Secondly, Livy records another meeting of married women in 207, convoked on
the Capitoline by the edict of a curule aedile (aedilium curulium edicto in Capitolium
convocatae), again to discuss a financial contribution for a donum, in this case to expiate a
prodigy (prodigium) concerning luno Regina that pertained to married women according to the
haruspices. This meeting involved all married women living in the city of Rome or within ten
miles thereof: this was no small affair! At this meeting, married women delegated twenty-five
from among themselves (ipsae inter se quinque et viginti delegerunt) to whom they should
bring a contribution from their dowry (stips ex dotibus); from these contributions a donum of a

49 Diod. Sic. 14.116.9 (Gauls); Livy 5.25.9 (Apollo), 5.50.7 (Gauls), 34.5.9 (Gauls); Val. Max. 5.2.1 (Coriolanus);
Plut. Cam. 8.3—4 (Apollo); Zonar. 7.21 (Apollo) with Ogilvie 1965, 684, 741; Webb 2019; forthcoming.

%0 E.g., for such collective actions in Livy alone: Livy 2.7.4, 2.16.7, 2.40.1, 3.48.8, 5.25.9, 5.50.7, 5.52.11, 6.4.2,
10.23.4-9, 21.62.8, 22.1.18, 22.7.7, 22.55.4-6, 22.56.4-5, 24.18.13-14, 25.12.15, 26.9.7-8, 27.37.7-10, 27.50.5,
27.51.9,29.14.10-12, 34.1.5, 34.2.10, 34.5.3-10, 34.6.8-9, 15. Cf. Fantham 2011, 171-3.

51 Livy 5.25.8-9 with Weissenborn 1865, 312; Ogilvie 1965, 684 (with no comment on the coetus). Cf. Plut. Cam.
8.3-4; Zonar. 7.21.
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gold bowl (pelvis aurea) was made and carried to the Temple of luno Regina in the Aventine.5?
What is striking about Livy’s accounts of these meetings is that they suggest married women
a) had the capacity to hold formal meetings without male oversight, b) had a collective decision-
making process, ¢) had the authority to issue — presumably binding — communal decrees
(decreta communia) pertaining to married women,> and d) could delegate responsibility for
important financial tasks to meeting attendees.>* In both instances, the Senate and magistrates
respected these meetings and recognized their process and outcomes: | am reminded in both
instances of senatorial consultation of sacerdotal collegia. Moreover, in the first instance of
395, a thankful Senate voted an honor (viz. issued a senatorial decree) for the married women
for their munificence (honoremque ob eam munificentiam ferunt matronis), namely, that they
might use four-wheeled carriages for religious rites and games and two-wheeled carriages for
festal and non-festal days (ut pilento ad sacra ludosque, carpentis festo profestoque
uterentur).>® Such a decree to married women offers additional substantiation for the ordo
matronarum. As with the ordo, the sources attest to the efficacy, legitimacy, and laudability of
this structure (matronal meetings) of female intervention.

Beyond these two meetings, Livy recounts an earlier event in 217 when the Senate
decreed that after money had been collected by married women, each contributing as much as
was appropriate, they should bring it as a donum to the Temple of luno Regina and a
lecisternium should be held (decretum est ... matronaeque pecunia conlata quantum conferre
cuigue commodum esset donum lunoni reginae in Aventinum ferrent lectisterniumque fieret),
and this collection suggests further meetings and organization.>® Additionally, the selection of
Sulpicia by ten married women (themselves chosen by lot from a hundred married women) to
dedicate a statue for Venus Verticordia ca. 216/215 (or perhaps earlier in 237 or 224) and the
selection of Quinta Claudia for a leading role in the inaugural procession for Magna Mater in

204 feasibly entailed similar meetings and decrees.® Pliny relates how this Sulpicia was the

52 |ivy 27.37.7-10 with Weissenborn 1863, 92—3; Boyce 1937; Hanninen 1999b, esp. 41-51; Schultz 2006b, 34—
7,44, 135, 144.

53 Cf. decretum commune in Livy 36.20.3, 37.6.2.

%4 Cf. a meeting of the equestrians on the Capitoline and their delegation to the consuls and Senate in 58: Cass.
Dio 38.16.2-3 with Hall 2014, 45.

% Livy 5.25.8-9.

% Livy 22.1.17-18 with Weissenborn 1872, 151; Fantham 2011, 172.

57 Sulpicia: Val. Max. 8.15.12; Plin. HN 7.120; Solin. 1.126. Quinta Claudia: Cic. Cael. 34; Har. resp. 27; Livy
29.14.12; Plin. HN 7.120. On these selections: Flower 2002, 162—6; Schultz 2006b, 144-5; Fantham 2011, 172—
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first to be judged the most sexually virtuous woman by a resolution of the married women
(pudicissima femina semel matronarum sententia iudicata est Sulpicia), suggesting again that
married women had a collective decision-making process.® These meetings, collection, and
selections offer us a glimpse at matronal authority and power in the Republic, particularly in
matters of religion and property.*® Matronal meetings provide corroborating evidence for the
existence of an organized social network like the ordo matronarum and, indeed, hint at some
kind of matronal governing body. Later evidence from the Empire attests to a hierarchical
assembly of women or married women (conventus feminarum/matronarum) that met on the
Quirinal, suggesting some structural continuity in female interventions between Republic and
Empire.®® To borrow an expression from Dixon, Treggiari, and DiLuzio: these few instances
are but “the tip of an iceberg.”® Married women must have met frequently in such meetings,
discussed and debated numerous matters affecting themselves and the res publica, and issued
communal decrees. We know the Senate, a meeting of senators, exercised power, but so too did
matronal meetings.

Religious roles

3; Webb 2019, 260-1. The date of Sulpicia’s selection is uncertain. Pliny’s account in HN 7.120 (semel ... Sulpicia
.. iterum ... Claudia) suggests it occurred prior to the selection of Quinta Claudia in 204. If Quintus Fulvius
Flaccus, consul of 237, was Sulpicia’s husband, as is generally supposed, then her selection feasibly occurred
during one of his consulships in 237, 224, 212, and 209 or during his urban praetorships in 215 and 214: MUnzer
1931, 817. A date ca. 216/215 is attractive, as Flaccus was co-opted into the pontifical college in 216, the Vestals
Floronia and Opimia were convicted of stuprum and died in 216, Flaccus was urban praetor in 215, the temple of
Venus Eryx on the Capitoline was dedicated in 215, and the lex Oppia was passed in 215: Livy 22.57.1-6 (Floronia
and Opimia); 23.21.7 (co-optation of Flaccus); 23.30.13-14, 18 (Venus of Eryx, Flaccus as urban praetor); 34.1.1—
3 (lex Oppia passed). Women and their actions were in focus ca. 216/215. Cf. Kéves 1963, 340-2 (216); Pomeroy
1975, 179, 208; Gruen 1990, 26 n. 109 (216); Palmer 1997, 121-2 (ca. 215). Contra ca. 216/215, Livy does not
mention the selection of Sulpicia in books 21-30 (for 219 to 201). However, he may have mentioned it in his lost
book 20, perhaps in his account of the years 237 or 224, that is, for the years of Flaccus’ first or second consulships.
237 is also an attractive date, as a Vestal Tuccia was condemned for incestum around that year: Livy Per. 20. Cf.
Schultz 2006b, 200-1 n. 24; Fantham 2011, 172. For prosopographical details and pitfalls: Hillard 2014, 43-6.
58 Plin. HN 7.120.
59 In these cases, probably res, personal effects, and dos, dowry.
60 Sen. De matrimonio fr. 13.49 Haase; Suet. Galb. 5; CIL VI 997 (Quirinal); SHA Heliogab. 4.3-4 (Quirinal)
with Hemelrijk 1987, 230-1; Valentini 2012, 49-52.
61 Dixon 1983, 108; DiLuzio 2016, 239; Treggiari 2019, 218.
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Women, especially elite ones, held numerous sacerdotal (priestly) and non-sacerdotal
roles in the Republic, as demonstrated masterfully by Schultz and DilLuzio.®? Pace Livy’s
Valerius, women held sacerdotal public offices (sacerdotia), notably as the three flaminicae
maiores (flaminica Dialis, Martialis, and Quirinalis, priestess of Jupiter, Mars, and Quirinus),
the regina sacrorum (queen of the sacred rites), and the six virgines Vestales (Vestal virgins),
all prominent and prestigious priesthoods.® In particular, the patrician flaminica Dialis and the
patrician and plebeian Vestales served as living exempla for other women, embodying ideal
marital, religious, and sexual behaviors.®* Moreover, flaminicae, regina sacrorum, and Vestales
(and perhaps the sacerdos Cereris, priestess of Ceres) seem to have offered sacrifices on behalf
of the People (pro populo), a clear indication of their religious authority and capacity.®® Beyond
priesthoods, women held many non-sacerdotal roles, participating prominently in regular
religious festivals, leading prominent public processions (before the People and with sacerdotes
and magistrates), hosting rites, dedicating statues, and organizing dona, as | have mentioned
earlier.®® Sacra publica, public religious rites, were a prominent domain of female action.®” Here
I will not readdress the numerous roles and functions of priestesses and other women, but
instead focus on key examples of female interventions enabled by their religious roles.

The Vestales engaged in numerous interventions in politics in the Republic, as Gallia and
DiLuzio have argued.®® A few examples follow. Famously, the Vestal Claudia supported her
father Appius Claudius Pulcher’s illicit triumph in 143, interposing her body between a hostile
plebeian tribune (inimicus tribunus plebei) and her father by embracing the latter (patrem
complexa), blocking the former’s actions with her bodily sanctity and religious authority,
thence allowing her father to complete his triumph.® The Vestal Licinia dedicated an altar,
shrine, and ritual couch in a public place on the Aventine without the permission of the People
(iniussu populi) in 123, which was a possible violation of the lex Papiria on such dedications

of ca. 179-154; her dedication seems to have been politically motivated and was rapidly

62 Schultz 2006b; DiL.uzio 2016.

83 Livy 34.7.8. Priesthoods: DiLuzio 2016, esp. 17-68, 119-239; Webb 2018, 68—70.

64 Schultz 2006b, 141-143; Dil.uzio 2016, 47-51, 152; Webb 2019, 260.

8 Schultz 2005, 135, 143; Dil.uzio 2016, 28, 51-2, 68, 109-10.

% Cf. Schultz 2006b, 139-50.

67 Webb 2019.

8 Gallia 2015, 77-82; DiLuzio 2016, 223-39.

8 Cic. Cael. 34 with Gallia 2015, 78; DiLuzio 2016, 225-8; Webb & Brannstedt forthcoming. Cf. Val. Max. 5.4.6;
Suet. Tib. 2.4.
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declared non sacrum by the pontifices and thence removed by the urban praetor Sextus lulius
Caesar.” In ca. 69, Cicero recounts how the Vestal Fonteia embraced her brother Marcus
Fonteius (akin to the Vestal Claudia), as a public sign of her support during his trial for
repetundae and appealed to the fides of the judges and the Roman People (germanum fratrem
complexa teneat vestramque, iudices, ac populi Romani fidem imploret); indeed Cicero warns
the judges of the religious consequences and peril (periculosum) if they reject the supplication
(obsecratio) of Fonteia, whose prayers (preces) kept them safe (salva): Fonteia had Vesta on
her side.” In 63, a different Vestal Licinia, granted (concedere) her seat at some gladiatorial
games to her relative and close friend (propinqua et necessaria) Lucius Licinius Murena, who
was campaigning for the consulship of 62, and thereby visibly offered him her political support:
this was Vestal endorsement.”? During the December rites for Bona Dea in 63, hosted by
Terentia at her and Cicero’s domus, the assembled Vestales and married women witnessed an
omen (onueiov) after sacrifices (re-ignition of the ashes and bark on the altar), and the Vestales
interpreted it as divine support for Cicero’s severe approach to the Catilinarian conspirators; it
was this interpretation that Terentia relayed to Cicero and with which she presumably incited
him against the conspirators.” These individual acts aside, the Vestales could also collectively
intercede with magistrates on behalf of men, as they did for Caesar when he was proscribed by
Sulla in 82, when by their intercession (along with that of his maternal relatives Caius Aurelius
Cotta and Mamercus Aemilius Lepidus Livianus), he obtained a pardon (per virgines Vestales
perqgue Mamercum Aemilium et Aurelium Cottam propinquos et adfines suos veniam
impetravit).” Furthermore, the Vestales could be consulted by the Senate along with the
pontifices on religious matters (probably as members of the pontifical collegium), as Cicero
indicates they were on the matter of Publius Clodius Pulcher’s intrusion into the home of Caesar
and Pompeia in the December rites for Bona Dea in 62 (rem ex senatus consulto ad virgines
atque pontifices relatam); indeed the Vestales seem to have participated in the formulation and
issue of the pontifical decretum wherein Clodius’ intrusion was deemed nefas (idque ab iis

nefas esse decretum), a decree which had profound political implications for the res publica,

70 Cic. Dom. 136-7 with DilL.uzio 2016, 228-31. For the lex Papiria: Cic. Dom. 127-8 with Elster 2003, 353—4.
L Cic. Font. 46-8 with Ridley 2000, 223; Gallia 2015, 78-9.

72 Cic. Mur. 73 with DiLuzio 2016, 231-232.

3 Plut. Cic. 20.1-3 with DiLuzio 2016, 232—4. Cf. Cass. Dio 37.35.4.

4 Suet. lul. 1.2 with Ridley 2000, 223; DiLuzio 2016, 234-5. Cf. Vell. Pat. 2.41.2; Plut. Caes. 1.
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including Caesar’s divorce of Pompeia.” As is well-known, legal documents, money, and
valuables could also be deposited for safety with the Vestales at the Temple of Vesta, as
famously was Caesar’s will and the Treaty of Misenum.” By virtue of their religious roles,
Vestales had enormous influence in the politics of the res publica and adroitly intervened on
multiple occasions, even at the risk of their lives and reputations.”

Apart from this prestigious priesthood, married women themselves could intervene in
politics due to their religious roles. Two examples illustrate this phenomenon well. Polybius
recounts how Pomponia, mother of Publius Cornelius Scipio Africanus and Lucius Cornelius
Scipio Asiagenus, engaged in a kind of religious lobby on behalf of Asiagenus for his aedilician
electoral campaign (ca. 195, but the implied date in the account is earlier); Pomponia reputedly
went around to the temples and sacrificed to the gods on his behalf (mepuropevopévny todg vemg
kol Bvovcav toig Oeolc Vmep TAdeApoD [Africanus’ brother Asiagenus]), exhibiting great
apprehension (Tpocdokia) about the results. Polybius’ also represents Pomponia as hoping that
both Asiagenus and Africanus would attain the aedileship.” While Polybius’ account contains
some problems, namely errors regarding the implied dates of Asiagenus’ and Africanus’
aedileships and the brothers’ respective ages, Polybius clearly demonstrates that (he thought)
at least one elite mother was heavily engaged and invested in her sons’ political careers. Here
we can imagine that Pomponia was not only seeking divine support, but leveraging and
mobilizing her networks, perhaps the ordo matronarum itself. Around a century later, in 90,
during the Social War, Caecilia Metella, daughter of Quintus Caecilius Metellus Balearicus,
had a dream that resulted in the restoration of the Temple of luno Sospita (in Rome or Lanuvium
— location uncertain) by senatorial decree (Caeciliae Q. filiae somnio modo Marsico bello
templum est a senatu lunoni Sospitae restitutum), according to Cicero who cites the authority
of Sisenna.” Obsequens, in his summary of Livy’s lost account of 90, recounts details of the
dream, namely that luno was fleeing (profugiens) her temple, because her precincts were being

foully desecrated (immunde sua templa foedarentur); reputedly the temple had been defiled by

5 Cic. Att. 1.13.3 with Johnson 2007, 158-60; Gallia 2015, 112; DiLuzio 2016, 89, 212-13. Cf. Cic. Har. resp.
37; Plut. Caes. 10; Cic. 28-9. For the Vestales as members of the pontifical collegium: DiLuzio 2016, 119-53,
186, esp. 119, 131, 141, 152, 186.

76 Caesar’s will: Suet. lul. 83.1. Pact of Misenum: App. B Civ. 5.73; Cass. Dio 48.37.1. Deposition: DiL.uzio 2016,
236-8.

"7 DiLuzio 2016, 238-9.

78 Polyh. 10.4.4-8 with Walbank 1967, 199-200; Webb 2017, 158-9.

9 Cic. Div. 1.99 with Hanninen 1999a; Schultz 2006a; 2006b, 26-8, 40, 42, 44. Cf. Cic. Div. 1.4; Iul. Obseq. 55.
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the filthy and vile bodily ministrations of married women (aedem matronarum sordidis
obscenisque corporis coinquinatam ministeriis) and there was even a dog and her litter under
the statue of the goddess (in qua etiam sub simulacro deae cubile canis cum fetu erat);
supposedly Caecilia persuaded the goddess to remain with her prayers (preces), cleaned the
temple (commundare), and thereafter supplicationes were held and the temple restored.®
Sensational details aside, the Senate’s response to Caecilia’s dream indicates their
acknowledgement of her religious authority and capacity, feasibly gained through her regular
participation in religious activity for luno and other deities: her dream restored a temple. If
Obsequens’ (or Livy’s) details are not entirely fictive, presumably the Senate trusted Caecilia’s
account of the purported practices of married women too. As Schultz has argued, the Senate
treated Caecilia and her dream with the greatest seriousness, indicating their respect for elite
women and the political significance of the dream during the Social War.®

These various examples indicate that religious roles enabled priestesses and other
(particularly elite) women to intervene in politics, on an individual and collective basis.
Cicero’s account of the Vestal Fonteia provides one possible answer for why the Senate and
others accepted such interventions: women, priestesses and others, propitiated the immortal
gods with their prayers, hands outstretched on behalf of the People, thence the safety of Rome
was in these same hands.®? Who, then, would dare reject their supplication?

Outside of the domus, the ordo matronarum, matronal meetings, and religious roles
provided women with numerous possibilities for interventions in politics. In general, our
sources represent these structures as effective and legitimate, and, on occasion, laudable. While
women could not be magistrates, these structures — and probably others — enabled them to
engage with these same magistrates and effect significant change. Of note are the decreta issued
at a matronal meeting and by Vestales along with the pontifices: these mirror the consulta of
the Senate and decreta of sacerdotal collegia, suggesting the formal, institutional nature of
female structures, matronal and sacerdotal. But this is just the apex of the iceberg. By turning
now to the practices enabled by these and other structures, we shall glimpse a little more.

3. Practices

8 Jul. Obseq. 55 with Hanninen 1999a; Schultz 2006a; 2006h, 26-8, 40, 42, 44; Flower 2015, 311-14; Kragelund
2018.

81 Schultz 2006a; 2006b, 27-8. Cf. similarly Flower 2015, 311-14.

8 Cic. Font. 48.
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Kunst has argued that “die Bitte” was the primary practice of female interventions in politics in
the Republic. Certainly, some interventions in politics took the form of pleas or supplications,
particularly in the domus with female relatives of influential men or with male relatives or
before magistrates and judges. Yet the domus, the ordo, matronal meetings, and religious roles
enabled more than just pleas. In what follows, | outline three practices of female interventions
emergent from, or attendant on, these structures, including intercession (encompassing pleas
and more), benefactions, and participation in family consilia.

Intercession

Female intercession — women interceding on behalf of others — is intertwined with the
history of the res publica. Three examples of intercession that are not just pleas follow, for
these broaden our understanding of the practices of female interventions.

I begin with the account of Veturia and Volumnia’s legendary intercession with
Coriolanus, which feasibly goes back to Fabius Pictor, as he was one of Livy’s sources for his
account.® According to Livy, it was not Roman envoys (legati) or priests (sacerdotes) who
moved Coriolanus to abandon his siege of Rome in ca. 488, but his own mother Veturia and
wife Volumnia, who advanced to meet him in a company of women (mulierum agmen).’
Regarding the company, Livy writes that these women were defending (defendere) the Urbs
with their prayers (preces) and tears (lacrimae).® Prior to their delegation, elite married women
had reputedly gathered (coire) at the domus of Veturia and VVolumnia, led perhaps by a Valeria,
presumably requesting their intercession with Coriolanus, as in Dionysius’, Plutarch’s (with
alternate names for Coriolanus’ mother and wife), and Appian’s later accounts.®® Here we catch
a glimpse of these authors’ understanding of the practices of a female network like the ordo and
their matronal meetings. When Coriolanus noticed his mother in the company of women, he
approached her for an embrace. At this point, her prayers changed to anger (in iram ex precibus
versa). Rather than pleading with him, she rejected his embrace and reproached him in an
oration full of rhetorical questions and emotionally charged statements: did he come as an
enemy (hostis) or a son (filius); is she a captive (captiva) or a mother (mater) in his camp
(castrum); has her long life (longa vita) and unhappy old age (infelix senecta) led her to see her

son as an exile (exsul) and enemy; will he devastate this land (terra) that bore (gignere) and

8 FRHist 1 F16 = Livy 2.40.10-11 with Ogilvie 1965, 334-335; Cornell et al. (eds.) 2013, 33.

8 |ivy 2.40.3 with Ogilvie 1965, 334-5.

8 Livy 2.40.2 with Ogilvie 1965, 334-5.

8 Livy 2.40.1 with Ogilvie 1965, 334-5. Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 8.39-54; Plut. Cor. 33-7; App. Ital. 5.7-13.
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nourished (alere) him; did his anger (ira) not fall when he entered the territory (fines); when he
saw Rome did it not come to mind (succurrere) that his domus, penates, mother, wife (coniunx),
and children (liberi) were within these walls (moenia); had she no son, she would have died a
free woman (libera) in a free country (libera patria); nothing was more repulsive (turpius) or
more miserable (miserius) for her; even though she was most miserable (miserrima), it would
not be for long (i.e. she would die soon); and if Coriolanus continued only an untimely death
(immatura mors) or a long slavery (longa servitus) awaited her.®” Livy represents this speech
and the subsequent embraces of his wife and children, along with the tears (fletus) and
lamentation (comploratio) of the company of women for their country (patria) as breaking or
defeating (frangere) Coriolanus.®® Veturia’s intercession was not a plea per se, but a reproach
and dissuasion that centered Coriolanus’ family, familial roles, emotional ties, and her own
emotions.® Now, | am not arguing that this speech (or even the episode) is in any way historical.
Instead, | suggest that here we find a model of female intercession characterized by reproach
and dissuasion, a model recognized by Livy in his day, and one we find at work in at least two
other intercessions.

Perhaps the most compelling evidence for such intercessions is the letter(s) of Cornelia
“mater Gracchorum” to her youngest son the future plebeian tribune Caius Sempronius
Gracchus, wherein she aims at dissuading him from his political goals and competing for the
plebeian tribunate before her death. Two reputed excerpts from her letter(s) survive in the
manuscripts of Cornelius Nepos (fr. 59 Marshall). The date and authorship of these excerpts is
not secure: there is considerable scholarly disagreement over whether they are Cornelian and/or
post-Gracchan propaganda and over whether they are from the same letter or separate letters by
the same or different hands.*® Despite these disagreements, scholars tend to date them
stylistically to the late second century or to ca. 124 before Caius Sempronius Gracchus’ first

plebeian tribunate in 123, that is, when Cornelia was a widow.** The excerpts are worth

8 Livy 2.40.5-9 with Ogilvie 1965, 334-5.

8 Livy 2.40.9 with Ogilvie 1965, 334-5.

8 Hallett 2018, 314.

% For recent discussion and bibliography on the Cornelian letter(s), see Courtney 1999, 135-9; Hemelrijk 1999,
185-8; Hallett 2002, 13-24; 2018; Dixon 2007, 24-32; Roller 2018, 197-232.

%1 Style: Hemelrijk 1999, 185-8; Dixon 2007, 27-8. Date of ca. 124: Courtney 1999, 136; Hallett 2002, 15. The
date is controversial and | find attractive the putative suggestion of Lea Beness and Tom Hillard that 129 might
serve as an appropriate date for the actual composition of such an impassioned letter or for the dramatic context to

which it was ascribed. | will not expand on their arguments for that date here.
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examining for they offer us a potent example of how one elite woman engaged — or was

represented as engaging — in the res publica:

[First excerpt]

You will say that it is beautiful to take vengeance on personal enemies (inimici). This
does not seem greater nor more beautiful to anyone than it does to me, but only if it is
possible to pursue this with the res publica unharmed. But since that cannot be done, may
our personal enemies not perish for a long time and for the most part, and may they remain

as they are now, rather than that the res publica be cast down and perish...

[Second excerpt]

I would dare to swear a formal oath that, apart from those who Kkilled Tiberius
[Sempronius] Gracchus, no personal enemy has delivered so much trouble and so much
hardship to me as you have because of these things; [you] who ought to bear the part of
all the children I have ever had, and to take care that | should have the least anxiety in my
old age, and that whatever you did, you would wish to please me the most, and that you
would consider it nefas to do greater things against my judgment, especially to me, to
whom a little part of life remains. Cannot even such a short span [of life] relieve [me]
from you opposing me and casting down the res publica? What end will there be finally?
When, if ever, will our family cease being insane? When, if ever, can a measure be set on
this matter? When, if ever, will we cease from troubles, desist from both having and
causing them? When, if ever, will it [the family] truly feel shame for disturbing and
perturbing the res publica? But if this cannot possibly happen, seek the tribunate when |
am dead; as for me, do what will please you, when | will not perceive it. When | have
died, you will sacrifice to me as a parent and you will invoke the parent of the gods/parent
god.% At that time, will it not shame you to seek prayers of those gods, whom, while
living and present, you considered abandoned and forsaken? May Jupiter himself not

permit you to persevere in this, nor permit such madness to enter your mind. And if you

92 The identity of the deum parens or deus parens is uncertain, perhaps Jupiter (deum parens) or Africanus or
Cornelia (deus parens): Walbank 1985, 122-3; Courtney 1999, 138; Hallett 2002, 17; 2010, 360-1; 2018, 316.
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persevere, | fear that, by your own fault, you may receive such hardship throughout your
whole life that at no time would you be able to please yourself.*

In these excerpts, Cornelia (or “Cornelia”’) demonstrates her deep knowledge of Roman politics,
her concern for the safety and stability of the res publica (mentioned four times), her rejection
of zero-sum vengeance on personal enemies, and her ability to reproach and influence her son
on political matters. Besides the abundance of highly charged emotional language, these
excerpts are rich in religious, legal, and political language (e.g., inimici, res publica, deierare,
verba concepta, nefas, sententia, petere, parentare, invocare, deus, preces, di, luppiter),
indicating her reputed knowledge of those areas.® Notably, Cornelia foregrounds religion: her
religious roles affected her form of dissuasion. These excerpts reveal that at least one elite
woman — and by inference many more — shared (or was represented as sharing) the political
struggles of her male relatives and was deeply engaged in their public lives. Based on the
similarity of the rhetorical questions and themes, Hallett has argued for some intertextuality
between Cornelia’s letter and Veturia’s speech in Livy (cf., e.g., inimicus and hostis, senecta,
res publica and patria, hardship and misery).* Certainly, Veturia and Cornelia are both
represented as interceding with their sons through reproach and dissuasion. Even if the excerpts
are not genuine, they indicate that an elite woman was expected to engage in the res publica

9 Nep. fr. 59 Marshall: dices pulchrum esse inimicos ulcisci. id neque maius neque pulchrius cuiquam atque mihi
esse videtur, sed si liceat re publica salva ea persequi. sed quatenus id fieri non potest, multo tempore multisque
partibus inimici nostri non peribunt atque, uti nunc sunt, erunt potius quam res publica profligetur atque pereat.
... verbis conceptis deierare ausim, praeterquam qui Tiberium Gracchum necarunt, neminem inimicum tantum
molestiae tantumque laboris, quantum te ob has res, mihi tradidisse; quem oportebat omnium eorum, quos antehac
habui liberos, partis eorum tolerare atque curare, ut quam minimum sollicitudinis in senecta haberem, utique
guaecumque ageres, ea velles maxime mihi placere, atque uti nefas haberes rerum maiorum adversum meam
sententiam quicquam facere, praesertim mihi, cui parva pars vitae restat. ne id quidem tam breve spatium potest
opitulari, quin et mihi adversere et rem publicam profliges? denique quae pausa erit? ecquando desinet familia
nostra insanire? ecquando modus ei rei haberi poterit? ecquando desinemus et habentes et praebentes molestiis
desistere? ecquando perpudescet miscenda atque perturbanda re publica? sed si omnino id fieri non potest, ubi
€go mortua ero, petito tribunatum; per me facito quod lubebit, cum ego non sentiam. ubi mortua ero, parentabis
mihi et invocabis deum parentem. in eo tempore non pudebit te eorum deum preces expetere, quos vivos atque
praesentes relictos atque desertos habueris? ne ille sirit luppiter te ea perseverare, nec tibi tantam dementiam
venire in animum. et si perseveras, vereor ne in omnem vitam tantum laboris culpa tua recipias, uti in nullo
tempore tute tibi placere possis. See Courtney 1999, 135-9; Hallett 2002; 2010, 357-64; 2018.

% Cf. Courtney 1999, 135-9.

% Hallett 2002, 19-20; 2018, 313-14.
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and to wield influence over her son(s). In the first excerpt, Cornelia refers twice to the family’s
personal enemies, a highly suggestive allusion to politics, for personal enmities were forged
through politics.® The second excerpt is also suggestive: here Cornelia outlines the trouble and
hardship that Caius Sempronius Gracchus was causing her and admonishes him for not reducing
her anxiety in her old age, for not trying to please her, for not considering it nefas to pursue his
political goals against her judgment, and for opposing her. Moreover, she indicates she did not
want to perceive the results of his political goals, which included potential damage to her and
to the res publica itself. Clearly, Cornelia cared deeply about the res publica. Cornelia’s
admittedly unsuccessful attempt here to dissuade Caius Sempronius Gracchus from his political
goals (zero-sum vengeance, tribunate) is akin to her successful dissuasion of his legislative
pursuit of Marcus Octavius, one of the family’s personal enemies, a dissuasion effected through
her successful request he withdraw his rogatio (lex?) Sempronia de abactis of 123.°” Beyond
such dissuasion, various other sources testify to Cornelia’s influence over her sons’ education,
political advice, and interventions in their political careers.®® Plutarch recounts that Cornelia
often reproached (6vediCw) her sons, because the Romans still addressed her as the mother-in-
law (mevBepd) of Publius Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus, and not the mother (unqtp) of the
Gracchi.®® Such a reproach suggests, along with the other evidence, that Cornelia was
proactively engaged in her sons’ public lives and in the res publica.

Finally, I return to Hortensia and her intercession with, and oration before, the triumvirs
(Lepidus, Marcus Antonius, Caesar Divi filius) on the matter of the triumviral tax on the 1400
members of the ordo matronarum in 42. Appian’s Hortensia opens her oration by recounting
the failure of the elite married women’s (yvvaikeg Towaide) initial mode of intercession, namely
to obtain the support of all the triumvirs’ female relatives, for they were successful with Octavia

and lulia (mother of Marcus Antonius), but not with Fulvia. Indeed, they were ill-treated

% Caius Sempronius Gracchus, competition, and personal enmity: Epstein 1987, 2, 23, 115-16.

97 Dissuasion: Diod. Sic. 34/35.25.2; Plut. C. Gracch. 4.2—3 with Epstein 1987, 115-16; Dixon 2007, 11; Beness
& Hillard 2013, 63-4. On the rogatio (lex?) Sempronia de abactis of 123: Rotondi 1912, 308. Plutarch’s version
of the events in Plut. C. Gracch. 4.3 suggests a rogatio was withdrawn (érovaipém) not a lex abrogated. Cf. Dixon
2007, 11.

% Cornelia and her sons’ education: Cic. Brut. 104, 211; Quint. Inst. 1.1.6; Tac. Dial. 28.4-6; Plut. Ti. Gracch.
1.4-5; Jer. Ep. 107.4.6 with Dixon 2007, 18, 24; Beness & Hillard 2013, 63. Political advice and intervention:
Nep. fr. 59 Marshall; Diod. Sic. 34/35.25.2; Plut. C. Gracch. 4.2-3; 13.2; Ti. Gracch. 8.5 with Beness & Hillard
2013, 63-5.

% Plut. Ti. Gracch. 8.5.
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(moyw) by Fulvia and Hortensia explains that this forced (cuvwbéw) them to the forum
(&yopd). The ordo had failed to mobilize support from within. Her oration swiftly pivots to a
reproach of the triumvirs for depriving (d@aipém) the women of their fathers, sons, husbands
and brothers, and for now attempting to additionally deprive (mpocagaipém) them of their
property (ypfina), which would reduce them to a condition unworthy (évé&ia) of their birth
(Yévog), custom (tpoémog), and nature (@Vvoig). After demanding that women be proscribed
(mpoypdew) if they had wronged the triumvirs, Appian’s Hortensia asks why women should
share in (kowwvéwm) the punishment (k6Adoig) if they had not partaken (uetéyw) in the
wrongdoing (adiknpa), especially if they had not voted any of the triumvirs a public enemy
(moAéog), nor torn down (kaBapém) their houses, destroyed (Stopbeipm) an army (otpatodc),
influenced (éndyw) them against each other, nor prevented (kowAvw) them obtaining magistracy
(&pyr) and honor (tiun). (As Rohr Vio has identified, with this question Hortensia dissociated
the 1400 married women from their husbands and male relatives, many of whom committed
these same acts against the Caesarians; Hortensia herself was linked affinally to Marcus Porcius
Cato and the Caesaricide Marcus lunius Brutus. Here Hortensia seems to have claimed, perhaps
disingenuously, that she and the other women were uninvolved in these “male” actions.®®) As
mentioned earlier, Hortensia then asks why women should pay a tax when they did not not
share in (uetéyw) magistracy (apyn), honor (tyun), command (otpatnyio), and the polity
(moMtein). After reminding the triumvirs of female contributions in the Second Punic War, she
asks what the triumvirs’ fear (¢6Boc) is for the country (natpic), claims that women will not be
inferior to their mothers when it comes to the preservation (cwtnpia) of the same country, but
that they would never contribute (gicQépw) to civil wars (gp@OAor mOAgpol), nor assist
(ovumpdoow) the triumvirs against each other. The oration closes with a harsh reproach, namely
that women did not pay taxes (coppépm) in the time of Caesar or Pompeius, nor did Marius or
Cinna compel (évayxalw) them to do so, nor did Sulla, who ruled as a tyrant (topavvedo) in
the country, yet the triumvirs were saying they were establishing (xafiotnu) the polity.°* Ergo,
the triumvirs were worse than tyrants. Despite their resultant anger, the triumvirs reduced the
number of women taxed from 1400 to 400. Hortensia’s oration was successful.'® As Hopwood

has argued, Hortensia’s oration amounts to a sustained criticism of not just the triumviral tax,

100 Rohr Vio 2019, 192-3. Hortensia’s affinal relations: Zmeskal 2009, 135-6, 256. Her husband Quintus Servilius
Caepio adopted Marcus lunius Brutus.

101 App. B Civ. 4.32-3 with Hopwood 2015, esp. 309-12.

102 App. B Civ. 4.34.
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but also their proscription edict and legitimacy itself.1® In many ways, this oration, Hortensian
or otherwise, bears similarities to Veturia’s oration and Cornelia’s letter(s), full as they are with
reproach, rhetorical questions, and themes of family, familial roles, the country (patria, natpic),
and the res publica (roAttein). Even if Hortensia claimed women did not share in the polity,
these three elite women were all (represented as being) proactively engaged in the res publica.
Even more importantly, Hortensia’s oration questions the nature of the res publica under the
triumvirs, revealing her own claim to superior knowledge and legitimacy. In hindsight, the
actions of Hortensia and the ordo in 42 could be interpreted as vestiges of the libera res publica
(soon-to-be amissa): their claims to authority and legitimacy were far more traditional than
those of the triumvirs.

Numerous additional examples of female intercession in the Republic exist, many of
which Kunst and Rohr Vio have enumerated,'® and many of which were pleas, notably that of
lulia, mother of Marcus Antonius,'® Tertia Mucia, wife of Cnaeus Pompeius Magnus and
Marcus Aemilius Scaurus,'® and that of the addressee of the laudatio Turiae.®” I will not
address them here. Beyond pleas, the three examined examples indicate that female
intercessions could take the form of a reproach or dissuasion, and that this was recognized by
Livy, the author of the Cornelian letters, and Appian. Moreover, in the cases of Veturia and
Hortensia, the ordo and matronal meetings feasibly enabled these intercessions, while
Cornelia’s maternal and religious roles enabled hers. Such practices were political and
powerful.

Benefactions

As we have seen, female benefactions occurred throughout the res publica. The ordo
matronarum, matronal meetings, and religious roles were intertwined with such benefactions,

for these structures provided a framework for, and enabled the organization of, collections and

108 Hopwood 2015, 311-12.

104 Kunst 2016; Rohr Vio 2019.

195 For example, Tulia’s successful intercession for her brother Lucius Iulius Caesar when he was proscribed in 43:
Plut. Ant. 20.5-6; App. B Civ. 4.37 with Kunst 2016, 208; Rohr Vio 2019, 194-6.

196 For example, Tertia Mucia’s successful intercession for her son Marcus Aemilius Scaurus after Actium
presumably ca. 31/30: Cass. Dio 51.2.5 with Welch 2012, 301; Kunst 2016, 204; Rohr Vio 2019, 157 n. 45. Cf.
her crucial role in facilitating the negotiations at Dicaearchia/Puteoli in 39 between her son Sextus Pompeius
Magnus Pius and Marcus Antonius and Caesar Divi filius: App. B Civ. 5.69, 72 with Welch 2012, 240, 248; Kunst
2016, 204; Rohr Vio 2019, 157.

107 CIL VI 1527 with Osgood 2014.
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dedications. Women engaged in both private and public benefactions, although public
benefactions appear to have been limited to some degree to the religious sphere.%®

One of the earliest examples of such benefactions is the legendary benefaction by the
Vestal Gaia Taracia/Fufetia of the Campus Tiberinus/Martius to the Roman People in ca. 449,
reported by Pliny, Plutarch (naming her as Tarquinia), and Gellius.'® For her benefaction, Pliny
reports the Senate voted (decreed) her the honor of a statue, which she could place wherever
she wished, while Gellius, drawing on antiquae annales, suggests a lex Horatia was passed that
granted her many honors, particularly the right of giving testimony and the right to withdraw
from her priesthood and marry at the age of forty.'1° Gellius explicitly states these honors were
thanks (gratia) for her munificence (munificentia) and benefaction (beneficium). Now these
accounts must be aetiologies for Vestal privileges, but they clearly foreground and laud female
benefactions, and retroject them into the early res publica.!* Similarly, benefactions are the
reputed reason for the Senate granting elite married women and/or the ordo matronarum their
privileges and status symbols, as mentioned previously. Female benefaction was honored and
rewarded, particularly when it benefited the res publica.

Departing from these aetiologies, we find clearer evidence of the existence and
prominence of female benefactions in Plautus, a republican inscription, Cicero, and Livy. In a
paradigmatic — if comically inappropriate — statement of the normative virtues of a married
woman in Plautus’ Amphitruo, Alcmene claims that she does not consider what is called her
dowry (dos) to be her dowry, but instead sexual virtue (pudicitia), shame (pudor), restrained
desire (sedata cupido), fear of the gods (deum metus), love for her parents (parentum amor),
harmony with her relatives (cognatum concordia), and that she is obedient (morigera) to her
husband, munificent (munifica) to the good, and helpful (prosim) to the honest.*'? The latter two
are relevant here: benefactions are framed as characteristically positive and laudable for married
women.

A ca. 100-50 republican inscription from Rome attests to a significant benefaction of a
Publicia and her husband Cnaeus Cornelius: they built (or restored) a temple (aedes) of

Hercules and its door (valvae), adorned it (expolire), and restored an altar (ara) sacred to

108 Dixon 2001, 100-12; Schultz 2006b, 57-69.

109 Plin. HN 34.25; Plut. Pop. 8.7-8; Gell. NA 7.7.1-4 with Flach 1994, 225-7.
10 Plin, HN 34.25.

11 Cf. Flach 1994, 226.

112 plaut. Amph. 839-42 with Christenson 2000, 274.
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Hercules with both her and her husband’s money.'** The inscription foregrounds Publicia and
her benefaction and indicates how women might use their religious roles and resources to shape
the cityscape of the res publica itself. We saw earlier in Cicero’s account of the Vestal Licinia
and her abortive dedication of 123 that such benefactions could be highly political, and that not
all were accepted by the Senate, but, in this case, Publicia succeeded.

Cicero offers further examples of female benefactions, notably of the aforementioned
Caecilia Metella’s protection of, and provision for, Sextus Roscius in 80, a kind of private
benefaction. Caecilia provided the desperate, impoverished Roscius with refuge and protection
in her domus from Sulla’s powerful freedman Lucius Cornelius Chrysogonus and Roscius’ own
relatives, along with a bodyguard (praesidium), nourishing (ali), and clothing (vestiri).*** In his
defense of Roscius, Cicero lauds Caecilia as an exemplum of old-fashioned duty (antiqguum
officium) for helping Roscius herself (opitulata est), and praises her virtus, fides, and
diligentia;'*®> in superlative language, he claims that she is a most spectacular woman
(spectatissima femina) with illustrious (elite) male relatives, who, while being a woman,
perfected virtue (virtute perfecit), such that as much honor (honor) was bestowed on her from
their rank (dignitas), she returned no lesser ornaments (non minora ornamenta) from her
renown (laus).t® High praise from Cicero. As Dixon, Skinner, and Kragelund have argued, her
actions in safeguarding Roscius indicate her political authority and capacity in a time of political
crisis.*” Not even Chrysogonus dared broach her doors. Her benefaction was intensely political,
yet her political authority, perhaps emergent from her celebrated religious role with luno
Sospita, as well as her ancestry and familial relations with Sulla, protected both her and
Roscius.’® (Significantly, her second cousin, another Caecilia Metella, daughter of Lucius
Caecilius Metellus Delmaticus, was Sulla’s wife from 88 to 80, whom he reputedly honored in

all things. In 88, after Sulla refused requests to restore the Marian fugitives, this Caecilia was

113 CIL VI 30899 with Schultz 2006b, 57—-69; Kragenlund 2018, 213 n. 5.

114 Cic. Rosc. Am. 13 (praesidium); 27 (domus); 147 (ali, vestiri) with Dyck 2010, 77, 967, 201-2.

115 Cic. Rosc. Am. 27 with Dyck 2010, 96-7.

116 Cic. Rosc. Am. 147 with Dyck 2010, 202.

117 Dixon 1983, 94-5; Skinner 2011, 48-9; Kragelund 2018, 214.

118 For Caecilia Metella’s ancestry and familial relations, including her possible husband Appius Claudius Pulcher,
consul in 79: Minzer 1920, 304 (stemma); Zmeskal 2009, 51, 74, 305. See further on the Metelli: Holkeskamp
2017, 273-309. Cf. Osgood in this volume on the similarities between Caecilia Metella and Livia.
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called upon for aid.*® Both Caeciliae were politically influential women.) Cicero also received
benefactions from women, including substantial amounts of money from his close friend
Caerellia, a wealthy older woman; indebted to her, he even acted politically on her behalf,
lobbying Publius Servilius Isauricus, propraetor in Asia in 46, regarding her property there.!?
For Cicero, female benefactions were an ever-present reality.

Livy offers a wealth of examples of female benefactions. Apart from the aforementioned
matronal contributions for a donum for Delphic Apollo in 395, a ransom for the Gauls in 390,
a donum for luno Regina in 217, and the dotal gold for the pelvis aurea for luno Regina in 207,
Livy also records the matronal dedication of a bronze statue in the Temple of luno Regina in
218 and widows’ contribution of their wealth (pecunia) to the aerarium in 214 during financial
crisis.’® Livy’s Valerius links the matronal contribution to the ransom of 390 with the widows’
contribution of 214: he frames the earlier event as married women collecting for public use (in
publicum conferre) and the later event as the widows’ money (viduarum pecuniae) attending to
the public treasury (audire aerarium) when money was needed (cum pecunia opus fuit).1??
Nowhere does he denigrate these benefactions: instead, Livy frames them as necessary.

Female benefactions, then, were represented as shaping female privileges, as
characteristically female, as capable of saving the res publica (from enemies and financial
crisis) and individuals, and as frequent and necessary. By offering benefactions to people and
deities, especially during times of need, female collectives and individuals bound themselves
to the res publica.

Family consilia

In a recent contribution on Servilia’s consilium, Flower has confirmed the “private but
very political” nature of elite family consilia, meetings called to discuss “a course of action that
needed to be decided upon.”*® Their discussions and decisions had political consequences, as
did those of the consilia of magistrates, and those of that “grand consilium in Rome,” the

Senate.'* Indeed, Flower has argued that senatorial, forensic, or contional orations may have

119 Plut. Sull. 6.12; App. B Civ. 1.63 with Keaveney 2005, 58; Kunst 2016, 204. Rohr Vio 2019, 145-6. For Caecilia
Metella’s ancestry and familial relations: Miinzer 1920, 304 (stemma); Zmeskal 2009, 53-4.

120 Cic. Att. 12.51.3; 15.26.4; Fam. 13.72 (Publius Servilius Isauricus). See Austin 1946; Dixon 2001, 101.

121 218: Livy 21.62.8. 214: Livy 24.18.13-14, 34.5.10.

122 jvy 34.5.9-10.

123 Flower 2018, 253.

124 Flower 2018, 263.
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“had their initial origins in remarks first prepared for a presentation in a consilium.”? As is
abundantly clear in the case of Servilia, women could participate in, speak at, and influence
politically consequential consilia. It was, after all, at such a consilium in June 44 that she
promised to arrange for the removal of a grain commission from a senatorial decree. At the
same consilium were present Servilia’s daughter Tertia lunia (Tertulla) and Porcia.'?
Furthermore, in a letter to Brutus in July 43, Cicero indicates that Servilia organized and
presided over another such a consilium wherein she sought his advice on whether to call Brutus
home or not.!?” Another salient example is Sempronia’s consilium of 63 with the Catilinarian
conspirators and the envoys of the Allobroges, which she hosted at her husband Decimus lunius
Brutus’ home near the Forum while he was absent from Rome, although her role therein is
uncertain.'? This was unquestionably a politically consequential meeting: the res publica was
at stake! Servilia — and presumably other women like Sempronia — were part of the decision-
making process in such consilia. Were these extraordinary events?

| propose that female participation in these informal, family consilia is clarified and
illuminated by matronal meetings. If married women were (represented as being) able to hold
politically significant meetings and issue communal decrees in the fourth and third centuries,
then Servilia’s authority and prominence in the consilia of 44 and 43 appears far less unusual.
Elite married women had been meeting for centuries, feasibly as members of the ordo
matronarum and for religious activity, and their collections and contributions attest to their

organizational and decision-making skills. Moreover, their religious authority and vocabulary,

125 Flower 2018, 264.

126 Cic. Att. 15.11.1 with Treggiari 2019, 190-1.

127 Cic. Ad Brut. 26.1 with Flower 2018, 259-60; Treggiari 2019, 209.

128 gal. Cat. 40.5 with Syme 1964, 69; Cadoux 1980, esp. 93; Ramsey 2007, 132, 169-70; Liubimova 2020, esp.
2. Sempronia’s husband Decimus Tunius Brutus was consul in 77. Her ancestry is uncertain. Minzer proposed she
was a daughter of Caius Sempronius Gracchus, Ciaceri a daughter of Caius Sempronius Tuditanus, consul in 129,
and Syme a granddaughter of this same Tuditanus: Miinzer 1920, 272-3; 1923, 1446; Ciaceri 1929/1930, 224-30;
Syme 1964, 134-5. Cf. Cadoux 1980, 105-9; Ramsey 2007, 133; Zmeskal 2009, 243, 249; Liubimova 2020, 9—
13. Most recently, Liubimova has proposed that Sempronia was a granddaughter of Caius Sempronius Gracchus:
Liubimova 2020, 14-18, 22-3. | will not address the various prosopographical arguments here. However, | find
Liubimova’s proposal particularly attractive, given Sallust’s favorable description of Sempronia’s birth in Cat.
25.2 (genere ... satis fortunata fuit) — recalling Caius Sempronius Gracchus own description of his high birth in
C. Sempronius Gracchus fr. 47 ORF* (genere summo ortus essem) — and Sempronia’s probable age, viz. perhaps
late thirties to mid-forties following Cat. 24.3, 25.2: Ramsey 2007, 133 (age); Cadoux 1980, 95-6, 106 (age);
Liubimova 2020, 11, 16-17 (age, high birth).
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gained from their religious roles, would have lent their words weight, as exemplified by
Cornelia, Caecilia Metella, and the Vestal Fonteia. A woman of Servilia’s experience and rank
would have been a formidable presence at any meeting: is it any wonder Cicero restrained
himself?

These examples of female intercession, benefactions, and family consilia testify to the
breadth of possible practices of female interventions in politics. Women’s pleas on behalf of
others inside and outside of the domus were certainly political, but women also engaged in
politically significant intercession through public and private reproach and dissuasion, offered
politically significant public and private benefactions to people and deities, and presided over
politically significant family consilia. The ordo matronarum, matronal meetings, and religious
roles provided (some of the) foundations for these practices and none of these structures were

represented as the novelty of the last century. We can see a little more of the iceberg.

4. Conclusion

Women were excluded from some structures and practices of politics in the libera res publica.
There were no female consuls or pontifices maximi. But that did not preclude them from
engaging in the res publica. To return to Miinzer: “fiir die ganze Einmischung der Frauen in die
Ké&mpfe der Parteien, fiir jene Hauspolitik der adligen Damen, die mit echt weiblichen Mitteln
arbeitete, aber vor den hochsten Zielen mannlichen Ehrgeizes nicht zuriickschrak, bieten den
besten Beweis die Frauen aus dem Servilischen Geschlecht, zumal die &ltere Halbschwester
Catos.”*?® While distancing myself from Miinzer’s “echt weiblichen Mitteln” (purely womanly
means), | acknowledge that female political interventions frequently occurred in domestic
contexts, as exemplified by Servilia’s consilia. But we need to cross the limen of the domus and
look to the ordo, coetus (meetings), and aedes (religious roles) for other, equally formidable
interventions. These were represented as effective, legitimate, and occasionally laudable
structures for female engagement in the res publica. The formality and apparent antiquity of
these structures authorized and legitimized collective and individual actions by elite women
and priestesses. None of these structures were represented as novel. Of note are the public

honors bestowed on married women and the members of the ordo for their benefactions, the

129 «“For the complete involvement of women in the struggles of the parties, for the domestic politics of aristocratic
ladies, who worked with purely womanly means, but did not shrink from the highest aims of manly ambition, the
best evidence is offered by women of the Servilian clan, especially Cato’s elder half-sister” (Miinzer 1920, 426—
7).
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communal decree of the matronal coetus, and the religious authority and capacity of priestesses
and elite women. We must never forget that the safety of the res publica was thought to be
dependent on the prayers of women.

Nor did political interventions primarily take the form of “die Bitte.” Elite women could
also intervene through the reproach and dissuasion of powerful men, through benefactions that
saved individuals, collectives, and the res publica, and through significant roles in elite family
consilia.

The chaos of civil war certainly produced new possibilities for elite women and politics:
Fulvia is a prime example. But she was not operating in a vacuum: many elite women preceded
her. Indeed, she explicitly rejected their pre-existing structures and practices when she rebuffed
Hortensia and the ordo in 42. We have Fulvia to thank for Hortensia’s oration, which itself
reveals the proactive engagement of women in the res publica despite Hortensia’s reputed
claims to the contrary.

Finally, I return to Livy’s Valerius and his response to Cato’s outrage at women engaging
in the res publica. Addressing Cato, he demands to know what is novel about the female lobby

against the lex Oppia in 195:

For what so novel thing have married women done by appearing in public as a crowd
concerning a matter pertaining to them? Have they never appeared in public before? I will
unroll your own Origines against you. Hear how often they have done it, and, in fact,

always for the public good!**°

Valerius then recounts the intercession of the Sabines, the intercession of women with
Coriolanus, the benefactions of married women that saved Rome from the Gauls in 390, the
widows’ benefactions to the aerarium in 214, and finally the matronal inaugural procession for
Magna Mater in 204.%%! He defends the female lobby of 195 on the basis that “it is satisfactory

to vindicate them if nothing novel has been done.”**? His subsequent claim presages my own

130 jvy 34.5.7: nam quid tandem novi matronae fecerunt, quod frequentes in causa ad se pertinente in publicum
processerunt? nunquam ante hoc tempus in publico apparuerunt? tuas adversus te Origines revoluam. accipe
quotiens id fecerint, et quidem semper bono publico.

131 |ivy 34.5.8-10.

132 vy 34.5.11: nihil novi factum purgare satis est.
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findings: “nobody was surprised at action they took in matters concerning everyone, men and
women alike.”*%

Female engagement in the res publica was neither the novelty of the last century BCE
nor exceptional, for the interventions of women like Servilia or Terentia were manifestations
of a long tradition of women seizing political initiative. Rem publicam capessere was more than

possible for women in the libera res publica: it was customary.
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Urgulania, Plancina, and Livia:
Women’s Initiative in Early Imperial Politics

Josiah Osgood

Abstract

Since Tacitus, it has been commonly held that the principate gave new and unprecedented
power to women, especially those close to the princeps. Robert Graves’ highly popular
Claudius novels reinforced this view. This paper, focusing on the early years of Tiberius’
principate, argues that while women did enjoy initiative in the imperial era, the roots of this
influence went back to the Republic. Livia was as much a “senatorial” as an “imperial” woman.
She and her powerful female friends, including Urgulania and Plancina, drew on techniques
that high-ranking women had previously used to defend their own interests as well as their
families, especially during times of civil war. Urgulania and Plancina’s appeals to Livia were
highly traditional. Livia’s own appeal to the Senate in the trial of Plancina in 20 CE also recalls
earlier efforts by women to sway politics. The Senate’s ultimate exoneration of Plancina and
her family put a stop to efforts by the plebs to punish Germanicus’ alleged murderers despite
insufficient evidence. In the early principate, senatorial women built networks and acquired
resources much as they had before. Collectively, they upheld their privileged station in society.
While Tacitus’ portrait of Livia is the most memorable, Cassius Dio praises Livia’s
interventions in politics and records the Senate’s gratitude to her even after her death.

Keywords

Roman women, Livia, Urgulania, Munatia Plancina, Robert Graves, Tacitus, Cassius Dio,

Servilia, Cn. Calpurnius Piso, Tiberius

When we think about the place of women in Roman politics, we quickly land on the topic of
so-called “imperial women.” And a hair’s breadth after that, we are confronted by Tacitus.
Tacitus seems to have been obsessed with the new opportunities offered by imperial
government for the female abuse of power.! From Livia to Agrippina the Younger, out-of-
control women embody the tyranny, lawlessness, and chaos of the early principate. Cuncta
feminae oboediebant (Ann. 12.7.3) could practically be the motto for the Annals as a whole.
Yet if we look more closely, we find in the Annals numerous examples of women outside

the imperial house taking the lead in politics in ways the historian seems to find more agreeable.

! See, e.g., L’Hoir 1994; Joshel 1995; Ginsburg 2006.
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A famous example occurs at the end of Book 3 with the death of Junia, wife of C. Cassius and
sister of M. Brutus (Ann. 3.76).2 Sixty-four years after Philippi, in a Rome where senators
struggled to speak forthrightly, she could not have been clearer in her snub to Tiberius. While
naming many fellow-aristocrats as heirs in her will, she pointedly passed over the princeps.
Another example of initiative was shown by Pomponia Graecina (Ann. 13.32.2-3). After
Messalina contrived the death of Pomponia’s friend Julia (the daughter of Drusus the Younger),
Pomponia went into mourning and stayed in mourning for forty additional years.® This highly
unconventional behavior publicized Julia’s death as well as Pomponia’s own loyalty to her
friend. Tacitus’ historiography reflects the paradoxical ability of women quietly to voice
opposition to principes and their associates as well as to assert their own values. It also raises
the possibility that, for all that had changed between Republic and principate, there were
continuities in the experience of high-ranking women — just, as Lewis Webb argues in this
volume, as there were critical continuities between the middle Republic and the more turbulent
age of civil wars.

In this paper, | explore the issue of continuity and even the very idea of an “imperial
woman” by revisiting three of Tacitus’ most unsavory characters: Livia and her friends
Urgulania and Plancina. My aim is not to rehabilitate their reputations, but rather to study how
they showed political initiative in the early years of Tiberius’ principate. There is no doubt that
Livia benefited from unprecedented influence, signaled most clearly by her title of Augusta.
But all three, | shall argue, belonged to a broader group of senatorial women and drew on well-
established traditions of high-ranking women working, often with one another, to defend their
own interests as well as those of their families. Much about their behavior was quite traditional,
and not some lurid development of monarchy. Indeed Livia, in particular, along with other
women, worked to enhance the already privileged position enjoyed by senators and their

families.

1. An Unpleasant Character?

2 For a full discussion of Junia and her funeral, see Webb 2017, 167-8.

% On Julia’s death in 43 CE, see esp. Cass. Dio 60.18.4. For the markers of women’s mourning — including dark
clothes, lack of jewelry, and unkempt hair, see Olson 2007. Putting on mourning at unusual times or for an unusual
span of time was a type of political statement women were well-suited to make, given their traditional prominence
as mourners in funerals. Cicero’s wife and daughter, for example, put on mourning during his exile: Cic. Fam.

14.2.2 (SB 7), 14.3.2 (SB 9), Red. pop. 8, Dom. 59, with Treggiari 2007, 60.
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I begin with a fresh look at a notorious senatorial woman, the unusually-named Urgulania. And
I begin in particular with Robert Graves’ depiction of her in I, Claudius. Through his influential
novels, Graves has helped to entrench a view of women in the early Empire that is in many
ways misleading.*

In Graves’ fictional memoir, Claudius calls Urgulania “one of the most unpleasant
characters in my story” (121).% She lived with Livia, Claudius tell us, and was appointed by
Livia as “Mother Confessor” in the cult of the Bona Dea. Through this position she frightened
Rome’s women into revealing to her their worst indiscretions, while Livia secretly listened on
behind a curtain. Benefiting from the information and influence she gained, Urgulania came to
feel above the law. Graves draws attention to her malevolence through her witchlike
appearance: “She was a dreadful old woman with a cleft chin and hair kept black with lamp-
soot (the grey showing plainly at the roots), and she lived to a great age” (124).

The cruelest joke ever sprung on Claudius was arranged by Urgulania and Livia. The two
old ladies betrothed Claudius to Urgulania’s granddaughter, Urgulanilla. Playing on the girl’s
diminutive name, Graves imagines her as extraordinarily tall — a fittingly freakish partner for
the slobbering Claudius. When the young couple met for the first time, Livia and Urgulania
“burst into uncontrolled laughter” (126). It was ““a hellish sobbing and screeching, like that of
two old drunken prostitutes” (126). “Oh, you two beauties!” sobbed Livia at last, wiping her
eyes, ‘“What wouldn’t I give to see you in bed together on your wedding night!”” (126).

While Graves derives the basic facts about Claudius’ marriage from Suetonius, Tacitus is
the real inspiration. In Book 2 of the Annals, the historian includes a vivid vignette of Urgulania
to comment on the growing lawlessness of the principate (Ann. 2.34). Urgulania evidently owed
some money to Lucius Piso, who had become sharply critical of the state of justice at Rome
and was threatening to withdraw from the city. Tiberius persuaded him to stay, and to show his
independence, Piso now issued a summons to Urgulania, “whose friendship with Augusta had
raised her above the law” (2.34.2). In response, Urgulania, instead of appearing in court, had
herself taken to the house of Caesar.

Tiberius was caught: to let Urgulania off was to admit that she was indeed above the law,
almost that there was no law. Yet to let her trial proceed threatened his mother’s prestige and,

so, his own. Tiberius finally decided to speak for Urgulania in court, but as he made his way

4 Helpful discussions of Graves’ novels, and their influence, include Seymour-Smith 1995, 227-33; Joshel 2001;
Wyke 2007, 354-63; several papers in Gibson 2015.

5 Citations are to the first edition of the novel, Graves 1934a.
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there, he caused such a spectacle that Livia ordered the money owed by Urgulania to be paid.
Livia aborted what almost seemed to be the rebirth of a free politics.

Tacitus reinforces the point in an epilogue to the episode. When she was called to testify
before the Senate, Urgulania again refused to appear. A praetor had to be sent to question her
at home. So her potentia, Tacitus asserts, lay heavy on the state. As in Graves, Urgulania is a
doublet for Livia. But for Tacitus, Urgulania is not so much cruel as lawless. While Calpurnius
Piso symbolizes libertas, she and Livia enjoy a license that is the essence of the principate. Like
a stereotypically bad woman, the principate acts wantonly, giddily rejecting tradition and
threatening Rome.

Yet of course another perspective on Urgulania’s appeal is possible: in time-honored
fashion, one high-ranking woman was helping another. Women often relied on each other to
achieve their goals. When, for example, the wife of Cicero’s friend Sestius wished to get
Sestius’ provincial assignment modified, it was Cicero’s wife Terentia she lobbied.® Or
consider Aemilia Lepida, denounced in the year 20 CE by her former husband for having
simulated a birth, as well as adultery, poisoning, and consultation of the Chaldean astrologers
about Tiberius.” In her trial before the Senate, Aemilia was defended by her brother, M.’
Lepidus (cos. 11 CE). But she also called on her network of female friends to defend herself.
When games intervened during her trial, she went to the theater with distinguished female
company (claris feminis) and invoked her ancestors, including Gnaeus Pompeius, builder of the
theater. The crowd, which perhaps included organized supporters of Aemilia, was brought to
pity and started taunting Quirinius. Aemilia used her connections to manipulate the public. To
be sure, with the establishment of the principate, Livia’s eminence far surpassed that of any
other woman, and friendship with her was more powerful than with any other “distinguished
woman.” But there was nothing sinister or strange per se in senatorial women approaching each
other, or her, for help. It was highly traditional.

Other sources can help us start to reach a more nuanced picture of Urgulania, and of
gender and politics, than we get from Tacitus. A first point to note concerns nomenclature. It
was not just Claudius’ wife Plautia Urgulanilla whose name paid tribute to her grandmother.

On the well-traveled Via Tiburtina leading out of Rome stands to this day the impressive tomb

6 Cic. Fam. 5.6.1 (SB 163). For the general pattern, in the late Republic, see, e.g., Dixon 1983; Osgood 2014, 38—
9; Treggiari 2019, 259-60.
" Tac. Ann. 3.22-3 (main source for what follows); Suet. Tib. 49.1.
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of the Plautii, very likely built by Marcus Plautius Silvanus, consul ordinarius of 2 BCE.2
Buried there was a son of Marcus, Aulus Plautius Urgulanius, who lived just nine years. His
name shows, even more clearly than Urgulanilla’s, the power and prestige Urgulania had come
to wield.

There can be little doubt that it was Urgulania who used her friendship with Livia to help
Marcus Plautius Silvanus achieve the extraordinary honor of a consulship shared with Augustus
in 2 BCE.® She likewise must have helped to lobby for his subsequent recognition, for example
the receipt of ornamenta triumphalia for the Bellum Illyricum of 6-8 CE.*°

The marriage of young Urgulanilla to Claudius in the year 10 CE or so proves the high
profile of Urgulania’s family around this time.!* Claudius’ first engagement to Aemilia Lepida
had to be broken off in 8 CE, and perhaps the following year his new fiancée, Livia Medullina
Camilla, died on the day she was to marry Claudius.'> However much Graves embroidered, he
must be right to see Livia and Urgulania contriving the new match, which formally allied the
domus Augusta with an ascendant family.

Suetonius in his biography of Claudius includes quotations from a letter of Augustus to
Livia written shortly after the marriage (Claud. 4.1-4).1% It obliquely sheds more light on
Urgulania, and it also shows us Livia in action. We here get a different picture of women’s
initiative in politics than we do from Tacitus. The background is as follows: Livia wrote
Augustus to start a discussion on what should be done about Claudius as the Games of Mars of
12 CE approached. Claudius was now in his early twenties, and shunting him from public view
was increasingly difficult.

Augustus’ letter begins: “I have spoken with Tiberius because you, my dear Livia, have
asked me what we must do with your grandson Tiberius at the Games of Mars. We both agree
that we must settle once and for all what course to follow in his case.” Not only it is clear that
Livia has taken the initiative; we can suspect she was advocating on behalf of Claudius.
Suetonius earlier claims that Livia always treated Claudius with contempt (Claud. 3.2). But he
was now married to the granddaughter of one of her best friends.

8 The classic study of the Plautii Silvani, to which | am much indebted in this part of my paper, is Taylor 1956.
The relevant epitaphs from the tomb can be found at ILS 921.

% See, e.g., Syme 1939, 385, 422; Taylor 1956, 27.

10 Ornamenta: ILS 921; cf. the critique of Velleius 2.112.4-5.

11 Suet. Claud. 26.2 (the dating suggested by Claud. 4.3, a letter from Augustus to Livia discussed further below).
12 Syet. Claud. 26.1.

13 See the helpful commentary by Hurley 2001, on which | draw in my discussion.

189



Further on the in the letter, Augustus writes (4.3):

But as to the matters of the moment about which you seek my opinion, (1) it is acceptable
(non displicet) for him to preside over the priests’ table at the Games of Mars — provided
he allows himself to be monitored by Silvanus’ son, who is related to him by marriage;
Silvanus will keep him from doing anything that will be noticed and subject to laughter.
(2) 1t is not acceptable (non placet) for us for him to watch the Circus Games from the
pulvinar, for he will be conspicuous and in plain sight in the very front of the spectator
seats. (3) It is not acceptable (non placet) to us for him to go to the Alban Mount or to

remain in Rome during the Latin festival.!4

The structure of the passage non displicet nobis ... non placet nobis ... non placet nobis shows
that Livia had sent Augustus and Tiberius three specific proposals to enhance Claudius’ public
profile — and, by extension, Urgulanilla’s. In particular, if Claudius could watch games from
the pulvinar, his wife could join him here. One cannot help but notice that the first proposal
also envisions an important role for Urgulania’s grandson, Plautius Silvanus: he will preside
over the priests’ table at the Game of Mars. We are a long way from the Robert Graves scene
where we started. Far from mocking the newly-weds, the two grandmothers, Livia and
Urgulania, were trying to help them. We would expect Roman grandmothers of the senatorial
class to do this: marriage was often part of how a senator launched his political career.’® The
success of this particular union had real implications for Urgulania’s family and for the domus
Augusta, making it especially political.

We are also a long way from Tacitus. Yes, we see Livia initiating a domestic discussion
that is also political. And the ending of Augustus’ letter suggests that she will make the final
decision and should consult with Antonia if she wishes (Claud. 4.4). Women were key players
in the negotiation. But it was orderly. Livia sent clear proposals to Augustus and Tiberius; they
sent her a clear response. The whole process was disciplined, and quite similar to the consilia

senatorial families, including women, had held long before the principate.'®

14 The parenthetic numbers are, of course, my own.

15 See, e.g., Treggiari 2019, 76, 129-30, 152.

16 The classic example of a woman running a consilium is Servilia, mother of Brutus: Cic. Att. 15.11 (SB 389),
Brut. 1.18.1-2 (SB 24), with discussions by Osgood 2014, 47-52; Flower 2018; Treggiari 2019, 188-96, 209-10;

Webb in this volume.
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Turning back from the document to Tacitus, we can see that Urgulania’s appeal to Livia
for help in her struggle against Piso need not have been some hideous and novel oppression. It
was a move in a game of politics, made by one experienced player in response to another.

We might similarly reinterpret Urgulania’s final appearance in Tacitus (Ann. 4.22). In 24
CE, her grandson Plautius Silvanus, holding the praetorship that year, threw his wife Apronia
out a window and killed her. Apronius dragged Silvanus before Tiberius, Tiberius rushed to
Silvanus’ house and found clear evidence of the crime, and the princeps referred the matter to
the Senate. Punishment was about to be given when Urgulania sent her grandson a dagger. It
was presumed to be a signal from the palace, and Silvanus had his slaves kill him. So Tacitus.

This was a real reversal for the Plautii and Urgulania. The marriage connection to the
highly powerful Apronius, a friend of Sejanus, had ended in catastrophe.!’” Moreover, perhaps
right around this time, Claudius divorced Urgulanilla and, when a child was born to her five
months afterwards, he ordered that the infant be cast naked at her door and disowned.'® This
was another setback. But we should emphasize that still in 24 CE, Urgulania, probably in her
mid-80s, remained the head of her family, adroit as ever. Her message to her patently guilty
grandson surely was intended, at least in part, to save his estate for his heirs.® She was still a

force in politics.

2. The Greatest Generation

Looking at the larger group of senatorial women, we can say that Urgulania was typical in
defending her own and her family’s interests. This was what power was for, and if it involved
using personal relationships to affect the political process, that was no problem. Urgulania, who
must have been born around 60 BCE, had lived through the civil wars and had been able to

learn this from an extraordinary older generation of Roman women.?°

7 The relationship between Apronius and Sejanus is suggested by Tac. Ann. 6.30.3; Cass. Dio 58.19.1.

18 Suet. Claud. 26.2, 27.1.

19 For the convention that those who took their own lives before condemnation saved their property from
confiscation, see Tac. Ann. 6.29.1; Cass. Dio 58.15.1. For further references and discussion, see Griffin 1997, 262—
3.

20 |n a path-breaking article, Brennan 2012 argues for a particularly influential generation of high-ranking Roman
women, including Terentia, Fulvia, and Servilia, active in the 60s and 50s BCE and then the civil wars that
followed. This is my “greatest generation.” I developed Brennan’s idea in Osgood 2014, also suggesting that a
younger generation came on the scene in the 40s, including Livia, Octavia, Porcia, Hortensia, and others. Also
relevant on this younger — one might say “triumviral” generation — are Cluett 1998; Sumi 2004; Welch 2011;

Treggiari 2019, 266—76. In this volume, Webb usefully shows that women’s interventions in politics long predated
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We are talking about Servilia, for instance, the lover of Julius Caesar.?! Servilia was not
above benefiting financially from that relationship, picking up real estate at bargain prices when
Pompey’s estates were liquidated in the 40s.2? Earlier, there was the notorious gift of a pearl
from Caesar.?2 With her wealth and connections, Servilia fiercely defended her family. Her
relationship with Caesar helped to protect her son Brutus when he fought against Caesar, and
earlier.?* After the Ides, she supported Brutus’ position in Rome, networked with politicians on
his behalf, and negotiated in his absence, probably helping to stage games for him.?® Getting a
senate decree altered was all in a day’s work for her.?® After her son-in-law Lepidus was
declared a public enemy in 43, through her influence Cicero pleaded in the Senate on her young
grandchildren’s behalf.?’

Julia, the mother of Mark Antony, was equally accomplished.?® When her husband was
executed by Cicero in December of 63, we are told, she paid a visit to Terentia to get help in
having him buried.?® Approaching another woman was conventional, as we have already seen.
But when her brother was proscribed by the triumvirs, twenty years later, she burst into the

Forum and stormed up to one of them, her son, and proclaimed (App. B Civ. 4.37):

Imperator, | inform you that I have taken Lucius into my house, still have him there, and
will have him there, until you kill both of us together, since it has been decreed that the

same penalties apply to those who have taken in the proscribed.

She used her house not just to shelter her brother but to show that her own pietas transcended
the law; Antony yielded, and Julia’s brother was saved.®® At the start of the very same year,

these two generations, even if (as | believe) civil unrest provided increased grounds and opportunities for political
involvement.

21 Osgood 2014, 47-52 gives a brief sketch of my views. But the indispensable study of her, and her whole world,
is now Treggiari 2019. Miinzer 1999, 308—44 was the pioneering treatment, still worth reading.

22 Suet. lul. 50.2; Macrob. Sat. 2.2.5; cf. Cic. Att. 14.21.3 (SB 375); Treggiari 2019, 109-10, 164.

23 Suet. lul. 50.2; Treggiari 2019, 109-10, 121-2.

24 plut. Brut. 5.1; Cic. Att. 2.24.3 (SB 44); Treggiari 2019, 166.

% See, e.g., Cic. Att. 15.6.4 (SB 386), Att. 15.11 (SB 389); full discussion in Treggiari 2019, 187-210.

% Cic. Att. 15.11.2 (SB 389), 15.12.1 (SB 390).

27 Cic. Ad Brut. 1.18.6 (SB 24); Treggiari 2019, 205-7.

28 Osgood 2014, 56-8 gives a brief sketch.

2 Plut. Ant. 2.1-2.

%0 See also Plut. Ant. 20.3; Cass. Dio 47.8.5.
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when Antony was away from Rome and the Senate was about to turn on him, Julia spent the
night going round to senators’ houses with Antony’s wife Fulvia and the couple’s young son.3!
At sunrise the next day, the women put on mourning, fell at the feet of the senators as they
made their way to the senate-house, and stood outside its doors crying. The move to declare
war on Antony failed and an embassy was sent instead.

Civil war drove women like Servilia and Julia to pressure the Senate, even to break the
law. In doing so, they were able to draw on long-established practices, including collective
action by the matronae. While in some ways the women’s behavior was atypical — it was not
every day that high-ranking women fell on their knees to beg senators in the streets — it could
be still considered matronly and is presented positively in later historical accounts. The
generation after Servilia’s — Urgulania’s generation — took inspiration from their elders and also
intervened in politics. During the proscriptions, Octavia helped a woman named Tanusia save
her husband by staging a sort of demonstration in a theater — even though it was forbidden to
aid the proscribed.®? The (now anonymous) subject of the so-called Laudatio Turiae, who very
likely came from a far less distinguished, though still wealthy, family, made an intervention at
Lepidus’ tribunal to restore her proscribed husband.®® And to return to Octavia, later in the 30s,
when her husband’s quarrel with her brother reached the point of war and she was ordered by
Antony to leave his house, Octavia made sure to do so in visible distress, and took all of his
children with her, perhaps with an eye to reconciliation.3* She was protecting them — and
burnishing her own reputation.

The most notable initiative of women in the civil wars was the protest they staged in the
Forum in early 42 BCE.*® The triumvirs had posted a list of 1400 women, whose property would
be valued and from whom a contribution to “war expenses” would be assessed. Hortensia,
daughter of the great orator, delivered a speech on the women’s behalf, a purported copy of
which circulated generations later.3® The episode itself was important, but the fact of its
lingering memory even more significant.

As rendered by Appian, Hortensia’s speech serves almost as a foundation story for the

place of wealthy women in the novus status of the principate. Three points are emphasized.

31 For this and what follows, see App. B Civ. 3.51, 3.61.

32 Cass. Dio 47.7.4-5; cf. App. B Civ. 4.44,

33 See Osgood 2014, 45-64.

34 Plut. Ant. 54.1-2, 57.3.

35 See esp. App. B Civ. 4.32-4; Val. Max. 8.3.3; Osgood 2006, 86; Osgood 2014, 56-8; Hopwood 2015.
36 Quint. Inst. 1.1.6.
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First, women control their own wealth: their land, country properties, townhouses, and dowries.
They should not be subject to fixed evaluations, the fear of informers and accusers, or force and
violence. Second, property is essential to women because it allows them to proclaim their status;
to take it away threatens their ability to live in an upright way. Third, women should be allowed
to intervene in politics when their interests are at stake, and the proper way to do this is through
the women’s network. Appian’s Hortensia states: “As befitted women of our rank who wished
to make an appeal to you, we had recourse to your womenfolk; but having been treated, by
Fulvia, as did not befit us, we have been forced by her into the Forum” (App. B Civ. 4.32).
Normally women did not have to enter the Forum, but their views could, and should, be
represented there.

In the early principate, the role of Livia as well as the other so-called imperial women
was to represent powerful women’s interests to the princeps and — via the princeps or other
senators — to the Senate, as well as to symbolize the place of women in the political
community.®” On special occasions, Livia hosted public banquets to which women were
invited.® Livia hosted women in her house, and provided access to the nascent court where so
many important decisions were made and key magistracies and administrative posts decided
upon.®® Livia’s access to Augustus, Tiberius, and others made her powerful in her own right;
she was the conduit for women’s concerns, and she could intervene with men or act on matters
herself.

We have already seen how Urgulania promoted her interests via Livia. We can add others:
Mutilia Prisca, wife of the consul of 32 CE who advanced with Livia’s support; Marcia, who
obtained a priesthood for her son probably with Livia’s help; and Munatia Plancina, to whose

story we now turn to see additional evidence of how a woman could take the lead.*°

3. Plancina’s Greater Influence
With the discovery of the Senatus consultum de Pisone patre there has been new scrutiny on

Plancina’s role in the murder of Germancius and her acquittal by the Senate in 20 CE after an

37 Purcell 1986 remains the fundamental discussion; see also Welch 2011; Osgood 2014, 71-5, 131-4.

3 Cass. Dio 55.2.4, 55.8.2; cf. 49.15.1, 49.18.5.

%9 Cass. Dio 57.12.5. For Livia as a friend and patron of women (and men), see Barrett 2002, 186-214; also further
below.

40 Mutilia Prisca: Tac. Ann. 4.12.4, 5.2.2; Cass. Dio 58.4.5-7. Marcia: Sen. Cons. Marc. 4.1, 24.3.
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intervention by Livia.** We shall return to the account of this intervention offered by the senatus
consultum later for the light it sheds on Livia’s position in the state, but for now let us mostly
consider how Tacitus, our main source, depicts Plancina operating.

Two major episodes of Plancina’s life are documented. The first is her time touring the
East with Piso after his appointment as governor of Syria in 19 CE.*? Tacitus takes pains to
emphasize that while the two collaborated to make the most of this opportunity, Plancina
brought to the partnership her own authority and used it (Ann. 2.43.3-4). She had a
distinguished lineage: she was the granddaughter, or perhaps daughter, of the great L. Munatius
Plancus (cos. 42 BCE).*? She also had her own wealth. Both gave her status. And so, according
to Tacitus, when she and Piso reached Syria, he started to win the troops over by relaxing
discipline, while she played her part by participating in military exercises and hurling insults at
Agrippina and Germanicus (Ann. 2.55.6). Later, after Germanicus’ death, she contributed her
own slaves to the forces Piso assembled to reenter Syria (Ann. 2.80.1).

Piso and Plancina had their own agenda in the East, even if it was not to murder
Germanicus, as some in Rome came to suspect. Like other senatorial couples, they were there
to accumulate new connections and new financial resources. Passing through Athens on his
way to Syria, Piso tried to secure the release of a man named Theophilus, condemned for
forgery by the Areopagus (2.55.2). Piso was unsuccessful, but the effort shows how a senator
expected to get personal business accomplished during his governorship. The principate did not
mean that Augustus or his heirs controlled all patronage.

Indeed, Piso and Plancina had set their sights on a far bigger prize than the gratitude of
Theophilus. A key part of Germanicus’ mission was to install a new king on the throne of
Armenia. The previous king, Vonones, had been expelled and was living in Syria. He was
enormously wealthy and brought his fortune with him when he fled to Syria, where he plotted
to recover his kingdom. According to Tacitus, Vonones used some of his wealth to bribe

Plancina (Ann. 2.58.2). But when the king of the Parthians sent envoys to Germanicus asking

41 Eck, Caballos, and Fernandez 1996. | have drawn on their commentary in what follows, as well as Woodman
and Martin 1996; Griffin 1997; Barnes 1998; Flower 1998; Eck 2002; Mackay 2003; Yakobson 2003; Drogula
2015 (an insightful article, although | doubt the main argument, that Germancius was sent to watch Piso, whom
Tiberius was trying to cultivate but did not entirely accept). Translations are taken from Cooley 2011, 312-22.

42 What follows is based on Tac. Ann. 2.43, 2.53-8, 2.68-81.

4 Eck, Caballos, and Fernandez 1996, 87—8; Watkins 2019, 182. To judge by the consulship of her son, L.
Calpurnius Piso, in 27 CE, he must have been born around 7 BCE, and so Plancina’s birth might be assigned
around 23 BCE.
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to reestablish friendly relations with Rome, the Parthian also demanded that VVonones be
removed from Syria, and Germancius agreed. VVonones was moved to Cilicia. According to
Tacitus, this was not just to please the Parthian king but to snub Piso (Ann. 2.58.2). Piso was
inclined to favor Vonones because of the “duties and gifts” Vonones had offered Plancina.

Tacitus’ account implies that while it was VVonones who took the initiative in approaching
Piso and Plancina for their help, both were receptive. One might even guess that Piso’s refusal
in answering Germanicus’ summons for troops in Armenia (Ann. 2.57.1) arose from the
couple’s eagerness to support Vonones in some way. It is fascinating to note here that Robert
Graves, in |, Claudius, imagined that Piso was indeed hoping to win a fortune from Vonones
by restoring him to the throne of Armenia (290). Graves spun this scenario by a careful, and
creative, reading of Tacitus. We can now read in the senatus consultum that in 20 CE the Senate
had reached this very conclusion (lines 37-45). Piso, the Senate alleged, had been unwilling for
Vonones to be moved and had allowed certain Armenians to meet with VVonones with an eye to
fomenting trouble there, removing the current king of Armenia, and restoring Vonones. All of
this Piso did in exchange for “large bribes from Vonones.”

A full discussion of this whole affair is beyond the scope of this paper. But we should
note that there are problems in accepting the senatus consultum at face value, since its authors
were determined to depict Piso in the worst light possible and were probably guilty of
exaggerating Piso’s plans for Vonones.* But it does seem entirely plausible that conflict over
Vonones was a factor in the breakdown of relations between Piso and Plancina, on the one
hand, and Germanicus and Agrippina, on the other. More significant here, however, is how
much Tacitus, unlike the senatus consultum, implicates Plancina in these events. This is in
keeping with his view that the principate empowered dangerous women. In the Annals, Plancina
functions rather as Urgulania does.*® A close friend of Livia, she works with Livia behind the
scenes, to the detriment of the res publica. The two women conspire to destroy Germanicus,
secretly conversing with one another before Plancina set out from Rome. In Syria itself,
Plancina secretly poisons Germanicus, apparently relying on the services of one Martina.

Of course it is hard to say what really was going on in the East. But, reading against the
grain of Tacitus, we might just be able to make out the very different perspective Plancina had

had on these events. For Plancina, a tour of the provinces as wife of the governor of Syria

4 For this general bias, see, e.g., Eck, Caballos, and Fernandez 1996, 145-9; Eck 2002. And for some problems
with the account of Piso’s relations with Germanicus, see Eck, Caballos, and Fernandez 1996, 162—6.

4 The key passages are Tac. Ann. 2.43.4,2.71.1-2, 2.74.2,3.10.2, 3.15.1, 3.17.2.
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offered opportunities, not simply to advance her husband’s career but to build her own networks
and wealth. Once again, friendship with Livia need not have meant some hideously new
oppression of fellow Romans but powerful support for Plancina’s own initiatives.

The second major episode of Plancina’s life was her return to Rome and trial before the
Senate in 20 CE.*® Here we see Plancina taking the initiative in a far more spectacular way.
According to Tacitus, it was already Germanicus on his deathbed who accused her along with
Piso of murder (Ann. 2.71.1-2). Back in Rome, she must have been formally accused of this as
well as helping to foment civil war after Germanicus’ death. At first, she was ready to share
Piso’s fate, whatever it was. “But,” writes Tacitus, “when by Augusta’s secret pleas she
obtained pardon, she began gradually to separate herself from her husband and to detach her
defense” (Ann. 3.15.2). Piso saw this meant his doom. Not only was Plancina going to save
herself; her lack of support helped to finish him off. The official story was that he killed himself,
although Tacitus cannot help reporting a story that he was murdered (Ann. 3.16.1).

As with events in the East, we cannot be entirely sure what transpired between Piso and
Plancina in the events leading up to his death. Some of Tacitus’ narrative may rest on
suppositions made after the trial’s outcome was clear. What does seem clear is that, after Piso’s
death, for two days the Senate discussed the fate of Plancina and Piso’s son, and Tiberius spoke
on behalf of both of them (Ann. 3.17.1-2). He told the senators that his mother had interceded
for Plancina. The senatus consultum now confirms this: Tiberius “pleaded for Plancina at the
request of Augusta and had very just reasons presented to him by her for wanting to secure her
request” (lines 113-5). We also learn from the senatus consultum that Plancina very likely
spoke on her own behalf: “she was now admitting that she placed all her hope in the mercy of
our princeps and the Senate” (lines 110-1).

Clearly the support of Tiberius and Livia was paramount. But Plancina’s appeal to the
Senate is significant. She was acknowledging the Senate’s power. Already at the time that news
of Germanicus’ illness had reached Rome, the plebs, suspicious of Tiberius and Livia, had
stoned the temples of the city in anger.*” During Piso’s trial, members of the plebs stood in front
of the senate house and — when it appeared that there was insufficient evidence to convict Piso

of poisoning — they cried out that if Piso was acquitted, they would take matters into their own

4 What follows is based on Tac. Ann. 3.1-19 and the Senatus consultum de Pisone patre, especially 5-11 and
109-20.
47 Ann. 2.82; Suet. Calig. 5-6; note also Ann. 3.2.3, 3.4.1, 3.10.2, 3.11.2.
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hands.*® Statues of Piso were even dragged to the Gemonian Steps to be smashed to pieces. But
after Piso had paid the price for whatever crimes he committed by losing his own life,
everything changed, literally overnight. The Senate as well as Tiberius could start to regain

control of the situation. Plancina was reminding senators of that. So, too, was Livia.

4. Livia’s Great Favors
As much as any honors she received, Livia’s intervention on behalf of Plancina shows her
unique role. The Senate did not attempt to exonerate Plancina of her crimes. Rather, Livia’s
request, conveyed to them by Tiberius, was in itself sufficient — just as Tiberius’ was for Piso’s
son Marcus.*® When the consul Aurelius Cotta was asked by Tiberius to speak first after the
trial concluded, for Plancina Cotta recommended immunity, “on account of the pleas of
Augusta.”

At the time, senators might not have found this quite so outrageous as Tacitus seems to.
For one thing, as is suggested by all of the honors Livia received from the Senate throughout
her life and posthumously, senators could feel indebted to Livia and so willing to do a favor for
her. It was not just women who received benefits from Livia. Men did too. We have reports of
this in later literary sources, especially Suetonius. The future emperor Galba enjoyed Livia’s
favor and as a result gained influence during her lifetime and a large bequest from her estate.®!
Otho’s grandfather entered the Senate through the influence of Livia.®> We also see
acknowledgment of her role in contemporary sources. Ovid in exile exhorted his wife to plead
his case with Livia.>

In the senatus consultum, the Senate decreed that Plancina should be spared because of
the pleas of Tiberius and Livia. But the Senators went further than that, noting that Livia had
served the res publica by giving birth to the princeps and also had bestowed “many great favors

towards men of every rank” (lines 116—7). Moreover, Livia “rightly and deservedly could have

48 Ann. 3.14.4 (source of next sentence too). Note also that according to the Senatus consultum de Pisone patre,
the plebs “with its unrestrained enthusiasm roused itself to the point of carrying out the punishment of Gnaeus
Piso senior” (156-8). For a good discussion of the power of the plebs in Roman politics in the early principate,
see Rowe 2002, 85-101.

49 See Senatus consultum de Pisone patre 111-5.

% Tac. Ann. 3.17.4.

51 Galb. 5.2.

52 Otho 1.1.

3 Ov. Pont. 3.1.114-8; cf. 3.1.139-45.
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supreme influence in what she asked from the senate, but ... used that influence sparingly”
(lines 117-8). Livia’s interventions in politics were not something to be ashamed of, not
something to be swept out of sight. Rather, they were a cause for celebration and grounds to
grant this particular request.

By suggesting that Plancina be spared, Livia was helping a friend. She did not appear in
the Senate, but she was also not acting behind the scenes — as we might have inferred from
Tacitus. Moreover, she, along with Tiberius, was giving the Senate a way to conclude the trial.
In a sense, the Senate was spared the responsibility of deciding on the guilt of Plancina and of
Piso’s son. We can make a comparison here with the trial in 17 CE of Appuleia Varilla,
Augustus’ great-niece.>* She was accused of adultery and also treason. Allegedly, she had
mocked Divine Augustus, Tiberius, and Livia in conversations. Tiberius told the Senate that he
did not wish Appuleia’s comments against him to incur trial. When asked by the presiding
consul about the comments against Livia, he had no response. But at the next Senate meeting,
he pleaded on Livia’s behalf that aspersions against her also should not be deemed a criminal
offense. Execution was the punishment for treason, and Livia was not going to send a woman
to her death.>

Now of course one could be regard the whole acquittal of Plancina cynically, as Tacitus
does. Senators, one might think, had no real choice but to yield to Livia and her son. And
whatever compliments they paid her really were just to make the best of an awkward situation.
Without a doubt there is some truth to this view. But we can also read the decree as the Senate,
with the backing of Livia and Tiberius, standing up for its own people — especially now that
Piso had paid for his misdeeds (or mistakes).® Plancina was not be dragged down with her
husband; her own estate was not to be confiscated. The sons of Piso were to keep their estates
t00.%” Young Calpurnia — probably the deceased Piso’s granddaughter — was to receive a dowry
of 1 million sesterces and an additional four million sesterces as her peculium.%® Tiberius, Livia,

and the Senate, at least officially, were in solidarity against the braying crowds outside the

% What follows is based on Tac. Ann. 2.50.

%5 For execution as the punishment of treason: Garnsey 1970, 105-11.

% While for the people of Rome, the heart of the trial was Germanicus’ murder, for senators, key and very sensitive
questions were the limits of a legate’s authority and the liability of family who traveled with a governor; cf.
Havener in this volume.

57 Senatus consultum de Pisone patre 90-104, with Eck, Caballos, and Fernandez 1996, 211-8.

%8 Senatus consultum de Pisone patre 104-5, with Eck, Caballos, and Fernandez 1996, 218-22; on Calpurnia’s
identity, see Eck, Caballos, and Fernandez 1996, 83-7.
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curia. The plebs were not to exact any more revenge. Plancina and Piso’s children were spared.
Livia was defended too. She had shown “many great favors to men of every rank”: that was a
pointed reminder to the mob!

We need not insist that there was total unanimity in the Senate. Doubtless some disliked
Plancina and fumed about her helping Piso in his “invasion” of Syria after Germanicus’ death.
But some senators might have wondered if the return of the governor of Syria to his province
really was an invasion.® Senators and their wives might also reasonably conclude that the
charges of poisoning and witchcraft were out of hand, with little or no evidence to back them
up: recall, it was exactly when it became clear there was not sufficient evidence that the plebs
went wild. Senatorial women and men alike could heave a sigh of relief in seeing their peers’
fortunes protected. As the speech of Hortensia maintained, women should not have to fear
informers or accusers, women needed property to proclaim their status, and women could
intervene in politics through the women’s network.

Early in his principate, Tiberius won credit for his generosity to Romans of high rank.
When the wealthy but intestate Aemilia Musa died in 17 CE, Tacitus writes, her estate should
have gone to the fiscus, but Tiberius insisted that it go to Aemilius Lepidus instead (Ann. 2.48).
On another occasion Tiberius offered 1 million HS to the daughter of Fonteius Agrippa when
she was passed over in favor of another candidate to become a Vestal virgin (Ann. 2.86).
Tiberius’ generosity, noted by Dio (57.10) as well as Tacitus, was in keeping with the practice
of Augustus —and Livia.%°

Early in life Livia had been a political refugee; she knew what it meant to have nothing.®
At her lowest moment, her infant son had had to rely on the kindness of Sextus Pompeius’ sister
in Sicily; female solidarity once again.®? Like other senatorial women, Livia felt property rights
should be defended, and that the worthy who were in need deserved help. It is highly significant
that while plenty of attacks against Livia are extant, rapacity — the vice of later imperial women
such as Messallina and Agrippina the Younger — is never mentioned.

The Tacitean narrative of Livia has dominated the modern imagination and, as we have
suggested, grew more influential still, at least among anglophone scholars, thanks to Robert

Graves. But other accounts existed in antiquity that praised her interventions in politics.

59 Cf. Eck 2002, offering a more nuanced view of Piso’s actions.

60 But note Tac. Ann. 2.27-8 for Tiberius’ disinclination to help the impoverished Hortalus.
61 See, e.g., Barrett 2002, 3-27; Osgood 2006, 172-3, 231-2; Welch 2011, 309-14.

62 Vell. Pat. 2.75; Suet. Tib. 4.2-3, 6.3; Cass. Dio 48.15.3.
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Consider Cassius Dio. Certainly Dio has his share of gossip. We get Livia’s scandalous
marriage: Tiberius Nero gave her away just as a father would (48.44). Dio has stories of the
lengths Livia would go to in order to keep Augustus happy: the secret of her marriage, she said,
in almost Ovidian vein, was that she pretended to ignore his love affairs (58.2.5). Dio includes
allegations about Livia’s poisoning too, but they are just that, allegations.® In Dio’s narrative,
Livia is not vexatious to the state, nor to senators.

And it is Dio who records most of her honors, including those following her death.®*
Going beyond Tiberius’ fairly moderate recommendations, the Senate decreed that Livia should
be mourned a whole year by women. And an arch should be built in her honor, “because she
had saved the lives of a number of them, had reared the children of many, and had helped many
to pay their daughters’ dowries, in consequence of all of which some were calling her Mother
of the Country” (58.2.3).

An arch was unprecedented for a woman, as Dio notes.®® Similarly novel was the title
mater patriae, which invested her position in the state with all of the authority and honor of a
Roman mother. And yet, we are not so far from earlier traditions; women had long been
recognized for their beneficia to the community, as Webb discusses in this volume. Recall that
in his defense of Sextus Roscius in 80 BCE, the first named defender of his client Cicero
invokes is Caecilia Metella, “the sister of Nepos, and the daughter of Baliaricus, whose name I
mention with the greatest respect” (Rosc. Am. 27). It was Caecilia who received Roscius into
her house, “destitute as he was, thrown out of his house and driven from his property, and
seeking to escape the threats and weapons of thieves: when everyone else had given him up for
lost, she came to the help of a friend in trouble”; it was she who insisted that Roscius have a
trial (Rosc. Am. 27). Obviously the politics of 80 BCE were complex, and there could have been
reasons for Cicero to play up Caecilia’s role. My point is that the way Cicero speaks of Caecilia
in the Forum is not so different from the Senate’s language concerning Livia. In both instances
women were able to take initiative, and in both instances we are dealing with something more

than influence behind the scenes.

83 See esp. Cass. Dio 56.30.1-2. But as Allen 2020 argues, the context for this particular passage is Dio’s interest
in gossip, raised in Livia’s own advice to Augustus on how to deal with the conspiracy of Cn. Cornelius Cinna
(e.g., 55.14.5, 55.18.5-6). Note also Cass. Dio 53.33.4, 55.10a.10.

8 For the posthumous honors, see Cass. Dio 58.2. For earlier honors: 49.15.1, 49.38.1, 55.2.5, 56.32.1, 56.46,
57.12.4-5.

8 Although the arch voted to Germanicus in 19 CE included statues of Germanicus’ mother, sister, wife, and

daughters. For a helpful discussion of Livia’s arch, see Flory 1996, 299-301.

201



Sadly, the arch for Livia was never built. Tiberius offered to pay for it, but then neglected
the project (Cass. Dio 58.2.6). Tacitus adds the information that already in his letter to the
Senate about honors for her, Tiberius berated her womanly friendships (Ann. 5.2.1-2). Tiberius
had been growing distant from his mother, and even before her death, her influence had waned,
while that of Sejanus started to grow. Sejanus replaced Livia as Rome’s premier patron after
the princeps himself.

But her death itself was a turning point, as even Tacitus acknowledges: “thenceforward it
was sheer, oppressive despotism; with Augusta safe and sound, there had still been a refuge”
(Ann. 5.3.1). In Claudius the God, Graves’ sequel to I, Claudius, we find a begrudging
acknowledgment of Livia.®® After he became princeps, Claudius confesses to his wife that even
though he disliked Livia, he had come to have more respect for her: “She surely had a
wonderfully methodical mind” (113). Of course Graves undercuts even this somewhat muted
praise by then having Messallina “smilingly offer ... to play the part of Livia” if Claudius would
undertake that of Augustus (113).

But the principate did work better, especially for senators and their close female relations,
when Livia was involved with it. She was the living link to earlier generations of women who
had skillfully defended their own and their familial interests. In doing so, women were
competing individually for prestige, and they could bruise one another in competition. But they
were also upholding and enhancing their preeminent rank as a group. The advent of the princeps
changed many of the rules of Roman politics, yet as the examples of Plancina, Urgulania, and
others show, women still found ways to intervene to protect their privileged position, as well
as the privileged position of the senatorial order as a whole.®” Their actions may not always
look just to us, and a cynic like Tacitus could criticize them selectively to help prop up his
indictment of the principate, but Romans of high rank generally felt they deserved special

treatment. To get it, they were willing to take the lead — even women.
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“He took care of the city and supported it”:*
Initiative as a Prerequisite for Fabius’ cunctatio

Tassilo Schmitt

Abstract

At a time when the number of consulships a statesman had held became extremely
important in defining his prestige, Q. Fabius Maximus Verrucosus was only able to reach high
office when he was already relatively old, in 233. Although he crowned his consulship with a
triumph, reiterated it five years later, and became a censor in 230, he did not play a prominent
role in the next decade, while a homo novus like C. Flaminius was forging a brilliant career.
Flaminius’ defeat and death in 217 in the battle of Lake Trasimene gave Fabius an opportunity
that he hurried to seize. The college of augurs, in which Fabius held a leading position, found
a rupture in Rome’s relationship with the gods and recommended the use of a dictatorship to
restore it; the dictator’s task was also to include taking immediate military measures needed for
Rome’s protection. Fabius did not limit himself to acting as befitting the praetor maximus: he
substituted Servilius, the remaining consul, as commander in chief. Although Fabius initially
did not rule out a decisive battle, he acted with caution. The riskiness of such an approach is
demonstrated by the fact that a plebiscite made the power of the magister equitum, Minucius,
equal to that of Fabius. The latter was soon able to demonstrate Minucius’ failure, but it was
not until the disaster of Cannae that the cunctatio coagulated into a maxim that also enabled its
inventor to enjoy a grandiose subsequent career. Fabius’ active interference in 217 now
appeared in a milder light as an anticipation of an ultimately successful strategy. The literary
tradition depicted his inconsiderate use of dictatorial powers as an energetic display of
exemplary virtue and thus integrated Fabius’ initiative into senatorial consensus. However,
dictatorships to address important tasks were no longer in use after 216.

Keywords

Q. Fabius Maximus Verrucosus, dictatorship, political initiative, inaction, Senate,

interregnum, literary tradition, Fabius Pictor, Livy, Polybius

L Plut. Fab. 28: v moAv dvtihapBavopevog koi drepeidov.
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In 218, the Romans declared war on the Carthaginians.? Their plan was to convey armies from
Sicily to North Africa and from Upper Italy to the north-east of the Iberian Peninsula. But
Hannibal dared a quick advance across the Ebro to the Rhéne and surprisingly moved across
the Alps. In the autumn he achieved a victory on the river Ticinus and in the winter another
great success on the river Trebia. The Romans were forced in 217 to prevent him from
advancing into central Italy. The consul Flaminius was to secure Etruria and went to Arretium;
his colleague Servilius took care of the eastern flank at Ariminum.

In 217, on June 21 according to the contemporary calendar, Hannibal wiped out
Flaminius’ army at Lake Trasimene.® The consul himself fell. News of the disaster must have
reached Rome quickly, probably on the following day.* The city was in alarm. The Senate
certainly convened after the first rumors had arrived. A little later, a praetor went to the People,
apparently gathered to a contio,® and announced: “We have been defeated in a great battle.”®

To avoid the experience which the Romans had had just a few months before, it was
necessary to recognize the severity of the situation immediately. At that time, the consul
Sempronius, who had been defeated at Trebia, had still attempted to alleviate the repercussions.’
When the true extent of the disaster became clear, the only reason for which confidence in the
authority of the Senate and magistrates did not collapse was that they were again energetically
and confidently at work, preparing themselves against Hannibal. However, after Trasimene,
such a course of action initially failed. More than that: the path to Rome itself was now open to
the enemy. Everything demanded explanation and decision.

However, no such explanation was immediately at hand because the situation remained
at first confusing for the Senate, too. What would Hannibal do? Where was the other consul,
Servilius, and why did he not react in such a way as to come from Ariminum to aid his
colleague? How far could they rely on the allies? Determination and energy were desperately

needed.

2 All dates are BCE. On the overall interpretation of the Roman-Carthaginian wars, cf. now Sommer 2021, on 217
esp. 165-78.

3 Ov. Fast. 6.768. HuR 1985, 317-24 and Seibert 1993, 135-83 provide an overview of the sources and (earlier)
scholarship.

4 In addition to usual reporters (Plut. Fab. 3.4: nepgbeic dyyeroc), scattered survivors would have ensured that the
news spread quickly.

5 Cf. Schmitt 1991, 127, with n. 178; Frolov 2013, 77-9: the praetor’s speech transformed a coetus into a contio.
6 So, unanimously, Polyb. 3.85.8 and Livy 22.7.8.

" Polyb. 3.75.1; Plut. Fab. 3.4; cf. Will 1982, 181.
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The means by which the Romans maneuvered out of this dilemma at that time are not
directly attested. However, this can be deduced indirectly with great certainty. Already the
praetor’s appearance before the People could not be limited to the succinct announcement
mentioned above: he had to counter the panic.® This was not possible without tangible and
impressive measures, at least symbolic ones. These had to turn the acknowledgement of the
defeat into something meaningful. Religion offered a way out.

The year 217 marked a significant turning point in the history of Roman religion. A
comprehensive raft of ceremonies and vows is attested.® Even if not all the measures taken later
were decided upon right away, preparing the ground for them must have taken place
immediately.'° The acknowledgement of the defeat was directly connected with the recognition
of a rupture in Rome’s relationship with the gods: the pax deorum.! The marking of this rupture

affected historiography: metaphors of illness and healing shape the depictions of these events.

8 Brennan 2000, 660, who interprets Polyb. 3.85.8 in the sense that it was precisely the praetor’s appearance before
the crowd that triggered “widespread panic,” overlooks the fact that there had already been unrest among the
People. They “forced” him (3.85.7: ivaykalovto) to make the announcement. Polybius then adds a hypothetical
(dote with infinitive!) consideration: if one had been present both at the battle itself and when the announcement
was made, one would have observed greater irritation (Siatponn)) on the second occasion. In this way, Polybius
contrasts the crowd with the Senate. Three days later, the information about Centenius’ defeat would also have
“irritated” them (Polyb. 3.86.6: diotpanijvar). But that led to productive decisions: dwutpanijvor and dwotpomn
denote the irritation connected with expectations. This can lead either to panic or to a radical but reasonable new
approach. It is this difference that mattered to Polybius. Therefore, it is difficult to conclude that the praetor’s
announcement made the situation worse.

% Wissowa 1912, 60, discussing the details unfolding above all in Livy.

10 According to Plut. Fab. 4.3, it was not to serve superstitions, “but to strengthen bravery through pious actions,
to take away the fear of the enemies through hope in the gods, and to comfort” (dAAd BoppOvav edcefeiq tiv
apetnVv Kol Toig Topd 1@V Bemv EAmict TV and tOv moAepiov eoPov dpalpdv kal mapapvbovduevog). Cf. Latte
1960, 255.

11 So correctly Lesinski 2002, 138—44. The sources do not allow us to suggest that, already at that time, Flaminius
was accused of violating religious obligations. Such allegations, preserved in the later tradition, can be found for
the first time in Coelius Antipater. Cf. Rosenstein 1990, 90; Fiori 2014, 82, n. 94; Lentzsch 2019, 261, 284, 302,
329-31. Polybius’ assessment that Flaminius acted carelessly and disregarded good advice (3.80.3; cf. 2.33.7-8),
along with the fact that a temple of Mens was vowed (Livy 22.10.10, 23.31.9, with Wissowa 1912, 313; Lippold
1963, 346, n. 213; Holkeskamp 2018, 719), may reflect the judgment of contemporaries. Cf. Dumézil 1966, 458:
“Mens, that is, reasoning, judgment, the opposite of mad recklessness” (“Mens, c’est-a-dire la réflexion, le
jugement, le contraire de la folle témérité”). The goddess embodies what Fabius claims for himself also in the
annalistic tradition: mens ratioque, in contrast to the temeritas atque inscientia ducum (the plural shows that not

just Flaminius is implied; Livy 22.25.12 and 14). Was Flaminius indeed considered as lacking g0povAia? That
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From this perspective, there were immediate opportunities for the protagonists: one could
ask the gods. The preparation and execution of rituals created possibilities for collecting
information, for analysis, and for decision-making without appearing inactive.

According to Polybius, the Senate had not been unsettled initially.*?> Apparently, the
senators were able to avoid a public debate on how to react to the defeat: the seriousness of the
catastrophe compelled them to reach an agreement and stay united. Their unity found
expression in the public acknowledgement of the defeat and the religious activity directly
connected with it. In his representation, Polybius almost completely suppresses the second
aspect: he was impressed, on the one hand, by the robust steadfastness of the Senate (which his
Roman source must have powerfully emphasized), and, on the other hand, was surprisingly
insensitive to the operational power of symbolic action. The only recognizable trace of this fact
in Polybius’ sources is his note that their first measure, when action had become possible, was
to sacrifice to the gods.'® This note — very unusual for Polybius and hardly connected with the
immediate context of his account — is the relic of more detailed reports that aimed to underline
that the Romans started doing something urgently needed and that this concerned the gods.

The annalistic tradition represented by Livy shows the same course of events despite all
the differences in the coloring. Here, too, the praetor counteracts the ingens terror ac tumultus
with the acknowledgement of the defeat,'* and the Senate convenes repeatedly and deliberates
from early till late under the presidency of the praetors.®

The interpretation of this disaster as a consequence of religious misconduct compelled

the Romans to consider the ways in which they now were to deal with the gods. During a three-

Fabius later did not himself dedicate the temple but left this task to a (closely related) praetor shows that this aspect
of his dictatorship was no longer in the foreground.

12 polyb. 3.85.10.

13 Polyb. 3.88.7: petd v xordotacty Bvcag toig Ocoic. Gelzer 1933/1964, 154/79 has rightly pointed out that the
“unbelieving” Polybius otherwise hardly refers to religious actions, which he mentions here even twice; cf. 3.94.9,
with Schmitt 1991, 317-22. More generally: Develin 1978, 4, 6, with n. 30; Linke 2000, 277-80; Schmitt 2000,
87, with n. 15; Beck 2005, 286-7, with n. 91; Lentzsch 2019, 262, n. 242, all with further references. For a more
detailed account, even if not reliable in every aspect, see Livy 22.9.7-11.1; on this, see now Bellomo 2018, 53.

14 Livy 22.7.6. If the praetor had then indeed immediately, as Lesinski 2002, 132 puts it, “with no further
comments,” returned to the curia, he would have not fulfilled his task. Certainly, the praetor was not able to report
the details of the battle, but his general assessment was essential.

15 Livy 22.7.14.
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day marathon, the Senate decided to revive the dictatorship as a suitable “remedy” for the
“burning pain.”®

About a century and a half earlier, in a severe emergency in 363, a search for a suitable
means to reconcile the gods and appease unrest among the People had likewise led to a
dictatorship. It is evident that the latter had by then absorbed the ancient office of a praetor
maximus, which had not been in use for a long time, but was understood as essential for
adequate communication with the gods.!’ If the allegedly ancient remedy (seniorum memoria)
did help them to find a way out of their predicament in the fourth century, then it can be
suggested from where this suggestion came in 217.

The Republic had procedures and experts for such issues. The augurs were among them.
They interpreted what happened as signs from the gods (augurium oblativum) and coordinated
the appropriate reaction in communication with them (augurium impetrativum).*® In principle,
it was their job to make sure that the gods agreed to all important political decisions. The expert

knowledge of this college had been traditionally used to determine the specific parameters of a

16 “Remedy”: Livy 22.8.5 (remedium); “burning pain”: Pol. 3.86.6 (tod ndfovg ... pAeypaivovtoc). Scullard 1973,
46 speaks in this regard of the use of a “traditional remedy.” This is exactly the impression that already the early
tradition aims to convey and, at the same time, obscure: that the dictatorship as a military command has long been
forgotten (with but one exception), and that it was not the traditional medical treatment actually in use. On the
dictatorship more generally, cf. Walter 2017a, 163-4.

7 Livy 7.3. The historicity of the events of the fourth century should not interest us here. What is crucial is that
because Cincius Alimentus dealt with such questions (FRH 2 F9 = Livy 7.3.7), it is clear that the respective views
about real or supposed events of the fourth century could exist at the time of the Hannibal War.

18 Cic. Div. 2.74 (on the augural law): institutum rei publicae causa est, ut comitiorum, vel in iudiciis populi, vel
in iure legum vel in creandis magistratibus principes civitatis essent interpretes. Cf. Livy 1.36.6: auguriis certe
sacerdotioque augurum tantus honos accessit, ut nihil belli domique postea nisi auspicato gereretur, concilia
plebis, exercitus vocati, summa rerum, ubi aves non admisissent, dirimerentur. Incorrectly Szemler 1972, 35, with
n. 2: “the Senate’s deliberations were initiated in 217 by the new dictator, Q. Fabius.” Szemler overlooks here
what he underlines more precisely elsewhere: “One must consider, of course, that magisterial imperium was
closely connected with spectio and auspicia, and that any political action was possible only after auspicato”
(Szemler 1972, 79). The appointment of a dictator is inconceivable without the opinion of the augurs. As dictator,
Fabius then builds on this directly. See also Giovannini 1998, 108-9 arguing that the outcome of the auspices and
the decision of the Senate were considered identical. Cf. Giovannini 2018, 74-5: “le role du collége des augures:
... dans son domaine de compétence, il donnait des avis de droit sacré au Sénat, qui prenait ensuite sa décision

conformément au préavis des augures”; Develin 1978, 9-10; and now also Driediger-Murphy 2019.
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dictatorship.t® In this connection, Caesar too was eager to solicit the opinion of the augurs in
his own similarly delicate case.?°

The social standing of the college’s members was at least as important as their technical
expertise. The college consisted exclusively of the members of consular families, mostly even
those who themselves had already been consuls.?! For the year 217, the membership of the
college, — which since the lex Ogulnia included four patricians and five plebeians — can be
reconstructed in full:??> the patricians Q. Fabius Maximus (cos. 233, 228),2 M. Aemilius
Lepidus (cos. 232),%* P. Furius Philus (cos. 223),% Cn. Cornelius Lentulus;?® and the plebeians
Sp. Carvilius Maximus Ruga (cos. 234),2” M. Pomponius Matho (cos. 231),22 M. Claudius
Marcellus (cos. 226),%° C. Atilius Serranus (pr. 218),%° and T. Otacilius Crassus (pr. 217).%!
Because of his two consulships and the fact that, at this point, he had been an augur for almost
50 years, Fabius was in a leading position that even Carvilius Ruga could not contest, even

though he had held the consulship one year earlier than Fabius. Both can certainly be considered

19 Cf. Livy 8.23.13-17. Although there are good reasons to doubt the historicity of the event related here, the
passage remains important as a source of information on regular responsibilities from the point of view of the late
annalists. The binding together of the dictatorship and the augural discipline thus belonged to the repertoire which
defended the inherently republican principles of power sharing against the dictator. Because the augurs watched
over the correctness of the procedures, the obstacles in the appointment of a dictator were significant.

20 Cic. Att. 9.15.2.

21 Szemler 1972, 77-9.

22 This reconstruction is methodologically sound because the augurs were co-opted for life, Livy recorded for each
year since 217 which augur died and who replaced him, and the information on which these notes are based was
reliably transmitted. See Szemler 1972, 70—-4 and Giovannini 1998 (concerning the tradition).

23 Livy 30.26.7; Val. Max. 8.13.3: death in 203 during the 62" year of his augurate.

24 | ivy 23.30.15.

% Livy 25.2.1.

% The future consul of 201 is attested at Livy 39.45.8 as an augur. As Fabius Maximus earlier, Cn. Cornelius
Lentulus was coopted at a very young age; he held a quaestorship only in 212. Cf. Broughton 1951, 283; Szemler
1972, 141.

27 Livy 26.23.7-8

28 |ivy 29.38.7; Schmitt 2000, 102--3.

2 Plut. Marc. 2; since a note on the cooptation is missing in the surviving books of Livy, the cooptation had
probably taken place before 218; Plutarch mentions it before the aedileship which Beck 2005, 306 plausibly dates
to 226 at the latest.

%0 Livy 22.35.1-2 in combination with Livy 23.21.7; see on this Szemler 1972, 71, n. 2.

31 Livy 27.6.15.
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the prototypes of “strong personalities.”*? Both augurs must also have been the driving force
behind the expertise that ultimately led to the appointment of a dictator. Considering the fact
that it was Fabius who became dictator and that he used his office proactively, we can plausibly
assume that he became the strongest advocate of this decision, even if we cannot infer with
complete certainty that it was his idea to make use of a dictatorship in this situation. It remains
essential that the augurs reached a consensus regarding this suggestion.®

This does not mean that there was no controversy over the matter. This was only to be
expected, since for a generation by this point dictators had been appointed exclusively to hold
elections. Moreover, neither the conflicts over the last appointment of a (exceedingly active)
dictator in 249 nor the results of that dictatorship commended the reanimation of this office as
an effective military command. First, the consul Claudius duped the Senate when he appointed
his client Glaucia a dictator.>* Then, after Glaucia’s enforced abdication, the next dictator
Atilius failed to perform as an efficient commander.®

The memory of the year 249 turned out to be important in another respect. The decision
at the time was made in an extremely tense emotional situation caused by horrendous losses in
battle. The dictatorship in 249 was part of exceptional religious efforts culminating in the ludi
saeculares, celebrated after the Sibylline books had been consulted.®® From this perspective,
one can also see the rationale adopted in 217: to turn to the dictatorship with the focus on
religious matters. However, to restrict the office in this way was hardly possible. The city’s

defense was too urgent. In the first place, an immediate levy had to be organized.

32 Szemler 1972, 78. A tendency towards creative problem solving is repeatedly attested precisely for Carvilius;
cf. Feig Vishnia 1996.

33 Cic. Fam. 3.10.9 explains that, in the old days, a key principle of the college was to put personal rivalries aside.
This may be an idealization of the past, but at the same time, it reflects the way in which the relationship between
the augurs was perceived. Cf. Develin 1978, 17. Beck 2005, 293-5 (cf. 309-10) rejects with good reason the
anachronistic idea of the augural discipline’s instrumentalization.

34 Per. 19; Inscrlt 13.1, 43; Suet. Tib. 2.2. Cf. Holkeskamp 1990/2004, 89-90.

3 Cass. Dio 36.34; Zon. 8.15.14. An elogium calls Atilius populi primarius vir (Cic. Sen. 61); cf. Beck 2005, 240—
3. It is telling that when Cicero praises his achievements (Pis. 14; Planc. 60; Tusc. 1.110; Nat. D. 2.165; Rep. 1.1;
Leg. agr. 2.64), he refers to Atilius’ services during his consulship. Had there been anything remotely spectacular
during his dictatorship, it would have been mentioned. The results of this dictatorship were so insignificant that
later historiography flavored them with victories taken from other contexts (Flor. 1.18.2). Cf. Bellomo 2018, 39,
n. 6.

% Cens. 17.10; Zos. 2.41-2, with Paschoud 2003, 197-8. See also Bleckmann 2002, 192-3; Lentzsch 2019, 216,
n. 39.
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This hypothetical reconstruction can be supported by several statements of our sources
that allow us a glimpse into the complex situation to which the Senate responded by initiating
a dictatorship. There are three difficult pieces of evidence provided by Polybius, Livy, and the
Fasti Capitolini. Polybius and Livy suggest that decisions were taken temporarily to lift some
fundamental political restrictions. These initiatives give us the context in which an ad hoc
response (illuminated by the Fasti Capitolini) followed: to use the dictatorship in order to
quickly achieve a leadership capable for action.

(1) Polybius records: “Abandoning therefore the system of government by annually
changing responsibilities and by elections of the magistrates, they decided to deal with the
present situation more radically, thinking that the duties of government and the circumstances
demanded the appointment of a commander with full powers.”*” The severity of the danger and
acute need for action were therefore the decisive prerequisites for the decision. Such a situation
necessitated overriding two basic principles of the republican political and military order: the
limitation of office to one year and the selection of officials by election.

The repeal of the one-year restriction was not designed to allow staying in office beyond
regular terms. It only made sense to remove iteration restrictions formulated by the leges
Genuciae, as our (later) sources suggest,®® so that suitable candidates were not excluded for
formal reasons.

Abstaining from elections additionally allowed the polity to avoid the public debates that
could have undermined the much-needed spirit of unity. Most importantly, however, there was
no time to prepare and hold elections.

The partial temporary suspension of some fundamental political principles presupposes
that the Senate had previously reached an agreement about this. According to Polybius, this

was achieved in the common interest.®*® Circumstances, explanations, and decisions are

37 Polyb. 3.86.7: Awd kai mopévteg TV KAt EVIOVTOV dyoynv TdV Tpayudtmv Kol TV oipesty TdV dpyoviov,
pellovac énePdrovto Povievecbol mepl TV EveatdT®V, vouilovteg adtokpatopog dcibut oTpatyod Td TpayLoTe,
Kol TOVG TEPLEGTMTAG KOPOVC.

38 On the leges Genuciae, see now Bergk 2015, 98-102.

% Lesinski 2002, 153—4 misunderstands Polybius twice: when, despite the parenthesis at 3.87.6-9, he assumes that
Polybius is “obviously uninterested in presenting the mode of appointing a dictator,” and when he attempts to
extract from év ¢ xoip@ (3.88.7) — that is from a reference to a prolonged period of time — a reference instead to a
specific moment in time. Polybius was also by no means — pace Lesinski — “uninterested” in Hannibal’s campaign
in Apulia; cf. Schmitt 1991, 126-8, 160-6. Unfortunately, in all common editions, a conjecture renders Polybius’
otherwise factually convincing representation of Hannibal’s campaign at 3.88.8 unclear; cf. Schmitt 1991, 300.

Already Gelzer 1935/1964, 280/233, n. 45 correctly pointed out that the supposed emendation rests solely on
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reciprocally consistent and also exclude the possibility that a future dictator could be elected.*°
Otherwise, the boost in efficiency would have been partially wasted away and the unity
undermined. It was possible to succeed without the People’s approval as long as the Senate
acted unanimously. Polybius’ presentation is coherent in itself while contradicting not only
implicitly but also explicitly a competing tradition according to which some elections (in
whichever comitia and for whatever office) did take place.*!

(2) At the same time, this version fits Livy’s account which gives us another glimpse into
the context for the decision to appoint Fabius as dictator: “In the consulate of Cn. Servilius,
when the other consul, C. Flaminius, had fallen at Trasimene, a plebiscite was passed by the
authority of the Senate that during the war in Italy the People should have the right to elect as
consul any consular whom they wanted and as many times as they wanted.”*? This statement
admittedly belongs to a context which is quite suspicious, namely to a speech from the year
210, the details of which certainly have no reliable basis in the sources. But whoever composed
this speech in the course of the formation of the annalistic tradition did not invent this plebiscite,
because the reference to the latter is not strictly needed to support the example that immediately
follows.®® In this context, the plebiscite serves more as a decoration than a pillar of the
argument** It was certainly not invented for this purpose but was a detail recorded because it
was already present in the tradition.

Even if the report about this plebiscite comes from an older tradition, the regulation need
not necessarily be considered historical. However, Rilinger has demonstrated that from 217

onwards, there was indeed a significant deviation from previously respected limitations of

Livy’s version which clearly is late annalistic “Kleinmalerei”. To explain the alleged failures as inherent in
mpoypatik iotopio does not do justice to this concept; cf. on this Meifiner 1986.

40 Lesinski 2002, 1567 theorizes that Fabius acted as a dictator designatus elected by the People. This is entirely
unsupported by our ancient sources and is unlikely to have corresponded objectively to what was considered urgent
with regard to the gods.

41 1t should be emphasized in response to Beck 2005, 285, who defends the assumption that elections did happen,
that “a significantly different source” is reflected in Polybius; see already Schmitt 1991, 135-6. It is
incomprehensible why Polybius at 3.87.6 and 9, according to Vervaet 2007, 197, makes it “obvious” that “both
men [sc. Fabius and M. Minucius] were chosen directly by the people.”

42 Livy 27.6.7: Cn. Servilio consule cum C. Flaminius alter consul ad Trasimenum cecidisset, ex auctoritate patrum
ad plebem latum plebemque scivisse ut, quoad bellum in Italia esset, ex iis qui consules fuissent quos et quotiens
vellet reficiendi consules populo ius esto. Cf. Elster 2003, 190-2.

43 Livy 27.6.8 on L. Postumius Megellus.

4 So correctly Lundgreen 2011, 87: “Nebenaspekt.”
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iteration.*® This change in political practice did not happen en passant but was the result of an
agreement which could only be achieved in the Senate. In terms of content, this consensus
corresponds exactly to what can also be reconstructed from Polybius. We can even go one step
further and consider the plebiscite as historical, an articulation of the consensus in the Senate.*®
For, while annalistic accounts of this period ascribe popular policy to the plebeian tribunes
(including their opposition to the senatorial majority) in accordance with the late republican
practice,*’ here, the concilium plebis convenes under the presidency of a tribune without another
tribune’s veto, playing its old role as an instrument of the Senate.*® It is explicitly ex auctoritate
patrum that the People were involved in the legalization of the exceptional regulation for the
time of the war against Hannibal.

Polybius and this part of the (probably older) annalistic tradition correspond to the version
according to which the Senate essentially agreed to lift iteration restrictions in view of the war
in Italy. This eliminated formal restrictions on the selection of suitable office holders.

(3) The Fasti Capitolini contain the only explicit reference to the peculiarities of this

dictatorship: interregni caussa.*® Since such formulations regularly state the purpose of the

4 Rilinger 1978.

46 Lundgreen 2011, 89 clarifies convincingly that formerly illegal but unavoidable behavior was now permitted
but at the same time also restricted just to military emergencies and just to former consuls. The explanation
provided by Lundgreen does not depend on the view (articulated since Mommsen) that there had been only a
senatorial decree.

47 Consider the role allegedly played by the plebeian tribune Metilius; on the dubiousness of this tradition, see
Schmitt 1991, 189-92.

4 Holkeskamp 1990/2004 has demonstrated, using the examples of the trials against the consuls L. Postumius
Megellus in 290 and P. Claudius Pulcher in 248, that the tribunes did not express a newly awakened plebeian self-
awareness but acted in the interest of the Senate.

4 Inscrit 13.1, 44-5. Lesinski 2002, 137 and Bellomo 2018, 41-9 have shown that the thesis advocated in the
recent studies of Gusso 1990 and Mazzotta 2016 is unfounded, namely that the dictator was appointed by an
interrex. (Dementyeva 1996, 43 agrees with Gusso’s interpretation of interregni caussa in the Fasti but notes that
the situation in which Fabius was appointed a dictator was “in a sense” interregnum; cf. also Dementyeva in this
volume). What is crucial is the observation that dictator interregni caussa refers to a purpose rather than to a
prerequisite; caus(s)a is only used in a final clause. If this is recognized, then the remaining arguments for the
view that there had been an interregnum lose their force. Consequently, the old idea of Sumner 1975, 2556 proves
to be wrong, namely that Fabius was elected by an assembly under the presidency of the interrex P. Cornelius
Scipio Asina, whom Sumner for these purposes “removed” from the annalistic report of the consular elections for

216 (Livy 22.34.11-35.2) and “transferred” to the period after the defeat at Lake Trasimene.
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dictatorship,*® we may ask whether it is possible to determine from this perspective a plausible
meaning of the term interregnum here.>

An interregnum presupposes that the Republic’s highest office is vacant due to the death
or resignation of its previous holders.>? That was not the case in 217. Flaminius died, but his
colleague Servilius was still in office. Indeed, tradition has it that the appointment of a dictator
led to the “suspension” of all other officials (with the exception of the tribunes).>® But it is
impossible to suggest that the dictatorship was initiated with this aim in mind. The only attested
purpose of an interregnum was to hold elections.> But there is no point in “suspending” the
authority of a consul if the same result can be achieved directly through a dictatorship to hold
elections. Above all, however, the choice of Atilius as the suffect consul for Flaminius is only
noted in passing in the literary tradition and took place some time later. Thus, this question was
not in the foreground in the days after the defeat at Lake Trasimene.*®

Therefore, technically, the situation was not about an interregnum. To be able to say
more, we may leave institutional aspects aside for a moment and turn instead to the question of
the extent to which the interregnum can be understood as an instrument to reestablish
legitimacy. This function is determined by the return of the auspicia — the basic competence of
the magistrates deriving from their ability to communicate with the gods — to the patres.®® In
this process, the patrician members of the Senate reestablish the magistrates’ supreme power
through religious means: the auspicia are created anew.®’ In other words, the executive is being

set up again by means of securing a new agreement with the gods.%®

50 Although Drogula 2015, 169 points out correctly that our ancient sources always refer to the causae but never
the provinciae of the dictators, he then uses both terms interchangeably in relation to the dictators (see, e.g., 170:
“the provincia or causa assigned to them”). This is highly problematic, given the consistent use of the respective
terminology by our sources: the dictator does not have a specific provincia; cf. also my argument below.

51 On the interregnum more generally, cf. Jahn 1970. In contrast to what | have formulated earlier (Schmitt 1991,
83, n.211), below I propose a reading which is less dependent on premises and, therefore, perhaps, more attractive.
52 Kunkel & Wittmann 1995, 278.

53 Polyb. 3.87.8; further evidence in Walbank 1957, 422 ad loc. Cf. also below.

54 Kunkel & Wittmann 1995, 280.

%5 Hartfield 1982, 305 (now followed by Bellomo 2018, 44) overlooked this when arguing that, in contrast to the
way in which the tasks of a dictator comitiorum habendorum causa are described, in this case, the task was to
elect only a consul suffectus rather than the entire college of magistrates.

% Cic. Ad Brut. 1.5.4; Leg. 3.9; cf. also Dementyeva in this volume.

57 Kunkel & Wittmann 1995, 35 on Livy 5.31.7, 5.52.9, 6.5.,6; cf. Livy 5.17.3.

%8 Promagistracies seem irrelevant in this context.
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From this perspective, the similarities with a dictatorship are striking. Usually, the
legitimacy of office is based on the fact that the official is elected after proper auspication. In
the case of a dictator, there is no voting. For this reason, the ceremony, actions, and words are
especially strictly regulated. Absolute silence before daybreak, together with precise formal
requirements, create a vacuum without disturbances.>® In this emptiness, the will of the gods
can become effective.

The correct appointment of the dictator does not provide him with a power different from
or higher than that of the other magistrates, but it increases the trust in his divine legitimacy.
Here lies the prerequisite for the idea that the dictator suspends the other magistracies simply
by his appearance.®® In practice, this did not happen automatically but depended on the decision
of the dictator to subordinate these magistrates to himself.5! In this respect, he was different
from a colleague who could only veto but not demand obedience.®?

Although the appointment of a dictator is termed dictatorem dicere, the nominating
official does not have the effective role which an election officer enjoyed, whose function was

termed creare.®® In contrast to this, dicere suggests that forms are followed and formulas

59 Festus 474L, s.v. silentio: silentium omnis vitii in auspiciis vacuitas. On the procedure, cf. Kunkel & Wittmann
1995, 668-70, referring to Cohen 1957, 315-6, who argues convincingly that “the peculiar method ... was
enveloped in a still more sacred atmosphere than was the case with the choice of other magistrates.”

80 Since the power of the plebeian tribunes had completely different roots, it was not affected by that of the dictator.
61 Cf. Masi Doria 2000, 163-83.

62 This can be clearly recognized in the description of a meeting between the dictator Fabius and the consul
Servilius: “Fabius ... relieved Gnaeus of his command, ... sent him ... with orders” (Polyb. 3.88.8: ®d&fwog ...
T'véov pév ... amohvcog g ... otpateiog eanéotelre ... évteilduevog; cf. Plut. Fab. 4). Considering Polybius’
passage, it is puzzling that Drogula 2015, 172 is able to conclude that the consul “might willingly defer to the
greater auctoritas of the dictator, but this was a voluntary recognition of social status and not compulsory
obedience to superior authority.” Polyb. 3.88.8 fits even worse with the view that the Senate, rather than the
dictator, “stripped Geminus of his command” (Drogula 2015, 174). Therefore, it is also impossible that Fabius
was first elected prodictator but later correctly appointed by the consul Servilius. For further references and
arguments against this, see Bellomo 2018, 52.

8 For concise observations on this (unfortunately without conclusions), see Mommsen 1887b, 151, with n. 6.
Indeed, the verbs creare and facere are used in connection with the appointment of the magister populi. However,
Varro, to whom Festus’ note (216L, s.v. optima lex) goes back, points out that this office vulgo dictator appellatur.
But dictator is certainly not a “non-technical” term (vulgo). Varro does not criticize this, but specifies that the
treatment of magister populi and dictator as equivalents, which for many reasons became a common practice in
his day (and, one may add, in the modern research), cannot convince in every respect. Only when it does not come

to the differences between dictator and magister populi (not to be discussed in detail here), can they be treated as
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expressed, not that a procedure is being organized. While creare establishes order, dicere
creates a free space in which the prerequisites for order can develop.®* While in the case of
creatio the scope of one’s own political capacity may not be exceeded, dictio only requires the
competence to act and the ability to pronounce the formulas. A praetor is not permitted to
preside over the election of a consul because he does not have maior potestas, but he may, in
principle, appoint a dictator because his ability to communicate with the gods, that is to
auspiciate for the res publica, was no different from that of the consuls.%

The possibility to reestablish fundamentally the relationship with the gods by turning to
the dictatorship was completely independent of whether one wanted to solve specific tasks by
resorting to this office: any type of dictatorship applied. Since any dictatorship was limited in
time, but not in the scope of its powers,® the causae attested in our sources were not legally
defined spheres of competence. The reference to the dictatorship of 217 as interregni causa
does not mean that it had such a limited purpose.®’ Instead, the reference to an interregnum
reflects the objective of the Senate in appointing a dictator at this point: it acknowledges that,

although formally there was no interregnum (since a consul was incumbent), the relationship

equivalents “overall correctly” (vulgo may also mean this). Appreciating Varro’s reservations, we should also not
forget that, for general reasons, too, it is difficult to assume that two very different labels were used simultaneously
for the same office. Rather, two different conceptions of an office merged into one in the general (and generally
correct — vulgo) usage. This means that the pieces of evidence referring to magister populi, including the use of
the verb creare for his appointment, cannot automatically be applied to dictator.

% In both cases, the appointment is supplemented regularly, but not mandatory, by a lex curiata. Cf. Mommsen
1887a, 609-15; Latte 1936/1968, 347; van Haeperen 2012,

85 Cf. below.

6 Cf. Mommsen 1887h, 157. Precisely the evidence referred to by Kunkel & Wittmann 1995, 667, with n. 7-8,
and now also by Drogula 2015, 170 to argue that a dictatorship is bound to a sphere of action assigned by the
Senate (in this sense also Giovannini 2018, 192), clearly shows that the dictator could not be legally prevented
from acting beyond the task assigned to him. According to Livy 7.3.9, the dictator L. Manlius, who was appointed
to drive a nail, only bowed to the power (vi) of the tribunes or acted in reverence (verecundia) to them. No one
could legally force him to go back to his causa. On this question, see the detailed discussion (which includes
another relevant case) in Hartfield 1982, 136—45 who concludes: “apparently therefore, mos, convention ...
deterred those dictators from engaging in the profane world.”

67 Later, M. Atilius Regulus was elected suffect consul (Polyb. 3.106.2). If Livy 22.25.16 is reliable in this respect,
the election took place when Minucius was promoted to a dictator; my skepticism in Schmitt 1991, 190 is
exaggerated. After all, Livy 27.6.7 suggests that there was a period of time in which only one consul was available

and so referred to as an eponym: after Flaminius’ death and before Atilius’ election.
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of the state with the gods was such as to require the fundamental renewal of that relationship
that an interregnum would provide.%®

Taking into account the fact that the levy and the city’s defense were on the agenda of the
day, we can safely deduce that the dictator was expected to deal with such military tasks.
According to “nearly all annals” (omnium prope annales) it was a dictatura rei gerundae causa,
as Livy explicitly tells us: Fabium dictatorem ... rem gessisse tradunt.®®

Since res, “affairs”, referred not only to the conduct of war (as usual) but also principally
in this case to the relationship with the gods, it is impossible that the actors in 217 would have
departed from the traditional rules of the appointment.”® Their observance was an essential
prerequisite for the restoration of the pax deorum.’® In particular, one could not avoid the rule
according to which, in undisturbed silence before sunrise (oriens), the nominating magistrate

should himself “rise” (oriens) and pronounce the prescribed formulas (dicere).”? The sources

% The consecration of the Temple of Venus Erycina may also refer to this new foundation: the goddess can indeed
be linked to Aeneas and thus to Rome’s origins; cf. Beard, North & Price 1998, 83—4. On the implicit possibilities
(not contradicting the connections with Rome’s foundation) for the self-presentation of the gens Fabia, cf. Beck
2005, 299-300; Holkeskamp 2018, 721.

89 Livy 22.31.8: Fabium dictatorem adversus Hannibalem rem gessisse tradunt. Since Livy adds that the
dictatorship was adversus Hannibalem “against Hannibal,” modern scholarship, while accepting that this was a
dictatura rei gerundae causa, has complained that the correct designation has not been passed down to us.

0 With reference to Mouritsen 2017, 1-3, Walter 2017a, 231 emphasizes correctly the typically Roman
“meticulous observance of formal procedures.” Still Sulla and Caesar knew that a precisely regulated dictio was
required. See on this, e.g., Lesinski 2002, 149; Bellomo 2018, 38.

"L The concerns attested in Livy and in other branches of the annalistic tradition that this task could not be fulfilled
because of the absence of the consul from Rome contradict the observation that a consul outside Rome was able
to appoint a dictator on other occasions, cf. Mommsen 1887b, 152; Kunkel & Wittmann 1995, 669, with further
references). Servilius, too, could very well have done this. The entire tradition based on this false premise,
including the idea that voting should have helped to overcome the alleged shortcoming in the procedure, turns out
to be wrong in this respect, too.

2 Livy 8.23.15, 9.38.14, 23.22.11; Velius Longus, De orthographia, GL 7.79.19. The emphasis on “getting up”
before sunrise, which is also formally strictly regulated, makes it clear that it was about a new beginning, under
the specific circumstances of the religious re-foundation. Cf. Cohen 1957, 315-6, who, however, does not use the
structural similarities of mana and imperium heuristically (in a methodologically appropriate way) but instead

substantializes them.
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do not report whose task it was in 217.7 This must have been a praetor.” He first announced
the decision concerning the dictatorship in a popular assembly.” Then, during the night, he
appointed Q. Fabius Maximus Verrucosus as dictator. Of course, he followed the Senate’s
recommendation.

However, we should not assume too quickly that this decision would have meant a
departure from the previously chosen strategy. If one wanted a fundamental reorientation, it
would have made a lot more sense to choose a (suffect) consul whose command could have
been prorogued if needed, so that a new strategy could be pursued for a longer time.”® However,
instead of this, the intention remained to defeat Hannibal in a decisive battle. In the short term
this was impossible, but already the preparations for 216, just a few months later, reveal that
the Romans did not give up this plan. Only tactical adjustments can be observed: massive
mobilization under the command of both consuls aimed to prevent the enemy from reaping the
benefits of a victory over smaller contingents. These efforts also suggest that Fabius’ own
distinctive strategy of avoiding the enemy, later referred to as cunctatio, was not the reason that
he himself was chosen; the intention was to engage the enemy swiftly and with force. The
appointment of M. Minucius as a magister equitum confirms this observation.

It is also clear that Fabius’ military experience was not a key factor in his appointment as
dictator. His accomplishments in this area were at best average. He had celebrated a triumph

over the Ligurians in his first consulship in 233. But after the annexation of Sardinia and

3 Arguing against Caesar in a similar case, Cicero insisted that only a consul could nominate a dictator. However,
Cicero follows a demonstrably partisan opinion, presumably from the Gracchan period; see Schmitt 1991, 327-9.
Caesar, on the other hand, was unable simply to refer to the precedent of 217, because the connection had already
been obscured in a generation-long debate and because Sulla further complicated the question of the dictator’s
legitimacy by resorting to an interrex to initiate a dictatorship.

" Kunkel & Wittmann 1995, 669 rejects (without argument) Plut. Marc. 24.7, although it provides important
details. Under 426, the appointment of a dictator is reported to happen on the basis of the augurs’ expert opinion
which entrusted the task to a military tribune (Livy 4.31.4: augures consulti eam religionem exemere). If so, then
the degree of procedural freedom, as discussed in relevant specialist literature, was even higher. Briscoe (FRHist
III, 249 on Coelius F 15) describes the view advocated by Mommsen in 1887b, 147, “that Fabius was in fact
nominated by a praetor” as “excessive legalism.” However, Briscoe does not differentiate between the two phases
of the process clearly articulated by Mommsen, labelling both “to nominate”: the choice of a person (as many do,
Mommsen erroneously assumes that elections took place), on the one hand, and the appointment, the
announcement itself, on the other. Briscoe’s judgment of the reliability of the relevant sources is likewise
undifferentiated.

75 On this detail, see Plut. Marc. 24.7: mpoehdmv &i¢ tov Sfipov (“after prior announcement to the People™).

6 Rilinger 1978, 277, n. 140.
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Corsica, the Romans were waging a guerrilla war in Liguria.”” Fabius’ victory there could not
compete with the spectacular successes achieved by the Romans against the Celts.”® Fabius’
second consulship in 228 fell in a rather quiet period after Teuta had been defeated and before
the Celtic invasion of central Italy was in sight.”® Finally, in 217, Fabius was well over 75 years
0ld.® Thus, it is highly unlikely that the elderly patrician was seen as a strategic and tactical
innovator and was made dictator precisely for this reason.

Fabius played no visible role whatsoever in the eventful decade after his second

consulship.8! The evidence of his supposed rejection of an alleged rash declaration of war

"' So correctly Beck 2005, 275, although he then attempts (I think, without convincing reasons) to represent Fabius’
command in Liguria as different from the previous Roman strategy.

8 Plut. Fab. 23 describes the triumph after the capture of Tarentum in 209 as Opiaupog Aapmpdtepog, a “more
brilliant triumph,” thus indirectly reconsidering the significance of the earlier celebration.

0 Roller 2018, 165 assumes that “his iteration as consul just after five years suggests that his contemporaries
esteemed him highly.” In view of the fact that, as Roller himself admits, nothing is known about this consulship,
the evidence we have is insufficient for such conclusions. Since Fabius had become consul and censor only very
late in 233, he had to be concerned with at least repeating the successes of his ancestors. To do this, he used the
opportunities available in the late 230s and early 220s. But it cannot be determined whether, as Roller thinks, these
opportunities consisted in high esteem or in other favorable constellations.

8 Feig Vishnia 2007 offered a convincing reconstruction of Fabius’ early career (similarly now also Richardson
2012, 92, n. 183, although Hélkeskamp 2018, 710, n. 2 considers the result to be “still quite implausible”). Feig
Vishnia’s reflections on the reasons for which Fabius delayed his early career remain — despite the approval by
Richardson 2012, 93 — inevitably speculative. Cf. already Toynbee 1965, 324 who noted a larger time gap in the
list of consulships held by the members of the gens Fabia before the first consulship of Verrucosus. Toynbee
theorized that other members of their faction held the position. If, however, the explanation with reference to
factions is no longer convincing today, another type of explanation is required.

8 1t is indicative that Polyb. 3.87.9 mentions and describes Fabius for the first time in connection with the
dictatorship. Therefore, Polybius found no convincing evidence that Fabius had been prominent before that. It
would be a mistake to question Polybius’ representation and assessment (see already Dessau 1916, 363, with n. 2;
cf. Walbank 1957, 422 ad loc.; Richardson 2012, 94-5) by pointing to his alleged error consisting in the fact that,
according to Polybius, Fabius’ descendants, in memory of his fame, still called themselves Maximi, i.e. “the
greatest,” although already Rullianus had carried this cognomen. The problem with this criticism is that Polybius
does not say that the Cunctator was the first Maximus, but only that his descendants no longer refrained from
keeping the cognomen in memory of him and that they did this so consistently that he could appear as its new
founder (cf. Livy 30.26.8). Since already at that time Carvilii, Domitii, Fulvii, and Valerii, after 211 also Sulpicii
and later still others had the cognomen Maximus (see an overview in Kajanto 1965, 275-6), not the cognomen as
such but rather a combination of the nomen gentilicium and cognomen (Fabius Maximus) could serve as a unique

feature. In this connection, cf. also Livy 10.47.5 describing Gurges, the consul of 292, only as Q. Fabius Maximi
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against Hannibal is just as dubious as the assumption that he was the leader of the Roman
embassy to Carthage.

The long speech that Fabius is reported to have given against the war belongs in the
context of the senatorial debates whose historicity Polybius sharply and rightly denies.®? After
the Romans had given Hannibal an ultimatum, they were forced to act when he disregarded
their demands while staying at Saguntum and then captured and destroyed the city.®® By this
point, at Rome discussion could only have concerned whether the inevitable war could be bound
to some limit. The battle of speeches is tangible today mostly in Cassius Dio, but Polybius was
already familiar with its earlier version.®* These speeches had been invented already in the
second century by the historians who reflected on the fundamental significance of the outbreak
of the war. These historians both allowed logical inconsistencies and selected protagonists who
retrospectively seemed to be appropriate for the occasion.®® The alleged speech of Fabius is a
consequence of the fame he acquired later during the war and not one of the sources of that
fame.® Fabius also did not take part in the embassy sent to Carthage. Otherwise, there would

have been no uncertainty in the tradition regarding the identity of the embassy’s head, because

filius, as if Maximus were only specific for the father (Rullianus). Other evidence, too, suggests that this cognomen
was at the very least not firmly attached to Gurges.

82 Cass. Dio 13.55.1-8; Zon. 8.22.

8 Polyb. 3.20.1-6. Here, Polybius not only assesses his sources but also precisely outlines the situation: if the
Romans still believed to be able to maneuver at the time of Hannibal’s attack on Saguntum, after the fall of the
city, Rome’s reputation as a hegemonic power was at stake.

8 |f the speeches were based on an earlier tradition, Fabius Pictor would also have spoken of this. But since
Polybius criticizes only Chaireas and Sosylus, it turns out that he could not accuse Pictor in this connection. We
cannot assume that Polybius intentionally chose to spare Pictor. That would have largely devalued his argument:
how could one reproach Chaireas and Sosylus for something that Pictor did as well?

8 Scullard 1973, 41, with n. 3, justifies his trust in the tradition represented by Cassius Dio/Zonaras by arguing
that one would have found for Fabius a more prominent antagonist than L. Cornelius Lentulus, who “was not likely
to be well remembered by later generations.” But the elaboration of this speech duel, invented probably by
Hellenistic authors such as Chaireas and Sosylus, belongs to an early stage of the development of Roman
historiography, in relation to which material it is difficult make any statements about the prominence or
subordination of Roman senators. On similar issues with M. Fabius Buteo, cf. below.

% In this respect, Beck 2005, 282 rightly speaks of a tradition prompted by a legend (“legendendurchwirkten
Tradition™).
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its mission as such would certainly have had a prominent place in the comparatively rich
biographical tradition on Fabius.®’

The falsification by the annalists and the misinterpretation of the composition of the
embassy to Carthage reflect the discontent of both ancients and moderns alike over the fact that
Fabius initially was not prominent at all in this turbulent period. Indeed, this fact is difficult to
explain if it is assumed that Fabius had a brilliant career even before 217.88 The decision to
appoint Fabius as dictator in 217, however, finds an analog in the dictatorship of the similarly
aged Fabius Buteo in the year 216.%° Each time Rome’s relationship with the gods or the
approval of an ad hoc expansion of the Senate were on the agenda, the Romans turned to the
consular descendants of the old patrician gens Fabia, who had also already served as censors.
Ancestry, age, and the cursus secured the needed reputability.

Thus, the defeat at Lake Trasimene triggered an intense debate in the Senate. The
disruption in the relationship with the gods was diagnosed and understood as the cause of the
catastrophe. It was apparently also recognized that the rules and procedures for appointing the
magistrates did not meet emergency needs in the short to medium term. The senators reached
an agreement on which rules and procedures could be sidestepped for the time of the
emergency. In the short term, the dictatorship served especially well as a means to restore the
pax deorum and, at the same time, to provide immediately for the defense of the city by
organizing a levy and by strengthening fortifications.*® Each of these tasks could have been
dealt with in some other way.®* However, the only “comprehensive solution” available was the
dictatorship, which, moreover, was preferable insofar as the gods were concerned. In the
medium and long term, the suspension of the regulations of the leges Genuciae opened up the

opportunity to turn more flexibly to ex-magistrates for the tasks ahead.

87 Cf. Beck 2005, 283 (with the sources at n. 73). Levene 2010, 14, with n. 29, makes it clear that only Livy and
the tradition that depends on him report Fabius’ involvement in the embassy.

8 As argued more recently by Beck 2005, 272-82.

8 For Scullard 1973, 274, Buteo was an “outstanding personality.” However, Stein 2007, 148-9, with n. 4, has
recently called him “reputable” but only of “secondary” importance (“acteur trés respectable mais ... sécondaire
de la vie politique”). Obviously, the scanty information we have may be taken to suggest quite different
conclusions.

% According to Livy 22.8.7, organizing the defense was negotium. Since this meant protecting the Penates, it was
considered also a religious duty.

% Lesinski 2002, 138-9 rightly points out that, in 296, praetors are said to have organized the defense of the city
in a similarly acute situation (Livy 10.21.1-3). Appointing legates probably was not yet considered as an

alternative: all the examples mentioned by Lesinski are from the period after 217.

224



In this connection, Lippold rightly points out that, after the disaster, the initiative for
emergency measures originated with the Senate.®? This conclusion can now be further specified
by looking at the steps leading to dictatorship. Its integration into a bundle of religious
regulations must be based on a corresponding judgment of the augurs. Fabius generally played
a very prominent (perhaps even the most important) role in this body. Given that in the case of
217 there was not only a decision to initiate a dictatorship but that Fabius himself was also
endowed with this position, one has to conclude that he himself was the driving force behind
this.

His ancestry and cursus made him a suitable candidate for the dictatorship, but Fabius’
career to this point had not been a glittering one. Although his ancestors had held outstanding
positions over the centuries, he advanced his career at a relatively leisurely pace.®® Certainly
the two consulships, a triumph, and a censorship demonstrated that Fabius was ultimately able
to meet expectations; but at a time when the prestige deriving from tenure of office was almost
the only criterion in assessing one’s standing, what he had achieved could hardly satisfy.
Indeed, some of his ancestors held the consulship up to five times. His grandfather reached this

position three times.% Despite Fabius’ advanced age, he was far from repeating that success.

%2 Lippold 1963, 151, insisting, however, that this does not provide a sufficient reason to doubt the “election” of
Fabius by the People.

% This is the main observation in Feig Vishnia 2007.

% On this Jehne 2011 is generally convincing. What is questionable, however, is the late dating to the 230/220s.
Jehne 2011, 222-3 bases it on the following observation: “It seems reasonable to assume that the prerogative of
the former consul did not develop before the praetorship was downgraded.” But it remains uncertain whether the
increase of the number of praetors led to this gradation. One could also argue that, the other way around, the
gradation allowed the increase of the number of praetors. In the early third century, when the limitations imposed
on iteration were being largely observed, it had happened twice in a row that ex-consuls became praetors right
after the consulship. This indicates that even then the offices were no longer considered as being of equal value,
so that the exercise of a praetorship immediately after holding a consulship was not understood as comparable to
the continuation of a consulship; cf. Rilinger 1978, 302; Holkeskamp 1990/2004, 100 (the praetorship was
subordinated to the consulship). The view — now also adopted in Bergk 2015, 284, n. 1043 — that there was no
formalized hierarchy in the Senate until the middle of the third century, should, therefore, be redated to at least
one generation earlier.

% This conclusion depends on whether the consulships attested for Fabius Gurges in 292, 276, and 265 belong to
one person or to a father and a son; see on this Beck 2005, 272-3. Since our ancient sources nowhere underline
that the son should be distinguished from the father, there was probably only one consul Fabius Gurges. This
suggestion does not depend on whether Rullianus was the grandfather or great-grandfather of the Cunctator, which

was a matter of controversy already in antiquity. In the first case, the Cunctator would have the consul Gurges as
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At the same time, the newcomers like Flaminius were no less successful.?® Flaminius, too, was
consul twice (223, 217), a triumphator (222), and a censor (220). It might even seem as if his
death alone had prevented him from quickly surpassing Fabius.

In one respect, however, Fabius had an advantage for which homines novi could not
immediately compensate — namely, his special qualification for religious matters as a patrician
with a spectacular pedigree. The peculiarity of the decisions of 217 demonstrates the way in
which Fabius was able to play his trump cards. At the same time, it would certainly be
anachronistic to see here nothing more than practical considerations and manipulation;
traditionally-minded contemporaries could well have considered the restoration of the pax
deorum a valid concern.®” If this was also of political and social benefit, so much the better.

We have already seen that in the previous decades, the dictatorship had been used almost
exclusively for holding elections. It was important for Fabius to emphasize the time-honored
splendor and the resulting significance of the office. Only recently has it been recognized that
the individual aspects of the dictatorship, such as the double allotment of lictors in comparison
to the consuls or the rule that the dictator may not mount a horse unless allowed by a special
decision,® are documented for the first time for Fabius’ dictatorship of 217. It is unclear
whether this was actually just a matter of ostentatiously following archaic rules or whether
Fabius and the augurs themselves established the alleged tradition.% In any case, such attributes
clearly emphasized the religious complexion of the dictatorship. It contributed to the authority
of the office and its ability to communicate with the gods. This shining aura also affected the

perception of the person holding the office.

his father, while in the second case the Cunctator’s father would have been the son of Gurges who would have
died before he could reach higher offices. Even if the list of three Fabii at Plin. NH 7.133 (also attributing to each
of them the position of a princeps senatus) is problematic (cf. Ryan 1998, 173-8; Ryan 2003; Bergk 2015, 284, n.
1043), it nevertheless supports the second alternative. If it is accepted, then Gurges was consul three times but had
a son, the father of the Cunctator, who died so early that the fact that he hold no high offices did not give any
reason for reproach.

% For his career, cf. Meifiner 2000; Beck 2005, 244-68.

9 Muiller-Seidel 1953 rightly defended Fabius’ piety but overestimated the possibility of a plausible reconstruction
of actual convictions. Probably more can be said with reference to general mentalities, as in Linke 2000, 284;
Linke 2014, 65-8; cf. Beck 2005, 294, all with further references. On the “Fabian piety tradition,” cf. now
Driediger-Murphy 2019, 178, n. 63.

% Polyb. 3.87.8; Plut. Fab. 4.

9 For an overview, see Cornell 2015.
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However, Fabius did not limit himself to the ceremonial and symbolic sphere. In response
to the disaster caused by Flaminius, Fabius exercised the power to which the consul Servilius
had to submit when he had finally made it back to Rome. Displaying his insignia, the dictator
degraded the consul to a position of the recipient of orders. Fabius also effectively suspended
Servilius from taking any further significant part in the war against Hannibal. The consul’s new
position as a subordinate fleet-commander could not 