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Readers are simultaneously entertained and educgtaa account of causes and
by seeing people choose the better coursaymgaen situation

-Polybius, The Historiess.2

Lucullus now turned his attention to the cities in Asiarder thatwhile he was at
leisure from military enterprises, he might do something for the furtherance of
justice and law.

-Plutarch, Parallel Lives The Life of Lucullus20

Let us see if by moderation we can win all hearts and secure a lasting victory, since
by cruelty others have been unable to escape from hatred and to maintain their
victory for any length of time.This is a new wayfaconqueringto strengthen

0 n eposition by kindness and generosity. As to how this can be done, some ideas

have occurred to me and many more can be found. | should like you to turn some
attention to the matter.

-Caesar, Caesar to Oppius and Cornelius, Greeting



Preface
a.) Why | Chose This Topic

For much of American history until relatively recently, the educated elites of America,
from the colonial era until into the 2@entury, were steeped in an education that emphasized the
GreceRomanclassics]earningGreek and.atin, andreadingthe authors of antiquitySuch
trendswereespeciallyexemplified by the Founding Fathers. Thebtes who directed
America’s national affairs for generations ha
and this verld, though separated from our own by over a millenrauntta-half, formed a
significant part of the mindsef and contexfor these leaders when they came to power and
shaped the course of America. Today, classics in modern American education keave fall
steeply from their previously held esteem and do not have anywhere near the same influence on
Ameri ca’ s | ead e have anywhkee near the eame gresende n¢hg American
elite mindset thatitoncedid “ [ a] nd yet t h widedpreadeepgitiereshasenotc e o f
made the questions whose an $lngselsnevertencduatetedf a c i |
the classicén elementary, middle, or high school, and even in college | did not have much of an
experience with themAlmost bychancel fell in love with an HBCQtelevision dramaalled
Rome and also enjoyed playing the video gaRmme: Total Warshortly after | finished my
undergraduate studies. One of my two majors in college was history (the other being politics)
and | bega, at first through the springboard of fiction and entertainment, to develop and
immense appreciation for Roman history what the Romans were able to accomplish. Going past
televisionand video games, | began a serious academic exploration of Romegmlimitown,

for much of the second half of the first decade of the twerstycentury. And, though there are

2Anthony Grafton, Glenn W. Most, and Salvatore Sgttis“ P r e fxiairc Tlhe Classical TraditionAnthony
Grafton, Glenn W. Mst, and Salvatore Settis, eds. (The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press: Cambridge,
2010), ix.



vast differences between ancient Rome and the United States, between the ancient world and the
modern, in many ways | saw some striking simiiesitand parallels between our two nations and

our two worlds, despite the challenging differences in time and culture. And | realized that we
had much to learn from Rome, particularly in the realm of public pdiegparticularly in the

realmof foreignpolicy. For years, therl have been hoping to explore these themes in an

academicatting. This paper, then, is myaking good on this desire.

This paper intersects with another passion of mine: history. | was a politics and history
doublemajor as amndergraduate. Politics as | have studieahdt bave come to understand it as
a discipline isin general, more concerned with theory, while historytess/estudied it and
have come to understand it is concerned more with specific examples of huragiobi
specific periods of time. Beyond being merely interesting, history provides countless examples
of human behavior by which to learn. Yet historians far too rarely try to draw lessons from this
vast, rich tapestry of examples, casediesin-waiting evenand do not tend to use histdoyput
together theories regarding human behavior that might inform how current policies should be
crafted. Conversely, political scientists ofsmendso much of their energies on theorizing and
avoid loking att h e h i s tofoeramplas that mighelargely prove (or disprove) their
theories. That is not to say that every political theory or modern problem in public policy has a
neat or easy explanation waiting for it in an example or examples from hig&otyhe idea is
simple: in crafting policies aimed at dealing with and influencing human behavior, there can be
no better way to understand how to proceed than to look at the vast panophyan experience
to inform such action. To ignore this, to proceed while ignoring history or paying only cursory
attention to it, is to set one up for failure, the same kind of failure in any field, from medicine to

engineering,lat would follow from meely operating on theory while ignoring large data sets



with proven results. Roughly 2,000 years,agoone o f stormaas, Btusdivius a t

(known in English generally as Livy), understood this aptimeary purposef historywhen he

wrote in hispreface to his epic history of Romethaf t | he specimefitofthemd sal ut
study of historyis to behold evidence of every sort of behavior set forth as on a splendid

memorial; from it, you may select for yourself and for your country what tdateadirom it

what to avoid, whether bBrenetheyoubdegaith€ityor basel vy
preface) Ultimately, historyand politics are indivisible, arehch, by necessity, involves the

study, to some degree, of the othkeike Livy, the mocakrn historian John Lewis Gaddis, roughly

2,000 years later, notes the potential for history to inform politics, too, but criticizes the current

field of scholars of each discipline for too often ignoring or avoiding the other:

Our fields, therefore, may fi@ more in common than their "narcissism of minor
differences" has allowed them to acknowledge. Both disciplines fall squarely within the
spectrum of "nonreplicable" sciences. Both trace processes over time. Both employ
imagination. Both use counterfactuahsoning. But what about prediction, or at least
policy implications? Most historians shy from these priorities like vampires confronted
with crosses. Many political scientists embrac

..The point..i s not s oeagnupeparetfanit. prainenglis ct t he f u
not forecasting. What it does do is expand ranges of experience, both directly and
vicariously, so that we can increase our skills, our stamarad, if all goes well, our
wisdom. Here too there is, or at least coulddeenmon ground for historians and
political scientists: the terrain upon which to train may be more accessiht
hospitable—than at first glance it might appear to be. It deserves, at a minimum, joint
exploration®

In another piece, Gaddis notes that

It would be helpful if policymakers could approach issues of international peace
and security from an angle of vision that would take into acdsethtsequencand
systera—both the approach of the historian and that of the political scierdist that
would relate resulting conclusions to current concerns without falling into the traps of
antiquarianism, presentism, and conceptual poverty that have afflicted the historians, or

3John L e wiHistog,adedry, and Cdmmon Groundnternational Sectity, 75-85, 22, No. 1 (Summer,
1997) : 8485.



the pitfalls of scientific hubris, methodological constipation, lémglistic
incomprehension that have ®ncumbered the polit

Therefore, another purpose of this paper is to employ history as Livy and others would use it,
and to be a small part of the effort to bridge that gap between history and pobticsans and

political scientists, that Gaddis caillpon scholars of those fields to undertake.

b.) On Peace Operationand Motivations

Peace Operations as a discipline should not be confused with Peace Studies. Peace
Studies can be broad and apply to large range of topics, Peace Operations, however, is a more
specific topic, that may or may intiant Nofdeubt,| I nto
some programs would oppose the term Peace Operations since any peace operation consists of
potentially employing force to work towards peace. ldeologically speaking, some would argue
that force canndte usedtolirn g a b o u te, dr should act; however,adhe complications
of history and practice show that force, short of an ideal world, is unfortunately sometimes
necessary to create conditions that allow for the development of peace and justice. | suppose that
is why | chose tstudy Peace Operations here at George Mason University and not Peace Studies
somewhere elseThe Peace Operations M.S. program here at George Mason is based mainly on
the Conceptual Model of Peace Operations (CMPO); it and the program define a peaamopera
“as an intervention into a complex contingenc
The contingency may be due® Theofoundermfftie Paeade and/ or

Operations program at George Mason University, Dave Davisedeeace in a peace

4 John Lewis Gaddi$ Expanding the Data Base: Historians, Political Scientists, and the Enrichment of Security
Studies International Security3-21, 12, No. 1 (Summer, 198721.

5 George Mason UniversitResearch CMPO, n.d.http://popp.gmu.edu/research2.hfimst accessed April 19,
2011).



http://popp.gmu.edu/research2.htm

operations sense as containing both civil order and social jAsficg.peace operation can be
divided into four main higher functions: peacemaking, peacebuilding, peacekeeping, and peace
support.Peacemaking i s a ct i ypapdreéss and tdarsoend irfcompatibilities, and bring

contendi ng par peacebsildingoi sa ga ceteimeqntt;d cr eate a

str

equitable, and interdependent r el peacekeaping bet we

“1 s acdntrohthge security environment in, and around, the territorial space affected by

contending parti egeéaceismppoimgpattchi hgttesptoande

administrative, and human s‘upport to the over

As for motivations, one should also understand how important those are to the concept of
peace operations. Ultimately, a peace operation should be defined by what it does; the public
relations component of an operation may claim all sorts of motives, and propégabeter
yet: information) is an important aspect of gugace operation, but there can often be a large gap
between word and deed@hus motivations arerucial Many wars throughout history have
been motivated by dreams of glory, empire, eodquest. Many others are (sometimes also)
motivated by fear. Arthur Ecksterightly shows that many modern interpretations of Rome are
unfairly cynical, often letting the views of the historian and higsimdetermine how Rome is
viewed, or, as Eric Gien writes;’ [hé dubject of Roman imperialism lends itself too easily to
t he hazar d$ Edkdteinlisinat aome, lguhis perhaps the most emphatic and
meticulous in challenging these newer, harsher views of Rome. Yet is he hardly a Roman

apobgi st . “My point,” he writes,k®Bttiseanebasic t o

6 Dave Davis, Class Notes MNPS 700, Spring Term 2010.

" George Mason Universitg MPO.

8EricS.Gruen “ Rome and t he-26Ginthe Ramividge Campdnior2talttle Roman Repuétic
Harriet I. Flower (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 242.

9 Arthur EcksteinMediterranean Anarchy, Interstate War, and the Rise of R@mekeley: Unversity of California
Press, 2006), 229.



rules of history are ignored in these other presentations of Rome, and Eckstein is able to clearly
show the deficiencies in these other presentatidnie simultaneously discussing other
importantpointsmissed by these other schola&ill other scholarpointsome of these issues

out, too, often citing Eckstein. This paper’ s
historians over the natueasd motivéionsof Romanwarfare, expansion, and imperialism. The

reader of this paper may feel free to look at the numerous aiedvscholarsn his own

Andrew Erskine provides a godarief, summary of various interpretations of Roman

imperialism, intudingEk st ei n’ s v i e wSEckstein expglams tisatitme thaugty

Rome was “militarized, bel |acaderscshoclamtie di pl o ma
Romans t o be *teakthisewad what distinguish&bme faom other states and
explansits unique successimply ignore the fact that all large and medium sized states, and

many small states, were mi | i t ar toagwhétherthee | | i c o
Classical Greek states, the Hellenistic Greek states contempotarfRevne, the other states and

peoples of Italy, and the other states of the Western Mediterranean. If anything, Rome was less
brutal, aggressive, and conqudsiven,andmore lenient, defensivainded, and generous than

its rivals. All these points areigen more attentiom sectionlll. The dissentingcholars look at

Roman internal characteristics and judge them as aggressive and brutal from modern eyes, while
failing to analyze or point out the same char
world stage, or they conveniently argue awiacevidence these other states were as

aggressive and brutal as Rome in otdgyortray these other states as victiansl advance the

theory of Rome as an insatiable, cruel imperiaMghere other authors, even some cited in this

paper,make determirstic or onesided arguments to make Rome look like an insatiable, world

domination seeking beast, devouring all in its p&ttkstein generally makes the better

10 Andrew ErskineRoman ImperialisngEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2010):438
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argument, with a more holistic analysis that takes additional factorsanstderation thattber

authorgfail to include in their analyseOnly Eckstein seems to engage in a systemic,
comparative exploration of the culture and en
shows that to single Rome out as exceptionally warmongerings@afatse pictureln

particul ar, Eckstein shows how comparatively
oftenbehaved towards other states, and therefore, how unlikely it is that it was usually simply

Rome being the aggresswmith everyone elsé!

| have relied most heavily on Eckstein in my presentation of the mentality and nature of
R o marmots/ations,rise to powerandof the world of the ancient Mediterranean, but the idea of

certain Roman operations being able to be viewed as peace oeimtionown.

Going back to motivations, i f one can see
primarily driven by desires for booty or conquest, or for a desire to dominate the world, it helps
to explain these operations on a deeper level. Powers cedcgithh merely expanding their
own power in the short termwith just domination, power, money and ledbave tended to act
quite similarly; ancient despots and monarchs (and even democrattatég)vould generally
take over the land of their defeatéeit enemies, or maybe kill or enslave them, too; at best,
they would be forced into a very unequal alliance, forced to cough up money and troops with
very few benefits other than “protection.” A
and Nazi @rmany, despite whatever Hgestateslaimed, the majority of large, expansionistic
states behaved more or less in this way. If a state was conquered, it would simply have a new
strongman installed to rule it, subservient to the new powebe absorlgkinto the existing

formal structure of the conquering stafehe idea that serious governmental reform would occur

HEckstein. Anarchy 237243, 37237.



as an object into itself, that some aspect of social justice would accompany the imposition of

order, that the aim would be justice nottjies the people of the leader doing the conquering but

the conquered as wethat the new power would shy from direct involveméngxceptionally

rare in history. Such motivations are necessary for a real peace operation to occur, otherwise on

is gererally just exchanging single rulers of the same or perhaps differing levels oftirutali

Most other major world historical powers were not concerned with good governance for the
conquered, for those living where its armiesreoperating, for the desiseand hopes of the

conquered.To a unique degree in the period in question in comparison to its contemporaries,

Rome often wasoncerned with these very things this paper will attempt to showhomas

Burns even writes t hat cohdhet obeatipesfor.d neva movikce waa n s ’ |

the cessati?on of war far e.

While the main object ahis papeis the operations, not the conteag explained, the
context itsef—explaining the mtivations—is vital. To manypeopletoday, the Romans seem
brutal and incredibly expansionistic. Yet, in their woRthme andhe Romans were often
regardecasmore merciful anqust thanother states ahe ancient Mediterraneaturing the
period in questionfurthermore, the Romans, foruch of their history, faced constant, brutal,
and existential threats thsthaped their worldview and foreign policy accordingly, as didtm

other states at that time.

c.) Commentary on Idealization of Conflict Erasin Ancient Sources

Finally, one must disgss the sources fmothe ancient world. It is important to

understand during what period they wratelhow their own times might have beefffelient

2Thomas S. Burnggome and the Barbarians, 100 BA&D. 400(Baltimore: The Johns épkins University Press,
2003), 29.



from the period of theubjectof their writings since formany survivingancient sourcesheir
writersar e writing some time after the events 1in
shape how one views the past as well as the present, and it is important to recognize this
possibility, as well as the motivations of these writers. In fact, tlmedessary for examining

any source from any period.

Much of any worldview or movement is inevitably the result of or a reaction to a
previous set of events or mentalities. Tiorians and writers of theate Republic saw their
own very deep civil stié and the destructive civil wars and looked back more fondly on the
period when *“t hmetus lkoatilislike Cartheage breughd abgut mofe unity at
home. Understandably, trying to emphasize the disunity of their own time, they overemphasized
the unity of earlier times in their effort to paint their past as a golden age free from such strife as
they experieced. Undeniably, some Romans did seek out war but for various reasons that can
sometimes be difficult to determine. Even in the twdimst century, it is not a simple thing to
explain why the United States invaded Iraq in 2003. The Irag episodedftaridvidence to an
argument that Americans are waongering imperialists or to the contrary, depending on what
one wishes to highlight or not. Trying to determine motivation in ancient conflict is even more
difficult. As one is still discussing humaeings, ascribing overly simplistic reasons for man
today or two thousand years ago should be avoided. The sources that survive fanythed
Middle Republic are far fewer and more fragmentary thatthengs that survive from thedte
Republicandearly Empire, so there is far less currently extant evidence from the period these
later authors idealize. Those authors, accustomed to Rome being the dominant hegemon in the
Mediterranean for some time, sometimes seeing Rome as a nation of destiny teget the

real, existential threat that that Hannibal and his Carthaginians or Pyrrhus and his Greeks

10



actually presented, and the death and devastation they unleashed in Italy. No doubt many a
Roman who | ived to see Haughlalywould dsageek thgtduechnt s r

threats and such wars were a positive thing and that peace was a negative, destructive thing.

This is no less true in the United States today. Some political commentators yearn for the
“simplicity?” eradfLedvaitto BedvdmrtiBather Kriows Besa time when,
apparently, families were stronger, times were simpler, and there was less civil strife. Some of
this may be true, but it was the suppressed problems and pressures of the 1950s which exploded
into the tumult and chaos of the 1960s and 1970s. Afgaaricans and many working women
are not likely among the chorus calling for a return to 1950s values. Likewise, the messy
peacekeeping era of the 1990s and the post 9/11 international stat&r®hafia led some
commentators to |l ong for the “simplicity,” *
seemingly characterized the Cold War era. To those who have lived through the American
triumph over the Soviet Union, perhaps that triumph seenwdtable, like the Romans
domination of the Mediterranean seemed to some of the Romans, and yet, at several times
throughout the hal€entury the of the Cold War, the world stood on the brink of nuclear
annihilation and experienced several reaclearlaunches that would have left few
comment ators alive today to “yearn” for such
developing and postcolonial world that were allowed to fester during the Cold War exploded into
the crises of the po€iold War world resulting in the deaths of millions, mostly relatively

helpless civilians, form Rwanda and the Congo to the Balkans and Gaza. Still, objectively, one

must conclude that not living with the very real possibility of massive nuclear war from a rival

B TheRepublican period of Rome is referred to by three gémemh chronological parts: theaBy, Middle and late
Republic, the Brly period covering the founding abéginning of the republic, theate period the fingarts of
Republican history éfore the fall of the Bpublic.

11



superpower on a dayto-day basis is better for the success of the human race and for the ability of
nations and peoples to live and prosper. A single soviet nuclear weapon (out of thousands)

would have virtually destroyed New York City and killed millions; th&19ttacks carried out

by alQaeda killed roughly 3,000 people and destroyed several buildings in comparison. The

Soviet Union unquestionable posed a potential existential threat to the U.S. vipdedd has

nowhere near such capability. Thus,onemustar d agai nst the ®“grass i s
tendency of some humans, whether Roman or American, and also guard against the fact that
humans are prone to see what they want to fit a particular view, and to downplay that which does

not fit that view. Carlin Barton(discussed in section lihakes important points about Roman
notions of peace being different efstammsthow oday’ s
the Romans of thedteRepublicgenerally saw the causes of their own strife, but potentially

goes too fawhen she seemingly gives thateRepublican writers too much power in allowing

them to speak for the views of earlier gener a
JurgurthineWay Wi | | i am Bat st one n oftRense befdneatfinallgal | ust '
defeated Carthage totally was “relatively ide
and conflict” in the period before the Punic
introduction to hiscollectond al | ust ' s writings that Sall ust
as the primary cause of the collapse ofRepublic but , rather, “[f]or Sal

political institutions is to a large extent the moral failure of the men who operated thitisie
institutions.” Certainly the case is made t ha
greater abuse of power, but ultimately Sallust is more concerned with the moral failures of the

ruling class and its leading individudfs.

¥ William W. Batstone, Explanatory Notes, inSallGtat i | i nedés Conspiracy, ,tfthbse Jur gu

12



) Introduction: Why Rome?

Accepting the necessity for history to provide the data for most political theory, and for
most political theory to be checked against the data history provides, one might still look at the
choice of ancient Rome as a case study to inform themgquactice of peace operatsowith
skeptici sm. Raoffesodifierenty anel did 'l ts nt h Bepudlacand Bmpire
exist so long ago, that there would be little or nagras far as similarities to the modern 2.3.
The answeis aclear* N,&komeis ' t so di f f e rnt\aloable lessoadto be lea@nmede ar e
for modern policy practitioners and theoretic

worthy case study for drawing out lessops@l i cabl e t o t o diepests wor | d,

Tom Holl and not es -+dnaduntlrederdhrbe omharepubticleser f i r st
to rise to the position of world power, and it is indeed hard to think of an episode of history that
hol ds up a more intri gui frthisomaiomymeeds totlook abther o wn .
many volumes of writings of the American Founding Fathers and the system they created. As
M. N. S. Sellers remarks, *“[t]he significance
States Constitutional Conventioarchardly be overstated and it is particularly evident in the
works of John Adams, the most often cited and quoted American authority on constitutional
government atthetimetheeh st i t ut i on was The AmeridareFoundingd r at i f i
Fathers explicitly useB o m econstitution as the model fromhich they based their own, its
consuls the basis for the presidenty Senate the basis for the U.S. Sendsp e op | e’ s
assemblies the basis for the U.S. House of &ssmtatives, and derived the principle of checks
and balances from the Roman model, too. After the Revolution, a young America even saw itself

as the reincarnati omsacf oRemg’ proep ablmed & md sg¢

William W. Batstone (Oxford: Oxford Uwersity Press, 2010), 189n41lftroduction, xXi.

13



architecturas perhapghe most obviously visible aspect of this movemddto me ’ s r epubl i c
| asted nearly five cent urubicersandtrefise KegusDa es ar ' s
permanently destroyed tiepublic while so far the).S.has lasted barely half as lgreyd

there is no guarantee that it will ladimostfive centuries like Rome. By any fair standard, the

U.S. today can only be thought of as the second most successful republic in histdf, then.

Manuel Troster provides an argument thiatient historydoes provide valuable lessons

for today, while cautioning against oversimplified comparisons or selective sampling:

Ancient history and modern thought interact in multifarious ways. While modern
concepts can help us to understand, or serve to obscure tagaléy, the remote past
can also be used as a point of reference for contemporary debates about political issues
and strategies. In fact, pundits and politicians alike are used to invoking the lessons of
(ancient) history in order to justify their recomandations and decisions. This is often
done in a most arbitrary and selective way, without regard for the fact that the
interpretation of history is too complex a task to yield uncontroversial and
straightforward answers to contemporary problems. Neueghet would be rash to
dismiss this kind of analysis as unsuitable for academic research; for it should not be
overlooked that it can help to broaden the understanding of structural patterns and give a
sense of the variety of options available to decishakerst®

Kurt A . Raafl aub, in his “Series Editor’s Pre

ancient world notes that by enhancing our un
cultures of various temadesjohpnhaott baa&kgrawhnt
continuing relevance of the study of the ancient world in helping us to cope with the problems of
our own mul t ilcEmpitesiof TausThamas Maddeemphasizes these traits of

Rome and many others taake the case that there are very large similarities between Roman and
American culture and history, especially in their use of and skill at maintainingnraistyg

Rome and America unique; he also notes similanti##sR o ma n s’ anadviewsmofer i cans

15 Tom Holland,Rubicon: The Last Years of the Roman Repufffandom House 2004), xviii; M. N. S. Sellers,

American Republicanism: Roman Ideology in the United States ConstifNgonYork: new York University

Press, 1994), 220.

BManuelTr 6ster, “Hegdmdry Vamd edae: A Fresh Look at Pompey
Greece & Romeb6, No. 1, 1433(2009 : 14.

14



themselvestheir systems of governmetihear style of their expansigand howeach wasl/is
viewed by their contemporarie$he U.S. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff wrote a piece

prai sing Maddeanl’ sso bnoootki,n gt otohegampleé’l evance for
Here are the main reasons Rome was chosen as a model in this paper:

1.) As the two most successful republics in history, ancient Rome and the United States
have sinil aritiesin the structure of their system that other great powers in hisfbimg British
Empire, the French Empire, The Mongol Empire, the Russian Empire, China, the Ottoman
Empire, the Arab Caliphatessimply do not have. The closest another large power came to a
republican form of government with a large (potentially, anyway) degree of popular input, which
chalcterized Rome for mosf the Republican period and the United States so far in its history,
was the constitutional monarchy of British Empire, once &aent had asserted itself over the
monarchy in 1688; and yet, until after WWI in the twentieth century, the vast majority of even
adult British men could not vote in parliamentary elections. Unlike Rome and the U.S., then,
British history only recently fthto deal with the political desires of the masses, while those

desires are central to both Roman and American politics. Only a few decades after seriously

expanding the franchise, Britain had pulled out from most of its empire and today does not share

the same kinds of responsibilities Rome and the U.S. must deal with as major pdoress.
among great powers in world history, only Rome and the U.S. have had centuries of
experience of a political culture where the government derives its power from the ceent

of the governed, under systems that overthrew a monarchy and founded a political culture

based on individual liberty and rights, where the system operated with wide participation

YKurt A. Raafl aub, *“ ®arard®eacelindhe Anzient \Borel. KietfA.aRaadlaul, VII n
(Mal den: Bl ackwell Publishing, 200 TheWashhgtenePosiai | | e n,
February 2009 (last accessed April 19, 2011); Thomas F. MaHdggires of Trust: How Rome Bdiland America

is Buildingd a New WorldNew York: Dutton, 2008)passim
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in elections of magistrates that exercigexercisedpower through a sysem of checls,
balances, and divided powers, magistrates thatere/are (in theory, at least) accountable to
the people. This means there are similarities that only Rome and U.S. share, from political to

cultural to martial, anthis makes Rome the obviogboicel®

2.) Secondly, Rome and the United States find themselves in unique situations that
only they have ever faced: being the sole superpowatthe top of a unipolarworld. Some
might argue that the world today, aad dur i ng R o,was natrulgunipolanbath c e
do not find these arguments convincing. It is hard to argue against the fact that no other world
powers had sole dominance the way the U.S. has since the end of the Cold War, at least, not
since the Roman Empire. Even when peaoglle about China as a rising power today, it is
generally as arconomicsuperpower, but not as a superpower in any other way. And experts
point out constantly that the Chinese economy dep@ndsge parbn U.S. demand. Looking
back with the benefit of hindsight, one can even see that the Soviet Union during the Cold War
was much weaker than Americans realized at the time. Simply put, if America thinks that it
often finds itself actingasaswoa | | ed d“ wo |l i ce,” the Romans were

police.” As Tréster notes,

One of the areas in which historical analogies are looming particularly large is
the nature of the current international system and the direction of American foreign

8 For more on the Roman system of governmentPdlép Matyszak;The Chronicle of the Roman Republic: The

Rulers of Ancient Rome from Romulus to Augu®esv York: Thames & Hudson, 2003), 13; T. Corey Brennan,
“PowalProcgssUnde t he Republ i’ alheCaGidgs Companidn todhe Roman Republic

31-65, ed. Harriet I. Flower (Cambridge: Cambriddeiversity Press, 2004), 485 (Of particular use are the tables

on6%t65; John A. Noroh, of Thbke CRBa mt2i7fimAeCprapanion to the Rodh 6

Republi¢ eds. Nathan Rosenstein and Robert Mordinx (Malden: Blackvell Publishing, 2006), 25270

(Again, tables, here on 261 and 264, are quite Usefily Ross Taylor,Party Politicsin the Age of Caesar

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1949), 6;2% ; Stephen P. Oakl evhe “The Ear|l
Cambridge Companion to the Roman Repuyhl&30, ed. Harriet I. Flower (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 2004), 131;Holland, 262 7; Kurtin A. Raafl aub, “Between Myth and
Empire (the Ei ght-i46,and Campanipn ta tike R@ntad Repupédsl [Mathan Rosenstein and

Robert MorsteirMarx (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 28), 139141.
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policy. Whilecomparisons are frequently drawn between the United States and various
other hegemonic powers of the modern world, most notably the British Empire, ancient
Rome is cited no less insistently as a precedent for the supposed unipolarity of the
interstate syem in the posCold War era?

3.) Thirdly, the Romans even early in their history were a diverse, multicultural lot.
According to its founding myths, the brothers Romulus and Remus, the founders of Rome, were
descendents of Aeneas, a refugee from th@mnd/ar who founded a city by the future site of
Rome from which Romulus and Remus migrated.
outcasts, and vagr ant s-Stateenationlofyimnugnants; it thok the b e c 0 mi
wives of the Sabines drunited both Romans and Sabines, and then proceeded to unite the
diverse people of Italy roughly as much as by assimilation and voluntary union as by conquest.
Just as the U.S. grudgingly gave legal rights to former African slavisian immigrants,
among other groupthathad to wait dong tobe formally and informally accorded rights or
better treatmentso, too, Rome gradually but surely expanded citizenship and voting rights to
include many of its allied communities, eventually including citizgn$ti many beyond Italy
and all those that served in the legions regardless of race, place of origin, or religion. For most
of the territories farther away from Italy, localities ran much of their own affairs through local,
elected assemblies. Romans evgenerally tolerant religiously with a few notable exceptions,
and also did not seek to impose their culture strongly on conquered people; rather, local cultures
could flourish for centuries under Roman rul®hat Rome did impose, generally, was law and
order: or, going back what the Peace Operatio
order and social justiceThus, Rome and the U.S. are also unique in history for the
multicultural and diverse quality of their societies, the degree of pdrcipation and rights

given to others, even the conquered, and the tolerance and equality espoused by their

O0ster, -s'tHetge mwing/l eemae :NoA Fresh Look at Pompey

BManuel Tr t
6, No. 1, 1433 (2009 : 1415

Greece & Romeb6,
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systems. Of course, neither always lived up to this ideal, and surely, Americans would be
horrified by many practices of the Romans. Still, re&ato other world powers in history, and
relative to all other great powers in their own day, the Romans certainly deserve to be compared
to Americans for these qualities, for even if the scale of what was considered lenient, forgiving,
or tolerant behaviohas shifted over many centuries, both Romans and Americans were uniquely
lower on the brutality scale for their times than mbsabt all of their contemporariesArthur

Eckstein points out that Romans may“ dtavet dratd]|

expanding definition of security,” and ®“incre
medi um, and many small powers of the ancient
shared these traits, other factors must explaind&Rbns success, and for Ecks
Rome’s “system of inclusiontotand “skill at al

“ultimately..di pl omataisc wenld paosl itthiec a‘lt hsek islulb[tsl]e
identity.. ] which] all owkbd #@efi hhei onaatf ORmma N

divorcing citizenship at least somewhat from either ethnicity or location, and thus leading to a

”

unigue iné&€lusiveness.
In a similar vein, Ndtan Rosenstein points out that

the Romans of later generations[aftehe ci ty’'s founding] thought of
mixed people from the very beginning, drawn from a variety of sources, and imagining

their origins in this way undoubtedly helped them accept newcomers into the citizen

community on equal terms. This foundatmyth stands in sharcontrast to the

examples fronsreece that emphasize either the conquest of an indigenous population by

invaders that served to justify the rule of one group over another in apdbeiis(city-

states) or claims of autbthonous dgins...*

®Nat han Rosenstein, “War and Pe 8VarandPeas mthe Anoight Wogdc onc i | i ¢
ed. Kurt A. Raaflaub, 22844 (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2007), 234.
2! Rosenstein, 234; Ecksteifinarchy 309, 312-313 Burns, 2224, 2830, 218220, 223224,

18



For Romans, <citizenship came to mean “a coll ec
could be conferred entirely or in ppolkis on oth
stemmed from ethnic identity and membership in an age cohort that had gone through a
ritualized process of initiation, a status that was nearly imiples& confer on anyone outside

the restricted 2ircle of its members.

4.) Fourthly and finally, Rome dter its defeat of Carthage and the U.S. after the
Civil War fought only a few large-scale wars against comparabléreign powers; most of
their military conflicts after and anumber before were vastly asymmetrical in nature, with
Roman and American militaries being clearly technologically superior and better
organized (ard often, thoughnot always, betterdisciplined and better-trained) than a great
majority of their opponents, with small units of Romans or Americans often defeating
forces much larger thanthemselves.This means that, like the United Stakéilitary today,
much of the Roman military’ s atstaewdarsooset was no
piece battles against large field armies, but in bringing peace to new territories ergranti
intervening in the disputes of neighbors that threatened to spill ombkand affect Roman
interests ocommerce, or in fighting small guerilla (terrorist?) bands ofstate or state

sponsored actorsThe scholar Adrian Goldsworthy makesestw note that

.the increased probability that Western ar mies
opponents less sophisticated than themselves, rather than wars against those with similar

tactical systems and levels of technology, creates a situatiamlike that faced by

Rome. For much of its history the Roman army was better equipped and, even more

importantly, far more organized and disciplined than its enemies. In Victorian parlance,

many Roman campaigns wer e Waytha $uthopeatioss. ” Per ha
were conducted..that | essons®for the present da

22 Rosenstein, 234.
23 Adrian Goldsworthy|n the Name of Rome: The Men Who Won the Rdinagire(London: Orion Books, 2004),
434435
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I.) The Concept of Roman Peace

Contrary to popular and Hollywoestyle views of Rome, Romans were not all
warmongering murderers and many Romans had sophisticatesl ofigggace. Inevitably, any
view of peace is tied to views of war; without one, a definition of the other is meaningless. Just
as right and wrong, rich and poor are terms that can exist only relative to each other, war and

peace will always be relatedéach other. Today, th@xford English DictionarfOED)

includesiFr eedom from ci vil unrest or disorder; pu
and another definition is “Freedom from, abse
condition or state of a nation or community in which itisnotatwarkvi anot her ; peace
Ot her definitions include “a st altmtesadheorigini end]|

of the word is from the Latin wondax also meaning peace. Though the modern Western
“notion of peace paxi's]i t hies cihmpadr tdntRomannot e |
differences between how the Romans conceptualized peace and how the modern world does the
sameThe Latin wordpax like other important Latin worddas two opposite elements that form
therangeofthp ot ent i al use of the word, these two me

pol es of a bal ance b e@am(peade)forthe Romamaicouddtbe afagm s e n s

of justice or a form of mercy; it might be a type of covenant or it might signabtbence of any

contractual relationship.” Thus the same wor
a “light” or “dark” meaning, yet the “[ m]oder
meaning of Romapax or subsumeeanihreg “idmrtklee "“ I ght er , ”
contractual aspects have been assimilated int

today only give off a gentl e vi be. During

collapse of th&kepublicand the establishment of the Imperial Roman state, the Roman
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definition of peace came much closer to 1tloreatening, magnanimous, and forgiving meaning

it holds for modern audiences, but for much of Roman history there was the aforementioned
dualityto its meaning. The duality existed, in part, because it took forceful, violent action on the
part of Roman officials and armies, and the threat of such action, in order for anything
approaching peace to exist. Retribution was a key element in peagselandand domestic

politics as well as international relations was a balancing act between opposing forces in the
Roman world.Paxcould also refer to social contracts; ultimately, much of Roman international
relations (and domestic politics) can bersas a series of social contracts. Finally, one of the
common uses gdaxwas in the context gfax deorum—peace with the godsreferring to the

Romans relationship with th® divine forces t

For Romans, “war in official ideol ogy was
di srupted that order;” in fact, 1t was “[t] he
of legal selfhelp if another state had committed wrong by deniglafs t i ce . ” I't was

the Romans took very seriously, and it was, for much of republican Roman history, a matter of
sacred religion. The beginnings of war involved special priests datiates which would
approach the border of a foreign stdtattthe Romans had felt had done them wrong; they would

engage in a ritual called therumrepitq f or mal | y st ating Rome’ s gr.i
offending party or parties and giving that party or those parties a chance to make amends (even
when the systerchanged as thRepublicbecame larger and envoys were used to declare war

instead of priests, the envoys still went through the motions of presenting Roman grievances and

giving a chance for atonement of them). This was how the Romans would show thedjods

24 Oxford Dictionariespeace http://www.oed.com.mutex.gmu.edu/viewdictionaryerintty/139215accessed
June 18, 2011; subscription required); CWarandPReacs. Bart ol
in the Ancient Worlded. Kurt A. Raaflaub, 24855 (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2007), 2253.
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other nations that that their war, should the enemy not redress the wrongs committed again
Rome, was -abellum iustutr—and that the Romans were not the ones disturbing the

natural order. In fact, the war would be undertaken to restoredperporder of things. This

was markedly different from other cultures of the time, cultures for which aggressive war for its

own sake, for territory or plunder or glory, is almost never argued against, cultures which had no
official mechanism to restratheir aggressiveness, let alone a sacred, religious one. And for the
Romanspellum iustunhad to be defensive in nature, or it was nbekum iustum Cicero

emphasi zed this when he wrote that *“ .wars are
cause. No war can be waged except for the sak
deemed to be just if it has not been declared and proclaimed, and if redress has not been

previ ous| yheRepubchs )...” (He al so wr o umgertakanddr ” ..war s
the one purpose of | iving PeQ@bigatansl3dy). st hout s
comment in particular captures the civil order/social justice peace operations conception of a just
peace, as in the absence of physical as wealtractural violence. Cicero is the best extant

articulation of the strain of Roman Stoic principles as applied to government and war and peace;

the same principles are amplified by the poet Virgilire Aeneid ar t i cul ati ng beli
divine misson to bring civilization and peace to the world (though this is written after the case

studies in question, after tiepublichas given way to Augustus and the principate, an emyperor

system dressed in the trappings of Republicand honoring its tradans):

“Ot her s, I have no doubt,

will forge the bronze to breather with suppler lines,

draw from the block of marble features quick with life,

plead their cases better, chart with their rods the stars

that climb the sky and foretell the times they rise.

But you, Roman, remember, rule with all your power

the peoples of the earththese will be your arts:

to put your stamp on the works and ways of peace,

to spare the defeated, break the proud in v
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The strain of Stoicism indte Republican concepins of peace always had undercurrents of
universal brotherhood, governed by wise, elected officials in a free society that governed through
laws and wisdom which upheld the universal dignity and brotherhood all men shared, and that to
go against such praiples and treat people unjustly was to violate the basic foundation of society
and this universal law, was to violate the gods themselves. Of course, this was the ideal; as in

any ideal, practice would differ while still being constrained by the fdeal.

Though “the Romans measured war and peace
than do contemporary Americans or Europeans,”’
regarded as important for students of peace operations, in particular, bedaus¢ o der n not i

of ‘justice’ and ‘mercy’ are two key® to unde

At the heart of the concepts of both “peac
Barton points out, there was no United Nations or generadeqt of international law as exists
today in the modern world. Ecksteaill be heavilycited partly to make the point that the
ancient Mediterranean was a fiercely competitive political environment between states; all large
states and medium were very aggressive and even many smaller ones, too. Much of this
atmosphere comes from centuriéshe Greek interstate political culture which dominated much
of the Mediterranean. Thucydides, the ancient Greek historian today generally considered to be
the founder of the *“Realist” school of i ntern
has become a famous phrase from a dialogue between Athenian and Melian representatives that

“right, as the world goes, is only in questio

25 Eckstein,Anarchy 216-229; KartHe i nz Zi e g | e The ClasWilrTraditidyd72973, Anthany

Grafton, Glenn W. Mst, and Salvatore Settis, eds. (The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press: Cambridge,
2010), 972; Rosenstein, 228ijllian Clark, Late Antiquity: AVery Short IntroductiorfOxford: Oxfad University

Press, 2011),-3; Thomas L. Pangle and Peter J. Ahrensdagtice Among Nations: On the Moral Basis of Power
and PeacélLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1999)731

26 Rosenstein, 228; Barton, 245
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they can and t he weHid#toryoiuhe Padopamegidand\Vas.8)h €hg must ”

i ssue in question is not | oot or glory, but s
anarchy” such as that of the ancient Mediterr
states.” Even vhhaevre ad esfteantse vred eyd s “tsou cbhhe def ens
aggressive form;” it was a world where i f one
state’s rival would exploit that other weaker

thefirst state that hesitated. Even the nmegppearancef being weak invited trouble and
aggression from other states. The “system,”
sophisticated a word to descr i bbesevetely puhishedr k s ”
by the larger state it challenges, for any positive result for the weaker state could encourage other
weaker states to follow suit, or even join together against the larger state, or, in a worst case
scenari o, t he ssldectonmaygaonmclude ttiatboceweak to@umish them and may

rebel or even seek to overthrow said state. In such an environment, mercy encourages further

chall enges, so the “system” *“works” when the
smd | er state that challenges it, keeping other
of the Athenians and the Melians, the Melians

chief rival, did not submit to Athenian rule and were totdigtroyed by Athens. Athens may

not have even wanted to behave so brutally, but it felt it had no choice under the conditions of
“the system.” Thus, the “system” encourages
pushes peoples and states thatid@refer mercy to act against such inclinations. It was

common for “state expansion.]to be]Jcaused pri

circumst ances.

27 Barton, 246; EcksteirAnarchy 4857.
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28 David Pottey The Roman Conquest of Italy,

http://www.thamesandhudsonusa.com/web/ancientrome/resources/ch2resour¢asdessied July 12, 2011).
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a)Romeds I talian Neighborhood

Things were hardly different in ancient Italy than they were in Classical Greece. Ancient
Italian cultures were heavily influenced by Greek culture to begin with, and southern Italy came
to be dominated Greek cigyt at e col oni es. | srielloR oitregin latiuma r | 'y hi
often presented serious and exi st efoutthi al t hr ea
century Rome was not merely an ordinary-sitgte in terms of its institutions, but not a very
successful citystate in terms of the achevne nt of even | ocal security
severe and constant threat from its Latin neighbors, but also from the Etrusestateisyto the
north (it was three Etruscans who had become the final three of the seven Kings of Rome and
whose linewas overthrown by the Romans when they establishedepabli. The Etruscans
would be a serious and constant existential threat to the Romans down until the early third
century B.C.E?° though Etruscans would continue to challenge Rome down to thefyear
Rome’ s victory i n -241 everfhe Casthagirfansnni 241. TWabtrus¢ads6 4
themsel ves were under heavy pressure from Cel
formidable warriors. Starting in 390 B.C.E., these Gauls were a magtereial threat to
Rome, continued to be so for another two hundred years down to the last years of the third
century B.C.E., and were only reduced as a threat through major fighting in the 190s and
subsequent Roman colonization. The Italian Gauls béganmilitary interaction with the

Romans in the crushing of a Roman army and then the sack and near total destruction of the city

of Rome in 390. The Romans were so t#foarumati z
feet high and twelve feetithc k , ” a project which apparently “
The Romans faced many invasions, some “massi v

®B. C. E. stands for “OkEetheoQoramoh Bra no@aigioms norsdctaran dirnative to
using B.C. and A.D.
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from them, too, who even allied with some of the other peepigssucans, Samnitesthat the
Romansver e fighting at the same ti me. The Gaul s
that ravaged lItaly during The Second Punic War {208 B.C.E.), and before this had launched

a major invasion that initially inflicted severe defeat on the Romaris earl , in 225. Ro
nearest main rival to the south were the fiercegebples known as the Samnites. After the

Capuans submitted to Rome in exchange for help against the Samnitessenhalf of major

struggle with the Samnites ensued. These skesggnded, after some serious Samnite invasions

of Roman territory and major defeats of Roman armies, in 293 B.C.E., a few years after a major
Roman victory over a force that included Gauls, Etruscans, and Samnites. Still, even after they
were not an extential threat, the Samnites sided with Pyrrhus and Hannibal, both of whom

wer e. They al so were a major instigator in t
allies during the Social War (87 B.C.E.) in the first century B.C.E more than a centiter a

they rose in support of Hannibal. Tarentum, a city founded mostly by Greek Spartan colonists c.
725 B.C.E., has a history similar to Rome in that it found itself under constant conflict with its
neighbors; it too, suffered defeats and invasionsebemtually rose to dominate the

southernmost part of Italy. However, this was in part due to its ability to protect the other Greek
colonies in the region from the native Italian hill peoples like the Samnites. The Samnites began

to give the Tarentinespblems at the same time they were giving the Romans problems, and

unlike Rome, Tarentum was not able to protect its subordinate allies effectively. When some of
them began to go over to Rome for protection at the end of the 280s B.C.E., conflict between

Rome and Tarentum began soon after. Tarentum called upon King Pyrrhus of Epirus from

mainland Greece to aid them in their fight against the Romans, and under his leadership the

Romans were dealt sever al massi vandthend costl y
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Tarentines advancing to just a two days'’ mar c
persevered in a |long and costly conflict (one
lasted until 272, and Tarentum was forced to become a suberdihato Rome. Yet the
Tarentines defected to Hannibal’'s invading ar
of the other peoples of southern Italy to do the same, and were only defeated with great effort

and difficulty by the Romans in 209, eftwhich they would never rise to challenge Rome

again®
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As for Carthage, very little is known about early Carthaginian history. Carthage won a

series of fierce naval campaigns against Greek fleets in the latter half of the sixth century B.C.E.,

30 Eckstein, Anarchy120-158. Punic is just another word for Carthaginian, derived from the Latin term for
Phoenician; the Phoenecians wereaheestors of the Carthaginians.

31 Potter, The Second Punic War,
http://www.thamesandhudsonusa.com/web/ancientrome/resources/ch2resour¢asdessied July 13, 2011).
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and from 480 to 278, five major campaigns to take the Greekrreaste: of Sicily, especially

Syracuse, failed. Syracuse, the leading Greekstéte in eastern Sicily, would also try to take

western, Carthaginian part of Sicily, but it, too, failed; its Greek neighboringteitgs in Sicily

seemed to fear both Ghaginian and Syracusan domination equally. Syracuse even managed to
mount an invasion of North Africa and threaten the city of Carthage itself #3G3.0In

addition, Carthage suffered from “devastating
Carthage’s response was to aggressively expan
under intense pressure from Carthage, brought in Pyrrhus and some of his forces even while he

was already fighting the Romans for Tarentum; he nearly pushedttie@inians out of Sicily,

but they held on and recovered in Sicily. Facing these threats, Carthaginian conduct became

even more controlling over its subjects, and more brutal, too, including mass killing of civilians

when capturing cities in war. It wan 264 when the rulers of Messana, in northeast Sicily,

called upon both Rome and Carthage for protection against Syracuse when Rome and Carthage
would come into conflict. Though Carthage was able to garrison Messana and peaceably prevent
itsdestructia and further conflict with Syracuse, Me
then asked Carthage to leave, which it did. But the response by Carthage was to send a

significant military force to Sicily and to ally with Syracuse against Messana and ARone

initially focused on Syracuse and after an intense effort, including a siege of Syracuse itself,

forced it into submission and to support Rome; thus, Rome quickly became the dominant power

in eastern Sicily. Over two decades of struggle then erimtesen Rome and Carthage over

Sicily; Rome suffered great losses but exhausted Carthaginian resources, and thus secured
domination over and major indemnity from Carthage. Much like the fears expressed in

Thucydi des’ s At heni anthtlsepMelians,ehis peade encdudage massive | o0 g u
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rebellion at home for Carthage, and a year after the First Punic War ended in 241, Carthage was
nearly destroyed by its own mercenaries. Eckstein notes the important and clear reality of this

world that even fopowerful states, existence was fragile and precarious. Sardinia and Corsica

at this time were rebelling against Carthage
empire, were outside Carthage’s contrecemales Ro me
on these islands from Carthage and took both islands (yet it would even take Rome years to fully
contr ol t hem) . Carthage’ s response was to ex
Fearful of Gallic invasions from the north at th@mni, Rome arranged a treaty with Carthage in

the earlyto-mid 220s setting the Ebro River as the maximum extent of Carthaginian expansion

in Spain; then Carthage attacked a sitythof the Ebre—Saguntum—that was, nevertheless, a

Roman ally, at least, farmally. Saguntum became involved in a conflict with a Carthaginian

ally, and despite Roman warnings not to, Hannibal laid siege to it in 219; eight months later, it

fell, despite intense (unanswered) appeals from Saguntum to Rome for help, Hanmigabikill
enslaving all the surviving Saguntines. Hann
have deeply moved the Senate, which had not gone past diplomacy to try to end the siege, to act
more forcefully, and the senators were ashamed that Htefalled their ally so starkly. Neither

Rome nor Carthage it seems, had particularly sought out a war with the other, but when

confronted with conflicting aims and interests, neither was willing to back down after the fall of
Saguntum. Thus,inthewad of Eckstein, the Second—Punic W,
and understandables t ubbor nness. ” Hanni bal famously cr ¢
attracting thousands of Gauls to his army. A series of massive defeats were inflicted on the
Romansasdnni bal made his way south, the greatest

greatest defeat before or since, where as many as 50,000 fRatrieoops were killed in one
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day) . After this crushing def eahbnbal,shdudieg of RO
the Samnites and Tarentines; this should cl ea
position was after a few costly defeats, and why states felt compelled to behave so aggressively,
just as the rebel l i gshouldddo. Yéetaaftdr yeargotdefeatsnileer c enar i
Roman outlasted Hannibal in Italy and mounted an invasion of North Africa; there the Romans

won and established a new peace with Carthage in 201 that established Rome as the clearly

dominant power in the Wesh Mediterranean-but it had come at enormous cost to Rdfe.

c)Romeds Scars

Today, one knows of Rome’s incredible rise
have a crystal ball. For them, they fought many powerful opponents, any of whom could have
destoyed them, often more than one of them at the same time, and suffered serious defeats from

all these parties, with Rome itself being sacked and mostly destroyed in 390, and the city

threatened multiple times after that. For Rome, expansion was the ontywaypr ot ect one’
from continual threats at home, as Eckstein explains was the norm for nearly all states. Itis
notable that many of these parties were able
fighting wars on multiple fronts, too. dfe was the aggressor only some of the time, and was

certainly the target of the expansionism of many rivals in its early history. These rivals were also
able to team up with powerful foreign allies (e.g., various mainland Greek kings and generals

down toPyrrhus, and the Carthaginian Hannibal). Threats from their Italian neighbors, whether

Italic, Greek, or Celtic in origin, were often only ended after long, bitter struggle and major

Roman defeats, when Rome t ook ishadeRoman cploiiest o t h

near or among them. That major threats to Italy came from North Africa, Greece, and Gaul

32 Eckstein., 158.76; Madden, 83.10.
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down until the last years of the second century B.C.E., meant for the Romans that security could
only be reached by dominating these areas. Mas¥ermanic armies of the Teutones and the

Ci mbr i had been turned back by Julius Caesar’
southern Gaul in 102 and 101, respectively, after previously defeating several major Roman

armies and sending Italgto a panic. Thus, one should not look into Roman expansion into

Gaul as purely imperialistic, or for glory or greed. Rome had faced very real threats coming

from Gaul into Italy, from the Gauls themselves to Hannibal and the Carthaginians to the Cimbri
and Tuetones. Men wer e al—+anddeen defedfeddpybedast’ s day
wave of Germnaic invaders. For Rome, Gaul had been an invasion route used by enemies to

inflict massive devastation on Rome, and this had nearly occurred agjgingrmemory when

Caesar campaigned there in the middle of the first century B.C.E. Likewise, threats had emerged
from Greece, from Pyrrhus, who had come close to taking Rome and who inflicted massive

death and destruction on Rome a generation beforeibtn It is in this context that Rome

would see its first main operations in mainland Gresaktlater the wider Eastern

Mediterraneanwhat were some of the largest, and first, peace opersgtglesactions by any

major state in historyNow that thecontext of the ancient Mediterranean and a proper
understanding of Rome’s mentality and motivat

operations, with which this paper is primarily concerned, which will now be discussed.
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IV.) Rome in Greece
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As the Seconéunic War (21801 B.C.E.) was drawing to a close, Rome received

embassies from several Greek stat€tolemaic Egypt, Pergamum, Rhodes, Athens, and
probably” t h-ein2&200B.G.Ea, orging ®entmuiatervention on their behalf

against Macedoand the Seleucid Empire. For some time a batafig@wer conflict between
the three main succes s obriefampie haa playédout Between ther d e r
Ptolemaic regime based in Egypte tBeleucid Empire, at this tinb@sed in Antioch in what is
now Syria, and the Antigonid regime of Macedbasedorth of Greece. But the Ptolemaic
regime in Egypt became very destabilized and severely weakened, and Philip V of Macedon and
Antiochus Il of the Seleucid Empire beganctearly covet carving apart Ptolemaic Egypt and
its empire. Not only was Egypt itself was asking for help, but the other three to four states were

fearful of greatly enlarged Macedonian and Seleucid states overwhelming all of them and totally

BWilliam R. Shepherd, “Kingdoms of t haggl®withRome (about ( Succ e :
2 00 B Higtorigal,Atlas(New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1923), T&p://www.zonu.com/fullsize
en/200912-30-11525/Kingdons-of-the-Diadochi200-BC.html (accessed July 27, 2011).
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dominating he eastern Mediterranean. Like many of the independent states of the western

Mediterranean, these states would rather put themselves voluntarily under obligation to Rome

than other powers, in this case thmnotes her t wo
“that 1t is instructive how often the | east t
period,” and certainly one reason for this wa
treatment of allies.” T h litygo bevpowerful enqughatd offer i mp o
protection.”’ Such c¢onc e ptEmpiréesofr Tsandiihe basisiffori r e b

much of his likeningf ancient Rome to the modern United Stéfes.

Eckstein takes great effort to point out that PalgbiGreek by blood and birthplace and a
contemporary or near contemporary of the events in question, emphasized the pressures of the
anarchic system as a major cause for the Roman intervention in the Greek East. For Polybius,
217 specifically is the yeavhere the western and eastern Mediterranean ceased to be separate
geopolitical entitiesT{he Histories.105). Previously, most of the time states could act in the
east or the west of the Mediterranean and the actions of states in the other regiorotvould n
usually greatly impact those in the other. Before this, Rome had intervened only twice across the
Adriatic, and this to deal with lllyrian (i.e., Balkan/Northeastern Adriatic) pirates who had been
wreaking havoc upon Italian shipping. After each weetion, Rome totally withdrew from
lllyria feeling it had both ended the threat of major piracy emanating from there and protected
Italian shipping. But when Philip V of Macedon sought to exploit Roman weakseah

seemingly neadefeat—at the heightoHa nni b a l s i nvasion of Iltaly
and by seeking to undo the results of Rome’ s

Macedonian domination there, this began a process and series of events that would merge the

34 Eckstein,Anarchy 79-116, 179, 155; Maddepassim
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Mediterraneannto a single political entity. The Romans feared yet another invasion from an

ambitious Greek leader, but the alliance between Philip and Hannibal did not lead to any serious
GreekRoman clashes, as Rome had to focus on the Carthaginian threat. Bwitle#/Greek

allies, Rome also made it clear it did not seek any territorial annexations across the Adriatic from
l'taly. Rome was mainly in a supporting role
lllyria, the Balkan Adriatic coast, and mainth@reece from 21205, but the war would not last

long past one of the major actors on the Roman side, an exhausted Aetolian League hoping for

more help from Rome that did not arrive, coming to terms with Philip. The final peace ending
whatisnowrefere t o as the “First Macedonian War” | ef
kept him out of the coastal area across from

thoroughly exposed to Greek politics, and had established some serious tieshackasstic3®

It was during this very minor conflict with Philip when Hannibal was rampaging through
Italy and threatening the survival of the Roman state. Hannibal seemed a distant threat in 219
but less than one year later he, his armies, and hisaglepwere devastating Italy. More than a
generation earlier, Pyrrhus’s intervention fr
experience of Hannibal, Rome would be forced to consider hostility and conflicts of interest
emanating from outside afaly more urgentlyand more frequentjypreemption would be

preferable to inaction and an enemy army at the gates of Rome.

So when the various Greek embassies arrived at Rome i2@)Philip was hardly off
the Roman radar, and yet, so soon after the, lterrible conflict with Hannibal, Rome was not

eager for a major war, especially one with another serious podwdtustrate the scale of

35 Eckstein,Anarchy 114117, 267268; Gruen 2004,242 49 ; Dani el J. Gargol a, - “The Me
13 4) ,-166, ihACompanion tathe Roman Republieds. Nathan Rosenstein and Robert Mordtnx

(Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 14%3; Erskine, 2224; Adrian GoldsworthyThe Fall of Carthage

(London: Phoenix, 2006), 139, 2280.
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devastation the fighting had brought upon RpBekstein shows Roman census figures that give

Rome 380,000 maletdens close to the beginning of the first Punic War, in 263; by 209, with
Hannibal in Italy, it had fallen to merely 137,000, while in 201, at the end of the Second Punic
War, that number had only recoveredbetso 219, 00
cannot be trusted, but the trend is clear.”?”
apparent alliance had been reached between Antiochus and Philip to take down Ptolemaic

regime, that the whole of the Mediterranean would fall before toenbined power without

Roman assistance, and that before long, Rome itself would be threatened by greatly enlarged and
vastly more powerful Macedonian and Seleistates encompassing most of Greece and

Ptol emaic Egypt’ s e mplrhereactioniofrthe senatbissmayseaEllppgget i t s
in their perception of the situation. For one thing, both Philip and Antiochus had already begun

to aggressively assault Ptolemaic territories, and had been expanding their power in other ways,

as well; thesaverethetwo most feared and aggressive rulers in the East at the time, whose

behavior seemed to indicate limitless ambition. Antiochus by this time was already calling

hi msel f “ Ant i o cclously maddlimg hiseléadtar Aléxandeo thesGraadl

seeing himself as tlhde” heempi rteo; AH benkitaougpd ew d ss H amoc
himself, and may have harbored similar dreams. Two major baétegen the Ptolemies and

Antiochus had involved as many as 150,000 and 120,000 combatants bibieveen 217 and

200, respectivig. Rome was not then fielding armies anywhere near that combined strength,

and even Rome’s | argest army i n r e-badthdsizene mor y
of such a large threat, sbouldeitherPhilip or Aniochushavebeenable to add Ptolemaic

Egypt’' s mil it ar yhecorssquances celdvetbeen devastatiogvi@mme.

The senators, having paid the price of being
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siege and remaining uninvolved $pain directly before the start of the Second Punic War, saw

the very aggressive and expansionist behavior of both kings (but especially Philip, much closer
to Rome) as alarming. The persuasive Greek embassies, bringing the apparent alliance between
Phii p and Ant i oc hatiestiort and the liaet th& suoharrers might very well turn to
Rome as a neduture target, brought the senate to a position of acceptengatls for

intervention. Theenate endorsed putting diplomatic pressure on Amiis@and giving Philip a

choice: stop his attacks against the Greeks, or war with Rome. However, Rome was a republic,
and even the senate was divided on this; the people had the final say on war andageade

of referendumand, tired of long, costhlyars, did not think either Philip or Antiochus tode

major threat. They rejected thell for conditional war against Philip emphatically. When the
voting assembly of the people was reconvened, the consul (one of the two aalecidigl heads

of stae and leaders of Rome) Publius Sulpicius Galba then spoke to them, beginning by saying
“Citizens, |l do not think you realize that wh
peace. Philip, who is mounting a vast land and sea offensive, is ngttgoimake that an option

for you to take or leave. The question is whether you are to transport your legions to Macedonia,
or el se admit vy dromtheRowndng ofithe Cigl.7) Headniynued at (

some length, noting that the experient¢he recent war with Carthageespecially failing to

come t o S a-gthahwas freshon adl thedr minds, and thatiphilt Greece was far

closer tharHannibal had been in Spain. He also invoked the experience of Pyrrhus from more
than a generatioearlier, noting how Philip was dramatically more powettfigin Pyrrhus, while
Rome,havingjustfinished the devastating war with Carthage, was weaker than it had been when
if confronted Pyrrhus. This comes from Livy, and while Livy often invents histbsjgeeches,

this is normally from much earlier historical periods; Livy would have had access to much more
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archival material concerning this period and there is a good case that there is historical truth in

this speech he provides as the cdnsus . hoWdbadear rom the circumstances even

without the speech is that fear and security, not conquest or riches, are main concerns here.
Pressure from some senators with Galba’s appa

support of taking conditionaction against Philig®

Firstly, Rome’ s envoys built up its networ
Philip in the summer of 200 while he was besieging an important city on the Asian side of the
Dardanelles, who rejected the Roman demandter delays that were likely a result of both

serious religious and recruitment issues, Rome finally dispatched the consul Galba with a sizable
army that fallacross the Adriatic Skirmishes and small battles would characterize 199 and 198

as Rome triedatinvade Macedonia twice but did not break through, yet in 197, a new consul,

Titus Quinctius Flamimu s, s mashed Philip’s army decisivel
Cynoscephalae. The ensuing peace terms must surely be one of the mdsthierpaace

arrangenents in allof the ancient world. Terms for Macedethat Philip withdraw from and

stay out of Greek cities on both sides of the Aegean, pay an indemnity, reduce the size of his
navy, become an ally of Rome, acceignpoldg,hat “ RO
arbitrated in disputes between Philipwemend t he
generous relative to how contemporary states treated enemies defeated in war. And when the
following statement announcing part of the terms was iretlte summer of 196 at a major

Greek sportingeveritThe Senate of Rome austepioconsul,s Qui nct i

having defeated King Philip and the Macedonians in battle, leave the following states and cities

free, without garrisons, subject to no tributes, and in full enjoyment of their ancestrthéaws

36 Eckstein, Anarchy 110-111, 257288, 263n6Xquoting Livy for Roman citizen population figures; Goldsworthy,
Carthage 317-319; Erskine, 24€5; Gruen 2004, 249; Gargola, 158; Madden,124.
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then named the a large number of Greeksthte¢ ( Po |l y b i u Bronitl@e.Fduding see L
of the City33.32 for virtually the same speech), the many Greeks gathered for the athletic
competition erupted into euphoric, frenzied joy. Asian Greeks would also be free from
Macedonian domination, andaihgh some areas would be given to the Aetolian and Achaean
leagues, most liberated areas would receive full independence. Still, words were words; would
Rome really pass up the opportunity to control all Greece? Such speeches had been given by
other tyrants in the past, and more than a few Greeks were nervous that the Romans would
simply replace the Macedonians. In this case, yes: all Greek cities south of Mount Olympus
were set free from Macedonian control, and after two years of mediating disputesrbetw
various Greek stateBJamininus all his troops, and all Roman officials went back to Rome by
the summer of 194. To be sure, Rome did have a new level of influence in Greek affairs, but
true to their word, the Romans left the Greeks to handle theirdomestic affairs, if not leaving
them free to wage relentless warfateévy writes shortly after his account of the proclamation

that

There was, then, a nation on earth that waged war for the freedom of others, at its own
expense and itselacing the hardship and dangemd it did this not for its neighbors or

for people geographically close or on the same land mass, butyactaased seas to
prevent arunjust empire existing anywhere in the world and to assure the primacy of
rectitude, divine jgtice, and the law of man. With a single announcement, all the cities
of Greece and Asia [i.e., Asia Mindnhd been set free; only an intrepid soul could
formulate such an ambitious project, only phenomenal valour and fortune bring it to
fruition. (33.33

To be sure, on some levels this is Roman propaganda. As already explained, Rome had very real
security interests, and new friends from the previous conflicts, in the region. At the same time,
there is very likely truth to what Livy said; this is certainly how many Romans viewed their
involvement. Madden finds much validity in this perspective. He explains that during this

period there was much admiration for Greek civilization and culturemagno Rome’ s el i t es
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that, furthermore, as a republic which had thrown out kings centuries earlier, which cherished its
political freedom and that placed its soverei
Latin, the emblem of Rome for generatihriee Romans genuinely felt proud to help their

cultural parents” achieve their freedom. He

helping Europe in WWI, WWII, and the Cold WAr.

Unfortunately, the peace would not last. Rome had stepped wworld of limitless
micro, macro, and everythirig-betweenrlevels of ambition and fierce conflict, with enmities
that went back centuries, when it stepped into mainland Greece. Antiochus, meanwhile, had
been approached by Roman envoys the fall of @Ber just before or just after he had the
wrestedthelower half of the eastern Mediterranean ceastwn to near Sinai-from the
Ptolemies. Having just crushed a Ptolemaic army, there was little to keep him from marching
into Egypt and Alexandria; Eskein sees his decisiontiot proceed into Egypt after these
successes as a possible result of the Roman diplomatic pressure. Still, Antiochus continued
expansion in other areas, taking Sidon and parts of Asia Minor, while Rome was battling Philip.
By the time thaFlamininus s peace i s announced tentforminexalkt hus
of Asia Minor. Eventuallyhe would evenexpand over the Hellespont in the Gallipoli pesila
and in parts of Thrace, inteurope, and not far from mainland Geee Antiochus refused
repeated Roman demands to stay out of Europe, and preserve the freedom of the allies of Rome
and cities previously held by Philip in Asia Minor. He even sent an army to take over Egypt
when a rumor said théais rival Ptolemy V hadlied, but turned it back when that rumor proved
to be false. Antiochus kept expanding into European soil with a large army in Thrace, and

Hannibal of Carthage was even one of his military advisArdebate in the Senate around this

37 Eckstein, Anarchy 289-292; Erskine, 2826; GoldsworthyCarthage 320; Gruen 2004, 24850; Gargola, 158;
Madden, 128132.
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time emerges, witklamininusmaintaining that the best way to keep the peace in Greece and

keep Antiochus out was to keep their word and withdraw, while Scipio Africanus, who defeated
Hannibal in Africa, and othersgued for keeping troops f@reece, but, as has been statied,

troops were withdrawn; Flamininuss ar gument woul d win the day.
diplomatic discussions, Antiochus refused to back down, and Rome refused to betray the Greeks
whose freedom it had guarant eecdktotheFirstr oni cal |y
Macedonian War that now breaks the peace. The Aetolian League of Greek cities felt cheated by
thepeace settlement, felt that they deserved more gains from the settlement, the Achaeans less,
and that Rome was too generous to their old gném Macedonians. Seeing arpopunity, in

the summer of 19the Aetolians formed an alliance with Antiochus, under which theydiape
dominate Greece. They began expanding their League both through alliance and conquest,
against the terms of the Rampeace settlement. They also assassinated the King of Sparta,
hoping to take it over, but this prompted the Achaean League, a rival of the Aetolians, to take
Spartaover and bring it into their leagudhese eventsccurred despite strenuous Roman

protest, yet all through the summehat is all Rome did: protest. The Aetolians also called on
Antiochus to settle any *“ diFampinnusnéntionesltotheen t he
Aetolians, on a diplomatic mission, that they should take up theiragreeg with the Roman

Senate, the Aetolian leader apparently retorted that in just a short while, he would dictate terms

to the Romans from a military camp on the banks of the Tiber Rustroutside of the city of

Rome itself After multiple requests biyne Aetolians to intervene, Antiochus landedGreece

in the winter 192; the Aetolians elected him their military leader for 192/191, and a number of
Greek states join this new alliance. Shortly befaméochus landed in Greece, a small Roman

forcewassent to the part of Greece just over the
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then, roughly as Philip landed in Greece, Rome declared war on Antiochus and the Aetolians.
The Romans had not known that Antiochus had even landed in the eastod,Gred Antiochus

had not known that the Romans had sent troops to the west coast of Greece. If baeimhad
aware of the actions of the othperhaps each would have behaved differently, but war is what
ensued. The first half of spring 191 saw Roaletmany defensive measures, the Romans
fearing an invasion, perhaps even with Hannibal in the lead. The Romans then landed a large
force in Greece, and after success against both the Seleucids and Aetolians, crossed into Asia.
There, in 190, Scipidfric a n wyaungser brother dealt Antiochus a crushing defeat at

Magnesia?®

A new peace settlement was reached in 188, keeping Antiochus out of Asia Minor. He
had to stay to the east of the Taurus Mountains (where the Mediterranean coast turns south to
Syria), pay a huge indemnity, severely reduce his navy, and let Rome rewsudadh allies
with his ceded territory. Macedon had even stayed true to its treaty, and helped Rome during the
war, but was forced to give up most of its gaagainst the Seleuciddter these very gains asked
Rome to be freed. Rome, having dealtdahby other potent power in the Mediterranean a
mi ghty blow and pushed it much further away f
victorious Romans.now dictated the new inters
formi dabl e p aitthat, alsRoman milHaayvorcasgn Gseace and Asia were
withdrawn (again!) to Italy in 188, and durin
as a | eader, protector, and arbiter, rat her t
displayed a reluctance to become permanently invaiveebr be responsible ferthe Greek

world. Ptolemaic Egypt had survived, while Pergamum and Rhodes picked up new territory at

38 Eckstein 290, 29305; Gruen 2004, 25P51; Goldsworthy, Carthagd19-320; Gargola, 15859; Erskine, 26
27; Madden, 13335.
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Antiochus’s expense; the Achaean ¢sedieague was
Greece’' s |l arge southern peninsula |inked to
activities of the Aetolian League now had to be approved by Rome. The peace lasted for some
time, but Philip did what he could to rebuild his povaerd his son, Perseus, continued to do so
when he succeeded him in 179. Perseudpecame more aggressive, agitated Greek envoys

were sent to Rome warning thensite ohis actions. Yet for years, Rome did not view him as a
major threat to the stabilityf the region; his wars were with Thracians to the north, not with the
Greeks to his south. Rome preferred to stay out of those local conflicts at first. And to the south,
Perseus increased his power not through war but diplomacy. Still, this made &besan
increasingly uncomfortable, and after 172 Rome began to intervene, but only diplomatically.
Neither Rome nor Perseus seemed eager for war, both engaging in feverish diplomacy to build
support, withs o me o f R o0 me’ smeaskrious predajs seegqing to ndtdinderstand

that though Rome did not formally impose requirements on them, informally Rome did expect
cooperation. The fiercely independent Greeks realized they owed their freedom to Rome, and
this did generate some resentment. The Rsnezen made some changes to the Greek political
map, but diplomacy ultimately failed, giving way to the Third Macedonian War1672. It

had been seventeen years before a Roman army had appeared in Greece, and it only took one

major battle, fought atyRina in 168, to crush Perseus and those who had gone over¥b him.

This peace settlement would be more than a little different than the previous settlements.
The Macedonian monarchy was abolished by Rome, Macedon turned into four separate republics

instead, with royal mines and royal land confiscated by the Romanr-stia¢efirst time Rome

39 Eckstein, Anarchy306; Gruen 2004, 25254; Gargola 15460; Erskine, 2&7; Goldsworthy 2006, 32821;
Madden, B5-146. On Roman general lack of interest/desire to be involved in Greece: Eckateithy 298299,
291, 265269; Gruen 2004, 24848, 251252. On diplomatic efforts in the Third Macedonian WarM. Eckstein
“Rome, the War with Perseus, and Thiattl? Mediation Historia: Zeitschrift fur Alte Geschicht87, no.4 (4th
Qtr., 1988), 41444, passim
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took formal possession of anything in the region. Hatlf¢fe se new Macedoni an
would be sent to Rome. Greeks that had either sided with Perseusionae@nough to help

Rome were punished harshly: many of the major Greek statksities especially the Achaean
League, but alsthe Aetolian Leagueand a number of other cities, had to send to Rome very
important members of the ruling class as hostédgelybius was among this wave of hostages).

The Aetolians also lost territory. Opposition leaders in these Greek states used Romam anger
get the leaders who had displeased Rome removed from power and used Roman backing to take
over. The Epirus regie—right across from the boot heel of Romeeceived the harshest
punishment: seventy towns were destroyed by Roman forces, and apparently 150,000 people
sold into slavery (for a single event, a singularly unique occurrence in Roman republican
history). Rhales and Pergamum were given a diplomatic cold shoulder; Rhodes, in particular,
suffered from this as some its cities under its control rebelled as a result of the loss of Roman
patronagdor Rhodesand Rome declared one of the major Rhod@amtrolled pots a free city.

As harsh as Rome was towards the troublesome Greeks, it still allowed all of them freedom and
self-governance, including the Greeks that had allied with Perseus, and even the Macedonians,
though split into separate states, also enjoydegesiernance. Apart from the mass enslavement
and destruction in Epirus, such punishment was, if anything, to be expected after such behavior,
but even allowing for this, Rome still continued its haotfgolicy in Greece and withdrew all

its forces baclacross the Adriatic (Again!!). Meanwhile, before the war was even concluded, a
Roman envoy visited the new Seleucid king, Antiochus 1V, who was taking advantage of the
conflict in between Macedon and Rome by invading Egypt. The envoy insisted thathiistio

halt his invasion of Egypt, and when Antiochus asked for time to consider, the envoy drew a

circle in the sand around Antiochus and told him to have his answer before he stepped out of
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what would become the pr ov e rebniaadlwithtrew. Ramei n t he

also mediated an ensuing Ptolemaic civil war and a succession crisis in the SeleucidEmpire.
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Still, there were divergences between Rome and the Geeks that needed resolution:

.there had been some c onhk preciseddefinitomadng t he Gr eek
“freedom.” When the Romans c¢l aimed to be guar
could never be sure with barbarians, of course: their grasp of semantics was so woefully

inadequate. All the same, it did not require a philbsopo point outhatwords might

be slippery and dangerously dependent on perspective. And so it had proved. Roman

and Greek interpretations of the word had indeed diverged. To the Romans, who tended

to regard the Greeks as fractious children in néékeofirm hand of gater familias

“freedom” had meant an opportunity for the cit
Roman commissioners. To the Greeks, it had meant the chance &afighothef?

Still, after Pydna, the Greeks of Greece and Assemsally carried on their own affairs and

acted quite independently, though without waging war. Pergamum prospered and grew in

40 Gargola, 160; Gruen 2004, 2256; Erskine, 228; Madden, 146. On the mass slaving of Epirus and its unique
circumstancesAdam Ziolkowskj The Pundering of Epirus in 167 B.C: Economic ConsideratioPapers of the
British School at Rom&4 (1986),69-80, passim

41 Potter, The expansion of Roman power in the second century BC,
http://www.thamesandhudsonusa.com/web/ancientrome/resources/ch2resour¢asdassied July 25, 2011).

42Holland, 35.
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power, later becoming an aligainof Rome down the road, while Rhodéo,recovered and
alsoeventually reg@med Roman favo Yet in the rest of the Mediterranean, neither the Seleucid
nor the Ptolemaic Empires behaved as if they answered to Rome on most Fesacm

Greece and Asia lasted for eighteen years, but suddenly, in 150, a man called Andriscus who said
he was lte son of Perseus emerged to take control of most of Macedonia and reestablish a
unified monarchy; he apparently won a number of hearts and minds in the region, yet after
initially defeating a small Roman force, the Romans sent a sesiped army and cahed him

in 148. Rome would send higével elected senatorial officials and maintain troops there on a
regular basis from this point forward. To the south, events developed in a confused and unclear
manner; even today, interpretations differ widely loa forces behind the following events.

Rome tried to mediate a dispute between the Achaean League and \Bipattze League trying

to force Sparta back into fold. Tensions between the League and Rome may have been
increasing, and Sparta called on Rdrehelp. Rome advised that the League give Spaatad

several other citiesindependence, but the League dismissed the advice of the Roman Senate,
and continued to attack Sparta. The Roman requests to release several cities besides Sparta from
the Leaguenay have been more designed to intimidate the League rather than have been an
expression of seris Roman aims. The Roman ambassadorial delegasismudely treated in

Corinth, part of the League, and claimed to have barely escaped with their lives, tiisugay

have been an exaggeration for propaganda purposes. Yet a subsequent envoy conveyed milder
demands, and another later delegation asked the League to hold back from attacking Sparta
again; they were booed and treated disrespectfully. Theresssngiinformation regarding the

precise timing and nature of decisions just before war erupted, but this much is clear: after

repeated rejection of Roman mediation and +adlegedly violeri—treatment of Roman
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envoys, Rome had hads neanpopuegdh. "a nEdl e“metnst sp aotfi etnhcee
defeated Perseus swing south; the Achaeans, their Army on route to first punish rebellious cities

in the League anthenlater to force Sparta batkto the Leagugefled at first but ultimately

refused to backown in light of the Romaadvance, andfterdefeating the Achaean arntie
Romanforcelest r oyed Corinth in 146. The fury of R
buildings were destroyed, its people who had not fled apparently slaughtered and eitslaved,

treasures looted, its land confiscated by the Roman state. This was the same year that Rome

utterly destroyed the city of Carthage in a similar manner. Rome was becoming less tolerant of

its arrangements being ignored or challenged; the Achaeand eagu(temporarily) dissolved.

Before 146, the Greeks clearly acted as if they thought they owed Rome no obedience, but

Roman actions in 146 successfully put an end to this belfavior.

Warfare between Greek polities, and between the Greeks and Macedani@aainland
Greece ceased. The mainland Greeks would not challenge Roman rule agaimeattepicty
years latefrom838 6 B. C. E., when the Athenians, inspir
Asia, invited Mithridates to liberate them againsinian rule. By 86, the Roman General Sulla
pushed Mithridates out of Asia and sacked Athens as punishment, but did not destroy it. Roman
armies would fight each other in Greece in the ensuing decades, but apart from these isolated
incidents, Greece woulthve peace for centuries, until Late Antiquity. Even after the

destruction of Corinth in 146, it would be some time before direct Roman rule would be

established in Greece. Territori al empire,

administration, wasot something that existed in the Roman mind at this pé&irdgvinciae

4Gruen 2004, 25@57; Gargolal61; Erskine, 28; Madden, 14%2; Holland, 34Erich S. Gruen The Origins of
the Achaean War The Journal of Hellenic Studi&6 (1976)46-69, passim Robert KalletMarx, Hegemony to
Empire: The Development of the Roman Imperium in the East froro B28b.c(Berkeley:University of
California Press]1995), 8486.
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referred not to administrative regions with consistently defined boundaries at this time, but areas
of special responsibility and, specifically, military commandprévinciawas whee the Senate
determined that war should be waged, or where Roman military forces should be deployed in
defensive, deterrent, or policing activity (Rome had no police). Governance in all Roman
“provinces” throughout mos.CE.admaintettietheahhndsol and

|l ocals, as a “province, was not a government
responsibility. “Empire” was not the same <co
of the RomarRepubli¢ what the Rmans were after was power and influence, at first mostly as

a means to the end of security, and the Roman wgudriumreferred to the power to command

awarded for specifiprovincaeof responsibility. Little changed frothe Roman perspective

from 196146; from the beginning the Romans expected the Greeks to conduct their own local

affairs in freedom free of seliitiated warfare against their neighbors, while Rome would expect
deference on major issues of war and peace and foreign affairs. Thef ldefdrence expected

increased over time, and when the Greeks did not get the message, the Romans made it brutally
clear who was in charge. After spilling so much Roman blood and expending such large

resources in Greece, Rome eliminated all doubt astodkpectations-and what the Roman

response would be to enforce its expectatibtieey were not met-in 146. Still, Greeks were

free to govern themselves, without meddling from their neighbors or direct Roman interference

in local, dayto-day affairsfo a | ong t i mmperitnzontnoeth® meaa theddisplay

of authority, not tHhe imposition of governanc

44 Gargola, 161, 15856, 158; Gruen 2004, 2581, 246; Erskine, 28, 21, 6; Madden, 152; Arthur M. Eckstein,
“Conceptualizing Roman | mperi al EXp @&Qmnpaniontatmedemant he Re|
Republic 567589, eds. Nathan Rosenstein and Robert Mordfisirk (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 567

581; KalletMarx, 4296.
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Rome tried repeatedly to create a framework whereby the maistatgs of the Greeks,
on both sides of the Aegean, could live in peacksaturity freenot only from outside threats
and Macedon, but from aggression from each otl#dter three wars, Rome still made the
decision to withdraw its forces and let the Greeks run their own affairs under Roman protection;
Macedon was only sevdygounished after the third war against it, and it only received a
permanent Roman presereend del egati on as what wouwfted becon
the fourth war; this was generous and patient by any contemporary standard. Apart from the
sack ofCorinth and the slaving and destruction in Epirus, Roman behavior was at worst no
worse than other contemporary powers, and at best very generous in this period, though this
would change over time. One thing is virtually certain: without Roman hegemsonhwas
established throughout the first half of the second century B.C.E., mainland Greece would have
been wrackethy the nonstop interGreek warfare it had always been subject to since recorded
history, in addition t@aggression from the Macedonian é&leucid statesThe ultimate reason
that Rome brought its wrath down upon Corinth was not so much that Rome wanted to take over
Greece as much as it was that different Greek states were adamant about maintaining their ability
to make war on their neigbbs, including their Greek neighbors, something Rome eventually
made clear it would not tolerate. Thus, on t
tried to be generous but was repeatedly forced back into war in order to prevent Gesek stat
from making war upon each other. And yet, in the long run, this is exactly what Rome
succeeded in accomplishing, despite some brutal measures taken. Rome did succeed in bringing
a general state of peace to Greece, albeit at a heavy cost to Romaks, &rd Macedonians;
yet responsibility for this is shared among all these groups and some otheasgttize cost of

norrintervention could very well have been even highEne Greeks and Macedonians did not
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give Rome much choice, but ultimatédyvas Roman intervention that would be the the event in
Greek history that led to loagrm peacenot merely security but actual peace. And unlike
Rome, it is likely any other contemporary power would have been more brutal and allowed far

less freedom, givetine evidence available.

V.)  Lucullus in the East

It was in this context that the last King of Pergamum, Attalus IlI, left his entire realm, a
significant part of western Asia Minor, to Rome in his will in 1&3n he died Theentire
Mediterranean, includlpn Ro me, was stunned at such an unpr e
notably, showed | ittle eagerness to take wup t
man emerged claiming he was a member of the royal line and that the realm was his, and local
corflict ensued. Rome did not even send a commission to investigate the claim and the situation
until 132, and it was not until 131 that any Roman military forces arrived, sent more out of a
concern for the destabilizing situation that was emerging therehwhreatened to devolve
further into a fredor-a | | among Pergamum’'s nei ghdalthy s who w:
former kingdom. It took until 129 for Rome to bring security and stability to the area, and Rome
actually gave mogif the cities and lanthat wereunder the control of Pergamum133 over to
its allies in the area or simply gave the individual cities their independence, although bribery was
alleged to be part of this process. It should be pointed out g Hrdvardly the actions of a
rapacious imperial power bent on limitless conquest and expansion. When the new Roman
“ pr o v provincg) of Asia (the general region was also known as Asia) was established, it
encompassed just the western part of the fornmgdiom. The responsibilities of tipeovincia
wer e t o * p oahditis Bot evem eertaanrh@vamariy towns, regions and cities were

taxed at this point. The Romans engagealrimassive road building project in Asia, and a major
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highway—the Via Egatia—had been completed by this time, linking the Bosphorus through
Macedonia to the Adriatic. Systemized mass tax collection, dataxng, by Roman
publicani—the Roman equivalent of modern multinational corporatiedisl not start until 122,

and s‘igm of excessive exploitation®surfaces fo

The gift of Attalus immediately became embroiled in the largest domestic political
turmoil in Rome since the early days of fRepublic Tiberius Sempronius Gracchus, a tribune
of the plebs—-the office which traditionally looked out for the interests of the lower classes, and
had unique powerswas trying to pass a much needed lagfdrm bill that would have limited
the amount of land wealthy landowners could own; small landewaere disappearing and
desperately needed access to land. The senators, themselves being the wealthy landowners, put
their own interests ahead of the state and opposed the legislation. In the controversial
maneuvering which ensdgthe bill was passedibthe nate refused to fund implementation of
it. Gracchus proposed using revenue from what would be this new Roman territory to fund his
land commission, a breach of etiquette (one among several ositheshof the issue) since the
senate traditionayl handled finances and foreign affairs. However, Gracchus was murdered by a
group of senators, ending work on the issue. His younger brothiels @ok up the mantle of
reformast i bune for 123 and 122, and ppnddiverfe Gai us
aspects of Roman society. One of these groups weegthies—knights—of Rome and Italy;
these men were the merchant middiss, many of whom ran large, often multinational,
governmentcontractor corporations callguliblicani Sneeret by the Roman senators, who
were forbidden by law be part of or lepadblicani(just as those who were publicanicould not

be senators), thequitesrunning thepublicaniwere eager to do business in Asia. Gaius saw to it

45 Gruen 2004, 261; Erskine, 28; Holland, 3637; KalletMarx, 97-122.
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thatequiteswere parts—thedominant parts-of jury and judge pools in general and wholly

repl aced senators for the jury poodvinmaf a new
officials, asthesenators had been rare to convict their own. At the samethiestate contracts

for tax col | e otovincimof Asia (wiitch wmald secome more of a directly

ruled province in the more modern sense of the world as the second century B.C.E. ended and

the first began) were brought to Rome, wherepthigicanicould bid to tae on the contracts in

return for a percentage of the of the money coming in; a single contract would be awarded for the
whole province in the case of Asia. Befdteere had been distrit#tvel local contractors in the

province, which allowed for a lof @buse by Roman governors. But the unintended
consequence of Gaius’'s reforms was an exponen
publicani Rome’ s new province was i mmensely wealt!/
senators tried to kill @cchus, who had his own slave kill him when he was cornered. Yet these

laws of his would have far reaching consequences. Just as Rome had become more assertive of

its power by 146, so by the end of the century it had become increasingly more cordegsand
restrained; Rome’' s e r@agwlnmeptovinaaiewolld begingo ne wf ou
increasinglyreflect this as the first century wore on. By the end of the century, abuses of the
publicani largely given a free hand in the provinces, were amgjowing problem in Asiand
elsewheremore and more, governors goublicaniwould work secretly, hanth-hand, to fleece

the provinces and the provincials for as much money as posEifpleteswere generally a major

part of the juries and the senat@ndequiteshad become ever closer as allies as their interests
converged. This convergence was in no small part because both classes became more corrupt as
more money was being made. The governed began to see senatorial governorpritame

asone in the sameAs such, the extortion courts could not be, and were not to be, honest judges
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of corruption. In fact, they would even be ironically used against people who tried to reign in
corruption and theublicani The abuses of the system wesébad by 70 B.C.E. that Cicero

could speak at a trial of a notoriously corrupt governor of a longstanding reputation for the

113

extortion courts and provincial governance’

| said | thought that there would come a time when foreign peopleslwend

delegations to Rome to request that the extortion law and this court would be abolished.
For if there were no courts, they believe that each governor would only carry off enough
for himself and his children. With the courts as they are now, ortliee lsand, they

reckon each governor carries away enough for himself, his advocates, his supporters, the
president of the court, and the jures other words, an infinite amount. Their

conclusion is that they are capable of satisfying the avarice ofreadygindividual, but
incapdo | e of s ubsi ddaequittagHow regarkiadletane oumaurts and how
glorious the reputation of our order [i.e., senators], when the allies of the Roman people
hope for the abolition of the extortion court, whimlr ancestors established for their
benefit!...

..t he pr ovi nmpdeusn dhearde db eaennd theeoursssvereat ed ...[ an d ]
behaving scandal oulsVeyrenal41-d2,45) sgr aceful Il y.. (

The historiarSallust, writing of the same era and a bit latela contemporary, wrote

..selfi ndul gence and arrogance, attitudes that pr
aristocracy twisted their “dignity” and the pe
every man acted on his own behalf, stealing, robbing, phimgl In this way all political
life was torn apart between two parties, and the Republic, which had been our common
ground, was mutilated.

..And so, joined with power, greed without n

polluted, and devastated everything, cdased nothing valuable or sacred, until it
brought about its own collaps@.he Jurgurthine Wa#1)

Polybius, writing over a generation earlier, saw things in much the same way, and judged Rome

was already past its primé&l{e Histories7-5 8 ) . Rvogprovencesof Asia, especially,

suffered extreme abuse in terms of taxatiopilylicaniin the early first century B.C.E., so that
vonUngerr"St er nber g can write of “universal dissat
a spectaclendf ngtesd, tHel rape of Pergamum wa
sway of the Republic’ s power, won in the caus
a |license to make money. The resulting gold
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romanofficial in Asia who tried to protect the locals from the ravages opthdicani was
charged by supporters of thablicaniwith extortion in 92 and convicted by a jury of their

allies; he chose Asia for the location of his exile, where he was greethd locals as a hef.

A vigorous young monarch, Mithridates VI Eupator of Pontus, a kingdom in Asia Minor
on the Black Sea, challenged Roman regionpfeamacy as Rome was wrackedwsy in Italy,
and he found eager support among the Asian provindfatggh level Roman official, Manius
Aquillius, with major encouragement fropublicanithat were greedily hoping for a new Roman
province that would be as profitable as Asia, apparently encouraged a Roman ally to attack
Pontus. Mithridates, already ads®y his power in the region, saw that Rome was distracted by
the Social War (9B7) against its own Italian allies and took over most of Asia Minor in
response, even overrunning Rome’'s province
military force trere; he had Aquilis executed by symbolically pouring molten gold down his
throat, and he was enthusiastically greeted as a liberator, which was hardly surprising. Rome
decl ared war before the end of the8yhear, an
secretly planned with the leaders of cities all across Asia a coordinated massacre of all Romans

and ltalians living in the region, sparing neither women nor children; some §ie0p®were

slaughteredm a si ngl e ni ght . anfkeexrenelyclearthatthe geoptelbfa t “ i

Asia acted against them in this way as much out of hatred of the Romans as out of fear of
Mi t h r i MithridagicsWarsZ3). If that was not bad enough, the Athenians across the

Aegean, forgetting the lessons Roraeght Greece over half a century earlier, invited the king to

4 Jurgenvon UngerSt er nber g, “ The Cr-i09, trass. iafriet t. Rlever RibgpQarnbridge , ~ 8 9
Companion to the Roman Repubkd. Harriet |. Flower (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 20084998;

C. F. Konrad, “Fr om tWae(1l3&r0a)c,cl89,lin Bompahion to fhe Rosnan REpublid |
eds. Nathan Rosenstein and Robert Mordtéamx (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 1-893 ; Holland, 37

40, 4243; Philip Matyszak;The Chronicle of the Roman Republic: The Rulers of AnBente from Romulus to
AugustugNew York: Thames & Hudson, 2003), £338, 161; Erskine, 381, 4647, 7374; Nigel RogersRoman
Empire(New York: Metro Books, 2008), 989; EcksteinConceptualizing581585; KalletMarx, 138148.
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liberate them and all Greece. Mithridates landed in Greece, soon to be confronted the Roma
general and soeto-be (temporary) tyrant/dictator Lucius Cornelius Sulla; by 86 Sulla had taken
Athens after a siege, sacked the city, and had many of its people killed. This would be the last
serious mainland Greek challenge to Roman rule. After driving Pontic armies out of Greece, he
reached terms with Mithridates, who accepted defeat but got difedydightly: Mithridates

had to yield all new territory gained and pay an indemnity, but was otherwise free to stay in
power in Pontus; Sulla was already thinking ahead to the civil war he would have to fight back in
Italy and did not want to be boggddwn in the East. After crossing over to Asia and exacting
crushingly huge indemnity payments from the cities that had sided with Mithridates, forcing
them to pay for his army’s upkeep at a very
back taxsto the bill he then left for Rome in 84 to put a very bloody end to much of the Roman
civil war. Asia and other places that that had supported Mithridates were devastated, their
people forced into oppressive debt to pay the exactions of Sulla, solyp&anan tax

collectors flocked back to Asia Minor, but also Roman moneylenders, charging obscene rates.
Provincials who could not pay their obligations were enslayedmall conflict emerged again
between Rome and Mithridates a few years later, atehagns rose Mithridates allied with the

last antiSullan Roman general from the civil war, Quintus Sertorius, who was still holding out in

Spain?’

In Rome, many had been unhappy with the lenient peace Sulla had given Mithridates;
Rome and Pontus beeraping for advantage over eacther in the yearsince, and it was only
a matter of time before Rome would undertake a major operation against its king. But a growing

Pontus was also supposed to be incredibly wealthy; therefore, deciding who would ttrezeive

47 Matyszak, 167168; Guen 2004, 26264; Konrad, 178.79, 184185; KalletMarx , 153160; Erskine, 30, 668;
von UngernSternberg, 989; Holland, 4245, 7481, 151151.
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command of the war against Mithridat@as a major decision for therate to make. In fact, it

was jockeying for this honor between Sulla and another famous Roman general and statesman
Gaius Marius—that had sparked the civil war in Rome. Enter lWwsuLicinius Lucullus, who

was “a humane and a highly cultured man, a ph
and possessing a genuine concern for thelwelli ng of Rome’ s subjects,”
war against Mithridates would molean demonstrate this. As Sull a
during several of his campaigns, including the one against Mithridates, and hailing from an old

noble family, he had enough standing and support to win the consular elections for 75 and to be
awarded te command for the war against Mithridates. That same year, another king died and
bequeathed his realm to Rome, this time of Bithynia. What would follow would be a remarkable

and unigue example of a peace operation for the ancient world. Lucullus wadithé forces

of Rome and succeeded in defeating Mithridates multiple times. The Pontic King fled to the
Kingdom of Armenia, run by his san-law who protected him from Rome. Lucullus and his

legions ended up chasing him all over Armenia and fougheArafor harboring a Roman

enemy, winning multiple victories and taking his army great distances. During the seven years

he was in command in the East, Lucullus found many urgent needs of governance when he was

not chasing Mithridates and fighting battlésia and much of the East was not only devastated

by war, but was also devastated economically, financially, and socially from the massive debt

and tax burden made worse by unscrupulous Rgubhcani While commanding a Roman

army in the field, Luculls engaged in serious political and economic reform in the provinces of

the East. Roman bankers were charging 48% interest to the locals, locals desperately hoping to
pay off Sulla’s indemnity but unableRomam do so

bankers had enough financial resources to make the loans needed to make such payments, and
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thepublicaniused this monopoly mercilessly and cruelly. By 70, the debt of the cities of Asia

had increased six times over. But that was not the woitstasfPlutarch claimed that

unspeakable and incredible misfortunes were rife in the province. Its people were
plundered and reduced to slavery by thegatherers and mondgnders. Families were
forced to sell their comely sons and virgin daughtard,dities their votive offerings,
pictures, and sacred statuds.last men had to surrender to their creditors and serve

them as slaves, but whpreceded this was far worséortures of rope, barrier, and

horse; standing under the open sky in the blagingof summer, and in winter, being

thrust into mud or ice. Slavery seemed, by comparison, to be disburdenment and peace.
Such were the evils which Lucullus found in the cities, and in a short time he freed the
oppressed from all of therPérallel LivesLucullus 20).

Lucullus cancelled all interest payments that were higher than the original amount borrowed, and
capped monthly interest rates 1% (this would be an annual interest rate of around 12% or slightly
higher than that if compounded); this was datinally less than what was being previously

charged. And he made sure all these changes were enforced. It only took four years for all the
cities of Asia to pay off their debts from Su
hisfinestbur ; no other act did as much to buttress
even in his military actions, Lucullus was extraordinarily kind for a man of his time. When a

major Armenian city was stormed by Lucullus after a siege, it was plundetatbatioyed.

But, contrary to general standards of the time, he spared the population and set them free, rather
than enslaving or killing them. This was not new policy, but the same policy had had put into

place when taking the cities of Pontus, exéemome of those cases, he had even paid for and
personally seen to repairs to the cities to fix the damage suffered from siege and combat and
rebuil d them. He was determined to show Rome
future governance-and future peaeebetween Rome and its provincials. Unfortunately, his

actions earned him the hostility of thablicaniand their allies in the Senate; they succeeded in
chipping away at his authority and command back in Rome, bit by over time, even as his troops,
tired of marching such long distances for so long, not in love with their elitist commander who
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lacked an abity to connect with the common man, semitinied (these very troops had

previously mutinied against other commanders) and undermined his ability to command.

Finally, in 67, accused of prolonging the war since Mithridates had yet to be caught, the Senate
decided to replace him with Gnaeus Pompeius “N
never recovered from this blow to ldgnitas Still, the sad end to his campaign engineered by

the verypublicanihe fought does not change the level of his accsmplent. Plutarch writes

t hat * Lwas notohlyubgloved by the peoples whom he had benefited, nay, other

provinces also longed to have him set over them, and felicitated those whose goodtfadsne

to have such “aHegontines:nor” (20) .

Lucullus, after filling Asia full of law and order, and full of peace, did not neglect the
things which minister to pleasure and win favor, but during his stay at Ephesus gratified
the cities with processions and triumphal festivals and contests of athteteyladiators.

And the cities, in response, celebrated festivals which they called Lucullea, to do honor to
the man, and bestowed upon him what is sweeter than honor, their genuireiljo@s3)

VI.) Pompeius Turns Pirates into Farmers

At this point in Renan history, piracy in the Mediterranean was a major problem,
especially for Rome singeexercised authority and power all over the Mediterranean. Piracy
had been a major factor in Rome’'s first inter
in fact, one could arguewast he domi no that officially starte
eastern Mediterranean. States might cow before the might of Rome, but these pirates fought
mainly for themselves, the ancient equivalent of the moderrstateactor. Still, they had a
loose network of cooperation and alliance as they shared the same general interests, and usually

refrained from attacking each other. There was no king that could be defeated to sue for peace,

48 Gruen, 264; Holland, 15364, 173173; Konrad, 185W. Jef fery Tat umq4 4)T, R241,1iOnal Cr i
A Companion to the Roman Repupéds. Nathan Rosenstein and Robert MordWanx (Malden: Blackvell
Publishing, 2006), 19293; Matyszak, 19493.
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no government t o ItwasnauntommoR fomieh’ysungviRonhahs.to be

captured by pirates and held for Ransom; Julius Caesar even went through this as a young man.
They constantlyaided and stole from any ship they could catch in the sea, and would often
strikeinland fromthe coast, tooPiracy grew in power and scope in part grew becRuseme ' s

indirect style of administration as its empire greamtrasted with the more hands approaches

of the powers it defeatedndalso becausis forcing of its major rivals (e.gMacedon and the

Seleucid Empirkto severely reduce their navieB t o | e ma i nonRBrgay gpurtedecline

also was a factan the naval powevacuum. Some communities even pgidatesfor

protection omat least to be spared from attackea travelvas hazardous and risky, and not only

did trade suffer, but the supply of grain to Rome, vital for keeping the masses fed and alive, was
also being affected. Mithridates, during his long wars against Rome, even allied with, and
supported with money anthigs, the pirates to act againstRorar k Ant ony’ s gr and
fought some of them and won a victory in 102, yet after his trivitplimph as in a sort of

special sacred victory parade/ceremony in Rome which was an extremely high honor and was
rarely avarded—the pirates retaliated by capturing his daughter from her villa on the Italian

coast. Theroblem wasstill serious enougthat the Romanssehti s s on, Mar k Ant or
againsthepiratesin 72, but hewas defeated. WotherRomanforce wassentoutagainsthe

pirates in 69ywhich achieved some success by taking and reducing a number of pirate

strongholds on Crete. Progress was slow, one pirate citadel after another, and yet attacks only
became worse after, with several senior Roman offitiaing captured off the Italian ia The
biggest shock camewithrhe ci ty of Rome’s major port, Ost.i
suffering from a pirate raid which saw a Roman war fleet burned, several famous senators

capturedand, more importgly, the food supplgeverely affected Famine threatened Rome,
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and starving citizens took to the streets demanding action. Efforts in the past had been hampered
or avoided by th@ublicaniand their allies in the senate, as the pirates were centhed to

lucrative slave trade as the best suppliers of slaves, a commodity from whpetblicani

profited handsomely. But after Ostia, and with Romans facing starvaitbnfRoman power
beingsuccessfullychallenged by pirate rabhlgomething had to beode, and only one man

would do for the public: Gnaeus Pompeius. A plebian with a common touclashgiven a

t hird nametheGfedl)dygSullasimself when he wasoheoSul | a’ s f.avorit
Victories in the Social War and then the civimvculminating in the final defeat of Sertorius in

Spain, had made him famous; so had the fact that as a young man, he had his own private army,
and won a triumph in Romees a private citizen, without ever having held publielected

office Thiswasapr ecedented, and he was already Rome’
deal with the pirates, a special kind of unprecedented command, far exceeding the scope of a
typical provincial command, requiring far more resources to implement, and for d &petiaf

general, would be required. The idea itself was very controversial for a Rome that was averse to
concentrated powers and anything even remotely resembling a king or kingly power, and many
senators opposed it; but a law calling for the creati@uch a command, unparalleled in Roman

history, passed in 67:@ovinciaof the entire Mediterranean coast, all Mediterraneamas,

and fifty miles inward fran the coast on all parts of the mainland. A massive fleet and a huge

army and body of sailsrand marines were authorized, and Pompeius was awarded the

command. Such was the confidence of the Roman people in Pompeius that once the law was

passed and before any action was taken, the price of grain in Rome dropped significantly.

4 Robin SeagePompey the GreatMalden: Blackwell Publishing, 2002), 48; Holland, 164170; Tatum, 192;
von UngernSternberg, 100; Goldsworthy 2004, 188 8; Robert Harri s, “TheNewtes of t
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50

This massive geographic command was split into thirteen zones, each with a
distinguished senior commander; no commander could leave his area of responsibility, that way
there would be no way for the pirates to have a free zone of operations. Pompedlfs &inds
possibly several of his subordinates, had fairly large fleets of their own that could go anywhere.
Po mp e i uredgiosspeatificriorces started in the west, moving to the east through the rest of
the Mediterranean methodically, and literallyarked the whole sea of pirates in three months.
Never expecting such a force to be arrayed against them, the pirates generally preferred to flee
and then surrender instead of fight. Pompeius made it a point to accept surrenders from the
pirates when nornhg@ractice for caught pirates was crucifixion; this encouraged the pirates to
surrender en masse and inform on their bretfaedthusmercy produced good intelligence.

Even at their inland strongholds, they rarely put up a fight and preferred to surtemie

York Times30 September 2006itp://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/30/opinion/30harris.html?pagewantefiasil
accessed July 25, 2011).

50 potter, The Empire in 60 B.C.
http://www.thamesandhudsonusa.com/web/ancientrome/resources/ch3resources.html
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generous Pompei us. And here is one of the mo
20,000 prisoners Pomepius took saw many of their pirate citadels destroyed, but were then

settled on decent inland farmland purchased by Pompanselffor them, or settled in various

cities andowns in Asia Minor; this helped to begin a process of rebuilding and repopulation

after the devastation of so many years of war against Mithridates in the region. Many settled in
abandoned Soli, in Cilicia irbsithern Asia Minor. These men did well as traders, and renamed

the city Pompeiopolis, while still more settled in a city in Greece called Dyme. Pompeius not

only sought victory, he sought to build a better future for the wholatbteahean, one which

would give those previously engaged in violent behavior a future in different pursuits and a stake

in the Roman system. Piracy was not eliminated from Mediterranean forever, but would not
return to the devastating | evndheRomarferableof or e Po
Troster thére is naeason to doubt that his clemency helped to bring the campaigpeedy

conclusion ” He c o“Pampay disxds the pirates clearly demonstrates the

importance otonceiving transnational threats complex phenomena that requicg only

military intervention but also a loAgrm commitment tprovide peace, stability, and

development. Not only millitamry, mewamn s n tveestickof e mp|l oy €
Romé s over power i migthesaarot of olemericty, inckuding the prospect of

reintegration intaivilian life.” Pomepius, like Luculluglamininus and other exemplary

Romans understood the need for a¥ plutsrthng bot h

would explain Pompeitss r at i onal e behind his actions:

[The prisoner$ .who were more than twenty thousand in number, he did not once think
of putting to death; and yet to let them go and suffer them to disperse or band together
again, poor, warlike, and numerous as they were¢hbught was not well. Reflecting,

51 Seager, 4618; Holland, 176171; Tatum 192; von Ungei®ternberg, 101; Goldsworthy 2004, 1880; Harris;
Troster 26, 3233.

62



therefore, that by nature man neither is nor becomes a wild or an unsocial creature, but is
transformed by the unnatural practice of vice, whereas he may be softened by new
customs and a change of place and life; dlabeven wild beasts put off their fierce and
savage ways when they partake of a gentler mode of life, he determined to transfer the
men from the sea to land, and let them have a taste of gentle life by being accustomed to
dwell in cities and to till therpund. Parallel Lives The Life of Pompey 28)

VII.) Applications for Modern Peace Operations

a.) Lessons Learned: Greece

Greece presents a situation with a number of striking parallels to modern operations. As
already shown, Romans were not terribly interested in Greek politics before the envoys of 201
200. Even onci& washeavilyinvolved in war in Greece thesateas abodywas still
remarkably ignorant ahebasic geographky-and therefore, geopolitiesof Greece; it needeal
“l esson” on ge o genayssoyheyfcoulo omderstared wikat veas Happening in
Greece Eckstein notes that, rather than having anyafogrand plan or sategy, the frequently

]

dividede nat or s in gener al ..t €nNumeous comnjentaorsormu d d | e
American policy as far back as Alexis de Tocquevilieve noted the same thifigRather than

having any grand strategyne American government behaves in a like manner. If it is not a

nearby catastrophe, the urgency decreases. Various crises fester until one major crisis or another
worsens enough that it merits a response, one which often requires subsequent, uadnticipat
follow-up operations. Americans, too, were quite ignorant of Iraq and Afghanistan well into

both of the wars undertaken there, and still are. This is true for the public, but also for those

crafting policy. Among policymakers ignorance and carelessaresrelatively commonplace.

This is almost a badge of honor in that 1is si

52 Eckstein, Anarchy 268269.
53 Alexis de Tocquevile “ The Manner in which American Democracy Cor
Democracy in Americd,2.5, 217220 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000);
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in,thengebut” mentality of Americans today iIs not
during theRepublic For a mgor power,there are always other problems to deal with both at
home and abroadAs Dov Zakheimwritesof recent U.S. interventions “t he Uni ted St a

simply could not maintain its focusonarr ea t hat no wWrointgtean Waldl “acwéd rs

Also, Rome, too, had a divided government, with competing interests between different
office holders and offices, between different factions or pseadies, that acted as checks and
balancsin a system based on separation of powers and annual eleclibeshumber of
variables are staggering in such systems, each affecting policy in unintended ways. President
Obama and President Bush each had their own ideas about foreign policy, but 9/11 for Bush and
inheriting two wars for Obama have forced theirdgin many ways; thus the pressures of an
international system are felt. Both Rome and the U.S. intervened in Greece and in Afghanistan
and Iraq at least in part because recent tragedisnibal and to a lesser degree Pyrrhus for
Rome, 9/11 fortheU.SSsmade t hem feel they needed to act g
the people about needing to fight the Macedonians overseas so Romans will not have to fight
them in Italy is remarkably similarto Geordg¢ Bus h’ s ar gument that Amer.i

ter ori sts over there” so that Americans wi ||
naively, both Romans and Americans tried to ¢

really had a strong, unified state. The Greeks fought each other con&iantbyst of their

history; thus' Gr eece” i n ancient times was never a un
“George Packer , “ Dr EhaNMewiagk Tones Magagd March 2093, ”
http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/02/magazine/drearofiglemocracy.html?pagewanted=all&src=(last

accessed November 2, 201Ggoree Packer, “The Broken Contr akFoteign | nequal i
Affairs, 20-31, 90, no. 6 (November/December20p v S. Zakhei m, *“ CdordignPdiayons of
13 May 2011, quoting from Dov S. Zakheim “ A Vul can’' s Tal e: How the Bush Admi
Reconstruction of Afghanistan,” (Washington: Brookings

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/05/13/confessions_of a_vulcan?pagéaktlaccessed November 2,
2011); Dani el B y nfFareign Polidy 1®Se@emiet 2014 aRedewifige 9/11 Wardy Jason
Burke, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/09/19/the 911 \{last accessed November 2, 2011).
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slowly turned it i nto one. The Aetolian | ea
their neighlers. Sunni, Shiites, and Kurdeem almost a simple division to the many different

and constantly switching loyalties and interests of Greece, but then one remembers that there is a
layer of tribal identity that the Romans would find familiarly confusing and similar to the fierce
conflicts between different Greek cittates. Afanistan, too, is a horribly fractured, tribal

entity. Americans and Romans both hoped that, having removed identified threats (Macedonian

and Seleucid kings, Saddam Hussein and the Taliban) that peace nsugd &nd either
completely withdrew (the Romans) or partially
would be able to enjoy “peace.’” When one | oo

di fference bet ween Remmandtthenwibsedquenimeasiand tafixf r om Gr

earlier mistakes and the two surges i n lrag
eager to disengage without understanding the complex local and regional dynamics. Romans
failed to anticipate that irhe postwar reality, even former allies that felt cheated by the
arrangements of the peace could become spoilers to it. This is really not much different from
American alliances with Sunnis, Shiites, and Kurds, Pashtuns or Tajiks at various stages in the
thoesconflicts. At some point, each acted very contrary to American stated desires despite
previous American assistance and patronage. The Shiites, Sunnies, Kurds, Pashtuns, and Tajiks
take turns being the Aetolian League or various other Greek aatdrthegroups are also often
divided among themselves. Especially with a hasfflapproach, both Romans and Americans
should not have been surprised at the challenges to their visions for postwar Roman and
American wishes. With occupiers signaling tragsire to leave or who had left, one should not

be surprised that Shiites in Irag court Iranian intervention, Pashtuns court Pakistani intervention,

that the Aetolians courted Seleucid intervention or that some Greeks sided with Perseus or, later,
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Mithridates. Rome and the U.S. also failed to anticipate that Macedon and the Seleucids, or
Syria, Iran, and Pakistan, today, would take more active roles in the affairs of their neighbors as
Rome and America drew down their presence, roles which might harnnté®stsaand did

harm Roman interests

In fact, ancient Greece is a perfect example of a complex, very diverse, very tribal
artificial “state” with complex alliances and
history of internecine cohé€t, and with meddlesome neighbors. Hoping to leave a Greece in
freedom but under its influence, Rome time and time again was drawn back into conflict in
Greece against its inclinations. In such a situation, one must balance the desire to give freedom,
and be seen to be giving freedom, without sending mixed signals to the different groups in the
state and to potentially troublesome neighbors. If the intervening state does not act forcefully
enough, it will encourage rebellious behavior over time. Bégen with the Aetolian League
and Mugtada aBadr, and in variaiplaces in Afghanistan whettee U.S. was late asserting
control or still has not. In some of these situations, perceived oppression at the hands of the
intervening state might not be iasportant as the desire from one group or faction to gain at

another’s expense, another who is seen to hayv
intervening state. Some Shiites were determined to gain at the cost of Sunnis, while many

Sunnis distaced themselves from Americans because Americans were seen as Shiite allies.

Thus, the main lessons from Greece are twofblh state engaging in a peace operation
needs to understand as much as possondHee t he *
are entering, to understand the relative power of the local players, what they want and how far

they are willing to compromise, and how any actions aimed at one group will affect the

perception and dispositions of the others. For example, if Raoh@ppreciated the
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dissatisfaction of the Aetolian League more fully, further conflict may have been avdiped.

The intervening state needs to be as clear as possible about its own intentions and espectation

and to have its own actions be in acem@ with these. Lack of interest and involvement even

when Roman wishes were ignored repeatedly created an atmosphere in Greece that encouraged
thebold moves of various actors, from the Aetolian League to the Seleucid Empire. Confusion

in general, oftengner at ed by Rome’s actions, and a | ack
the board was a major conflict creator/multiplier that could have been avoided. Good intentions

in speedy withdrawals, like the case of Roman withdrawals from Greece, musateedah

their executionif not,f ur t her i nterventions and ®“surges” m
UN, NATO, and the AU that attempt peace operations must also consider this, as interventions in

Haiti, Somalia, and the Democratic Republic of the@n(DRC), just to name a few, show.

b.) Lessons Learned: Lucullus in the East

Lucullus recognized not only how important goodwill was to the success of establishing
true peace, to bringing other unigo the emerging Romamun Medterranean order, but
especially how important it was to people who had suffered in no small part because of the
abuses of other Romans. Even though Lucull us
voraciousinterests, he did not hesitate. Rather, he stuck to his principlebegeneral ethos of
good conduct and fair treatment, and energetically reigned putiiecani For UN operations
carried out by Europeans in places where col o
memories, and for a U.S. intervening ireA and Muslim countries with similar feelings, and
with a justifiable anger at U.S. policies that have at best been inconsistent and at worst biased
against them, this is a very similar situatdnu cul | us’ s oper ati ons wer e

course ofeven years of campaigning, so he certainly had to be aware of the resentment this
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generated among the poweréguitesrunning thepublicaniand their allies back in Rome. Yet
he did not waver even thought this became a major factor in the eventeetiaiadly ©st him

his command. Rom&nd the people of Asia Minor were lucky, since if someone of less ability
or different character than Pompeius had been chosen, Lucgaiss among the people of

Asia Minor for Rome might have been clumsily negaiedasted.

Lucullus’s operations in the opesationsgihatovi de
are remarkably moderrl.) Hearts and mindare as important as ever, and are the key to any

peace operation2.) People fronmthe stateor regionghat ae not directly employed by the
statéorganization/region or under its contsbill reflect on the staterganization/region and can

cause the intervening actgsoblems. Whethgvublicanior modern multinational

corporations, these actors cannot hesgia free reign and must be tightly regulated. Serious
abuses can sink or sabotage missions at worst or undermine them at the very best. Both the UN
and the U.S. have had major problems with contractors and need to be much better at policing
and regulahg them so that Halliburtons and Blackwatars the exception, not the norg)

Politics always matters. Lucullus was brilliant and did much to improve relations between Rome
and its provincials, yet corrupt politics at home cost him his job and threatened to undermine the
goodwilland gaine ar ned by L ucandvictorss' Thereisinmeasyisalugion for

dealing with domestic politics, and many of the states carrying out these operations today have
complex domestic political situations that cannot be ignored. This issue needs to be more openly
acknowledged, dealt with, drplanned aroundrhen planning operations. Ppeius recered far

more resources than Lucullus for political reasons, and this is partly why Lucullus was not able

to finish the wawith the few resources he hailhe AmericarRepublicanPartyideology abot

small government turned out to be disastrous when put into practice in terms of resourcing

68



nationbuilding in Iraq and Afghanistan, resulting in more deaths, higher ¢ostger warsand

the necessity for “sur ges?” pobticahissiee®carobe saptoe mat u

be the xfactor in modern peace operations.

b.) Lessons LearnedPompeius and the Pirates

Finally, Pompeius showed than the war needs to be carried out in a way that allows for a
better future. He saw how crucial it was thatder combatants effectively go through
disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration, known as DDR, and be given a real shot at
success in peacetime, or that they would go right back to being militants. The problems in
modern wars with this are enormoutoblems with DDR have plagued peace operations in
places like the DRC, Kosovo and Liberia, just to name a few. Most other Romans would have
crucified the pirates; when Marcus Licinius
crucified all the prisners he had taken, 6,000 of them, on arh@8 stretch of the Via Appia,

)

one of Italy’s busiest roads.

There are three main lessons from the pirate vaunless a state is prepared to kill all
those resisting, plans must be made for what all thasertly resisting will do once hostilities
cease. Itis amazing how many conflicts are perpetuated from a failure to properly consider and
resource this aspect of paginflict operations. Right now, Iraq is doing better because that
country provides iareasing opportunity for Iraqis not fighting to engage in civil pursuits, as
problematic as it is. Yet Afghanistan does not, comparatively, offer fighters much to do when

they lay down their arms with its corrupt and weak government and dismal econompirdih

problem in Somalia is not all that different

C

for these pirates to do in peace, or they wil
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farmers or Af ghan2)anothermma] @ro plpegs S@am merresm Pompei

power” can be just as instrumental in winning
perhaps more surrendering than fighting in th
power ” awilian populatioa, but Pompeius showed its potential with enemy combatants

in time of war. This hardly works in all conflicts, but since peace operations are not generally
also total wars, it should more applicable more often in these conflicts than in dthesson 1

i's i mplemented well , *“sof acoynerimumgenciomlandtaar e c an
lead to a lasting arrangemehj Finally, Pompeius showed that when dealing with-state

actors that work in small groups and can melt away, dvelming resources and a total

coverageand dominancef the battle space can initially overwhelm the enemy. Small groups

can slip away easilyn general compared to large enemy army units especiallyif operations

are underesourced, while at the santime, if overwhelming force is applied, it can often

greatly shorten the length of the conflict, balancing the costs; after all, the pirate operation for the
whole Mediterranean Sea only lasted three months! More than a few commentators have
suggestedhiat a much largdorce initially in Iraq or Afghanistan would have made a huge
difference in initially establishing order and sdwests in the long run; one thinks of the public

battle between Gen. Shinseki and Sec. Rumsfeld before the invasion3f Iraq

Eckstein notes that “in terms of the fragi
al | periods closer to the modern Third Worl d.

operationsake place, how Romfemu dd|l ed t hr ou g lsimilacstateshnd ng wi t h s

5 Holland 146, Konrad 185.
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peoplesover centuriegs an emerging and then the dominant power should be of interest to

anyone involved in ther?f,

56 Eckstein, Anarchy 259.
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