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Rome and Italy

The foundation of the city of Rome
The Romans celebrated the anniversaty of the foundation of their city on
21 April, but they were as ignorant as we are of the year in which this event
occurred. The precise foundation year was not recorded and it was not
until the early third century, when the rising great power Rome attracted
the attention of Greek historiography with its interest in beginnings and
origins, that attempts began to place into the chronology of Greek history
the exact foundation date of the city and the beginning of the Republic. The
starting point for these calculations was the year 510 BC, when the tyrant

Hippias had been driven out of Athens. The expulsion of Tarquinius
Superbus, the last of the legendary seven kings who was said to have
degenerated into a despot, was also placed in this year.
The year 510 became a key date in Graeco-Roman history because the
earliest definite date in Roman history, derived from circumstantial evidence, appeared to make the fall of the monarchy and the beginning of the
Republic contemporaneous with the expulsion of the tyrant Hippias. In
the year 304 it was established that there were2}Aannual nails hammered
into the cella wall of the Temple of Jupiter on the Capitol, which showed
that the temple must have been dedicated in 509 or 508. There was also an
inscription on the outside wall, which was misinterpreted as being a foundation stone. It named as the eponymous magistrate - i.e. the official after
whom the year was named - one Marcus Horatius, who was from an old
patrician family and held this office in the year 378, when the temple was
renovated. By coincidence he bore the same name as one of the fictitious
consuls supposed to have held office in the second year of the Republic.
This combination of a correctly calculated date with the mistaken assignment of a personal name recorded on an inscription produced the date of
510, which became canonical for the beginning of the Repub1ic. Then the
estimated lengths of the reigns of the seven kings whose names were
recorded were simply added on to this date. As might be expected, the

2

Rome and

ltaly

calculations varied, and correspondingly the dates named in ancient
historiography for the foundation of the city ranged between the years 8L3
and 729 or 728.It was the authority of Marcus Terentius Yarro (116-27 BC) ,
the great scholar of Roman antiquity, that secured general recognition for
his favoured date of 753. Of course, this does not alter the fact that this date
is no more definite than the others which were supplanted by the so-called
Varronian era.
Even if we will never be able to determine the precise year of the foundation of the city and the beginning of the Republic, it is, however, possible to make an accurate estimate of the period at which the individual
settlements on the hills, grouped around the low-lying area that later
became the forum, were formed into a city. Here I am defining a'city'not
as the amorphous mass of individual and scattered settlements which dispersed themselves over the hills from the tenth century BC onwards, but
as a civic organization around a political and religious centre, which has
found a visible manifestation in the form of public buildings such as
temples, places of assembly and official buildings, as well as bridges,
drainage systems and paved roads. Such remains have been discovered by
archaeology and dated to the late seventh and early sixth century BC. At
first the flood-prone valley between the Capitol, the Cermalus and the
Velia was filled in with large volumes of earth, which the archaeologists
have estimated amounted to more than 10,000 cubic metres, then levelled
and covered with a paving of clay and pebbles. Slightly later this paving
was extended to the foot of the Capitoline hill, the oldest place of assembly of the citizenry, the Comitium, was constructed and the official building of the city king, the Regia, was established on the Forum. At the place
where the salt road leading from the Tiber estuary to the interior of the

peninsula intersected the city there arose the oldest transport and trade
centre, the Forum Boarium (or cattle market). The remains of an archaic
temple from the first half of the sixth century BC have been discovered
there. Only relatively late, according to the literary record in the year
509 /508, was the temple of the highest state gods, the so-called Capitoline
Triad of Jupiter, Juno and Minerva, constructed on the Capitoline hill. The
conclusions of archaeological research on ancient Rome can therefore be
summarized as follows. The monumentalization of the public functions of
the state cult and political governance, which had their beginnings on the
Forum Romanum and the Forum Boarium on the Tiber, belong to the
period between the late seventh and early sixth century BC. These findings
lead to the conclusion that the act of founding the city in a political sense
fell in the last quarter of the seventh century BC, more than 100 years after
the foundation date of 753 calculated by Varo.
A city was unquestionably superior to the other forms of human settlement prevalent at the time. Its political organization enabled the full
exploitation of the military and labour capacities of the population, its
urbanized centre offered, together with fortifications, the best possibility of
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The area of the city within the boundaries of the Servian wall,
constructed after 387 BC

protection and defence, and the co-existence of urban and rural settlement
forms favoured an economic division of labour and so the development of
trade and goods exchange. But however superior the city was as a form of
human habitation, it was certainly not predominant on the Italian peninsula in the seventh and sixth centuries BC. Neither the Ligurians settled in
what is now Piedmont, who belonged to a pre-Indo-European substratum
of the Italian population, nor the Veneti based in the east of the Upper
Italian p1ain, were organized in towns. The same is true for the other Italic
peoples from the Lrdo-European language family; the tribes of the LatinFaliscan language group between the lower Tiber and the mountains bordering the coastal plain to the east, the Umbro-Sabellians in the northern
and middle Apennines, the Oscans settled in the mor.rntains further to the
south, as well as the tribes to the south-east on the Apulian and Salentine
peninsulas. They were all organized in associations of tribes and clans and
lived dispersed on the land in hamlets and villages. Clans descended from
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The Crisis of the Republic and
its Causes

Whatevcr ()ne may tl-rink about thc valiclity oI such explanations which
.rttcmpt to fix the beginrring of the moral decline of Rome's political class
to particular dates, there was nevertheless a widespread view that with the

traditional values the political system, the res publica, had also been
lost. In his work De re publica. Cicero, quoting a famous verse of the poet
Ennius, gave lasting expression to this belief in a crisis:
Ioss of

'The commonwealth of Rome is founded firm on ancient customs and on
men of might.'

The conflict over the agrarian law brought forward by the tribune Tiberius

Sempronius Gracchus in the year 133 marked the beginning of a century

of violent conflict, which ended in the downfall of the

aristocratic

Republic. This process of dissolution of a political system contradicted the
widespread view among the Greeks and Romans that the'mixed'constitution of Rome - consisting of monarchical, aristocratic and democratic
elements - was not only a fundamental precondition for the rise of the city
into a world power, but also contained a guarantee of its own stability.

Consequently, soon after the outbreak of the crisis, attempts began to
explain this unexpected development, which ran contrary to all prognostications about Rome's future. There were two main schools of thought
that dominated reflections on the interrelationship between world dominion and internal decline. The first school of thought focused on the inflow
of money and luxury goods, which began after the victorious eastern wars,
and argued that this undermined the values and morals of the nobility
which had made Rome great - in Roman terminology the 'ancestral
customs' (mos maiorum) - and opened the door to corruption. The second
school of thought concentrated on the successive elimination of all dangerous adversaries in the course of the second century BC, culminating in
the destruction of Carthage. The elimination of the fear of the external
enemy, it was argued, removed the necessity to maintain internal unity,
and so the old virtue of competitive rivalry to serve the common good lost
its focus and toppled over into the common ambition (ambitio) of the struggle for power within the state. In this explanation the years 746 and 133,
with the destruction of Carthage and the tribunate of Tiberius Gracchus
respectively, acquired the status of related and pivotal dates in Roman
history. It was the authority of the historian Sallust who secured canonical
status for this historical analysis in the Augustan Age.
In the late Republic there were also other dating schemas. They related
to the outcome of victorious campaigns in the east, which brought money
and vast amounts of booty to Rome and so promoted the onslaught of

Our poet seems to have obtained these words, so brief and true, from an
oracle. For neither men alone, unless a State is supplied with customs too,
nor customs alone, unless there have also been men to defend them, could
ever have been sufficient to found or to preserve so long a commonwealth
whose dominion extends so far and wide. Thus, before our own time, the
customs of our ancestors produced excellent men, and eminent men preserved our ancient customs and the institutions of their forefathers. But
though the republic, when it came to us, was like a beautiful painting,
whose colours, however, were already fading with age, our own time not
only has neglected to freshen it by renewing the original colours, but has
not even taken the trouble to preserve its configuration and, so to speak, its
general outlines. For what is now left of the 'ancient customs'on which he
said 'the commonwealth of Rome'was'founded firm'? They have been, as
we see, so completely buried in oblivion that they are not only no longer
practised, but are already unknown. And what shall I say of the men? For
the loss of our customs is due to our lack of men, and for this great evil we
must not only give an account, but must even defend ourselves in every
way possible, as if we were accused of capital crime. For it is through our
own faults, not by an accident, that we retain only the form of the commonwealth, but have long since lost its substance. (Cicero, De re publica
5.1-2)

Charles de Secondat de Montesquieu took up the ancient interpretation of
the crisis and downfall of the Republic in his historic Considerations on the
Csuses of the Greatness of the Romons and of their Decline (7734) and at the
same time criticized it. He argued that internal division and conflicts did
not first appear with the end of external threats, and he saw the size of the
empire and the growth of the city of Rome as the reasons why the Republic
could not survive. The generals and their armies, he argued, were no
longer tools of the state but instead pursued their own interests and developed into particularist powers who withdrew from the Republic the prerequisite for its existence, namely the subjugation of the individual to the
principle of the common good. This modification of the ancient interpret-

ative tradition reflected the horizons of the eighteenth century, which
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every year instead of twelvc. The office of censo[ whose dr-rtics l-rac1
included drawing up the senatorial list, was suspended. Among other
reasons this was because the very exercise of the censor's function had not
infrequently led to friction and conflicts when a censor wanted to use his
office to force political opponents out of the senate or not add them to the
senatorial list. It was evidently Sulla's intention to eliminate sources of
conflict and to introduce an automatic mechanism for expanding the
senate. This mechanism was based entirely on the method of popular election, as had long been usual for the occupation of political offices. For the
priestly offices Sulla abolished the system of popular election introduced
by the Populares and returned to the old system of co-option to the priestly
colleges, which he expanded in number.
After the laws of the dictator Sulla had been ratified by the comitia,he
stepped down from the emergency office of dictator and, in order to make
the transition to normality in the political order he had created, once more
occupied the regular collegial office of consul in the year 80. He then
retired into private life and left the field to the restored system of senatorial rule. He did this in the expectation that now that this body had been
put back in the saddle it would be able to ride on under its own strength.
However, his expectation was to be proved wrong. Hardly had he
departed this world than the erosion of his work began.

The Fall of the Republic

Never in the long history of the Republic did senatorial rule appear as
institutionally secure as after Sulla's legislation, and yet within ten years
the institutional foundations of the order created by him had been
destroyed. One of the reasons was that his proscriptions and expropriations had saddled Italy with a heavy burden of hardship and bitterness
and so created a dangerous tinderbox which could easily be ignited if,
to continue the metaphor, someone was there to light the spark. The first
ones to do so came from within his own camp. This should not be surprising. The social and political changes initiated by him had led a large
number of fortune-seekers and opportunists to support him, and the
example he had set did not exactly demonstrate the subordination of the
individual to the interests of class solidarity which his political order
required. The political class brought to power by Sulla was far removed
from the ethos of internal unity and the spirit of legality. In general, class
solidarity was sacrificed to personal ambition and in the generation after
Sulla greed and corruption flourished as never before. This was already
the assessment of Sulla's contemporaries when they attempted to evaluate the effects of Sulla's work on Roman history, irrespective of
whether they were personally inclined towards either an Optimate or a
Popular standpoint. When Cicero spoke in 44 about the treatment of the
allies by Rome he stressed that the brutal practices with which Sulla had
stained his victory in the civil war had marked a decisive turn for the
worse:
This policy and practice [of dealing with the allies] we had begun gradually
to modify even before Sulla's time; but since his victory we have departed
from it altogether. For the time had gone by when any oppression of the allies
could appear wrong, seeing that atrocities so outrageous were committed
against Roman citizens. In Sulla's case, therefore, an unrighteous victory disgraced a righteous cause. For when he had planted his spear and was selling

under the hammer in the forum the property of men who were patriots
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fleet was to break through the blockade and rcstorcl tlrc frccclonr ()f movcment of the land army. But the attempted breakout ended irr a catastrophe.
At the naval battle of Actium on 2 September the fleet cc'rmmanded by
Agrippa was victorious and Antony and Cleopatra fled; the land army
surrendered to the victor after seven days on the march to Macedonia and
were assured by Octavian that he would also provide them with farms in
Italy after their demobilization. Actium became the symbol of victory and
founding myth of the sole power won in the battle for Rome and Italy. On
the site of his military camp Octavian erected a victory memorial and a
new city, Nicopolis (;victory city'), where magnificent games were held
every four years in honour of the victory of Actium.
The outcome of the war had indeed been decided at Actium. Antony's
system of rule collapsed bit by bit. The end came when Octavian landed
in Egypt in the summer of 30. Alexandria fell on 30 August and Antony
took his own life. Cleopatra followed him shortly afterwards, so as not to
be put on display in the triumphal procession of the victor in Rome.
Octavian became successor to the Ptolemaic dynasty in Egypt. He took
over the administrative system and the state-run economy of the kings,
which assured him of a rich yield of money and grain, and installed a
viceroy from the equestrian order at the head of the state. But this was and
remained an exception. The Ptolemaic monarchy proved to be no model
for the future constitutional position of the victor in Rome and in the
subject territory of the Roman Empire. Octavian also took a different path
from his adoptive father by attempting to reconcile the rule of one man
with the traditions of the Republic. The word'principate', which has been
adopted from the Latin as the usual term for the monarchy of the Roman
Empire, expresses just this aspect of the combining of the new and the old.
('r't('rtl-y,

The Augustan constitutional settlement
In the early second century AD Thcitus began his account of the history of
Rome under the Julio-Claudian dynasty with a brief but masterly
overview of the internal development of the city from the time of the
monarchy down to the principate of Octavian, who was granted the honorary name of Augustus ('the revered'):
Rome at the outset was a city under the government of kings: liberty and the

consulship were institutions of Lucius Brutus. Dictatorships were always a
temporary expedient: the decemviral office lthe decemairi of the fifth century]
was dead within two years, nor was the consular authority of the military
tribunes long-lived. Neither Cinna nor Sulla created a lasting despotism:
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lm.perium and princeps are the key words used by Tacitus to indicate the
special position which Augustus took up in the state and the empire after
his victory over his last rival. The first refers to the comprehensive official
power of the highest magistrate, the other the informal leadership role
which a member of the nobility distinguished by performance and prestige held within his class and therefore within the res publica. Both terms
derive from the state and social order of the Republic, but in relation to
Augustus' position they describe - Tacitus leaves no doubt about this -

something new, namely the consolidation of the rule of an individual,
which resulted from the process of collapse of the Republic and the rapid
alternation of its successive rulers. The words which Tacitus uses to
describe the precarious position of these rulers do not belong to the sphere
of Republican constitutionality. The terms that appear are tyranny (dominatio) , power (potentia) and arms (arma) ,but the position of Augustus, who
established the enduring monarchy of the Roman Empire, is described
using terms derived from the institutions of the Republic.
Augustus established the monarchy on the basis of the legitimate power
of the extraordinary imperium of the Republic and he portrayed his sole
rule as a principate, which was based on the recognition of outstanding
services and achievements for the state. The sole rule of Augustus derived
its justification not only from the ending of the civil war and the securing
of a worldwide peace but also from the conscious use of the traditions of
the Republic. Indeed, the new system claimed to restore the old, the ideal
(or, more accurately, the idealized) res publica of the ancestors. This semiofficial picture of the monarchy as lLte res publica restitutq was vehemently
refuted by Tacitus and in view of the real structure of power he was certainly right when (at Annqls 1.3.7) he described the Republican forms of
the regime established by Augustus as a fagade:
At home all was calm. The officials carried the older names; the younger men
had been born after the victory of Actium; most even of the elder generation,
during the civil wars; few indeed were Ieft who had seen the Republic.
The realistic view of the historian which stripped away the pretensions of

the new regime was directed not only at the ideologically overstated
picture of the Augustan principate as a res publica restituta but also at the
idealization of the old Republican order. Tacitus did not succumb to the
illusion of some modern historians, who accord both a right and a chance
of survival to the late Republic, and was realistic enough to declare: 'the
sole remedy for his [Octavian's] distracted country was government by
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one man' (Annals 1.9.4). The bloody conflicts of a whole century had pro-

vided the _pro9f that the old order had lost its ability to function.

Undoubtedly the principale of Augustus had reduced the opportunities
for the nobility to compete freely for power and honour, but afi6r the experience of the bloody civil wars the survivors of the old political class also
lugur, to accommodate themselves to the new situation. on this point too
Thcitus maintained the realistic view of a historian who describea trtit gs
the way they were:
opposition [i.e. to Augustus] there was none: the boldest spirits had succumbed on stricken fields or by proscription lists; while the rest of the nobility found a cheerful acceptance of slavery the smoothest road to wealth and
office, and, as they had thriven on revolutiory stood now for the new order
and safety in preference to the old order and adventure. (Annals 1.2.1)
The same applied to all classes in society, and it goes without saying that
the misgoverned and exploited provinces of the empire could dnligain
from the monarchical rule established by Augustus. None of the subiects
will have-longed for the Republic. Thcitus states this soberly and succinctly
in the following words:
Nor was the state of affairs unpopular in the provinces, where administration by the senate and the people had been discredited by the feuds of the
magnates and the greed of the officials, against which there was but frail protection in a legal system for ever deranged by force, by favouritism, or (in the
last resort) by gold. (Annals 1.2.2)

Like that of Caesar, the rule of Augustus brought violence and civil war to
an end and it also overcame the dangerous blockade of essential reforms,
but unlike the rule of Caesar it was not a system of rure by one man which
disregarded the republican system of state and society and presented itself
as-a dictatorship with monarchical forms. )ust lilie the power of his
ephemeral predecessors named by Tacitus, Augustus'positibn was based
on a private seizure of the state's mititary power, but in contrast to his
adoptive father he took the traditions of theiepublic and the mentality of
the_ruling class shaped by it seriously. In this reipect he learned the lessons
of Caesar's failure and decided to anchor the overwhelming power he had
won in the civil war in the legal structure of th6 republican migisterial constitution. Even more significant for the acceptance of his rule *as the decision to exercise it in accordance with the republican principle of law and
legislation as well as the attempt to adopt the ideal of the-'morals of the
ancestors' (mos maiorum). Also emanating from the Republican tradition
was the ethos of service of the nobility, which inferred the right to public
recognition and an informal leadership role from its achievements fbr the
res publica. on this point Augustus was undoubtedly convinced of the
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importance of avoiding the verdict that Cicero had pronounced on Caesar:
that in the cause of gaining power, which he had arrogated to himself with
depraved imagination, he had trodden all laws of gods and men underfoot (De Officiis L.26). How the appeal to the traditions of the Republic and
the nobility were manifested in the government of Augustus will be the
subject of this section, which, by looking both backwards and forwards,
will attempt to draw conclusions from the simultaneous death and sur-

vival of the Republic.
As far as the legal position of Augustus in the res publica is concerned,
the foundations on which the later structure was built were laid on 13 and
1.6Jaruary 27. On 13 January Augustus gave up the extraordinary powers
which had given him authority over the state for the war against Cleopatra
(in reality against his rival Mark Antony) and in return received the honorary name Augustus, which endowed him with semi-divine status.
Initially there was a revival of the consular system, of which he always
held one of the two posts in the following years. In addition on 16 January
he received an extraordinary proconsular imperium for a period of ten
years (which was later extended in five- and ten-year periods up to the end
of his life). This imperium covered the provinces of Spain, Gaul and Syria
and so secured him command over the bulk of ihe army. The remaining,
mostly peaceful, provinces he left to the senate to allocate to proconsuls.
When Augustus later gave up the peaceful provinces of southern Spain
and Narbonensis to senatorial proconsuls, he took over military provinces
in other parts of the empire. However, the permanent occupation of one of
the two consular posts ran contrary to both the spirit and the letter of magisterial law, and among the nobility, whose chances of reaching the highest
office were correspondingly reduced, there was widespread opposition to
this which created the breeding ground for a conspiracy against Augustus.
He gave way and ceased holding the consulship in 23. In its place he was
granted a proconsular imperium over his military provinces which was
declared to be superior to that of his senatorial colleagues in the peaceful
provinces of the empire. If anything this strengthened his power over the
empire even further. Internally within the Roman state he received tribunician power for life divorced from the office itself as compensation for
the surrender of the consulship. As a result he also disposed in Rome over
the decisive functions of the tribunician right of initiative and veto. In
19 the honorary rights of the consulship, also separated from the office,
were added. Leaving aside the other competences bestowed on him,
which were primarily to deal with certain specific tasks within the state,
these were the powers, derived from the Republican magistracies, on
which the Roman Principate was founded. They are a development of the
magisterial law of the late Republic and make use particularly of the separation of office and powers, on which the system of extraordinary commands was based. Even the cumulation of different offices had precedents
in the history of the late Republic, particularly in the official position held

